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The House met at 10 a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. James David

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We remember, O gracious God, those
who have any special need in their
lives, those family and friends and col-
leagues who are uncertain about their
future or have doubts about the pur-
poses and the designs of their very
being. We pray, O God, that where
there is doubt there would be renewed
faith; where there is illness or infir-
mity there would be healing; where
there is anger there would be reconcili-
ation and peace and where the soul
seems barren or empty, may Your spir-
it be present to forgive and restore and
make whole. In Your name, we pray.
Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

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

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

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. FOLEY] come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

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

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

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

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

H.R. 1965. An act to reauthorize the Coast-
al Zone Management Act of 1972, and for
other purposes.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATHAM). The Chair will entertain fif-
teen 1-minutes on each side.

f

COMMEMORATING NATIONAL
MISSING CHILDREN’S WEEK

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

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise to commemorate this week as Na-
tional Missing Children’s Week. As
Americans, we are all compelled by the
heartbreaking stories of abductions
and murders of children. Adam Walsh,
and Jimmy Ryce, these are names and
faces south Floridians will never for-
get. In 1995, nearly 5,000 missing per-
sons cases reported that year remained
unresolved.

We all grieve for the families whose
cases remain unresolved—and pray
that they may be reunited with their
loved ones soon so that their lives can
return to normal. As a nation we
should try to prevent child victimiza-
tion through education. Families
should begin early by opening the lines
of communication in their family,
teaching children protection informa-
tion that can help keep them safe.
Knowledge empowers children, and
high self-esteem gives them the con-
fidence to trust their own feelings
when they feel uncomfortable and need
help.

Mr. Speaker, we need to join together
as a community to help resolve missing
children cases and Missing Children’s
Week is an important part of the
awareness process.

GINGRICH-ARMEY RULE ON MINI-
MUM WAGE CONTAINS POISON
PILLS

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

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, after
months of prodding our colleagues who
run this institution on the Republican
side of the aisle to bring a minimum
wage bill to the floor so we can get peo-
ple who have chosen work over welfare
an increase from $4.25 an hour to some-
thing that at least approaches what
they need to live on, what do we get
today? We get a rule and we get a bill
that has odious poison pills in it that
will kill the minimum wage.

This Gingrich-Armey rule is designed
to do exactly that. It does not give a
minimum wage increase to people, it
repeals it for literally millions of peo-
ple in this country. People who work in
garment sweatshops across this coun-
try could find their wages lowered.

It is just an outrage. They do not get
it yet. America deserves a raise; it
needs a raise. We need a clean bill, no
poison pills. Let us raise the wages of
those who choose work over welfare.
Let us vote against this Goodling
amendment, vote against the rule, and
then pass a good minimum wage.
f

COSTUME PRESIDENT

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, if we
needed another example of how this
President changes characters faster
than Rich Little, here it is:

A year ago President Clinton put on
his regulatory reform-er costume. He
said that he wanted to give small busi-
nesses a break against agencies like
OSHA, which were more interested in
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collecting penalties than in getting
things fixed. In fact these are his words
exactly, when he dressed up like some-
one sympathetic to small business:

Enforcers will be given authority to waive
up to 100 percent of punitive fines for small
businesses so that a business person who acts
in good faith can put his energy into fixing
the problem, not fighting with the regulator.
In other words, if they want to spend the fine
money fixing the problem, better they
should keep it and fix the problem than give
it to the Government.

But now the President is wearing an-
other costume. It’s his reelection cos-
tume, and it’s paid for by people who
don’t want regulatory reform and who
could care less bout small business.
And now the President has not only
forgotten what he said when he was
wearing that regulatory reform-er cos-
tume, he’s actually opposing what he
said.

Take a look at what the Clinton ad-
ministration is saying on the small
business OSHA reform bill. We put his
regulatory reforms for small business
into a bill, House Report 3234, and now
the administration is getting ready to
oppose the very proposals it made when
the President was wearing the small
business costume.

Mr. Speaker, costume changers are
great entertainment. But we don’t need
any more of a costume President.

f

MINIMUM WAGE AT 40-YEAR LOW;
AMERICANS NEED A RAISE

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

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, Amer-
ica need a raise. With the minimum
wage at a 40-year low, America needs a
raise. But our Republican colleagues,
when the housing bill was up, instead
of giving us a minimum wage increase
they raised rents. And last week, when
the wilderness bill was up, instead of
giving us a raise in wages, they raised
the number of acres that could be ex-
ploited with reference to the environ-
ment.

Now we reach today and we get an-
other vote on the minimum wage, but
what do our Republican colleagues pro-
pose? Instead of a real raise that work-
ing people can feel in their pocket-
books, they propose to raise the exclu-
sion, exclude more workers from the
basic fundamental protection of the
minimum wage.

It seems to me these Gingrich-ites do
not know up from down. American
workers need to go up. They need to be
empowered by an increase in the mini-
mum wage, not be excluded from the
basic fundamental protection and the
sweatshops of getting any minimum
wage at all.

Let us reject this Gingrich-ite pro-
posal to exclude more American work-
ing families, and let us empower them
with a real increase in the minimum
wage.

INCREASE IN MINIMUM WAGE
SHACKLES JOB OPPORTUNITIES

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

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, my
good friend from Texas starts again the
endless litany of bromides and class
warfare. The fact is we can create jobs
in this economy if we free those who
create jobs to have more. What we do
when we try to take the Government
and say, ‘‘You will do this or you will
do that, Mr. Employer,’’ is we shackle
the very job opportunities that my
friend from Texas purports to give hon-
est working men and women.

It comes down to this basic premise,
and it is one of fairness: Do we em-
power all in this country to achieve all
they can achieve; or would we have
Government, through capricious ac-
tion, tell those who create jobs, ‘‘No,
you are not entitled to create any more
jobs; no, we are going to say to you we
are going to penalize you for trying to
create job opportunities, and instead it
will be the Government who decides
who giveth and, of course, the Govern-
ment who, obviously, taketh away,’’
with historic tax increases from this
liberal side of the aisle and their lib-
eral friends at the end of Pennsylvania
Avenue.

f

REPUBLICAN PLAN WOULD EX-
CLUDE MORE WORKERS FROM
MINIMUM WAGE

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I am
sometimes asked what does it mean to
be a Democrat, and what it mans to be
a Democrat is that you care about
working people and their concerns and
whether they are going to be able to
earn a decent wage. That is what this
vote is all about today.

All of a sudden the Republican lead-
ership is forced to bring up a vote on
the minimum wage, but instead of
bringing it up in a clean fashion, what
they are really doing is repealing it
and making it so that a lot of people
right now, who would be getting a min-
imum wage, even at the low amount
that it is, are going to be not eligible,
unfortunately, for the minimum wage.

So instead of bringing up a clean bill,
where the minimum wage is increased
and people have a decent wage, now we
see the Republican leadership actually
trying to repeal the minimum wage.
That is what they are all about.

Just like they talked about repealing
Medicare or letting it wither on the
vine, now they want to let the mini-
mum wage wither on the vine because
they do not care about working people.

I heard what my colleague from Ari-
zona just said. He is against the mini-
mum wage, and that is what is going to
happen here today. They are going to

bring up a vote and use it as an excuse
instead of raising the minimum wage
to eliminate something like 3 to 7 mil-
lion Americans from having any treat-
ment and getting any minimum wage.
f

GOODLING AMENDMENT PROVIDES
OPPORTUNITY WAGE FOR LOW-
SKILLED ENTRY-LEVEL WORK-
ERS
(Mr. GANSKE asked and was given

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

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, we are
going to get our first vote on raising
the minimum wage today. I am going
to vote for it.

I have been concerned that legisla-
tion with good motives can have ad-
verse consequences, so I urge my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
vote for the Goodling amendment. It
takes into consideration some specific
things that we ought to look at.

Computer experts should not be paid
6.5 times more and then get a raise in
their minimum wage. Restaurant
workers do get tips. It takes into ac-
count that. But I and other people have
been concerned about the loss of jobs
for low-skilled workers, so, at my sug-
gestion and others’, the leadership has
included in the Goodling amendment
an opportunity wage.

The opportunity wage will encourage
hiring of low-skilled entry-level work-
ers by firms while maintaining the pro-
tections of the current minimum wage
for a short period of time. This amend-
ment is geared to blunt the impact of
projected increases on low-skilled
workers. The Goodling amendment is a
good one. I urge my colleagues to vote
for it.
f

IRS IS DOWNRIGHT PETTY
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, at
times the IRS is not only arrogant and
disgusting, they are downright petty.
Check this out.

Louise and Harvey Phillips of
Deltona, FL, got a demand letter from
the IRS. The letter said, ‘‘You owe us
money; and if you don’t pay in 10 days,
we will take legal action against you.’’

The Phillips’ just got tired of the
drag, so they wrote a check, ladies and
gentlemen, for the entire amount. One
red cent. The Phillips then asked,
‘‘Why are you so petty?’’ And the IRS
said, ‘‘That’s none of your business.
You will get an answer in 8 weeks.’’

Beam me up, Mr. Speaker. No wonder
the American people are taxed off. I
think the Congress of the United
States of America should tell the IRS
to shove that Phillips penny right up
their software. I think we should also
tell them that the Phillips’ of Deltona,
FL, just happen to be their boss.

Think about it. Yield back the bal-
ance of this 32 cent stamp for a 1 penny
settlement with the IRS.
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INCREASE IN MINIMUM WAGE
WILL MEAN 500,000 JOB LOSS

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

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, today
the Democrats say goodbye to 500,000
jobs, according to the Federal Reserve,
which is what the impact of increasing
the minimum wage will be. That is no
problem, though, because most of those
folks will get on public benefits, which
is exactly where the Democrats want
them, right under the thumb of the
Government so they can create depend-
ency on the Government.

Do my colleagues know who is on
minimum wage? Sixty-six percent of
the people are part-time workers. Thir-
ty-nine percent of them are teenagers.
Two percent are over 30 years old. And
those who start with a minimum wage
are making $6.05 an hour within 1 year.
It is an entry-level wage.

I started at minimum wage when I
was 16 years old. I have worked mini-
mum wage in the restaurant and the
construction business. I learned skills,
and as I learned them, I was paid more.
That is how the private sector, the cap-
italistic free enterprise system, works.

I am sorry there are so many people
who lean with socialistic tendencies to
government solutions to every possible
problem that is out there. I say let the
private sector get out there and com-
pete. Let us save the jobs and cut out
the talk about increasing the wage.

f

AMERICANS DEMAND A CLEAN
MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE

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

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I am glad to follow my col-
league from Georgia talking about
that. If he had his way, we would still
be 25 cents an hour from 1938. That was
the first minimum wage.

After months of blocking attempts to
increase the minimum wage, the House
Republicans are finally going to allow
us to have a vote. But my colleagues
should not be fooled by this sham. It is
not an increase, it is actually a cut. It
is exempting millions of workers from
the minimum wage.

This bill only will attach special in-
terest provisions to exempt those mil-
lions from minimum wage. Eighty per-
cent of the American people support an
increase in the minimum wage, but the
Republicans want it without the gim-
micks of the exemptions for restaurant
workers, the exemptions for computer
operators, the exemptions they are pro-
viding.

They are actually taking people off
the minimum wage benefit. That is
what this sham is about. They do not
really want a minimum wage. Just
continue to listen to them. They do not
want an increase in the minimum

wage. They do not want a minimum
wage. They want everybody to work for
a quarter an hour.

f
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WELFARE REFORM

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

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, as I
speak, literally millions of Americans
are trapped in a cycle of dependence
known as the modern welfare state. It
is a system characterized by drug
abuse, fatherlessness, violence, and the
wholesale destruction of the family.
The welfare state encourages teen
pregnancy and destroys the work ethic.

People have literally lost their free-
dom and their self-respect because of
the so-called compassion of Washing-
ton’s liberals.

When he ran for the Presidency, Bill
Clinton said that he would end welfare
as we know it. Instead he vetoed com-
monsense welfare reform, not once, but
twice. As we’ve seen in so many other
instances, his word cannot be trusted.
Bill Clinton is playing politics with the
lives of millions of Americans. His bro-
ken word guarantees the survival of
the failed welfare system.

Mr. Speaker, when it comes to re-
forming welfare, our President is the
great pretender.

f

THE MINIMUM WAGE

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

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, today
the House takes up increasing the min-
imum wage, and, in what amounts to
little more than a political dance, the
Republican majority has designed the
debate to ensure that we take one step
forward and two steps back. By cou-
pling an increase in the minimum wage
with an amendment exempting compa-
nies with less than $500,000 annual
gross sales, the Republicans have as-
sured a minimum wage increase that is
unfair and is unacceptable.

Mr. Speaker, if the amendment
passes, 10 million hard-working Ameri-
cans will be excluded from the in-
crease, and millions more Americans
already covered will lose their cov-
erage.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ARMEY] was not kidding when he said
he would, and I quote, resist an in-
crease in the minimum wage with
every fiber of his being. By increasing
the minimum wage and making it less
available, the Republican leadership is
dancing around an issue that 80 percent
of the American people support. In
words that DICK ARMEY can under-
stand, a country music song goes: One
step forward, two steps back; nobody
gets too far like that.

AMERICANS WANT WELFARE
REFORM

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, welfare
reform is something that the American
people want. Both parties have prom-
ised to reform our current broken-down
system, but I believe Republicans have
delivered. This Republican Congress
sent a strong welfare package to Presi-
dent Clinton, and he vetoed it.

Today Republicans are going to try
again. We are introducing a strong wel-
fare reform bill that concentrates on
family and individual responsibility.
Our package lifts families out of the
destructive welfare cycle of poverty
and despair. It stresses work, and al-
lows States the flexibility to design
programs that fight their residents’
needs.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that this time
around the President keeps his promise
and signs a strong welfare reform pack-
age. His record on this issue has not
gone unnoticed by the American peo-
ple. It is time to reform welfare. Let us
do it now.
f

REPUBLICANS AND THE MINIMUM
WAGE

(Ms. MCKINNEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, finally,
after months of prodding and pleading
with the Republican leadership, we are
going to vote on increasing the mini-
mum wage.

Not too long ago, Mr. Speaker, mem-
bers of the Republican leadership were
saying things like, and I quote,

I will resist an increase in the minimum
wage with every fiber of my being.

Or,
I’ll commit suicide before I vote on a clean
minimum wage bill.

While the vote on increasing the min-
imum wage will only be an amendment
to another bill, the fact of the matter
is that the votes that we’re taking
today are neither clean nor real. NEWT
GINGRICH and the Republicans have
found yet another way to feed the
American people a pig in a poke. This
Republican political sleight of hand
will actually repeal the minimum wage
laws and exclude workers from mini-
mum wage protections.

Mr. Speaker, we all feared that the
Republicans would go too far. We all
feared that the Republicans would
serve their rich fat-cat friends at the
expense of the rest of us. But, by their
offerings today, they’ve confirmed that
our worst fears have indeed come true.
f

PRESIDENT CLINTON AND
WELFARE REFORM

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

Speaker, it is an election year, so
President Clinton is campaigning as a
born again conservative, but talk is
cheap.

Take welfare reform. In his Saturday
radio address, the President said:
‘‘Four years ago, I challenged America
to end welfare as we know it.’’

Something funny happened to wel-
fare reform after candidate Clinton be-
came President Clinton. For 3 years—
nothing. Then President Clinton vetoed
comprehensive bipartisan welfare re-
form not once, but twice.

The President bragged that he has
approved 38 waivers for State welfare
reform.

The President neglected to mention
that 27 States are still waiting for
waivers or that the average wait for
the President’s approval is 210 days.

The President singled out Maryland’s
welfare reform for praise.

The President forgot to say that
Maryland’s Governor Glendening
boasted that his personal friendship
with the President reduced the waiting
period before Maryland’s waiver was
approved to only 6 months.

It’s outrageous for President Clinton
to insist that Washington retain its
grip on a failed national welfare sys-
tem.

f

REPEAL OF THE MINIMUM WAGE

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

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, a few of the
previous spokespersons on the other
side talked about welfare reform. If we
are going to reform welfare, we have to
pay a livable wage for work.

Today, after months of prodding, we
are finally going to get an amendment
to raise the minimum wage. Only the
Republican leadership could, under the
guise of raising the minimum wage, ac-
tually repeal the minimum wage for
millions of American workers. You see,
currently those companies that do less
than half a million dollars gross per
year do not have to pay minimum wage
if they are involved in interstate com-
merce. The Republicans think that is a
mistake. So today, they say they are
going to fix that.

What they are really going to do is to
open the door for garment industry
sweatshops, for industrial piecework.
This is done in the home for sheltered
workshops, for farm workers across
this Nation who support their family,
not to make a minimum wage. They
are going to try to lower wages, see
that there is no overtime pay, see that
we are returned to long work hours,
that we get rid of child labor abuses,
protections. We have a situation where
they are concerned about computer op-
erators making a livable wage, waiters
and waitresses, but they are not con-
cerned about ECO’s making 220 times
what their workers make.

DEVICE FOR SELF-EXAMINATION
OF BREASTS

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

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
if I asked the Members of the House
what this simple device is, I doubt that
very many of my colleagues could tell
me what it is. It is actually a breast
sensor pad which is designed to be used
by women to self-examine their breasts
to see if they have breast cancer lumps.

Mr. Speaker, it took the FDA 10
years to approve this simple device for
limited use under a doctor’s prescrip-
tion for women to self-examine their
breasts. The gentlewoman from Nevada
[Mrs. VUCANOVICH] and myself are in-
troducing today a bill that would make
this device, which literally could save
thousands of lives each year, available
over the counter so that millions of
American women can go into their
drugstore and purchase this and in the
privacy of their home self-examine
their breasts to see if they have cancer
lumps. We desperately need to get this
device available.

Nancy Brinker, whose sister, Susan
B. Komen, died of breast cancer, and
who has established a breast cancer re-
search center in her sister’s name, has
told me that this simple device is very,
very useful and should be available to
every American woman who wishes to
purchase it. Please join Congressman
VUCANOVICH and myself in sponsoring
this bill.

f

EXPLOITING PEOPLE

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

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, today we are going to get a
vote on the minimum wage, but unfor-
tunately under the amendments offered
by Speaker GINGRICH and the Repub-
licans, they will repeal and take away
the benefits of the minimum wage for
up to 10 million American workers. For
the students who work while going to
school, for people who work all day in
the sun to put food on our table, for the
people who work in sweatshops, for
people who wait on us in restaurants
and for the disabled who are trying to
earn a living and support themselves
with their disabling condition, 10 mil-
lion American workers will find that
they will no longer have the protection
of the Fair Labor Standards Act and
the minimum wage.

NEWT GINGRICH is once again going to
bring back the ability of employers to
exploit children in the workplace, to
exploit women in sweatshops, to ex-
ploit the disabled in sheltered work-
shops. This is not what the American
people want. The American people
want an increase in the minimum wage
so those individuals who have chosen
work over welfare will have the ability

to support their families, not to exploit
those people.
f

UNEMPLOYMENT IN AMERICA
(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, last
night on the national news it was re-
ported that Americans who have lost
their jobs in the 1990s have had to stay
out of work much longer than those
who lost jobs in the 1980s.

In addition, those who have lost jobs
in the 1990s have almost always ended
up having to take jobs paying much
less than the ones they lost, paying
much less than the ones they lost. One
and one-half million people have lost
good jobs due to corporate downsizing
in the last 3 years. We lost 3 million
jobs last year due to our trade deficit
with other countries. Our unemploy-
ment rate is relatively low, but our
underemployment rate is terrible.

Most college graduates cannot find
jobs in their degree fields, and we are
ending up with the best educated wait-
ers and waitresses in the world, yet our
Federal Government continues to over-
tax and even worse overreguate our
economy.

Today Government regulations and
redtape are making it extremely dif-
ficult for small businesses and small
farms to survive. We hear about eco-
nomic insecurity, but many have been
lulled into a false sense of compla-
cency, primarily because the stock
market is high.
f

THE POISON PILL IN RAISING THE
MINIMUM WAGE

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

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, by now it is
abundantly clear that the Republican
leadership wants to kill the minimum
wage with a poison pill. Let me ex-
plain. Right now 80 percent of the
American population wants a raise in
the minimum wage. There is bipartisan
majorities in both Houses who support
an increase in the minimum wage.
Today we will have a bill to increase
the minimum wage. So what is the
problem? Where is the pill?

Well, in this bill there is an amend-
ment that would exempt two-thirds of
the companies from the requirements
of the bill. That is to say, two-thirds of
the companies would not have to pay
the minimum wage, which means up to
10 million workers would not get the
minimum wage. So we are witnessing
today a sham, a minimum wage bill
that the people want, that the majori-
ties in Congress want, but that the Re-
publican leadership refuses to bring
forward.

They will not bring forward a clean
minimum wage. They would rather per-
petrate this sham and undermine real
minimum wage increases.
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RUBBER PRESIDENT

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

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, I bring to
your attention an editorial which ap-
pears in today’s New Hampshire Union
Leader entitled, Rubber President,
Here’s Bill Clinton, Contortionist
Extraordinaire.

The editorial discusses the fact that
the President has twice vetoed welfare
reform and yet, if I may quote, it says,
‘‘Knowing BOB DOLE has scheduled a
major speech today on the subject of
welfare, Mr. Clinton did an about-face
over the weekend to declare his sup-
port for Wisconsin’s Republican welfare
reform plan. Unbelievable.

Governor Tommy Thompson’s inno-
vative Wisconsin Works program em-
bodies more reform, a lot more reform,
than either of the two bills Mr. Clinton
vetoed. But now the President says he
thinks Governor Thompson’s approach
is just peachy.

Republicans should call Mr. Clinton’s
bluff. They should not let him get away
with telling the voters he is for welfare
reform while vetoing sensible reform
bills. Congress should present him with
a welfare reform bill based on the Wis-
consin plan and dare him to veto what
he says he supports.

That is what we will do today, Mr.
Speaker. We are going to introduce a
sensible welfare reform bill.

f

ROLLING BACK THE CLOCK

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

Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, the entire
Gingrich-Dole Congress that we have
seen for the last year and a half has
been about one thing: rolling back the
clock. Whether it is on Medicare, the
environment, educational assistance
that we give from the Federal Govern-
ment, it has been about rolling back
the clock.

Here we go again. Now under the
guise of raising the minimum wage,
which is at a 40-year low in purchasing
power, they are in fact going to repeal
the minimum wage for millions of
American workers.
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Just think of the cynicism that re-
flects, the opportunity of helping peo-
ple who are trying to get ahead, people
who are playing by the rules and trying
to stay off welfare. They are using that
as an opportunity to take millions off
the protection of the minimum wage.

We only need to remember what the
Gingrich-Dole leader of the Congress
said. ‘‘I will resist a minimum wage in-
crease with every fiber of my being,’’
he said. And do my colleagues know
what? What they are doing today
makes me sick.

NO MFN FOR BARBARIC PEOPLE
LIKE THIS

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

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I have a pic-
ture here showing Chinese security
forces lining men up and putting pis-
tols in the back of their heads and
shooting them, and then they take
their kidneys and their cornea for
transplantations and sell them to peo-
ple in the West.

We are going to give MFN to a coun-
try like this?

What baffles me is, as a Member who
has served in this body during the
1980’s when Sakharov was under house
arrest, and it was his 75th birthday yes-
terday, and Sharansky was in Perm
Camp 35, no Member of the Congress
would have had the courage to come to
the well of this House and ask for MFN
for the Soviet Union, and yet this ad-
ministration and this Congress are
really going to consider doing that.

Members may not want to hear this,
and the administration may not want
to hear this. This may be the fun-
damental moral human rights issue
that this Congress has to deal with.

Take a look, Members, and I have the
film, the 13-minute film. Call my of-
fice, we will bring it by. Lining men up,
putting pistols in the back of their
head, shooting them, and then taking
their kidneys and corneas for trans-
plant. No MFN for barbaric people like
this.

f

REPUBLICAN EXTREME AGENDA
CONTINUES TODAY ON THE MINI-
MUM WAGE

(Mr. WATT of North Carolina asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, today we are going to see the
rest of the story, the rest of this ex-
treme agenda that the Republican lead-
ership has been playing out all this
term of Congress. We have seen it in
Medicare, we have seen it in an erosion
of occupational safety, we have seen it
in an effort to allow the big cats to
raid pension plans, we have seen it in
wage and hour laws changes, and today
we see the rest of the story: They are
coming today to try to do away with
the minimum wage.

Now they are talking about giving a
minimum wage increase, but the truth
of the matter is this bill will attempt
to repeal the minimum wage for three-
fourths, 75 percent, in fact, of the com-
panies in this country, and that is out-
rageous and unacceptable and extreme.

The rest of the iceberg will be seen
today.

f

INTRODUCTION OF THE BREAST
CANCER DETECTION ACT

(Mrs. VUCANOVICH asked and was
given permission to address the House

for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker,
what is pink, round, was stalled at
FDA for 10 years and now can be ob-
tained only by prescription? No; it is
not a funny riddle. The sad truth is it
describes the sensor pad, an important
tool which could be used to aid breast
lump detection.

While the FDA has finally approved
this product, it is available only by
prescription. Instead of paying only
$21.95, women must first go to a doctor
to get a prescription, making costs rise
substantially. FDA’s action restricts
access to women who simply cannot af-
ford to go to the doctor unless some-
thing is truly wrong.

This year it is expected that 184,300
women will find out that they have
breast cancer. Since there is no cure
for breast cancer, we must continue to
give women encouragement to perform
breast self-examinations and take part
in other early-detection practices.
Today I am introducing the Breast
Cancer Detection Act to make this ex-
amination aid available. I urge Mem-
bers to cosponsor this important bill.

f

GIVE THE AMERICAN PEOPLE
WHAT THEY NEED: A RAISE

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

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, this GOP
minimum wage bill is a hoax; it is real-
ly indecent. All year long the Repub-
lican House and Senate have refused to
raise the minimum wage, even to have
a vote on it. Now we know why: be-
cause Republican leadership, between
GINGRICH and DOLE, are devising an ex-
cuse, a scheme really, to gut and repeal
the existing minimum wage. One step
forward, two steps back, a measure
which would give a license to the Re-
publican corporate friends to exploit
the work force, working families.
Working families do not need bait-and-
switch. They need, working families do
not need, political games. They need a
raise. They need empowerment, a wage
that takes them above the poverty
level, and a Congress that votes for a
minimum wage on the level.

Mr. Speaker, the best welfare pro-
gram is a job and a job that pays a liv-
ing wage. Let us vote for a clean mini-
mum wage bill and give the American
people the type of empowerment that
working families need: self-sufficiency
with an adequate living wage so they
can take care of themselves.

f

PRESIDENT OUTRAGEOUSLY
CLAIMS HE IS COVERED BY THE
SOLDIERS AND SAILORS RELIEF
ACT

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

Speaker, this story should be in Rip-
ley’s Believe It Or Not. Lawyers for the
President of the United States, Bill
Clinton, who has been sued by a former
Arkansas State employee, have now
asked to postpone the lawsuit claiming
that the President, who is the com-
mander in chief, should be covered by
the Soldiers and Sailors Relief Act of
1940, which means they are claiming
that Bill Clinton should be protected as
a uniformed service member.

Mr. Speaker, this is outrageous. On
the eve of Memorial Day, this man, to
avoid a lawsuit, would claim he is pro-
tected because he really is wearing the
uniform of this country.

Mr. Speaker, how outrageous can we
get? Only in Ripley’s could we find
such a story.

Please join me and sign the letter au-
thored by our colleague, the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. STUMP], to this
President asking for some civil de-
cency.
f

FIFTEEN PERCENT RAISE FOR
CORPORATE EXECUTIVES; RE-
PUBLICANS ATTEMPTING TO RE-
DUCE MINIMUM WAGE

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

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, Harry
Truman used to say the Republican
Party supports the minimum wage.
The lower the minimum, the better.

In today’s Forbes magazine, the bible
of the Republican Party, we find that
the 800 top chief executives in the Unit-
ed States averaged $1.5 million last
year, up 15 percent. But for the mini-
mum-wage workers in this country, the
Republican Party wants nothing for
them, no increase whatsoever, and the
proposal they are bringing out here
will lead to a reduction in pay for mil-
lions of these working people.

The Republican Party has had two
responses so far this year. First, like
Oliver Twist, when he held up his
empty bowl and said ‘‘More,’’ the
workhouse master said, ‘‘Too much,’’
and the second Republican response
has been revolutionary, as in the
French Revolution when the starving
French citizens pleaded for bread and
Marie Antoinette said, ‘‘Let them eat
cake.’’
f

REPUBLICANS AND THE MINIMUM
WAGE—THEY OUGHT TO BE
ASHAMED

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

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
NEWT GINGRICH and BOB DOLE oppose
an increase in the minimum wage. The
Republican leader has said he will fight
the minimum wage with every fiber in
his being and the Republican whip has
said in regard to families living on the
minimum wage, they do not exist.

Today, the Republicans in this House
are pulling one of the dirtiest and most
despicable deceptions I have seen in my
10 years in this House. They say they
support an increase in the minimum
wage, but today they will vote to re-
peal the minimum wage for nearly two-
thirds of the people earning that wage.
That is right, repeal the minimum
wage.

Unbelievable, Mr. Speaker. Extreme
in the extreme. You ought to be
ashamed of yourselves, Mr. Speaker,
you ought to be ashamed.
f

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM-
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
committees and their subcommittees
be permitted to sit today while the
House is meeting in the Committee of
the Whole House under the 5-minute
rule: The Committee on Agriculture,
the Committee on Commerce, the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight, the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, the Committee on
National Security, the Committee on
Resources, the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs, and the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence.

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

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

There was no objection.
f

PRAIRIE ISLAND INDIAN CHARTER
REVOCATION

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration in the
House of the bill (H.R. 3068) to accept
the request of the Prairie Island Indian
Community to revoke their charter of
incorporation issued under the Indian
Reorganization Act.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington?

Mr. KILDEE. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, and I will not ob-
ject, I yield to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. HASTINGS] to enable
him to explain the legislation.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, the purpose of H.R. 3068, au-
thored by the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. GUTKNECHT], is to accept
the request of the Prairie Island Indian
Community to revoke their charter of
incorporation issued under the Indian
Reorganization Act. The Federal char-
ter of incorporation for the community
contained a provision which requires
that it can only be revoked by an act of
Congress.

The revocation was requested by the
community because the community

has never used it in the management of
its enterprises, finding it to be out-
dated, ineffective, and cumbersome. In-
stead, the community relies on provi-
sions in its constitution.

A similar revocation relating to the
Minnesota Chippewa Tribe was in-
cluded in Public Law 104–109. I ask for
the Members’ support for this non-
controversial measure.

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

Mr. KILDEE. Further reserving the
right to object, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

(Mr. GUTKNECHT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker,
today I am pleased to offer H.R. 3068, a
bill to repeal the corporate charter of
the Prairie Island Dakota Community
in Welch, MN.

The tribe contacted me last June re-
questing revocation of their 1934 char-
ter. By law, revoking this 62-year-old
document can only be done by an act of
Congress.

In its entire tribal government his-
tory, the Prairie Island Community
has never used its corporate charter in
the management of its enterprises. Ad-
ditionally, with this outdated and pa-
ternalistic charter, the tribe is re-
stricted from doing many of the things
necessary to carry out business activi-
ties.

For example, the community cannot
sell or mortgage property, lease land
for more than 10 years, or contract for
work without approval from the Inte-
rior Department.

This legislation acknowledges that
the people of Prairie Island know best
how to handle their business. It is an-
other example of this Congress sending
control back to local communities, and
I am proud to be a part of that process.

My colleagues, I and the good people
of the Prairie Island Community would
appreciate your support for this impor-
tant legislation.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, further
under my reservation of objection, like
many tribes, the Prairie Island Com-
munity has realized the many short-
comings of the BIA’s 1930’s policy of
encouraging tribes to incorporate
under the Indian Reorganization Act. I
think that it is a good thing that we
are finally beginning to shed some of
the paternalistic vestiges of those
times. I hope that we keep this in mind
as we deal with future legislation af-
fecting Indian tribes.

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

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

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 3068

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. REVOCATION OF CHARTER OF IN-

CORPORATION OF THE PRAIRIE IS-
LAND INDIAN COMMUNITY UNDER
THE INDIAN REORGANIZATION ACT.

The request of the Prairie Island Indian
Community to surrender the charter of in-
corporation issued to that Community on
July 23, 1937, pursuant to section 17 of the
Act of June 18, 1934, commonly known as the
‘‘Indian Reorganization Act’’ (25 U.S.C. 477)
is hereby accepted and that charter of incor-
poration is hereby revoked.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.
f

INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 437 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 3259.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3259) to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year
1997 for intelligence and intelligence-
related activities of the United States
Government, the Community Manage-
ment Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Dis-
ability System, and for other purposes,
with Mr. DICKEY in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. COMBEST] and the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS]
will each control 30 minutes.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to bring
H.R. 3259, the Intelligence Authoriza-
tion Act for fiscal year 1997, before my
colleagues for consideration and, I
trust, approval.

Before I turn to the contents of the
bill, I would like to thank the staff of
the committee for their hard work. We
marked up two bills in 1 week and
brought this bill to the floor in half the
time that we have taken in the past.
None of this would be possible without
our staff’s diligence and very long
hours.

Five short months ago, I spoke on
the floor about the conference report
for the fiscal year 1996 authorization. I
noted at that time that we had been
disappointed in the President’s budget
submission on intelligence for fiscal
year 1996 because it did not show the
forward thinking and vision I think our
intelligence policy needs. Instead of a
blueprint, we got a snapshot of 1 year’s
needs. I also noted that another such
submission would not be acceptable. I
had been assured by both the Vice
President and the Director of Central
Intelligence that the fiscal year 1997 in-
telligence budget would show vision
and foresight.

Unfortunately, this has not been the
case. The budget we received was more
of the same, another status quo budget.
To say that we have been disappointed
would be an understatement. That is
why the committee has made more
substantial changes in the intelligence
budget than last year. The details of
those changes are in the classified
annex, which I hope Members have
taken the time to read.

Our changes were made only after
the most careful consideration. We
held 6 full committee hearings, 15
member briefings, and more than 100
staff briefings. I might add that we ex-
pect to have further briefings between
now and conference on issues that are
still undergoing changes.

Overall, this bill increases the
amount requested by the President by
an additional 3.9 percent. It is money
well spent. As always, our ability to
talk in detail on this subject is limited,
but as many of my colleagues know,
U.S. intelligence continues to provide
crucial support for sensitive negotia-
tions and for U.S. forces deployed over-
seas, and in combating terrorism, nar-
cotics, and proliferation.

I would like to spend a few moments
highlighting some of the major aspects
of this bill.

Our most important intelligence
asset is the people who are the intel-
ligence community. Downsizing, more
drastic than we had first assumed, has
taken its toll and yet we are still faced
with the problem of the proper skills
mix in each NFIP agency. There are
also a number of quality of life issues
that are of fundamental importance. I
give DCI Deutch full credit for making
personnel reform his highest priority
issue. Unfortunately, he did not pro-
vide the committee with the kinds of
detail we require in order for us to
commit the sums of money he needs.
Section 403 of our bill denies authoriza-
tion for the expenditure of funds for
personnel reforms until the committee
is briefed. Some may argue that we are
taking the DCI to task with this provi-
sion. We are not. Our colleagues in the
other body have no provisions at all in
their bill that deal with personnel re-
form. Section 403 is a good-faith pledge
on the part of our committee that we
will address this important issue when
we have a detailed proposal.

Some of our most important changes
to the President’s budget are in the Na-

tional Reconnaissance Program. Last
year we began to force the NRO to give
more thought to alternative means of
intelligence collection, with satellites
that are smaller and cheaper, yet no
less capable. Many attacked this vi-
sion. I am happy to report that it has
been confirmed by experts and that we
will continue to push the NRO along
these lines. We are coming up to a cru-
cial moment of generational change in
our satellite systems. Unless we begin
planning for that now, we will face a
future when we will pay more to know
less in a more complex world.

As we did last year, we are limiting
the amount of money that can be spent
on declassification under President
Clinton’s Executive Order 12958. We
favor more open government. Some of
the recent declassifications of such
programs as CORONA and VENONA
underscore the achievements and im-
portance of intelligence. But we do
take exception to having annual ex-
penditures mandated by an Executive
order for a program that has yet to
prove it can declassify without reveal-
ing secrets.

H.R. 3237 helps put us on the path to-
ward the intelligence community we
will need in the 21st century. I despair
that this President will ever give us
the kind of intelligence budget that
will move us in the right direction by
bold and large steps, rather than hesi-
tant ones. I look forward to the next
President doing so, soon. Until then, I
know that my colleagues will support
this bill so that we can move the intel-
ligence community in a positive direc-
tion.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
legislation now before the House.

I want to begin by commending
Chairman COMBEST for the manner in
which he has presided over the commit-
tee’s activities this year. He has been
solicitous of the views of the Demo-
cratic members and has sought to ad-
dress our concerns when he felt it pos-
sible to do so. We do not agree on every
issue, although we do agree on many,
but I have always felt that he was will-
ing to give us the opportunity to make
our case, particularly on matters con-
cerning the intelligence budget.

We are, of course, waiting to have a
couple of additional hearings, Mr.
Chairman, on some of the issues that
we discussed in our markup.

At a time when most programs are
feeling the effects of a constrained
budget environment, H.R. 3259 provides
a significant increase—nearly 5 percent
over the amount authorized for the
current fiscal year and about 6.5 per-
cent over the amount appropriated for
fiscal year 1996. While some of this in-
crease is the result of the substantially
higher defense budget approved by the
House, a major portion reflects deci-
sions by the committee that a number
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of intelligence systems need to be mod-
ernized to respond to future require-
ments. These improvements to highly
complex systems are expensive, but
they are necessary if the United States
is to retain the world’s preeminent in-
telligence capability—a capability that
will be of increasing importance as a
source of early warning to policy-
makers and military commanders in
the years ahead. I urge the House not
to adopt amendments which would
make across-the-board reductions in
the authorization level in this bill.
While I understand the sincerity of the
views which motivate those amend-
ments, I believe they would substan-
tially impair the ability of the intel-
ligence community to make invest-
ments in several systems that will be
of great value in the future.

In spite of the positive aspects of this
bill, committee Democrats have, as we
did last year, several fundamental dis-
agreements with the majority over pro-
grams administered by the National
Reconnaissance Office [NRO]. The bill
would terminate or delay a number of
programs designed either to address in-
telligence shortcomings noted in the
Persian Gulf war or in other ways to
improve the provision of timely sup-
port to intelligence customers, particu-
larly the battlefield commander. Mili-
tary operations, and the sophisticated
weapons systems which are used in
them, place an increasingly high pre-
mium on accurate intelligence.

On March 6 of this year, former Sec-
retary of Defense Harold Brown and
former Senator Warren Rudman ap-
peared before the committee in open
session to report on the work of a com-
mission they led, and on which I
served, to examine the roles and capa-
bilities of U.S. intelligence. At the
March 6 hearing, Secretary Brown
noted that ‘‘if it were not for the exist-
ence of the Department of Defense, the
intelligence budget would, in my judg-
ment, be maybe 10 percent of what it
is.’’ I agree with Secretary Brown
about the priority of military require-
ments within those assigned to the in-
telligence community. I further believe
that we should proceed very carefully
when we decide to alter a satellite ar-
chitecture which Defense Department
officials, both civilian and uniformed,
have indicated is essential to ensuring
that future military operations can be
conducted successfully without unnec-
essarily endangering American person-
nel.

Regrettably, the committee has em-
barked on a course, with respect to
NRO programs, which will leave impor-
tant military intelligence require-
ments unmet. That is not a good result
in a bill which establishes authoriza-
tion levels that in the aggregate can
only be justified on national security
grounds. Before we finally endorse de-
cisions which may place at risk the
ability of the Department of Defense to
fulfill its mission, we need to clearly
understand what capabilities we are
being asked to forgo and the con-

sequences of those actions. To his cred-
it, Chairman COMBEST has promised
that, before we get to conference on
this legislation, hearings will be held
on these matters. I hope those sessions
will provide a firmer basis than we now
have for making judgments in these
critical areas.

Mr. Chairman, despite the reserva-
tions just expressed, I believe the bill
before us is, in balance, a sound one
and should be approved. I look forward
to working with Mr. COMBEST to im-
prove it in conference, but I urge its
adoption today.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
RICHARDSON], a distinguished member
of our committee.

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the ranking member for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, let me first express
my most heartfelt appreciation to
Chairman COMBEST for his support in
allowing me to undertake several ini-
tiatives in the intelligence and foreign
policy arena. Mr. COMBEST has been
very accommodating since assuming
the chairmanship of the Intelligence
Committee and I want to commend
him for his stewardship.

Second, I would like to congratulate
the chairman for crafting a bill in a
nonpartisan fashion that catapults our
intelligence community into the future
armed with the necessary tools to per-
form an ever changing and diverse mis-
sion. In past years, the focus of our in-
telligence operations and efforts were
rightfully targeted predominately at
the former Soviet Union. With the de-
mise of the cold war and the splinter-
ing into several independent states of
the Soviet Union, new and different re-
quirements have been leveled on the
intelligence community. No longer can
we concentrate solely on issues con-
cerning Soviet force strength and mili-
tary concept of operations. Today’s
policy makers need accurate intel-
ligence information on global issues
such as proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction, narcotics, terrorism
and world economies. I am confident
that the bill crafted by the chairman
and ranking democratic member NORM
DICKS, prepares the community to
meet the challenges posed by their new
missions and requirements.

When Director Deutch testified at his
confirmation hearing before the Senate
Intelligence Committee he stated that
his No. 1 priority was to replace an ar-
cane and ancient personnel system
with a system that responded to the
dynamics of todays working men and
women. I am concerned with the com-
mittees action in not fully supporting
the Director in his personnel initiative
and fear the action that the committee
has taken is simply not in the best in-
terests of the dedicated men and
women of the Central Intelligence
Agency. These individuals perform

very difficult tasks and it is in large
part because of the tireless work they
do that Americans across our great Na-
tion are able to sleep peacefully at
night without fear of a foreign threat.
In the coming weeks I hope that the
committee will not lose sight that peo-
ple are the CIA’s most valuable asset
and that the necessary funds should be
authorized if we are to maintain an in-
telligence agency second to none in the
world. The DCI has put a tremendous
amount of thought and work into this
effort and we should support the em-
ployees of CIA by throwing the weight
of this committee and the Congress be-
hind the personnel proposal.

Mr. Chairman, when I was first ap-
pointed to serve on this important
committee I was struck by the dearth
of minorities employed in the intel-
ligence community. The percentages of
minorities represented in the various
intelligence agencies lagged so far be-
hind the civilian labor force that it was
quite frankly embarrassing. Since that
time, significant progress has been
achieved and I congratulate the direc-
tors of intelligence community agen-
cies for their attention to this very im-
portant issue. Women and minorities
have always been and shall continue to
be significant contributors to our soci-
ety. Their talent, commitment, and pa-
triotism is as evident as anybody’s and
they should have the same opportuni-
ties as any American. I encourage the
leaders of the intelligence community
to continue to tap into the vast re-
sources of our minority and female
population. Additionally, I want to
praise Chairman COMBEST for his com-
mitment in continuing this commit-
tee’s resolve to discharge our oversight
responsibility in this critical area.

Mr. Chairman, throughout my tenure
on the Permanent Select Committee
on Intelligence I have been a constant
proponent of covert action. When used
properly in support of foreign policy,
covert action is an effective weapon in
a diplomats arsenal. To ensure our ca-
pability to conduct successful covert
action activities, an infrastructure
must be maintained that will permit
the CIA to undertake covert action ac-
tivities on short notice yet with the
necessary support base required for
successful operations. I believe that
the bill before us today satisfies my
concern that such a capability be sus-
tained at an appropriate level. While
the need for engaging in covert activi-
ties may be minimal today, nobody can
predict the future. Therefor, maintain-
ing a prudent infrastructure acts as an
insurance policy for our Nation and I
am pleased to recognize that our bill
provides our citizens with the nec-
essary coverage.

In closing Mr. Chairman, I would like
to express one final concern. While I
support this bill I am somewhat trou-
bled by the funding level. The measure
before us today is 3.9 percent above the
administration’s request and 4.9 per-
cent over last year’s authorized level.
In a period of Government downsizing
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every effort should be made to ensure
that no agency is getting more money
than it needs. In fact, we in Congress
should do everything in our power to
ensure that the Federal Government
operates on an astute budget. I am
fully aware of the importance intel-
ligence plays in our Nation’s security
and of the argument that as our de-
fense establishment downsizes the role
of the intelligence community in-
creases if for no other reason than for
indications and warning purposes.
However, we must not exempt intel-
ligence agencies from sharing their fair
burden in downsizing the Federal Gov-
ernment. That being said, let me point
out that I have full and complete con-
fidence in the chairman and ranking
Democratic members ability to formu-
late an intelligence budget that accu-
rately reflects the needs of our coun-
try. I just wanted to raise this issue as
a concern of mine because I don’t want
to send a signal that there is a bottom-
less reservoir of funds available for in-
telligence purposes. My concerns about
funding levels and commitment to
maintaining a lean yet sufficient intel-
ligence budget is in no way reflective
of the high regard in which I hold intel-
ligence community personnel. I appre-
ciate the fine work intelligence em-
ployees do, the Nation appreciates the
duties they perform.
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Mr. Chairman, at a later time in this
amendment process I will be offering
an amendment that I believe makes
sense, that is supported by the Nation’s
journalists and media, that basically
states, which is already a policy of the
agency, that no intelligence assets will
be used with journalists. I will be offer-
ing this amendment later. I urge sup-
port for this provision.

Again, my thanks to Chairman COM-
BEST for his support of my activities
and for crafting a good bill, not a per-
fect bill, but still a bill that deserves
our support.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes to say I appreciate
the kind remarks of both the ranking
member, Mr. DICKS, and the gentleman
from New Mexico, Mr. RICHARDSON. It
is a pleasure working with all members
of this committee. While we may have
some philosophical differences, we, I
think as well as any committee, have
always tried to make certain that
every member was heard.

Let me just make two quick com-
ments, one on the issue of the com-
ments by the gentleman from New
Mexico on the overall amount of the
budget. I would remind Members that
in real numbers this budget is 14 per-
cent below fiscal year 1990 in terms of
expenditures.

The issue of personnel, I would just
want to state for the record that this
committee has always had, No. 1, a
keen respect and admiration for the in-
dividuals who put their lives on the
line and for the intelligence commu-
nity. We initiated on this committee in

the past major personnel reforms. I
might add last year we did that, as
well, and found both the administra-
tion and other committees of the Con-
gress in objection to those, and subse-
quently those were removed from the
bill.

As explained to the Members in the
personnel hearing, we will be moving
forward on the DCI’s recommendations
for personnel reform, only wanting to
look at those in a much more detailed
fashion than we have been able to do
up to this point. I would be remiss if I
did not indicate we do have great admi-
ration for those people who are in-
volved in the community.

In the area of overall funding, with-
out getting into those areas that make
it difficult to discuss, I am sure the
gentleman from New Mexico is aware,
following a discussion of the National
Reconnaissance Organization’s carry-
forward account last year, which was
discussed quite publicly, and even more
so recently, there were substantial re-
ductions taken in last year’s level.
When we compare our this year’s bill
to the last year’s level, we are accom-
modating a request of the administra-
tion to replace some of those funds
that were taken out last year, to the
tune of several hundreds of millions of
dollars and, consequently, that is re-
flected in the overall.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SHUSTER], a very valued member who is
in his second term or sentence on the
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, however one might put that,
and at one time served as ranking
member, who I had the fortune of sit-
ting next to.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank Chairman COMBEST for yielding
me the time. I certainly rise in strong
support of this legislation. This act
funds a wide range of extremely impor-
tant intelligence activities which are
vital to our national security.

One of the areas in which I paid par-
ticular attention when I did serve as
the ranking member of the committee,
and have continued to focus on, is the
area of illegal drugs coming into this
country. Indeed, in 1989 I was very sup-
portive, along with others, in creating
the counternarcotics center at the CIA.

Since the creation of that center and
in large measure because of the cre-
ation of that center, extraordinary suc-
cesses have been realized in bringing
down key elements of the Colombian
drug cartel. While the specific exam-
ples remain classified, one can say
quite positively, forcefully, and enthu-
siastically that our country and our in-
telligence community has made very
substantial contributions and great
successes in weakening the Colombian
drug cartel.

Sadly, however, in the last 3 years we
have not seen the same robust effort
with this administration that we wit-
nessed during President Bush’s tenure,
when he really revitalized our
counternarcotics intelligence programs

and announced for the first time a na-
tional drug control strategy in August
1989.

Many people do not realize that in
America, from 1980 to 1992, our country
witnessed a steady decline in drug use.
Let me emphasize that. From the be-
ginning of the Reagan administration
through the Bush administration, our
Nation witnessed a steady decline in
drug use. This was in large measure be-
cause both President Reagan and Presi-
dent Bush and their administrations
were very serious about targeting the
drug flow into the United States.

Sadly, since 1993 drugs have once
again been on the upsurge. According
to Donna Shalala, the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, marijuana
use in our most vulnerable youth, ages
12 through 17, doubled between 1992 and
1994, and virtually every hard-core user
once started as a casual user. It usu-
ally starts with marijuana, amphet-
amines, or other so-called soft drugs
that are attractive to our youth.

We indeed need to revitalize at the
very top levels of this administration
our counterdrug programs, and the dra-
matic rise in marijuana use is a wake-
up call to all of us.

Now, as Chairman COMBEST and the
committee considered what can be
done about this problem this year, an
important opportunity presented itself,
which was the transfer of the National
Drug Intelligence Center to the Na-
tional Foreign Intelligence Program.
This drug intelligence center, which
was first chartered in 1991, provides
strategic intelligence for all sources,
including the national foreign intel-
ligence community, collates it and pro-
vides information to law enforcement
entities to assist their activities in the
United States.

They are able to provide critical in-
telligence to chosen links to foreign
narcotics organizations and indeed
their arms in the United States. This
enables law enforcement here, both
DIA, FBI and others, to reach out and
strike against narcotics traffickers in
the United States as well as those
abroad. The Drug Intelligence Center
can draw on a pool of highly talented
and motivated professionals.

Congressman JACK MURTHA deserves
tremendous credit for really being the
father of this program, and I am very
pleased to continue the support of that
effort. Moreover, I pledge as a member
of the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence to ensure that the na-
tional foreign intelligence community
provides all the support it can to the
Drug Intelligence Center consistent
with existing law.

For all those reasons, Mr. Chairman,
I strongly urge the passage of this leg-
islation.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS], a
very valued member of our committee.

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



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5392 May 22, 1996
Mr. Chairman, first of all, I also want

to thank our chairman, who has been
very responsive and accommodating, as
well as our ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Washington, and the ter-
rific staff that this select committee is
privileged to rely on.

I want to support this bill because I
believe on balance it does meet vital
national security needs. However, I do
have some serious concerns about it.

It is obviously essential to support
the activities of the intelligence com-
munity as we seek to understand and
confront a whole range of post-cold-war
challenges, whether terrorism or weap-
ons of mass destruction, environmental
degradation, many other things. This
bill provides budget authority for these
important responsibilities. And we
should also be under no illusion that,
just because the cold war is over, that
this country faces no traditional
threats to our national security, at
which intelligence capabilities need to
be directed.

I do have concern about the overall
authorization level, as has already
been pointed out. It exceeds substan-
tially the amount requested by the
President, the amount authorized and
the amount appropriated for this fiscal
year. In a time of tight budgets, when
we are cutting environmental enforce-
ment, education or any number of
things, I would have preferred an au-
thorization closer to the President’s re-
quest. But authorizing more doesn’t
automatically translate into appro-
priations.

Mr. Chairman, I have a couple of seri-
ous concerns that I would like to ad-
dress, involving continued support for
the declassification of documents, and
funding for what is known as the Envi-
ronmental Intelligence and Applica-
tions Program.

The first of these relates to the
President’s Executive order establish-
ing a uniform system for declassifica-
tion, safeguarding and handling na-
tional security information and the im-
plementation of that order. There are
some statements in the committee’s
report on this bill that criticize the ap-
proach being taken under that order
and the way reviewing agencies are
handling document declassification.

The statements suggest that the ma-
jority may be proposing the adoption
of an extremely restrictive and, I fear,
an extremely slow and expensive, risk
elimination approach, rather than a
risk management approach, to the han-
dling of declassification. It remains a
fact that there are documents that
should be declassified, documents that
remain classified for no other reason
than inertia. Declassifying them
should proceed, and I am convinced
that this task can be managed at ac-
ceptable cost and without compromis-
ing sensitive information.

The current risk management ap-
proach does not lead to any abdication
of agency responsibility to protect
sources and methods; it simply is a
sensible acknowledgement that re-

sources should be focused in areas of
greatest risk. If Congress mandates a
system of reviewing documents that is
so cumbersome that there is virtually
no chance of anything getting declas-
sified, we will be right back where we
started before this reform effort got
underway.

Mr. Chairman, the second area I
would like to speak to has to do with
the Environmental Intelligence Appli-
cations Program. The bill before the
House right now would authorize only
$6 million here, significantly below the
President’s request. I think this is a
shortsighted cut and one that I hope
can be addressed, either through Mr.
WELDON’s proposed amendment today
or later in conference. Six million dol-
lars is simply not sufficient to carry
out the goals of the program.

It would limit the use of intelligence
products for environmental research
and could jeopardize very important
environmental information exchanges
with Russia. This program is clearly
responsive to the needs of national pol-
icymakers. It brings unique informa-
tion to our understanding of global en-
vironmental challenges, and it has pro-
vided striking benefits to the intel-
ligence community in improved tech-
nical capabilities of their collections
systems. It is a low-cost, high-yield ef-
fort which is well supported among in-
telligence consumers, both in and out
of intelligence agencies, and it should
not be singled out for reduction from
among all the analytic efforts of the
intelligence community.

I think Congress should continue to
support the President’s bold initiative
to implement a safe and cost-effective
means of declassifying documents, and
I am also hopeful that we will be able
to work in conference, or through the
adoption of Mr. WELDON’s amendment,
to authorize adequate funding for the
Environmental Intelligence and Appli-
cations Program.

With those points in mind, Mr. Chair-
man, I urge the passage of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I support this intelligence au-
thorization bill because I believe that on bal-
ance it meets vital national security needs.
However, I do have several serious concerns.

It is essential to support the activities of the
intelligence community as we seek to under-
stand and confront such post-cold-war chal-
lenges as ethnic conflict, terrorism, the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruction, and
global environmental degradation. This bill
provides authority for these important func-
tions. We should also be under no illusion that
we face no traditional threats to our national
security, at which intelligence capabilities need
to be directed.

I do have a concern about the overall au-
thorization level. This bill authorizes an intel-
ligence funding 3.9 percent above the
amounts requested by the President, 4.9 per-
cent above the amounts authorized last year,
and 6.9 percent above the amounts appro-
priated last year. In a time of tight budgets,
when funding for education and the environ-
ment is being slashed, I would have preferred
an authorization level closer to the President’s
request. But authorizing more does not auto-

matically mean we will appropriate all that’s
authorized.

I also have serious concerns about two spe-
cific matters: continued support for declas-
sification of documents; and funding for the
Environmental Intelligence and Applications
Program [EIAP].

My first of these relates to implementation of
President Clinton’s Executive order that estab-
lishes a uniform system to classify, safeguard,
and declassify national security information.
There are some statements in the committee
report on this bill that criticize the risk man-
agement approach that Government agencies
have adopted in reviewing documents to be
declassified under that Executive order. These
statements suggest that the majority may be
proposing the adoption of an extremely restric-
tive, and extremely slow and expensive, risk-
elimination approach to handle the review of
classified documents.

It remains a fact that there are documents
that should be declassified, documents that
have remained classified for no reason other
than inertia. Declassifying them should pro-
ceed, and I’m convinced that this task can be
managed, at acceptable costs and without
compromising sensitive information.

The current risk management philosophy
does not lead to an abdication of the agen-
cies’ responsibility to protect sources and
methods; it is simply a sensible acknowledge-
ment that resources should be focused on
areas of greatest risk. If Congress mandates a
system of reviewing documents that is so
cumbersome that there is virtually no chance
of anything getting declassified, we will be
right back where we started before efforts
began to rationalize the system.

In a democratic and free society, the people
are entitled to be informed about the activities
of their government. State secrets are a nec-
essary exception to that general principle, but
an exception that should be limited.

When I joined the Intelligence Committee in
1993, I was astonished to learn that agency
heads couldn’t say even roughly how much of
their budget was spent on document classi-
fication and security. Millions of documents
that posed no real threat to national security
were nonetheless being held under lock and
key at tremendous cost to U.S. taxpayers.
Some of the most astonishing examples in-
cluded documents about U.S. troop move-
ments in Europe during the First World War,
and documents concerning POW/MIA’s in the
Korean war. Despite sweeping changes in the
international arena, the classification bureauc-
racy was still stuck on autopilot, stamping ‘‘se-
cret’’ on nearly 7 million new documents each
year and marking 95 percent of these papers
for indefinite restrictions.

I decided to do something about this. The
result was the first ever accounting of the
costs and number of personnel involved in
classifying and maintaining Government se-
crets. These reports revealed that keeping mil-
lions and millions of accumulated documents
secret was keeping 32,400 workers employed
and consuming $2.28 billion worth of agency
budgets.

The next year, I took the reform effort one
step further, by requiring agencies to come up
with suggestions about how to cut spending
on classification and secrecy. This initiative led
to a government-wide program of cost ac-
counting and expenditure reduction efforts in-
volving all the agencies that make up the intel-
ligence community.
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The President consolidated the reform effort

with the issuance of Executive Order 12958
on April 17, 1995. Section 3.4 of the order re-
quires that, unless grounds for an exemption
exist, classified information contained in
records over 25 years old and of permanent
historical value, shall automatically be declas-
sified within 5 years. Information is exempt
from declassification if, among other reasons,
its release likely would: reveal the identity of
human sources; impair U.S. cryptological sys-
tems or activities; undermine ongoing diplo-
matic activities; or, assist in the development
of weapons of mass destruction.

Congress should work with the administra-
tion so that the agencies can continue to im-
plement classification reform in a cost-effective
manner. Let’s not cripple agency efforts to re-
form just as we’re beginning to turn the tide on
the costly sea of secret paper.

My second specific area of concern is the
reduction contained in this bill for the Environ-
mental Intelligence and Applications Program
[EIAP].

The bill would authorize only $6 million for
the program, significantly below the Presi-
dent’s request. I think this is a shortsighted
cut, and one that I hope can be addressed ei-
ther through Mr. WELDON’s proposed amend-
ment today or later in conference. Six million
dollars is not sufficient to carry out the goals
of the program in fiscal year 1997. It would
limit the use of intelligence products for envi-
ronmental research and could jeopardize envi-
ronmental information exchanges with Russia.

The EIAP is clearly responsive to the needs
of national policymakers. It brings unique infor-
mation to our understanding of global environ-
mental challenges. And it has provided striking
benefits to the intelligence community in im-
proved technical capabilities of collection sys-
tems. This is a low-cost, high-yield effort which
is well supported among intelligence consum-
ers, both in and out of intelligence agencies.
It should not be singled out for reduction from
among all the analytical efforts of the intel-
ligence community.

One of the main purposes of the EIAP is to
ensure that a select group of the Nation’s
leading scientists in hydrology, geology,
oceanography, and other earth sciences, are
fully briefed on the capabilities and information
resources of the U.S. intelligence agencies.
These scientists, through what is known as
the MEDEA Program, in turn bring their in-
sights and expertise to bear on environmental
questions—both in the civil and national secu-
rity arenas.

For example, the MEDEA scientists found
that imagery from the Corona, Argon, and
Lanyard systems would have particular value
to the environmental sciences, and this con-
tributed to the President’s decision to declas-
sify these images.

The scientists also have worked on experi-
ments to understand how our intelligence sys-
tems can be useful in addressing environ-
mental questions. With the many billions that
have been invested in these systems, it
makes good common sense to use them for
additional purposes that won’t detract from
their intelligence missions.

In addition, this program has been of par-
ticular benefit to the Navy. The MEDEA group
has worked with the Navy’s operational and
research oceanographers to address problems
in Naval oceanography.

The program also was the catalyst for a co-
operative arrangement with a similar group of

scientists from the civil and military sector es-
tablished in Russia. The Gore-Chernomyrdin
Commission Environmental Working Group led
to the Navy’s reaching an agreement with its
Russian counterpart to conduct a survey in the
Sea of Okhotsk, an area closer to continental
Russia than has ever before been surveyed
by the Navy. It will lead to the collection of
twice the data that could have been collected
unilaterally.

We cannot develop national policies to deal
with national and international environmental
threats like decertification, the destruction of
rain forests, global climate degradation, and
unsafe dumping of environmental and nuclear
waste, unless our policymakers and scientists
have access to data that identifies where
threats are coming from. The best technology
for obtaining this data is already available. We
just need to put it to use.

I think Congress should continue to support
the President’s bold initiative to implement a
safe and cost effective means of declassifying
documents. And I’m hopeful that we will be
able to work in conference to authorize ade-
quate funding for the Environmental Intel-
ligence and Applications Program.

I urge passage of the bill.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I

would inquire of the Chair of the time
remaining in general debate.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] has 181⁄2
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. DICKS] has 16
minutes remaining.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WELDON].

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I thank my distinguished
chairman and friend for yielding me
the time, and I want to commend both
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. COM-
BEST] and the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. DICKS] for their outstand-
ing leadership on intelligence matters.

Mr. Chairman, I rise as the chairman
of the Committee on National Secu-
rity’s Subcommittee on Military Re-
search and Development. My sub-
committee has joint jurisdiction over
at least $9 billion of funding in this in-
telligence effort, and so I have a real
and genuine interest in the fine work
that is being carried forth by this com-
mittee. I applaud both Members for
their bipartisan efforts to support and
enhance the intelligence operations
that are so vital to decisions that we
make in the defense community, espe-
cially as they relate to missile to mis-
sile technology and those new R&D ini-
tiatives that are so important to allow
America to maintain its leadership
role.

Mr. Chairman, I will be, however, of-
fering an amendment under title I
today dealing with a shortfall in terms
of the funding amount in the bill for
the Environmental Intelligence and
Applications Program, formerly known
as the Environmental Task Force.

b 1115
This funding has been cut to about

one-third to only $6 million. Several of

our colleagues have spoken to the
issue. I had been intimately involved in
a firsthand way with this program and
think it would be an absolute travesty
if we were to allow this program to be
cut to this level.

In December of last year, Mr. Chair-
man, my subcommittee held a hearing,
where I had as one of my witnesses
Alexei Yablakov. Mr. Yablakov is a
member of the Yeltsin National Secu-
rity Council for Environmental Issues.
He is a recognized world expert on the
30-year historical track record of the
Soviet Union illegally dumping its nu-
clear waste in the Bering Sea, the Sea
of Japan, and the Arctic Ocean. Only
because of Yablakov’s openness and his
advocacy have we in the West been able
to deal with this environmental trag-
edy.

When Mr. Yablakov came before my
subcommittee last December, he in
great detail outlined the specifics of
what occurred. Much of the efforts of
Mr. Yablakov and numerous other sci-
entists of the same caliber is directly
attributable to this program, estab-
lished under the guise of the Environ-
mental Task Force.

This program has been supported by
the administration, specifically by
Vice President AL GORE, who sees it as
a top priority, and a cut of this mag-
nitude in this bill would be devastat-
ing.

This program also allows us to pur-
sue an initiative known as MEDEA, the
Measurement of Earth Data for Envi-
ronmental Assessment, an extremely
important program. In fact, Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to enter into the
RECORD pages 41 and 42 of the docu-
ment dealing with the scientific utility
of naval environmental data, which
goes into great detail with the kinds of
initiatives and projects currently fund-
ed through the MEDEA Program. It
has the highest support of Navy and in
fact helped lay the foundation for a
major new initiative we were able to
place in this year’s Defense Authoriza-
tion Act which passed last week, a $30
million initiative calling for new part-
nerships and oceanographic efforts
with the Navy in the lead role. This
partnership effort will also allow us to
share technology where available with
other nations, and in particular Russia.

Mr. Chairman, this an important
amendment. I would hope that our col-
leagues would in fact support the
amendment to restore the funding.

Mr. Chairman, one important point
of this amendment is that it pays for
itself. In fact, we cut another account,
and that is the $25 million for declas-
sifying documents, we cut that by 50
percent. I know there will be some ob-
jections to that cut, Mr. Chairman, but
I stand before this body offering to pay
for the increase that in fact I think is
so important and the administration
thinks is so important.

I also in the end will have to oppose
an effort to not have the decrease in
the declassification program, because
if we do not have a bill payer, that
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means another $12.5 million will have
to come someplace out of my overall
R&D budget, which passed on the
House floor last week. I have no idea
where that money would come from. I
have not been given any indications as
to where those who oppose the decrease
in the declassification accounts would
take that money. Therefore, I have to
oppose that as the chairman of the
R&D subcommittee.

Even though that is not my main
fight, it is critically important that we
not establish this increase which has
bipartisan support for the environ-
mental initiative that is so vitally im-
portant, at the same time decreasing
or not having a bill payer, a way to pay
for that. My amendment will have a
bill payer, it will have a method for
paying for this initiative, and I would
hope that our colleagues will in fact
support the amendment and also would
support the bill paying mechanism
that I have identified with the commit-
tee staff as an appropriate way to pay
for this initiative.

Mr. Chairman, I thank both my dis-
tinguished chairman and ranking mem-
ber, and include for the RECORD the
data referred to earlier.

TABLE 8. FIRST TIER OF SCIENTIFIC SIGNIFICANCE

Data Description Scientific utility

Marine gravity Relational database of
point observations with
latitude, longitude, ob-
servation time, free air
anomaly, and gravity
values, supported with
survey, data processing,
and statistical informa-
tion.

Includes Lacoste and Rom-
berg Air-Sea Gravity
Meter measurements
from 1966 to 1983. Bell
Aerospace BGM–3 and
BGM–5 gravimeters were
introduced in 1969.

Classified marine gravity
data provide a view into
the underlying geological
structure at very short
spatial wavelengths cur-
rently inaccessible to
public data.

Classified gravity data
could be used to ad-
dress three problem
areas: (1) spatial vari-
ations in gravity at mid-
ocean ridges, (2) map-
ping of crustal thick-
ness, and (3) the struc-
ture of fracture zones.

Classified gravity data
would provide the infor-
mation needed for the
Northern Hemisphere to
facilitate research into
the genesis of Earth’s
surface.

Current accessibility:
Entirely classified; no public access.

Geomagnetics Consists of both aircraft
(Project Magnet) and
satellite vector data.

Ship collected data; con-
sists of scalar point
data by latitude and
longitude.

Magnetic surveys could be
used to constrain the
age of the age of the
seafloor accurately, to
calculate more accurate
plate reconstruction ro-
tation parameters, to
analyze the Jurassic and
Cretaceous Quiet Zones,
and to determine the or-
igin of intermediate
wavelength crustal
anomalies.

Current accessibility:
Ship data are classified; no public access; aircraft data are unclas-

sified.
Classified largely because of association with specific ship tracks

and ship track densities.
Ice keel depth

acoustic
data.

Measures ice roughness,
ridge frequency, and ice
depth (ice draft) below
the sea surface.

Data are collected using
upward-looking sonar
starting with the Arctic
journey of SNN Nautilus
in 1957.

Approximately 50 data sets
exist.

Data are significant in
their own right, and as
calibration for satellite-
borne instruments.

Knowledge of the mechani-
cal redistribution of ice
thickness categories
would improve our ability
to forecast ice conditions
for navigation.

Submarine sonar profiles
might settle the question
of whether or not ice
thickness has undergone
a secular trend.

TABLE 8. FIRST TIER OF SCIENTIFIC SIGNIFICANCE—
Continued

Data Description Scientific utility

Current accessibility:
Classified; no public access.
Classified primarily because of the association with specific sub-

marine tracks and dates.
Marine ba-

thymetry.
A large collection of ocean

undersea topography
databases.

Gridded digital databases
resulting from survey
measurements, many
using multibeam
profilometers.

Data as fine as 0.1 arc
minute are available for
some areas.

The accuracy of current
representations of the
seafloor is not sufficient
for many studies. The
scientific uses of more
accurate data include
evaluating the square
root relationship between
age and depth of the
seafloor.

Availability of these finely
sampled data would
allow for a detailed
study of the spatial vari-
ations in this important
evolutionary process.

Current accessibility:
Most data having a resolution as high as 1 arc minute are unclassi-

fied.
Data at 0.5 arc minute resolution may be declassified as part of the

classification review of bathymetric data.
That data chosen for release would then be made part of DBDB–V.

Geosat altim-
etry.

Geosat altimetry measures
sea height with world
coverage of ± 72 de-
grees latitude and 3.4
km spacing (1.7 km
footprint).

3 km track spacing at the
equator.

3.5 cm sea height precision

Provides important recon-
naissance information
over vast, largely un-
charted areas such as
the Southern Ocean and
Antarctic margins.

If declassified it could be
used with the ERS–1
data to improve the re-
solving power beyond the
capabilities of either
data set alone.

Large bathymetric features
can be inferred from al-
timetry sea height data.

Current accessibility:
Classified north of 30° S; no public access.

TABLE 9. SECOND TIER OF SCIENTIFIC SIGNIFICANCE

Data Description Scientific utility

Ice morphology Describes sea ice condi-
tions and extent over the
Arctic Outer Continental
Shelf.

Contains information de-
scribing ice drift and
movement and includes
ice edge boundary data
in hand-drawn charts.

Data would be of consider-
able use to climatolo-
gists; to scientists
studying the near-shore
transfer of pollutants;
and to individuals study-
ing near-coastal sea ice
dynamics.

Data set would also be of
particular use to a vari-
ety of U.S. companies
who are currently faced
with difficult offshore
design problems for
sites in the marine Arc-
tic region.

Current accessibility:
Classified; no public access.
Includes a synthesis of classified and unclassified data.

Seafloor sedi-
ment prop-
erties.

Consists of a collection of
ocean basin wide sedi-
ment thickness and
sediment type.

Is the first (only) global
seafloor sediment thick-
ness database for geo-
logical studies.

Having these data avail-
able digitally is a start-
ing point for additional
studies.

Availability of an existing
global estimate of sedi-
ment thickness and ap-
proximate sediment
types would provide a
background against
which the quality of fu-
ture data could be as-
sessed and upgraded.

Current accessibility:
Many of these data are unclassified.
Sediment type and sediment thickness is largely unavailable.
Some sediments data are restricted because of bilateral international

agreements.
Realtime sa-

linity and
temperature
fields
(GOODS).

GOODS contains a wide va-
riety of ocean measure-
ments collected from
drifting buoys, moorings,
ships, and aircraft.

These data are assimilated
into a near realtime view
of the oceans.

GOODS contains approxi-
mately four months of
global temperature and
salinity fields.

Ship observations could be
adapted based on the
state of the ocean,
greatly increasing the
efficiency of costly civil-
ian sampling resources.

Would allow testing of sat-
ellite algorithms for ei-
ther sensor calibration or
validation.

As in weather forecasting,
ocean models could in-
corporate GOODS data
into the nowcast system.

Techniques could migrate
into civil systems to
support commercial and
regulatory needs.

TABLE 9. SECOND TIER OF SCIENTIFIC SIGNIFICANCE—
Continued

Data Description Scientific utility

Current accessibility:
Most data incorporated into GOODS are unclassified.
A small fraction are classified data because of locations of platforms

providing the data, rendering the entire database inaccessible.
Archival tem-

perature
and salinity
fields
(MOODS).

Contains a variety of ocean
measurements from
drifting buoys, moorings,
ships, and aircraft.

Data include salinity and
temperature profiles.

MOODS is the Navy archive
location for GOODS.

Public domain transfer ca-
pability already in place
(NAVOCEANO to NODC).

Can ensure timely progres-
sion of data.

Availability to ocean
science community
would increase ocean
data explorations.

Current accessibility:
Majority of MOODS data are unclassified and eventually enter NODC.
The classified fraction, primarily in the Arctic region, classified be-

cause of platform locations.
Ocean optics

and bio-
lumines-
cence.

Contains ocean clarity in
specific measurement lo-
cations.

Bioluminescence data more
prevalent at selected
measurement sites.

Observations include both
underway and on-station
measurements.

Next-generation satellite
ocean color sensors will
provide much better
measurements in com-
plex coastal waters. Ac-
cess to both civilian and
operational databases of
in situ observations
would significantly im-
prove the quality of
these satellite retrievals.

Could enhance the usage
of less capable sensors
(less expensive) in
greater densities or in
areas where loss of sen-
sors is likely.

Current accessibility:
Many of these date are classified.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DORNAN], a member of the
committee.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, much
of what I intended to say in my re-
marks has already been stated. Some
of it might be well restated.

First of all, I want to pass out some
compliments that I did not tell any-
body I was going to do. But the prior
speaker, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WELDON] has developed
into a national treasure. I am talking
about you, Mr. WELDON, a national
treasure on the way he tracks the So-
viet Union. He is the only Member I
know that has been over there more
than the 10 or 11 trips I have made. He
leaves me in the dust. When he speaks
on the House floor on problems with all
the nations that were prior Soviet
Union nations, Americans had better
listen.

I also wanted to thank my chairman,
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. COM-
BEST]. I just do not know a chairman
that has taken the helm of a full com-
mittee and has steered it on such a
straight and critically important
course as my colleague from the great
State of Texas.

I do not have time to mention all the
staff, but our senior chief of staff of the
professional staff, Mark Lowenthal, is
also a national treasure when it comes
to intelligence.

I watched the ‘‘60 Minutes’’ show
Sunday night. In the open world of in-
telligence, the story on Russia was ab-
solutely stunning. It just took your
breath away. We claim to have won the
cold war, but that country is melting
down from 2 or 3 abortions to every
live birth, to pollution that waters
your eyes from afar; it puts our pollu-
tion problems into a totally different
universe.
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The country is just coming apart at

the seams, but that does not mean we
should not have a strong intelligence
budget, because China, as I have said
many times on this House floor, is still
a Communist dictatorship. It is five
times larger than the United States in
population, it is a 6,000-year-old cul-
ture, captured by the raw evil of com-
munism, and they have a mercantile
heritage that makes anything the So-
viet Union did look like child’s play.
They are going to own the next cen-
tury, for good or for evil, and our intel-
ligence budget should be larger than it
is.

What the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
COMBEST] has done is amazing. This
year’s request was in fact only slightly
higher than last year’s request. I think
it should have been a lot higher. Some
people have spoken on the floor on the
other side of the aisle that they
thought we added too much.

Actually, the request in tactical in-
telligence-related activities, joint mili-
tary intelligence programs, my area as
a subcommittee chairman, there is
still too much of a decline in that area.
The request had a large decline, we
plussed it up about 10 percent, and all
of these intelligence support activities
around the world that support our men
and women, it should be a much larger
increase. We did the best we could to
keep the bill bipartisan.

Just one other thing I would like to
mention in my prepared remarks, I
wanted to talk about the Bosnian cri-
sis, where I went over with Mike
Meermans last August, evaluated se-
cret programs. On manned systems, we
have added one more J–STARS air-
craft, EP–3 Aries 2, and U–2, keeping
that great legendary program alive,
RC–135 rivet joint, where Mr.
Meermans has actually active duty ex-
perience in the Air Force, all the less
glamorous things. We worked hard on
this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I submit 3 pages of
proper pride in this excellent bill. I
hope we get a unanimous vote out of
this.

Mr. Chairman, in preparation for this
bill: we held six full committee hear-
ings, I chaired a Technical and Tac-
tical Subcommittee hearing specifi-
cally on airborne reconnaissance is-
sues; we received 15 member briefings
and our staff received over 200 staff
briefings.

This is a bipartisan bill that provides
critical intelligence collection, analy-
sis and reporting support to national
and military decision makers. I would
like to point out that this bill provides
specific emphasis in support to mili-
tary operations: by increasing funding
for airborne reconnaissance develop-
ment and operations; by increasing
funding for unmanned aerial vehicles
to augment current and future oper-
ations; and providing unique, not dupli-
cative, information.

Trend had been a 2–3 percent yearly
reduction in intelligence spending over
the 4 years prior to the 1996 authoriza-

tion. The House bill reversed that
downward trend by increasing the
funding over the President’s request by
a mere 1.3 percent.

This year’s request was, in fact, only
slightly higher than last year’s re-
quest.

However this request had a large de-
cline, over 5 percent in the intelligence
support activities that directly support
our men and women serving around the
world in the U.S. Armed Forces—the
intelligence support provided by the
tactical intelligence and related activi-
ties and joint military intelligence pro-
grams.

This bill adds funding for many un-
derfunded tactical intelligence pro-
grams critical to keeping our Armed
Forces—young men and women—sup-
plied with the best information this
country can supply. In this intelligence
bill, and in concert with the House Na-
tional Security Committee’s bill which
this body approved last week, we have
added over $800M for these purposes.

Bill re-looks the Nations’ intel-
ligence needs in the post cold war era.
It has a long term vision to take us
well into the 21st century: Focuses on
‘‘right sizing,’’ not ‘‘down sizing,’’ the
intelligence collection and analysis ca-
pabilities; realizes that the world is not
necessarily a safe place. U.S. interests
around the world are changing, but not
decreasing; and the world-wide threat
environment is changing. As is evi-
denced by our troops being deployed in
many areas around the world: Intel-
ligence operations in continuous use
around the globe. For example:
Bosnian crisis; Iraq aggression; and Ko-
rean Peninsula.

Focuses on the elimination of expen-
sive one of a kind systems for more
cost effective commercial off-the-shelf
systems where possible, and provides
significant funding for improving our
manned airborne reconnaissance plat-
forms, some of which have not realized
technical upgrades in this fast-paced
highly technical world since 1992.

On manned systems: RC–135 Rivet
Joint, U–2, EP–3 Aries 2; and J–STARS
one extra.

Provides a emphasis on unmanned
platforms to decrease the necessity to
put U.S. forces into harms way.

Provides additional funding for the
less glamorous and often overlooked
intelligence support systems critical to
supporting soldiers at the individual
platoon or squad level: balances collec-
tion, processing operations; emphasizes
dissemination of critical information
at the right time, to the right place, in
the right quantity, and in the right
form for decision makers.

For basic themes to the bill:
First, evaluate each budgetary line

item in the President’s request solely
on the program’s merits, not a given
funding level;

Second, the committee did not work
to a specific budget number. That is,
the committee did not specifically fund
some programs and then make offset-
ting cuts in other programs in order to
meet an arbitrary total dollar figure.

The committee believes the Congress
will accept an intelligence authoriza-
tion consisting of properly funded pro-
grams—even if that amount is an in-
crease to the intelligence budget.

Third, focused on the production, ex-
ploitation and dissemination functions
of intelligence stated above.

Fourth, avoided short-term thinking
about intelligence priorities, needs and
capabilities and to look longer range at
these issues into the 21st century.

The numbers in this bill are right
sized. This bill provides the Nation a
strong, but not bloated, intelligence
community. It makes some fundamen-
tal decisions necessary to take us into
the next century. I urge my colleagues
to pass this bill.

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill shall be con-
sidered under the 5-minute rule by ti-
tles, and the first section and each title
shall be considered read.

No amendment to the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute is in order except those printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone until a time
during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to not less than 5 minutes
the time for voting by electronic de-
vice on any postponed question that
immediately follows another vote by
electronic device without intervening
business, provided that the time for
voting by electronic device on the first
in any series of question shall not be
less than 15 minutes.

The Clerk will designate section 1.
The text of section 1 is as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Intelligence
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997’’.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the remainder of the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute be printed in the RECORD and
open to amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.
The text of the remainder of the com-

mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute is as follows:

TITLE I—INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES
SEC. 101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 1997 for the conduct of
the intelligence and intelligence-related activi-
ties of the following elements of the United
States Government:
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(1) The Central Intelligence Agency.
(2) The Department of Defense.
(3) The Defense Intelligence Agency.
(4) The National Security Agency.
(5) The Department of the Army, the Depart-

ment of the Navy, and the Department of the
Air Force.

(6) The Department of State.
(7) The Department of the Treasury.
(8) The Department of Energy.
(9) The Federal Bureau of Investigation.
(10) The Drug Enforcement Administration.
(11) The National Reconnaissance Office.
(12) The Central Imagery Office.

SEC. 102. CLASSIFIED SCHEDULE OF AUTHORIZA-
TIONS.

(a) SPECIFICATIONS OF AMOUNTS AND PERSON-
NEL CEILINGS.—The amounts authorized to be
appropriated under section 101, and the author-
ized personnel ceilings as of September 30, 1997,
for the conduct of the intelligence and intel-
ligence-related activities of the elements listed in
such section, are those specified in the Classi-
fied Schedule of Authorizations prepared to ac-
company the bill H.R. 3259 of the 104th Con-
gress.

(b) AVAILABILITY OF CLASSIFIED SCHEDULE OF
AUTHORIZATIONS.—The Schedule of Authoriza-
tions shall be made available to the Committees
on Appropriations of the Senate and House of
Representatives and to the President. The Presi-
dent shall provide for suitable distribution of
the Schedule, or of appropriate portions of the
Schedule, within the executive branch.
SEC. 103. PERSONNEL CEILING ADJUSTMENTS.

(a) AUTHORITY FOR ADJUSTMENTS.—With the
approval of the Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, the Director of Central In-
telligence may authorize employment of civilian
personnel in excess of the number authorized for
fiscal year 1997 under section 102 when the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence determines that
such action is necessary to the performance of
important intelligence functions, except that the
number of personnel employed in excess of the
number authorized under such section may not,
for any element of the intelligence community,
exceed two percent of the number of civilian
personnel authorized under such section for
such element.

(b) NOTICE TO INTELLIGENCE COMMITTEES.—
The Director of Central Intelligence shall
promptly notify the Permanent Select Committee
on Intelligence of the House of Representatives
and the Select Committee on Intelligence of the
Senate whenever he exercises the authority
granted by this section.
SEC. 104. COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT ACCOUNT.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated for the
Intelligence Community Management Account
of the Director of Central Intelligence for fiscal
year 1997 the sum of $93,616,000. Within such
amounts authorized, funds identified in the
classified Schedule of Authorizations referred to
in section 102(a) for the Advanced Research and
Development Committee shall remain available
until September 30, 1998.

(b) AUTHORIZED PERSONNEL LEVELS.—The
Community Management Staff of the Director of
Central Intelligence is authorized 273 full-time
personnel as of September 30, 1997. Such person-
nel of the Community Management Staff may be
permanent employees of the Community Man-
agement Staff or personnel detailed from other
elements of the United States Government.

(c) REIMBURSEMENT.—During fiscal year 1997,
any officer or employee of the United States or
a member of the Armed Forces who is detailed to
the Community Management Staff from another
element of the United States Government shall
be detailed on a reimbursable basis, except that
any such officer, employee or member may be
detailed on a nonreimbursable basis for a period
of less than one year for the performance of
temporary functions as required by the Director
of Central Intelligence.

(d) DECLASSIFICATION.—In addition to
amounts otherwise authorized to be appro-
priated by this Act, there is authorized to be ap-
propriated $25,000,000 for the National Foreign
Intelligence Program for the purposes of carry-
ing out the provisions of section 3.4 of Executive
Order 12958, dated April 17, 1995.

(e) NATIONAL DRUG INTELLIGENCE CENTER.—
In addition to amounts otherwise authorized to
be appropriated by this Act, there is authorized
to be appropriated $32,076,000 for the National
Drug Intelligence Center located in Johnstown,
Pennsylvania. Amounts appropriated for such
center may not be used in contravention of the
provisions of section 103(d)(1) of the National
Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 403–3(d)(1)). The
National Drug Intelligence Center is authorized
35 full-time personnel as of September 30, 1997.

(f) ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS.—In addition
to amounts otherwise authorized to be appro-
priated by this Act, there is authorized to be ap-
propriated $6,000,000 for the Environmental In-
telligence and Applications Program, formerly
known as the Environmental Task Force, to re-
main available until September 30, 1998.
TITLE II—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGEN-

CY RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY SYS-
TEM

SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There is authorized to be appropriated for the

Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and Dis-
ability Fund for fiscal year 1997 the sum of
$194,400,000.

TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 301. INCREASE IN EMPLOYEE COMPENSA-

TION AND BENEFITS AUTHORIZED
BY LAW.

Appropriations authorized by this Act for sal-
ary, pay, retirement, and other benefits for Fed-
eral employees may be increased by such addi-
tional or supplemental amounts as may be nec-
essary for increases in such compensation or
benefits authorized by law.
SEC. 302. RESTRICTION ON CONDUCT OF INTEL-

LIGENCE ACTIVITIES.
The authorization of appropriations by this

Act shall not be deemed to constitute authority
for the conduct of any intelligence activity
which is not otherwise authorized by the Con-
stitution or the laws of the United States.
SEC. 303. LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF

FUNDS FOR AUTOMATIC DECLAS-
SIFICATION OF RECORDS OVER 25
YEARS OLD.

Section 307 of the Intelligence Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 1996 (109 Stat. 966) is amend-
ed by striking out ‘‘fiscal year 1996 by this Act’’
in subsection (a) and inserting in lieu thereof
‘‘any of the fiscal years 1996 through 2000’’.
SEC. 304. APPLICATION OF SANCTIONS LAWS TO

INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES.
(a) EXTENSION.—Section 905 of the National

Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 441d) is amended
by striking out ‘‘on the date which is one year
after the date of the enactment of this title’’ and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘on January 6, 1998’’.

(b) FORMAT AMENDMENTS.—Section 904 of
such Act (50 U.S.C. 441c) is amended by striking
out ‘‘required to be imposed by’’ and all that
follows and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘required
to be imposed by any of the following provisions
of law:

‘‘(1) The Chemical and Biological Weapons
Control and Warfare Elimination Act of 1991
(title III of Public Law 102–182).

‘‘(2) The Nuclear Proliferation Prevention Act
of 1994 (title VIII of Public Law 103–236).

‘‘(3) Section 11B of the Export Administration
Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2410b).

‘‘(4) Chapter 7 of the Arms Export Control Act
(22 U.S.C. 2797 et seq.).

‘‘(5) The Iran-Iraq Arms Non-Proliferation
Act of 1992 (title XVI of Public Law 102–484).

‘‘(6) The following provisions of annual ap-
propriations Acts:

‘‘(A) Section 573 of the Foreign Operations,
Export Financing, and Related Programs Ap-

propriations Act, 1994 (Public Law 103–87; 107
Stat. 972).

‘‘(B) Section 563 of the Foreign Operations,
Export Financing, and Related Programs Ap-
propriations Act, 1995 (Public Law 103–306; 108
Stat. 1649).

‘‘(C) Section 552 of the Foreign Operations,
Export Financing, and Related Programs Ap-
propriations Act, 1996 (Public Law 104–107; 110
Stat. 741).

‘‘(7) Comparable provisions.’’.
SEC. 305. EXPEDITED NATURALIZATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—With the approval of the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence, the Attorney Gen-
eral, and the Commissioner of Immigration and
Naturalization, an applicant described in sub-
section (b) and otherwise eligible for naturaliza-
tion may be naturalized without regard to the
residence and physical presence requirements of
section 316(a) of the Immigration and National-
ity Act, or to the prohibitions of section 313 of
such Act, and no residence within a particular
State or district of the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service in the United States shall be
required: Provided, That the applicant has re-
sided continuously, after being lawfully admit-
ted for permanent residence, within the United
States for at least one year prior to naturaliza-
tion: Provided further, That the provisions of
this section shall not apply to any alien de-
scribed in subparagraphs (A) through (D) of sec-
tion 243(h)(2) of such Act.

(b) ELIGIBLE APPLICANT.—An applicant eligi-
ble for naturalization under this section is the
spouse or child of a deceased alien whose death
resulted from the intentional and unauthorized
disclosure of classified information regarding
the alien’s participation in the conduct of Unit-
ed States intelligence activities.

(c) ADMINISTRATION OF OATH.—An applicant
for naturalization under this section may be ad-
ministered the oath of allegiance under section
337(a) of the Immigration and Nationality Act
by the Attorney General or any district court of
the United States, without regard to the resi-
dence of the applicant. Proceedings under this
subsection shall be conducted in a manner con-
sistent with the protection of intelligence
sources, methods, and activities.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

(1) the term ‘‘child’’ means a child as defined
in subparagraphs (A) through (E) of section
101(b)(1) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, without regard to age or marital status;
and

(2) the term ‘‘spouse’’ means the wife or hus-
band of a deceased alien referred to in sub-
section (b) who was married to such alien dur-
ing the time the alien participated in the con-
duct of United States intelligence activities.

TITLE IV—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE
AGENCY

SEC. 401. MULTIYEAR LEASING AUTHORITY.
Section 5(e) of the Central Intelligence Agency

Act of 1949 (50 U.S.C. 403f(e)) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(e) Make alterations, improvements, and re-
pairs on premises rented by the Agency and, for
the purpose of furthering the cost-efficient ac-
quisition of Agency facilities, enter into
multiyear leases for up to 15 years that are not
otherwise authorized pursuant to section 8 of
this Act; and’’.
SEC. 402. REPEAL OF ADDITIONAL SURCHARGE

RELATING TO EMPLOYEES WHO RE-
TIRE OR RESIGN IN FISCAL YEARS
1998 OR 1999 AND WHO RECEIVE VOL-
UNTARY SEPARATION INCENTIVE
PAYMENTS.

Section 2 of the Central Intelligence Agency
Voluntary Separation Pay Act (50 U.S.C. 403–4
note) is amended by striking out subsection (i).
SEC. 403. IMPLEMENTATION OF INTELLIGENCE

COMMUNITY PERSONNEL REFORMS.
None of the amounts authorized to be appro-

priated by this Act may be used to implement
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any Intelligence Community personnel reform
until the Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the House of Representatives and the
Select Committee on Intelligence of the Senate
are fully briefed on such personnel reform.

TITLE V—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES

SEC. 501. STANDARDIZATION FOR CERTAIN DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE INTEL-
LIGENCE AGENCIES OF EXEMPTIONS
FROM DISCLOSURE OF ORGANIZA-
TIONAL AND PERSONNEL INFORMA-
TION.

(a) CONSOLIDATION AND STANDARDIZATION.—
Chapter 21 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by striking out sections 424 and 425
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
‘‘§ 424. Disclosure of organizational and per-

sonnel information: exemption for the De-
fense Intelligence Agency and National Re-
connaissance Office
‘‘(a) EXEMPTION FROM DISCLOSURE.—Except

as required by the President or as provided in
subsection (b), no provision of law shall be con-
strued to require the disclosure of—

‘‘(1) the organization or any function of the
Defense Intelligence Agency or the National Re-
connaissance Office; or

‘‘(2) the number of persons employed by or as-
signed or detailed to that Agency or Office or
the name, official title, occupational series,
grade, or salary of any such person.

‘‘(b) PROVISION OF INFORMATION TO CON-
GRESS.—Subsection (a) does not apply with re-
spect to the provision of information to Con-
gress.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions at the beginning of subchapter I of such
chapter is amended by striking out the items re-
lating to sections 424 and 425 and inserting in
lieu thereof the following:
‘‘424. Disclosure of organizational and person-

nel information: exemption for the
Defense Intelligence Agency and
National Reconnaissance Of-
fice.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MR. MC COLLUM

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment No. 16 offered by Mr. MCCOL-

LUM:
At the end of title III, insert the following

new section:
SEC. 306. SEEKING ENFORCEMENT OF THE RE-

QUIREMENT TO PROTECT THE IDEN-
TITIES OF UNDERCOVER INTEL-
LIGENCE OFFICERS, AGENTS, IN-
FORMANTS, AND SOURCES.

It is the sense of the Congress that title VI
of the National Security Act of 1947 (50
U.S.C. 421 et seq.) (relating to protection of
the identities of undercover intelligence offi-
cers, agents, informants, and sources) should
be enforced by the appropriate law enforce-
ment agencies.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, it is
my understanding that the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON]
plans shortly to offer an amendment
that would apparently expand the
rights of journalists and protect some
of their interests under this act. I am
at the same time of the belief, which is
why I am offering this amendment,
that we should have a reminder in this
bill that with constitutional rights
also comes some serious responsibil-
ities, not only for journalists but for
all public officials.

Mr. Chairman, simply stated, my
amendment seeks to remind Members
of this body as well as senior law en-
forcement officials in the executive

branch that the Intelligence Identities
Protection Act, which has been in ef-
fect for nearly 14 years, demands more
aggressive enforcement measures.

In the 1970’s, former CIA officer Phil-
ip Agee and others opposed to U.S. in-
telligence activities embarked on a
campaign to expose the identities of
CIA officers. In publications such as
‘‘Counterspy’’ and ‘‘Covert Action In-
formation Bulletin’’ they revealed not
only the methodologies employed by
the CIA to establish cover but also
identities of scores of officers serving
overseas.

The Congressional response to this
problem was the enactment in 1982 of
the Intelligence Identities Protection
Act, 50 U.S.C. 421 et seq. sections 421(a)
and 421(b) of the act make it an offense
for persons who have had authorized
access to classified information that
either identifies a covert officer or
through which such activities can be
learned to disclose identifying informa-
tion to an individual not authorized to
receive classified information. The
Government must prove that the dis-
closure was made with the knowledge
that the information identifies the cov-
ert officer and that the United States
is taking affirmative measures to con-
ceal the covert officer’s intelligence re-
lationship.

Section 421(c) does not require that
the offender had authorized access to
classified information. It is aimed at
the Agee-style exposure of covert iden-
tities and proves as follows:

Whoever in the course of a pattern of ac-
tivities intended to identify and expose cov-
ert agents and with reason to believe that
such activities would impair or impede the
foreign intelligence activities of the United
States discloses any information that identi-
fies an individual as a covert agent to any
individual not authorized to receive classi-
fied information knowing that the informa-
tion disclosed so identifies such individual
and that the United States is taking affirma-
tive measures to conceal such individual’s
classified intelligence relationship to the
United States shall be fined not more than
$150,000 or imprisoned not more than three
years or both * * *

Section 421(c) places particular em-
phasis on a discloser’s ‘‘pattern of ac-
tivities’’ which could include seeking
unauthorized access to classified infor-
mation counterintelligence activities
such as physical or electronic surveil-
lance or the systematic collection of
information ‘‘for the purpose of identi-
fying the names of agents.’’ Section
421(c) also requires that the govern-
ment prove that the discloser had rea-
son to believe that the activities in
which he was engaged would impair
U.S. foreign intelligence activities.

Having summarized the relevant pro-
visions of the act, I wanted to take this
opportunity to express my concern
about the apparent unwillingness of
the Justice Department to enforce this
particular law in several recent cases
involving public officials and journal-
ists. Because of the obvious sensitivity
involved in naming names of intel-
ligence officers, I will refrain from pro-

viding details on the security inves-
tigations and potential cases that have
been set aside for a variety of reasons
by the Justice Department. Neverthe-
less, I am most concerned that a sig-
nificant number of unauthorized disclo-
sures of U.S. intelligence agents and
assets in the U.S. media during the
past year or so have resulted in signifi-
cant and measurable damage to our in-
telligence capabilities in Latin Amer-
ica and Europe. A more aggressive en-
forcement posture by the Department
of Justice would do much to reassure
our allies and restore the confidence of
our public servants who are serving as
intelligence officers in often hazardous
assignments.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge a
‘‘yes’’ vote in favor of this amendment
as a signal from the House that en-
forcement of this act will be a national
security priority, and that we intend to
oversee in that the Justice Department
vigorously enforce this act. It must be
enforced, and I urge a yes vote on the
sense of the Congress resolution that is
encompassed in this amendment.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to rise
and say the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. MCCOLLUM] is a very valuable
member of the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence as well as the
Committee on the Judiciary. I whole-
heartedly endorse this effort in a con-
sent of Congress, and would certainly
be willing to accept the amendment.

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

Mr. COMBEST. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I wanted
to compliment the chairman and the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. MCCOL-
LUM]. I believe that all of our laws
should be properly enforced, and in
that spirit we will accept the amend-
ment.
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. DICKS

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. DICKS:
At the end of title V, add the following:

SEC. 502. TIER III MINUS UNMANNED AERIAL VE-
HICLE.

In addition to the amounts authorized to
be appropriated by title I, there is authorized
to be appropriated an additional $22,000,000
for the tier III minus unmanned aerial vehi-
cle.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] has a
perfecting amendment to my amend-
ment.

My amendment would authorize an addi-
tional $22 million for the endurance unmanned
aerial vehicle known as Darkstar. This funding
is needed to recover from the loss of the first
vehicle during flight testing, which took place
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just before we marked up this bill in commit-
tee. At that time, we did not have good infor-
mation from the Department of Defense on the
impact of the crash, so the report accompany-
ing the bill includes language which reserved
the committee’s right to revisit this issue as
better information became available. While the
accident investigation is still not quite com-
pleted, DOD has been able to provide a good
estimate of what the cost impact is likely to
be. DOD has determined that there will be a
delay in getting the second aircraft ready for
flight, and in carrying out the necessary set of
flight tests once testing is resumed. During
this period, a substantial engineering team
must be sustained and the amendment will
provide the funds necessary to do that. I urge
the adoption of this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of
my time.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COMBEST TO THE

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DICKS

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. COMBEST to the

amendment offered by Mr. DICKS: In pro-
posed section 502, add at the end the follow-
ing: ‘‘The Secretary of Defense may not obli-
gate or expend any of these funds until after
the Secretary submits to the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the House
of Representatives and the Select Committee
on Intelligence of the Senate a detailed cost
analysis and report on specifically how these
funds will be used.’’

Mr. COMBEST (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment to the
amendment be considered as read and
printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, the

perfecting amendment to the Dicks
amendment would simply indicate that
the Secretary of Defense may not obli-
gate or spend any of the funds until the
Secretary has submitted to the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence
of the House and Select Committee on
Intelligence of the Senate a detailed
cost analysis and report on specifically
how the funding would be used.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last work.

Mr. Chairman, I want to tell the gen-
tleman I will be glad to accept his
amendment. I want to say I have no
problem at all with the additional lan-
guage proposed by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. COMBEST]. In fact, I hope
DOD would respond even before the
conference on this bill.

I want to stress that nothing in this
amendment inhibits DOD in any way
from recommending again that a re-
placement air vehicle be made a high
priority in the coming fiscal year. Re-
port language already accompanying
the bill, as I noted previously, serves
notice the committee will continue to
examine this program’s need carefully
prior to conference.

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

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I want
to say to the gentleman that, as
amended, I would be very willing to ac-
cept the amendment of the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I am will-
ing to accept my amendment, as
amended by the chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] to
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS].

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS],
as amended.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WELDON OF
PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. WELDON of

Pennsylvania: In section 104—
(1) in subsection (d), strike ‘‘$25,000,000’’

and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$12,500,000’’; and
(2) in subsection (f), strike ‘‘$6,000,000’’ and

insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$18,500,000’’.

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the distinguished
chairman of the committee and the
subcommittee, the ranking member,
for agreeing to work with me on this
amendment, which is an extremely im-
portant amendment that has been dis-
cussed by Members of both sides of the
aisle.

The amendment would restore sig-
nificant cuts that were made in the bill
to the Environmental Intelligence Ap-
plications Program, formerly known as
the Environmental Task Force. The
funding level in the bill has been cut to
about one-third of the request, or only
$6 million, and, to me, that is really to-
tally unacceptable for a program that
is providing not only information for
the public good but having tremendous
benefits for our national security as
well.

I mentioned during earlier discus-
sion, Mr. Chairman, that last year I
had a leading scientist from Boris
Yeltsin’s National Security Council
come to America to testify on the
problem of the Russian nuclear waste
disposal. I have worked with Mr.
Yablakov over the past 2 years, and he
is one of the outstanding scientists
who has been very candid in helping us
assess the environmental problems and
security implications of those prob-
lems and how we can address them.

In fact, because of the revelations of
Mr. Yablakov and the Yablakov report
that was produced for Mr. Yeltsin 3
years ago, we were able to put money
into DOD’s bill to actually work with
the Russians up in the North Sea and
the Bering Sea to help them find ways
to deal with their nuclear waste stor-
age and disposal problem.

So this program is of vital interest
for our security as well as our relation-
ship with Russia. It has tremendous en-
vironmental implications.

This program, which is operated by
the intelligence community, has also
been the leading driving force behind
the MEDEA Program, which is a pro-
gram that has paid tremendous divi-
dends to our defense establishment in
understanding data relative to the
oceans of the world, but also allowing
us to take information that up until
now has been classified and use that for
environmental purposes.

In fact, we have a group of some 60
leading scientists who have been work-
ing both with the Russian side and
with our side on some of the environ-
mental problems relative to the
oceans; and we have also, through the
MEDEA Program, we have allowed
American scientists access to high
level information which not only pro-
tects our national security but has
paid tremendous dividends in helping
us more fully understand the environ-
mental implications of those decisions
that we make. These programs are
vital.

Mr. Chairman, I will submit for the
RECORD the President’s message on this
bill, the paragraph that refers specifi-
cally to the administration’s concern
with the reduction in this program.

I appreciate the support of my friend
and colleague, the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. DICKS] and the com-
ments of the gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. SKAGGS]. I understand there is
some concern about the bill paying
portion of this. My understanding is
that the two leaders of this committee
have agreed to work this out. I have no
problem with that.

As chairman of the Military Re-
search and Development Subcommit-
tee, I am concerned about an action
that we take that would have a nega-
tive impact on the R&D overall budget,
but I am certainly willing to let these
gentlemen work that issue out and
have confidence that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] and the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS]
can work the funding issue out in a
way that would not disrupt our R&D
portion of the defense bill that we
passed last week.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would encourage
our colleagues to support this amend-
ment. It is vital. And I want to thank
the chairman of the committee and the
ranking member, as well as the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS]
and everyone else for their support of
this important environmental initia-
tive. I think it is vital not just for our
national security but it is also vital for
a better understanding of environ-
mental implications relative to classi-
fied data.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word, and I want to
commend the gentleman for his amend-
ment.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman

from Colorado.
Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I echo

the comments of the gentleman from
Washington. I appreciate the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania’s very help-
ful efforts to plus up the Environ-
mental Intelligence Applications Pro-
gram account. In discussions that we
have just had on the floor, I think
there is an understanding that there
may be some unintended consequences
in the offset that the gentleman pro-
poses, an understanding that we can, I
think, reach satisfactory resolution to
this problem between now and con-
ference, or in conference.

One ironic consequence, I think,
flows from the fact that these two pro-
grams are positively linked, not nega-
tively linked. That is, if we cut the de-
classification efforts, it could get in
the way of declassifying some of the
Corona product that, under the
MEDEA Program, we want to make
available.

So I appreciate the efforts on the
part of all concerned to both deal with
the gentleman’s very commendable ef-
forts to augment the environmental ef-
fort and not have it negatively affect
the declassification efforts.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
say to my colleague from Pennsylvania
that the one thing I worry about with
regard to declassifying, and why it is
such an important issue, if we do not
do the job of looking through all these
documents, we might inadvertently de-
classify some information that could
be harmful to the country. That is why
having this process is important.

I do not want to cloud the issue here
today. We are prepared to accept the
gentleman’s amendment. We com-
pliment him on it. This is a very im-
portant program to the director and to
the vice president, and I want to com-
mend the gentleman for his amend-
ment.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say we
will be very happy to work in getting
this amendment cleared up. I do rise in
strong support of the amendment of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania and
recognize the significance and impor-
tance of both the declass and the envi-
ronmental funding to certain members
of our committee and will try to make
certain that that concern is accommo-
dated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WELDON].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to the bill?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RICHARDSON

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. RICHARDSON: At

the end of title III, insert the following new
section:

SEC. 306. PROHIBITION ON USING JOURNALISTS
AS AGENTS OR ASSETS.

An element of the Intelligence Community
may not use as an agent or asset for the pur-
poses of collecting intelligence any individ-
ual who—

(1) is authorized by contract or by the issu-
ance of press credentials to represent himself
or herself, either in the United States or
abroad, as a correspondent of a United
States news media organization; or

(2) is officially recognized by a foreign gov-
ernment as a representative of a United
States media organization.

Mr. RICHARDSON (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, on

April 28 of this year the Tampa, FL,
Tribune published an editorial entitled
‘‘Don’t Recruit Journalists As Spies.’’
The editorial argued forcefully that
only a blanket prohibition against
their use as intelligence agents or as-
sets was likely to minimize the risk to
American journalists or representa-
tives of American media organizations
who are suspected of being spies by
governments or individuals with whom
they must deal in dangerous parts of
the world. Describing the cir-
cumstances in which foreign cor-
respondents must work the Tribune
said, ‘‘They die in combat. They are
killed by governments intent on silenc-
ing them. And they are imprisoned and
sometimes killed when they are sus-
pected of being spies. That is what hap-
pened to our colleague, Tampa Tribune
reporter Todd Smith, who was kid-
napped and murdered in 1989 while on a
working vacation in Peru. Shining
Path guerrillas killed him because
they didn’t believe he was a journalist
and thought he was a spy.’’

No amendment can guarantee the
safety of Americans traveling or work-
ing abroad, especially when their work
puts them in contact with terrorist
groups or representatives of despotic
regimes. The amendment I am offering,
however, can enhance the safety of
American journalists by removing the
suspicion that rather than being re-
porters gathering information for their
newspapers, they are operatives of
American intelligence.

Under current CIA regulations, jour-
nalists are not to be used as intel-
ligence agents or assets. The regula-
tions do, however, permit the prohibi-
tion to be waived when the Director of
Central Intelligence determines that
national security interests compel that
result. My amendment would codify
the prohibition without providing the
waiver authority. Adoption of the
amendment will ensure that neither
the independence guaranteed to the
press by the Constitution nor the lives
of journalists are endangered by blur-
ring the distinction between reporters
as commentators on government and
reporters as instruments of govern-

ment. As the New York Times edito-
rialized on March 18, ‘‘If the United
States Government does not honor
that distinction, who anywhere will be-
lieve that it really exists?’’

Mr. Chairman, current CIA regula-
tions prohibit the use of active Peace
Corps volunteers and members of the
clergy as intelligence agents. The pro-
hibitions are absolute. They cannot be
waived. The prohibitions recognize the
risk to the lives of Peace Corps volun-
teers in some countries if they were be-
lieved to be working for the CIA and
the constitutional separation of church
and state in our country which would
be endangered if members of the clergy
were seen as Government agents.

Current CIA regulations prohibit the
use of journalists as intelligence agents
but that prohibition is waivable.
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Reporters working overseas are in

every bit as much danger, perhaps even
more, as Peace Corps volunteers, if
they are suspected of being spies.

Mr. Chairman, every journalist,
every journalist entity, and editorial
board supports this amendment. It is
my judgment that the DCI and the in-
telligence community can use it use-
fully. I am a strong supporter of the
DCI and the CIA. But I think that when
it comes to this issue, it is important
that we have some clear distinctions.

Why then is there a distinction in
CIA regulations between journalists on
the one hand and Peace Corps volun-
teers and members of the clergy on the
other? Intelligence officials claim that,
while they do not want to use journal-
ists as agents, they need to retain the
option for situations so extraordinary
that they cannot be described.

A better way to promote the safety
of American journalists and preserve
their independence is to prohibit their
being employed as intelligence agents.
Mr. Chairman, at some point I will be
prepared to entertain an amendment
that I believe achieves our mutual ob-
jectives and would enable this provi-
sion to be accepted.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good amend-
ment. It is supported by every journal-
ist, every newspaper, every reporter. It
is within our constitutional preroga-
tives. It makes sense. I do not think it
would hamper our intelligence objec-
tives overseas.

[From the Tampa Tribune, Apr. 28, 1996]
DON’T RECRUIT JOURNALISTS AS SPIES

CIA Director John Deutch has done it
again. In February he was questioned by the
Senate Intelligence Committee about wheth-
er he would recruit journalists as spies, and
he refused to say flatly that his agency
would not.

He has repeated that position again in a
letter to news executives in response to
widespread complaints by the press and elec-
tronic media, who fear that his stance puts
their foreign correspondents in danger.
Deutch wrote that he had no intention of
using journalists or news credentials as a
cover, but then qualified his position by say-
ing he reserved the right to do so and would
consider it under ‘‘genuinely extraordinary’’
circumstances.
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Unfortunately, nothing short of a blanket

prohibition is likely to work in the dan-
gerous circumstances encountered by report-
ers traveling and working abroad. The CIA
has an unshakable prohibition against using
the Peace Corps as a cloak for its undercover
missions. That is done for the obvious reason
that Peace Corps volunteers would be in
grave danger if their host nations or par-
tisans in some foreign conflict suspected
them of being spies. According to Quill mag-
azine, a presidential order issued in 1977 pro-
hibited the use of journalists and members of
the clergy as spies, but apparently there are
loopholes in that restriction.

The news media should be put in that same
restricted category as the Peace Corps.
Under the best of circumstances, inter-
national reporting is a dangerous endeavor.
At least 50 journalists died in 1995 while cov-
ering conflicts in such places as Algeria and
Chechnya; the year before, the number killed
was 103.

They die in combat. They are killed by
governments intent on silencing them. And
they are imprisoned and sometimes killed
when they are suspected of being spies.

That is what happened to our colleague,
Tampa Tribune reporter Todd Smith, who
was kidnapped and murdered in 1989 while on
a working vacation in Peru. Shinning Path
guerrillas killed him because they didn’t be-
lieve he was a journalist and thought he was
a spy.

On the surface, the desire for a blanket
statement from Deutch ruling out the use of
journalists and news organizations may
strike some as unpatriotic. After all, why
shouldn’t reporters help their country gather
intelligence about a potential foe?

It is not that reporters, editors, publishers
and broadcasters are any less patriotic than
other Americans. It is a question of national
priorities.

The information provided by journalists is
vitally important to the health of the na-
tion. U.S. citizens depend upon a steady, reli-
able supply of news about foreign affairs.
That continued relationship far outweighs
the significance of whatever intelligence
might be uncovered by a reporter working as
a spy or a spy pretending to be a journalist.

The government has numerous alternative
means of gathering information. But jour-
nalists need only slip up once and it will ruin
their reputation for independence. After
that, they will never be trusted and will be
in grave danger in many nations.

American citizens need to know the truth
about what is taking place around the world.
Often their tax dollars are involved, their
international export markets affected, and
sometimes their lives and those of their chil-
dren are on the line. People cannot make
sound judgments without solid information
from independent news media.

[From the Indianapolis News, Apr. 23, 1996]
SPIES (WHO ACT) LIKE US

The U.S. Central Intelligence Agency con-
tinues to cling to a policy that both con-
tradicts its own regulations and clearly puts
the lives of American journalists in danger.

Last week, reports from the Associated
Press revealed that CIA Director John
Deutch made the agency’s intentions clear in
a letter to Louis D. Boccardi, president and
chief executive officer of The Associated
Press, and W. Thomas Johnson, president of
Cable News Network.

Deutch wrote. ‘‘We do not use American
journalists as agents or American news orga-
nizations for cover, nor do I have any inten-
tion of doing so.

‘‘As you know, past DCI’s (directors of
central intelligence) have reserved the right
to make exceptions to this policy. The cir-

cumstances under which I—or, I believe, any
DCI—would make an exception to this policy
would have to be genuinely extraordinary.’’

In other words, if the CIA wants to use the
media as cover for its secret agents or re-
cruit journalists to be spies, it will.

Such a policy and the suspicion it breeds
not only endangers the lives of journalists
but greatly hinders them from doing their
jobs of news gathering, particularly in for-
eign lands.

The CIA’s justification for keeping its ‘‘ex-
traordinary’’ exception contradicts its mis-
sion of protecting American’s security and
American lives.

In February, when Deutch appeared before
the Senate Intelligence Committee, he sym-
pathized with the journalistic community.
But he maintained that ‘‘directors of central
intelligence have to also concern themselves
with perhaps very unique and special threats
to national security where American lives
are at risk.’’

If Deutch and other top CIA officials can-
not bring themselves to retract these state-
ments and make a clear, firm commitment
to the contrary, then President Bill Clinton
should step in and do so himself.

Already journalists, and particularly jour-
nalists working in foreign countries, face
enough threats. They don’t need the CIA to
continue to saddle them with unnecessary
risk.

Many journalists taken hostage have suf-
fered unjustly because their captors thought
they might be part of the CIA.

Last November, for instance, when Bosnian
Serb rebels held Christian Science Monitor
reporter David Rohde hostage for almost two
weeks, they continually asked him if he was
a CIA agent.

And don’t forget Terry Anderson, an Asso-
ciated Press correspondent held in Lebanon
for seven years. He said his captors asked
him who his CIA contact was within the AP.

The CIA must reverse itself on the issue of
using journalists as cover or as agents. And
if it won’t, the president should intervene.

[From the St. Petersburg Times, Mar. 25,
1996]

DANGEROUS DECEPTIONS

Terry Anderson, the Associated Press cor-
respondent who was held hostage in Lebanon
for almost seven years, says his captors
never believed that he was simply a journal-
ist. Anderson says the Muslim terrorists who
imprisoned him ‘‘believe all Americans are
spies, particularly those who go around ask-
ing questions.’’

That common belief in much of the rest of
the world creates obvious dangers for jour-
nalists and other Americans traveling
abroad. It certainly made life even more un-
pleasant for Anderson during his harsh con-
finement. Unfortunately, the CIA’s own rules
unnecessarily feed such suspicions about the
integrity and credibility of American jour-
nalists working in foreign countries.

CIA Director John Deutch continues to de-
fend rules that give him and his deputy the
discretion to employ American journalists as
spies, or to allow CIA agents to pose as jour-
nalists. Deutch and his predecessors have
said they would use such tactics only in
cases involving extraordinary threats to na-
tional security. However, the CIA’s insist-
ence on those exceptions creates unaccept-
able risk for innocent American citizens and
does violence to one of our most revered con-
stitutional principles.

The American press’ clear independence
from government is fundamental to a truly
free society, but the CIA’s rules blur those
lines. Journalists can’t do their jobs properly
if sources have reason to believe that they
might really be speaking to a government
agent.

This is not an issue that concerns only
journalists. Every American who travels
abroad is endangered by the CIA policy.
Business executives, Peace Corps workers
and ordinary tourists come under suspicion
from governments and groups who fear the
influence of American intelligence. Most
such fears are unfounded, but the CIA policy
feeds paranoia in other countries.

The policy is a vestige of the Cold War,
when government routinely recruited jour-
nalists and other citizens for intelligence
work. Many former journalists bear respon-
sibility for willingly participating in such
schemes. However, representatives of na-
tional press organizations are now unani-
mous in their opposition to the CIA’s policy.

The CIA should not be allowed to recruit
journalists for spying activity, nor should it
permit agents to pose as journalists. Period.
Otherwise, the safety of American citizens
abroad and the integrity of the Constitution
at home are left to the whim of the CIA di-
rector and his deputy.

[From the New York Times, Mar. 21, 1996]
JOURNALISTS AREN’T THE ONLY RISKY C.I.A.

COVER

WASHINGTON, March 19, 1996.
Re ‘‘No Press Card for Spies’’ (editorial, March

18).
TO THE EDITOR: Do you think it wrong if

journalists are used as cover by the Central
Intelligence Agency, but all right for others
to have integrity and lives put in question?

Members of the clergy and Peace Corps
volunteers were also singled out by the
Council on Foreign Relations’ Intelligence
Task Force project director as potential can-
didates for C.I.A. cover, but you say nothing
in their defense.

They and others—for example, human
rights monitors and relief workers—work
abroad in dangerous areas.

The mere suspicion of association with the
C.I.A. will make them as vulnerable as jour-
nalists to arrest and questioning and, much
worse, will call into question the integrity of
the institutions they represent.

Not a few members of the Council on For-
eign Relations, myself included, were deeply
disturbed by the task force’s proposal. Our
concern was not just for its impact on jour-
nalists.

ROBERTA COHEN.

[From the New York Times, Mar. 18, 1996]
NO PRESS CARDS FOR SPIES

An old debate has been needlessly revived
in a report on intelligence sponsored by the
Council on Foreign Relations. The report,
prepared under the guidance of the project’s
director, Richard Haass, a former Govern-
ment official, calls for reviewing ‘‘a number
of legal and policy constraints’’ on clandes-
tine operations dating to the 1970’s. Those
constraints chiefly concern the use of spies
posing as reporters and the employment of
bona fide reporters for intelligence missions.
Both practices were all but banned then, and
should be prohibited now.

During the cold war, a pattern of informal
collaboration developed between some jour-
nalists and the Central Intelligence Agency.
Foreign correspondents and C.I.A. station
chiefs sometimes swapped information In
1976, a Senate committee headed by Frank
Church learned that this practice had gotten
out of hand. Fifty journalists at various
times had been paid by the C.I.A., and many
more were used as ‘‘unwitting sources.’’

There is no record of New York Times cor-
respondents having financial relationships
with the C.I.A., and the newspaper, along
with other news organizations, has taken
steps to eliminate the kind of informal infor-
mation-sharing that went on early in the
cold war.
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The Church committee disclosure caused a

justifiable uproar, resulting in a statement
by George Bush, then Director of Central In-
telligence, that the agency would not enter
into any paid relationship with any full- or
part-time correspondent accredited to a
United States news organization. In Novem-
ber 1977, his successor, Adm. Stansfield
Turner, put this prohibition in writing. The
Turner regulation provided that the C.I.A.
would not employ journalists for intelligence
work but unwisely said exceptions could be
made with the specific approval of the C.I.A.
director.

Admiral Turner says that during the 1980
Iranian crisis, the agency considered making
such an exception but that it did not prove
necessary. No waivers have been approved by
the current Director, according to the C.I.A.
There is no information on waivers during
the intervening years.

The prohibition on paying accredited jour-
nalists for intelligence work should be abso-
lute. The same applies to issuing bogus press
credentials to a covert agent. Such a firewall
is essential, first of all, to protect foreign
correspondents, whose job of questioning and
probing makes them especially vulnerable to
arrest by hostile regimes.

But more broadly, using reporters as
agents offends and confounds the principles
of American democracy. Under constitu-
tional protections, the press is the chronicler
of and check on government, not its instru-
ment. If the United States Government does
not honor that distinction, who anywhere
will believe that it really exists?

[From the Chicago Tribune, Mar. 11, 1996]
JOURNALISTS CANNOT BE USED AS SPIES

It long has been debated whether the sec-
ond-oldest profession is journalism or espio-
nage, and the two do have many purposes in
common: to gather great heaps of informa-
tion, often in hostile environments or from
antagonistic sources; to synthesize the key
elements of the data; to present the informa-
tion to an audience that relies on it in mak-
ing critical decisions.

But there the similarities end. Journalists
file their reports for anybody in the world
willing to part with the price of their prod-
uct, while spies practice their art solely in
service of their presidents and potentates.

Journalists are held to high standards of
professional conduct; only in the movies can
a reporter build a reputation on stealing doc-
uments from the mayor’s desk, seducing a
secretary for the inside corporate dope or
pouring whiskey down a nosy building super-
intendent who keeps his eye to the keyhole.
Contrast that to the world of espionage, with
its vast array of space-age eavesdropping
equipment and its slush funds for passing
around bribes, buying information outright
and setting up honey traps.

Great nations have legitimate national in-
terests that warrant the use of secret serv-
ices. And the citizens of great nations like
the United States have the constitutional
right to a free press that serves the national
interest by contributing to a well-informed
electorate.

That’s why recent comments by John
Deutch, the director of central intelligence,
are so worrisome. In testimony before Con-
gress, Deutch disclosed that the CIA retains
the right to solicit U.S. journalists as spies
and to give his own operatives forged press
passes to pose as working journalists to con-
duct surreptitious investigations and under-
take covert activities.

Although the use of journalists, clergy and
Peace Corps workers as spies is banned by
federal law, Deutch said ‘‘unique and special
threats to national security’’ might make it
necessary to ‘‘consider the use of a journalist
in an intelligence operation.’’

Deutch is wrong and should immediately
announce a blanket ban on using journalists
as spies. American journalists can and
should serve but one master: the American
public. Any blurring of that line by intel-
ligence services jeopardizes the lives of real
journalists and their ability to inform their
readers and viewers.

Every reporter stopped by armed thugs at
a military checkpoint knows the inherent
personal danger posed by Deutch’s announce-
ment; citing Deutch’s own statements, mad
militiamen will feel freer to interrogate, in-
carcerate—and even execute—bona fide re-
porters with the verve and nerve to cover
combat.

Likewise, inquisitive reporters who are
‘‘invited in for a chat’’ after filing accurate
reports on a dictatorial regime know the
first question asked by the despot’s hench-
men is: ‘‘Who is your CIA master?’’

Journalists can and do swap rumors, fact
and analysis with intelligence officers,
whether dining in a Paris bistro, walking in
Gorky Park or chatting on the line to Lang-
ley. These relationships are built upon trust
and a shared desire to get the best informa-
tion.

That is a far cry from enlisting journalists
to carry out CIA jobs or by passing off agen-
cy operatives as working backs. Journalists
cannot be used as spies.

[From the Sacramento Bee, Mar. 8, 1996]
SPY VS. SPY, WITH JOURNALISTS IN THE

MIDDLE

(Anna Husarska)
My nonassociation with the CIA started 12

years ago. It was in the war-emptied ghost
town of Tenancingo, El Salvador, that I was
accused of being a CIA spy by local guerrillas
who I visited as administrator of a French
humanitarian mission.

My first journalistic nonassociation with
the CIA dates from Christmas week of 1991,
which I spent in detention in Cuba, mostly in
a squalid interrogation room where I was re-
peatedly asked by a major from the interior
ministry why I wouldn’t simply confess to
spying for the CIA. I told him that he must
be crazy, that the agency’s own regulations
had forbidden employing or posing as jour-
nalists since 1977, following a scandal involv-
ing CIA use of reporters.

I repeated the same arguments in 1993,
after I was stopped at gunpoint with several
other hacks in Pale, the so-called Bosnian
Serb capital. We were all accused of being on
a spy mission. Earlier that year, the Haitian
supporters of then-exiled President Jean-
Bertrand Aristide accused me of being on the
CIA payroll; I told them that the opinion ar-
ticle that so infuriated them was my own
idea.

In 1994, I was accused of being a CIA spy
because, with two other journalists, both
Russian, I crossed the Abkhazia/Georgia bor-
der when there was some fighting going on.
What would I be doing there if not spying for
the CIA? My two fellow travelers had a bot-
tle of vodka and—there is no limit to Rus-
sian resourcefulness—an open can of sardines
in tomato sauce for an appetizer. In pouring
rain, we carried these goodies into the
checkpoint and suspicion disappeared with
the sardines.

Then, in October 1995, while I was taking
photographs of paramilitary formations in
Serbia at the invitation of the Serb com-
manders, the press secretary of a local war-
lord accused me of gathering material for
the CIA.

Every time, I countered in good faith that
the CIA did not employ journalists, nor did
it have spies pretending to be journalists. So
two weeks ago when I heard CIA Director
John M. Deutch defend a long-standing pol-

icy allowing clandstine officers, under ‘‘ex-
traordinary circumstances,’’ to waive regula-
tions and pose as reporters or to use report-
ers as informers. I felt kind of outspooked.

Henceforth, I will not be able to laugh off
thugs, warlords and police officers in totali-
tarian states when they accuse me of being a
CIA spy. Nor can I be confident in pointing
out my two non-U.S. passports and protest-
ing that I have no loyalty links to the Unit-
ed States and even less with the CIA. The
Washington Post reported that whatever
prohibitions existed against recruiting jour-
nalists ‘‘have never applied to foreign jour-
nalists, whom the CIA still looks to recruit,
according to sources familiar with the mat-
ter.’’

If the stain of suspicion is on all journal-
ists, then those foreign sources (official or
not) who want to deny access to media will
have an excuse to do so. And the truth is,
policy-makers can ill afford to lose any re-
porting from the honest news media. God
forbid they should have to depend only on
what the spies know.

After many interviews with Western mili-
tary and civilian intelligence personnel in
Haiti and then in Bosnia, I realized that they
often pooh-pooh journalism as unclassified
information not worthy of their attention.
In Haiti, for instance, the press reported con-
sistently that the paramilitary organiaztion
called FRAPH were murderous thugs, a di-
rect heir to the feared Tontons Macoutes.
The CIA maintained that they were just an-
other political party, and told that to the
U.S. forces arriving there as peacekeepers in
1994. As a result, the Americans saw no need
to neutralize FRAPH, tainting their demo-
cratic image with the locals.

I was not too surprised either when a U.S.
Marine intelligence captain and a civilian in-
telligence expert from the Defense Depart-
ment with whom I flew from Tuzla to Sara-
jevo in February assured me that the shuttle
that they were taking from the airport
would be stopping ‘‘right in front of the
Hotel Serbia’’ in central Sarajevo. Now, to
have a Hotel Serbia in the center of Sarajevo
these days is about as likely as a Hotel
Hanoi in Saigon in 1972. Stupidity is the
most charitable interpretation on these
large and small idiocies.

One can only hope that the intelligence
community will make an intelligent decision
and start using journalists’ work, not their
identities.

[From the Baltimore Sun, Mar. 5, 1996]
ONE BOUNDARY TOO DANGEROUS FOR THE

PRESS TO CROSS

(By Clarence Page)
Washington—I was appalled to discover the

Central Intelligence Agency can secretly re-
cruit journalists and clergy as spies. People
all over the planet already have enough rea-
sons to hate us journalists. Why add another
one?

Too many people have too hard of a time
telling the difference between journalists
and spies as it is: our jobs are so similar.

Both are assigned to get information the
government or the organization that is being
reported on or spied on doesn’t want them to
know.

Of course, there are significant differences.
The sort of information that can get you a
Pulitzer Prize in this country can get you
shot in someone else’s. That is why, if we are
to spread the blessings of liberty with any
success, we must be scrupulous in the way
we distinguish independent journalists from
government employers.

That’s not an easy distinction for much of
the world to grasp. Freedom of the press,
like brokered political conventions or the
designated hitter, is a concept that is not
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easily understood by those who did not grow
up with it.

Consider the difficulty I had trying to ex-
plain my role to some university intellec-
tuals in Tanzania while I was traveling
around Africa as a reporter for the Chicago
Tribune in the mid-1970s.

‘‘Is your newspaper a government news-
paper or a party newspaper?’’ one professor
asked. He appeared to be genuinely curious.

Neither, I said. It is a big independent
newspaper.

‘‘Big?’’ said the other. ‘‘It is a government
newspaper?’’

No, I said. It is a big private newspaper.
‘‘But what party publishes it?’’
Parties don’t publish major newspapers in

America. In America, I explained, quoting
A.J. Liebling, the press is free to whoever
owns one.

‘‘But what party do the owners of your
newspaper belong to,’’ one said.

That’s not supposed to matter, I said. The
only bias that is supposed to matter is the
bias in favor of a good story.

They looked at me incredulously. I have
grown accustomed to that look from Ameri-
cans. How, I wondered, could I ever persuade
Tanzanians that America’s press was not be-
holden to some higher political power when
I could not always persuade my fellow Amer-
icans?

After all, I already had become accustomed
to assuming that any ‘‘journalist’’ was a spy
(and, at the same time, an unofficial govern-
ment spokesperson) if he or she carried cre-
dentials from the Soviet Union, mainland
China or any similar totalitarian regime.

Rare exceptions.
Regulations passed in 1977 in the wake of

Watergate prohibit the practice of using
journalists as spies for the United States.
But current CIA Director John M. Deutch re-
vealed a loophole during recent Senate hear-
ings. That loophole allows the CIA to se-
cretly waive the regulations in ‘‘extraor-
dinarily rate’’ circumstances and use jour-
nalistic or media cover for intelligence ac-
tivities.

It’s a terrible idea. Even with Senate over-
sight, the practice of recruiting journalists
or clergy casts a dangerous shadow of sus-
picion over all American journalists who op-
erate overseas.

Yet, Mr. Deutch defended the practice.
Since 1977, he said, according to the Associ-
ated Press, the agency has been operating
under rules that ‘‘will not use journalists ex-
cept under—American journalists—except
under very, very rare circumstances.’’

How, asked Sen. Arlen Specter, R–Pa.,
chairman of the Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee, would he define those ‘‘rare cir-
cumstances?’’

Mr. Deutch offered two hypothetical exam-
ples: ‘‘One would be where you had a journal-
ist involved in a situation where terrorists
were holding U.S. hostages . . . journalists
might have tremendously unique access in
such a situation . . . or where there was a
particular access to a nation or a group who
had an ability to use weapons of mass de-
struction against the U.S.’’

Well, you have to wonder how much access
journalists will have, once outlaw govern-
ments or terrorist groups get the idea that
the journalist may very well be an informant
for an agency that has undermined govern-
ments throughout the world.

Arnett’s example
Let us not forget CNN’s Peter Arnett, who

reported live daily from Baghdad during the
Persian Gulf war. Despite the worry warts
back home who criticized Mr. Arnett every
time he reported the Baghdad’s government
point of view, Pentagon officials said after-
ward that Mr. Arnett’s live pictures actually
helped Defense Department assess the effec-
tiveness of their bombing.

That’s how it is supposed to work.
In the course of doing their job, journalists

can help the efforts of their host govern-
ment, but that is not their primary purpose.

Some people have trouble telling the dif-
ference between spies and reporters. But
there is a difference. Let’s not fuzz it up.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MURTHA TO THE
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RICHARDSON

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. MURTHA to the

amendment offered by Mr. RICHARDSON:
In the matter proposed to be added by the

amendment—
(1) strike ‘‘An element of’’ and insert ‘‘(a)

POLICY.—It is the policy of the United States
that an element of’’; and

(2) add at the end the following:
(b) WAIVER.—The President may waive sub-

section (a) in the case of an individual if the
President certifies in writing that the waiver
is necessary to address the overriding na-
tional security interest of the United States.
The certification shall be made to the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intelligence of
the House of Representatives and the Select
Committee on Intelligence of the Senate.

(c) VOLUNTARY COOPERATION.—Subsection
(a) shall not be construed to prohibit the vol-
untary cooperation of any person who is
aware that the cooperation is being provided
to an element of the United States Intel-
ligence Community.

Mr. MURTHA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment to the
amendment be considered as read and
printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, what I

am doing here is trying to make sure
that in extreme, rare circumstances
the President could waive the rules or
waive the law so that a journalist in
acts of terrorism or something like
that would be able to allow a journalist
to be used in the best interests of the
country. It is a remote possibility. The
DCI does not want to completely fore-
close the option, if the national secu-
rity interest cannot be furthered in
any other way.

I just think this is what we need in
order to be able to pursue this amend-
ment. There is widespread support for
the amendment, but I think we need a
clause which would allow the President
of the United States to decide that
something like this can be used in the
best interest of the country.

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

Mr. MURTHA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
would be prepared to accept this
amendment. I think this is important.
It is the President that we are giving
this waiver to, not the DCI. The Presi-
dent would have to notify the commit-
tees of the Congress of such an action.
It is under the most extreme of all cir-
cumstances. I suspect that we want to
preserve that ultimate option. I think
it is important that, in accepting this
amendment, we approve my amend-

ment, which basically states the policy
of the intelligence community not to
recruit journalists as spies.

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

Mr. MURTHA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
say I strongly support the Murtha
amendment to the Richardson amend-
ment. I think it was carefully crafted.
It makes clear that a voluntary effort
could be undertaken. In addition, a
journalist could be used only if the
President certifies to Congress as to
why it is necessary to do so. I think it
gives us a very good safeguard. I think
it is a good compromise, and I applaud
the gentleman from New Mexico for ac-
cepting the Murtha amendment.

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

Mr. MURTHA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding to me.
I rise in strong support of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania’s amend-
ment. I completely understand the con-
cerns of the gentleman from New Mex-
ico in offering the amendment. I would
like to insert in the RECORD a letter
addressed to me as chairman of the
committee from the Director of
Central Intelligence outlining his con-
cerns but indicating the fact that he
would have no intention of using any-
one within the media but wanting to
protect the right and in dire cir-
cumstances or extreme circumstances,
particularly as the case may affect the
ability to save lives, that they would
like the option. The amendment of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania does pre-
serve that right. I do rise in strong sup-
port of it.

I include for the RECORD the letter to
which I referred:

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY,
Washington, DC 21 May 1996.

Hon. LARRY COMBEST,
Chairman, Permanent Select Committee on In-

telligence, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write to express op-
position to an amendment to be offered by
Mr. Richardson of New Mexico to H.R. 3259,
the Intelligence Authorization act for Fiscal
Year 1997. Mr. Richardson’s amendment
seeks to prohibit any use of a U.S. journalist
or U.S. journalistic organization for intel-
ligence collection.

I empathize with the sentiment behind the
amendment. My personal view as well as the
official policy of the Central Intelligence
Agency is that we should not use American
journalists as agents or American news orga-
nizations for cover. As Director of Central
Intelligence, I have no intention of doing ei-
ther.

As Director of Central Intelligence, how-
ever, I am also wary of categorically ruling
out means to collect intelligence that might,
under extraordinary circumstances, make
the difference in saving American lives. That
is why CIA policy for the past twenty years
has reserved the right to make rare excep-
tions to that policy. I have not encountered
any set of circumstances that would lead me
to consider that possibility during my serv-
ice, but I do not believe that we should for-
ever foreclose my or my successor’s future
consideration of such a course.
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I join all Americans in my respect for the

independence and credibility of our press.
When I recently reviewed CIA’s policy on in-
telligence use of American journalists at the
direction of Congress, I put into place very
stringent guidelines that prohibit any intel-
ligence use of American journalists except
under the most extraordinary circumstances.
I found that I was unable to assure the Presi-
dent or the Congress that it would never be
essential to ask the assistance of a journalist
to discover secret information of supreme
importance to the security of this country or
its citizens. Unfortunately, I can envision
circumstances where such cooperation might
mean the difference between life and death,
possibly in a terrorist situation involving a
threat to many Americans. That is why I am
compelled to oppose the Richardson amend-
ment as an unnecessary and overly restric-
tive limitation on intelligence activity.

I urge the Committee to provide me an op-
portunity to explain in closed session the
new guidelines I have adopted and I urge the
House to reject the Richardson amendment.

An original of this letter is also being sent
to Ranking Minority member Dicks.

Sincerely,
JOHN DEUTCH,

Director of Central Intelligence.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MUR-
THA] to the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICH-
ARDSON].

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARD-
SON] as amended.

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote, and, pending
that, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON], as
amended, will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. DICKS. Does the gentleman have
to restate his request for a recorded
vote at a later time, or is it going to be
an automatic recorded vote?

The CHAIRMAN. The request for a
recorded vote will be pending at that
time. The vote is not automatically or-
dered.

Mr. DICKS. I thank the Chair.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to the bill?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SANDERS: At

the end of title I, add the following new sec-
tion:
SEC. 105. LIMITATION ON AMOUNTS AUTHORIZED

TO BE APPROPRIATED.
(a) LIMITATION.—Except as provided in sub-

section (b), notwithstanding the total

amount of the individual authorizations of
appropriations contained in this Act, includ-
ing the amounts specified in the classified
Schedule of Authorizations referred to in
section 102, there is authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 1997 to carry out this
Act not more than 90 percent of the total
amount authorized to be appropriated by the
Intelligence Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1996.

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) does not
apply to amounts authorized to be appro-
priated for the Central Intelligence Agency
Retirement and Disability Fund by section
201.

Mr. SANDERS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, this

amendment is simple. It is straight-
forward and, in fact, it should be sup-
ported by every Member of this House,
especially those who are concerned
about our national debt and the deficit
situation.

This amendment is about honesty. It
is about consistency, and it is about
national priorities. It is about whether
the Members of this body, many of
whom have voted to cut programs
which will be very negative, which will
have a lot of pain, cause a lot of pain
for some of the weakest and most vul-
nerable people in this country, pro-
grams for our kids, programs for our
senior citizens, programs for our young
people, whether the Members who have
voted to cut those programs now have
the courage to take on the very power-
ful intelligence community and to say
that with a $5 trillion national debt, we
should not be increasing funding for in-
telligence when we cut back on so
many programs that tens of millions of
Americans depend upon.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment cuts
the intelligence budget by 10 percent
from the level authorized for fiscal
year 1996, and that is approximately a
$3 billion cut.

Mr. Chairman, there are three basic
reasons why this amendment should be
supported.

First, major sections of the intel-
ligence community are fiscally irre-
sponsible and need to be held account-
able for their hugely inaccurate reports
to Congress and for their wasteful hab-
its.

Second, like every other agency of
Government, the intelligence commu-
nity must bear its burden in balancing
the budget. We cannot say to pregnant
women, we do not have the funds to
provide health insurance for you, we
cannot say to senior citizens, we do not
have the money to make sure you get
your prescription drugs, we cannot say
to young working-class families, we do
not have the money to make sure that
your kids can go to college, we do not
have the money to adequately fund
Medicaid or Medicare, but, yes, we
have more than enough money to put

into the intelligence agencies despite
the fact that the cold war has ended.

Mr. Chairman, let me read for my
colleagues an article that appeared in
the May 16 New York Times. I am
going to read this slowly, because I
want the Members to appreciate what
we are talking about today and why it
is totally irresponsible for any Member
to be talking about a 4.9 increase in
funding.

Let me quote for the article: ‘‘In a
complete collapse of accountability,
the government agency that builds spy
satellites accumulated about $4 billion
in uncounted secret money, nearly
twice the amount previously reported
to Congress, intelligence officials ac-
knowledge today.’’

Mr. Chairman, let us repeat what was
in the New York Times so that every
Member understands what this debate
is about. I quote from the New York
Times; ‘‘In a complete collapse of ac-
countability, the government agency
that builds spy satellites accumulated
about $4 billion in uncounted secret
money, nearly twice the amount pre-
viously reported to Congress.’’

Let me continue from the New York
Times: ‘‘The agency, the highly secre-
tive national reconnaissance office,
said last year that the surplus money
totaled no more than about $1 billion.
Congressional intelligence overseers in
December said the amount was about
$2 billion. They were misinformed. The
secret agency was unaware until very
recently exactly how much money it
had accumulated in its classified com-
partments.’’

Listen to this, to put the $4 billion in
perspective, still quoting New York
Times, ‘‘what the national reconnais-
sance office did was to lose track of a
sum roughly equal to the annual budg-
ets for the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion and the State Department com-
bined.’’

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SANDERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I support the gentleman,
but I begin to get second thoughts be-
cause maybe we have found a way to
really cut the deficit. This hidden
money that we lost track of started
out at a billion. Then within a couple
of months it was $2 billion. Now it is $4
billion. There is not revenue source in
the Federal Government growing at so
rapid a rate. Maybe we ought to leave
these people alone, because at the rate
these people salt away money and have
it increase, pretty soon we will get rid
of the deficit.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SANDERS
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, let me
continue reading from the New York
Times:

John Nelson, appointed last year as the re-
connaissance office top financial manager
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and given the task of cleaning up the prob-
lem, said in an interview published today in
a special edition of Defense Week that the
secret agency had undergone, quoting from
Mr. Nelson, fundamental financial melt-
down.

The article continues:
The financial incompetence of the recon-

naissance office meant that one of the Na-
tion’s biggest intelligence agencies mis-
informed Congress, the director of the
Central Intelligence Agency and the Sec-
retary of Defense about how much money it
had.

Continuing the New York Times:
The agency’s secrecy made congressional

oversight next to impossible, intelligence of-
ficials said. Thus the congressional intel-
ligence committees kept appropriating
money for the secret agency unaware that it
was building up a surplus of billions of dol-
lars.

End of quote from the New York
Times.

Mr. Chairman, how are we going to
have credibility with the American
people when we say to hungry kids, we
have got to cut back on nutrition pro-
grams, when we say to homeless peo-
ple, there is not enough money avail-
able for affordable housing, when we
say to elderly people, the Congress can-
not help you pay for the prescription
drugs you desperately need, when we
say there is not enough money for edu-
cation and have got to cut back and
then, after this horrendous financial ir-
responsibility on the part of an intel-
ligence community, we say, hey, no
problem, you need more money, we are
there to help you out.

This is wrong. This is not what defi-
cit reduction is about. This is a horren-
dous sense of national priorities.

For all of those Members who have
been cutting, cutting, cutting, who
have been coming up here every day
talking about the national debt, I ask
you to support my amendment, a 10-
percent cut in the intelligence budget.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, While I disagree
strongly with the amendment of the
gentleman from Vermont, I do respect
his interest and his position and his te-
nacity in his annual concern about the
spending of intelligence. Unfortu-
nately, it is difficult to discuss all of
the aspects of the bill. Let me just
make some general comments.

b 1200

The gentleman mentioned that there
are tens of millions of people, Ameri-
cans, dependent upon other programs
which are not sufficiently funded. I
would agree with that. I would contend
that every American depends upon and
receives equally the positive results of
a strong national defense, which a vital
part of that is intelligence and the
ability to determine intentions of
other countries, particularly as we
enter into wartime situations. The re-
duction of our capabilities abroad in
the areas of defense, I think, heighten
the magnification of the need for
strong intelligence to make for certain

we do not send Americans into harm’s
way. That is on the international front.

On the domestic front, concerns of
terrorism, concerns of narcotics, con-
cerns of crime are also very important
to the American people, and the abili-
ties of intelligence organizations to
counter and to be aware of intentions
many times go unnoticed, unheralded
and, most of the time, unspoken be-
cause we simply cannot discuss them.

I share the gentleman’s concern on
the primary subject that he mentioned,
and that was the carry-forward ac-
count in the NRO, and he is correct in
the $4 billion figure that was recently
announced by the newly appointed fi-
nancial manager of the NRO who was
brought in after the carry-forward ac-
count was discovered. Some have ac-
cused the majority in this year’s au-
thorization bill of micromanaging the
NRO, and the NRP, National Recon-
naissance Program.

I made a commitment to the mem-
bers of this committee that the com-
mittee that was brought under task in
the New York Times editorial of last
year when the NRO account, carried-
forward account, was first mentioned,
and the committees of Congress with
oversight were chastised for inadequate
oversight that, as long as I had the lux-
ury and the ability to serve as chair-
man of this committee, I would make
every effort that I would not subject
the committee to that type of criti-
cism in the future, and it is with great
interest and looking at all of the pro-
grams of the NRO that the mark that
we have brought to the committee in
our authorization bill this year is being
questioned by so many people.

We want to be able to assure, those of
us who have been given the ability to
serve on this committee and basically
have to ask Members of the Congress
to trust us, that we are scrutinizing
the expenditures of those funds, and
while I do not agree that the account-
ing was done well at all, and in fact I
think it was shoddy at best, that those
moneys were appropriated and ex-
pended for, authorized and appro-
priated for, programs over the years of
which the expenditure did not need to
take place because the programs that
they were to replace in our architec-
ture had worked so well.

There was not a loss of the funds,
there was not a squandering of the
funds. We are continuing to demand an
actual and exact accounting of those
funds and the purposes for which they
were initially authorized and appro-
priated, not money which was wasted.
It is not money which was wasted, it is
money which I will be the first to
admit was done very shoddily in re-
porting to Congress, even to the direc-
tor of Central Intelligence, that those
funds existed.

We do not intend to allow that to
happen again and are very concerned
about that.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. COMBEST
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COMBEST. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
Texas for yielding, I thank him for his
graciousness with which he is manag-
ing this debate, but I do have concern
about the $4 billion. My question is:

When we discovered that there was $4
billion that was unspent because, as he
said, it turned out that they did not
need to spend it, did we recapture that
for the U.S. Treasury and use it to re-
duce the deficit?

My problem is that my information
is, no, the people who in fact were re-
sponsible for the overspending and no
accounting essentially were allowed to
spend it for other purposes or give it to
the Defense Department, which means
they have been given them zero incen-
tive not to do this again. And if, in
fact, it was unneeded spending, why did
we not recapture it and apply it to re-
ducing the deficit?

Mr. COMBEST. The gentleman does
make a point, and he is correct in the
fact that it was not taken and it was
not used toward the deficit.

Let me mention to the gentleman
from Massachusetts the $4 billion only
is recently. We are still looking to find
the fact amount.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Is
there more? Maybe can we hope?

Mr. COMBEST. Well, hopefully not,
but it did begin at 1, and, as we know,
went to 2. The committee has been
kept informed of this, of the additional
amounts that continue to be uncov-
ered, but of the amount last year, over
$2 billion has been taken. Some of that
was taken by other committees. Some
of it was taken by the Director of
Central Intelligence and expended
for——

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. If the
gentleman will yield. How much? Of
the $2 billion that he saved and did not
spend, or his predecessor, how much of
a reward did he get of that to spend on
other things?

Mr. COMBEST. I guess the reward
was the fact that there was no punitive
action taken. But we have taken $400
million out of the account, more than
we had in our authorized bill. We are
below some $400 million below the au-
thorization from, $800 million below
the authorization for 1996.

I do not want to make light of, and I
do not make light of, the concerns that
are raised. I will assure the gentleman
that the committee shares those con-
cerns.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST]
has again expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. COMBEST
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. COMBEST. Let me just finish

this, and I will be happy to yield.
Mr. Chairman, the committee is ex-

tremely concerned about the account-
ability because of all those good things
that are there that do happen. It is this
type of problem that arises that obvi-
ously makes, stretches the credibility
of many of these agencies of Govern-
ment.

I would only want to try to assure
the gentleman that we are looking at
this very carefully, very closely, and
we intend for there to be complete and
thorough accountability.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the difficulty of the gentle-
man’s job as chairman of the commit-
tee, but let me ask the gentleman this:

To put $4 billion into perspective
that the National Reconnaissance Of-
fice, quote unquote, lost track of, I
would mention to my friend I know he
is from Texas and it is a little bit big-
ger State than Vermont; our entire an-
nual budget for the State of Vermont
for 1 year is $1.5 billion. In other words,
they lost track of an amount of money
equivalent to 3 years of the budget of
the State of Vermont.

Last year, I was on the floor of the
House, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. FRANK] was on the floor of
the House, other Members, and we op-
posed an increase in the intelligence
budget. We were concerned about ex-
actly what we are talking about today,
and we were told, ‘‘No problem. They
need every dime.’’

Somehow or other they lost $4 bil-
lion, and I would suggest that the prob-
lem that I have with my friend’s argu-
ment is that I fear next year we are
going to be in the same position again.

When some agency is so irrespon-
sible, I think we have got to say
enough is enough.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I un-
derstand the gentleman’s concern. Let
me say first of all it was not lost. The
money is there and accounted for.
These were programs that were author-
ized and appropriated and programs for
which commitments have been made,
and I would just simply say to the gen-
tleman, in comparing with the State of
Vermont’s budget, fortunately the
State of Vermont does not have to fund
national defense for all Americans.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I want to try to see if
I can provide some clarification.

On most of the major weapons sys-
tems that we fund in the Defense De-
partment, like an aircraft carrier or
the F–22, which is still an R&D pro-
gram, we authorize all of the budget
authority at one time. Therefore we
have each year tremendous amounts of
unobligated funds for those programs.
If we looked at the Department of De-
fense, we would see there are a lot of
unobligated funds.

In this area there was adopted a pro-
cedure when George McMahon was

chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations. There was a concern that at
the end of the fiscal year if Congress
did not pass the budget, that some of
these programs would be adversely af-
fected.

These are the crown jewels of our na-
tional technical means. We have a se-
ries of satellite programs that are
funded on an incremental basis. One of
the things we do not want to do is have
them do what some agencies do, and
that is rush at the end of the fiscal
year to spend all the money. We have
somewhere between 7 and 12 programs
that have had various levels of unspent
funds which added up to this total.

We have no evidence whatsoever that
any of this money was wrongly spent.
The money would have ultimately been
spent for each of these programs. The
mistake of the NRO was not keeping
Congress properly informed about the
total of those carryforward funds. That
is what we objected to, and we were
very upset about it. The Director of
Central Intelligence, Mr. Deutsch, was
very upset about it. He has taken steps
to appoint a chief financial officer to
get these accounts in order.

The money is no longer there, I want
to point out to my colleagues. Some of
it was used in Bosnia, some of it was
used for other defense purposes, the ad-
ministration took part of it in terms of
their budget request. So that balance
has been reduced to a much smaller
level, and again there is some manage-
ment reason to have modest reserves in
each of these line items.

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

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to just also mention that in
the authorization of last year our com-
mittee, and I am sorry in the con-
ference report, which finally became
the law, this committee and the Senate
Intelligence Committee put a limit of
1-month carryforward money so that
those could be substantial so that we
can make for certain that it does not
grow into the amounts. But it is writ-
ten into law that there is a 1-month
carryforward, no more than an 1-month
carryover.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I must
tell my friend from Texas I am less re-
assured by that than I might have
been, given the fact that after we
passed that conference report and it
was signed into law, the unobligated,
unaccounted for secret surplus went
from $2 billion to $4 billion. So this re-
striction on them did not appear to lay
a glove on them because they passed
this tough restriction, and then we find
out months after they pass the restric-
tion that it was $4 billion instead of $2
billion. Maybe our colleagues should
stop trying to restrict them, because
they are not doing too well.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts will let me
have my time back, I would appreciate
that. I want to point out to the gen-
tleman that when we named the chief
financial officer, he had to go back in
and go through all these accounts. I
admit and agree with the gentleman
that the amount here was totally out
of proportion to what is needed to
properly take care of these contin-
gency purposes. What I am trying to
point out is that the money has not
been squandered, has not been used for
unauthorized purposes; there is no
waste, fraud, or abuse. What we had is
lousy bookkeeping on the part of the
NRO.

Let me just say one thing further.
The NRO has been one of the premier
organizations in this Government.
They are great engineers. They build
incredible satellites. They may be
lousy accountants, and in this case
they certainly were. We should always
remember what they have done. They
have created the best capabilities that
anybody has in the world and we
should remember that this agency has
been very effective for the American
people.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. My
point was, and I must say I am again
unreassured that these crack intel-
ligence people who are so terrific can-
not keep track of the money.

I will say, in fairness to them, I do
not think this was lousy accounting, I
think this was cleverness on their part,
knowing that they can build this up
and those guys are going to spend it.

But the point I want to make is this:
The chairman said, ‘‘You came up with
a way to prevent this from happening
last year, and what happened? It got
worse after you presented it.’’ So I am
saying it is——

Mr. DICKS. That is for this year’s
budget.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Oh, I
see. So what is the excuse going to be
next year?

Mr. DICKS. Well, we hope there will
not be one, I would say to my col-
league.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
DICKS] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DICKS
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

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

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, my
friend from Washington will recall that
last year, same time, same place, we
had the same debate. The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] and
myself and others said we think we are
spending too much on the intelligence,
and we had leaders from both political
parties coming forward saying they
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need every single nickel. And what we
are hearing today is, in fact, that there
was an unaccounted-for slush fund of $4
billion that, in fact, was not needed.

We were right on the debate last
time, and in due respect to my friend
from Washington, his position was
wrong.

So the question now comes before us
this year. I am not here to pass blame
on any Member of the Congress.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I take
back my time, and I say to my friend,
first of all, I would not characterize
this as a slush fund. I would character-
ize it as a management reserve for each
of these important programs, and the
money that Congress appropriated and
authorized is needed at some point for
these programs.

We have taken the money away. That
means at some point in the future we
have to restore it.

I would also say to the gentleman
that we are going through a period
where we are reducing the number of
programs that we have, we are trying
to change the architecture, we are try-
ing to, in essence, invest in more capa-
ble systems for the future so that we
will be able to save some money.
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I would argue that all of the money
would have been legally spent on the
programs as required, eventually, and
there is no indication of waste, fraud,
or abuse.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, we have never had a
clearer demonstration of the impor-
tance of an amendment. We are con-
strained by one of the dumber laws in
the United States from telling the
American people what the overall in-
telligence budget is. If we cannot tell
people what the overall intelligence
budget is, we cannot tell them the per-
centage, because even the accountants
at the National Reconnaissance Office
could figure out what that meant the
total was.

But I can say this, Mr. Chairman.
The $4 billion that has hidden away
and spent for purposes other than was
legally authorized, and let us be very
clear, there is no doubt about that;
what the gentleman from Texas said
was it turned out they did not need to
spend that.

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman, I know, is not intending to say
that. There was no evidence whatso-
ever that funds were spent for anything
that was unauthorized.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. That
is not my point. I did not say it was un-
authorized, I said they spent clearly
more——

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman wants to read the RECORD back,
that is exactly what he said.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Yes,
and I will explain what I said to the
gentleman. I am sorry the gentleman
and his colleagues have done, frankly,
such a lousy job in letting these people
put $4 billion away, and it was $1 bil-
lion and then $2 billion, and now it is $4
billion. Every time, they come up with
more money. You explained to us how
you had it under control.

What happened, Mr. Chairman, was
this: They were allowed to spend al-
most all of that on other purposes, not
things that were not authorized, but
they were allowed to spend more, be-
cause the accounts were added to. They
were given that $4 billion, they were
given a limit: You can spend so much
on this and so much on that and so
much there. And because they
underspent here, they were allowed to
reuse that.

You have provided them with every
incentive to keep fooling you, and fool-
ing you they have been doing. You
have not penalized them at all. If any
other agency of the Federal Govern-
ment got caught with a surplus of this
percentage, there would be calls for
resignations and impeachments and de-
nunciations.

Mr. Chairman, the $4 billion that was
found, that was spent in addition to
what was authorized in these purposes,
that $4 billion is more than the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Vermont
would cut. You lost track of more
money than we want to cut, so that is
how, I think, unfounded it is for you to
claim that this in any way jeopardizes
it.

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Massachusetts is on
the Subcommittee on Housing and
Community Opportunity of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices with me. He will remember a few
weeks ago, there was a photograph and
great discussions about mismanage-
ment of public housing. Does the gen-
tleman recall that?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Yes, I
do.

Mr. SANDERS. How terrible it was;
how could we continue to have covered,
how would we continue to fund the
HUD agencies when they are going mis-
management like that? Does the gen-
tleman not a see a little bit of a dis-
crepancy in judgment, in opinion, in
terms of the gross mismanagement of
billions of dollars through the National
Reconnaissance Office and what we
heard about HUD and the running of
public housing?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I would make this distinc-
tion, and in the case of HUD, I am
more critical, because we had for 8
years a Secretary of HUD, appointed by
Ronald Reagan, who was dishonest and
incompetent, in combination. I do not
think that is the case here. I do not
think people had the kind of abuses

and criminality here. I know they did
not. But what we had was they gamed
the system very effectively. They were
able to not have to spend it.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Texas said it turned out they did not
need to spend it. They were able to
save $4 billion. And they got the abil-
ity, after authorizations, to reprogram
that and reuse it so they were able to
spend more in other areas, since they
did not have to spend as much in the
first area.

Given the commitment we hear
about deficit reduction, it is striking
that almost none of that undiscovered,
unspent money went for deficit reduc-
tion.

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I think
the gentleman was a little more accu-
rate in his latter phrases. I want to
make sure that what we did, what the
Defense Department did, was take
some of the excess money and use it for
Bosnia. Then they did not have to
come to Congress, and we approved
that.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. How
much for Bosnia, I would ask the gen-
tleman?

Mr. DICKS. The sum of $200 million
was used.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. That
is $200 million out of $4 billion.

Mr. Chairman, let me take back my
time to say, here is the point: Yes, $200
million, maybe a couple hundred more,
was used for Bosnia. Billions of dollars
were unspent. I am making two points.
First of all, I am wholly skeptical of
the toughness of your oversight, since
no one was penalized at all. As a mat-
ter of fact, they are rewarded by this.
They are rewarded when they over-
spend, by being allowed then to spend
more than was authorized.

My point is this: If you authorize cor-
rectly in the first place, then you must
admit you overspent, because if in fact
they were able to make savings to the
tune of $4 billion in one set of pro-
grams, then we should have been able
to get at least some of the benefit of
that $4 billion, instead of your reward-
ing them by putting it elsewhere.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK] has expired.

(On request of Mr. DICKS and by
unanimous consent, Mr. FRANK of Mas-
sachusetts was allowed to proceed for 2
additional minutes.)

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I would
say to my friend, the gentleman from
Massachusetts, first of all, this was not
without penalty. The Director and the
Deputy Director of the NRO were re-
placed by the administration and a new
head was brought in.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. When?
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Mr. DICKS. Several months ago, in

February or March of this year, so
there was direct action taken. I take
some umbrage at this, because it was
the staff on our committee, and the mi-
nority staff in particular, that were at
the forefront of discovering this prob-
lem and bringing it to the administra-
tion’s attention.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I would ask the gentleman,
where did it get to $4 billion.

Mr. DICKS. Last year.
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. You

were telling us $2 billion.
Mr. DICKS. At the time they discov-

ered it.
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. They

hid $2 billion from you.
Mr. DICKS. They did not know what

the total was.
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Who

did not know?
Mr. DICKS. The NRO did not.
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. They

just lost $2 billion? With their sat-
ellites they could not find $2 billion?

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I just
would say we tried our very best to en-
sure that. We supported Mr. DEUTSCH’s
steps to reform the NRO such as ap-
pointing a chief financial officer. We
found the money in the first instance,
and we now have a more accurate fig-
ure.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I will
take back my time to say this, Mr.
Chairman; the record is clear. As the
gentleman from Vermont said, you al-
ways have an explanation of how ev-
erything is fine. I understand this is
difficult. They are very sophisticated
things they are doing. I do not believe
it was an honest error. I believe they
figured out a game.

The central point I want to make is
this, and I am not for hanging anyone,
but the fact that an agency was able to
accumulate a surplus greater than 10
percent of the total authorization here
is an indication that you are giving
them more money than they need for
the purposes you say you are giving it
to them for.

In fact, what you were doing, that $4
billion, that is the entire Community
Development Block Grant Program for
the United States. It was twice the
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
Program for the United States. You are
talking about the deficit, and people
should understand, because we are
going to get to a zero deficit.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK] has again expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts was allowed to proceed
for 30 additional seconds.)

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I say to the gentleman, con-
tinue this trend of ever-increasing ap-
propriations and authorizations for
this agency, even when they have
shown it is excessive by building up
these surpluses, and you mandate deep-
er cuts in the environment and law en-
forcement and college education and

public safety and everything else, be-
cause we are in a zero-sum situation.
The $4 billion they accumulated with-
out the knowledge of this committee is
taken out of other important pro-
grams. We would be gravely mistaken
if we did not try to recapture that for
other purposes.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, this is a stealth cut.
Technically, the American people do
not know what the budget is in the
first place. I think it is very important
today that we pass the Conyers amend-
ment and once and for all bring some
fiscal responsibility to the Central In-
telligence Agency.

I have voted for cuts in this bill near-
ly every year I have been in Congress.
It is amazing for me to announce here
now that I am not going to vote to cut
this budget by 10 percent. I am not
going to do that because I believe that
John Deutch, his word is good. He is
doing a good job. We have an oppor-
tunity here to put this department, the
Central Intelligence Agency, and other
intelligence units in order.

But we wonder why the American
people are so upset with our Govern-
ment. I would like to make this state-
ment, because I do trust the chairman
and the ranking member, two of our
finer members, but I think it is very
unusual when the American people
learn about an invasion of Kuwait on
CNN news. There must be an aggressive
congressional oversight to ensure that
these intelligence agencies are not just
operating in a stealth vacuum, doing
absolutely nothing. This will be the
one chance this Member will give.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say
one other thing. Unless we pass the
Conyers amendment, we would not
know what the Sanders amendment
would cut if we were not a Member of
the Congress of the United States. I
think the American people are paying
for the freight coming down the track
and should know what our intelligence
community is doing.

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, I want the gentleman to know that
I have supported Chairman GLICKMAN, I
am supporting and cosponsoring the
amendment of the gentleman from
Michigan, Mr. CONYERS, and the Presi-
dent supports, as does the Aspin-Brown
Commission, making the aggregate
dollar number known to the American
public.

I would only say one thing to the
gentleman about his statement about
Kuwait. George Bush, as President, the
first thing he stated after the invasion
was that it was not an intelligence fail-
ure. We knew several days ahead of
time, but again, it is always hard for
the American Government, the na-
tional command authority, when it is
getting differing opinions from govern-

ment heads in the area that, well,
Saddham will not do this, to take ac-
tion. It was not a failure of intel-
ligence. We did have 2 or 3 days of
warning. It is acting on that warning
that is always difficult under our form
of government.

So I do not want to disparage the in-
telligence agencies here. They gave
them the information. The leadership
could not make a decision that quick-
ly.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, I will not support
this cutting amendment. I will give
John Deutch a hand. But I will say this
next year, if we continue to find our-
selves in this big sinkhole without
passing a Conyers amendment, I would
recommend we hire Ted Turner and
Rush Limbaugh and let the CIA stay
home, and other defense intelligence
agencies, because they are not getting
too much done, folks.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment, but I want to com-
mend the gentleman from Vermont,
Mr. SANDERS. I think he may help pass
the Conyers amendment, and that may
be the best thing we do here in this
Congress today.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the
Select Committee on Intelligence who
has served on the committee now for a
couple of years, I cannot help but rise
at this point to first express my deep
appreciation for the work of both the
chairman, the gentleman from Texas,
LARRY COMBEST, and my colleague, the
gentleman from Washington, Mr.
DICKS, for the very, very fine job they
are doing on an extremely difficult
subject area, developing and bringing
the intelligence budget to this House
floor.

Mr. Chairman, it is a very, very pop-
ular thing to rise and oppose the intel-
ligence community and presume that
lightly we can, using essentially a ma-
chete approach, cut 10 percent across
the board in this program. Since the
end of the cold war, we have progres-
sively been reducing a very significant
portion of our budget; that is, the de-
fense budget. Defense has come down
by approximately $100 billion. It is the
presumption of many that since the
cold war is over and since we are reduc-
ing our defense budget, that lightly we
can just wipe out our intelligence
needs. To suggest that that is the case
would suggest to me that not very
much light has been applied to the in-
telligence that is involved here.

The reality is that we are living in a
very, very complex and very dangerous
world. At the very time that we have
been reducing defense spending, it is
the very moment that the President
and the appropriate committees need
more and better intelligence around
here.

The heart of the discussion relative
to this proposed 10-percent cut has
been that of the expenditures of the
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NRO. The NRO is that agency which
develops and deploys our satellite sys-
tems, a source of information, intel-
ligence information, that is most criti-
cal and one of the more important
sources.
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To suggest that we can blithely re-
duce the entire intelligence budget be-
cause of problems that have developed
in the NRO is to not understand the
need for intelligence at all. I would
suggest, Mr. Chairman, that the very
people who are making this proposal
are the same people who for all of their
careers here have opposed our national
defense, have not supported expanding
the national defense when we truly
needed to expand those budgets. To not
understand the significance of these in-
formation flows to the President at
this critical time is to ignore the re-
ality of this changing world.

This budget is within 3.9 percent of
the President’s request. It is not an ex-
cessive budget. Indeed, there is a need
for oversight and review. I suggest to
my colleagues that absolutely we sup-
port not just the chairman and the
ranking member in this budget, but
support the President as well.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, in response to the last
gentleman, they are within 3.9 percent
of the President’s budget, but of course
it erred on the side of increasing the
rather generous allotment that the
President has already made for these
agencies, as though a fiscal crisis did
not exist here in Washington.

This is an extraordinary debate, and
I think the burden goes to those who
are defending against a 10-percent cut
in a secret number that we cannot
know. Now, a case can of course be
made that it is a dangerous world and
we need these various organizations,
and they need and can spend produc-
tively every penny which has been allo-
cated, even a 4-percent increase over
and above the generous allotment re-
quested by the President.

But the burden does rest with the
members of the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence because
they are overseers, they are the mon-
itors, they are the protectors of the
Constitution that says only Congress
should appropriate funds and that it
should know how much it is appro-
priating.

I do not know. I have not gone to
look at the secret number, because if I
go and look at the secret number, then
I cannot tell people what the secret
number is, which I can read in the New
York Times. But this is somehow pro-
tecting us against the threats of our
enemies. What it is protecting us
against is fiscal responsibility at these
agencies.

Now, wait a minute, the National Re-
connaissance Agency, well, they did
have a little problem. They built a
building for some $300 or $400 million

out at a shopping center, and Congress
did not know about it. Perhaps the
agency itself did not know about it or
most parts of the agency did not know
about it, because it keeps secrets from
itself.

This is the agency that monitors ev-
erything that goes on on Earth at all
times. At this moment they are record-
ing my conversation, if not by super-
secret satellite, from CNN, where they
get a good deal of their information.

Now they are saying that they have
found an extra $4 billion in their budg-
et. Not to worry, $4 billion. We kill on
the floor of the House of Congress, for
a couple hundred thousand crummy
dollars over here, and talk about wel-
fare cheats and food stamp fraud and
all that, and amounts of 10 or 20 or 30
thousands of dollars.

But here is an agency that had $4 bil-
lion, more than the total appropriation
of the FBI and the State Department
for their general operations, and they
just did not know it, and that does not
need that. Never too much money. No;
an extra $4 billion. I mean given the
magnitude of their annual budget, se-
cret number, we cannot know how
much that is, they needed this $4 bil-
lion. They just did not know they had
it and they did not know how to spend
it.

Now, there is something very, very
wrong with this picture. They know ev-
erything that is going on. They are
monitoring my speech on the floor, but
they do not know how much money
they have because they are so awash in
funds, they cannot even be bothered to
go out and buy a $39 software program
to keep track of it.

Now, that is absurd, absolutely
absured, and to say that that agency
cannot withstand a cut of 10 percent is
indefensible. The burden lies on those
who would defend it. They get $4 bil-
lion they have not been able to spend,
they did not know they had, and now
they cannot withstand a 10-percent cut
of their annual budget, secret number,
no one can know it.

The Soviet Union might learn some-
thing from knowing how much we are
spending on that agency. They will
learn that we are spending more on
these agencies than they are spending
on their entire military budget, is what
they will find. They will shake their
head and wonder.

Of course the Soviet Union does not
exist anymore, and that has almost
percolated down to some of these agen-
cies. They have found that fact out and
we will be getting a report on that
soon.

So I would rise in support of this
amendment and say that the burden
lies with those who would say an agen-
cy, just one of many, we do not know
how much the others have lost or have
an account that they have not spent.
That is secret, too.

But just one of our supersecret agen-
cies had $4 billion it did not know it
had, that it has not spent, and we are
being told now it was a management

reserve. If that was a management re-
serve there, how much is reserved at
the other agencies? Do they really need
this year’s budget? Because maybe
they should spend down the reserve a
little bit, because they might be at an
imprudent level.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment. The CIA is out of control.
It is not just the $4 billion that they
had lying around that they did not
know that they had. There are many
other ways that the CIA is out of con-
trol, and the CIA would greatly benefit
from some downsizing and some
streamlining. The CIA would greatly
benefit from a cut in the funds that
they have while they reorganize and re-
group.

This is the CIA that did not predict
the collapse of the Soviet Union. This
is the CIA that could not predict the
most momentous event of our century.
This is the CIA that could not see a di-
nosaur event, like the collapse of the
Soviet Union. There is something radi-
cally wrong with the CIA. It has been
wrong for a long time.

It is amazing that people would come
to this floor and defend an agency
which has lost track of $4 billion, lost
track of $4 billion, and to talk about
them as if they are heroes now because
they are going to let some of that $4
billion be spent taking care of the war
in Bosnia, somewhere else. They are
not heroes. And do not talk about the
fact that this is just mismanagement.
It is more than mismanagement. We do
not know.

Anybody here who has ever been the
head of any kind of organization, if
they have ever been an administrator
of a public agency or they are the
owner, the administrator of a private
sector business, they know that when
money cannot be accounted for, if it is
lying loosely around and the head of
the department did not know it, the
head of the CIA did not know it, the
President did not know it, somebody
did steal money. We can assume there
is a lot of stealing going on, because if
we do not have any accountability,
human beings always will steal.

This is the CIA that for a number of
reasons should be downsizing, reor-
ganizing, and streamlining. Nobody has
mentioned Aldrich Ames here. We have
discussed the $4 billion, although the $4
billion is something that the adminis-
tration has admitted. They fired two
people. It was on the front page of the
New York Times. Some people did not
know it. They fired two people, so mis-
management was occurring.

For the first time they fired the peo-
ple, openly stated their names, so we
know it took place, and it upset the ad-
ministration a great deal because, they
publicly fired the people. That is a
well-documented example of great
waste, monumental waste and probably
corruption also.

But what we do not know, what is
not talked about more is Aldrich Ames,



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5409May 22, 1996
the implication of the fact that Aldrich
Ames was the head of intelligence for
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe,
and he was the biggest spy of the cen-
tury for the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe. Aldrich Ames was there for nu-
merous years, and they never detected
him and finally announced it was the
FBI which really trapped Aldrich
Ames.

Out of control, something is radically
wrong there. It is a welfare agency, in
that they have a lot of incompetent
people there who are not doing their
job, or not doing a job which is going
to benefit the welfare and protect the
security of the United States. Some-
thing is radically wrong. Incompetence
must be monumental in that agency.

This is the agency that paid the sal-
ary of Emanuel Comstonce, who was
the man who led the demonstration on
the docks in Haiti when we were send-
ing ships down there. We sent ships
down there with a peacekeeping mis-
sion which had police, engineers, et
cetera. They led a demonstration
where they were shooting guns, intimi-
dating the Charge d’Affaires of the U.S.
Embassy. It was led by a man named
Emanuel Comstonce, who was on the
payroll of the CIA.

Emanuel Comstonce is right now in
prison here in this country. They want
to keep him here. They want to keep
him isolated and quiet because he has
confessed and he is telling: ‘‘I was on
the payroll of the CIA.’’

This is an agency that is obviously
out of control. It needs to be reexam-
ined, downsized, streamlined. In mod-
ern society, any institution that oper-
ates in secrecy is in danger. Our com-
plex society is such that any complex
institutions needs to be open, so that
other folks from outside the decision-
making circles can be able to look at
what is going on and offer some objec-
tive criticisms.

The Soviet Union collapsed because
its whole society was a closed circle of
decisionmaking, and they made monu-
mental errors which we are still discov-
ering and still suffering from.
Chernobyl, they did not have a nuclear
commission that was open and people
could talk to. They did not have a envi-
ronmental movement. They would sup-
press anybody who tried to have a
movement critical of anything, so they
ruined their environment.

The CIA is a closed circle of decision-
making. The secrecy in the CIA guar-
antees that is always going to be a big
problem. We need to open up as much
as possible, not tell everything, but we
can have a discussion of the budget. We
should know the full amount of the
budget. The New York Times estimates
it is between $28 and $30 billion. We are
talking about a 10-percent cut on $28 to
$30 billion. We are talking about a 10-
percent cut which will at the most
amount to $3 billion.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. OWENS]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OWENS
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, it has al-
ready been pointed out a 10-percent
cut, which would amount to $3 billion,
is less than the amount of money they
lost track of. They lost track of $4 bil-
lion. They put a spin on it, they said it
was $1 billion, then it became $2 bil-
lion. Now they are admitting $4 billion,
and we do not know how honest they
are because it keeps mounting. If they
have lost track of that kind of money,
they certainly can afford a 10-percent
cut.

We have been offering this amend-
ment now for the last 4 years. If they
accepted it in the first place, we might
be much further along the way in
terms of streamlining the CIA.

I think we need the CIA. We cer-
tainly do not need the monster, the di-
nosaur that we have had so many
years, that could not detect the
changes of the Soviet Union, that gave
us Aldrich Ames, that gave us Emanuel
Comstonce, and then had $4 billion
lying around while we are cutting the
budget of Head Start, and cutting the
budget of the school lunch program,
and we are cutting the budget of title
I, and we are cutting the budget of pub-
lic housing.

We are cutting all these budgets
while they have $4 billion lying around
unused. We need to get control of the
CIA, Mr. Chairman. We need to get
control of the CIA.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote, and, pending
that, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: At

the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. 306. COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN

ACT.
No funds appropriated pursuant to this Act

may be expended by an entity unless the en-
tity agrees that in expending the assistance
the entity will comply with sections 2
through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41
U.S.C. 10a–10c, popularly known as the ‘‘Buy
American Act’’).
SEC. 307. SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT

REGARDING NOTICE.
(a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIP-

MENT AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any
equipment or products that may be author-
ized to be purchased with financial assist-
ance provided under this Act, it is the sense
of the Congress that entities receiving such

assistance should, in expending the assist-
ance, purchase only American-made equip-
ment and products.

(b) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—
In providing financial assistance under this
Act, the head of the appropriate element of
the Intelligence Community shall provide to
each recipient of the assistance a notice de-
scribing the statement made in subsection
(a) by the Congress.
SEC. 308. PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS.

If it has been finally determined by a court
or Federal agency that any person inten-
tionally affixed a fraudulent label bearing a
‘‘Made in America’’ inscription, or any in-
scription with the same meaning, to any
product sold in or shipped to the United
States that was not made in the United
States, such person shall be ineligible to re-
ceive any contract or subcontract made with
funds provided pursuant to this Act, pursu-
ant to the debarment, suspension, and ineli-
gibility procedures described in sections 9.400
through 9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Reg-
ulations.

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, we

have the stealth budget. This could be
a stealth Buy American type of pro-
gram.

Mr. Chairman, before I yield to the
distinguished ranking member, I would
just like to say this. I think it is im-
portant today that the Conyers amend-
ment be passed. I think it is absolutely
necessary, as indicated by previous de-
bate.

I am here pledging to work with the
chairman and the ranking member in
supporting this budget and to give
John Deutsch a real chance. John
Deutsch’s word has always been good. I
have dealt with many bureaucrats
down here. I think he is top flight. He
deserves a chance to bring this in
order.

My amendment, I think everybody
understands it. I want to make sure
that if we are going to be making these
stealth purchases, that these stealth
purchases take place in the United
States of America.

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say to my
friend from Ohio, he has offered a simi-
lar amendment in years past, with the
goal of ensuring that the intelligence
community maximizes its purchase of
American-made products. As the gen-
tleman knows, we are the leader in
stealth technology. This is a goal I sup-
port.

We have worked with the gentleman
from Ohio on other occasions to pre-
serve the spirit of his amendment in
conference, even though the committee
is aware that the record of the intel-
ligence community on the procurement
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of U.S. products is exemplary. We will
do so again this year, and we are
pleased, at least I am pleased for the
minority, to accept the amendment. I
yield to the chairman.
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Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, as we
traditionally have been on this bill, we
are very happy to accept the gentle-
man’s amendment, and appreciate his
continued work on this for all of these
12 years.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, the only thing I can
say is if the Conyers amendment
passes, we will know the aggregate
amount, we will not know the line
items, the public will not, but I am
going to go up and check to see if these
intelligence agency sleuths are buying
American.

Mr. Chairman, with that, I urge an
‘‘aye’’ vote on the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to the bill?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROWNBACK

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. BROWNBACK: At

the end of title III insert the following new
section:
SEC. 306. RESTRICTIONS ON INTELLIGENCE

SHARING WITH THE UNITED NA-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The National Security
Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end of title I the following
new section:

‘‘RESTRICTIONS ON INTELLIGENCE SHARING WITH
THE UNITED NATIONS

‘‘SEC. 110. (a) PROVISION OF INTELLIGENCE
INFORMATION TO THE UNITED NATIONS.—(1) No
United States intelligence information may
be provided to the United Nations or any or-
ganization affiliated with the United Na-
tions, or to any official or employee thereof,
unless the President certifies to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations and the Committee
on Intelligence of the Senate and the Select
Committee on Intelligence of the Senate and
the Committee on International Relations
and the Permanent Select Committee on In-
telligence of the House of Representatives
that the Director of Central Intelligence (in
this section referred to as the ‘DCT’), in con-
sultation with the Secretary of State and
the Secretary of Defense, has required, and
such organization has established and imple-
mented, procedures for protecting intel-
ligence sources and methods (including pro-
tection from release to nations and foreign
nationals that are otherwise not eligible to
receive such information) no less stringent
than procedures maintained by nations with
which the United States regularly shares
similar types of intelligence information.
Such certification shall include a description
of the procedures in effect at such organiza-
tion.

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) may be waived upon
written certification by the President to the
appropriate committees of Congress that

providing such information to the United
Nations or an organization affiliated with
the United Nations, or to any official or em-
ployee thereof, is in the national security in-
terest of the United States and that all pos-
sible measures protecting such information
has been taken, except that such waiver
must be made for each instance such infor-
mation is provided, or for each such docu-
ment provided.

‘‘(b) PERIODIC AND SPECIAL REPORTS.—(1)
The President shall periodically report but
not less frequently than quarterly, to the
Committee on Foreign Relations and the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Senate
and the Committee on International Rela-
tions and the Permanent Select Committee
on Intelligence of the House of Representa-
tives on the types and volume of intelligence
provided to the United Nations and the pur-
poses for which it was provided during the
period covered by the report. Such periodic
reports shall be submitted to the Select
Committee on Intelligence of the Senate and
the Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the House of Representatives with
an annex containing a counterintelligence
and security assessment of all risks, includ-
ing an evaluation of any potential adverse
impact on national collection systems, of
providing intelligence to the United Nations,
together with the information on how such
risks have been addressed.

‘‘(2) The President shall submit a special
report to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions and the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the Senate and the Committee on
International Relations and the Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence of the
House or Representatives within 15 days
after the United States Government becomes
aware of any unauthorized disclosure of in-
telligence provided to the United Nations by
the United States.

‘‘(c) LIMITATION.—The restrictions of sub-
section (a) and the requirement for periodic
reports under paragraph (1) of subsection (a)
shall not apply to the provision of intel-
ligence that is provided only to, and for the
use of, appropriately cleared United States
Government personnel serving with the
United Nations.

‘‘(d) DELEGATION OF DUTIES.—The Presi-
dent may not delegate or assign the duties of
the President under subsection (a).

‘‘(e) RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING LAW.—
Nothing in this section shall be construed
to—

‘‘(1) impair or otherwise affect the author-
ity of the Director of Central Intelligence to
protect intelligence sources and methods
from unauthorized disclosure pursuant to
section 103(c)(5) of the National Security Act
of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 403–3(c)(5)); or

‘‘(2) supersede or otherwise affect the pro-
visions of title V of the National Security
Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 413 et seq.).’’.

(b) CLINICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents for the National Security Act of
1947 is amended by inserting after the item
relating to section 109 the following:
‘‘Sec. 110. Restrictions on intelligence shar-

ing with the United Nations.’’.

Mr. BROWNBACK (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Chairman, I

rise today in an attempt to restore san-
ity to our policy of sharing intelligence
information with the United Nations.

My amendment would amend the 1974
National Security Act to prohibit the

sharing of U.S. intelligence informa-
tion with the United Nations or any of
its affiliated organizations unless the
President certifies to Congress that the
organization has implemented CIA, De-
fense, and State Department proce-
dures to protect U.S. intelligence
sources and methods.

This provision is not intended to end
U.S. intelligence sharing with the
United Nations, nor does it mean to set
unreasonable or impossible standards
for the protection of critical U.S.
sources and methods of intelligence
gathering.

The only purpose of this provision is
to restore basic rationality to the ad-
ministration’s imprudent sharing of
sensitive intelligence information with
the United Nations.

My provision establishes logical and
reasonable standards for sharing intel-
ligence information with the United
Nations. All it says is that the United
States should require the same level of
protection of U.S. intelligence informa-
tion from the United Nations that we
require in our intelligence sharing ar-
rangements with other states.

If for some reason the United Nations
is unwilling or incapable of providing
that level of protections, my provision
will still permit the sharing of U.S. in-
telligence with the United Nations on a
case-by-case basis. In each of these
cases, all that is required is a certifi-
cation that the information shared ad-
vances U.S. national security interests.

Protecting our sources and methods
of intelligence gathering is not an aca-
demic subject. It is a matter of na-
tional security. It is a matter of pro-
tecting lives. It is a matter of protect-
ing billions of dollars of investments
that the American people have made in
our country’s vital national security
interests.

Mr. Chairman, the United Nations
has acted like a sieve when it comes to
safeguarding intelligence information
to the same degree as the United
States.

Senator OLYMPIA SNOWE of Maine has
identified four instances in which the
United Nations has breached the secu-
rity of classified documents provided
by the United States. The most egre-
gious violation occurred in Somalia
where sensitive data was almost com-
promised due to the United Nation’s
carelessness.

In addition, Senator SNOWE has dis-
covered that no agreement has been in
place that requires the United Nations
to provide for the protection of intel-
ligence supplied by the United States.

As a result of her findings, Senator
SNOWE drafted a provision included in
the conference report of the State De-
partment Authorization Act that mir-
rors the amendment I am offering
today. The House has passed this provi-
sion twice. I simply ask now that my
colleagues now act on it again.

Mr. Chairman, the administration
has failed to implement the safeguards
needed to protect U.S. intelligence in-
formation from unauthorized disclo-
sure.
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In fact, rather than further safe-

guarding our intelligence information,
CIA Director Deutch has tried to insti-
tutionalize the widespread sharing of
sensitive U.S. intelligence material by
making it easier for foreign consumers
to register complaints about the use of
security markings, which protect the
national security of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, if my colleagues have
any misgivings about this amendment,
I simply want to point out to them
that U.N. General Secretary Boutros-
Ghali has appointed an Iraqi national,
Ismat Kittani, to be the head of the
United Nations’ Department of Peace-
keeping Operations. It is truly disturb-
ing that a national from a country
with which the United States has no
diplomatic relations, which is on the
U.S. State Department list of terrorist
states, and with which the United
States recently went to war could be
appointed to such a sensitive position
in the United Nations.

This is wrong, and this is indicative
of the recklessness with which the
United Nations treats sensitive mat-
ters and sensitive information. The
United States should not share our in-
telligence information with the United
Nations unless it adopts the standards
to which we hold our own agencies ac-
countable.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise I op-
position to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the Brownback
amendment places new, unworkable re-
strictions on the United States sharing
information with the United Nations—
even when it is in the national interest
to do so. It would make it extremely
difficult to provide intelligence support
to those U.N. activities which are sup-
portive of U.S. foreign policy goals.

The administration is opposed to the
Brownback amendment. This amend-
ment is identical to language con-
tained in the conference report on H.R.
1561, the Overseas Interests Act, which
was vetoed by the President. As the
President noted in his veto message,
this amendment would unconstitution-
ally infringe on the President’s power
to conduct diplomatic relations and
limit Presidential control over the use
of state secrets.

The DCI has already established
guidelines to protect intelligence
sources and methods, when it is deter-
mined to be in the interest of the Unit-
ed States to provide information de-
rived from U.S. intelligence to the
United Nations. Furthermore, the
United Nations is working with a sen-
ior delegation of State, Defense, and
CIA officials to implement a number of
improvements to its internal security
procedures.

The DCI’s guidelines ensure that in-
formation is carefully reviewed and
sanitized so that the least sensitive in-
telligence that satisfies a U.N. require-
ment is provided. Even if information
that is provided to the United Nations
fell into the wrong hands, it will have
been sanitized so that it will not com-
promise U.S. intelligence sources and
methods.

The Brownback amendment would
impede the ability of the United States
to maintain a flexible and efficient in-
formation sharing arrangement with
the United Nations, and may adversely
impact the ability of the United States
to achieve foreign policy successes.

The waiver provided in the amend-
ment is too burdensome to be effective.
It requires the President to issue a
waiver for each instance that informa-
tion derived from intelligence is pro-
vided to the United Nations, or for
each document that is provided. Fur-
thermore, the President may not dele-
gate this authority.

The amendment also requires the
President to personally report, at least
quarterly, to Congress on the types and
volume of intelligence provided to the
United Nations and the purposes for
which it was provided, and report to
Congress within 15 days of any unau-
thorized disclosure. The President
ought to be able to delegate this au-
thority to the DCI.

The Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence, the committee of this
Chamber with the greatest concern
over the protection of sources and
methods, considered legislation similar
to the Brownback amendment at the
beginning of the 104th Congress and re-
jected it on a bipartisan basis.

The committee found several in-
stances where the current intelligence
sharing arrangement with the United
Nations has yielded specific foreign
policy successes. Information was
shared with Security Council members
on Iraqi troop build-ups, in support of a
multilateral effort to prevent a repeat
of Iraq’s 1991 invasion of Kuwait. Intel-
ligence has also assisted United Na-
tions Special Commission in Iraq
[UNSCOM] inspectors in their attempts
to enforce U.N. sanctions calling for
the dismantling of Iraq’s weapons of
mass destruction programs. U.S. im-
agery has helped U.N. relief agencies
determine the magnitude and direction
or refugee flows within and from Rwan-
da. Timely intelligence sharing has
also helped save the lives of the United
States Protection Force [UNPROFOR]
peacekeeping troops in Bosnia.

While I do not believe it is necessary
to legislate in this area to restrict the
President’s ability to share intel-
ligence information to promote U.S.
foreign policy, a compromise amend-
ment worked out by the Senate Intel-
ligence and Foreign Relations Commit-
tees adopted by the Senate last year
would be clearly preferable.

I urge a no vote on the Brownback
amendment.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say initially
that I am in total agreement with the
gentleman’s intent, that I share his
concerns and voted for provisions in
H.R. 7 of last year that would have sub-
stantially improved the process by
which intelligence could be shared with
the United Nations.

Unfortunately, those restrictions did
not become law, and I still support the

idea of requiring that to the appro-
priate committees of Congress, that
any information which is shared with
the United Nations commanders must
be provided to the Congress for over-
sight.

I am concerned, and our committee
spent a good deal of time over the last
year following some recognition of
some problems in pursuing those to
make certain that there was no loss of
sources or methods in some of them
mishandling of classified information,
and we have a very strong concern.

Let me mention two areas of concern
that I have in regards to the gentle-
man’s amendment that I certainly do
not presume in any shape, form or
fashion would be intentional. But let
me mention two areas of real concern
that I have, in which I am concerned
that the amendment as offered by the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
BROWNBACK] in its current form would
have.

One is in the area of providing and
sharing intelligence in which U.S.
troops are involved. That would be that
we would be prohibited in certain in-
stances by a basic prenotification, that
we could not share intelligence with
NATO forces in any area in which U.S.
troops were involved, and consequently
could potentially put them into greater
harm. In addition to that, in certain
instances that would require
prenotification that might not be pos-
sible in a timely fashion.

I will give you an example in which
Captain O’Grady was shot down. That
information through the processes of
determining the fact that there were
surface to air missiles that were in a
location that had not previously been
determined, literally came down to a
matter of minutes, in which we may
have been able to be aware of that, but
not been able to share that with U.N.
forces in the area that they would have
been able to get that information to
Captain O’Grady.

Those concerns in a real timely fash-
ion I believe were legitimate, and I
have an amendment to the Brownback
amendment that I would submit, Mr.
Chairman, that would in fact allow a
broader authority for sharing of intel-
ligence when it goes to support U.N.
forces in which the United States is a
participant, and, secondly, to allow a
waiver for emergency situations in-
volving imminent risk to U.S. lives, in
which case the President would have to
report to Congress as to the specific de-
tails of that waiver.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COMBEST AS A
SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED
BY MR. BROWNBACK

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment as a substitute for the
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. COMBEST as a
substitute for the amendment offered by Mr.
BROWNBACK: At the end of title III, the fol-
lowing new section:
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SEC. 306. RESTRICTIONS ON INTELLIGENCE

SHARING WITH THE UNITED NA-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The National Security
Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end of title I, the following
new section:
‘‘RESTRICTIONS ON INTELLIGENCE SHARING WITH

THE UNITED NATIONS

‘‘SEC. 110. (a) Provision of Intelligence In-
formation to the United Nations.—(1) No
United States intelligence information may
be provided to the United Nations or any or-
ganization affiliated with the United Na-
tions, or to any officials or employees there-
of, unless the President certifies to the ap-
propriate committees of Congress that the
Director of Central Intelligence, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of State and the Sec-
retary of Defense, has established and imple-
mented procedures, and has worked with the
United Nations to ensure implementation of
procedures, for protecting from unauthorized
disclosure United States intelligence sources
and methods connected to such information.

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) may be waived upon
written certification by the President to the
appropriate committees of Congress that
providing such information to the United
Nations or an organization affiliated with
the United Nations, or to any officials or em-
ployees thereof, is in the national security
interests of the United States.

‘‘(b) PERIODIC AND SPECIAL REPORTS.—(1)
The President shall report semiannually to
the appropriate committees of Congress on
the types and volume of intelligence pro-
vided to the United Nations and the purposes
for which it was provided during the period
covered by the report. The President shall
also report to the appropriate committees of
Congress within 15 days after it has become
known to the United States Government
that there has been an unauthorized disclo-
sure of intelligence provided by the United
States to the United Nations.

‘‘(2) The requirement for periodic reports
under the first sentence of paragraph (1)
shall not apply to the provision of intel-
ligence that is provided only to, and for the
use of, appropriately cleared United States
Government personnel serving with the
United Nations.

‘‘(c) DELEGATION OF DUTIES.—The Presi-
dent may not delegate or assign the duties of
the President under this section.

‘‘(d) RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING LAW.—
Nothing in this section shall be construed
to—

‘‘(1) impair or otherwise affect the author-
ity of the Director of Central Intelligence to
protect intelligence sources and methods
from unauthorized disclosure pursuant to
section 103(c)(5); or

‘‘(2) supersede or otherwise affect the pro-
visions of title V.

‘‘(e) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘appropriate committees of Con-
gress’ means the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations and the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the Senate and the Committee on
Foreign Relations and the Permanent Select
Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence
of the House of Representatives.’’

‘‘(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents for the National Security Act of
1947 is amended by inserting after the item
relating to section 109 the following:
‘‘Sec. 110. Restrictions on intelligence shar-

ing with the United Nations.’’.

Mr. COMBEST (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment offered as a
substitute for the amendment be con-
sidered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I will

only reiterate the substitute that I will
be offering to the Brownback amend-
ment would provide those two caveats,
one for the allowance of intelligence
sharing, broader authority for allow-
ance of intelligence sharing when it
goes to supporting U.N. forces in which
the United States is a participant, and
the second to allow a waiver for emer-
gency situations that involve immi-
nent risk to U.S. lives, in which case
the President would have to report to
Congress the details of that waiver.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
very strong support of the Combest
substitute and urge its adoption.

b 1300
Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, this is not specifically

addressed to the amendment that is
being offered by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. COMBEST]. I want to speak
in favor of the legislation because I am
very concerned about how the United
Nations has mismanaged not only clas-
sified information but other financial
matters that they have gotten, and I
am speaking specifically to Cambodia,
where they lost some $20 million plus
worth of equipment that has just dis-
appeared.

We are not just talking about hard-
ware here, we are talking about classi-
fied information and the inability of
the United Nations to handle that in-
formation in a prudent fashion.

Before I came to the Congress, I
worked for the Boeing company, and I
worked in classified areas where top-
secret documents were stored and han-
dled and even developed. We were
under very strict guidelines. And if I
look at what has happened in Somalia,
as pointed out by Senator SNOWE, if
similar occurrences had occurred in the
work environment that I was working
under, it would have resulted in a cer-
tain loss of job and a potential prosecu-
tion under U.S. law.

Because we are giving classified in-
formation to the United Nations, they
do not fall under the same guidelines,
the same legal restrictions that we
have here in the United States. This in-
formation can be passed on or lost or
stolen and can fall into the wrong
hands.

I share the concerns of the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] for situa-
tions where we have U.S. troops in crit-
ical situations and that there may be a
sudden need to share locations of anti-
aircraft missile sites, but when we look
at the general trend that goes on in the
United Nations when they handle infor-
mation of this classified nature, they
do not have the proper guidelines. They
do not follow the common sense cri-
teria that we have laid out in the Unit-
ed States.

Mr. Chairman, I have risen in strong
support of the amendment of the gen-

tleman from Kansas, Representative
BROWNBACK, because I believe there
needs to be some confidence on the
part of the United States that when it
does share information that was gained
at a very high cost in terms of expen-
sive satellite systems or in devel-
opmental hardware or in a high cost to
taxpayers, that it not fall into the
hands of people who could use it
against the very people that paid for
the information; that it could go
against the best interests of this coun-
try, whether it is military purposes or
social purposes or political purposes or
whatever.

I think it is important that this type
of information be guarded; that there
be a high degree of responsibility in
making sure that it is only narrow in
its scope; that it is directed specifi-
cally for an instance, and that broad-
based intelligence, classified intel-
ligence information is not shared for
unnecessary purposes.

Mr. Chairman, I do not see those
guidelines around. So I think the
Brownback amendment is certainly a
step in the right direction and I would
stand in support of the Brownback
amendment.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

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

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the amendment of-
fered by my good friend, fellow fresh-
men, and thoughtful colleague on the
International Relations Committee the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
BROWNBACK].

This amendment would prohibit the
sharing of U.S. intelligence informa-
tion with the United Nations or any of
its affiliates unless the President cer-
tifies to Congress that the U.N. organi-
zation has implemented the proper
CIA, Defense Department, and State
Department procedures to ensure that
U.S. intelligence sources and methods
are protected.

It is a good amendment. It was
passed by both Houses earlier this year
as part of the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act—a bill that was unfor-
tunately, and I believe wisely, vetoed
by President Clinton. We can rectify
some of the damage done by that veto
if we adopt the Brownback amendment
today.

Mr. Chairman, I can see no logical
reason why anyone would want to op-
pose this amendment. The United Na-
tions is not known for its sympathy to
American interests. And when sharing
our intelligence data, we must be ex-
tremely careful. The Brownback
amendment protects that data, pro-
tects our intelligence sources, and pro-
tects our intelligence methods. I urge
my colleagues to support it.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to engage, if I
could, in a bit of a dialog with the
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chairman of the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST], on
his amendment to my amendment.

As I understand from his discussion
of this amendment, he would maintain
the majority of the bill that we have
put forward, as far as the concerns that
we have of the loose treatment of intel-
ligence information by the United Na-
tions of U.S. intelligence information.

That is maintained; is that correct?
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will

the gentleman yield?
Mr. BROWNBACK. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Texas.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, the

gentleman is correct.
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Chairman, re-

claiming my time, the gentleman is at-
tempting here to get at particularly
the issue of when we are engaged in a
particular theater that that informa-
tion can be shared on that theater of
operations, not just on a specific in-
stance by instance?

Mr. COMBEST. My concern would be,
for example, we can take the
UNPROFOR forces, where the United
States is a part of that operation; re-
quiring a prior approval on each case-
by-case basis might not be able to be
done in a timely fashion.

If it is required that there be a waiv-
er or that that be reported to Congress
as a theater, the American forces in-
volved with UNPROFOR in Bosnia,
that would certainly be something I
would support.

It is the individual case, in which in
a timely manner prior approval could
not be given, just simply because there
was not enough time that existed prior
to the need to share that information
for protection of American lives, either
be it a single situation, such as Captain
O’Grady, or U.S. forces that might be
involved in a situation where we be-
came aware of something that was fix-
ing to happen or was going to happen
in a very short order but there was not
time for the President to actually get
engaged and to grant the waiver prior
to the time that action had to be
taken.

Those are the concerns I have. And in
those instances, I would try to protect
in my substitute that the appropriate
committees of Congress would have to
be notified that, in fact, that waiver
was granted and could then make their
own determination about whether or
not it, in fact, qualified.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Chairman,
our amendment had put forward par-
ticular safeguarding procedures to try
to encourage there to be an agreement
between the United States and the
United Nations on any sort of sharing
of information and that we tighten up
that procedure.

Those are maintained, as I under-
stand it, in the amendment that the
gentleman has put forward.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the idea of requiring an agreement
to be made. That may not be true of
every member of the committee, but I
certainly do support that.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Chairman,
with that, I have no objections to the
amendment.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.
We accept the amendment. I commend
the gentleman. I think he has made the
right decision here. He is moving the
ball forward, and we are just as con-
cerned as he is about making sure that
U.S. intelligence is secured properly. I
think by accepting the Combest
amendment we can make progress be-
cause of his initiative. I urge support
for the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] as a
substitute for the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
BROWNBACK].

The amendment offered as a sub-
stitute for the amendment was agreed
to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK],
as amended.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. CONYERS:

SEC. 306. ANNUAL STATEMENT OF THE TOTAL
AMOUNT OF INTELLIGENCE EX-
PENDITURES FOR THE CURRENT
AND SUCCEEDING FISCAL YEARS.

At the time of submission of the budget of
the United States Government submitted for
fiscal year 1998 under section 1105(a) of title
31, United States Code, and for each fiscal
year thereafter, the President shall submit
to Congress a separate, unclassified state-
ment of the appropriations and proposed ap-
propriations for the current fiscal year, and
the amount of appropriations requested for
the fiscal year for which the budget is sub-
mitted, for national and tactical intelligence
activities, including activities carried out
under the budget of the Department Of De-
fense to collect, analyze, produce, dissemi-
nate, or support the collection of intel-
ligence.

Mr. CONYERS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
today a modest proposal that would do
no more than provide the American
people and the Congress with informa-
tion they are entitled to. The amend-
ment would essentially declassify the
aggregate figure of the intelligence
budget. It would make public the re-
quested amount in the current fiscal
year’s appropriated amount beginning
October 1996. It would not disclose any
specific operation or department budg-
ets, only the bottomline budget num-
ber.

The amendment would conform to
the recommendations of the Commis-
sion on Role and Capabilities of the In-
telligence Community, chaired by the
former Secretary of Defense, Harold
Brown. This bipartisan commission
proposed that the President or his des-
ignee disclose the total amount of
money appropriated for intelligence ac-
tivities during the current fiscal year
and the total amount being requested
for the next fiscal year.

Similarly, the prestigious Council on
Foreign Relations report on intel-
ligence reform likewise urged the open-
ing of the intelligence budget.

This amendment would also mirror
the provisions contained in the intel-
ligence authorization bill produced by
the other body, which has passed in the
Senate Intelligence Committee.

Now, why? The reason is, first of all,
constitutional, which in our Constitu-
tion, it is clearly stated that a regular
statement and account of the receipts
and expenditures of all public money
shall be published from time to time.

It is simple, straightforward, and
clear. The Framers of the Constitution,
themselves fresh from secret military
operations against the British, were no
strangers to the need for secrecy. Yet,
they decided they needed to be ac-
countable to the taxpayers. As early as
1790 and 1793, when the Congress cre-
ated a secret fund for persons to serve
the United States in foreign parts, the
law provided for public disclosure of
the aggregate amount. I think if Amer-
icans could have openness after the
Revolutionary War, then we can cer-
tainly have the same openness after
the cold war.

Now, in my earlier service on the
Government Operations Committee of
this body, I had a number of decades of
experience dealing with classified in-
formation and the procedures for han-
dling that information. When the Gov-
ernment unnecessarily withholds infor-
mation from the public, believe me, it
undermines the legitimate secrecy of
information that really should be pro-
tected. When we have an open secret,
as we do presently, and let us make it
public, like the intelligence budget, it
creates a government by leaks, where
information is controlled more by ac-
cess than by policy.

Withholding this kind of information
from the public, in addition, under-
mines confidence in government. I
think Americans support an intel-
ligence system that provides accurate,
timely information to our policy-
makers. When the Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency was asked
in April what was the purpose of disclo-
sure of the budget, he said that ‘‘the
importance here is to gain public sup-
port for intelligence.’’

I do not think it is asking too much
for Congress to tell our citizens and
constituents, in general terms, how
many resources we are allocating for
intelligence purposes.

Mr. Chairman, I conclude by observ-
ing that it is time to stop withholding



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5414 May 22, 1996
this information. My amendment to
make public the bottomline amount of
the intelligence budget is a sensible
step toward fiscal responsibility.

I have a great deal of support both in
and out of the Congress for this amend-
ment and I urge that it be speedily ap-
proved.

b 1315

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I will not take the 5
minutes. I would just like to mention a
few points that I have mentioned be-
fore and my objections to the concept
of the gentleman’s amendment. The
ranking member of the committee is in
support. In fact, I think a cosponsor,
chairman of the committee in the pre-
vious Congress, our friend the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, Mr. Glickman,
supported the idea.

I believe this is starting down a slip-
pery slope. I think this is an inside-the-
Beltway issue. I do not believe the
American people are clamoring to
know the intelligence budget. I believe
that they understand the need for
there to be national secrets. I believe
that, and in fact the staff have begun
to put extreme pressure on knowing
the individual amounts of various pro-
grams, various agencies within the in-
telligence community. That informa-
tion, I think, provides information to
folks that we would rather not know
what our plans and programs are; that,
in fact, is harmful.

Finally, I would just simply say that
in the administration’s support of this,
of declassification of the topline figure,
the President has the authority today,
if he wished, to call a news conference
and disclose the amount, he could do
so. He does not need congressional ap-
proval.

I think he is looking for congres-
sional cover. I would suggest that, if
the administration wishes to take this
action, that they would move forward
under the authority which they cur-
rently have. The President may so de-
sire to do that. That is his decision. I
simply do not feel comfortable with it.
I have always opposed it, continue to
oppose it and would not in fact be sup-
portive, could not lend my support to a
provision which in fact would cause
him to, given that he has the authority
now.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words
and speak in favor of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I want to rise in sup-
port of the Conyers amendment as a
cosponsor of it. The amendment will
require the disclosure of the aggregate
budget figure only, not the budgets of
any intelligence agency, nor the budget
for any program or activity. There is
no threat to national security from the
disclosure of only the aggregate figure.
No potential adversary of the United
States has the ability to thwart any in-
telligence collection activity as a re-
sult of knowing just the aggregate
budget figure.

The executive order on classification
permits information to be classified
only if its disclosure would be expected
to cause damage to the national secu-
rity. Classification of the aggregate in-
telligence budget figure does not meet
that test.

The Constitution requires a public
statement and account of the expendi-
ture of public funds. Disclosure of the
aggregate budget figure is more con-
sistent with that constitutional re-
quirement than the current practice.

I might just add I had the pleasure of
serving on the Aspin-Brown Commis-
sion. The Commission endorsed disclos-
ing the aggregate number. The current
Director of the Central Intelligence
Agency, Mr. John Deutch, has also
come out in favor of it, as has the
President. I think it would be totally
appropriate for the Congress to take
this step. That is why I was delighted
to join with my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS],
in presenting this amendment today.

I urge my colleagues to vote for it.
Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Conyers amendment. This debate here
is about national security. National se-
curity is about confidence, confidence
in Government, trust in the Congress
of the United States. How can we ex-
pect the public to trust the House of
Representatives when we continue to
keep budget information secret?

Think about it. We are in the month
of May. Every city council, every
school board, every county govern-
ment, every State government has to
have their budgets adopted by the fis-
cal year July 1. That means right now
throughout the United States these
hearings on local budgets are going on.
All publicized, the public knows every
cent that comes in and every penny
that is spent, except here in the House
of Representatives, where we keep and
have traditionally kept secret a por-
tion of the national security budget. I
think that is wrong. I think we need to
have confidence in what we do here. We
can only have that confidence if indeed
we tell everybody where their money is
going.

Mr. Chairman, in light of the debate
here today, it is interesting that the
President says we should make this
public. The Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee voted to make it public. The
former and current CIA Directors agree
that it ought to be public. The only
way we can ensure that it will be made
public is to vote for the Conyers
amendment, help restore confidence in
Congress. Support this amendment.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 ad-
ditional minute.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I do

not believe we have any further speak-

ers on this side. I just wanted to make
a point that emphasizes something I
had said earlier. The White House press
statement relative to the intelligence
community budget of 1996 said, reflect-
ing the President’s determination to
promote openness in the intelligence
community, he has authorized Con-
gress to make it public.

Mr. Chairman, the President can
make it public. I would state that the
report of the Aspin-Brown commission
says that the commission recommends
that the President or his designee dis-
close the total amount of money appro-
priated for intelligence activities dur-
ing the current fiscal year and the
total amount being requested for the
next fiscal year. That is my suggestion.
In compliance with the Aspin-Brown
commission, if the President wishes
the budget to be disclosed, he or his
designee should do it.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
support of the Conyers amendment to H.R.
3259, the fiscal year 1997 intelligence author-
ization bill. The Conyers amendment would re-
quire the release of a separate, unclassified
statement of budget outlays for intelligence ac-
tivities.

It is high time that this come under the
same scrutiny as other Government spending.
For many years during the cold war, the budg-
et figures for intelligence were kept secret so
that our enemies would not know our aggre-
gate spending levels. Although I might ques-
tion that justification, the point is now moot.
The cold war is over, and any attempt to use
it to justify the continuing secrecy of a large,
expensive set of programs seems to be a cyn-
ical attempt to evade oversight and proper ac-
counting.

The need for public scrutiny is clear: from
the press reports of the last few weeks, I
learned that the National Reconnaissance Of-
fice, the agency that manages spy satellites,
has accumulated a financial surplus of $3.8
billion. Let’s assume that any other agency—
one less popular with the majority party, per-
haps—had stockpiled billions of dollars.

Do you think, with a public viewing of their
finances, that such an agency would have
been allowed to continue stockpiling money?
How do I explain to mother that the Federal
Government has no money for well baby care
but has billions for spies slush funds?

As if the human costs of continued Govern-
ment secrecy weren’t bad enough, there is a
clear constitutional mandate for public disclo-
sure of intelligence spending. The Constitution
states that ‘‘No Money shall be drawn from the
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropria-
tions made by Law; and a regular Statement
and Account of Receipts and Expenditures of
all public Money shall be published from time
to time.’’ Whey then do we continue to shroud
intelligence spending, and keep our taxpayers
in the dark?

When the public receives the amount of
money spent on intelligence by accident—the
1994 Defense Appropriations Subcommittee
hearings disclosed an aggregate of $28 billion
dollars—or by press leaks, it merely contrib-
utes to the dangerous perception of Govern-
ment as ‘‘Big Brother’’. We can help stop that
perception today by adopting the Conyers
amendment and proving that no arm of Gov-
ernment is immune to public scrutiny.
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It’s time to bring the intelligence community

in line with the rest of Government. No agency
should be free from a public examination of its
finances. It’s common sense, it’s constitu-
tional, and it’s responsible. I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote
on the Conyers amendment.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CONYERS]. His amend-
ment to the fiscal year 1997 intel-
ligence authorization bill would declas-
sify the aggregate figure of the intel-
ligence budget.

I believe, as do many of my col-
leagues, that a classified intelligence
budget is inconsistent with the ac-
countability requirements of the Con-
stitution, and that it inhibits the open-
ness that must prevail in order to fa-
cilitate informed participation in our
democracy.

Moreover, as many fiscal watchdog
organizations have pointed out, Amer-
ican taxpayers deserve fiscal account-
ability when it comes to the intel-
ligence budget. If we continue to ask
the taxpayers of this country to con-
tribute billions of dollars to the intel-
ligence budget, they deserve to know
how much is being spent on their be-
half. We need only look at the example
of the National Reconnaissance Office
to see what happens when intelligence
budgets are kept hidden.

I understand the critically important
national security questions which are
at stake in this debate. But as a former
member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, I do not believe that public dis-
closure of the total amount of money
appropriated to the intelligence budget
would compromise our Nation’s secu-
rity

The President supports disclosure of
the intelligence budget, as does the
Senate Intelligence Committee. I urge
my colleagues to support disclosure of
this budget as well. Vote ‘‘yes’’ on the
Conyers amendment.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote, and pending
that, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CONYERS] will be post-
poned

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to the bill?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COMBEST

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. COMBEST: In the

matter proposed to be inserted by section
401, strike ‘‘Make’’ and insert in lieu thereof
the following: ‘‘Subject to such amounts as
may be provided in advance in appropria-
tions Acts, make’’.

Mr. COMBEST (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, this

amendment simply provides the oppor-
tunity for the Central Intelligence
Agency to execute multiyear leasing
authority. The CIA has routinely
signed multiyear leases since 1949, rely-
ing on section 8 authority to expend
appropriated funds of the CIA Act. The
CIA inspector general now has con-
cerns about the propriety of using that
authority for overt leases.

CIA needs are such that it often re-
quires space on a very short notice. If
it can do so only for short-term leases,
1 year, landlords demand higher rental
payments. GSA has difficulty meeting
CIA’s very specific needs: readily avail-
able space, special security and com-
munications needs resulting in added
cost for CIA and thus for the Govern-
ment as a whole.

The CBO raises concerns about the
availability of appropriations for
multiyear leases. My amendment
would require that multiyear leases be
subject to the availability of funds.
CBO is also concerned that this provi-
sion could cost several million dollars
per year. We have to remember that
without this authority, the CIA will
continue to use 1-year leases that will
inevitably cost more money. Our best
estimate is that this provision will
save more than a million dollars per
year.

Mr. Chairman, it is technical. It is
my understanding that my colleague,
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
DICKS], has no objection to this amend-
ment.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

The amendment would amend section
403 of the bill, giving CIA the authority
to enter into multiyear leases to re-
quire that the CIA have an appropria-
tion for the total amount of the lease
in advance.

I understand the concern of the Con-
gressional Budget Office and the Budg-
et Committee that section 401 as it ap-
pears in the bill would allow CIA to
enter into long-term leases without
being subject to appropriations action.
This was not the intent of the commit-
tee.

However, I do have some concerns
about the language of the amendment.
Since these leases could easily run into
many millions of dollars, it is not clear
to me that there would ever be an au-
thorization or appropriation for these
leases in advance.

It is also not clear how funds could
be made available for the entire term
of a 15- or 20-year lease. Nevertheless,
because I believe it should be possible
to find mutually acceptable language
in conference, I am prepared to accept
this amendment for our side.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COMBEST

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. COMBEST:

Amend section 402 to read as follows:
SEC. 402. ELIMINATION OF DOUBLE SURCHARGE

ON THE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE
AGENCY RELATING TO EMPLOYEES
WHO RETIRE OR RESIGN IN FISCAL
YEARS 1998 OR 1999 AND WHO RE-
CEIVE VOLUNTARY SEPARATION IN-
CENTIVE PAYMENTS.

Section 2(i) of the Central Intelligence
Agency Voluntary Separation Pay Act (50
U.S.C. 403–4 note) is amended by adding at
the end the following new sentence: ‘‘The re-
mittance required by this subsection shall be
in lieu of any remittance required by section
4(a) of the Federal Workforce Restructuring
Act of 1994 (5 U.S.C. 8331 note).’’.

Mr. COMBEST (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, this

section corrects existing law which
currently requires the CIA to make
two payments, one of 9 percent, one of
15 percent, for employees who take
incentivized retirement from the CIA
during fiscal years 1998, 1999. The CIA
is required to make the Government
retirement trust fund whole for those
individuals who take these incentivized
retirements. In order to do so, it must
reimburse the Federal Government 15
percent of the final base pay of each in-
dividual who retires. Requiring the CIA
to make an additional 9 percent pay-
ment becomes a penalty.

Section 403 eliminates the double
surcharge. This amendment is identical
to one offered by the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. MICA], chairman of the
Subcommittee on Civil Service. It is
my understanding that Mr. DICKS has
no objections.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment
makes clear that what we were trying
to do in the bill was ensure CIA makes
only one payment and not two, to the
civil service retirement and disability
fund for those agency employees who
take an early retirement or resign and
receive separation incentives in fiscal
year 1998 and 1999.

The CIA was required to make these
payments under both amendments to
the CIA Voluntary Separation Pay Act
enacted last year and the Federal
Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994. It
was never intended that the CIA would
have to pay 24 percent for employees
leaving the agency under its separation
incentive program.

The amendment clarifies that the re-
quired 15-percent payment to the fund
under the CIA Voluntary Separation
Pay Act is in lieu of the 9-percent pay-
ment required under the Federal
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Workforce Restructuring Act. Thus we
would be happy to accept it on our side
and urge the committee to pass it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COMBEST

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. COMBEST: In

section 303—
(1) Insert ‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-

PRIATIONS.—’’ before ‘‘Section 307’’; and
(2) add at the end thereof the following:
(b) TRANSFERS.—The second sentence of

section 307(a) of the Intelligence Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1996 is amended to
read as follows: ‘‘Within the amount author-
ized to be used by this section, the Director,
consistent with his duty to protect intel-
ligence sources and methods, may transfer
such amounts to the agencies within the Na-
tional Foreign Intelligence Program for the
purpose of automatic declassification of
records over 25 years old.

Mr. COMBEST (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, again

this is basically a technical amend-
ment. The section provides the Direc-
tor of Central Intelligence the author-
ity to transfer funds authorized for
automatic declassification within the
national foreign intelligence commu-
nity to execute section 3.4 of Executive
Order 12958. This provision would allow
that money which is basically in one
pool to be dispensed within the NFIP
agencies, depending upon the need of
that agency to comply with the declas-
sification order of Executive Order
12958. It is my understanding that there
are no objections to this amendment.
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Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment of the
gentleman from Texas clarifies that
the DCI may transfer the funds author-
ized by section 303 of the bill to the
agencies within the National Foreign
Intelligence Program for the auto-
matic declassification of records over
25 years old.

The community management staff
has pointed out that this transfer au-
thority is necessary to move the
money the bill provides in the commu-
nity management account back to the
various agency programs. I have no
problem with this technical correction.

The gentleman’s amendment also
states that the DCI is to make these
transfers consistent with his duty to
protect sources and methods. This par-
ticular language is superfluous because
the DCI is already required by current
law to protect sources and methods in
everything he does.

Because I am certain the gentleman
does not mean to imply by the inclu-

sion of this redundant language that
the DCI has any intention of violating
the requirements of current law in
transferring money we authorize in
this area, I am prepared to accept the
amendment for this side.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COMBEST

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. COMBEST: At

the end of the bill, add the following new
title:
TITLE VI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
SEC. 601. AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDING PRO-

VIDED BY 1996 SUPPLEMENTAL AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT.

Amounts obligated or expended for intel-
ligence or intelligence-related activities
based on and otherwise in accordance with
the appropriations provided by the Omnibus
Consolidated Rescissions and Appropriations
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–134), including
any such obligations or expenditures occur-
ring before the enactment of this Act, shall
be deemed to have been specifically author-
ized by the Congress for purposes of section
504 of the National Security Act of 1947 (50
U.S.C. 414) and are hereby ratified and con-
firmed.

Mr. COMBEST (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, this is

also a technical amendment that would
correct an oversight in the Omnibus
Consolidated Rescissions and Appro-
priations Act of 1996. The law requires
specific authorization for expenditure
of funds for intelligence. The act in
question obligated funds for intel-
ligence, but contains no provisions for
authorization. This amendment would
correct that oversight.

It is my understanding that the
amendment is acceptable to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and I would
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, section 504 of the Na-
tional Security Act requires that funds
may be obligated or expended for an in-
telligence or intelligence-related activ-
ity only if those funds were specifically
authorized by the Congress for use for
such activities.

The Combest amendment will pro-
vide the necessary authorization for
funds appropriated earlier this year in
the Bosnia supplemental. I support the
amendment and we are prepared to ac-
cept it on our side.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST].

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, debate concluded a

few minutes ago on the amendment of-

fered by the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. CONYERS] about the question of
declassification of the aggregate
amount of intelligence expenditures. I
wanted nonetheless to address that
question briefly at this time.

The debate on this, I think, is easily
misconstrued and, therefore, misunder-
stood. It seems to me always appro-
priate to start with first principles,
which, in a democracy, ought to be
that the maximum amount of informa-
tion about the activities of our Govern-
ment be made available to our citizens.

Now, there are necessarily exceptions
to that principle for national security
information, for State secrets, but the
general principle again ought to be to
make as much information about the
operations of a democratically elected,
representative government as possible
available, so that citizens may make
informed judgments in the process of
self-government.

It has been alleged that somehow
vital national security interests are
going to be compromised if this aggre-
gate intelligence expenditure is declas-
sified. I think that is a proposition
that is virtually impossible to support
rationally. It is a figure that is often
nearly accurately reported in the open
press. It is a number that ought to be
accurately and openly reported in the
press so that our fellow citizens have
at least an overall sense of how much
of their hard-earned tax dollars is
being devoted to this important na-
tional purpose.

The slippery slope argument is often
offered up as a reason not to take this
step, because this step, it is asserted,
will inevitably lead to the disclosure of
constituent amounts within the intel-
ligence budget, I think that argument
simply is unable to be sustained. We
are able to keep ourselves from sliding
down lots of slopes around this place,
and I think we can draw a firm line
after this particular disclosure, and it
does not need to lead to others.

It has also been suggested that this
should just be done as a matter of exec-
utive decision by the President. I think
it is an important policy judgment
that ought to be validated and ratified
by a vote of the Congress, not just done
by act of the executive branch alone.

Perhaps most helpful is to realize
that an extensive review of this issue
of the disclose of the aggregate intel-
ligence expenditures was undertaken
by the Aspin-Brown Commission. It has
been scrubbed and vetted and exam-
ined, and it was the judgment of that
distinguished group of American patri-
ots and experts in defense and intel-
ligence and national security matters,
that keeping this total budget figure
secret any longer just simply does not
serve any legitimate national security
or national defense purpose. And it cer-
tainly fails to serve the legitimate in-
terests of the public in being able to
have access to as much information
about their Government as possible.

So I hope, when we reach the point in
the proceedings where we have a vote
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on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS],
that my colleagues will support his
proposal. I think it is an appropriate
step forward. It will ultimately en-
hance public understanding and, there-
fore, I would hope public support, for
this important function of our national
Government.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Conyers amendment to make public
the cumulative number of the intel-
ligence budget.

This is not a new issue to the Con-
gress, Mr. Chairman. Over the past sev-
eral Congresses we have had this de-
bate on the floor about whether this
number should be released and whether
its release would jeopardize our na-
tional security. I believe the answer is
yes, that it should be released, and, no,
it does not jeopardize our national se-
curity.

When the issue first arose we had the
debate, and it was said that we needed
more information. So our chairman at
the time, Mr. Glickman, Chairman
Glickman, held hearings, very exten-
sive hearings, where experts in the
field of intelligence confirmed that our
national security would not be jeopard-
ized and indeed it would be healthy to
release the number.

As early as some of the statements as
early as 1991 on the subject have said,
former DCI Robert Gates said, ‘‘I don’t
have any problem with releasing the
top-line number of the intelligence
community budget.’’

That same year former Director of
NSA, Bobby Inman, said, ‘‘I am cer-
tainly prepared to make unclassified
the total amount and defend it to the
public, why 10 percent of our total de-
fense efforts spent both for national
and tactical intelligence is not a bad
goal at all.’’

And of course this year the White
House statement on this subject said,
reflecting the President’s determina-
tion to promote openness in the intel-
ligence community, he has authorized
Congress to make public the total ap-
propriation.

Going way back 20 years, the select
committee that studied governmental
operations with respect to intelligence
activities stated intelligence oversight
committee should authorize on an an-
nual basis a national intelligence budg-
et, the total amount of which should be
made public.

So over the years and as recently as
the statements of this year, most cur-
rently that of DCI John Deutch, the
President is persuaded that disclosure
of the annual amount appropriated for
intelligence purposes will inform the
public and not in itself harm intel-
ligence activities.

I think that there is a good cross-sec-
tion of studies and DCI’s from both, ap-
pointed by Presidents of both parties,
who have supported making this num-
ber public, and I think it is a healthy
thing to do.

The defense, the intelligence, com-
munity should have to defend the
amount of money that is spent on in-
telligence in relationship to the rest of
the budget. It is especially important
this year so that we can restore some
of the confidence to this process that
has been undermined by the recent
NRO revelations, and on that point,
Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that
when people accept the public trust,
they and we all have a special respon-
sibility. We must be responsible fis-
cally for the funds that are in our
trust, we must understand the stiff
competition for the funds and, there-
fore, have to be able to justify how
they are expended.

We need to maintain the public con-
fidence in what we are doing, and so
what happened at NRO is most unfortu-
nate because it did undermine all of
these, the public confidence and the
trust that we all should have in hus-
banding the public dollars.

And most of all, the actions of any
one of these agencies should not under-
mine the strength, the perceived
strength, of our country. We have to
look like we know what we are doing
and can account for the responsibilities
of both fiscal and otherwise in our
charge, and so I would say that with all
of the testimony that we have had over
the years, with the cooperation now of
the executive branch, with the definite
need that has been demonstrated for in
one instance by the NRO situation, it
behooves this Congress to move to sup-
port the Conyers amendment to make
this number public, to open the intel-
ligence process to the extent of saying
this is a number that can, that should
have to, be defended within the total
budget process and that it should be
done in a manner that is not harmful
to our intelligence activities nor jeop-
ardize the national security of our
country.

I am satisfied by the statements of
such a wide-ranging, as I said, biparti-
san group of people who have testified
in hearings of the House of Representa-
tives and on the Senate side over a
long period of time, that there is no
doubt that we should make this num-
ber public. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Conyers amendment.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I will be offering some
amendments later on, but I wanted to
rise in favor of the Conyers amendment
also.

I have always believed that govern-
ment is not a fungus, that it can thrive
in sunshine, and I understand that dur-
ing the whole period of the Cold War
we wanted to keep this number secret.
But I think now we ought to be able to
get this number out, and I salute the
President of the United States for say-
ing we ought to put the number out,
and I hope that this body finally does
that.

Coming here to debate this issue, I
always feel very silly because we can-
not talk about the numbers, we cannot

talk about the issues, we cannot talk
about anything. So what can we talk
about? It all sounds like a bag of
smoke at some point. But I think one
of the things that the average person
wonders is why are we not much more
rigorous in our oversight? And I must
say the only reason I think we do not
reveal the number is we do not want to
admit how poorly we have done some of
the oversight.

Now, this is not a great secret. I
brought it from the newspapers so no-
body wants to turn me in to jail. But if
my colleagues remember, the Washing-
ton Post and many other articles were
pointing out how the NRO had pur-
chased 14 more acres than they needed
for their $304 million complex, and of
course most people remember the big
brouhaha about the $304 million com-
plex. Here it was being built in subur-
ban Washington on the Virginia side,
and no one knew. Viola.
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Mr. Chairman, in the district I come
from, Denver, CO, they have had to
shut down Head Start already this
year. They ran out of money. We have
all these people desperately looking for
just pennies to keep something run-
ning, and yet they can, first of all, do
a headquarters that no one knew
about, there it is, and then we find out
they had all these extra acreages, and
nothing ever happens. Then we also
find out, as we found out this year,
that they admitted they had a $3.8 bil-
lion slush fund.

I understand we are supposed to call
it the surplus unspent funds, but I
think if any other agency in Govern-
ment had that kind of slush fund or
surplus unspent funds, whatever you
want to call them, people would be
down here, the deficit hawks would be
down here screaming and yelling and
hollering, and rightly so.

I guess the problem I see, Mr. Chair-
man, is that on one side of the budget
we are very critical, and I think that is
fine, but when it comes to defense and
intelligence, it does not make any dif-
ference. We have the report of the slush
fund, and yet nobody really wants to
talk about cutting. Yet, you cannot
talk about what percentage of the
budget that slush fund is because we
cannot tell what the budget number is.
But that is a lot of money.

If we look again in the generic press,
and I am staying right in the generic
press, my goodness, we would not want
to reveal any of these secrets because
they probably would have to shoot me
and whoever else I would reveal them
to, and I would not want that on my
conscience.

So if we go and look at those num-
bers, let us look at these numbers and
look at them seriously, they are saying
in the generic press that these surplus
unspent funds, they are adding about $1
billion to it every year. That seems to
say to me maybe we are putting too
much money in it. Are we awake? Are
we doing any oversight, or are we just
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saying that this is so important that
we will just give them any amount of
money, whether they can spend it or
not?

I am also sad that we cannot get into
more details. I was very troubled by
the late article in the Atlantic Month-
ly about some of the training that had
gone on in the Middle East, so that
they think we may be responsible for
training some of the terrorists, that it
was done with good will, but it kind of
got out of control.

So if we add all of those things to-
gether, we scratch our heads and say
surely we can at least do what the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS]
and the President of the United States
have said we could do, which is at least
put the overall number out of here.
Even though I will not be here next
year, then maybe whoever is here next
year can have a little bit better debate
and put this in a little bit better con-
text because we can talk about what
percentages these are. I hope that the
Conyers amendment is passed, Mr.
Chairman.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to engage the
chairman of the committee in a col-
loquy concerning section 304 of the bill.
I would say to the gentleman from
Texas, the chairman of the committee,
as he knows, this provision extends the
laws allowing the President to delay
the imposition of a sanction upon a de-
termination that to proceed with the
sanction would risk a compromise of
an ongoing criminal investigation or
an intelligence source or method.

My question, Mr. Chairman, is
whether the legislative history devel-
oped during the debate on this provi-
sion last year would still be applicable
to the extension of the authority for 1
year? My further question is that can
we expect that this provision will be
narrowly construed, and only used in
the most serious of circumstances, not
to protect routine intelligence activi-
ties?

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. PELOSI. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I
would certainly concur and say yes, we
would intend for this to still be in ef-
fect. As the gentlewoman so ade-
quately pointed out, and has been very
effective, I think, in leading on this
issue, we would certainly expect that
this provision would be narrowly con-
strued and only used in the most seri-
ous of circumstances. That is certainly
the intent of the committee to carry
forward in this year’s authorization.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the chairman for engaging in the col-
loquy, and for his confirmation of the
understanding that we had of the legis-
lative background on this last year. As
Members may recall, I worked closely
with the gentleman from California
[Mr. BERMAN] who is an expert in this

field, and has an interest in the waiver
of sanctions and the particular limita-
tions that the chairman of the commit-
tee has confirmed. I thank the chair-
man of the committee once again for
that confirmation.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to reiterate a
couple of concerns I have about this
bill. As I have stated, I am going to
support it, but we need to remember
that the money we are spending for in-
telligence today, in my mind, is a tre-
mendous force multiplier for our mili-
tary.

When we consider the fact that we
can now literally fuse into the cockpits
of our aircraft intelligence gathered in
space to give the locations of enemy
weapons systems in almost real time,
so they can be properly targeted, I
think all of a sudden we recognize the
revolutionary improvements that are
being made in our overall military ca-
pability.

To my friends on the Democratic
side, I believe strongly that such capa-
bilities will allow us in the future to
deter military conflicts. I would urge
my colleagues, to support the Conyers
amendment, of which I am a sponsor.

I think we can disclose the aggregate
number, but I want everyone to re-
member that this is still a part of the
Defense Department. It is a portion of
the defense budget that is used not
only to gather intelligence for our na-
tional leadership, but also to be used
effectively to protect the people that
we are sending in harm’s way every
single day all around the world and to
convince our adversaries that picking a
fight with the United States just sim-
ply does not make sense.

I had a chance just a few weeks ago
to go to our combined air operation in
Vincenza and to see a real fusion cen-
ter where intelligence from all of our
collection platforms is gathered. This
intelligence is used by our military to
find problems in Bosnia that are then
communicated to the military com-
manders, and thus they are able to
avoid possible conflicts that could
occur; because of the ability to find
enemy radars and things of that na-
ture.

This is truly a revolutionary change
in intelligence capabilities, so as we
sometimes get harsh with the NRO, I
would say that John Deutch took effec-
tive steps. He named a new chief finan-
cial officer. He named a new head of
the NRO, a very fine public servant.
The two people that were removed are
people who have given distinguished
service to our country. Unfortunately,
the financial people at the NRO did not
do their job properly, and Congress was
not properly informed about the size of
these carryforward funds.

Mr. Chairman, I want to reiterate,
there is no evidence that any of that
money was spent on items not author-
ized by Congress. One of my colleagues
talked today about the very famous
NRO building. Our committee, a bipar-

tisan basis, put out a report that said
that we knew about this building. In
fact, we had good oversight over the
building. We pointed out that in the
other body there were amendments of-
fered by members of the Intelligence
Committee to accelerate and possibly
to expand the size of the NRO building.

So when they then turned around at
a later date and said they knew noth-
ing about it, many of us in this body
had serious reservations about how
they in fact could say that. Sometimes
in a rush we do not keep the facts in
sight, and we sometimes do not know
the history.

The point I am trying to make, Mr.
Chairman, is that the NRO has been
one of the stellar institutions in our
Government. One of the reasons we
won the cold war was because we had
the finest intelligence. We have the fin-
est intelligence community of any na-
tion on earth. Those intelligence com-
munity assets are used to enhance our
military capability in order to protect
American lives and to deter future
wars. That is why I have always
strongly supported our intelligence
community.

Can we reduce the money? Yes. Have
we reduced the money? Yes. We have
reduced it significantly.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
DICKS] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DICKS
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, have we
reduced the money for defense? Yes. We
have cut the Defense budget by about
$100 billion a year between 1985 and
1995. We have also cut back on the
amount of money for the intelligence
agencies. We have cut back on the
number of personnel. I am talking
about across the board cuts in the De-
fense Department, the CIA, and all of
these agencies, we have reduced the
size. Yet, today, America is in more
countries around the world with mili-
tary forces that require accurate intel-
ligence for their security and support.

Mr. Chairman, I just urge my col-
leagues to remember that fact. Yes, we
can always beat up on an agency, but I
am always reminded of the fact that
this agency is composed of American
citizens who serve our Government
faithfully, who have done an extraor-
dinary job. I just urge us to put this
into some perspective. If they had
failed in building these national tech-
nical means, then we would be here
criticizing them. They certainly failed
to keep Congress appropriately in-
formed of the size of the carryover
funds. There is no evidence whatsoever
that any of that money was improperly
spent.

So let us try to keep this in perspec-
tive. Sometimes, with all the criticism,
the harsh rhetoric, we forget that these
are men and women who have done a
fantastic job for this Nation, and who
really do deserve our support.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentle-

woman from Colorado, an outstanding
member of the Committee on Armed
Services.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. The gentleman is
a good friend and I respect him very
much, Mr. Chairman.

My question, Mr. Chairman, is not to
be confrontational, but the gentleman
is not questioning the fact that almost
$1 billion a year had gone into this $3.8
billion surplus fund, is that correct?

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tlewoman was not on the floor, I think,
when we talked about this a little ear-
lier. As she knows, when we buy a
weapons system at the Pentagon,
sometimes there are billions of dollars
of unobligated funds that are spend
over a period of time. In the intel-
ligence area, we incrementally fund. It
was the opinion of George Mahon and
some of the senior members of the
Committee on Appropriations many
years ago that we could not risk a situ-
ation where Congress has not passed its
budget by the start of the fiscal year.
They believed it was necessary to have
a certain amount of flexibility in
carryforward funds to keep these pro-
grams going, if the Congress did not
get the Defense budget passed. There
was a kind of agreement among the
players to do this.

What I object to, and I know the gen-
tlewoman from Colorado objects to, is
that this account, and each one of
these were for different national tech-
nical means, different satellite pro-
grams, is that these accounts grew too
large in the aggregate. None of the
money was misspent. I think the fault
was that Congress was not kept appro-
priately advised about the magnitude.

I can tell the Members, I am very
pleased that it was the staff of the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, and particularly the minority
staff, that went to the NRO, found this
out, made it known to the other key
committees in the Congress, and last
year we dramatically reduced the
amount of money in those accounts.
We used it for Bosnia, we use it for
other defense priorities, so that the
money was not wasted. The American
people did not get ripped off.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
DICKS] has expired.

(By unanimous consent and on re-
quest of Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. DICKS
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Colorado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
the issue is that the money was not
spent, and then it forced us to spend a
tremendous amount of money just on
interest on that additional debt we in-
curred by spending more than we really
needed to spend at that time, when we
build up an account of that much over
that period of time. And the gentleman
knows and I know that the fastest

growing part of the Federal budget has
been interest on the debt. We would
not allow any other agency to do that.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, of course,
as the gentlewoman certainly knows
and appreciates, this is budget author-
ity. You do not really spend money
until you spend it. That is an outlay.
So they had the budget authority, but
they never spent the money. So that
would not incur any obligation by the
Federal Treasury.

In a sense, they had the ability to
draw on the Treasury up to $4 billion,
but they did not do it. What we did
with that BA is move it to other higher
priority items like Bosnia, so we did
not have to appropriate additional
money, and again that was agreed to.

b 1400

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Colorado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
think the gentleman knows that every-
body in the world would love to have
that kind of budget authority in the
bank that they could move around for
things, and we lose the oversight ca-
pacity.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, the chairman and myself
have limited the amount of the carry-
forward. The director of the CIA, one of
the most competent individuals I
know, has made changes in the NRO,
has named a new chief financial officer.
So in a sense, I think we ought to give
Mr. Deutch and the administration
some support for the steps that they
have taken to ensure that this does not
happen again in the future.

Yes, the NRO made a mistake. Yes,
they were wrong. But I want us to
place in perspective that these same
people who did a bad job in their ac-
counting also have done some tremen-
dously positive things for the country
in terms of the satellites that have
been built over the years that helped
us avoid a confrontation with the So-
viet Union.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
DICKS] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DICKS
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I am glad to hear the gen-
tleman say we should give support to
the administration. We can do that in
part by abiding by their budget request
and not spending well over $1 billion in
this budget than the administration re-
quested. We will deal with that in some
later amendments.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, proceedings will now resume on
those amendments on which further

proceedings were postponed, in the fol-
lowing order: the amendment, as
amended, offered by the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON];
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS];
and the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS].

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the second vote in this series.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RICHARDSON, AS

AMENDED

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment, as amended, offered
by the gentleman from New Mexico
[Mr. RICHARDSON] on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment, as amended.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment, as amended.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 417, noes 6,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No 184]

AYES—417

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot

Chambliss
Chapman
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English

Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
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Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade

McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon

Sanders
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOES—6

Campbell
Coburn

Istook
Sanford

Shadegg
Souder

NOT VOTING—10

Barton
Bliley
Chenoweth
Costello

Flake
Funderburk
Hefley
Moakley

Molinari
Scarborough

b 1421

Messrs. PETERSON of Minnesota,
ZELIFF, EVERETT, WILSON, and

STOCKMAN changed their vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]
on which further proceedings were
postponed, and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 115, noes 311,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 185]

AYES—115

Andrews
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bonior
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Camp
Campbell
Clay
Clayton
Coble
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Danner
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Duncan
Durbin
Ehlers
Ensign
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foglietta
Foley
Fox
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gordon
Green (TX)

Gutierrez
Hilliard
Hinchey
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kleczka
Klug
LaHood
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lofgren
Luther
Maloney
Manzullo
Markey
McCarthy
McDermott
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Metcalf
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Neumann
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Owens
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Poshard
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Roemer
Rohrabacher
Rose
Roth
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sanders
Schroeder
Schumer
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Slaughter
Stark
Studds
Stupak
Torricelli
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Williams
Woolsey
Yates

NOES—311

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray

Bilirakis
Bishop
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Canady
Cardin

Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cummings

Cunningham
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer

Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Manton
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Menendez
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter

Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Scott
Seastrand
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Traficant
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—7

Bliley
Costello
Flake

Funderburk
Moakley
Molinari

Scarborough

b 1439

The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:
Mr. Moakley for, with Mr. Scarborough

against.

Mrs. CUBIN changed her vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’
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Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania and Mr.

JOHNSON of South Dakota changed
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS]
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 176, noes 248,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 186]

AYES—176

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bunn
Chabot
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Coyne
Cummings
Danner
de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Duncan
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Foglietta
Ford
Fox
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Goodlatte
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez

Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Horn
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
LaFalce
Lantos
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moran
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens

Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roemer
Rohrabacher
Rose
Roth
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wilson
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Zimmer

NOES—248

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
Deal
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley

Forbes
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martinez
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)

Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Peterson (FL)
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Roberts
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Upton
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—9

Bliley
Costello
Flake

Funderburk
Gilman
Molinari

Nethercutt
Radanovich
Scarborough

b 1448

Mrs. ROUKEMA changed her vote
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania changed his
vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FRANK OF
MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. FRANK of Mas-

sachusetts: At the end of title I, insert the
following:
SEC. 105. REDUCTION IN AUTHORIZATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), the aggregate amount author-
ized to be appropriated by this Act, including
the amounts specified in the classified
Schedule of Authorizations referred to in
section 102, is reduced by 4.9 percent.

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) does not
apply to amounts authorized to be appro-
priated by section 201 for the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability
Fund.

(c) TRANSFER AND REPROGRAMMING AU-
THORITY.—(1) The President, in consultation
with the Director of Central Intelligence and
the Secretary of Defense, may apply the re-
duction required by subsection (a) by trans-
ferring amounts among the accounts or re-
programming amounts within an account, as
specified in the classified Schedule of Au-
thorizations referred to in section 102, so
long as the aggregate reduction in the
amount authorized to be appropriated by
this Act, equals 4.9 percent.

(2) Before carrying out paragraph (1), the
President shall submit a notification to the
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence
of the House of Representatives and the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-
ate, which notification shall include the rea-
sons for each proposed transfer or re-
programming.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts (during
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read and printed
in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.

Chairman, this amendment would es-
sentially hold this year’s authorization
at the current spending level. It is a 4.9
percent reduction from the authorized
figure, with an exception made for the
retirement disability fund. That fund is
held at the authorized level of the bill
which is what is necessary. So it has no
negative effect there.

This amendment, if adopted, would
give to the executive branch officials
the ability to reprogram within the to-
tals. So they need not apply the re-
striction across the board.

It is a 4.9-percent cut. Because of the
vote just taken, I may not say in pub-
lic what it is 4.9 percent of, because
then the Iranians would have valuable
information and endanger our security.
But I can say that it is a cut of well
over a billion dollars. The key question
is, will we, as we move to a zero deficit
and severely reduce the amount of
money available for discretionary pro-
grams, not only exempt from any re-
duction national security but continue
to give them rates of increase well
above the rate of inflation?

This is a proposal before us, an au-
thorizing bill, that raises the money
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from the current spending by nearly 5
percent. As we continue that pattern,
Members must understand that inevi-
tably means that environmental clean-
up and health care of a discretionary
sort and education and public safety
and transportation get hurt.

We read recently of the difficulty of
the Committee on Appropriations in
the allocations. They wanted to give
more for the veterans and more for
health care and more for job training
and education. They had to do that at
the expense of infrastructure and envi-
ronmental cleanup and energy and
water. This is the reason we face such
terrible choices. As you increase the
national security budget, you inevi-
tably require greater decreases every-
where else.

Members have said, well, it is still a
dangerous world even after the collapse
of the Soviet Union. Yes, it is. But let
us reject now the argument that says it
is a more dangerous place. We have
heard Members say that it is a more
dangerous place now that the Soviet
Union has collapsed. This House floor
may be the only place where we have
nostalgia for the good old safe days of
a heavily armed Soviet Union because
apparently people felt more secure
then.

Members say, well, we no longer have
the Soviet Union but we have North
Korea, we have Iraq, we have Cuba,
those threats, and they are threats
that grew only since 1990. What we had
8 and 9 years ago was all of the threats,
the Soviet Union and all of those other
nations. Now we have a substantially
diminished Russian threat and those
other nations. This amendment does
not even call for a reduction, although
I voted for the previous amendment
that would have.

What we have here is an effort to
give more and more money to national
security, inevitably at the expense and
intelligence of every other program. I
would argue, if you look at the collapse
of the Soviet Union, outside threats
have diminished some. This does not
even call for a reduction. It calls for
level funding.

Let us again remember that this is
the agency which accumulated a $4 bil-
lion surplus in funds. This is the agen-
cy that was given more money than it
needed by its own admission because it
took $4 billion and did not spend it.
That is undeniably an acknowledgment
that they got more money than they
needed. How do we deal with this agen-
cy which got more money than it need-
ed and squirreled $4 billion away? We
give them one of the largest increases
any Federal agency would get, a 5-per-
cent increase in the authorization, 4
percent more than the President asked
to give. This is an increase of more
than a billion dollars over what the
President wanted to give them.

At a time when I believe environ-
mental threats and public safety
threats and incomplete education,
those are much graver problems, we
have to choose. You cannot reach a

zero deficit within the time frame we
have chosen, increase, reward the na-
tional intelligence agencies for their $4
billion squirreling away by giving them
a big increase and still have the funds
to do other things. I urge adoption of
this amendment.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the gentleman’s
amendment.

Those who follow the floor debate on
intelligence from year to year are
aware, in general terms, that the intel-
ligence budget has been on a steady de-
cline, that capabilities are being shut
down, and that managing intelligence
nowadays means making Russian rou-
lette decisions on which cuts are least
likely to endanger lives.

Being on the committee has allowed
me to see the specifics behind these
generalized facts. More importantly, it
has allowed me to delve in person into
the intelligence processes and products
and see with my own eyes their
strengths and weaknesses. Some of
those weaknesses can be sifted out of
the mass of largely ludicrous public at-
tacks which intelligence is sometimes
subject. The strengths, though, tend to
be largely unknown in the country at
large and unheralded in the press.
Without being too specific, let me men-
tion a few I have personally run across.

Example one: Cooperative clandes-
tine activities undertaken by the CIA
and other U.S. Government agencies
resulted this last year in the detection
and foiling of planned attacks on U.S.
public and private citizens. Lives were
saved.

Example two: The CIA worked with
cooperative foreign governments to, ef-
fectively speaking, shut down a terror-
ist organization that has had a long
history of successful attacks on U.S.
citizens.

Example three: Young intelligence
community scientists constructed
state-of-the-art computer hardware
and custom software capabilities that
are allowing the Intelligence Commu-
nity to do what outside experts—and
our country’s enemies—believe to be
impossible. I should point out that
these same scientists work in this spe-
cific intelligence agency at a salary a
fourth or fifth of what they have been
offered in the private sector—they
refuse to leave the work they consider
so personally satisfying and important
to national security.

Example four: Intelligence Commu-
nity scientists and clandestine opera-
tors cooperated to detect, penetrate,
and neutralize the activities of a pa-
riah regime to develop weapons of mass
destruction.

Example five: The Intelligence Com-
munity, working closely with law en-
forcement agencies and foreign govern-
ments, provided the essential intel-
ligence that led to the crippling of
international narcotics trafficking or-
ganizations.

Mr. Chairman, I am in strong opposi-
tion to this proposed cut. The commit-
tee recognizes the fact that each year

from year to year that there is a very
small amount of the actual intel-
ligence budget in its operations pro-
grams that have become familiar to
Members of Congress, much less to the
American people. We take this respon-
sibility very seriously.

There are a number of areas within
the intelligence budget that have been
substantially reduced this year. We
have tried to make priorities in some
areas that we feel are extremely impor-
tant to move this Nation in the future
of its role for intelligence. This is not
something that can be done year by
year. This is something that needs to
be done on a long-term basis to make
for certain that the future provides the
continual need for intelligence capa-
bilities that this country has for so
many years done very, very well. We
are diligent in terms of our oversight.
We are serious about the fact that we
want to make for certain that each of
these dollars is expended wisely.

These are dollars, however, that we
feel that we can justify to our fellow
colleagues and to the American people
that are critical and crucial for the
American intelligence capabilities
which are at the heart of our national
security and national defense.
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I think the committee has done a

good job of coming up with a proposed
budget in the authorization bill that
we have this year. I would strongly
support the committee’s position on
that bill, and I would again reiterate
my opposition to the proposed cut
amendment.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. FRANK].

Mr. Chairman, in 71⁄2 hours of going
door to door on Saturday in my State
of Indiana I heard over and over again
from one door to another as I listened
to Hoosiers tell me what they want to
see done in Washington, DC, people
said to me we want to see more open-
ness and honesty out of our elected of-
ficials, and we want to see some cour-
age, and we want to see some discipline
on their part to cast the tough votes,
to cut spending first in Washington,
DC, not to raise our taxes, but to cut
spending first in Washington, DC.

Now, if I was a challenger and I had
just watched the last few minutes of
debate here in this esteemed institu-
tion, both the votes that Members of
this body have just cast over the last
few minutes fly in the face of what the
American people want. Is it so much to
ask and then tell the American people
the overall cumulative budget of the
Central Intelligence Agency? They do
some wonderful work for us as tax-
payers. Should not the American peo-
ple know what that overall budget
number is? That does not sacrifice any
security on the part of the American
people to get that one figure, that lit-
tle bit of knowledge.

But this body does not agree with
that, so that openness and that hon-
esty does not come forward.
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Second, some discipline and some

courage around here. Now, the last
vote would have cut some of the CIA’s
budget, and in ideal times, since they
do such extraordinarily important
work for us, I wish we could give them
more money, but we cannot. We are
trying to make some tough decisions in
this place to work toward balancing
the budget. So instead of even cutting,
which this body just rejected, this
amendment, which I rise in strong sup-
port of, simply says this:

‘‘Let’s keep it at last year’s level. If
we can’t cut into the intelligence budg-
et, let’s keep it at least last year’s
level, let’s make sure that we sacrifice
together and that we’re fair in terms of
our budgeting.’’

So I rise in strong support of the gen-
tleman’s amendment. If my colleagues
are deficit hawks and they want a bal-
anced budget, this is a good vote. If
they want fairness and they do not
want to decimate Medicare for senior
citizens, they do not want to slash edu-
cation and Head Start for children,
they want to make sure we have an
adequate defense, then there have to be
some votes around here at least to
maintain last year’s funding level, and
that is what the Frank amendment
does.

This is a fair and honest and dis-
ciplined approach, and I would strongly
encourage the colleagues in this body
to address not just the deficit of the
budget, but the deficit of will and cour-
age around here to cut some budgets
other than education and Medicare. So
I urge this body to support this amend-
ment.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues, I am
not a member of the committee of ju-
risdiction for this bill, and I do not
come to the floor often to talk about
matters involving international secu-
rity. Most of my time is consumed with
domestic issues and legal issues and
banking issues because I serve on those
committees. I do not come to the floor
this time to talk about the technical-
ities of the CIA’s budget. I have not
been upstairs, into the secret room, to
review the details of that budget.

Mr. Chairman, I come to talk about
ordinary common sense, which is what
budgeting is about. I come to talk
about the setting of priorities, which is
what budgeting is about. And I cannot
believe that at a time when we are
talking about cutting every single pro-
gram that affects the domestic secu-
rity of our Nation that, given choices
that we must make, we could be talk-
ing about raising and increasing the
level of funding for the CIA’s budget by
5 percent.

At a time when we are talking about
balancing the Federal budget and doing
much of it on the backs of the Amer-
ican people who are most vulnerable, I
cannot believe that we are talking
about increasing the budget for the
Central Intelligence Agency by 5 per-
cent.

So this is about common sense and
priority-setting.

There are children who are starving
in this country. There are children who
are under-educated in this country.
There are children who do not know
where their next meal is coming from
and do not qualify for the school lunch
program because we do not have
enough funds to make that possible.
There are elderly people who need
health care. There are Head Start pro-
grams that need to be funded. And
when we make the choice to devote
more of our resources to funding the
Central Intelligence Agency, we do so
at the expense of every single one of
those programs.

So, Mr. Chairman, I want to appeal
to my colleagues in the wake of these
past three votes that have gone down
that deprive the American people of
even basic knowledge about what we
are even spending on the CIA’s activi-
ties, something that I personally think
is sinister and unacceptable, to at least
bring a level of reasonableness to this
debate and to this vote in terms of the
priorities we are setting for our coun-
try.

I cannot believe that we do not have
higher priorities for whatever amount
of money it is we are debating here; I
am told it is over a billion dollars that
is at play in this amendment alone.
And given a choice between spying on
somebody, even if it is for worthy ob-
jectives, and I have no problem with
that, or feeding our children and edu-
cating our children and providing for
the health care and security of our peo-
ple right here in our own country, I beg
and plead with my colleagues to make
the priority our children and our do-
mestic programs.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts’ amendment, and if this does not
pass, then I am going to offer an
amendment that says at least freeze
the NRO budget at the 1996 fiscal year
number.

What the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. FRANK] is saying is let us
freeze the entire agency’s budget ex-
cept for retirement and personnel and
those things, but let us do the spending
part of that budget on projects. Let us
freeze it at the fiscal year 1996 level.
Wow, what a radical concept. We are
still in fiscal year 1996.

Now I want to ask my colleagues, do
they really think the world is so much
scarier we got to add a whole lot more
money for next year? Now we cannot
say how much, we cannot say what the
overall numbers are because the last
amendment failed, and of course we are
trying to keep this all secret. I find
this very, very frustrating.

As all my colleagues know, every day
we pick up the paper and Great Britain
is dealing with mad cow disease. Here
today on this floor we are dealing with
sacred cow disease. Spending when we

come to the Defense Department or
when we come to the intelligence agen-
cy, oh my goodness, this is a total sa-
cred cow, we are going to keep it clas-
sified, we cannot say anything, and we
are going to keep increasing it; have a
nice day.

This is for an agency that just 2
weeks ago admitted that what we
thought was a billion-dollar slush fund
was really more like a $4 billion slush
fund. We have been giving them more
money than they were able to spend
any way. So why can we not at least
freeze it at the 1996 level? I think this
makes a tremendous amount of sense.
Do we really think 1997 is going to be
so much scarier than 1996 we got to in-
crease the spending? I would hope not,
and that is what we are talking about.

If we are ever going to be serious
about deficit reduction, we have got to
challenge our sacred cows as well as ev-
erything else. There cannot be any-
thing that we hold back, and this is an
area where, trust me, I have seen the
numbers, we got mega bucks and giga
bucks buried in this, and we are deal-
ing with an agency that has not gotten
exactly an A-plus for candor with the
Congress or for disclosure or for man-
agement of the funds.

Look, I think the new Director, John
Deutch, is a class A person. I think the
CIA has many class A people. I think
we need some intelligence, of course. I
think the spy satellites in the sky are
very important, yes. But I do not think
things are so unstable that we need to
increase this budget this year when we
have got so many other demands.

Let me tell you about my city of
Denver. Last week we had to shut down
Head Start. We had to shut down Head
Start and send every little kid home in
the first week in May because they ran
out of money.

Now, I think the education of 3-, 4-
and 5-year-olds is every bit as impor-
tant to our national security as in-
creasing the amount of money we
spend on the CIA. And I think that my
colleagues will find Denver, CO, is not
that different than other places. All
sorts of places have had to make ter-
rible choices because their budgets
have been frozen or cut or crunched,
and what they had to decide in Colo-
rado was were they going to throw
some of the little kids out that were el-
igible or were they just going to run
the program until they let all the kids
who were eligible come, and then when
it was over send them home, that is it,
and shut the door. That is what they
decided to do.

I do not know what the good decision
is. If there are a whole lot of children
that are income-eligible and we have to
pick and choose between them and
they are all American citizens, that is
a rotten choice, that is a rotten choice
because those are our future and those
are our children.

I think the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts’ amendment makes all the
sense in the world, and anybody who
does not vote for it, I do not know how
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they can call themselves a deficit
hawk, I do not know how we will ever
get the budget in order if we allow sa-
cred cows to keep grazing in the budget
year after year, hidden behind a screen,
not being able to be exposed out in
front, and I really think just holding
this at last year’s level, this freeze
level, makes all the sense in the world.

Mr. Chairman, I only wish I thought
of it. So I hope all of my colleagues
vote for the gentleman’s amendment.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will
rise informally.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOSS) assumed the chair.
f

SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were
communicated to the House by Mr.
Edwin Thomas, one of his secretaries.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Committee will resume its sitting.
f

INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997

The Committee resumed its sitting.
Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, I move to

strike the requisite number of words.
Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-

port of the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK]. I think that the U.S. public
wants us to cut where we can and spend
wisely. It is their money. It is taxpayer
money, and they want us to spend it
wisely.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to talk
about four security budgets that are
being cut at the same time we are in-
creasing the CIA budget. These four se-
curity budgets, I would suggest, are the
budgets for law enforcement, local law
enforcement; budgets for protection for
children; for protection of seniors; and
I would like to speak a little bit about
the Coast Guard, because in my dis-
trict, the security threat is on our
streets. It is on the sea, where our fish-
ermen go through dangerous waters. It
is for our children, who are in dan-
gerous homes or in schools that are
dangerous. Then I also think our
threat is for our seniors’ health care.

Mr. Chairman, our law enforcement
officers in the district I represent
would be ecstatic, in fact they would be
unbelieving, if somebody said we are
going to increase your budget by about
4 percent. Their budgets are being cut.
Yet, we have a problem of security on
our streets.

In the State of Oregon, we are ex-
tremely concerned, because last year 38
children died in Oregon because of ne-
glect or abuse. One of the reasons, it is
my belief, that those children died, is
that there was not a place for them to
go from dangerous homes. There were
not enough social workers to follow
their care. Why not? Because we keep
cutting those kinds of budgets. We

should be protecting our children. Our
children are the most important thing
for us to protect.

Mr. Chairman, then our seniors. I
want to talk a little bit about their
health care. It is vital that the health
care of seniors be protected, yet we see
cuts being proposed, large cuts in Medi-
care, because we do not have enough
money.

I represent a district that has a
coastal area. It has the most dangerous
place where the river comes out into
the ocean. That bar is perhaps the
most dangerous in the world. We have
a wonderful Coast Guard station. Every
day the Coast Guard protects our secu-
rity, the security of fishing women and
men who cross that bar. They also do
tremendous work in drug interdiction.
But guess what? Their budget has been
cut. That budget is a real security
budget. It is a budget that real men
and women need.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard that
the CIA budget has actually decreased,
but in fact if we look at the figures
since 1980, true, there has been a de-
crease since 1989, but if we look from
1980 to 1996, we see an overall increase
of 80 percent. Imagine, just imagine, an
80-percent increase in education,
health care, law enforcement.

I think it is our absolute duty here to
spend the public’s money wisely. The
most wise and commonsense way to
spend it is to look at every budget and
figure out, are we giving them enough?
Could we cut something? But to in-
crease this budget 3.9 percent this year
does not make common sense. The
American people want common sense.
They want us to spend their money
wisely. Let us hold it at last year’s
rate, and let us have a commonsense
approach to security.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I will just point out to
my colleagues that I am as sympa-
thetic as they are to the fact that we
have reduced some of the most impor-
tant domestic programs in this coun-
try. In fact, I supported both the Blue
Dog budget and the Clinton budget,
which I think in overall budgetary
terms were more balanced than the al-
ternative which was adopted by the
House.

But I have to remind my good friends
and colleagues who have suggested
that we can just take this money from
defense and intelligence and move it
over to the domestic side; that, unfor-
tunately, is not the way the budget
works here. If we make the reductions
in intelligence, the money is going to
go over and be spent on defense, be-
cause it is all within the same budg-
etary item.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a lot
today about the NRO. This committee
has dealt effectively and supported
John Deutch in his efforts to get con-
trol over the NRO. We have signifi-
cantly reduced the carryforward funds
and used it for other crucial defense
priorities.

Having said that, we are in the midst
of a very important modernization of
our signals and imagery collection sys-
tems. What we are trying to do is to
modernize so we will have fewer but
more capable systems and that they
will ultimately save money, because
we are able to shut down equipment
and facilities that will save us money
over the longer term and still give us a
very capable system.

Again, I want to remind my col-
leagues, everybody gets up here today
and talks about the CIA. The CIA is
just a small fraction of the overall in-
telligence budget. I voted with my col-
leagues to make that number known,
the aggregate number known. The vast
preponderance of funds that we have in
the intelligence budget are used to as-
sist the men and women who are serv-
ing us today very effectively in the
military all over the world. It is the
ability to give them rapid intelligence
so they can go in and find a relocatable
Scud launcher and destroy it that will
save American lives in the future.

In the gulf war we were vulnerable to
that situation because we could not
find those relocatable Scud launchers.
Now we have improved intelligence ca-
pabilities that will allow us to do that
and to target them rapidly and to pro-
tect and save American lives.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge my col-
leagues today to oppose the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK].

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I am glad to yield to my
colleague, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. FRANK], for whom I have
enormous respect.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I would just point out to the
gentleman, when he says if we make
this cut it goes not to domestic but to
defense programs, that is so because
the House voted it that way. There is
nothing in the law or Constitution that
would require that. We would have the
option.

The chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations on the House side has
just gone through the difficult process
of doing the allocations of funds among
subcommittees. If we were to reduce
that by $1.5 billion plus, he could then
take that out of the national security
allocation and give it to others. Indeed,
interestingly, $1.5 billion is a figure
that, as I understand it, the chairman
of the Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee has said he needs to distribute to
other domestic programs to prevent
real carnage, so this one amendment
would ease that.

It is true if we reduce this authoriza-
tion and made no other change, they
would gobble it up; but we have, by the
same vote that we reduce this author-
ization, the ability to reduce overall
appropriations and allow the realloca-
tion. It is entirely within our decision.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK].
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The question was taken; and the

Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 192, noes 235,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 187]

AYES—192

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Camp
Campbell
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Duncan
Durbin
Ehlers
Engel
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley
Ford
Fox
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt

Gibbons
Goodlatte
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Hoke
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Johnson (SD)
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martini
Mascara
McCarthy
McDermott
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Montgomery
Moran
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Neumann
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Orton

Owens
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Poshard
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Rivers
Roemer
Rohrabacher
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stockman
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thornton
Torres
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weller
Whitfield
Williams
Woolsey
Yates
Zimmer

NOES—235

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bevill

Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan

Calvert
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clement
Clinger
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cox

Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis
Deal
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Forbes
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Holden

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Martinez
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Meyers
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Mollohan
Moorhead
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker

Paxon
Peterson (FL)
Pombo
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Salmon
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stokes
Stump
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Traficant
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
White
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—6

Bliley
Cubin

Istook
Molinari

Scarborough
Torricelli

b 1545

The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:
Mr. Torricelli for, with Mr. Scarborough

against.

Messrs. PALLONE, WYNN,
GUTKNECHT, and LOBIONDO changed
their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs, FRELINGHUYSEN, TAN-
NER, HOKE, and MARTINI changed
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. SCHROEDER

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mrs SCHROEDER: At

the end of title I, insert the following new
section:

SEC. 105. LIMITATION ON AUTHORIZATION OF AP-
PROPRIATIONS FOR THE NATIONAL
RECONNAISSANCE OFFICE.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act and the amounts specified in the
classified Schedule of Authorizations re-
ferred to in section 102, the total amount au-
thorized to be appropriated by this Act for
the National Reconnaissance Office is the
aggregate amount appropriated or otherwise
made available for the National Reconnais-
sance Office for fiscal year 1996.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
this is one more attempt to try and cut
back just a little bit. The gentleman
from Massachusetts’ amendment was
just defeated. My amendment builds on
his, and instead of cutting all across
the board or holding at the fiscal year
1996 level, it only cuts and holds to the
fiscal year 1996 level the funds that go
to the National Reconnaissance Agen-
cy. So it is just very narrowly targeted
to the NRO.

Let me tell you why. I want to read
to all of you, and I think this is very
important. This is May 16, 1996. This is
just recently, right?

They are talking about how Mr. John
Nelson, who was appointed last year as
the Reconnaissance Office’s top finan-
cial manager, said to the press that
there had been in Defense Week an
agency that had gone a total fun-
damental financial meltdown. He ad-
mitted that when he got into his office
and started looking at the accounts, he
discovered that this agency had put
away $4 billion, and that it had not re-
ported that accurately to the Congress,
to the Secretary of Defense, to the
head of the Intelligence Agency, or
anyone else.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment says
that if this agency, if we discovered
this last week about this agency, if
they had been totally in our face, in
the Secretary of Defense’s face, in the
head of the CIA’s face, and everyone
else, if Mr. Nelson, who is there now
trying to get the books in order, if all
of that happened, which apparently it
did, certainly we should not give them
an increase for next year. We are just
going to hold them level to what they
got this year.

Does that not make sense? No one is
taking these extra funds away. No one
has done any of that. We are only say-
ing, ‘‘OK, let’s hold them to that level
that they have this year.’’

This is not a cut, this is a freeze.
Freeze them. And only freeze that
agency, that agency that we just heard
had played all sorts of games with us
and had really not leveled.

Mr. Chairman, I could stand here and
read all sorts of editorials from news-
papers across the country decrying the
mismanagement. I certainly salute
John Nelson. He has been very candid.
He has come forward. He told us what
he found, and that is wonderful. There
have been editorials in all sorts of
newspapers across the country pointing
out that if any civilian agency in this
government had come forward and
found out that there was such a fraud
and they had played such a game, this
body would go out into orbit.
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I cannot believe 1 week after all of

this, 1 week after the rash of different
editorials and news on this, that we are
going to give them an increase for next
year, when we know they did not even
level with us about the surplus they
put away years before.

People will stand up and they will
fight my amendment by saying ‘‘Well,
they didn’t spend the money and they
used it on other things,’’ and so forth
and so on.

Every bit of money that you put
away, that is interest that we are bor-
rowing this money for. That is not how
the game is supposed to be run around
here. It is really saying to Congress,
you cannot touch us.

That kind of attitude is what makes
everybody terribly angry. I certainly
hope people will vote for this amend-
ment.

Let me frame it one more time: All
this amendment does is say to the one
agency that has really admitted, its
new fiscal officer has admitted, they
had a financial meltdown, it says they
are not going to get an increase in the
next fiscal year.

Now, in my prior speech I talked
about sacred cow disease, and I said
that sacred cow disease seems to be al-
most as prevalent as mad cow disease
is in Great Britain. When we come to
defense and intelligence, it makes no
difference what we do, we cannot help
ourselves. We increase it. Some of the
biggest budget hawks in the world that
are out there trying to fight that defi-
cit, they just cannot stand it. They
cannot spend enough in this area.

But if we do not reward a deal with
this kind of mismanagement, I think
we really look like we are not serious
about this at all.

Mr. Chairman, I urge people to vote
for this little, tiny, tiny amendment,
and send a message that we will not
tolerate that kind of mismanagement
in the future.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
both fiscally and constitutionally re-
quired. Fiscally, because it would give
us at least some reduction in the 5-per-
cent increase that is otherwise being
voted; but it is also important as a
matter of constitutional government.

The following facts are not in dis-
pute: About a year ago, some news-
paper reports came out that the Na-
tional Reconnaissance Organization,
the entity that is the subject of this
amendment, had squirreled away $1 bil-
lion. There was $1 billion we did not
know they had.

People said well, they had a bad ac-
counting system. I reject the notion
that the people who know all, see all,
are everywhere, from whom the world
has no secrets, did not know how much
money they had. Of course they did.

What they counted on was the laxity
of this body’s supervision. They count-
ed on being able to put that money
away so they could in effect supple-

ment their own appropriation. These
people have invented the new par-
liamentary device, the autonomous
supplemental appropriation. They can
supplement their own, by hiding the
money as it goes along.

What this means, of course, is it
turns out that some of the money we
voted for them was not necessary.
They were able to accomplish certain
objectives or for other reasons they
were not able to spend some money.
They did not turn it back. They did not
come and say reprogram it. They just
kept it.

At first we were told there was $1 bil-
lion. Then we heard there was $2 bil-
lion. Then the committee intervened.
Riding to the rescue of fiscal integrity
came the Intelligence Oversight Com-
mittee, and they adopted some rules to
prevent this from happening. And it
worked, because thanks to them, we no
longer had a $2 billion surplus hidden
away. We had a $4 billion surplus.
Thanks to the effective oversight, the
committee said ‘‘We took some steps a
year ago.’’ They took some steps, and
as a consequence of the steps, or per-
haps irrelevant to the steps, the $2 bil-
lion became $4 billion.

Now, as I suggested earlier, maybe
what we should do is simply withhold
here, because we seem to have a great,
surefire deficit reducing device. First
they found $1 billion. Then the $1 bil-
lion became $2 billion. Then the $2 bil-
lion became $4 billion. I do not have
my calculator, but it seems to me in a
very few years, if we let these people go
at the rate they are going, they would
make a very substantial reduction in
the deficit. They are able to produce
the greatest surplus in a shorter period
of time than anybody I have ever seen.
But they should not be able to do it
without this body voting on how to
spend that money.

We were told they have been dis-
ciplined. Somebody was fired. But as
an entity, this is undeniable, they have
benefited from that. They have gotten
more money to spend.

People said well, we are trying, Mr.
Deutch is trying. I believe Mr. Deutch
is trying. I believe the committee was
trying. But Mr. Deutch has a broad set
of responsibilities. The members of this
committee have very broad sets of re-
sponsibilities.

No, if you have got people who are
specialists, particularly when they are
working in a technically sophisticated
area where secrecy is involved, no one
will be able to out-account them, no
one will be able to stop this kind of
game playing, except if we say to them,
we penalize you.

There is one way to put an end to
this, and that is to pass the gentle-
woman’s very thoughtful amendment
so we say to these people there is a
penalty for this kind of game playing
and avoidance of the rules, and it is
you will not get the full benefit from
this.

There is no danger they will be hurt-
ing financially. An entity that was able

to squirrel away $4 billion while doing
everything they were supposed to do is
hardly going to be hurt when they get
their share of a 5-percent increase and
still have kept some of what they had.

None of it has gone back to the defi-
cit. Let us at least in this amendment
give the American taxpayers some ben-
efit from the $4 billion in savings. I
hope the gentlewoman from Colorado’s
amendment is adopted.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, in the discussions
here, we have been talking about this
$4 billion. What we have done in the
Congress is we have taken the $4 bil-
lion away and we are using it for other
things. It has been used for Bosnia, it
has been used for other defense prior-
ities.

So if the money were still there, then
maybe I could see some wisdom in this
amendment. The reality is, we are 5
percent below, for the NRO budget this
year, 5 percent below the Clinton budg-
et request. We have made some reduc-
tions in this particular area.

I would also say to my colleagues
that we are trying in the NRO, we have
got a new financial officer who, John
Deutch, a Democrat, Mr. Clinton’s DCI
put in. He took out the leadership of
the NRO. He took out the Director and
the Deputy Director. He put in Keith
Hall, who is doing a fine job.

So the amendment tries to punish
someone who has already been pun-
ished. They have had their
carryforward account taken away,
their leadership has been replaced, a
new financial manager has been put in
place.

John Deutch deserves support here.
He would tell you if he were here on
the floor of the House today that we
are in the midst of a modernization ef-
fort to build new satellites that will
allow us to reduce the overall infra-
structure of this program and reduce
spending in the future. But if he does
not get the NRO money this year to
make those investments, then we are
going to wind up spending more on in-
telligence than we need and we are
going to have less capable systems.

So the DCI has taken the steps nec-
essary to reform this. What we are
doing today is repudiating John
Deutch by saying even though you did
that, Mr. Director, it was not enough.
Now we are going to slap your hand
again and take away a very significant
amount of money.

b 1600

I cannot say the numbers, but we are
talking about a significant amount of
money. This is as big an amendment as
we are talking about today.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Colorado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. First of all, if the
gentleman is saying we are going to
have a very significant amount of
money taken away if my amendment
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passes and we freeze it at this year’s
level, what we are really admitting is
we are really giving that agency a huge
increase but we cannot say that
money.

But second, my question is, Is the
gentleman telling us the entire $4 bil-
lion that we just found and talked
about in the press a week ago, has that
all been expended already?

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I would say to the gentle-
woman that that money has been
taken back, in the administration’s
budget request and we have used it for
other purposes in the Defense bill,
which made it possible not to have to
appropriate new money.

So the problem has been addressed.
And, again, the DCI has replaced the
leadership of the NRO, he has put in a
financial manager and we now have
this thing under control. If there is ad-
ditional money, and if it is not all
taken, we have set a certain number of
months that they can have carryover
funds for use in each of these programs.
If they go above that, we will take that
money away as well. So it is an ongo-
ing process.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further,
though, first of all, it is pretty as-
tounding to me that they could have
gotten rid of this this fast when we just
learned about it this past week,
learned of the magnitude of it.

The way I read this is that they said
originally they thought there were $2
billion in the carryover fund and they
now find there is $4 billion. But there
also was not supposed to be any.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I would say to the gentle-
woman that this is not the first time
we have known about this. The mem-
bers of the Permanent Select Commit-
tee on Intelligence and the Committee
on Appropriations have known about
this but we could not disclose it. Some-
how it got in the press, but decisions
had already been made to take a sig-
nificant part of that money last year
and in this year’s budget.

What they are saying is that the
total amount that they now have cal-
culated was this. We knew that they
were up there, and we took a lot of the
money away from them earlier because
it was not needed. It was not wasted.
No waste, fraud or abuse. It was not
used for anything other than author-
ized purposes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further, I find
it surprising, then, that the newly ap-
pointed fiscal officer, John Nelson,
would say there is a total financial
meltdown, which is exactly what he
said to the press when this was all un-
covered.

So if the new guy is saying there is a
financial meltdown, I think that is an
admission that they had this $4 billion
and a game was sort of being played,
and I find it astounding we would give
them that big an increase.

Mr. DICKS. I would say to the gentle-
woman that we did exactly what I

think my colleague would have wanted
us to do once we found out that there
was in fact a meltdown. He then told us
what the amount of money was that
was in excess to their requirements and
we took it away from them.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. But the gen-
tleman just said he spent it. The gen-
tleman indicated it was taken away
and spoke somewhere else.

Mr. DICKS. It was spent for Bosnia
and it was spent for other legitimate
ventures so we did not have to appro-
priate new money.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman would yield further, I
think what the American people would
want us to do is not spend it and invest
it to help bring down the debt, and I
would hope we would not give them an
increase.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, this is one of those in-
teresting situations that one finds
themselves, I guess constrained. I and
the members of the committee were
outraged at about this time last year
when it was discovered that there was
a carryforward account that we were
not aware of; that the Director of
Central Intelligence was not aware of.

We demanded that there be some-
thing done. As has been mentioned, the
two top officials at the NRO were re-
lieved of their duty. A chief financial
officer was put into place, and he was
tasked with coming up with what was
the amount. Originally, it was pur-
ported to be a billion, a billion and a
half. It was uncertain, because as the
gentlewoman from Colorado has point-
ed out, when the chief financial officer,
Mr. Nelson, publicly made his report
last week, he talked about how egre-
gious, and I do not remember his exact
words, but they were not kind in terms
of some of the financial management of
the NRO.

We have tried to follow on the com-
mittee throughout the past several
months, as we have had constant up-
dates on the investigation by the chief
financial officer of the NRO
carryforward account. There were sub-
stantial monies taken out in the appro-
priations process last year, after it was
discovered, from the carryforward ac-
count. The Director of Central Intel-
ligence as well took out an additional
amount of that money, all inclusive to-
taling in excess of billions of dollars, to
use in other functions that the admin-
istration wished to pursue.

We have continually asked and we
have continually been updated on the
carryforward account. Mr. Nelson,
rather than keeping it secret and not
discussing it, has a public interview in
which he mentioned the $4 billion
amount.

Now the accounting process stunk,
but I think it is very important to note
that this was money that had been au-
thorized and appropriated for programs
that were authorized by the Congress,
for future program as that are man-

aged and run by the National Recon-
naissance Office. They were moneys
that had not been expended because
some of the programs had been work-
ing better than had been anticipated.

These are programs that if the Con-
gress wants to cancel, the Congress
should cancel, but it does not take
away from the fact that these are pro-
grams that at one time the Congress
has approved to move forward with.

Now, I also find it a little difficult in
defending this because of how outraged
I was when I first became aware of the
carryfoward account. I also find it
somewhat ironic that in the mark, and
I would invite Members to come up and
look at what we have done in the sec-
tion for the NRO, we are 5 percent
below what the administration re-
quested for the NRO. And some of us
have been accused of micromanaging
the NRO accounts. My comment to
that was if someone had been micro-
managing for several years we would
not be in the problem we are in.

So on one side some of us are being
criticized for micromanaging, trying to
straighten out the problem, and on the
other side we are being criticized for
not doing enough. So I would encour-
age Members to come up and look, and
I wish I could tell Members what we
are doing with all of the programs.
There has been no program left un-
scathed. We have brought every pro-
gram program that that organization
runs, put it on to the table, and we
have been looking at delaying some of
those programs, we are looking at po-
tentially canceling some of those pro-
grams, and we are being strongly criti-
cized by the agency, by the administra-
tion, and by other Members of Con-
gress.

But the purpose of doing that is to
bring into bearing what it is the gen-
tlewoman is complaining about, and
very rightly so. But I would urge her to
come up and look and talk to some of
the Members on the other side that
have been complaining so hard about
the fact that we are putting them
under a microscope. They are going to
have to come up with and defend and
satisfy the committee that every one
of the requests that they have made in
the President’s request, which is above
what we have authorized is, in fact,
justifiable.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. COMBEST
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, the
gentlewoman from Colorado had asked
me to yield, and I am happy to yield to
her.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Texas for
yielding. Is the gentleman from Texas
saying that the entire $4 billion has
been allocated somewhere else already?

Mr. COMBEST. No. First of all, there
is not an entire $4 billion. Virtually
half of that amount was taken out last
year.
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Mrs. SCHROEDER. And so has the

rest of it been expended this year?
Mr. COMBEST. Part of that is in the

continuing carryforward account. What
we required last year in the authoriza-
tion was that they lower their
carryforward account to no more than
1 month. They could not run programs
in a carryforward account, they could
not keep those moneys for more than 1
month.

But they have to manage that, Mrs.
SCHROEDER. They have to move that.
They cannot take that amount of
money and all of a sudden just throw it
away. We do not want them to do that,
and they are managing that now. So
what we are requiring that they do is
to take that money that was originally
authorized and appropriated for certain
programs and expend it on those pro-
grams and work that carryforward ac-
count down. They are in that process
now to where they have no more than
1 month’s carryforward at any time.

We have only become aware, as the
gentlewoman mentioned, of the
amount of the money just in the past
week to 10 days, because they have
continually, over this period of time,
tried to do a very accurate accounting
in which they were going to tell us how
much that was there for. And it was
not wasted or thrown away or squan-
dered. It is not being spent on pro-
grams that are not authorized. It is
that they were trying to work that out.

But last year, recognizing even at the
time we were only talking in the neigh-
borhood of a billion to a billion and a
half, we agreed that that was not ac-
ceptable and that we were going to
bring that under scrutiny.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST]
has again expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. COMBEST
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. COMBEST. That was to be
brought under scrutiny and they were
to begin to manage that account. We
then have, in this year’s authorization,
as I have mentioned, and I would en-
courage the gentlewoman to look,
brought every program that organiza-
tion runs under scrutiny. Every one.

I wish the gentlewoman would look
at what we are recommending on some
of those. I cannot go beyond that on
the floor of the House.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman would continue to yield,
the next question I have, then, the gen-
tleman is saying that if my amend-
ment passed, which would hold this
agency at this year’s funding level, it
would be a disaster because how much
of an increase are we giving the agen-
cy? Can we say that in open session,
what the percentage increase is?

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

Mr. COMBEST. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, what we
can say is it is 5 percent below the
Clinton budget request.

Mr. COMBEST. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is cor-
rect, this authorization bill is 5 percent
below what the administration re-
quested.

Mr. DICKS. And if the gentleman will
yield further, that is on the NRO por-
tion.

Mr. COMBEST. Yes; that is correct,
on the NRO portion.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. But we cannot
say how much of an increase it is over
what we are spending this year; is that
correct?

Mr. COMBEST. I guess we might, but
I am not for sure. I would have to
check to see what that is.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Could I ask the
chairman further, if my amendment
were to pass, and there is still some
money left in this carryforward ac-
count, could they not use that this
year to make up any critical shortfall?

Mr. COMBEST. Those funds in the
carryforward account are obligated and
were authorized and appropriated for
specific purposes of which the new au-
thorizations that we are looking at
now would not include.

Those are still going to have to be ex-
pended. They would have had to have
been expended at some point in time.
And that is the point I was making ear-
lier, was that if the Congress wants to
go back and cancel some of those pro-
grams that have already been approved
that this money was there for, that is
a totally different subject. But as long
as those are still to be moving forward
in the new satellite architecture, all
those funds in the carryforward ac-
count at some point have to be ex-
pended on those programs. And the
moneys we are looking at now are not
going in the carryforward, they are
going into additional expenditures for
those programs above what the
carryforward accounts accounted for.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman, and I hope he un-
derstands.

Mr. COMBEST. I do understand.
Mrs. SCHROEDER. To the average

person this sounds absolutely nuts,
that we are giving an increase to an
agency that we just learned had this
surplus.

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

Mr. COMBEST. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. I just want to say that
we are actually cutting the NRO by 5
percent.

Mr. COMBEST. Reclaiming my time,
I want to say to the gentlewoman that
I understand the frustration, I truly do
understand it, and it makes it seem so
ridiculous for this to have happened,
that we can allow a bad accounting
program like this to go unpunished.
but I do not know how we go back and
punish. The only way to do that is to
cut out what I think are some very sig-
nificant programs, and, hopefully, the
Director of the Central Intelligence
Agency’s efforts to try to deal with
this problem are what are bringing this
all to fruition and to a head.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] has
again expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. COMBEST
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Let me point out I think
we have disciplined an agency pretty
well when we take away at least 50 per-
cent immediately of the carryover
funds. As soon as we found them out,
we took those away. The Director ap-
pointed a special task force. He ap-
pointed a new financial officer, fired
the Director and the Deputy Director,
and said we are going to get this thing
cleaned up and straightened out.

Now, the problem is that what we are
doing here is coming in with a punitive
approach and saying even though we
have done all those things we have to
do something more. I would argue that
if both my colleagues would come up,
we could go through this program and
show them that what we are talking
abut here are NRO satellites that are
vitally important to the military.
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It is the men and women that we
have deployed all over this world who
are going to be denied important intel-
ligence if we do not modernize and im-
prove our imagery and satellites. It is
not some bureaucrats whose hands we
are slapping. It is not an accountant
over at the NRO. What we are doing is
denying important intelligence to our
military people.

So I would urge my colleagues not to
do this. This is not the right way to go.
It is too significant an amount of
money. Mr. Deutch has done the right
things here. We have got to give him
an opportunity to clean up this mess,
and he is doing it. But what we are
doing here is punishing him because we
are undermining the architecture that
he has set up for the modernization of
our satellites and that was also set up
by Mr. Woolsey, another Democrat and
appointee of this administration. They
both would say that this would under-
mine and hurt the efforts to improve
our satellite capability.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, earlier today I intro-
duced an amendment which would re-
duce intelligence spending by 10 per-
cent. It received, I believe, 115 votes.
Just a few minutes ago the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] intro-
duced an amendment that would freeze
intelligence spending. It received 193
votes.

My sincere hope is that we can re-
ceive another 20 votes to pass the
Schroeder amendment. I will tell my
colleagues why. Month after month
and day after day, Members from both
sides of the aisle come here on the floor
of the House, and they talk about the
$5 trillion national debt. They talk
about the deficit, and they talk about
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how important it is and how necessary
it is to cut program after program
after program. My friend from Wash-
ington a moment ago talked about his
fear that we would be ‘‘disciplining this
agency.’’

Mr. Chairman, by overspending on in-
telligence, by spending more money
than we need for the National Recon-
naissance Office, an agency that has
misplaced, that has lost $4 billion of
taxpayers’ money, what we are doing is
disciplining hungry children in Amer-
ica. We are disciplining families who
would like Federal funding in order to
send their kids to college. We are dis-
ciplining senior citizens who get by on
$7,000 or $8,000 a year Social Security
but do not have the help from the Fed-
eral Government to purchase prescrip-
tion drugs.

We are disciplining tens of millions
of people who would like some help
from the Federal Government. But we
are saying, not only can we not afford
it, we are going to cut back on what we
are currently providing because we
think we need to spend this money on
the intelligence agencies, despite the
end of the cold war.

Mr. Chairman, I know that many
Members in this body are terribly sin-
cere, both sides of the aisle, terribly
sincere about deficit reduction. I know
that they have been reluctant and with
pain have made cuts that they know
are going to hurt millions of middle-
class working class, low-income fami-
lies. I beseech those same Members
who have made those cuts that impact
negatively on people who are hurting
today to have the courage to stand up
and say that, when we have an agency
that has misplaced $4 billion, the very
least we can do to protect our credibil-
ity is to say to that agency that we are
going to level fund you.

The gentlewoman from Colorado
[Mrs. SCHROEDER] did not say we are
going to cut their funding in half. That
is not what she said. She came forward
with a very conservative amendment.
Level fund an agency that has mis-
placed $4 billion. We need 20 votes more
to finally say to the American people
that we are serious about deficit reduc-
tion. Please support the Schroeder
amendment.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, in the armed services,
quite often, for example, if you have a
budget and you have so much fuel allo-
cated in that fiscal year, that fiscal
year’s allocation that you have to burn
it during that period of time and quite
often we would come to the end of the
year because we did not know how
much we would use in Vietnam, in So-
malia, in Bosnia, and if you did not use
the amount you thought, then you
would end up with a bunch of it toward
the end of the year. so you tried to
manage it and prepare for a contin-
gency.

Quite often we would have to fly up
that fuel because we would not get as

much next year. We knew that we
needed the fuel over a long period of
time for management for those contin-
gencies also. We were forced to burn it
when it really was not used in the best
way. Intelligence has managed its dol-
lars over a period of time looking to
when it sees.

Mr. Chairman, the intelligence com-
munity works in the antidrug program.
It works in anticrime, not only here
but abroad, in DEA, in CIA, in FBI. If
you want to come after ATF, come to
me and I will help you. But if you take
a look at the broad nature of where our
intelligence services go and how they
help the security of this country, not
only aiding our military, I looked, dur-
ing the bill, the antiterrorist bill, I
made a statement that my concern was
that people will not support our troops
in the field through intelligence.

Even though the cold war is over, I
believe that our need for intelligence
has actually increased. If you take a
look, and the reason that we were so
opposed to what the President did in
the arms shipment by going through
Iran and getting the Iranians involved
in the Middle East, if you take a look
at the French and the British and the
different portions in Europe to where
they increased on fundamental terror-
ists of the Islamic groups actively en-
gaged, there is an increased need for in-
telligence there, just for the security of
those countries and the United States.

Mr. Chairman, I remind my col-
leagues, in the World Trade Center
bombing, that was Islamic fundamen-
talists that were here also illegally in
this country. The need for intelligence
in that has increased in this country.
We look at Ruby Ridge that was just
on, and we look at other areas of the
country where that increase in intel-
ligence is so important to protect
American citizens.

In areas of defense and areas of na-
tional security, in which these forces,
they are not used, I think, to waste and
squander dollars, but it is to help the
American people in those areas and to
help our troops when they are engaged
in combat.

If we take a look, for example, right
now today in the Ural Mountains, my
friend from Washington is aware of
this, within the Ural Mountains, Rus-
sia today is building an underground
first strike nuclear capability as big as
the entire area inside the Beltway.
That is pretty important to know for
this country.

I remember in San Diego, when Iraq
was trying to smuggle nuclear triggers
out of San Diego. It is pretty impor-
tant to the American citizens to have
that kind of intelligence. If we try to
micromanage and cut back, yes, there
are areas, I am sure there are areas in
the military, to the gentlewoman from
Colorado, that, yes, things have been
spent too much.

Mr. Chairman, but that is the prob-
lem generally with any Federal organi-
zation. That is why we want to send a
lot of it to the States. We think that is

a better way to manage and balance
the budget and to eliminate the pro-
grams.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Colorado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me. The gentleman is making a good
point. We want good intelligence. But
we are talking here about just limiting
this to a freeze to this year’s level, and
this is for satellites.

A lot of the intelligence the gen-
tleman is talking about, language
skills being able to have people on the
ground understand Farsi, understand
all of those types of things, or dealing
with intelligence about whether you
are talking about Ruby Ridge or some-
thing else, most of that you are not
picking up off satellites. Satellites do
not delineate a terrorist from a regular
citizen. We are just targeting it to sat-
ellites.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, let me tell you
about the satellites. When I was at
Navy Fighter Weapons School, we were
able to look down and read the serial
numbers on the missiles on the side of
aircraft to determine what our real
threat was. The Russians have recently
developed the AA–10, which is superior
to our AMRAAM. We need to know
those kinds of things, that is taken off
the satellites.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to make sure
that the Congress and the American
people are not left with a
misimpression that Iranian arms only
began being shipped to the former
Yugoslavian Republic during this ad-
ministration. Through the entire
course of the Bush administration, Ira-
nian arms were going into the former
Yugoslavian Republic at a time when
the Bush administration had no policy
to deal with the slaughter that was
going on in Yugoslavia. It is particu-
larly ironic that having executed a pol-
icy that has at least for now stopped
the fighting, stopped the civilian
slaughter and the genocide, that the
other side would criticize and try to
make an issue of the President who fi-
nally took a stand and actually con-
cluded a policy that stopped the geno-
cide.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to correct
that one, I am sure, innocent
misimpression that was left by the pre-
vious speaker. The Iranians were ship-
ping arms into the former Yugoslavian
Republic during the time of the Bush
administration.

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

Mr. GEJDENSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s clarifying that
point. I would like to also say that we
are not just talking about stopping
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these satellites. When you talk about
the satellites, they are able to gather
information that gives our country a
warning about terrorists and various
terrorist organizations and what they
are doing and their plans. So when we
have things like the World Trade Cen-
ter, I think it is a sobering thought
that terrorists are now able to do
things like this in the United States.
That is another reason why in my judg-
ment we ought to protect this budget.

This budget is not only important to
our military deployed abroad, but it
also gives us the ability to find these
various terrorist organizations and
what their plans and intentions are,
some of which are not good for the
United States.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GEJDENSON. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Colorado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
the point is we are only going after
this one part of the budget. This is the
one agency that had the fiscal melt-
down. We are holding it level at this
year’s amount. Yes, of course, we need
satellites but we also need language
skills, people on the ground, all sorts of
different kinds of information; and
that is not cut or held even by this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is just real
important. I think that the debate that
would have gone on if the civilian
agency had done this would have been
of an entirely different tenor on this
floor. People would have been jumping
to the mike, demanding the head of the
agency be delivered down here and ev-
erything else. I am really amazed that
all the tap dancing that we have done
around this. I think this is a simple
amendment, and I certainly hope it
passes.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, it is interesting to me
as I was watching the debate and lis-
tening to the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado and the gentleman from Vermont
talk about misplacement of $4 billion
and fiscal meltdowns, I wonder what
those two colleagues of mine would say
if we had the same response to the mis-
management that has been shown by
the inspector general of the United
States for the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture for the Food and Consumer
Services Agency.

The IG did an audit, as I am sure my
colleagues know, showing that $13.5
billion out of $37 billion of the food and
consumer services budget could not be
found. Talk about mismanagement.
Talk about unaccountability. And I do
not here anybody on the other side
being outraged by that kind of mis-
management or that kind of fiscal
meltdown.

The point is, there is fiscal mis-
management at an agency that the
gentlewoman from Colorado and the
gentleman from Vermont I think want
to ignore.
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An audit was done; they cannot prove
that it was lost, but they cannot prove
that this was spent for the proper pur-
pose. The I.G. said there is no account-
ing of it, it cannot be proved what hap-
pened to the money.

So that agency came before the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, on which I
serve, and said, ‘‘Give us $4 billion
more.’’

So I think we have to put this all in
perspective and realize that we are
talking about the national security in-
terests of the United States, and on
that basis I think we have to be careful
about saying, as my colleagues know,
about trying to punish agencies be-
cause that hand can bite if we are not
careful.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NETHERCUTT. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Colorado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
want to say that I will be equally as
outraged when we get to that item on
the floor. I promise the gentleman. I do
not like misspent money anywhere. I
think that is why Americans are so
angry with us, is that we come in and
we become apologists for it, and they
think that we have all bought into the
Potomac fever syndrome when we do
that.

The reason I do not have an amend-
ment on the floor to deal with that
today is we do not have that bill on the
floor today.

But I promise the gentleman, if there
is one up there, I will not be trying to
reward that agency with a large in-
crease over this year’s budget because
they cannot find money from the last
year, and that is my whole point.

So I hope the gentleman joins with
me today, and then we can both stand
here and be outraged when that one
comes up, and any other budget any-
where.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Reclaiming my
time, I hope the gentlewoman from
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] will pay at-
tention to what has happened in the
food and consumer services agency.
That money goes to kids. It is supposed
to go to kids, and we are spending it on
all other kinds of things in that agen-
cy, but I do not hear the outrage.

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

Mr. NETHERCUTT. I yield to the
gentleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, another
point I would make on this is that in a
sense this money was never misspent
at the NRO. Apparently there was big
money misspent over at the Agri-
culture Department on things that
were not supposed to be. The NRO
money ultimately would have been
spent on programs that had been au-
thorized and appropriated by the Con-
gress, and the irony of this is that we
are going to have to restore this money
at some future date. We will have to do
that because of the amount of money
that is required to build these very

elaborate, complicated intelligence
system.

So we took the money away in the
short term, but it is going to have to be
restored in the long term.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Let me just say
in response to the gentleman from
Washington, who makes a very, very
good point, this is a dangerous world.
We have limited resources. We cannot
gamble on the intelligence services of
the United States of America, and I
think, as my colleagues know, we are
talking a little bit about apples and or-
anges although the concept that the
gentlewoman from Colorado makes, or
the point she makes with regard to
mismanagement, applies equally on
the domestic side, but we do not have
the national security interests of the
country at stake.

So I think the point of the gentleman
from Washington, my colleague and
friend, Mr. DICKS, is a very good one.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. NETHERCUTT. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Colorado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
mean I love this. These two gentlemen
from Washington are here saying, as
my colleagues know, ‘‘The best defense
is a good offense.’’

Look, we cannot be outraged about
the agriculture budget, because it is
not here today. If it is here today, we
will offer an amendment, and, yes, it is
terribly wrong to take money from lit-
tle kids, but it is also terribly wrong to
waste money here and to play the
games that were played, and I would
hope the gentleman would join me in
dealing with this issue that we can do
something about.

So something about what we can do
something about, which is this issue in
front of us today, and vote for my
amendment.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, I will just simply
close my portion of time in saying that
this amendment should be rejected. I
fully support the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. COMBEST] and the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS] in
their position on this bill and this
amendment. We should move forward.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were ayes 137, noes 292,
not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 188]

AYES—137

Ackerman
Andrews
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)

Becerra
Bonior
Boucher
Brown (CA)

Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Camp
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Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dingell
Doggett
Duncan
Durbin
Ehlers
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Fox
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Jackson (IL)

Jackson-Lee
(TX)

Jacobs
Johnston
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kleczka
Klug
LaFalce
Lantos
Leach
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Markey
McCarthy
McDermott
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Nadler
Neal
Neumann
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)

Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Porter
Poshard
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Riggs
Roemer
Roth
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Slaughter
Stark
Stenholm
Studds
Stupak
Thompson
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weller
Williams
Woolsey

NOES—292

Abercrombie
Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Campbell
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clement
Clinger
Coble

Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Everett
Ewing
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman

Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe

LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney

Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Regula
Richardson
Rivers
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roukema
Royce
Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)

Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stockman
Stokes
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Thornton
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Traficant
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—4

Bliley
Hoke

Molinari
Scarborough
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Mrs. ROUKEMA and Messrs. SCHU-
MER, WALSH, BENTSEN, and
CUMMINGS changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mrs. THURMAN and Messrs. RAN-
GEL, DOGGETT, SHAYS, and FOX of
Pennsylvania changed their vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Mr. CHAIRMAN. Are there other

amendments to the bill?
If not, the question is on the commit-

tee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. HOBSON)
having assumed the chair, Mr. DICKEY,
Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union,
reported that that committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
3259), to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 1997 for intelligence and in-
telligence-related activities of the
United States Government, the Com-
munity Management Account, and the
Central Intelligence Agency Retire-
ment and Disability System, and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Res-
olution 437, he reported the bill back to
the House with an amendment adopted
by he Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed

and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.
f

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 3259, INTEL-
LIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1997

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that in the engross-
ment of the bill, H.R. 3259, the Clerk be
authorized to make such technical and
conforming changes as may be nec-
essary to correct such things as spell-
ing, punctuation, cross-referencing,
and section numbering.

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

There was no objection.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 3259, the bill just considered
and passed.

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

There was no objection.
f

REPORT OF COMMODITY CREDIT
CORPORATION, FISCAL YEAR
1994—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES

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

To the Congress of the United States:
In accordance with the provisions of

section 13, Public Law 806, 80th Con-
gress (15 U.S.C. 714k), I transmit here-
with the report of the Commodity
Credit Corporation for fiscal year 1994.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 22, 1996.
f

COMBINED ANNUAL REPORTS OF
NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDA-
TION, FISCAL YEARS 1994 AND
1995—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES

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

To the Congress of the United States:
As required by the provisions of sec-

tion 3(f) of the National Science Foun-
dation Act of 1950, as amended (42
U.S.C. 1862(f)), I transmit herewith the
combined annual reports of the Na-
tional Science Foundation for fiscal
years 1994 and 1995.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 22, 1996.

f
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COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE SCOTT MCCINNIS, MEM-
BER OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable SCOTT
MCINNIS, Member of Congress:

U.S. CONGRESS,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, May 21, 1996.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-
tify you, pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules
of the House, that I have been served with a
subpoena issued by the County Court of El
Paso County, Colorado.

After consultation with the General Coun-
sel, I will make the determinations required
by the Rule.

Sincerely,
SCOTT MCINNIS,
Member of Congress.

f

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOBSON). The gentleman will state his
parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would
inquire when the next vote is expected.
I understand that we will now be tak-
ing up the rule on the Small Business
Job Protection Act and that there will
not be another vote on the floor for at
least another hour. Is that correct?

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to inquire, the gentleman from
New York’s inquiry to the Chair does
not appear to be a parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. Speaker, what is the House going
to take up at this time?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is the
Chair’s understanding that the gen-
tleman from New York may rise to call
up a rule.

Mr. VOLKMER. One hour debate on
the rule?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It would
be debatable for 1 hour, and the Chair
would assume that therefore his sug-
gestion may be correct, but the Chair
makes no ruling on that.

f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3448, SMALL BUSINESS
JOB PROTECTION ACT OF 1996,
AND H.R. 1227, EMPLOYEE COM-
MUTING FLEXIBILITY ACT

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 440 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 440

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order (except those
arising under section 425(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974) to consider in the
House the bill (H.R. 3448) to provide tax re-
lief for small businesses, to protect jobs, to
create opportunities, to increase the take
home pay of workers, and for other purposes.
The amendment in the nature of a substitute
recommended by the Committee on Ways
and Means now printed in the bill shall be
considered as read. All points of order
against the committee amendment (except
those arising under section 425(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974) are waived.
The bill and the amendment shall be debat-
able for one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Ways and
Means. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and the amend-
ment to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit with
or without instructions. The yeas and nays
shall be considered as ordered on the ques-
tion of passage of the bill and on any con-
ference report thereon. Clause 5(c) of rule
XXI shall not apply to the bill, amendments
thereto, or conference report thereon.

SEC. 2. After disposition of H.R. 3448 it
shall be in order without intervention of any
point of order (except those arising under
section 425(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974) to consider in the House the bill
(H.R. 1227) to amend the Portal-to-Portal
Act of 1947 relating to the payment of wages
to employees who use employer owned vehi-
cles. The amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Committee on
Economic and educational Opportunities
now printed in the bill, modified by the
amendment printed in section 3 of this reso-
lution, shall be considered as adopted. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill, as amended, and any fur-
ther amendment thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except: (1) nine-
ty minutes of debate on the bill, which shall
be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities; (2) the further
amendment printed in part 1 of the report of
the Committee on Rules accompanying this
resolution, which may be offered only by
Representative Riggs of California or his
designees, shall be in order without interven-
tion of any point of order (except those aris-
ing under section 425(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974), shall be considered as
read, shall be separately debatable for ninety
minutes equally divided and controlled by

the proponent and an opponent, and shall not
be subject to a demand for division of the
question; (3) the further amendment printed
in part 2 of the report of the Committee on
Rules accompanying this resolution, which
may be offered only by Representative Good-
ling of Pennsylvania or his designee, shall be
in order without intervention of any point of
order (except those arising under section 425
(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974),
shall be considered as read, shall be sepa-
rately debatable for one hour equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, and on which the question shall be
divided between the proposed subsection 3(d)
and the remainder of the proposed section
3(and shall not otherwise be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question); and (4)
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

SEC. 3. The amendment in the nature of a
substitute recommended by the Committee
on Economic and Educational Opportunities
now printed in H.R. 1227 is modified by the
following amendment: Immediately after the
enacting clause insert the following new sec-
tion (and redesignate succeeding sections ac-
cordingly):

‘‘SECTION 1. This act may be cited as the
‘Employee Commuting flexibility Act of
1996’.’’.

SEC. 4. (a) In the engrossment of H.R. 3448,
the Clerk shall—

(1) await the disposition of H.R. 1227 pursu-
ant to section 2 of this resolution;

(2) add the text of H.R. 1227, as passed by
the House, as new matter at the end of H.R.
3448;

(3) conform the title of H.R. 3448 to reflect
the addition of the text of H.R. 1227 to the
engrossment;

(4) assign appropriate designations to titles
within the engrossment; and

(5) conform provisions for short titles with-
in the engrossment.

(b) Upon the addition of the text of H.R.
1227 to the engrossment of H.R. 3448, H.R.
1227 shall be laid on the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. HALL], pending which I
yield myself such time as I may
consume. During consideration of this
resolution, all time yielded is for the
purposes of debate only.

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, this
rule is a little different from the usual
rule we bring to the House floor. Today
we have one rule which makes in order
two separate bills.

The first bill is a bill out of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, H.R. 3448,
which provides a series of tax benefits
to small business.

The second piece of legislation, H.R.
1227, is a bill out of the Committee on
Economic and Educational Opportuni-
ties, the Employee Commuting Flexi-
bility Act. This bill will clarify confu-
sion about situations where employees
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use the vehicles of their employers for
transportation to and from work. This
second bill will also serve as the vehi-
cle for two amendments specified in
the rule.

One of these amendments will be of-
fered by the gentleman from California
[Mr. RIGGS], the gentleman from New
York [Mr. QUINN], the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. ENGLISH], the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. MARTINI],
and others who have taken the lead on
the majority side of the aisle in the ef-
fort to increase the minimum wage.

The amendment provides for a two-
step increase in the minimum wage,
from the current $4.25 an hour to $4.75
an hour beginning on July 1, 1996, just
a couple of months away. Then it
raises to $5.15 per hour 1 year later.
That is a 90-cent increase. The Riggs-
Quinn-English-Martini amendment will
be debatable for 90 minutes.

The second amendment will be of-
fered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GOODLING], and will be
debatable for 1 hour. It includes provi-
sions establishing, and these are very,
very important, Mr. Speaker, a tip
credit, and providing for an oppor-
tunity wage, a training wage. It also
includes an exemption for small busi-
nesses which will be subject to a sepa-
rate vote under the provisions of this
rule.

Mr. Speaker, this rule waives points
of order to allow for the consideration
of both of these bills, but it does not
waive any points of order to protect an
unfunded mandate that may be in-
cluded in either of these bills. In other
words, that provision is not protected
from a point of order.

This means that the House will have
to follow the procedures set forth in
the unfunded mandates law that we all
voted for back last year, and have a
separate debate and a separate vote on
whether to consider an amendment
against which an unfunded mandate
point of order is properly raised. There
will be someone from this side of the
aisle that is going to raise that point of
order at the appropriate time.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Ways
and Means bill, like almost every tax
bill for many years, will not be thrown
open to further amendments on the
House floor. This long-standing policy
is designed to keep the Internal Reve-
nue Code from becoming any more
cluttered than it is already with spe-
cial interest provisions.

Also, amendments offered on short
notice on the House floor might turn
out to have unintended consequences
which could not be fully appreciated
without adequate time to research
those issues. That is why we have not
opened up Committee on Ways and
Means measures to the Tax Code in
years past under either Republican or
Democrat control.

The Committee on Ways and Means
bill will be subject to 1 hour of debate,
and the minority is protected in its
right to offer a final amendment and a
motion to recommit with instructions.

Mr. Speaker, while Chairman ARCHER
has stated that there is no increase in
income tax rates included in this bill, a
waiver of the rule requiring a three-
fifths vote to increase income tax rates
has been included out of an abundance
of caution. Different people have inter-
preted the three-fifths vote require-
ment differently, and this rule errs on
the side of caution.

Now with regard to the second bill,
H.R. 1227, reported by the Committee
on Economic and Educational Opportu-
nities, there will be a total of 90 min-
utes of debate on that bill. In addition
to the two amendments I already men-
tioned, there will be a motion to re-
commit with or without instructions.

Finally, the rule provides that after
the House has completed action on
each of these two bills, the Clerk, in
the engrossment of the Ways and
Means Committee bill, will add in the
text of the Opportunities Committee
bill as passed, so that only one bill will
be sent to the Senate. In other words,
they will be married together and sent
over to the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, both of these bills made
in order by this rule present important
issues which need to be debated on this
floor and in this House today.

As one who owned and ran a small
business before I came to this Congress
18 years ago, I am particularly pleased
that we are finally making an effort to
give some tax relief to the hard-work-
ing people who run these businesses
and who provide jobs.

Mr. Speaker, these small business
provisions include an increase in the
amount small businesses can expense,
which will make it easier to start up
and expand a small business. The provi-
sions also include a modification of the
rules governing subchapter S corpora-
tions. If any of my colleagues have
been in business, they know that that
is extremely important to small busi-
nessmen. For example, it will increase
from 35 to 75 the number of sharehold-
ers an S corporation may have.

The small business provision also in-
cludes pension simplification provi-
sions which are intended to strengthen
and to encourage retirement plan pro-
visions for employees of small busi-
nesses. There are several other provi-
sions designed to encourage and pro-
tect jobs in this measure.

Mr. Speaker, I represent a rural dis-
trict that has many, many, many small
businesses. As a matter of fact, we do
not have too many of the large 500 cor-
porations. They are an important part
of the economy in my district, and I
know how difficult it is to start up and
maintain a small business. As a matter
of fact, many small businesses fail be-
fore the first year is even out.
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You have to ask why. It is not be-

cause of a lack of acumen by these
small businessmen. But it is because of
an unfair tax law and heavy regulatory
burdens that eat up so much available
operating capital that they just cannot
meet the expenses in those early years.

But even with all the difficulties,
small businesses create more jobs than
any other types of businesses, much
more than the Fortune 500 corpora-
tions. In fact, small businesses account
for almost 75 percent of every new job
in America every single year. That
means every kid graduating from high
school, every student graduating from
college, all of those new jobs, 75 per-
cent are created by these small entre-
preneurial start-up businesses.

So, Mr. Speaker, these small business
tax provisions do not just help small
businesses, they help everyone by en-
couraging job growth.

Let me just say in conclusion, Mr.
Speaker, I urge support of the rule we
are considering now, and I would urge
support of both bills the Committee on
Rules has made in order. Let us get on
with it and give the small businessmen
in this country some vital relief that
they have needed for so long.

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. HALL of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague from New York
[Mr. SOLOMON] for yielding me the
time.

House Resolution 440 is a modified
closed rule that provides for the con-
sideration of two bills, H.R. 3448, the
Small Business Job Protection Act of
1996, and H.R. 1227, the Employee Com-
muting Flexibility Act of 1996.

The rule makes in order no amend-
ments to H.R. 3448. It permits only two
floor amendments to H.R. 1227, includ-
ing an amendment that would gradu-
ally increase the minimum wage from
the current $4.25 an hour to $5.15 an
hour on July 1, 1997.

I congratulate the House leadership
for finally permitting a vote on the
House floor to increase the minimum
wage.

This long overdue change will in-
crease wages for those at the bottom of
the pay scale. The minimum wage has
not been raised since 1991. As a con-
sequence, a worker making the mini-
mum wage receives a little more than
one-third the average American’s hour-
ly earnings. Adjusted for inflation, the
minimum wage is near the lowest level
in the last 40 years.

Our working poor deserve better.
I have met some of these people—one

step away from poverty—in soup lines
and emergency feeding programs. Who
is fighting for them? They have no
unions. They have no spokesmen. They
are not organized. They have only the
U.S. Congress to protect their basic
human dignity.

That’s why we in the House have to
pass this, today.

I wish that we could have debated
this last week, or last month. There is
no excuse for the delay. This issue is
too important to Members of Congress
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and to the people we represent to be
stifled.

To my bold colleagues on the other
side of the aisle who supported increas-
ing the minimum wage and who
brought about the opportunity for this
debate, I thank you.

Mr. Speaker, though I am grateful
that at long last the House is consider-
ing raising the minimum wage, I must
express dismay at the rule governing
the process.

The rule is a sort of patchwork quilt
that makes in order various bills and
amendments and patches them to-
gether into one measure. We’ve got an
amendment on minimum wage. We’ve
got a bill on employer-owned vehicles
for commuting. Throw in some tax pro-
visions from another bill and add an
amendment printed in the Rules Com-
mittee report. Patch them all together
and out comes one bill, ready to send
to the Senate.

The Democrats have argued for a
straight vote for the minimum wage.
Up or down. This is a simple, straight-
forward matter. And now that we have
been given a vote on the minimum
wage, the issue still gets fuzzed.

This is not the way to treat some-
thing like the minimum wage which is
so important not only to our low-in-
come workers, but all who are con-
cerned with fairness in the labor mar-
ketplace. This rule is a sign of only the
most grudging support for the poorest
and neediest of our workers.

In fact, the rule does not even guar-
antee a vote on the minimum wage be-
cause it leaves in place one more hur-
dle. Before we get to the minimum
wage, the majority can force a vote on
the question of consideration to pre-
vent the amendment from coming up.

I am also disappointed that the rule
permits so few amendments. During
Rules Committee consideration, Demo-
crats attempted to make in order other
worthwhile provisions. One would per-
mit taxpayers to deduct up to $5,000 a
year for the cost of college or job train-
ing. Another amendment would allow
penalty-free withdrawals from an IRA
for people who have been unemployed
for a long time. Another amendment
would exclude from taxation employer-
provided graduate education. All of
these attempts were defeated along
party-line votes.

Finally, I call to the attention of my
colleagues the provision in House Reso-
lution 440 which waives clause 5 of rule
21 requiring a three-fifths vote on
measures raising taxes. This rule was
written by the Republican leadership
with great fanfare at the beginning of
this Congress as a demonstration of
their commitment to holding the line
on new taxes. However, since it was es-
tablished, the rule has been consist-
ently waived. By again waiving this
rule today, we are exposing it as an
empty public relations gesture.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for us to pro-
ceed on the minimum wage increase,
but not under this rule, which I must
oppose.

Decent and honest working men and
women should be able to earn a decent
and honest living wage.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. BURTON], one of the out-
standing Members of this body since he
came here back in, I believe, 1980.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I appreciate the kind remarks of my
colleague, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Mr. Speaker, one of the things that
bothered me last year when the Presi-
dent vetoed the reconciliation bill was
he gave a reason that I thought was
just way off base, and that reason was
that the 936 program, which gives tax
credits to companies that go down to
Puerto Rico and create jobs, was to-
tally out of line.

There are companies in Puerto Rico
today, pharmaceutical companies and
others, that are getting as much as
$200,000 in tax credits to hire one per-
son making $50,000.

Let me repeat that. They are getting
a $200,000 tax credit for some jobs
where they only pay $50,000. And for
the past 20 years, they were supposed
to create jobs in Puerto Rico. They cre-
ated 100,000 jobs, many of those people
came from the United States to go
down there. There were 100,000 jobs cre-
ated. In the last 20 years, they have not
created one more job, and we continue
to give these huge tax credits. It is
about $5 billion over a 5- to 6-year pe-
riod; $5,000 million. These corporations
do not want to give up these tax cred-
its.

Now, we wanted to use these tax
credit moneys as offsets for these other
things in these bills so there would be
some balance. In other words, we were
going to do away with, phase out the
936 program, and use those tax credits,
those moneys to offset other expenses
in the bills that we are talking about
here today. The President has said
once again that would be a reason for
him to veto it.

My Democrat colleagues talk about
corporate welfare all the time. They
say that they are against corporate
welfare, and here is a classic example
of corporate welfare that we could do
something about and the President
says he is going to veto it because of
this issue.

Can you imagine, $200,000 in tax cred-
its for one $50,000 jobs, $5 billion over 5
to 6 years, and they are not creating
one job, and that is what they are sup-
posed to do.

In addition to that, any money that
they make in Puerto Rico, if they in-
vest in Puerto Rican banks, it is tax
exempt. They do not pay any taxes on
it.

So I just would like to say to my col-
leagues, I hope that they will talk to
the administration, I am talking about
the Democrats and Republicans, be-
cause this is one area where we could
save $5 billion. And if we were creating

a lot of new jobs and it was not costing
an arm and leg, if there was another
way to handle it, maybe with some
wage credits, I would say OK. But to
give $5 billion, to give $200,000 in tax
credits for a $50,000 job, when they are
not creating one additional job in
Puerto Rico, is just dead wrong.

So I think that we ought to talk to
the administration. The 936 provision
phaseout is in the bill. It ought to stay
in the bill, and we ought to make sure
this is not a reason for the President to
veto it.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR], one of our very
distinguished leaders.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, now I have seen it all.
Now I can honestly say I have no idea
what planet the Gingrich Republicans
are living on. For months now, Demo-
crats have been trying to raise the
minimum wage. Five separate times we
have offered a bill to raise the mini-
mum wage, a clean bill.

Five times NEWT GINGRICH has
blocked it. But now that public pres-
sure is finally building, prompting
them to act, now that they cannot
block it or bury it or duck it or delay
it any longer, we have a bill before us
today that does not just raise the mini-
mum wage, it actually repeals it for
millions of Americans. This is just an-
other attempt by NEWT GINGRICH and
DICK ARMEY to kill the minimum wage.

When our Republican colleagues
brought this to the floor, they under-
stood the complexity of this rule. When
are they going to learn? The American
people do not want us to cut Medicare,
they do not want us to cut Medicaid or
student loans, and they do not want us
to repeal the minimum wage. But we
have before us today a rule that uses
legislative sleight of hand, it bogs it
down, it larges it up, and it slips a poi-
son pill that will kill the hopes of rais-
ing the minimum wage for up to 10 mil-
lion people.

So it is no wonder that two-thirds of
the American people say that they are
out of touch. This is an extreme act by
an extreme Gingrich Congress that ab-
solutely has no respect for working
people and the work they do.

These folks work hard in this coun-
try, and they work some very tough
jobs, and they do it because they want
to be good role models for this kids,
and they do it because they want to
make something for themselves in this
world. But instead of rewarding hard
work, instead of rewarding their deci-
sion to choose work over welfare, and
that is what we have been talking
about here passionately for years, the
Republicans are trying to give them a
pay cut.

Just yesterday we found out that
some of the most profitable companies
in America are giving contracts to gar-
ment sweatshops that refuse to pay
overtime and refuse to pay the mini-
mum wage. But instead of coming to
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the floor today and condemning that
type of action, you are actually trying
to pass a bill that will encourage more
of it and take literally millions of peo-
ple off the minimum wage, will not
even give them that.

Mr. Speaker, sweatshops, slave
wages, and pay cuts may be NEWT
GINGRICH’S idea of a revolution, but it
is no way, it is no way, to build a bet-
ter America. Let us have some respect
for the hard work that these people do,
and let us do what 85 percent of the
American people want us to do. Let us
have a clean vote. Raise the minimum
wage. Vote against this rule, send it
back to the Committee on Rules, and
tell the Gingrich Republicans, no poi-
son pills, no pay cuts; raise the mini-
mum wage.

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

Mr. Speaker, the previous speaker
said now he has heard everything. Well,
let me tell you, now I have heard ev-
erything.

You know, there are many of us that
would like to vote for the minimum
wage increase, but we want to do some-
thing about relieving the tax burden
and the regulatory burdens off the
backs of small business. The backs of
small business are what is so impor-
tant here. Here we have legislation
that is going to do just that, and in-
clude the minimum wage? Let me tell
you something: Now I have heard ev-
erything. Boy.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Sanibel,
FL [Mr. GOSS], a member of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
friend from Glens Falls, the distin-
guished Chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee Mr. SOLOMON, for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
rule. It’s a carefully structured rule
that will fulfill promises made to have
a debate on several issues, including:
measures to promote small business
jobs, to clarify the rules regarding em-
ployees commuting in employer-owned
vehicles, and to address the minimum
wage. The latter has received the most
attention, and I would like to take a
moment to discuss it from the perspec-
tive of southwest Florida.

Those seeking an increase in the
minimum wage have yet to recognize
the unintentional damage it will do to
many Americans working at the low-
end of the pay scale. Despite the rhet-
oric, raising the minimum wage as pro-
posed will not create a living wage. Not
even close. What it will do is force
many Americans out of work and put
up new barriers for those people seek-
ing employment. Specifically a major
concern is that seniors would be hit es-
pecially hard by an increase in the
minimum wage.

In southwest Florida, many retirees
work part time at or near the mini-

mum wage to supplement their retire-
ment income. We have been notified
many of these jobs would be eliminated
should minimum wage be increased,
leaving these seniors without the in-
come that they need to make ends
meet.

Additionally, the inflationary pres-
sures that this increase causes will
erode the financial stability of the mil-
lions of seniors living on fixed incomes.

Further, another concern is that in
Florida, like most of the Nation, small
businesses create the vast majority of
new jobs. And despite our good efforts
to help small businesses in this Con-
gress, an increase in the minimum
wage will financially strap the very
employers that are the engine for new
jobs.

Finally, I am concerned that some of
this debate is rooted in politics rather
than substance. To those in the minor-
ity, I would point out that this issue
never came to the floor when they ran
this House.

There was not one hearing in com-
mittee nor one vote on the floor. In-
deed, the same President who is now
demanding a minimum wage hike was
arguing against one when he took of-
fice in 1993. The only hike he fought for
then was a tax hike, the largest in His-
tory. Our real goal on the majority side
has been to figure out the best way to
help at-risk workers in our economy.
Rather than shrinking the job market,
we need to fix our tax structure so that
people who are working can keep more
of their own money. Efforts to reform
the earned income tax credit and the
payroll tax would more effectively ben-
efit the families we are trying to help.

We know taxes consume an ever-in-
creasing proportion of Americans’ in-
comes—a significant factor in the de-
cline in purchasing power of hard
working Americans.

So today I urge my colleagues to re-
ject the big government big union solu-
tion. Let’s not hold back Americans
trying to enter the work force; vote
against hiking the minimum wage, and
vote for job creation and support for
small business. And support the rule
that will allow us to make those
choices.
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. CLAY].

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to the rule. For a year and a
half Democrats in the House, in the
Senate, and the Clinton administration
have been calling for an increase in the
minimum wage, and the overwhelming
majority of Americans support our ef-
forts.

The Republican majority leader said
he would oppose the minimum wage in-
crease with every fiber of his being.
The Republican majority whip pro-
claimed that minimum wage families
do not exist. And the chairman of the
Republican Conference said that he
would commit suicide before allowing a
minimum wage increase.

Nevertheless, public opinion and the
persistence of the Democratic Party,
with the help of a few of our Repub-
lican colleagues, have brought us to
this debate today to decide whether
there will be a raise for hard-working,
low-income individuals.

Amazingly, however, the rule that
the Republican leadership has pre-
sented to this House denies us an up or
down vote on a clean minimum wage
increase and denies Democrats an op-
portunity to offer a single amendment.
Only amendments offered by Repub-
licans are allowed.

As the ranking Democrat on the
committee of jurisdiction, I sought
permission to offer three amendments,
including an amendment to simply
allow a clean vote on the minimum
wage. I also asked the committee to
allow me to offer an amendment that
would remedy problems with the em-
ployee commuting bill. That bill would
effectively eliminate the right of work-
ers to choose how they will continue to
work and what they can do while they
are commuting.

Unless H.R. 1227 is fixed, employers
may require employees to work with-
out being paid for their services. At a
time of unprecedented corporate prof-
its and rapidly declining wages, this
legislation would allow employers to
steal both time and money from their
workers.

Mr. Speaker, after much procrasti-
nation, the leadership of the House,
under a cynical procedure, has now
consented to vote on a measure to let
workers get a long-needed raise. But
there is no need to use this as a vehicle
for raising the minimum wage. By de-
feating the previous question on the
rule, this House can achieve what the
American people are asking of us.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SKAGGS. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOBSON). The gentleman will state his
inquiry.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I apolo-
gize, I may not have caught this when
the rule was read to the House. It is my
understanding that the underlying leg-
islation includes a retroactive tax in-
crease in connection with repeal of sec-
tion 936. Is there a provision in this
rule that waives the new rule that was
so sanctimoniously passed at the be-
ginning of this session prohibiting ret-
roactive tax increases?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The rule
waives all such points of order against
consideration.

Mr. SKAGGS. So it does waive that
prohibition against retroactive tax pro-
visions; is that correct, Mr. Speaker?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It
waives all such points of order.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume
just to point out that there are no in-
come tax rate increases in this legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, my
good friend, Mr. GEKAS.
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Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, on the

issue of the minimum wage, I stand
with the President of the United
States. I support his concept enun-
ciated in 1996 and when this election
cycle began to bring additional earning
power, as he saw it, to the minimum
wage community of our country. I
stand with the President.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may state his parliamentary
inquiry.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, am I per-
mitted to go to the other podium now
when I finish here?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may select his own place to
speak.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, on the
issue of the minimum wage, I stand
with the President of the United States
and oppose the elevation of the mini-
mum wage, because the President has
said, and I stand with him, before this
election cycle began, before the rhet-
oric of the election year came down
upon us, that he opposed the minimum
wage because it is not the way to in-
crease the earning power of the mini-
mum wage community. So I stand with
the President in opposing the elevation
of the minimum wage.

Mr. Speaker, can you tell me where I
stand? I stood over there, I have stood
here. I stand for something about the
minimum wage. The President does not
know where he stands, I do not know
which podium to use and where I stand.
I think I am going to stand and stand
and stand until I cannot stand it any
more.

Mr. Speaker, the parts of the mini-
mum wage that are sought to be in-
creased are increases in the cost of liv-
ing for many individuals, including our
senior citizens community. Every time
the minimum wage goes up or artificial
income is created in any way, the
prices at the supermarket also go up.
And who are the first to suffer the con-
sequences of that? The senior citizens
of our country, the people on fixed in-
comes.

I stand with the senior citizens.
Whether it is at this podium, I stand
with the senior citizens.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS].

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to this rule. My col-
leagues, if this rule passes, we have to
understand what the results of that
might be.

If this rule passes it may be that
many farm workers, migrant workers
in this country, for the first time,
would not even earn a minimum wage.
The minimum wage would be stricken
for many migrant workers in this
country.

If this rule passes, it is likely that
two-thirds of the businesses in America
would be exempt from paying mini-
mum wage increases to their employ-
ees.

If this rule passes, waiters and wait-
resses, laboring in America’s res-
taurants, will be denied any increase in
the minimum wage.

If this rule passes, many of the long
traditional American protections,
called child labor, will be removed
from Federal law.

If this rule passes, it is likely that 18-
and 19-year-old workers will work for
no increase in the minimum wage.

Surely our Republican colleagues
have not reached such an extreme that
they would remove minimum wage pro-
tections entirely, no minimum wage
guarantees, for millions of people in
the American work force.

We all agree in a free marketplace,
but the American people have long un-
derstood that an appropriate govern-
ment tension is necessary if the free
marketplace is to appropriately meet
the needs of its workers. That is what
minimum wage has done through the
years.

This Republican Congress is about to
pass a rule that will allow those things
which I have delineated to happen in
this country, except for one thing. The
President of the United States has yes-
terday sent a letter to this House say-
ing if we do these things, I will veto
this bill.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, may I
inquire how much time we have re-
maining on either side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]
has 141⁄4 minutes remaining, and the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL] has 18
minutes remaining.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SCHUMER].

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publicans could not do it clean. They
knew that the American people, over 80
percent, wanted an increase in the min-
imum wage law, and what they should
have done is simply said they made a
mistake and, yes, we are going to pass
it.

But because they are so wrapped up
in the throes of certain special interest
groups that are eager to pay no mini-
mum wage or eliminate the minimum
wage, they had to bollix it up. And
what they did is end up taking one step
forward and two steps back, for while
they do raise the minimum wage in
this proposal, they take it away from
anywhere from 3 to 10 million.

Does anyone in America believe that
we should remove the minimum wage
in the garment industry sweatshops,
with industrial homework, with farm
workers? With the Goodling amend-
ment that is what their proposal will
do.

As a result, they cannot come for-
ward, those on the other side in the Re-
publican Party, and say that they are
for work and say that they are for jus-

tice and say that they are for fairness.
Instead, the only thing they will be
able to say after tonight’s exercise is
that they cared more about the selfish
few who are unwilling to pay a mere
$5.15 an hour for the worst and hardest
kind of labor in America than they
cared about making the American peo-
ple who work hard day in, day out,
those at the bottom end of the wage
scale, receive a decent wage and move
off welfare and on to work.

Ladies and gentlemen, if we want to
look at the beginning of the end of the
Republican majority in this body, look
at this bill. Even on an issue where
they know that they are wrong, they
cannot do it straight, they cannot do it
clean, and they cave in to special inter-
ests.

b 1745

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN.

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in opposition to this
partially open rule, not in the effect
that it has on the bill that affects
small business and the tax cuts but the
effect the rule has on the minimum
wage bill.

After months of Democratic at-
tempts to have a vote on raising the
minimum wage, the House Republican
leaders have at last allowed us a vote.
This minimum wage bill, though, let
me point out to the chairman of the
Committee on Rules, never had a hear-
ing in the Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities, even
though you gave credit to it earlier, we
never had a public hearing, never had a
vote on this bill. So now it is out here
today but without having the commit-
tee hear the bill.

We should not be fooled by this sham
of a bill. This could be April Fool’s for
the American workers. Now you see
the wage increased, but now you do
not. House Republicans have attached
special interest provisions to exempt
millions of people from the minimum
wage. Now you see it; now you do not.

Working American families expect a
clean up-and-down vote on a minimum
wage increase, including those that are
covered today, but not taking millions
out of protections for minimum wage.
Instead, they are caving in to the spe-
cial interest groups. The restaurant
lobby, they get to freeze their mini-
mum wage for tip workers.

There is a training wage. We have
heard this before. In 1990, there was an
experiment with the training wage. It
did not work. It did not work then and
it will not work now. Also the amend-
ment to exempt millions of workers
who will lose minimum wage and fair
labor standard protections. American
families are working harder. We see
the disparity in the income. The rich
are getting richer, and we are trying to
keep the poor from getting poorer but
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not with this bill. It is tough to get
ahead when you cannot make enough
money in your pockets to put food on
you table.

This minimum wage legislation
began in 1938 with 25 cents an hour. I
have to admit that if it had taken the
Republican votes to increase it over
the years, we would not have had any
increases.

I ask my colleagues not to allow mil-
lions of working American families
who now earn $4.25 an hour to say,
well, I am going to get an increase. No,
you are not, not if you work in a busi-
ness that earns less than $500,000.

Do not give it to them with one hand
and take it away with another.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I am
surprised at my friend, the previous
speaker, because as I look at the
record, he is complaining about the
fact that we are bringing this bill up
without previous hearings. He hap-
pened to vote in the last several weeks
not to have public hearings when they
tried to force a minimum wage on the
floor. He did it on the debt limit bill.
He did it on the public housing bill. He
did it on the Marshall service bill. He
did it on the Utah wilderness bill, as
did most Democrats on that side of the
aisle.

Let me say one other thing, the Par-
liamentarian will tell you that this
amendment that he is referring to still
includes and continues to apply to
child labor laws.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Huntington Beach, CA
[Mr. ROHRABACHER].

(Mr. ROHRABACHER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
rise as a reluctant supporter of the rule
before us today because the bill, H.R.
3448, repeals a part of Ronald Reagan’s
legacy, a tax provisions that encour-
ages the creation of employee owned
companies where the employees own a
majority of the stock in the company.
Employee ownership, I call it workers
capitalism, because it turns laborers
into employee owners and gives them a
stake in the American dream.

We are talking about the opportunity
of working Americans to share in the
profit and success of their company
and an opportunity they do not have as
hourly wage earners.

Employee ownership is a Republican
idea. It is a Democrat idea. It is as
American an idea as homesteading and
homeownership. Years ago President
Ronald Reagan teamed up with Demo-
crat Senator Russell Long to craft laws
promoting employee ownership. They
set aside their partisanship to work to-
gether because employee ownership is a
great idea.

Now we are dismantling part of that
great idea. H.R. 3448 repeals the section
133 ESOP lender interest exclusion.
This rule denies us the opportunity to
change this unfortunate decision to di-
minish the incentives for employee
ownership in our society.

I would like to remind my Repub-
lican colleagues that we are losing
something we fought so desperately to
keep only a few years ago. Chairman
Rostenkowski proposed with doing
away with the ESOP lender interest ex-
clusion in 1989. It was Speaker GING-
RICH, the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
ARMEY, the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
DELAY, and myself and other members
of the conservative opportunity society
who pounded our fists on the table and
said, no. You do not dare, because this
is not corporate welfare. It is not pork.
It is an incentive to help working peo-
ple capture a piece of the American
dream.

It is ironic and more than a little
frustrating that a Republican Congress
is now voting to repeal an employee
ownership provision that we fought so
hard to protect only a few years ago.

I urge my colleagues on the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means to take this
issue to heart and rally to the cause of
employee ownership. The ESOP com-
munity would like to extend the bene-
fits of employee ownership to sub S
corporations, for instance. There are
more than a dozen sub S provisions in
H.R. 3448, but no employee ownership
provision.

This bill has an estate tax provision
but no provision to help smallest
States transfer stock to ESOP’s. Hope-
fully the next tax bill will contain such
provisions.

We should be expanding the opportu-
nities for employee ownership, not
eliminating them as this rule and this
bill would do.

I have a dilemma. H.R. 3448 also con-
tains many small business tax provi-
sions that I support. So I will cast my
vote in favor of this rule with reluc-
tance but hope that in the future the
Republicans and Democrats can work
together to expand the very basic fun-
damental dream of America, and that
is for all Americans to have the oppor-
tunity to own their own home and, yes,
own part of their own business.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to this deceptive rule.
This rule does not provide a free and
fair vote on the minimum wage. This
rule will permit matter other than the
minimum wage increase to be part of
the vote. That is not a vote on the min-
imum wage. This rule would permit
sweeping exemptions. Many who favor
the minimum wage increase do not
favor these exemptions. That is not a
vote on the minimum wage. The Amer-
ican people have demanded, and the
Republican leadership had promised a
vote on the minimum wage. This rule
provides for a vote on a disguised and
costumed minimum wage. This rule re-
flects a promise that was made and not
kept. It is clear that the Republican
leadership will do anything to deny a
straight-forward, up or down vote on
increasing the minimum wage.

Once again, they have chosen to hurt
millions of low-wage workers in order

to give a break to big business. Those
of us who support a clean vote on the
minimum wage want simply to help
pave a path to the future for the pov-
erty level workers of America. Those
who oppose a clean vote want to keep
those workers trapped in the past. Sup-
porters of a clean vote want to open
doors for the millions who do not want
charity but a chance to earn a livable
wage. Opponents of a clean vote want
to slam the door of opportunity and
keep it tightly closed. We want to
mainstream workers. They want to
continue their extreme ways. The
Goodling amendment, permitted by
this rule, would lower wages for work-
ers who now earn the current minimum
wage. Instead of increasing the wage,
this amendment decreases the mini-
mum wage.

During this debate, both sides will
focus on what they perceive to be the
facts of minimum wage. I hope neither
side will forget the faces of minimum
wage. The faces are the children of
minimum wage workers, those young
people who have been pushed into pov-
erty, even though their parents work.
The faces are millions of women, many
of them single heads of households,
who have been thrust into a spinning
spiral because it takes a miracle to
make ends meet on today’s minimum
wage.

The faces are the minimum wage
men, far too many of whom are angry
and frustrated because it is impossible
to be a proud father on $8,400 dollars a
year.

The faces are the families that do not
function because the minimum wage
provides a little something to wear and
a little something to eat, but not much
more. In the cool comfort of these hal-
lowed halls, we will argue the facts,
but as we do, try to imagine the faces.
For many, this issue is about more
than opinions and numbers. All of us
should want what is best for Ameri-
cans. What is best for Americans is a
job, at a fair wage, with dignity and re-
spect—a livable wage. Reject this rule.
It is a cruel hoax.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MARKEY].

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, Can-
didate DOLE said earlier this year that
he did not realize that jobs and trade
and what makes America work would
become a big issue in this campaign. A
few weeks ago the House Republican
majority whip claimed that families
trying to live on $4.25 an hour do not
really exist. Just what planet are these
people on? It appears that the Repub-
lican leadership’s social circle is re-
stricted to those who are already doing
quite well, nicely, thank you. In fact,
according to this week’s Forbes maga-
zine, the bible of the Republican Party,
the median income of the CEO’s, of the
800 biggest companies in America was
$1.5 million, up 15 percent from last
year.

When it comes to salaries, Repub-
licans apparently subscribe to the
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Forbes doctrine: more dough for the
CEO, but not even a dollar if you are
blue collar, while corporate chieftains
may be breaking out the champagne
and caviar in the boardrooms this year,
millions of American families are still
scraping to make ends meet.

Indeed, the Republican majority
leader has promised corporate America
that he will resist an increase in the
minimum wage with every fiber in his
being. It is just like Harry Truman al-
ways said, the Republican Party sup-
ports a minimum wage, the lower the
minimum the better for the working
people in this country. Unfortunately,
the GOP leadership has now loaded up
the bill with a grabbag of back-door
bennies for their broadroom buddies.

They just cannot stop themselves.
Clearly, Republican leaders in Wash-
ington are out of touch with the needs
of ordinary Americans.

Yesterday this body voted with much
fanfare to repeal the gas tax. That is
$15 for each American. The minimum
wage is $1,800 a year for working Amer-
icans.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Miami,
FL [Mr. DIAZ-BALART], a member of the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank the chairman of Com-
mittee on Rules for yielding time to
me.

I was listening to this debate. I had
to come down because of this, I did not
think that it was on the same rule that
we worked on in the Committee on
Rules that this debate was on. Appar-
ently there is just a tremendous mis-
conception or purposeful falsehoods
being thrown by the other side. I do not
really know if some may really believe
what they are saying.

Let us be clear as to what this rule
permits. It permits an upon-or-down
vote on an amendment that would be
introduced by the gentleman from
California [Mr. RIGGS] and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. QUINN] to
raise the minimum wage from $4.25 an
hour to $5.15 an hour. That is a fact,
cannot be denied.

The Democrats time after time after
time again on procedural motions, they
propose nongermane amendments or on
questions on the previous question,
motions to move the previous question,
and they say that they are votes on the
minimum wage, when they are not
votes on the minimum wage many
times. This is a vote on an increase in
the minimum wage from $4.25 to $5.15.
I want all my friends on the other side
who are going to vote no on this rule to
know that, when they vote no on this
rule, they will be voting against the
minimum wage. None of these false-
hoods that are being thrown over now
can cover that fact.

If my colleagues vote against this
rule, the Democrats, even though they
have presented all those nongermane
motions before to say that they want
to support the minimum wage, even
though when they had the majority

they did not propose the minimum
wage, and when they had the Presi-
dency and the majority they did not
propose an increase in the minimum
wage, today despite the fact that our
leadership opposes an increase in the
minimum wage, they are permitting an
up or down vote on it.

So I just want my colleagues to
know, despite all these speeches we
have heard here which I thought were
on another bill and on another rule,
what they will be voting on, and they
cannot hide it anymore, they cannot
hide it. I want it to be clear.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE].

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, what a
cruel hoax the last speaker from the
other side of the aisle is trying to pull
on the American people. The choice
here essentially under this rule is ei-
ther vote for the minimum wage in-
crease for some workers and at the
same time eliminate minimum wage
protection for probably the vast major-
ity of those 10 million or so Americans
that are now receiving the minimum
wage, or simply vote the rule down and
we will not bring up the minimum
wage at all.

That is exactly the cruel hoax we are
playing on the American people today.
What the Republican leadership is
doing is setting up this bill for defeat
because they know that, if they have
this exemption under the Goodling
amendment that is going to take out
so many people from any minimum
wage protection, they know that the
President cannot sign that bill. So
they are making it impossible for a
real minimum wage increase for the
average American worker to be
brought up on this floor and to be
passed by both Houses and go to the
President. It is a hoax because they are
opposed to minimum wage protection.
They do not care about the little guy.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute and 10 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH].

b 1800
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker,

will the gentleman yield?
Mr. ROTH. I yield to the gentleman

from Florida.
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I

thank the gentleman from Wisconsin
for yielding.

The vote on the limitation of the
minimum wage, the $500,000 cap, that is
an amendment that is made in order.
So we get the vote on the minimum
wage, up or down, and if our colleagues
do not want to limit, vote for the lim-
iting amendment, they vote ‘‘no’’ on
the amendment.

Do my colleagues have it clear now?
Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I want to

say that the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Rules is the most decent, fair-
est, the most patriotic Member we
have in this body, and I appreciate him
yielding me this time.

This is a good rule, but I have to say
something for people who cannot speak

for themselves, and no one will speak
for them on the floor of this House.

When people come here and say they
are going to repeal 936, what they are
doing really is hurting the people of
Puerto Rico who no one is speaking
for. Three-hundred thousand jobs are
going to be lost if we do that because
one out of every three jobs in Puerto
Rico is due to 936. This is going to force
thousands of people from Puerto Rico
back to New York, New Jersey, and
Florida and other places.

As Paul Harvey said, ‘‘What is the
rest of the story?’’ The rest of the story
is that 936 really is a free enterprise
zone for the people of Puerto Rico.
Puerto Rico’s current per capita in-
come is $6,500, roughly half of that of
the poorest of States in the United
States. If we eliminate 936, the eco-
nomic incentives it provides for the is-
land, this island is going to suffer tre-
mendously economically. I do not
think we want to do that.

The cost of these changes could very
easily exceed the very modest savings
we are going to get from eliminating
these incentives. Over and above the
profound economic impetus that 936
gives to Puerto Rico, this is going to be
devastating to the island’s economy,
and I ask that we revisit and look at
that 936 repeal.

Before I came to Congress, I owned and
operated a small business in Appleton, WI. I
know firsthand that small businesses in this
country deserve some much-needed tax relief.
The Small Business Protection Act is a good
bill that will go a long way in lifting the heavy
tax burden that is stifling America’s engines of
economic growth, our small businesses.

My support for this tax relief, my friends, is
tempered by the manner in which we plan to
pay for it. Under the legislation we are consid-
ering today, these tax cuts are to be offset in
large part by retroactively repealing IRC sec-
tion 936. Section 936, as many of you know,
provides for certain tax incentives for corpora-
tions operating in the Commonwealth of Puer-
to Rico. It is also the single biggest rason
Puerto Rico has prospered into the mature, fi-
nancially stable democracy that it is today.

Section 936 is, quite simply, one of the
lifebloods of the Puerto Rican economy. Over
the 21 years that it has been in effect, section
936 has spurred development and economic
activity throughout all sectors of the Puerto
Rican economy. Today, it is responsible for
over 300,000 direct and indirect jobs in the is-
land’s economy, fully one-third of all the jobs
in Puerto Rico.

Make no mistake, my friends. This is not so-
called corporate welfare. Section 936 effec-
tively creates an enterprise zone in Puerto
Rico, using market-driven tax incentives to
spur investment and create employment op-
portunities. Every penny that is spent in this
capacity is recoupled 10 times over in the job
creation and economic development that re-
sults.

Section 936 also serves as the backbone to
the financial system in the commonwealth of
Puerto Rico. In fact, it is responsible for $6 bil-
lion in direct investments in the island, in addi-
tion to over $9 billion deposited in Puerto
Rican financial institutions. This $15 billion
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provides the Puerto Rican economy with a sig-
nificant source of liquidity and stability for its fi-
nancial market.

This proposal will have other costs as well.
In particular, 936 funds in Puerto Rico are
used for a number of innovative and socially
beneficial purposes. Perhaps the best exam-
ple is the Conservation Trust of Puerto Rico.
The Trust, a non-profit, public interest trust
jointly created in 1970 by the U.S. Department
of the Interior and the Government of Puerto
Rico, exists to preserve the natural and his-
toric resources of Puerto Rico.

During the past 13 years, the Conservation
Trust has been authorized to make use of a
creative financial mechanism through section
936 to collect funds in order to pursue its con-
servation plan. In fact, because of this, the
Trust has never received any direct funding
from either the local or Federal Government.

I have seen firsthand the excellent work the
Trust has done. I can testify to the importance
of their mission, as well as to the effectiveness
of their efforts. The value of this service to the
island and people of Puerto Rico is inestima-
ble. The Trust is responsible for almost 80
percent of all the land acquired for permanent
conservation purposes in Puerto Rico by all
public or private entities during the last 20
years. More importantly, the Trust plays a vital
role in educating the Puerto Rican people, and
in particular the younger generations, about
their cultural and historic birthright.

The immediate elimination of section 936
would deal a severe blow to the Conservation
Trust and other organizations like it. Eighty
percent of the Trust’s annual revenues would
disappear overnight. The vast majority of
Puerto Rico’s land conservation efforts would
grind to a halt, and the preservation and man-
agement of existing properties would be sig-
nificantly jeopardized.

Section 936 has been a fixture of the Puerto
Rican economy for 21 years. Over that period
of time, the island’s financial community has
developed an infrastructure that depends on
936 funds.

While I am devoted to the goal of giving our
small businesses some much-needed tax re-
lief, I feel that we must be mindful of the con-
sequences of our actions today. Section 936
plays an integral role in Puerto Rico’s econ-
omy. If we eliminate the ounce of prevention
that Section 936 represents in the overall
budget equation, we may end up paying for
the pound of cure that will result.

Puerto Rico’s current per capita income is
$6,500, roughly one-half that of the poorest
State in the U.S. If we eliminate section 936
and the economic incentives it provides, the
island economy will suffer tremendously. Is-
land poverty and unemployment rates will rise,
as will the costs of welfare and unemployment
benefits to the residents of Puerto Rico. The
cost of these changes could very easily ex-
ceed the very modest savings we stand to
gain from eliminating these incentives. Over
and above the profound economic impetus
section 936 provides for the American citizens
of Puerto Rico, it also relieves us from ex-
penditures we would otherwise have to make
on the island.

Section 936 is an investment in the island of
Puerto Rico—in its economy, in its people, in
its future. Retroactively repealing this tax cred-
it will stunt the island’s economic growth, im-
peril hundreds of thousands of Puerto Rican
jobs and possibly undo two decades of signifi-

cant and steady economic improvement. We
owe it to the people of Puerto Rico, our
friends, neighbors, and fellow citizens, to seri-
ously consider the implications of the repeal of
section 936 as we vote on the Small Business
Job Protection Act.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. WATT].

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I want to go back to this
point about whether this is, in fact, a
minimum wage bill or is it a doing
away with the minimum wage bill? Be-
cause at the end of the day all of my
colleagues need to understand this:

There are 75 percent of the businesses
in this country which have gross in-
comes of less than $500,000 a year.
Those businesses employ over 10 mil-
lion people, and for those people, this
bill would do away with the minimum
wage, do away with overtime. No such
thing as overtime pay for those any-
more.

So, I hope the gentleman who was up
here talking about this as a minimum
wage bill will understand that for those
10 million people this is not a mini-
mum wage bill; this is a bill that does
away with the minimum wage, does
away with any payment for them for
even overtime work that they do.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute just to say that it is
absolutely not true that millions of
American workers will no longer be
covered by the Fair Labor Standards
Act. Nothing could be further from the
truth. Why, the language provides a
grandfather clause that retains cov-
erage for any employee who is pres-
ently covered by the FLSA while they
are employed by that small business.

Further, any employer who fails to
maintain the current coverage is in
violation of the law, and that employee
may file a complaint with the Depart-
ment of Labor. No presently covered
worker will lose coverage, and any em-
ployer that tries to do so will be pun-
ished by the law in New York State and
Michigan and every other State. Every
other State that has a minimum wage
law now is not even affected by this.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Claremont, CA [Mr.
DREIER], a member of the Committee
on Rules and my very good friend.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I consider
the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. WATT] to be one of my very good
friends, and does he want me to yield
him 10 seconds?

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Yes,
Mr. Speaker, I am happy to have the
gentleman yield.

What about all those new employees?
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, let me re-

claim my time and say that I think it
is very important for us to take just a
moment to recognize that we all share
the same goal. Every single Member in
this House wants to have the oppor-
tunity to encourage those who are at

the lower end of the economic spec-
trum. The unfortunate thing is that on
the other side of the aisle there seems
to be a lack of desire to put into place
the kinds of small business incentives
which economists who believe in the
free market are convinced will be nec-
essary to help those at the lower end of
the economic spectrum. It is fascinat-
ing.

I am one who believes that increasing
a federally mandated minimum wage is
a job killer, it is something that is
going to jeopardize opportunities at
the lower end of the economic spec-
trum. But we have recognized that a
majority of the Members of this House
want to have an up or down vote, and
so we are giving the membership an op-
portunity to have that vote. But those
on the other side of the aisle who had
a chance for the last several years to
have that up or down vote have never
seized the opportunity.

I also believe that it is important for
us to realize that as we look at the tax
and regulatory burden that exists for
those businesses that are trying to cre-
ate jobs, that are trying to get those
from welfare on to the working roles
are in the present situation denied that
opportunity, and yet this rule allows
us to proceed with that. That is why I
hope very much that my colleagues in
a bipartisan way will support this rule,
which provides a wide range of oppor-
tunities for people who are supportive
of increasing the minimum wage, those
who are opposed to increasing the min-
imum wage, a wide range of opportuni-
ties for them to create economic oppor-
tunity for those at the lower end of the
spectrum.

Support this rule.
Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I
strongly oppose the Gingrich-Armey
rule to kill the minimum wage. This
rule denies the people’s House the abil-
ity to carry out the people’s will and to
raise the minimum wage.

The Republican leadership called for
hearings on the minimum wage, stalled
for months with every procedural trick
in the book. Now we see yet another
trick, an amendment to increase the
minimum wage will be followed by a
killer amendment to make sure that
millions of American workers at small
firms would never see an increase come
payday, and worse, some would lose the
minimum-wage protection that they
now enjoy. Two-thirds of the firms
would be excluded, excluded from deal-
ing with the minimum wage.

The Republican leadership has been
against the American workers and rais-
ing the minimum wage from the begin-
ning. What this rule gives with one
hand, it takes with the other, and then
some. Not only does the rule seek to
repeal the minimum wage for millions
of workers, it seeks to role back the
Fair Labor Standards Act and open the
door to sweatshops and to child labor.
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The American people want to move

forward to higher wages and rising liv-
ing standards. This rule is wrong.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Syra-
cuse, NY [Mr. WALSH].

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this rule.

Our party, the Republican Party, the
majority party in America today, rep-
resents many views. But we are united
in our commitment to debate all of the
important issues.

Unlike the minority party, the
Democrats who lost their majority be-
cause they bottled up the votes on is-
sues like term limits, balanced budget,
and the minimum wage: big talk, no
action, no courage, no conviction.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] and his
colleagues on the Committee on Rules.
This rule gives us our vote. This in-
crease in the minimum wage will help
seniors in conjunction with our raising
of the earnings limit for Social Secu-
rity recipients, it will help kids save
for college, it will help get people off of
welfare and back to work, and it will
help small business pay for it.

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield such time as
he may consume to the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN].

(Mr. TORKILDSEN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in strong support of this extremely
fair rule.

While I do not agree with every
amendment made in order and every
provision of these two bills, I feel
strongly that the Rules Committee has
done an excellent job in ensuring that
all voices are heard in this debate. This
rule gives supporters and opponents of
the minimum wage the opportunity to
state their cases, and key amendments
allow all Members to express their own
opinions and vote accordingly.

Those who argue against this rule are
some of the same people who, as part of
the Democrat Congress, did not even
give this provision an opportunity for a
vote on the floor. It is a Republican
Congress that is bringing this issue to
the floor for a vote, while the Demo-
crats stifled this vote for the past few
years.

I commend the leadership and the
Committee on Rules for turning the
tide for American workers by allowing
this debate on the House floor. Support
minimum wage by supporting this rule.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

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

Mr. Speaker, the most important
economic issue facing this country is
that the people on top, the wealthiest
people, are becoming richer, the middle
class is shrinking, and more and more
of the new jobs that we are creating in
this country are low-wage jobs paying
people $4.25 an hour, $4.50 an hour, $5

an hour. The minimum wage today in
terms of purchasing power is at its low-
est point in 40 years.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
want and the working people want to
see a situation in which every working
person in this country can work 40
hours a week and not live in poverty. It
is incumbent upon this body to have an
opportunity to vote for a clean up-or-
down increase in the minimum wage.

Our Republican friends say the
Democrats should have raised the min-
imum wage 2 years ago. They are right;
they should have, and I had a bill in
the hopper to do just that. But 2 years
later means more and more people are
living in poverty. Two years later
means that today finally we should in-
crease the minimum wage.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. LEWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
how can these mean-spirited Repub-
licans, too cheap to pay a worker $5.15
an hour, claim they care about Amer-
ican workers? This is not a Third
World country. We do not tolerate
sweatshops in America. We do not have
slave labor, starvation wages. This is
1996. It is the dawn of the 21st century.

Radical Republicans would take us
back to the 19th century, no minimum
wage, no support for working families,
for those who work hard, play by the
rules, and strive to improve the lives of
their families, their children.

Republicans give tax breaks to cor-
porate bigwigs who make millions of
dollars each year, but they think that
9-to-5 workers are overpaid. They think
$8,000 a year is too much.

This is not just extreme, it is nuts, it
is downright crazy. Extreme, mean-
spirited Republicans offer the Amer-
ican people a simple choice: Do we live
in the 21st century or the 19th century;
do we pay livable wages or starvation
wages?

I say, my colleagues, it is time to
stand up to these right-wing extrem-
ists, to stand up for hard-working
American families. It is time to raise
the minimum wage, not repeal it.

We cannot go back. We must not go
back. We will not go back. Defeat this
rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from
Bentonville, AR [Mr. HUTCHINSON].

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
want to respond. I rise in support of the
rule; I support the rule because it, in
fact, will give us a clean, straight up
and down vote on the minimum-wage
increase, and I applaud our leadership
in allowing that vote.

I am going to vote against the mini-
mum wage because I think it is mis-
directed, it is election year politics, it
is not real compassion, it is a job kill-
er, and that is the truth. It is not the
economists, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARMEY] and the gentleman from
California [Mr. CAMPBELL], alone that
are saying that, but the overwhelming
economists in this country. In 1993 a

survey of 22,000 economists in the Unit-
ed States; I suppose they probably are
all right-wing extremists, those 22,000
economists, 77 percent of which said
raising the minimum wage will lead to
a loss of jobs in this country.

So I suggest to my colleagues this is
not real compassion, else they would
have raised it 2 years ago when they
controlled the House, the Senate, and
the White House and it was never even
brought up for a vote.

What it is is election year posturing.
This is not real compassion; it is not
compassion to take that single mother
with two children and say, ‘‘You are
going to lose your job so we can play
politics with the American economy.’’

That is wrong.
Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

b 1815

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Texas for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, let me provide this body
with a few facts that might help to
clear up whether or not we should, in
fact, have a clean vote on the mini-
mum wage for the American people.

First of all, fact: We have not raised
the minimum wage more than seven
times in the 58-year history.

Fact: In the city of Houston, which I
represent, there are 125,000 households
with salaries of $25,000 or less. The av-
erage weekly hours of work for mini-
mum-wage workers is 34 hours; 2.1 mil-
lion people are employed at the mini-
mum rate, and 77.1 percent of them are
adults, with another 1.9 million people
employed below the minimum wage.

Mr. Speaker, there is a need for a bill
that applies to the American people, to
give them a decent wage; that is, to in-
crease the minimum wage. This rule is
a minimum-wage killer. It is a poison
pill which we all would like not to
take. Let us stand up for working
women; 59 percent of them are on mini-
mum wage. And why do we not realize
that the fact is in New Jersey, when
they increased the minimum wage they
increased jobs. Let us increase jobs, in-
crease the minimum wage.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I just was
in a markup, so I walked onto the floor
and was not able to get my chart up
here. But if I had it, it would be a pic-
ture that I bring to the floor every
time we have this debate on the mini-
mum wage. It is a split screen cartoon.
At the top it says, ‘‘How long does it
take to make $8,440?’’ And on one side
it has a full-time minimum-wage work-
er and it says under there, ‘‘One year’’.
On the other side it has an executive,
and it says, ‘‘The average executive
CEO of a large corporation in America,
one-half a day.’’
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Think of the immorality of it all. It

is fine for somebody to be successful
and to make that kind of money, as
long as it is not at the exploitation of
others at the low end. We have to re-
spect work. We have to raise the mo-
rale of the worker in America by say-
ing, ‘‘Your full-time employment
should be a decent, living wage for you
and your family.’’ Consider, two mini-

mum-wage earners are still below the
poverty line in a family of four. I urge
my colleagues to oppose the rule and to
support the minimum wage.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, at the beginning of this
Congress the Republican majority

claimed that the House was going to
consider bills under an open process.

I would like to point out that 68 per-
cent of the legislation this session has
been considered under a restrictive
process.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD certain extraneous materials.

The materials referred to are as fol-
lows:

FLOOR PROCEDURE IN THE 104TH CONGRESS 1ST SESSION; COMPILED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE DEMOCRATS

Bill No. Title Resolution No. Process used for floor consideration Amendments
in order

H.R. 1* ................................ Compliance ............................................................................................. H. Res. 6 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... None.
H. Res. 6 ............................. Opening Day Rules Package .................................................................. H. Res. 5 Closed; contained a closed rule on H.R. 1 within the closed rule ............................................. None.
H.R. 5* ................................ Unfunded Mandates ............................................................................... H. Res. 38 Restrictive; Motion adopted over Democratic objection in the Committee of the Whole to

limit debate on section 4; Pre-printing gets preference.
N/A.

H.J. Res. 2* ......................... Balanced Budget .................................................................................... H. Res. 44 Restrictive; only certain substitutes; PQ ..................................................................................... 2R; 4D.
H. Res. 43 ........................... Committee Hearings Scheduling ............................................................ H. Res. 43 (OJ) Restrictive; considered in House no amendments ...................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 101 .............................. To transfer a parcel of land to the Taos Pueblo Indians of New Mex-

ico.
H. Res. 51 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.

H.R. 400 .............................. To provide for the exchange of lands within Gates of the Arctic Na-
tional Park Preserve.

H. Res. 52 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.

H.R. 440 .............................. To provide for the conveyance of lands to certain individuals in
Butte County, California.

H. Res. 53 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.

H.R. 2* ................................ Line Item Veto ........................................................................................ H. Res. 55 Open; Pre-printing gets preference .............................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 665* ............................ Victim Restitution Act of 1995 .............................................................. H. Res. 61 Open; Pre-printing gets preference .............................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 666* ............................ Exclusionary Rule Reform Act of 1995 .................................................. H. Res. 60 Open; Pre-printing gets preference .............................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 667* ............................ Violent Criminal Incarceration Act of 1995 ........................................... H. Res. 63 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments ............................................................................ N/A.
H.R. 668* ............................ The Criminal Alien Deportation Improvement Act ................................. H. Res. 69 Open; Pre-printing gets preference; Contains self-executing provision ..................................... N/A.
H.R. 728* ............................ Local Government Law Enforcement Block Grants ................................ H. Res. 79 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ............................ N/A.
H.R. 7* ................................ National Security Revitalization Act ....................................................... H. Res. 83 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference; PQ ...................... N/A.
H.R. 729* ............................ Death Penalty/Habeas ............................................................................ N/A Restrictive; brought up under UC with a 6 hr. time cap on amendments ................................ N/A.
S. 2 ...................................... Senate Compliance ................................................................................. N/A Closed; Put on Suspension Calendar over Democratic objection ............................................... None.
H.R. 831 .............................. To Permanently Extend the Health Insurance Deduction for the Self-

Employed.
H. Res. 88 Restrictive; makes in order only the Gibbons amendment; Waives all points of order; Con-

tains self-executing provision; PQ.
1D.

H.R. 830* ............................ The Paperwork Reduction Act ................................................................ H. Res. 91 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 889 .............................. Emergency Supplemental/Rescinding Certain Budget Authority ........... H. Res. 92 Restrictive; makes in order only the Obey substitute ................................................................. 1D.
H.R. 450* ............................ Regulatory Moratorium ........................................................................... H. Res. 93 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ............................ N/A.
H.R. 1022* .......................... Risk Assessment .................................................................................... H. Res. 96 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments ............................................................................ N/A.
H.R. 926* ............................ Regulatory Flexibility .............................................................................. H. Res. 100 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 925* ............................ Private Property Protection Act .............................................................. H. Res. 101 Restrictive; 12 hr. time cap on amendments; Requires Members to pre-print their amend-

ments in the Record prior to the bill’s consideration for amendment, waives germaneness
and budget act points of order as well as points of order concerning appropriating on a
legislative bill against the committee substitute used as base text.

1D.

H.R. 1058* .......................... Securities Litigation Reform Act ............................................................ H. Res. 105 Restrictive; 8 hr. time cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference; Makes in order the
Wyden amendment and waives germaneness against it.

1D.

H.R. 988* ............................ The Attorney Accountability Act of 1995 ............................................... H. Res. 104 Restrictive; 7 hr. time cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference ............................... N/A.
H.R. 956* ............................ Product Liability and Legal Reform Act ................................................. H. Res. 109 Restrictive; makes in order only 15 germane amendments and denies 64 germane amend-

ments from being considered; PQ.
8D; 7R.

H.R. 1158 ............................ Making Emergency Supplemental Appropriations and Rescissions ...... H. Res. 115 Restrictive; Combines emergency H.R. 1158 & nonemergency 1159 and strikes the abortion
provision; makes in order only pre-printed amendments that include offsets within the
same chapter (deeper cuts in programs already cut); waives points of order against three
amendments; waives cl 2 of rule XXI against the bill, cl 2, XXI and cl 7 of rule XVI
against the substitute; waives cl 2(e) of rule XXI against the amendments in the Record;
10 hr time cap on amendments. 30 minutes debate on each amendment.

N/A.

H.J. Res. 73* ....................... Term Limits ............................................................................................ H. Res. 116 Restrictive; Makes in order only 4 amendments considered under a ‘‘Queen of the Hill’’ pro-
cedure and denies 21 germane amendments from being considered.

1D; 3R

H.R. 4* ................................ Welfare Reform ....................................................................................... H. Res. 119 Restrictive; Makes in order only 31 perfecting amendments and two substitutes; Denies 130
germane amendments from being considered; The substitutes are to be considered under
a ‘‘Queen of the Hill’’ procedure; All points of order are waived against the amendments.

5D; 26R.

H.R. 1271* .......................... Family Privacy Act .................................................................................. H. Res. 125 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 660* ............................ Housing for Older Persons Act ............................................................... H. Res. 126 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1215* .......................... The Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 .............................. H. Res. 129 Restrictive; Self Executes language that makes tax cuts contingent on the adoption of a

balanced budget plan and strikes section 3006. Makes in order only one substitute.
Waives all points of order against the bill, substitute made in order as original text and
Gephardt substitute.

1D.

H.R. 483 .............................. Medicare Select Extension ...................................................................... H. Res. 130 Restrictive; waives cl 2(1)(6) of rule XI against the bill; makes H.R. 1391 in order as origi-
nal text; makes in order only the Dingell substitute; allows Commerce Committee to file a
report on the bill at any time.

1D.

H.R. 655 .............................. Hydrogen Future Act ............................................................................... H. Res. 136 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1361 ............................ Coast Guard Authorization ..................................................................... H. Res. 139 Open; waives sections 302(f) and 308(a) of the Congressional Budget Act against the bill’s

consideration and the committee substitute; waives cl 5(a) of rule XXI against the com-
mittee substitute.

N/A.

H.R. 961 .............................. Clean Water Act ..................................................................................... H. Res. 140 Open; pre-printing gets preference; waives sections 302(f) and 602(b) of the Budget Act
against the bill’s consideration; waives cl 7 of rule XVI, cl 5(a) of rule XXI and section
302(f) of the Budget Act against the committee substitute. Makes in order Shuster sub-
stitute as first order of business.

N/A.

H.R. 535 .............................. Corning National Fish Hatchery Conveyance Act ................................... H. Res. 144 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 584 .............................. Conveyance of the Fairport National Fish Hatchery to the State of

Iowa.
H. Res. 145 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.

H.R. 614 .............................. Conveyance of the New London National Fish Hatchery Production Fa-
cility.

H. Res. 146 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.

H. Con. Res. 67 ................... Budget Resolution .................................................................................. H. Res. 149 Restrictive; Makes in order 4 substitutes under regular order; Gephardt, Neumann/Solomon,
Payne/Owens, President’s Budget if printed in Record on 5/17/95; waives all points of
order against substitutes and concurrent resolution; suspends application of Rule XLIX
with respect to the resolution; self-executes Agriculture language; PQ.

3D; 1R.

H.R. 1561 ............................ American Overseas Interests Act of 1995 ............................................. H. Res. 155 Restrictive; Requires amendments to be printed in the Record prior to their consideration;
10 hr. time cap; waives cl 2(1)(6) of rule XI against the bill’s consideration; Also waives
sections 302(f), 303(a), 308(a) and 402(a) against the bill’s consideration and the com-
mittee amendment in order as original text; waives cl 5(a) of rule XXI against the
amendment; amendment consideration is closed at 2:30 p.m. on May 25, 1995. Self-exe-
cutes provision which removes section 2210 from the bill. This was done at the request
of the Budget Committee.

N/A.

H.R. 1530 ............................ National Defense Authorization Act; FY 1996 ........................................ H. Res. 164 Restrictive; Makes in order only the amendments printed in the report; waives all points of
order against the bill, substitute and amendments printed in the report. Gives the Chair-
man en bloc authority. Self-executes a provision which strikes section 807 of the bill;
provides for an additional 30 min. of debate on Nunn-Lugar section; Allows Mr. Clinger
to offer a modification of his amendment with the concurrence of Ms. Collins; PQ.

36R; 18D; 2
Bipartisan.

H.R. 1817 ............................ Military Construction Appropriations; FY 1996 ...................................... H. Res. 167 Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against the bill; 1 hr. general debate; Uses House
passed budget numbers as threshold for spending amounts pending passage of Budget;
PQ.

N/A.

H.R. 1854 ............................ Legislative Branch Appropriations ......................................................... H. Res. 169 Restrictive; Makes in order only 11 amendments; waives sections 302(f) and 308(a) of the
Budget Act against the bill and cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against the bill. All points of
order are waived against the amendments; PQ.

5R; 4D; 2
Bipartisan.
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FLOOR PROCEDURE IN THE 104TH CONGRESS 1ST SESSION; COMPILED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE DEMOCRATS—Continued

Bill No. Title Resolution No. Process used for floor consideration Amendments
in order

H.R. 1868 ............................ Foreign Operations Appropriations ......................................................... H. Res. 170 Open; waives cl. 2, cl. 5(b), and cl. 6 of rule XXI against the bill; makes in order the Gil-
man amendments as first order of business; waives all points of order against the
amendments; if adopted they will be considered as original text; waives cl. 2 of rule XXI
against the amendments printed in the report. Pre-printing gets priority (Hall)
(Menendez) (Goss) (Smith, NJ); PQ.

N/A.

H.R. 1905 ............................ Energy & Water Appropriations .............................................................. H. Res. 171 Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against the bill; makes in order the Shuster
amendment as the first order of business; waives all points of order against the amend-
ment; if adopted it will be considered as original text. Pre-printing gets priority.

N/A.

H.J. Res. 79 ......................... Constitutional Amendment to Permit Congress and States to Prohibit
the Physical Desecration of the American Flag.

H. Res. 173 Closed; provides one hour of general debate and one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions; if there are instructions, the MO is debatable for 1 hr; PQ.

N/A.

H.R. 1944 ............................ Recissions Bill ........................................................................................ H. Res. 175 Restrictive; Provides for consideration of the bill in the House; Permits the Chairman of the
Appropriations Committee to offer one amendment which is unamendable; waives all
points of order against the amendment; PQ.

N/A.

H.R. 1868 (2nd rule) ........... Foreign Operations Appropriations ......................................................... H. Res. 177 Restrictive; Provides for further consideration of the bill; makes in order only the four
amendments printed in the rules report (20 min. each). Waives all points of order
against the amendments; Prohibits intervening motions in the Committee of the Whole;
Provides for an automatic rise and report following the disposition of the amendments;
PQ.

N/A.

H.R. 1977 *Rule Defeated* Interior Appropriations ............................................................................ H. Res. 185 Open; waives sections 302(f) and 308(a) of the Budget Act and cl 2 and cl 6 of rule XXI;
provides that the bill be read by title; waives all points of order against the Tauzin
amendment; self-executes Budget Committee amendment; waives cl 2(e) of rule XXI
against amendments to the bill; Pre-printing gets priority; PQ.

N/A.

H.R. 1977 ............................ Interior Appropriations ............................................................................ H. Res. 187 Open; waives sections 302(f), 306 and 308(a) of the Budget Act; waives clauses 2 and 6 of
rule XXI against provisions in the bill; waives all points of order against the Tauzin
amendment; provides that the bill be read by title; self-executes Budget Committee
amendment and makes NEA funding subject to House passed authorization; waives cl
2(e) of rule XXI against the amendments to the bill; Pre-printing gets priority; PQ.

N/A.

H.R. 1976 ............................ Agriculture Appropriations ...................................................................... H. Res. 188 Open; waives clauses 2 and 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; provides that the
bill be read by title; Makes Skeen amendment first order of business, if adopted the
amendment will be considered as base text (10 min.); Pre-printing gets priority; PQ.

N/A.

H.R. 1977 (3rd rule) ........... Interior Appropriations ............................................................................ H. Res. 189 Restrictive; provides for the further consideration of the bill; allows only amendments pre-
printed before July 14th to be considered; limits motions to rise.

N/A.

H.R. 2020 ............................ Treasury Postal Appropriations .............................................................. H. Res. 190 Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; provides the bill be
read by title; Pre-printing gets priority; PQ.

N/A.

H.J. Res. 96 ......................... Disapproving MFN for China .................................................................. H. Res. 193 Restrictive; provides for consideration in the House of H.R. 2058 (90 min.) And H.J. Res. 96
(1 hr). Waives certain provisions of the Trade Act.

N/A.

H.R. 2002 ............................ Transportation Appropriations ................................................................ H. Res. 194 Open; waives cl. 3 0f rule XIII and section 401 (a) of the CBA against consideration of the
bill; waives cl. 6 and cl. 2 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; Makes in order the
Clinger/Solomon amendment waives all points of order against the amendment (Line
Item Veto); provides the bill be read by title; Pre-printing gets priority; PQ. *RULE
AMENDED*.

N/A.

H.R. 70 ................................ Exports of Alaskan North Slope Oil ........................................................ H. Res. 197 Open; Makes in order the Resources Committee amendment in the nature of a substitute as
original text; Pre-printing gets priority; Provides a Senate hook-up with S. 395.

N/A.

H.R. 2076 ............................ Commerce, Justice Appropriations ......................................................... H. Res. 198 Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; Pre-printing gets pri-
ority; provides the bill be read by title..

N/A.

H.R. 2099 ............................ VA/HUD Appropriations ........................................................................... H. Res. 201 Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; Provides that the
amendment in part 1 of the report is the first business, if adopted it will be considered
as base text (30 min.); waives all points of order against the Klug and Davis amend-
ments; Pre-printing gets priority; Provides that the bill be read by title.

N/A.

S. 21 .................................... Termination of U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia ...................................... H. Res. 204 Restrictive; 3 hours of general debate; Makes in order an amendment to be offered by the
Minority Leader or a designee (1 hr); If motion to recommit has instructions it can only
be offered by the Minority Leader or a designee.

ID.

H.R. 2126 ............................ Defense Appropriations .......................................................................... H. Res. 205 Open; waives cl. 2(l)(6) of rule XI and section 306 of the Congressional Budget Act against
consideration of the bill; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill;
self-executes a strike of sections 8021 and 8024 of the bill as requested by the Budget
Committee; Pre-printing gets priority; Provides the bill be read by title.

N/A.

H.R. 1555 ............................ Communications Act of 1995 ................................................................ H. Res. 207 Restrictive; waives sec. 302(f) of the Budget Act against consideration of the bill; Makes in
order the Commerce Committee amendment as original text and waives sec. 302(f) of
the Budget Act and cl. 5(a) of rule XXI against the amendment; Makes in order the Bliley
amendment (30 min.) as the first order of business, if adopted it will be original text;
makes in order only the amendments printed in the report and waives all points of order
against the amendments; provides a Senate hook-up with S. 652.

2R/3D/3 Bi-
partisan.

H.R. 2127 ............................ Labor/HHS Appropriations Act ................................................................ H. Res. 208 Open; Provides that the first order of business will be the managers amendments (10 min.),
if adopted they will be considered as base text; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI
against provisions in the bill; waives all points of order against certain amendments
printed in the report; Pre-printing gets priority; Provides the bill be read by title; PQ.

N/A.

H.R. 1594 ............................ Economically Targeted Investments ....................................................... H. Res. 215 Open; 2 hr of gen. debate. makes in order the committee substitute as original text ............ N/A.
H.R. 1655 ............................ Intelligence Authorization ....................................................................... H. Res. 216 Restrictive; waives sections 302(f), 308(a) and 401(b) of the Budget Act. Makes in order

the committee substitute as modified by Govt. Reform amend (striking sec. 505) and an
amendment striking title VII. Cl 7 of rule XVI and cl 5(a) of rule XXI are waived against
the substitute. Sections 302(f) and 401(b) of the CBA are also waived against the sub-
stitute. Amendments must also be pre-printed in the Congressional record.

N/A.

H.R. 1162 ............................ Deficit Reduction Lock Box .................................................................... H. Res. 218 Open; waives cl 7 of rule XVI against the committee substitute made in order as original
text; Pre-printing gets priority.

N/A.

H.R. 1670 ............................ Federal Acquisition Reform Act of 1995 ................................................ H. Res. 219 Open; waives sections 302(f) and 308(a) of the Budget Act against consideration of the
bill; bill will be read by title; waives cl 5(a) of rule XXI and section 302(f) of the Budget
Act against the committee substitute. Pre-printing gets priority.

N/A.

H.R. 1617 ............................ To Consolidate and Reform Workforce Development and Literacy Pro-
grams Act (CAREERS).

H. Res. 222 Open; waives sections 302(f) and 401(b) of the Budget Act against the substitute made in
order as original text (H.R. 2332), cl. 5(a) of rule XXI is also waived against the sub-
stitute. Provides for consideration of the managers amendment (10 min.) If adopted, it is
considered as base text.

N/A.

H.R. 2274 ............................ National Highway System Designation Act of 1995 .............................. H. Res. 224 Open; waives section 302(f) of the Budget Act against consideration of the bill; Makes H.R.
2349 in order as original text; waives section 302(f) of the Budget Act against the sub-
stitute as well as cl. 5(a) of rule XXI and cl. 1(q)(10) of rule X against the substitute;
provides for the consideration of a managers amendment (10 min). If adopted, it is con-
sidered as base text; Pre-printing gets priority; PQ.

N/A.

H.R. 927 .............................. Cuban Liberty and Democratic Solidarity Act of 1995 .......................... H. Res. 225 Restrictive; waives cl 2(l)(2)(B) of rule XI against consideration of the bill; makes in order
H.R. 2347 as base text; waives cl 7 of rule XVI against the substitute; Makes Hamilton
amendment the first amendment to be considered (1 hr). Makes in order only amend-
ments printed in the report.

2R/2D

H.R. 743 .............................. The Teamwork for Employees and managers Act of 1995 .................... H. Res. 226 Open; waives cl 2(l)(2)(b) of rule XI against consideration of the bill; makes in order the
committee amendment as original text; Pre-printing get priority.

N/A.

H.R. 1170 ............................ 3-Judge Court for Certain Injunctions ................................................... H. Res. 227 Open; makes in order a committee amendment as original text; Pre-printing gets priority .... N/A.
H.R. 1601 ............................ International Space Station Authorization Act of 1995 ......................... H. Res. 228 Open; makes in order a committee amendment as original text; pre-printing gets priority .... N/A.
H.J. Res. 108 ....................... Making Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 .................................... H. Res. 230 Closed; Provides for the immediate consideration of the CR; one motion to recommit which

may have instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader or a designee.
........................

H.R. 2405 ............................ Omnibus Civilian Science Authorization Act of 1995 ............................ H. Res. 234 Open; self-executes a provision striking section 304(b)(3) of the bill (Commerce Committee
request); Pre-printing gets priority.

N/A.

H.R. 2259 ............................ To Disapprove Certain Sentencing Guideline Amendments ................... H. Res. 237 Restrictive; waives cl 2(l)(2)(B) of rule XI against the bill’s consideration; makes in order
the text of the Senate bill S. 1254 as original text; Makes in order only a Conyers sub-
stitute; provides a senate hook-up after adoption.

1D

H.R. 2425 ............................ Medicare Preservation Act ...................................................................... H. Res. 238 Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill’s consideration; makes in order the
text of H.R. 2485 as original text; waives all points of order against H.R. 2485; makes in
order only an amendment offered by the Minority Leader or a designee; waives all points
of order against the amendment; waives cl 5(c) of rule XXI (3⁄5 requirement on votes
raising taxes); PQ.

1D

H.R. 2492 ............................ Legislative Branch Appropriations Bill .................................................. H. Res. 239 Restrictive; provides for consideration of the bill in the House ................................................. N/A.
H.R. 2491 ............................
H. Con. Res. 109 .................

7 Year Balanced Budget Reconciliation Social Security Earnings Test
Reform.

H. Res. 245 Restrictive; makes in order H.R. 2517 as original text; waives all pints of order against the
bill; Makes in order only H.R. 2530 as an amendment only if offered by the Minority
Leader or a designee; waives all points of order against the amendment; waives cl 5(c)
of rule XXI (3⁄5 requirement on votes raising taxes); PQ.

1D
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Bill No. Title Resolution No. Process used for floor consideration Amendments
in order

H.R. 1833 ............................ Partial Birth Abortion Ban Act of 1995 ................................................. H. Res. 251 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 2546 ............................ D.C. Appropriations FY 1996 .................................................................. H. Res. 252 Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill’s consideration; Makes in order the

Walsh amendment as the first order of business (10 min.); if adopted it is considered as
base text; waives cl 2 and 6 of rule XXI against the bill; makes in order the Bonilla,
Gunderson and Hostettler amendments (30 min.); waives all points of order against the
amendments; debate on any further amendments is limited to 30 min. each.

N/A

H.J. Res. 115 ....................... Further Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 .................................... H. Res. 257 Closed; Provides for the immediate consideration of the CR; one motion to recommit which
may have instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader or a designee.

N/A

H.R. 2586 ............................ Temporary Increase in the Statutory Debt Limit ................................... H. Res. 258 Restrictive; Provides for the immediate consideration of the CR; one motion to recommit
which may have instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader or a designee; self-
executes 4 amendments in the rule; Solomon, Medicare Coverage of Certain Anti-Cancer
Drug Treatments, Habeas Corpus Reform, Chrysler (MI); makes in order the Walker amend
(40 min.) on regulatory reform.

5R

H.R. 2539 ............................ ICC Termination ...................................................................................... H. Res. 259 Open; waives section 302(f) and section 308(a) ........................................................................ ........................
H.J. Res. 115 ....................... Further Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 .................................... H. Res. 261 Closed; provides for the immediate consideration of a motion by the Majority Leader or his

designees to dispose of the Senate amendments (1hr).
N/A.

H.R. 2586 ............................ Temporary Increase in the Statutory Limit on the Public Debt ............ H. Res. 262 Closed; provides for the immediate consideration of a motion by the Majority Leader or his
designees to dispose of the Senate amendments (1hr).

N/A.

H. Res. 250 ......................... House Gift Rule Reform ......................................................................... H. Res. 268 Closed; provides for consideration of the bill in the House; 30 min. of debate; makes in
order the Burton amendment and the Gingrich en bloc amendment (30 min. each);
waives all points of order against the amendments; Gingrich is only in order if Burton
fails or is not offered.

2R

H.R. 2564 ............................ Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 ........................................................... H. Res. 269 Open; waives cl. 2(l)(6) of rule XI against the bill’s consideration; waives all points of order
against the Istook and McIntosh amendments.

N/A.

H.R. 2606 ............................ Prohibition on Funds for Bosnia Deployment ........................................ H. Res. 273 Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill’s consideration; provides one motion
to amend if offered by the Minority Leader or designee (1 hr non-amendable); motion to
recommit which may have instructions only if offered by Minority Leader or his designee;
if Minority Leader motion is not offered debate time will be extended by 1 hr.

N/A.

H.R. 1788 ............................ Amtrak Reform and Privatization Act of 1995 ...................................... H. Res. 289 Open; waives all points of order against the bill’s consideration; makes in order the Trans-
portation substitute modified by the amend in the report; Bill read by title; waives all
points of order against the substitute; makes in order a managers amend as the first
order of business, if adopted it is considered base text (10 min.); waives all points of
order against the amendment; Pre-printing gets priority.

N/A.

H.R. 1350 ............................ Maritime Security Act of 1995 ............................................................... H. Res. 287 Open; makes in order the committee substitute as original text; makes in order a managers
amendment which if adopted is considered as original text (20 min.) unamendable; pre-
printing gets priority.

N/A.

H.R. 2621 ............................ To Protect Federal Trust Funds .............................................................. H. Res. 293 Closed; provides for the adoption of the Ways & Means amendment printed in the report. 1
hr. of general debate; PQ.

N/A.

H.R. 1745 ............................ Utah Public Lands Management Act of 1995 ....................................... H. Res. 303 Open; waives cl 2(l)(6) of rule XI and sections 302(f) and 311(a) of the Budget Act against
the bill’s consideration. Makes in order the Resources substitute as base text and waives
cl 7 of rule XVI and sections 302(f) and 308(a) of the Budget Act; makes in order a
managers’ amend as the first order of business, if adopted it is considered base text (10
min).

N/A.

H. Res. 304 ......................... Providing for Debate and Consideration of Three Measures Relating
to U.S. Troop Deployments in Bosnia.

N/A Closed; makes in order three resolutions; H.R. 2770 (Dornan), H. Res. 302 (Buyer), and H.
Res. 306 (Gephardt); 1 hour of debate on each.

1D; 2R

H. Res. 309 ......................... Revised Budget Resolution .................................................................... H. Res. 309 Closed; provides 2 hours of general debate in the House; PQ .................................................. N/A.
H.R. 558 .............................. Texas Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Compact Consent Act ... H. Res. 313 Open; pre-printing gets priority ................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 2677 ............................ The National Parks and National Wildlife Refuge Systems Freedom

Act of 1995.
H. Res. 323 Closed; consideration in the House; self-executes Young amendment ...................................... N/A.

PROCEDURE IN THE 104TH CONGRESS 2D SESSION
H.R. 1643 ............................ To authorize the extension of nondiscriminatory treatment (MFN) to

the products of Bulgaria.
H. Res. 334 Closed; provides to take the bill from the Speaker’s table with the Senate amendment, and

consider in the House the motion printed in the Rules Committee report; 1 hr. of general
debate; previous question is considered as ordered. ** NR; PQ.

N/A.

H.J. Res. 134 .......................
H. Con. Res. 131 .................

Making continuing appropriations/establishing procedures making
the transmission of the continuing resolution H.J. Res. 134.

H. Res. 336 Closed; provides to take from the Speaker’s table H.J. Res. 134 with the Senate amendment
and concur with the Senate amendment with an amendment (H. Con. Res. 131) which is
self-executed in the rule. The rule provides further that the bill shall not be sent back to
the Senate until the Senate agrees to the provisions of H. Con. Res. 131. ** NR; PQ.

N/A.

H.R. 1358 ............................ Conveyance of National Marine Fisheries Service Laboratory at
Gloucester, Massachusetts.

H. Res. 338 Closed; provides to take the bill from the Speaker’s table with the Senate amendment, and
consider in the House the motion printed in the Rules Committee report; 1 hr. of general
debate; previous question is considered as ordered. ** NR; PQ.

N/A.

H.R. 2924 ............................ Social Security Guarantee Act ................................................................ H. Res. 355 Closed; ** NR; PQ ........................................................................................................................ N/A.
H.R. 2854 ............................ The Agricultural Market Transition Program .......................................... H. Res. 366 Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill; 2 hrs of general debate; makes in

order a committee substitute as original text and waives all points of order against the
substitute; makes in order only the 16 amends printed in the report and waives all
points of order against the amendments; circumvents unfunded mandates law; Chairman
has en bloc authority for amends in report (20 min.) on each en bloc; PQ.

5D; 9R; 2
Bipartisan.

H.R. 994 .............................. Regulatory Sunset & Review Act of 1995 ............................................. H. Res. 368 Open rule; makes in order the Hyde substitute printed in the Record as original text; waives
cl 7 of rule XVI against the substitute; Pre-printing gets priority; vacates the House ac-
tion on S. 219 and provides to take the bill from the Speaker’s table and consider the
Senate bill; allows Chrmn. Clinger a motion to strike all after the enacting clause of the
Senate bill and insert the text of H.R. 994 as passed by the House (1 hr) debate; waives
germaneness against the motion; provides if the motion is adopted that it is in order for
the House to insist on its amendments and request a conference.

N/A.

H.R. 3021 ............................ To Guarantee the Continuing Full Investment of Social security and
Other Federal Funds in Obligations of the United States.

H. Res. 371 Closed rule; gives one motion to recommit, which if it contains instructions, may only if of-
fered by the Minority Leader or his designee. ** NR.

N/A.

H.R. 3019 ............................ A Further Downpayment Toward a Balanced Budget ............................ H. Res. 372 Restrictive; self-executes CBO language regarding contingency funds in section 2 of the
rule; makes in order only the amendments printed in the report; Lowey (20 min), Istook
(20 min), Crapo (20 min), Obey (1 hr); waives all points of order against the amend-
ments; give one motion to recommit, which if contains instructions, may only if offered
by the Minority Leader or his designee. ** NR.

2D/2R.

H.R. 2703 ............................ The Effective Death Penalty and Public Safety Act of 1996 ................ H. Res. 380 Restrictive; makes in order only the amendments printed in the report; waives all points of
order against the amendments; gives Judiciary Chairman en bloc authority (20 min.) on
en blocs; provides a Senate hook-up with S. 735. ** NR.

6D; 7R; 4
Bipartisan.

H.R. 2202 ............................ The Immigration and National Interest Act of 1995 ............................. H. Res. 384 Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill and amendments in the report except
for those arising under sec. 425(a) of the Budget Act (unfunded mandates); 2 hrs. of
general debate on the bill; makes in order the committee substitute as base text; makes
in order only the amends in the report; gives the Judiciary Chairman en bloc authority
(20 min.) of debate on the en blocs; self-executes the Smith (TX) amendment re: em-
ployee verification program; PQ.

12D; 19R; 1
Bipartisan.

H.J. Res. 165 ....................... Making further continuing appropriations for FY 1996 ........................ H. Res. 386 Closed; provides for the consideration of the CR in the House and gives one motion to re-
commit which may contain instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader; the rule
also waives cl 4(b) of rule XI against the following: an omnibus appropriations bill, an-
other CR, a bill extending the debt limit. ** NR.

N/A.

H.R. 125 .............................. The Gun Crime Enforcement and Second Amendment Restoration Act
of 1996.

H. Res. 388 Closed; self-executes an amendment; provides one motion to recommit which may contain
instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader or his designee. ** NR.

N/A.

H.R. 3136 ............................ The Contract With America Advancement Act of 1996 ......................... H. Res. 391 Closed; provides for the consideration of the bill in the House; self-executes an amendment
in the Rules report; waives all points of order, except sec. 425(a) (unfunded mandates)
of the CBA, against the bill’s consideration; orders the PQ except 1 hr. of general debate
between the Chairman and Ranking Member of Ways and Means; one Archer amendment
(10 min.); one motion to recommit which may contain instructions only if offered by the
Minority Leader or his designee; Provides a Senate hookup if the Senate passes S. 4 by
March 30, 1996. **NR.

N/A.

H.R. 3103 ............................ The Health Coverage Availability and Affordability Act of 1996 .......... H. Res. 392 Restrictive: 2 hrs. of general debate (45 min. split by Ways and Means) (45 split by Com-
merce) (30 split by Economic and Educational Opportunities); self-executes H.R. 3160 as
modified by the amendment in the Rules report as original text; waives all points of
order, except sec. 425(a) (unfunded mandates) of the CBA; makes in order a Democratic
substitute (1 hr.) waives all points of order, except sec. 425(a) (unfunded mandates) of
the CBA, against the amendment; one motion to recommit which may contain instruc-
tions only if offered by the Minority Leader or his designee; waives cl 5(c) of Rule XXI
(requiring 3⁄5 vote on any tax increase) on votes on the bill, amendments or conference
reports.

N/A.
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H.J. Res. 159 ....................... Tax Limitation Constitutional Amendment ............................................. H. Res. 395 Restrictive; provides for consideration of the bill in the House; 3 hrs of general debate;
Makes in order H.J. Res. 169 as original text; allows for an amendment to be offered by
the Minority Leader or his designee (1 hr) ** NR; PQ.

1D

H.R. 842 .............................. Truth in Budgeting Act .......................................................................... H. Res. 396 Open; 2 hrs. of general debate; Pre-printing gets priority ......................................................... N/A.
H.R. 2715 ............................ Paperwork Elimination Act of 1996 ....................................................... H. Res. 409 Open; Preprinting get priority ...................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 1675 ............................ National Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 1995 .............................. H. Res. 410 Open; Makes the Young amendment printed in the 4/16/96 Record in order as original text;

waives cl 7 of rule XVI against the amendment; Preprinting gets priority; **NR.
N/A.

H.J. Res. 175 ....................... Further Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 .................................... H. Res. 411 Closed; provides for consideration of the bill in the House; one motion to recommit which, if
containing instructions, may be offered by the Minority Leader or his designee. **NR.

N/A.

H.R. 2641 ............................ United States Marshals Service Improvement Act of 1996 .................. H. Res. 418 Open; Pre-printing gets priority; Senate hook-up. **PQ ............................................................. N/A.
H.R. 2149 ............................ The Ocean Shipping Reform Act ............................................................ H. Res. 419 Open; Makes in order a managers amendment as the first order of business (10 min.); if

adopted it is considered as base text; waives cl 7 of rule XVI against the managers
amendment; Pre-printing gets priority; makes in order an Obestar en bloc amendment.

N/A.

H.R. 2974 ............................ To amend the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of
1994 to provide enhanced penalties for crimes against elderly and
child victims.

H. Res. 421 Open; waives cl 7 of rule XIII against consideration of the bill; makes in order the Judiciary
substitute printed in the bill as original text; waives cl 7 of rule XVI against the sub-
stitute; Pre-printing gets priority.

N/A.

H.R. 3120 ............................ To amend Title 18, United States Code, with respect to witness re-
taliation, witness tampering and jury tampering.

H. Res. 422 Open; waives cl 7 of rule XIII against consideration of the bill; makes in order the Judiciary
substitute printed in the bill as original text; waives cl 7 of rule XVI against the sub-
stitute; Pre-printing gets priority.

N/A.

H.R. 2406 ............................ The United States Housing Act of 1996 ................................................ H. Res. 426 Open; makes in order the committee substitute printed in the bill as original text; waives cl
5(a) of rule XXI against the substitute; makes in order a managers amendment as the
first order of business (10 min); if adopted it is considered as base text; Pre-printing
gets priority; provides a Senate hook-up.

N/A.

H.R. 3322 ............................ Omnibus Civilian Science Authorization Act of 1996 ............................ H. Res. 427 Open; waives cl 2(l)(2) of rule XI against the bill’s consideration; makes in order a man-
agers amendment as the first order of business (10 min); if adopted it is considered as
base text; waives cl 5(a) of rule XXI against the bill; pre-printing gets priority.

N/A.

H.R. 3286 ............................ The Adoption Promotion and Stability Act of 1996 ............................... H. Res. 428 Restrictive; provides consideration of the bill in the House; makes in order the Ways &
Means substitute printed in the bill as original text; makes in order a Gibbons amend-
ment to title II (30 min) and a Young amendment (30 min); provides one motion to re-
commit which may contain instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader or his des-
ignee.

1D; 1R

H.R. 3230 ............................ Defense Authorization Bill FY 1997 ....................................................... H. Res. 430 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 41 amends;
20D; 17R; 4

bipartisan
H.R. 3415 ............................ Repeal of the 4.3-Cent Increase in Transporation Fuel Taxes .............. H. Res. 436 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 3259 ............................ Intelligence Authorization Act for FY 1997 ............................................ H. Res. 437 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 3144 ............................ The Defend America Act ......................................................................... H. Res. 438 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 1D
H.R. 3448/H.R. 1227 ........... The Small Business Job Protection Act of 1996, and The Employee

Commuting Flexibility Act of 1996.
H. Res. 440 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 2R

* Contract Bills, 67% restrictive; 33% open. ** All legislation 1st Session, 53% restrictive; 47% open. *** All legislation 2d Session, 69% restrictive; 31% open. **** All legislation 104th Congress, 58% restrictive; 42% open. ***** NR
indicates that the legislation being considered by the House for amendment has circumvented standard procedure and was never reported from any House committee. ****** PQ Indicates that previous question was ordered on the resolu-
tion. ******* Restrictive rules are those which limit the number of amendments which can be offered, and include so-called modified open and modified closed rules as well as completely closed rules and rules providing for consideration
in the House as opposed to the Committee of the Whole. This definition of restrictive rule is taken from the Republican chart of resolutions reported from the Rules Committee in the 103d Congress. N/A means not available.

LEGISLATION IN THE 104TH CONGRESS, 2D
SESSION

To date 13 out of 31, or 42% of the bills con-
sidered under rules in the 2d session of the
104th Congress have been considered under
an irregular procedure which circumvents
the standard committee procedure. They
have been brought to the floor without any
committee reporting them. They are as fol-
lows:

H.R. 1643, to authorize the extension of
nondiscriminatory treatment (MFN) to the
products of Bulgaria.

H.J. Res. 134, making continuing appro-
priations for fiscal year 1996.

H.R. 1358, conveyance of National Marine
Fisheries Service Laboratory at Gloucester,
Massachusetts.

H.R. 2924, the Social Security Guarantee
Act.

H.R. 3021, to guarantee the continuing full
investment of Social Security and other Fed-
eral funds in obligations of the United
States.

H.R. 3019, a further downpayment toward a
balanced budget.

H.R. 2703, the effective Death Penalty and
Public Safety Act of 1996.

H.J. Res. 165, making further continuing
appropriations for fiscal year 1996.

H.R. 125, the Crime Enforcement and Sec-
ond Amendment Restoration Act of 1996.

H.R. 3136, the Contract With America Ad-
vancement Act of 1996.

H.J. Res. 159, tax limitation constitutional
amendment.

H.R. 1675, National Wildlife Refuge Im-
provement Act of 1995.

H.J. Res. 175, making further continuing
appropriations for fiscal year 1996.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, to
sum up, I urge a no vote on the rule.
The resolution does not provide the op-
portunity for a straight up-or-down
vote on the minimum wage. And make
no mistake about it; the small business
exemption will drag this legislation
down. This issue is too important for

working families. Let us send it back
to the Committee on Rules. Vote no on
the rule.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I would just say that we
would think from the rhetoric spewing
forth from the Democrats that they
were not going to have a chance to
vote up-or-down on a minimum wage.
Come back in about an hour-and-a-half
and I want everybody to see what takes
place. It will be an up-or-down vote on
a minimum wage.

Mr. Speaker, it is a shame that we
have to get into these partisan fights
on something that is so terribly impor-
tant. Yes, it is important for a mini-
mum wage increase, but yes, it impor-
tant that we relieve small business of
some of the expenses in order to pay
for that minimum wage increase. That
is exactly what this bill does.

Small business incentives, decreasing
expenses for small businesses, that
means a lot to small businesses. Home
office deductions, do Members know
what that means to so many working
mothers that want to work out of their
homes? That is what Members are vot-
ing for when they come over here and
vote for this rule. That is terribly im-
portant to working mothers that want
to stay in their homes and take care of
their children.

Mr. Speaker, we can go down and
line. Here are dozens and dozens of lit-
tle benefits that add up to so much:
employer-provided educational assist-
ance. That is so important. The Demo-
crats ought to be standing up there
voting for this bill. Pension implica-

tion provisions, to allow pensions for
the few employees that small busi-
nesses have. That is what this whole
debate is all about.

Everyone should come over here,
they should vote for this rule, and then
they should do a favor for small busi-
ness and a favor for working people
that might be on the minimum wage.
This is a good bill. It is a compromise.
That is what we all have to learn in
politics: We cannot always have it our
own way. Let us work together. Come
over here and vote for the rule and
then vote for the bill. Members will be
doing something for people of this
country.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HOBSON). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

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

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 219, nays
211, not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 189]

YEAS—219

Allard
Archer

Armey
Bachus

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

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moorhead
Morella
Myrick

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

NAYS—211

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Bunning
Cardin

Chapman
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cubin
Cummings
Danner
de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon

Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)

Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Largent
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lincoln
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui

McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McIntosh
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Murtha
Myers
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Rose
Roybal-Allard

Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—4

Bliley
Molinari

Payne (VA)
Scarborough

b 1840

The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:
Mr. Scarborough for, with Mr. Payne of

Virginia against.

Mr. SHADEGG changed his vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. CRANE changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO HAVE
UNTIL MIDNIGHT THURSDAY,
MAY 23, 1996, TO FILE A PRIVI-
LEGED REPORT ON MILITARY
CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIA-
TIONS BILL, 1997

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations may have
until midnight, Thursday, May 23, 1996,
to file a privileged report on a bill
making appropriations for military
construction for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1997, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HOBSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
points of order are reserved.
f

SMALL BUSINESS JOB
PROTECTION ACT OF 1996

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 440, I call up the
bill (H.R. 3448) to provide tax relief for
small businesses, to protect jobs, to
create opportunities, to increase the
take home pay of workers, and for
other purposes, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

WALKER). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 440, the Committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute printed in
the bill is considered read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as
follows:

H.R. 3448
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Small Business Job Protection Act of 1996’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—
TITLE I—SMALL BUSINESS AND OTHER

TAX PROVISIONS
Sec. 1101. Amendment of 1986 Code.
Sec. 1102. Underpayments of estimated tax.

Subtitle A—Expensing; Etc.
Sec. 1111. Increase in expense treatment for

small businesses.
Sec. 1112. Treatment of employee tips.
Sec. 1113. Treatment of storage of product sam-

ples.
Sec. 1114. Treatment of certain charitable risk

pools.
Sec. 1115. Treatment of dues paid to agricul-

tural or horticultural organiza-
tions.

Sec. 1116. Clarification of employment tax sta-
tus of certain fishermen; informa-
tion reporting.

Subtitle B—Extension of Certain Expiring
Provisions

Sec. 1201. Work opportunity tax credit.
Sec. 1202. Employer-provided educational as-

sistance programs.
Sec. 1203. FUTA exemption for alien agricul-

tural workers.
Subtitle C—Provisions Relating to S

Corporations
Sec. 1301. S corporations permitted to have 75

shareholders.
Sec. 1302. Electing small business trusts.
Sec. 1303. Expansion of post-death qualification

for certain trusts.
Sec. 1304. Financial institutions permitted to

hold safe harbor debt.
Sec. 1305. Rules relating to inadvertent termi-

nations and invalid elections.
Sec. 1306. Agreement to terminate year.
Sec. 1307. Expansion of post-termination transi-

tion period.
Sec. 1308. S corporations permitted to hold sub-

sidiaries.
Sec. 1309. Treatment of distributions during loss

years.
Sec. 1310. Treatment of S corporations under

subchapter C.
Sec. 1311. Elimination of certain earnings and

profits.
Sec. 1312. Carryover of disallowed losses and

deductions under at-risk rules al-
lowed.

Sec. 1313. Adjustments to basis of inherited S
stock to reflect certain items of in-
come.
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Sec. 1314. S corporations eligible for rules appli-

cable to real property subdivided
for sale by noncorporate tax-
payers.

Sec. 1315. Effective date.

Subtitle D—Pension Simplification

CHAPTER 1—SIMPLIFIED DISTRIBUTION RULES

Sec. 1401. Repeal of 5-year income averaging for
lump-sum distributions.

Sec. 1402. Repeal of $5,000 exclusion of employ-
ees’ death benefits.

Sec. 1403. Simplified method for taxing annuity
distributions under certain em-
ployer plans.

Sec. 1404. Required distributions.

CHAPTER 2—INCREASED ACCESS TO PENSION
PLANS

SUBCHAPTER A—SIMPLE SAVINGS PLANS

Sec. 1421. Establishment of savings incentive
match plans for employees of
small employers.

Sec. 1422. Extension of simple plan to 401(k) ar-
rangements.

SUBCHAPTER B—OTHER PROVISIONS

Sec. 1426. Tax-exempt organizations eligible
under section 401(k).

CHAPTER 3—NONDISCRIMINATION PROVISIONS

Sec. 1431. Definition of highly compensated em-
ployees; repeal of family aggrega-
tion.

Sec. 1432. Modification of additional participa-
tion requirements.

Sec. 1433. Nondiscrimination rules for qualified
cash or deferred arrangements
and matching contributions.

Sec. 1434. Definition of compensation for sec-
tion 415 purposes.

CHAPTER 4—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Sec. 1441. Plans covering self-employed individ-
uals.

Sec. 1442. Elimination of special vesting rule for
multiemployer plans.

Sec. 1443. Distributions under rural cooperative
plans.

Sec. 1444. Treatment of governmental plans
under section 415.

Sec. 1445. Uniform retirement age.
Sec. 1446. Contributions on behalf of disabled

employees.
Sec. 1447. Treatment of deferred compensation

plans of State and local govern-
ments and tax-exempt organiza-
tions.

Sec. 1448. Trust requirement for deferred com-
pensation plans of State and local
governments.

Sec. 1449. Transition rule for computing maxi-
mum benefits under section 415
limitations.

Sec. 1450. Modifications of section 403(b).
Sec. 1451. Waiver of minimum period for joint

and survivor annuity explanation
before annuity starting date.

Sec. 1452. Repeal of limitation in case of defined
benefit plan and defined contribu-
tion plan for same employee; ex-
cess distributions.

Sec. 1453. Tax on prohibited transactions.
Sec. 1454. Treatment of leased employees.
Sec. 1455. Uniform penalty provisions to apply

to certain pension reporting re-
quirements.

Sec. 1456. Retirement benefits of ministers not
subject to tax on net earnings
from self-employment.

Sec. 1457. Date for adoption of plan amend-
ments.

Subtitle E—Foreign Simplification

Sec. 1501. Repeal of inclusion of certain earn-
ings invested in excess passive as-
sets.

Subtitle F—Revenue Offsets

Sec. 1601. Termination of Puerto Rico and pos-
session tax credit.

Sec. 1602. Repeal of exclusion for interest on
loans used to acquire employer se-
curities.

Sec. 1603. Certain amounts derived from foreign
corporations treated as unrelated
business taxable income.

Sec. 1604. Depreciation under income forecast
method.

Sec. 1605. Repeal of exclusion for punitive dam-
ages and for damages not attrib-
utable to physical injuries or sick-
ness.

Sec. 1606. Repeal of diesel fuel tax rebate to
purchasers of diesel-powered
automobiles and light trucks.

Subtitle G—Technical Corrections
Sec. 1701. Coordination with other subtitles.
Sec. 1702. Amendments related to Revenue Rec-

onciliation Act of 1990.
Sec. 1703. Amendments related to Revenue Rec-

onciliation Act of 1993.
Sec. 1704. Miscellaneous provisions.

TITLE I—SMALL BUSINESS AND OTHER
TAX PROVISIONS

SEC. 1101. AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.
Except as otherwise expressly provided, when-

ever in this title an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or repeal
of, a section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section or
other provision of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986.
SEC. 1102. UNDERPAYMENTS OF ESTIMATED TAX.

No addition to the tax shall be made under
section 6654 or 6655 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 (relating to failure to pay estimated
tax) with respect to any underpayment of an in-
stallment required to be paid before the date of
the enactment of this Act to the extent such
underpayment was created or increased by any
provision of this title.

Subtitle A—Expensing; Etc.
SEC. 1111. INCREASE IN EXPENSE TREATMENT

FOR SMALL BUSINESSES.
(a) GENERAL RULE.—Paragraph (1) of section

179(b) (relating to dollar limitation) is amended
to read as follows:

‘‘(1) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The aggregate cost
which may be taken into account under sub-
section (a) for any taxable year shall not exceed
the following applicable amount:

‘‘If the taxable year The applicable
begins in: amount is:

1996 ........................... $18,500
1997 ........................... 19,000
1998 ........................... 20,000
1999 ........................... 21,000
2000 ........................... 22,000
2001 ........................... 23,000
2002 ........................... 23,500
2003 or thereafter ........ 25,000.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1995.
SEC. 1112. TREATMENT OF EMPLOYEE TIPS.

(a) EMPLOYEE CASH TIPS.—
(1) REPORTING REQUIREMENT NOT CONSID-

ERED.—Subparagraph (A) of section 45B(b)(1)
(relating to excess employer social security tax)
is amended by inserting ‘‘(without regard to
whether such tips are reported under section
6053)’’ after ‘‘section 3121(q)’’.

(2) TAXES PAID.—Subsection (d) of section
13443 of the Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1993
is amended by inserting ‘‘, with respect to serv-
ices performed before, on, or after such date’’
after ‘‘1993’’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this subsection shall take effect as if included
in the amendments made by, and the provisions
of, section 13443 of the Revenue Reconciliation
Act of 1993.

(b) TIPS FOR EMPLOYEES DELIVERING FOOD OR
BEVERAGES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section
45B(b) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) ONLY TIPS RECEIVED FOR FOOD OR BEV-
ERAGES TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.—In applying
paragraph (1), there shall be taken into account
only tips received from customers in connection
with the delivering or serving of food or bev-
erages for consumption if the tipping of employ-
ees delivering or serving food or beverages by
customers is customary.’’

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall apply to tips received for
services performed after December 31, 1996.
SEC. 1113. TREATMENT OF STORAGE OF PRODUCT

SAMPLES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section

280A(c) is amended by striking ‘‘inventory’’ and
inserting ‘‘inventory or product samples’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1995.
SEC. 1114. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN CHARITABLE

RISK POOLS.
(a) GENERAL RULE.—Section 501 (relating to

exemption from tax on corporations, certain
trusts, etc.) is amended by redesignating sub-
section (n) as subsection (o) and by inserting
after subsection (m) the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(n) CHARITABLE RISK POOLS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this title—
‘‘(A) a qualified charitable risk pool shall be

treated as an organization organized and oper-
ated exclusively for charitable purposes, and

‘‘(B) subsection (m) shall not apply to a quali-
fied charitable risk pool.

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED CHARITABLE RISK POOL.—For
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘qualified
charitable risk pool’ means any organization—

‘‘(A) which is organized and operated solely
to pool insurable risks of its members (other
than risks related to medical malpractice) and to
provide information to its members with respect
to loss control and risk management,

‘‘(B) which is comprised solely of members
that are organizations described in subsection
(c)(3) and exempt from tax under subsection (a),
and

‘‘(C) which meets the organizational require-
ments of paragraph (3).

‘‘(3) ORGANIZATIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—An or-
ganization (hereinafter in this subsection re-
ferred to as the ‘risk pool’) meets the organiza-
tional requirements of this paragraph if—

‘‘(A) such risk pool is organized as a nonprofit
organization under State law provisions author-
izing risk pooling arrangements for charitable
organizations,

‘‘(B) such risk pool is exempt from any income
tax imposed by the State (or will be so exempt
after such pool qualifies as an organization ex-
empt from tax under this title),

‘‘(C) such risk pool has obtained at least
$1,000,000 in startup capital from nonmember
charitable organizations,

‘‘(D) such risk pool is controlled by a board of
directors elected by its members, and

‘‘(E) the organizational documents of such
risk pool require that—

‘‘(i) each member of such pool shall at all
times be an organization described in subsection
(c)(3) and exempt from tax under subsection (a),

‘‘(ii) any member which receives a final deter-
mination that it no longer qualifies as an orga-
nization described in subsection (c)(3) shall im-
mediately notify the pool of such determination
and the effective date of such determination,
and

‘‘(iii) each policy of insurance issued by the
risk pool shall provide that such policy will not
cover the insured with respect to events occur-
ring after the date such final determination was
issued to the insured.
An organization shall not cease to qualify as a
qualified charitable risk pool solely by reason of
the failure of any of its members to continue to
be an organization described in subsection (c)(3)
if, within a reasonable period of time after such
pool is notified as required under subparagraph
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(C)(ii), such pool takes such action as may be
reasonably necessary to remove such member
from such pool.

‘‘(4) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
subsection—

‘‘(A) STARTUP CAPITAL.—The term ‘startup
capital’ means any capital contributed to, and
any program-related investments (within the
meaning of section 4944(c)) made in, the risk
pool before such pool commences operations.

‘‘(B) NONMEMBER CHARITABLE ORGANIZA-
TION.—The term ‘nonmember charitable organi-
zation’ means any organization which is de-
scribed in subsection (c)(3) and exempt from tax
under subsection (a) and which is not a member
of the risk pool and does not benefit (directly or
indirectly) from the insurance coverage provided
by the pool to its members.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable years
beginning after the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 1115. TREATMENT OF DUES PAID TO AGRI-

CULTURAL OR HORTICULTURAL OR-
GANIZATIONS.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Section 512 (defining un-
related business taxable income) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

‘‘(d) TREATMENT OF DUES OF AGRICULTURAL
OR HORTICULTURAL ORGANIZATIONS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If—
‘‘(A) an agricultural or horticultural organi-

zation described in section 501(c)(5) requires an-
nual dues to be paid in order to be a member of
such organization, and

‘‘(B) the amount of such required annual dues
does not exceed $100,
in no event shall any portion of such dues be
treated as derived by such organization from an
unrelated trade or business by reason of any
benefits or privileges to which members of such
organization are entitled.

‘‘(2) INDEXATION OF $100 AMOUNT.—In the case
of any taxable year beginning in a calendar
year after 1995, the $100 amount in paragraph
(1) shall be increased by an amount equal to—

‘‘(A) $100, multiplied by
‘‘(B) the cost-of-living adjustment determined

under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar year in
which the taxable year begins, by substituting
‘calendar year 1994’ for ‘calendar year 1992’ in
subparagraph (B) thereof.

‘‘(3) DUES.—For purposes of this subsection,
the term ‘dues’ includes any payment required
to be made in order to be recognized by the orga-
nization as a member of the organization.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1994.
SEC. 1116. CLARIFICATION OF EMPLOYMENT TAX

STATUS OF CERTAIN FISHERMEN; IN-
FORMATION REPORTING.

(a) CLARIFICATION OF EMPLOYMENT TAX STA-
TUS.—

(1) AMENDMENTS OF INTERNAL REVENUE CODE
OF 1986.—

(A) DETERMINATION OF SIZE OF CREW.—Sub-
section (b) of section 3121 (defining employment)
is amended by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new sentence:

‘‘For purposes of paragraph (20), the operating
crew of a boat shall be treated as normally made
up of fewer than 10 individuals if the average
size of the operating crew on trips made during
the preceding 4 calendar quarters consisted of
fewer than 10 individuals.’’

(B) CERTAIN CASH REMUNERATION PER-
MITTED.—Subparagraph (A) of section
3121(b)(20) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) such individual does not receive any
cash remuneration other than as provided in
subparagraph (B) and other than cash remu-
neration—

‘‘(i) which does not exceed $100 per trip;
‘‘(ii) which is contingent on a minimum catch;

and

‘‘(iii) which is paid solely for additional duties
(such as mate, engineer, or cook) for which ad-
ditional cash remuneration is traditional in the
industry,’’.

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
6050A(a) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end of paragraph (3), by striking the period at
the end of paragraph (4) and inserting ‘‘; and’’,
and by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(5) any cash remuneration described in sec-
tion 3121(b)(20)(A).’’

(2) AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.—
(A) DETERMINATION OF SIZE OF CREW.—Sub-

section (a) of section 210 of the Social Security
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sentence:
‘‘For purposes of paragraph (20), the operating
crew of a boat shall be treated as normally made
up of fewer than 10 individuals if the average
size of the operating crew on trips made during
the preceding 4 calendar quarters consisted of
fewer than 10 individuals.’’

(B) CERTAIN CASH REMUNERATION PER-
MITTED.—Subparagraph (A) of section 210(a)(20)
of such Act is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) such individual does not receive any ad-
ditional compensation other than as provided in
subparagraph (B) and other than cash remu-
neration—

‘‘(i) which does not exceed $100 per trip;
‘‘(ii) which is contingent on a minimum catch;

and
‘‘(iii) which is paid solely for additional duties

(such as mate, engineer, or cook) for which ad-
ditional cash remuneration is traditional in the
industry,’’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this subsection shall apply to remuneration paid
after December 31, 1996.

(B) SPECIAL RULE.—The amendments made by
this subsection (other than paragraph (1)(C))
shall also apply to remuneration paid after De-
cember 31, 1984, and before January 1, 1997, un-
less the payor treated such remuneration (when
paid) as being subject to tax under chapter 21 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.

(b) INFORMATION REPORTING.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subpart B of part III of sub-

chapter A of chapter 68 (relating to information
concerning transactions with other persons) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:
‘‘SEC. 6050Q. RETURNS RELATING TO CERTAIN

PURCHASES OF FISH.
‘‘(a) REQUIREMENT OF REPORTING.—Every

person—
‘‘(1) who is engaged in the trade or business of

purchasing fish for resale from any person en-
gaged in the trade or business of catching fish;
and

‘‘(2) who makes payments in cash in the
course of such trade or business to such a per-
son of $600 or more during any calendar year
for the purchase of fish,

shall make a return (at such times as the Sec-
retary may prescribe) described in subsection (b)
with respect to each person to whom such a
payment was made during such calendar year.

‘‘(b) RETURN.—A return is described in this
subsection if such return—

‘‘(1) is in such form as the Secretary may pre-
scribe, and

‘‘(2) contains—
‘‘(A) the name, address, and TIN of each per-

son to whom a payment described in subsection
(a)(2) was made during the calendar year;

‘‘(B) the aggregate amount of such payments
made to such person during such calendar year
and the date and amount of each such payment,
and

‘‘(C) such other information as the Secretary
may require.

‘‘(c) STATEMENT TO BE FURNISHED WITH RE-
SPECT TO WHOM INFORMATION IS REQUIRED.—
Every person required to make a return under

subsection (a) shall furnish to each person
whose name is required to be set forth in such
return a written statement showing—

‘‘(1) the name and address of the person re-
quired to make such a return, and

‘‘(2) the aggregate amount of payments to the
person required to be shown on the return.
The written statement required under the pre-
ceding sentence shall be furnished to the person
on or before January 31 of the year following
the calendar year for which the return under
subsection (a) is required to be made.

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

‘‘(1) CASH.—The term ‘cash’ has the meaning
given such term by section 6050I(d).

‘‘(2) FISH.—The term ‘fish’ includes other
forms of aquatic life.’’.

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Subparagraph (A) of section 6724(d)(1) is

amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause
(vi), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause (vii)
and inserting ‘‘or’’, and by adding at the end
the following new clause:

‘‘(viii) section 6050Q (relating to returns relat-
ing to certain purchases of fish), and’’.

(B) Paragraph (2) of section 6724(d) is amend-
ed by redesignating subparagraphs (Q) through
(T) as subparagraphs (R) through (U), respec-
tively, and by inserting after subparagraph (P)
the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(Q) section 6050Q(c) (relating to returns re-
lating to certain purchases of fish),’’.

(C) The table of sections for subpart B of part
III of subchapter A of chapter 68 is amended by
adding at the end the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 6050Q. Returns relating to certain pur-
chases of fish.’’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this subsection shall apply to payments made
after December 31, 1996.

Subtitle B—Extension of Certain Expiring
Provisions

SEC. 1201. WORK OPPORTUNITY TAX CREDIT.
(a) AMOUNT OF CREDIT.—Subsection (a) of

section 51 (relating to amount of credit) is
amended by striking ‘‘40 percent’’ and inserting
‘‘35 percent’’.

(b) MEMBERS OF TARGETED GROUPS.—Sub-
section (d) of section 51 is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(d) MEMBERS OF TARGETED GROUPS.—For
purposes of this subpart—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An individual is a member
of a targeted group if such individual is—

‘‘(A) a qualified IV–A recipient,
‘‘(B) a qualified veteran,
‘‘(C) a qualified ex-felon,
‘‘(D) a high-risk youth,
‘‘(E) a vocational rehabilitation referral, or
‘‘(F) a qualified summer youth employee.
‘‘(2) QUALIFIED IV–A RECIPIENT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified IV–A

recipient’ means any individual who is certified
by the designated local agency as being a mem-
ber of a family receiving assistance under a IV–
A program for at least a 9-month period ending
during the 9-month period ending on the hiring
date.

‘‘(B) IV–A PROGRAM.—For purposes of this
paragraph, the term ‘IV–A program’ means any
program providing assistance under a State plan
approved under part A of title IV of the Social
Security Act (relating to assistance for needy
families with minor children) and any successor
of such program.

‘‘(3) QUALIFIED VETERAN.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified vet-

eran’ means any veteran who is certified by the
designated local agency as being—

‘‘(i) a member of a family receiving assistance
under a IV–A program (as defined in paragraph
(2)(B)) for at least a 9-month period ending dur-
ing the 12-month period ending on the hiring
date, or

‘‘(ii) a member of a family receiving assistance
under a food stamp program under the Food
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Stamp Act of 1977 for at least a 3-month period
ending during the 12-month period ending on
the hiring date.

‘‘(B) VETERAN.—For purposes of subpara-
graph (A), the term ‘veteran’ means any indi-
vidual who is certified by the designated local
agency as—

‘‘(i)(I) having served on active duty (other
than active duty for training) in the Armed
Forces of the United States for a period of more
than 180 days, or

‘‘(II) having been discharged or released from
active duty in the Armed Forces of the United
States for a service-connected disability, and

‘‘(ii) not having any day during the 60-day
period ending on the hiring date which was a
day of extended active duty in the Armed Forces
of the United States.

For purposes of clause (ii), the term ‘extended
active duty’ means a period of more than 90
days during which the individual was on active
duty (other than active duty for training).

‘‘(4) QUALIFIED EX-FELON.—The term ‘quali-
fied ex-felon’ means any individual who is cer-
tified by the designated local agency—

‘‘(A) as having been convicted of a felony
under any statute of the United States or any
State,

‘‘(B) as having a hiring date which is not
more than 1 year after the last date on which
such individual was so convicted or was re-
leased from prison, and

‘‘(C) as being a member of a family which had
an income during the 6 months immediately pre-
ceding the earlier of the month in which such
income determination occurs or the month in
which the hiring date occurs, which, on an an-
nual basis, would be 70 percent or less of the
Bureau of Labor Statistics lower living stand-
ard.

Any determination under subparagraph (C)
shall be valid for the 45-day period beginning on
the date such determination is made.

‘‘(5) HIGH-RISK YOUTH.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘high-risk youth’

means any individual who is certified by the
designated local agency—

‘‘(i) as having attained age 18 but not age 25
on the hiring date, and

‘‘(ii) as having his principal place of abode
within an empowerment zone or enterprise com-
munity.

‘‘(B) YOUTH MUST CONTINUE TO RESIDE IN
ZONE.—In the case of a high-risk youth, the
term ‘qualified wages’ shall not include wages
paid or incurred for services performed while
such youth’s principal place of abode is outside
an empowerment zone or enterprise community.

‘‘(6) VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION REFER-
RAL.—The term ‘vocational rehabilitation refer-
ral’ means any individual who is certified by the
designated local agency as—

‘‘(A) having a physical or mental disability
which, for such individual, constitutes or results
in a substantial handicap to employment, and

‘‘(B) having been referred to the employer
upon completion of (or while receiving) rehabili-
tative services pursuant to—

‘‘(i) an individualized written rehabilitation
plan under a State plan for vocational rehabili-
tation services approved under the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973, or

‘‘(ii) a program of vocational rehabilitation
carried out under chapter 31 of title 38, United
States Code.

‘‘(7) QUALIFIED SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYEE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified sum-

mer youth employee’ means any individual—
‘‘(i) who performs services for the employer be-

tween May 1 and September 15,
‘‘(ii) who is certified by the designated local

agency as having attained age 16 but not 18 on
the hiring date (or if later, on May 1 of the cal-
endar year involved),

‘‘(iii) who has not been an employee of the
employer during any period prior to the 90-day
period described in subparagraph (B)(i), and

‘‘(iv) who is certified by the designated local
agency as having his principal place of abode
within an empowerment zone or enterprise com-
munity.

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULES FOR DETERMINING
AMOUNT OF CREDIT.—For purposes of applying
this subpart to wages paid or incurred to any
qualified summer youth employee—

‘‘(i) subsection (b)(2) shall be applied by sub-
stituting ‘any 90-day period between May 1 and
September 15’ for ‘the 1-year period beginning
with the day the individual begins work for the
employer’, and

‘‘(ii) subsection (b)(3) shall be applied by sub-
stituting ‘$3,000’ for ‘$6,000’.
The preceding sentence shall not apply to an in-
dividual who, with respect to the same em-
ployer, is certified as a member of another tar-
geted group after such individual has been a
qualified summer youth employee.

‘‘(C) YOUTH MUST CONTINUE TO RESIDE IN
ZONE.—Paragraph (5)(B) shall apply for pur-
poses of this paragraph.

‘‘(8) HIRING DATE.—The term ‘hiring date’
means the day the individual is hired by the em-
ployer.

‘‘(9) DESIGNATED LOCAL AGENCY.—The term
‘designated local agency’ means a State employ-
ment security agency established in accordance
with the Act of June 6, 1933, as amended (29
U.S.C. 49-49n).

‘‘(10) SPECIAL RULES FOR CERTIFICATIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—An individual shall not be

treated as a member of a targeted group unless—
‘‘(i) on or before the day on which such indi-

vidual begins work for the employer, the em-
ployer has received a certification from a des-
ignated local agency that such individual is a
member of a targeted group, or

‘‘(ii)(I) on or before the day the individual is
offered employment with the employer, a pre-
screening notice is completed by the employer
with respect to such individual, and

‘‘(II) not later than the 14th day after the in-
dividual begins work for the employer, the em-
ployer submits such notice, signed by the em-
ployer and the individual under penalties of
perjury, to the designated local agency as part
of a written request for such a certification from
such agency.

For purposes of this paragraph, the term ‘pre-
screening notice’ means a document (in such
form as the Secretary shall prescribe) which
contains information provided by the individual
on the basis of which the employer believes that
the individual is a member of a targeted group.

‘‘(B) INCORRECT CERTIFICATIONS.—If—
‘‘(i) an individual has been certified by a des-

ignated local agency as a member of a targeted
group, and

‘‘(ii) such certification is incorrect because it
was based on false information provided by such
individual,
the certification shall be revoked and wages
paid by the employer after the date on which
notice of revocation is received by the employer
shall not be treated as qualified wages.

‘‘(C) EXPLANATION OF DENIAL OF REQUEST.—If
a designated local agency denies a request for
certification of membership in a targeted group,
such agency shall provide to the person making
such request a written explanation of the rea-
sons for such denial.’’

(c) MINIMUM EMPLOYMENT PERIOD.—Para-
graph (3) of section 51(i) (relating to certain in-
dividuals ineligible) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(3) INDIVIDUALS NOT MEETING MINIMUM EM-
PLOYMENT PERIOD.—No wages shall be taken
into account under subsection (a) with respect
to any individual unless such individual ei-
ther—

‘‘(A) is employed by the employer at least 180
days (20 days in the case of a qualified summer
youth employee), or

‘‘(B) has completed at least 500 hours (120
hours in the case of a qualified summer youth

employee) of services performed for the em-
ployer.’’

(d) TERMINATION.—Paragraph (4) of section
51(c) (relating to wages defined) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(4) TERMINATION.—The term ‘wages’ shall
not include any amount paid or incurred to an
individual who begins work for the employer—

‘‘(A) after December 31, 1994, and before July
1, 1996, or

‘‘(B) after June 30, 1997.’’
(e) REDESIGNATION OF CREDIT.—
(1) Sections 38(b)(2) and 51(a) are each

amended by striking ‘‘targeted jobs credit’’ and
inserting ‘‘work opportunity credit’’.

(2) The subpart heading for subpart F of part
IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 is amended by
striking ‘‘Targeted Jobs Credit’’ and inserting
‘‘Work Opportunity Credit’’.

(3) The table of subparts for such part IV is
amended by striking ‘‘targeted jobs credit’’ and
inserting ‘‘work opportunity credit’’.

(4) The heading for paragraph (3) of section
1396(c) is amended by striking ‘‘TARGETED JOBS
CREDIT’’ and inserting ‘‘WORK OPPORTUNITY
CREDIT’’.

(f) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Paragraph (1) of
section 51(c) is amended by striking ‘‘, sub-
section (d)(8)(D),’’.

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to individuals who
begin work for the employer after June 30, 1996.
SEC. 1202. EMPLOYER-PROVIDED EDUCATIONAL

ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.
(a) EXTENSION.—Subsection (d) of section 127

(relating to educational assistance programs) is
amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 1994’’ and
inserting ‘‘December 31, 1996’’.

(b) LIMITATION TO EDUCATION BELOW GRAD-
UATE LEVEL.—The last sentence of section
127(c)(1) is amended by inserting before the pe-
riod ‘‘or at the graduate level’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) EXTENSION.—The amendment made by sub-

section (a) shall apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 1994.

(2) LIMITATION.—The amendment made by
subsection (b) shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1995.

(3) EXPEDITED PROCEDURES.—The Secretary of
the Treasury shall establish expedited proce-
dures for the refund of any overpayment of
taxes imposed by chapter 24 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 which is attributable to
amounts excluded from gross income during 1995
or 1996 under section 127 of such Code, includ-
ing procedures waiving the requirement that an
employer obtain an employee’s signature where
the employer demonstrates to the satisfaction of
the Secretary that any refund collected by the
employer on behalf of the employee will be paid
to the employee.
SEC. 1203. FUTA EXEMPTION FOR ALIEN AGRI-

CULTURAL WORKERS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of section

3306(c)(1) (defining employment) is amended by
striking ‘‘before January 1, 1995,’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall apply to services per-
formed after December 31, 1994.

Subtitle C—Provisions Relating to S
Corporations

SEC. 1301. S CORPORATIONS PERMITTED TO
HAVE 75 SHAREHOLDERS.

Subparagraph (A) of section 1361(b)(1) (defin-
ing small business corporation) is amended by
striking ‘‘35 shareholders’’ and inserting ‘‘75
shareholders’’.
SEC. 1302. ELECTING SMALL BUSINESS TRUSTS.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 1361(c)(2) (relating to certain trusts per-
mitted as shareholders) is amended by inserting
after clause (iv) the following new clause:

‘‘(v) An electing small business trust.’’
(b) CURRENT BENEFICIARIES TREATED AS

SHAREHOLDERS.—Subparagraph (B) of section
1361(c)(2) is amended by adding at the end the
following new clause:
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‘‘(v) In the case of a trust described in clause

(v) of subparagraph (A), each potential current
beneficiary of such trust shall be treated as a
shareholder; except that, if for any period there
is no potential current beneficiary of such trust,
such trust shall be treated as the shareholder
during such period.’’

(c) ELECTING SMALL BUSINESS TRUST DE-
FINED.—Section 1361 (defining S corporation) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(e) ELECTING SMALL BUSINESS TRUST DE-
FINED.—

‘‘(1) ELECTING SMALL BUSINESS TRUST.—For
purposes of this section—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-
paragraph (B), the term ‘electing small business
trust’ means any trust if—

‘‘(i) such trust does not have as a beneficiary
any person other than (I) an individual, (II) an
estate, or (III) an organization described in
paragraph (2), (3), (4), or (5) of section 170(c)
which holds a contingent interest and is not a
potential current beneficiary,

‘‘(ii) no interest in such trust was acquired by
purchase, and

‘‘(iii) an election under this subsection applies
to such trust.

‘‘(B) CERTAIN TRUSTS NOT ELIGIBLE.—The
term ‘electing small business trust’ shall not in-
clude—

‘‘(i) any qualified subchapter S trust (as de-
fined in subsection (d)(3)) if an election under
subsection (d)(2) applies to any corporation the
stock of which is held by such trust, and

‘‘(ii) any trust exempt from tax under this
subtitle.

‘‘(C) PURCHASE.—For purposes of subpara-
graph (A), the term ‘purchase’ means any ac-
quisition if the basis of the property acquired is
determined under section 1012.

‘‘(2) POTENTIAL CURRENT BENEFICIARY.—For
purposes of this section, the term ‘potential cur-
rent beneficiary’ means, with respect to any pe-
riod, any person who at any time during such
period is entitled to, or at the discretion of any
person may receive, a distribution from the prin-
cipal or income of the trust. If a trust disposes
of all of the stock which it holds in an S cor-
poration, then, with respect to such corporation,
the term ‘potential current beneficiary’ does not
include any person who first met the require-
ments of the preceding sentence during the 60-
day period ending on the date of such disposi-
tion.

‘‘(3) ELECTION.—An election under this sub-
section shall be made by the trustee. Any such
election shall apply to the taxable year of the
trust for which made and all subsequent taxable
years of such trust unless revoked with the con-
sent of the Secretary.

‘‘(4) CROSS REFERENCE.—
‘‘For special treatment of electing small

business trusts, see section 641(d).’’
(d) TAXATION OF ELECTING SMALL BUSINESS

TRUSTS.—Section 641 (relating to imposition of
tax on trusts) is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

‘‘(d) SPECIAL RULES FOR TAXATION OF ELECT-
ING SMALL BUSINESS TRUSTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this chap-
ter—

‘‘(A) the portion of any electing small business
trust which consists of stock in 1 or more S cor-
porations shall be treated as a separate trust,
and

‘‘(B) the amount of the tax imposed by this
chapter on such separate trust shall be deter-
mined with the modifications of paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) MODIFICATIONS.—For purposes of para-
graph (1), the modifications of this paragraph
are the following:

‘‘(A) Except as provided in section 1(h), the
amount of the tax imposed by section 1(e) shall
be determined by using the highest rate of tax
set forth in section 1(e).

‘‘(B) The exemption amount under section
55(d) shall be zero.

‘‘(C) The only items of income, loss, deduc-
tion, or credit to be taken into account are the
following:

‘‘(i) The items required to be taken into ac-
count under section 1366.

‘‘(ii) Any gain or loss from the disposition of
stock in an S corporation.

‘‘(iii) To the extent provided in regulations,
State or local income taxes or administrative ex-
penses to the extent allocable to items described
in clauses (i) and (ii).
No deduction or credit shall be allowed for any
amount not described in this paragraph, and no
item described in this paragraph shall be appor-
tioned to any beneficiary.

‘‘(D) No amount shall be allowed under para-
graph (1) or (2) of section 1211(b).

‘‘(3) TREATMENT OF REMAINDER OF TRUST AND
DISTRIBUTIONS.—For purposes of determining—

‘‘(A) the amount of the tax imposed by this
chapter on the portion of any electing small
business trust not treated as a separate trust
under paragraph (1), and

‘‘(B) the distributable net income of the entire
trust,
the items referred to in paragraph (2)(C) shall be
excluded. Except as provided in the preceding
sentence, this subsection shall not affect the
taxation of any distribution from the trust.

‘‘(4) TREATMENT OF UNUSED DEDUCTIONS
WHERE TERMINATION OF SEPARATE TRUST.—If a
portion of an electing small business trust ceases
to be treated as a separate trust under para-
graph (1), any carryover or excess deduction of
the separate trust which is referred to in section
642(h) shall be taken into account by the entire
trust.

‘‘(5) ELECTING SMALL BUSINESS TRUST.—For
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘electing
small business trust’ has the meaning given such
term by section 1361(e)(1).’’

(e) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Paragraph (1) of
section 1366(a) is amended by inserting ‘‘, or of
a trust or estate which terminates,’’ after ‘‘who
dies’’.
SEC. 1303. EXPANSION OF POST-DEATH QUALI-

FICATION FOR CERTAIN TRUSTS.
Subparagraph (A) of section 1361(c)(2) (relat-

ing to certain trusts permitted as shareholders)
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘60-day period’’ each place it
appears in clauses (ii) and (iii) and inserting ‘‘2-
year period’’, and

(2) by striking the last sentence in clause (ii).
SEC. 1304. FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS PERMITTED

TO HOLD SAFE HARBOR DEBT.
Clause (iii) of section 1361(c)(5)(B) (defining

straight debt) is amended by striking ‘‘or a trust
described in paragraph (2)’’ and inserting ‘‘a
trust described in paragraph (2), or a person
which is actively and regularly engaged in the
business of lending money’’.
SEC. 1305. RULES RELATING TO INADVERTENT

TERMINATIONS AND INVALID ELEC-
TIONS.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Subsection (f) of section
1362 (relating to inadvertent terminations) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(f) INADVERTENT INVALID ELECTIONS OR TER-
MINATIONS.—If—

‘‘(1) an election under subsection (a) by any
corporation—

‘‘(A) was not effective for the taxable year for
which made (determined without regard to sub-
section (b)(2)) by reason of a failure to meet the
requirements of section 1361(b) or to obtain
shareholder consents, or

‘‘(B) was terminated under paragraph (2) or
(3) of subsection (d),

‘‘(2) the Secretary determines that the cir-
cumstances resulting in such ineffectiveness or
termination were inadvertent,

‘‘(3) no later than a reasonable period of time
after discovery of the circumstances resulting in
such ineffectiveness or termination, steps were
taken—

‘‘(A) so that the corporation is a small busi-
ness corporation, or

‘‘(B) to acquire the required shareholder con-
sents, and

‘‘(4) the corporation, and each person who
was a shareholder in the corporation at any
time during the period specified pursuant to this
subsection, agrees to make such adjustments
(consistent with the treatment of the corpora-
tion as an S corporation) as may be required by
the Secretary with respect to such period,
then, notwithstanding the circumstances result-
ing in such ineffectiveness or termination, such
corporation shall be treated as an S corporation
during the period specified by the Secretary.’’

(b) LATE ELECTIONS, ETC.—Subsection (b) of
section 1362 is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

‘‘(5) AUTHORITY TO TREAT LATE ELECTIONS,
ETC., AS TIMELY.—If—

‘‘(A) an election under subsection (a) is made
for any taxable year (determined without regard
to paragraph (3)) after the date prescribed by
this subsection for making such election for
such taxable year or no such election is made
for any taxable year, and

‘‘(B) the Secretary determines that there was
reasonable cause for the failure to timely make
such election,
the Secretary may treat such an election as
timely made for such taxable year (and para-
graph (3) shall not apply).’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) and (b) shall apply with re-
spect to elections for taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1982.
SEC. 1306. AGREEMENT TO TERMINATE YEAR.

Paragraph (2) of section 1377(a) (relating to
pro rata share) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) ELECTION TO TERMINATE YEAR.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Under regulations pre-

scribed by the Secretary, if any shareholder ter-
minates the shareholder’s interest in the cor-
poration during the taxable year and all af-
fected shareholders and the corporation agree to
the application of this paragraph, paragraph (1)
shall be applied to the affected shareholders as
if the taxable year consisted of 2 taxable years
the first of which ends on the date of the termi-
nation.

‘‘(B) AFFECTED SHAREHOLDERS.—For purposes
of subparagraph (A), the term ‘affected share-
holders’ means the shareholder whose interest is
terminated and all shareholders to whom such
shareholder has transferred shares during the
taxable year. If such shareholder has trans-
ferred shares to the corporation, the term ‘af-
fected shareholders’ shall include all persons
who are shareholders during the taxable year.’’
SEC. 1307. EXPANSION OF POST-TERMINATION

TRANSITION PERIOD.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section

1377(b) (relating to post-termination transition
period) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end
of subparagraph (A), by redesignating subpara-
graph (B) as subparagraph (C), and by inserting
after subparagraph (A) the following new sub-
paragraph:

‘‘(B) the 120-day period beginning on the date
of any determination pursuant to an audit of
the taxpayer which follows the termination of
the corporation’s election and which adjusts a
subchapter S item of income, loss, or deduction
of the corporation arising during the S period
(as defined in section 1368(e)(2)), and’’.

(b) DETERMINATION DEFINED.—Paragraph (2)
of section 1377(b) is amended by striking sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B), by redesignating sub-
paragraph (C) as subparagraph (B), and by in-
serting before subparagraph (B) (as so redesig-
nated) the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(A) a determination as defined in section
1313(a), or’’.

(c) REPEAL OF SPECIAL AUDIT PROVISIONS FOR
SUBCHAPTER S ITEMS.—

(1) GENERAL RULE.—Subchapter D of chapter
63 (relating to tax treatment of subchapter S
items) is hereby repealed.

(2) CONSISTENT TREATMENT REQUIRED.—Sec-
tion 6037 (relating to return of S corporation) is
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amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(c) SHAREHOLDER’S RETURN MUST BE CON-
SISTENT WITH CORPORATE RETURN OR SEC-
RETARY NOTIFIED OF INCONSISTENCY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A shareholder of an S cor-
poration shall, on such shareholder’s return,
treat a subchapter S item in a manner which is
consistent with the treatment of such item on
the corporate return.

‘‘(2) NOTIFICATION OF INCONSISTENT TREAT-
MENT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any sub-
chapter S item, if—

‘‘(i)(I) the corporation has filed a return but
the shareholder’s treatment on his return is (or
may be) inconsistent with the treatment of the
item on the corporate return, or

‘‘(II) the corporation has not filed a return,
and

‘‘(ii) the shareholder files with the Secretary a
statement identifying the inconsistency,
paragraph (1) shall not apply to such item.

‘‘(B) SHAREHOLDER RECEIVING INCORRECT IN-
FORMATION.—A shareholder shall be treated as
having complied with clause (ii) of subpara-
graph (A) with respect to a subchapter S item if
the shareholder—

‘‘(i) demonstrates to the satisfaction of the
Secretary that the treatment of the subchapter S
item on the shareholder’s return is consistent
with the treatment of the item on the schedule
furnished to the shareholder by the corporation,
and

‘‘(ii) elects to have this paragraph apply with
respect to that item.

‘‘(3) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO NOTIFY.—In any
case—

‘‘(A) described in subparagraph (A)(i)(I) of
paragraph (2), and

‘‘(B) in which the shareholder does not com-
ply with subparagraph (A)(ii) of paragraph (2),
any adjustment required to make the treatment
of the items by such shareholder consistent with
the treatment of the items on the corporate re-
turn shall be treated as arising out of mathe-
matical or clerical errors and assessed according
to section 6213(b)(1). Paragraph (2) of section
6213(b) shall not apply to any assessment re-
ferred to in the preceding sentence.

‘‘(4) SUBCHAPTER S ITEM.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘subchapter S item’
means any item of an S corporation to the ex-
tent that regulations prescribed by the Secretary
provide that, for purposes of this subtitle, such
item is more appropriately determined at the
corporation level than at the shareholder level.

‘‘(5) ADDITION TO TAX FOR FAILURE TO COM-
PLY WITH SECTION.—

‘‘For addition to tax in the case of a share-
holder’s negligence in connection with, or dis-
regard of, the requirements of this section, see
part II of subchapter A of chapter 68.’’

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Section 1366 is amended by striking sub-

section (g).
(B) Subsection (b) of section 6233 is amended

to read as follows:
‘‘(b) SIMILAR RULES IN CERTAIN CASES.—If a

partnership return is filed for any taxable year
but it is determined that there is no entity for
such taxable year, to the extent provided in reg-
ulations, rules similar to the rules of subsection
(a) shall apply.’’

(C) The table of subchapters for chapter 63 is
amended by striking the item relating to sub-
chapter D.
SEC. 1308. S CORPORATIONS PERMITTED TO

HOLD SUBSIDIARIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section

1361(b) (defining ineligible corporation) is
amended by striking subparagraph (A) and by
redesignating subparagraphs (B), (C), (D), and
(E) as subparagraphs (A), (B), (C), and (D), re-
spectively.

(b) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN WHOLLY OWNED S
CORPORATION SUBSIDIARIES.—Section 1361(b)

(defining small business corporation) is amended
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(3) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN WHOLLY OWNED
SUBSIDIARIES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this title—
‘‘(i) a corporation which is a qualified sub-

chapter S subsidiary shall not be treated as a
separate corporation, and

‘‘(ii) all assets, liabilities, and items of income,
deduction, and credit of a qualified subchapter
S subsidiary shall be treated as assets, liabil-
ities, and such items (as the case may be) of the
S corporation.

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED SUBCHAPTER S SUBSIDIARY.—
For purposes of this paragraph, the term ‘quali-
fied subchapter S subsidiary’ means any domes-
tic corporation which is not an ineligible cor-
poration (as defined in paragraph (2)), if—

‘‘(i) 100 percent of the stock of such corpora-
tion is held by the S corporation, and

‘‘(ii) the S corporation elects to treat such cor-
poration as a qualified subchapter S subsidiary.

‘‘(C) TREATMENT OF TERMINATIONS OF QUALI-
FIED SUBCHAPTER S SUBSIDIARY STATUS.—For
purposes of this title, if any corporation which
was a qualified subchapter S subsidiary ceases
to meet the requirements of subparagraph (B),
such corporation shall be treated as a new cor-
poration acquiring all of its assets (and assum-
ing all of its liabilities) immediately before such
cessation from the S corporation in exchange for
its stock.’’

(c) CERTAIN DIVIDENDS NOT TREATED AS PAS-
SIVE INVESTMENT INCOME.—Paragraph (3) of
section 1362(d) is amended by adding at the end
the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(F) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN DIVIDENDS.—If
an S corporation holds stock in a C corporation
meeting the requirements of section 1504(a)(2),
the term ‘passive investment income’ shall not
include dividends from such C corporation to
the extent such dividends are attributable to the
earnings and profits of such C corporation de-
rived from the active conduct of a trade or busi-
ness.’’

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subsection (c) of section 1361 is amended

by striking paragraph (6).
(2) Subsection (b) of section 1504 (defining in-

cludible corporation) is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(8) An S corporation.’’
SEC. 1309. TREATMENT OF DISTRIBUTIONS DUR-

ING LOSS YEARS.
(a) ADJUSTMENTS FOR DISTRIBUTIONS TAKEN

INTO ACCOUNT BEFORE LOSSES.—
(1) Subparagraph (A) of section 1366(d)(1) (re-

lating to losses and deductions cannot exceed
shareholder’s basis in stock and debt) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘paragraph (1)’’ and inserting
‘‘paragraphs (1) and (2)(A)’’.

(2) Subsection (d) of section 1368 (relating to
certain adjustments taken into account) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new sentence:

‘‘In the case of any distribution made during
any taxable year, the adjusted basis of the stock
shall be determined with regard to the adjust-
ments provided in paragraph (1) of section
1367(a) for the taxable year.’’

(b) ACCUMULATED ADJUSTMENTS ACCOUNT.—
Paragraph (1) of section 1368(e) (relating to ac-
cumulated adjustments account) is amended by
adding at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(C) NET LOSS FOR YEAR DISREGARDED.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In applying this section to

distributions made during any taxable year, the
amount in the accumulated adjustments ac-
count as of the close of such taxable year shall
be determined without regard to any net nega-
tive adjustment for such taxable year.

‘‘(ii) NET NEGATIVE ADJUSTMENT.—For pur-
poses of clause (i), the term ‘net negative adjust-
ment’ means, with respect to any taxable year,
the excess (if any) of—

‘‘(I) the reductions in the account for the tax-
able year (other than for distributions), over

‘‘(II) the increases in such account for such
taxable year.’’

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Subpara-
graph (A) of section 1368(e)(1) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘as provided in subparagraph
(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘as otherwise provided in
this paragraph’’, and

(2) by striking ‘‘section 1367(b)(2)(A)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 1367(a)(2)’’.
SEC. 1310. TREATMENT OF S CORPORATIONS

UNDER SUBCHAPTER C.
Subsection (a) of section 1371 (relating to ap-

plication of subchapter C rules) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(a) APPLICATION OF SUBCHAPTER C RULES.—
Except as otherwise provided in this title, and
except to the extent inconsistent with this sub-
chapter, subchapter C shall apply to an S cor-
poration and its shareholders.’’
SEC. 1311. ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN EARNINGS

AND PROFITS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—If—
(1) a corporation was an electing small busi-

ness corporation under subchapter S of chapter
1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 for any
taxable year beginning before January 1, 1983,
and

(2) such corporation is an S corporation under
subchapter S of chapter 1 of such Code for its
first taxable year beginning after December 31,
1996,
the amount of such corporation’s accumulated
earnings and profits (as of the beginning of
such first taxable year) shall be reduced by an
amount equal to the portion (if any) of such ac-
cumulated earnings and profits which were ac-
cumulated in any taxable year beginning before
January 1, 1983, for which such corporation was
an electing small business corporation under
such subchapter S.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Paragraph (3) of section 1362(d), as amend-

ed by section 1308, is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘SUBCHAPTER C’’ in the para-

graph heading and inserting ‘‘ACCUMULATED’’,
(B) by striking ‘‘subchapter C’’ in subpara-

graph (A)(i)(I) and inserting ‘‘accumulated’’,
and

(C) by striking subparagraph (B) and redesig-
nating the following subparagraphs accord-
ingly.

(2)(A) Subsection (a) of section 1375 is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘subchapter C’’ in paragraph (1)
and inserting ‘‘accumulated’’.

(B) Paragraph (3) of section 1375(b) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

‘‘(3) PASSIVE INVESTMENT INCOME, ETC.—The
terms ‘passive investment income’ and ‘gross re-
ceipts’ have the same respective meanings as
when used in paragraph (3) of section 1362(d).’’

(C) The section heading for section 1375 is
amended by striking ‘‘subchapter c’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘accumulated’’.

(D) The table of sections for part III of sub-
chapter S of chapter 1 is amended by striking
‘‘subchapter C’’ in the item relating to section
1375 and inserting ‘‘accumulated’’.

(3) Clause (i) of section 1042(c)(4)(A) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘section 1362(d)(3)(D)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 1362(d)(3)(C)’’.
SEC. 1312. CARRYOVER OF DISALLOWED LOSSES

AND DEDUCTIONS UNDER AT-RISK
RULES ALLOWED.

Paragraph (3) of section 1366(d) (relating to
carryover of disallowed losses and deductions to
post-termination transition period) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
paragraph:

‘‘(D) AT-RISK LIMITATIONS.—To the extent
that any increase in adjusted basis described in
subparagraph (B) would have increased the
shareholder’s amount at risk under section 465
if such increase had occurred on the day preced-
ing the commencement of the post-termination
transition period, rules similar to the rules de-
scribed in subparagraphs (A) through (C) shall
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apply to any losses disallowed by reason of sec-
tion 465(a).’’
SEC. 1313. ADJUSTMENTS TO BASIS OF INHER-

ITED S STOCK TO REFLECT CERTAIN
ITEMS OF INCOME.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section
1367 (relating to adjustments to basis of stock of
shareholders, etc.) is amended by adding at the
end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(4) ADJUSTMENTS IN CASE OF INHERITED
STOCK.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If any person acquires
stock in an S corporation by reason of the death
of a decedent or by bequest, devise, or inherit-
ance, section 691 shall be applied with respect to
any item of income of the S corporation in the
same manner as if the decedent had held di-
rectly his pro rata share of such item.

‘‘(B) ADJUSTMENTS TO BASIS.—The basis deter-
mined under section 1014 of any stock in an S
corporation shall be reduced by the portion of
the value of the stock which is attributable to
items constituting income in respect of the dece-
dent.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall apply in the case of dece-
dents dying after the date of the enactment of
this Act.
SEC. 1314. S CORPORATIONS ELIGIBLE FOR

RULES APPLICABLE TO REAL PROP-
ERTY SUBDIVIDED FOR SALE BY
NONCORPORATE TAXPAYERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
1237 (relating to real property subdivided for
sale) is amended by striking ‘‘other than a cor-
poration’’ in the material preceding paragraph
(1) and inserting ‘‘other than a C corporation’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subparagraph
(A) of section 1237(a)(2) is amended by inserting
‘‘an S corporation which included the taxpayer
as a shareholder,’’ after ‘‘controlled by the tax-
payer,’’.
SEC. 1315. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this subtitle, the amendments made by
this subtitle shall apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 1996.

(b) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN ELECTIONS UNDER
PRIOR LAW.—For purposes of section 1362(g) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to
election after termination), any termination
under section 1362(d) of such Code in a taxable
year beginning before January 1, 1997, shall not
be taken into account.

Subtitle D—Pension Simplification
CHAPTER 1—SIMPLIFIED DISTRIBUTION

RULES
SEC. 1401. REPEAL OF 5-YEAR INCOME AVERAG-

ING FOR LUMP-SUM DISTRIBUTIONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (d) of section 402

(relating to taxability of beneficiary of employ-
ees’ trust) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(d) TAXABILITY OF BENEFICIARY OF CERTAIN
FOREIGN SITUS TRUSTS.—For purposes of sub-
sections (a), (b), and (c), a stock bonus, pension,
or profit-sharing trust which would qualify for
exemption from tax under section 501(a) except
for the fact that it is a trust created or orga-
nized outside the United States shall be treated
as if it were a trust exempt from tax under sec-
tion 501(a).’’

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subparagraph (D) of section 402(e)(4) (re-

lating to other rules applicable to exempt trusts)
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(D) LUMP-SUM DISTRIBUTION.—For purposes
of this paragraph—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘lump sum dis-
tribution’ means the distribution or payment
within one taxable year of the recipient of the
balance to the credit of an employee which be-
comes payable to the recipient—

‘‘(I) on account of the employee’s death,
‘‘(II) after the employee attains age 591⁄2,
‘‘(III) on account of the employee’s separation

from service, or
‘‘(IV) after the employee has become disabled

(within the meaning of section 72(m)(7)),

from a trust which forms a part of a plan de-
scribed in section 401(a) and which is exempt
from tax under section 501 or from a plan de-
scribed in section 403(a). Subclause (III) of this
clause shall be applied only with respect to an
individual who is an employee without regard to
section 401(c)(1), and subclause (IV) shall be ap-
plied only with respect to an employee within
the meaning of section 401(c)(1). For purposes of
this clause, a distribution to two or more trusts
shall be treated as a distribution to one recipi-
ent. For purposes of this paragraph, the balance
to the credit of the employee does not include
the accumulated deductible employee contribu-
tions under the plan (within the meaning of sec-
tion 72(o)(5)).

‘‘(ii) AGGREGATION OF CERTAIN TRUSTS AND
PLANS.—For purposes of determining the bal-
ance to the credit of an employee under clause
(i)—

‘‘(I) all trusts which are part of a plan shall
be treated as a single trust, all pension plans
maintained by the employer shall be treated as
a single plan, all profit-sharing plans main-
tained by the employer shall be treated as a sin-
gle plan, and all stock bonus plans maintained
by the employer shall be treated as a single
plan, and

‘‘(II) trusts which are not qualified trusts
under section 401(a) and annuity contracts
which do not satisfy the requirements of section
404(a)(2) shall not be taken into account.

‘‘(iii) COMMUNITY PROPERTY LAWS.—The pro-
visions of this paragraph shall be applied with-
out regard to community property laws.

‘‘(iv) AMOUNTS SUBJECT TO PENALTY.—This
paragraph shall not apply to amounts described
in subparagraph (A) of section 72(m)(5) to the
extent that section 72(m)(5) applies to such
amounts.

‘‘(v) BALANCE TO CREDIT OF EMPLOYEE NOT TO
INCLUDE AMOUNTS PAYABLE UNDER QUALIFIED
DOMESTIC RELATIONS ORDER.—For purposes of
this paragraph, the balance to the credit of an
employee shall not include any amount payable
to an alternate payee under a qualified domestic
relations order (within the meaning of section
414(p)).

‘‘(vi) TRANSFERS TO COST-OF-LIVING ARRANGE-
MENT NOT TREATED AS DISTRIBUTION.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, the balance to the cred-
it of an employee under a defined contribution
plan shall not include any amount transferred
from such defined contribution plan to a quali-
fied cost-of-living arrangement (within the
meaning of section 415(k)(2)) under a defined
benefit plan.

‘‘(vii) LUMP-SUM DISTRIBUTIONS OF ALTERNATE
PAYEES.—If any distribution or payment of the
balance to the credit of an employee would be
treated as a lump-sum distribution, then, for
purposes of this paragraph, the payment under
a qualified domestic relations order (within the
meaning of section 414(p)) of the balance to the
credit of an alternate payee who is the spouse or
former spouse of the employee shall be treated
as a lump-sum distribution. For purposes of this
clause, the balance to the credit of the alternate
payee shall not include any amount payable to
the employee.’’

(2) Section 402(c) (relating to rules applicable
to rollovers from exempt trusts) is amended by
striking paragraph (10).

(3) Paragraph (1) of section 55(c) (defining
regular tax) is amended by striking ‘‘shall not
include any tax imposed by section 402(d) and’’.

(4) Paragraph (8) of section 62(a) (relating to
certain portion of lump-sum distributions from
pension plans taxed under section 402(d)) is
hereby repealed.

(5) Section 401(a)(28)(B) (relating to coordina-
tion with distribution rules) is amended by strik-
ing clause (v).

(6) Subparagraph (B)(ii) of section 401(k)(10)
(relating to distributions that must be lump-sum
distributions) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(ii) LUMP-SUM DISTRIBUTION.—For purposes
of this subparagraph, the term ‘lump-sum dis-

tribution’ has the meaning given such term by
section 402(e)(4)(D) (without regard to sub-
clauses (I), (II), (III), and (IV) of clause (i)
thereof).’’

(7) Section 406(c) (relating to termination of
status as deemed employee not to be treated as
separation from service for purposes of limita-
tion of tax) is hereby repealed.

(8) Section 407(c) (relating to termination of
status as deemed employee not to be treated as
separation from service for purposes of limita-
tion of tax) is hereby repealed.

(9) Section 691(c) (relating to deduction for es-
tate tax) is amended by striking paragraph (5).

(10) Paragraph (1) of section 871(b) (relating
to imposition of tax) is amended by striking
‘‘section 1, 55, or 402(d)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 1 or 55’’.

(11) Subsection (b) of section 877 (relating to
alternative tax) is amended by striking ‘‘section
1, 55, or 402(d)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 1 or
55’’.

(12) Section 4980A(c)(4) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘to which an election under

section 402(d)(4)(B) applies’’ and inserting ‘‘(as
defined in section 402(e)(4)(D)) with respect to
which the individual elects to have this para-
graph apply’’,

(B) by adding at the end the following new
flush sentence:
‘‘An individual may elect to have this para-
graph apply to only one lump-sum distribu-
tion.’’, and

(C) by striking the heading and inserting:
‘‘(4) SPECIAL ONE-TIME ELECTION.—’’.
(13) Section 402(e) is amended by striking

paragraph (5).
(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this section shall apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 1998.

(2) RETENTION OF CERTAIN TRANSITION
RULES.—Notwithstanding any other provision of
this section, the amendments made by this sec-
tion shall not apply to any distribution for
which the taxpayer elects the benefits of section
1122 (h)(3) or (h)(5) of the Tax Reform Act of
1986. For purposes of the preceding sentence,
the rules of sections 402(c)(10) and 402(d) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (as in effect be-
fore the amendments made by this Act) shall
apply.
SEC. 1402. REPEAL OF $5,000 EXCLUSION OF EM-

PLOYEES’ DEATH BENEFITS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section 101

is hereby repealed.
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subsection (c) of section 101 is amended by

striking ‘‘subsection (a) or (b)’’ and inserting
‘‘subsection (a)’’.

(2) Sections 406(e) and 407(e) are each amend-
ed by striking paragraph (2) and by redesignat-
ing paragraph (3) as paragraph (2).

(3) Section 7701(a)(20) is amended by striking
‘‘, for the purpose of applying the provisions of
section 101(b) with respect to employees’ death
benefits’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply with respect to dece-
dents dying after the date of the enactment of
this Act.
SEC. 1403. SIMPLIFIED METHOD FOR TAXING AN-

NUITY DISTRIBUTIONS UNDER CER-
TAIN EMPLOYER PLANS.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Subsection (d) of section
72 (relating to annuities; certain proceeds of en-
dowment and life insurance contracts) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(d) SPECIAL RULES FOR QUALIFIED EM-
PLOYER RETIREMENT PLANS.—

‘‘(1) SIMPLIFIED METHOD OF TAXING ANNUITY
PAYMENTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any amount
received as an annuity under a qualified em-
ployer retirement plan—

‘‘(i) subsection (b) shall not apply, and
‘‘(ii) the investment in the contract shall be

recovered as provided in this paragraph.
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‘‘(B) METHOD OF RECOVERING INVESTMENT IN

CONTRACT.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Gross income shall not in-

clude so much of any monthly annuity payment
under a qualified employer retirement plan as
does not exceed the amount obtained by divid-
ing—

‘‘(I) the investment in the contract (as of the
annuity starting date), by

‘‘(II) the number of anticipated payments de-
termined under the table contained in clause
(iii) (or, in the case of a contract to which sub-
section (c)(3)(B) applies, the number of monthly
annuity payments under such contract).

‘‘(ii) CERTAIN RULES MADE APPLICABLE.—Rules
similar to the rules of paragraphs (2) and (3) of
subsection (b) shall apply for purposes of this
paragraph.

‘‘(iii) NUMBER OF ANTICIPATED PAYMENTS.—
‘‘If the age of the pri-

mary annuitant on
the annuity starting
date is:

The number of
anticipated

payments is:

Not more than 55 .............................. 360
More than 55 but not more than 60 .... 310
More than 60 but not more than 65 .... 260
More than 65 but not more than 70 .... 210
More than 70 .................................... 160.
‘‘(C) ADJUSTMENT FOR REFUND FEATURE NOT

APPLICABLE.—For purposes of this paragraph,
investment in the contract shall be determined
under subsection (c)(1) without regard to sub-
section (c)(2).

‘‘(D) SPECIAL RULE WHERE LUMP SUM PAID IN
CONNECTION WITH COMMENCEMENT OF ANNUITY
PAYMENTS.—If, in connection with the com-
mencement of annuity payments under any
qualified employer retirement plan, the taxpayer
receives a lump sum payment—

‘‘(i) such payment shall be taxable under sub-
section (e) as if received before the annuity
starting date, and

‘‘(ii) the investment in the contract for pur-
poses of this paragraph shall be determined as if
such payment had been so received.

‘‘(E) EXCEPTION.—This paragraph shall not
apply in any case where the primary annuitant
has attained age 75 on the annuity starting date
unless there are fewer than 5 years of guaran-
teed payments under the annuity.

‘‘(F) ADJUSTMENT WHERE ANNUITY PAYMENTS
NOT ON MONTHLY BASIS.—In any case where the
annuity payments are not made on a monthly
basis, appropriate adjustments in the applica-
tion of this paragraph shall be made to take into
account the period on the basis of which such
payments are made.

‘‘(G) QUALIFIED EMPLOYER RETIREMENT
PLAN.—For purposes of this paragraph, the term
‘qualified employer retirement plan’ means any
plan or contract described in paragraph (1), (2),
or (3) of section 4974(c).

‘‘(2) TREATMENT OF EMPLOYEE CONTRIBUTIONS
UNDER DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PLANS.—For pur-
poses of this section, employee contributions
(and any income allocable thereto) under a de-
fined contribution plan may be treated as a sep-
arate contract.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by this section shall apply in cases where the
annuity starting date is after the 90th day after
the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 1404. REQUIRED DISTRIBUTIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 401(a)(9)(C) (defin-
ing required beginning date) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(C) REQUIRED BEGINNING DATE.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘required begin-
ning date’ means April 1 of the calendar year
following the later of—

‘‘(I) the calendar year in which the employee
attains age 701⁄2, or

‘‘(II) the calendar year in which the employee
retires.

‘‘(ii) EXCEPTION.—Subclause (II) of clause (i)
shall not apply—

‘‘(I) except as provided in section 409(d), in
the case of an employee who is a 5-percent
owner (as defined in section 416) with respect to
the plan year ending in the calendar year in
which the employee attains age 701⁄2, or

‘‘(II) for purposes of section 408 (a)(6) or
(b)(3).

‘‘(iii) ACTUARIAL ADJUSTMENT.—In the case of
an employee to whom clause (i)(II) applies who
retires in a calendar year after the calendar
year in which the employee attains age 701⁄2, the
employee’s accrued benefit shall be actuarially
increased to take into account the period after
age 701⁄2 in which the employee was not receiv-
ing any benefits under the plan.

‘‘(iv) EXCEPTION FOR GOVERNMENTAL AND
CHURCH PLANS.—Clauses (ii) and (iii) shall not
apply in the case of a governmental plan or
church plan. For purposes of this clause, the
term ‘church plan’ means a plan maintained by
a church for church employees, and the term
‘church’ means any church (as defined in sec-
tion 3121(w)(3)(A)) or qualified church-con-
trolled organization (as defined in section
3121(w)(3)(B)).’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall apply to years beginning
after December 31, 1996.

CHAPTER 2—INCREASED ACCESS TO
PENSION PLANS

Subchapter A—Simple Savings Plans
SEC. 1421. ESTABLISHMENT OF SAVINGS INCEN-

TIVE MATCH PLANS FOR EMPLOYEES
OF SMALL EMPLOYERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 408 (relating to indi-
vidual retirement accounts) is amended by re-
designating subsection (p) as subsection (q) and
by inserting after subsection (o) the following
new subsection:

‘‘(p) SIMPLE RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this title,

the term ‘simple retirement account’ means an
individual retirement plan (as defined in section
7701(a)(37))—

‘‘(A) with respect to which the requirements of
paragraphs (3), (4), and (5) are met; and

‘‘(B) with respect to which the only contribu-
tions allowed are contributions under a quali-
fied salary reduction arrangement.

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED SALARY REDUCTION ARRANGE-
MENT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘qualified salary reduction ar-
rangement’ means a written arrangement of an
eligible employer under which—

‘‘(i) an employee eligible to participate in the
arrangement may elect to have the employer
make payments—

‘‘(I) as elective employer contributions to a
simple retirement account on behalf of the em-
ployee, or

‘‘(II) to the employee directly in cash,
‘‘(ii) the amount which an employee may elect

under clause (i) for any year is required to be
expressed as a percentage of compensation and
may not exceed a total of $6,000 for any year,

‘‘(iii) the employer is required to make a
matching contribution to the simple retirement
account for any year in an amount equal to so
much of the amount the employee elects under
clause (i)(I) as does not exceed the applicable
percentage of compensation for the year, and

‘‘(iv) no contributions may be made other
than contributions described in clause (i) or
(iii).

‘‘(B) EMPLOYER MAY ELECT 2-PERCENT NON-
ELECTIVE CONTRIBUTION.—An employer shall be
treated as meeting the requirements of subpara-
graph (A)(iii) for any year if, in lieu of the con-
tributions described in such clause, the employer
elects to make nonelective contributions of 2 per-
cent of compensation for each employee who is
eligible to participate in the arrangement and
who has at least $5,000 of compensation from
the employer for the year. If an employer makes
an election under this subparagraph for any
year, the employer shall notify employees of

such election within a reasonable period of time
before the 30-day period for such year under
paragraph (5)(C).

‘‘(C) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section—

‘‘(i) ELIGIBLE EMPLOYER.—The term ‘eligible
employer’ means an employer who employs 100
or fewer employees on any day during the year.

‘‘(ii) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—

‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘applicable per-
centage’ means 3 percent.

‘‘(II) ELECTION OF LOWER PERCENTAGE.—An
employer may elect to apply a lower percentage
(not less than 1 percent) for any year for all em-
ployees eligible to participate in the plan for
such year if the employer notifies the employees
of such lower percentage within a reasonable
period of time before the 30-day election period
for such year under paragraph (5)(C). An em-
ployer may not elect a lower percentage under
this subclause for any year if that election
would result in the applicable percentage being
lower than 3 percent in more than 2 of the years
in the 5-year period ending with such year.

‘‘(III) SPECIAL RULE FOR YEARS ARRANGEMENT
NOT IN EFFECT.—If any year in the 5-year period
described in subclause (II) is a year prior to the
first year for which any qualified salary reduc-
tion arrangement is in effect with respect to the
employer (or any predecessor), the employer
shall be treated as if the level of the employer
matching contribution was at 3 percent of com-
pensation for such prior year.

‘‘(D) ARRANGEMENT MAY BE ONLY PLAN OF EM-
PLOYER.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—An arrangement shall not
be treated as a qualified salary reduction ar-
rangement for any year if the employer (or any
predecessor employer) maintained a qualified
plan with respect to which contributions were
made, or benefits were accrued, for service in
any year in the period beginning with the year
such arrangement became effective and ending
with the year for which the determination is
being made.

‘‘(ii) QUALIFIED PLAN.—For purposes of this
subparagraph, the term ‘qualified plan’ means a
plan, contract, pension, or trust described in
subparagraph (A) or (B) of section 219(g)(5).

‘‘(E) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—The Sec-
retary shall adjust the $6,000 amount under sub-
paragraph (A)(ii) at the same time and in the
same manner as under section 415(d), except
that the base period taken into account shall be
the calendar quarter ending September 30, 1995,
and any increase under this subparagraph
which is not a multiple of $500 shall be rounded
to the next lower multiple of $500.

‘‘(3) VESTING REQUIREMENTS.—The require-
ments of this paragraph are met with respect to
a simple retirement account if the employee’s
rights to any contribution to the simple retire-
ment account are nonforfeitable. For purposes
of this paragraph, rules similar to the rules of
subsection (k)(4) shall apply.

‘‘(4) PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of this
paragraph are met with respect to any simple
retirement account for a year only if, under the
qualified salary reduction arrangement, all em-
ployees of the employer who—

‘‘(i) received at least $5,000 in compensation
from the employer during any 2 preceding years,
and

‘‘(ii) are reasonably expected to receive at
least $5,000 in compensation during the year,

are eligible to make the election under para-
graph (2)(A)(i) or receive the nonelective con-
tribution described in paragraph (2)(B).

‘‘(B) EXCLUDABLE EMPLOYEES.—An employer
may elect to exclude from the requirement under
subparagraph (A) employees described in section
410(b)(3).
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‘‘(5) ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS.—The re-

quirements of this paragraph are met with re-
spect to any simplified retirement account if,
under the qualified salary reduction arrange-
ment—

‘‘(A) an employer must—
‘‘(i) make the elective employer contributions

under paragraph (2)(A)(i) not later than the
close of the 30-day period following the last day
of the month with respect to which the contribu-
tions are to be made, and

‘‘(ii) make the matching contributions under
paragraph (2)(A)(iii) or the nonelective con-
tributions under paragraph (2)(B) not later
than the date described in section 404(m)(2)(B),

‘‘(B) an employee may elect to terminate par-
ticipation in such arrangement at any time dur-
ing the year, except that if an employee so ter-
minates, the arrangement may provide that the
employee may not elect to resume participation
until the beginning of the next year, and

‘‘(C) each employee eligible to participate may
elect, during the 30-day period before the begin-
ning of any year (and the 30-day period before
the first day such employee is eligible to partici-
pate), to participate in the arrangement, or to
modify the amounts subject to such arrange-
ment, for such year.

‘‘(6) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section—

‘‘(A) COMPENSATION.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘compensation’

means amounts described in paragraphs (3) and
(8) of section 6051(a).

‘‘(ii) SELF-EMPLOYED.—In the case of an em-
ployee described in subparagraph (B), the term
‘compensation’ means net earnings from self-em-
ployment determined under section 1402(a) with-
out regard to any contribution under this sub-
section.

‘‘(B) EMPLOYEE.—The term ‘employee’ in-
cludes an employee as defined in section
401(c)(1).

‘‘(C) YEAR.—The term ‘year’ means the cal-
endar year.’’

(b) TAX TREATMENT OF SIMPLE RETIREMENT
ACCOUNTS.—

(1) DEDUCTIBILITY OF CONTRIBUTIONS BY EM-
PLOYEES.—

(A) Section 219(b) (relating to maximum
amount of deduction) is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(4) SPECIAL RULE FOR SIMPLE RETIREMENT
ACCOUNTS.—This section shall not apply with
respect to any amount contributed to a simple
retirement account established under section
408(p).’’

(B) Section 219(g)(5)(A) (defining active par-
ticipant) is amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end
of clause (iv) and by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new clause:

‘‘(vi) any simple retirement account (within
the meaning of section 408(p)), or’’.

(2) DEDUCTIBILITY OF EMPLOYER CONTRIBU-
TIONS.—Section 404 (relating to deductions for
contributions of an employer to pension, etc.
plans) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(m) SPECIAL RULES FOR SIMPLE RETIREMENT
ACCOUNTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Employer contributions to a
simple retirement account shall be treated as if
they are made to a plan subject to the require-
ments of this section.

‘‘(2) TIMING.—
‘‘(A) DEDUCTION.—Contributions described in

paragraph (1) shall be deductible in the taxable
year of the employer with or within which the
calendar year for which the contributions were
made ends.

‘‘(B) CONTRIBUTIONS AFTER END OF YEAR.—
For purposes of this subsection, contributions
shall be treated as made for a taxable year if
they are made on account of the taxable year
and are made not later than the time prescribed
by law for filing the return for the taxable year
(including extensions thereof).’’

(3) CONTRIBUTIONS AND DISTRIBUTIONS.—

(A) Section 402 (relating to taxability of bene-
ficiary of employees’ trust) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(k) TREATMENT OF SIMPLE RETIREMENT AC-
COUNTS.—Rules similar to the rules of para-
graphs (1) and (3) of subsection (h) shall apply
to contributions and distributions with respect
to a simple retirement account under section
408(p).’’

(B) Section 408(d)(3) is amended by adding at
the end the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(G) SIMPLE RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS.—This
paragraph shall not apply to any amount paid
or distributed out of a simple retirement account
(as defined in section 408(p)) unless—

‘‘(i) it is paid into another simple retirement
account, or

‘‘(ii) in the case of any payment or distribu-
tion to which section 72(t)(8) does not apply, it
is paid into an individual retirement plan.’’

(C) Clause (i) of section 457(c)(2)(B) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘section 402(h)(1)(B)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 402(h)(1)(B) or (k)’’.

(4) PENALTIES.—
(A) EARLY WITHDRAWALS.—Section 72(t) (re-

lating to additional tax in early distributions),
as amended by this Act, is amended by adding
at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(6) SPECIAL RULES FOR SIMPLE RETIREMENT
ACCOUNTS.—In the case of any amount received
from a simple retirement account (within the
meaning of section 408(p)) during the 2-year pe-
riod beginning on the date such individual first
participated in any qualified salary reduction
arrangement maintained by the individual’s em-
ployer under section 408(p)(2), paragraph (1)
shall be applied by substituting ‘25 percent’ for
‘10 percent’.’’

(B) FAILURE TO REPORT.—Section 6693 is
amended by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d) and by inserting after subsection (b)
the following new subsection:

‘‘(c) PENALTIES RELATING TO SIMPLE RETIRE-
MENT ACCOUNTS.—

‘‘(1) EMPLOYER PENALTIES.—An employer who
fails to provide 1 or more notices required by
section 408(l)(2)(C) shall pay a penalty of $50 for
each day on which such failures continue.

‘‘(2) TRUSTEE PENALTIES.—A trustee who
fails—

‘‘(A) to provide 1 or more statements required
by the last sentence of section 408(i) shall pay a
penalty of $50 for each day on which such fail-
ures continue, or

‘‘(B) to provide 1 or more summary descrip-
tions required by section 408(l)(2)(B) shall pay a
penalty of $50 for each day on which such fail-
ures continue.

‘‘(3) REASONABLE CAUSE EXCEPTION.—No pen-
alty shall be imposed under this subsection with
respect to any failure which the taxpayer shows
was due to reasonable cause.’’

(5) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—
(A) Section 408(l) is amended by adding at the

end the following new paragraph:
‘‘(2) SIMPLE RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS.—
‘‘(A) NO EMPLOYER REPORTS.—Except as pro-

vided in this paragraph, no report shall be re-
quired under this section by an employer main-
taining a qualified salary reduction arrange-
ment under subsection (p).

‘‘(B) SUMMARY DESCRIPTION.—The trustee of
any simple retirement account established pur-
suant to a qualified salary reduction arrange-
ment under subsection (p) shall provide to the
employer maintaining the arrangement, each
year a description containing the following in-
formation:

‘‘(i) The name and address of the employer
and the trustee.

‘‘(ii) The requirements for eligibility for par-
ticipation.

‘‘(iii) The benefits provided with respect to the
arrangement.

‘‘(iv) The time and method of making elections
with respect to the arrangement.

‘‘(v) The procedures for, and effects of, with-
drawals (including rollovers) from the arrange-
ment.

‘‘(C) EMPLOYEE NOTIFICATION.—The employer
shall notify each employee immediately before
the period for which an election described in
subsection (p)(5)(C) may be made of the employ-
ee’s opportunity to make such election. Such no-
tice shall include a copy of the description de-
scribed in subparagraph (B).’’

(B) Section 408(l) is amended by striking ‘‘An
employer’’ and inserting the following:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An employer’’.
(6) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Section 408(i)

is amended by adding at the end the following
new flush sentence:
‘‘In the case of a simple retirement account
under subsection (p), only one report under this
subsection shall be required to be submitted each
calendar year to the Secretary (at the time pro-
vided under paragraph (2)) but, in addition to
the report under this subsection, there shall be
furnished, within 30 days after each calendar
year, to the individual on whose behalf the ac-
count is maintained a statement with respect to
the account balance as of the close of, and the
account activity during, such calendar year.’’

(7) EXEMPTION FROM TOP-HEAVY PLAN
RULES.—Section 416(g)(4) (relating to special
rules for top-heavy plans) is amended by adding
at the end the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(G) SIMPLE RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS.—The
term ‘top-heavy plan’ shall not include a simple
retirement account under section 408(p).’’

(8) EMPLOYMENT TAXES.—
(A) Paragraph (5) of section 3121(a) is amend-

ed by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of subparagraph
(F), by inserting ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (G), and by adding at the end the follow-
ing new subparagraph:

‘‘(H) under an arrangement to which section
408(p) applies, other than any elective contribu-
tions under paragraph (2)(A)(i) thereof,’’.

(B) Section 209(a)(4) of the Social Security Act
is amended by inserting ‘‘, or (J) under an ar-
rangement to which section 408(p) of such Code
applies, other than any elective contributions
under paragraph (2)(A)(i) thereof’’ before the
semicolon at the end thereof.

(C) Paragraph (5) of section 3306(b) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of subparagraph
(F), by inserting ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (G), and by adding at the end the follow-
ing new subparagraph:

‘‘(H) under an arrangement to which section
408(p) applies, other than any elective contribu-
tions under paragraph (2)(A)(i) thereof,’’.

(D) Paragraph (12) of section 3401(a) is
amended by adding the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(D) under an arrangement to which section
408(p) applies; or’’.

(9) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Section 280G(b)(6) is amended by striking

‘‘or’’ at the end of subparagraph (B), by strik-
ing the period at the end of subparagraph (C)
and inserting ‘‘, or’’ and by adding after sub-
paragraph (C) the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(D) a simple retirement account described in
section 408(p).’’

(B) Section 402(g)(3) is amended by striking
‘‘and’’ at the end of subparagraph (B), by strik-
ing the period at the end of subparagraph (C)
and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by adding after sub-
paragraph (C) the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(D) any elective employer contribution under
section 408(p)(2)(A)(i).’’

(C) Subsections (b), (c), (m)(4)(B), and
(n)(3)(B) of section 414 are each amended by in-
serting ‘‘408(p),’’ after ‘‘408(k),’’.

(D) Section 4972(d)(1)(A) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause (ii), by striking
the period at the end of clause (iii) and inserting
‘‘, and’’, and by adding after clause (iii) the fol-
lowing new clause:

‘‘(iv) any simple retirement account (within
the meaning of section 408(p)).’’

(c) REPEAL OF SALARY REDUCTION SIMPLIFIED
EMPLOYEE PENSIONS.—Section 408(k)(6) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subparagraph:
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‘‘(H) TERMINATION.—This paragraph shall not

apply to years beginning after December 31,
1996. The preceding sentence shall not apply to
a simplified employee pension if the terms of
such pension, as in effect on December 31, 1996,
provide that an employee may make the election
described in subparagraph (A).’’

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1996.
SEC. 1422. EXTENSION OF SIMPLE PLAN TO 401(k)

ARRANGEMENTS.
(a) ALTERNATIVE METHOD OF SATISFYING SEC-

TION 401(k) NONDISCRIMINATION TESTS.—Section
401(k) (relating to cash or deferred arrange-
ments) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(11) ADOPTION OF SIMPLE PLAN TO MEET NON-
DISCRIMINATION TESTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A cash or deferred ar-
rangement maintained by an eligible employer
shall be treated as meeting the requirements of
paragraph (3)(A)(ii) if such arrangement
meets—

‘‘(i) the contribution requirements of subpara-
graph (B),

‘‘(ii) the exclusive benefit requirements of sub-
paragraph (C), and

‘‘(iii) the vesting requirements of section
408(p)(3).

‘‘(B) CONTRIBUTION REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of this

subparagraph are met if, under the arrange-
ment—

‘‘(I) an employee may elect to have the em-
ployer make elective contributions for the year
on behalf of the employee to a trust under the
plan in an amount which is expressed as a per-
centage of compensation of the employee but
which in no event exceeds $6,000,

‘‘(II) the employer is required to make a
matching contribution to the trust for the year
in an amount equal to so much of the amount
the employee elects under subclause (I) as does
not exceed 3 percent of compensation for the
year, and

‘‘(III) no other contributions may be made
other than contributions described in subclause
(I) or (II).

‘‘(ii) EMPLOYER MAY ELECT 2-PERCENT NON-
ELECTIVE CONTRIBUTION.—An employer shall be
treated as meeting the requirements of clause
(i)(II) for any year if, in lieu of the contribu-
tions described in such clause, the employer
elects (pursuant to the terms of the arrange-
ment) to make nonelective contributions of 2
percent of compensation for each employee who
is eligible to participate in the arrangement and
who has at least $5,000 of compensation from
the employer for the year. If an employer makes
an election under this subparagraph for any
year, the employer shall notify employees of
such election within a reasonable period of time
before the 30th day before the beginning of such
year.

‘‘(C) EXCLUSIVE BENEFIT.—The requirements
of this subparagraph are met for any year to
which this paragraph applies if no contributions
were made, or benefits were accrued, for services
during such year under any qualified plan of
the employer on behalf of any employee eligible
to participate in the cash or deferred arrange-
ment, other than contributions described in sub-
paragraph (B).

‘‘(D) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULE.—
‘‘(i) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this para-

graph, any term used in this paragraph which
is also used in section 408(p) shall have the
meaning given such term by such section.

‘‘(ii) COORDINATION WITH TOP-HEAVY RULES.—
A plan meeting the requirements of this para-
graph for any year shall not be treated as a top-
heavy plan under section 416 for such year.’’

(b) ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF SATISFYING
SECTION 401(m) NONDISCRIMINATION TESTS.—
Section 401(m) (relating to nondiscrimination
test for matching contributions and employee
contributions) is amended by redesignating

paragraph (10) as paragraph (11) and by adding
after paragraph (9) the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(10) ALTERNATIVE METHOD OF SATISFYING
TESTS.—A defined contribution plan shall be
treated as meeting the requirements of para-
graph (2) with respect to matching contributions
if the plan—

‘‘(A) meets the contribution requirements of
subparagraph (B) of subsection (k)(11),

‘‘(B) meets the exclusive benefit requirements
of subsection (k)(11)(C), and

‘‘(C) meets the vesting requirements of section
408(p)(3).’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to plan years begin-
ning after December 31, 1996.

Subchapter B—Other Provisions
SEC. 1426. TAX-EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS ELIGI-

BLE UNDER SECTION 401(k).
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of section

401(k)(4) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(B) ELIGIBILITY OF STATE AND LOCAL GOV-

ERNMENTS AND TAX-EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS.—
‘‘(i) TAX-EXEMPTS ELIGIBLE.—Except as pro-

vided in clause (ii), any organization exempt
from tax under this subtitle may include a
qualified cash or deferred arrangement as part
of a plan maintained by it.

‘‘(ii) GOVERNMENTS INELIGIBLE.—A cash or de-
ferred arrangement shall not be treated as a
qualified cash or deferred arrangement if it is
part of a plan maintained by a State or local
government or political subdivision thereof, or
any agency or instrumentality thereof. This
clause shall not apply to a rural cooperative
plan or to a plan of an employer described in
clause (iii).

‘‘(iii) TREATMENT OF INDIAN TRIBAL GOVERN-
MENTS.—An employer which is an Indian tribal
government (as defined in section 7701(a)(40)), a
subdivision of an Indian tribal government (de-
termined in accordance with section 7871(d)), an
agency or instrumentality of an Indian tribal
government or subdivision thereof, or a corpora-
tion chartered under Federal, State, or tribal
law which is owned in whole or in part by any
of the foregoing shall be treated as an organiza-
tion exempt from tax under this subtitle for pur-
poses of clause (i).’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by this section shall apply to plan years begin-
ning after December 31, 1996, but shall not apply
to any cash or deferred arrangement to which
clause (i) of section 1116(f)(2)(B) of the Tax Re-
form Act of 1986 applies.

CHAPTER 3—NONDISCRIMINATION
PROVISIONS

SEC. 1431. DEFINITION OF HIGHLY COM-
PENSATED EMPLOYEES; REPEAL OF
FAMILY AGGREGATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
414(q) (defining highly compensated employee)
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘highly com-
pensated employee’ means any employee who—

‘‘(A) was a 5-percent owner at any time dur-
ing the year or the preceding year, or

‘‘(B) for the preceding year—
‘‘(i) had compensation from the employer in

excess of $80,000, and
‘‘(ii) was in the top-paid group of the em-

ployer.
The Secretary shall adjust the $80,000 amount
under subparagraph (B) at the same time and in
the same manner as under section 415(d), except
that the base period shall be the calendar quar-
ter ending September 30, 1996.’’

(b) REPEAL OF FAMILY AGGREGATION RULES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (6) of section

414(q) is hereby repealed.
(2) COMPENSATION LIMIT.—Paragraph (17)(A)

of section 401(a) is amended by striking the last
sentence.

(3) DEDUCTION.—Subsection (l) of section 404
is amended by striking the last sentence.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1)(A) Subsection (q) of section 414 is amended
by striking paragraphs (2), (5), (8), and (12) and
by redesignating paragraphs (3), (4), (7), (9),
(10), and (11) as paragraphs (2) through (7), re-
spectively.

(B) Sections 129(d)(8)(B), 401(a)(5)(D)(ii),
408(k)(2)(C), and 416(i)(1)(D) are each amended
by striking ‘‘section 414(q)(7)’’ and inserting
‘‘section 414(q)(4)’’.

(C) Section 416(i)(1)(A) is amended by striking
‘‘section 414(q)(8)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
414(r)(9)’’.

(2)(A) Section 414(r) is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(9) EXCLUDED EMPLOYEES.—For purposes of
this subsection, the following employees shall be
excluded:

‘‘(A) Employees who have not completed 6
months of service.

‘‘(B) Employees who normally work less than
171⁄2 hours per week.

‘‘(C) Employees who normally work not more
than 6 months during any year.

‘‘(D) Employees who have not attained the
age of 21.

‘‘(E) Except to the extent provided in regula-
tions, employees who are included in a unit of
employees covered by an agreement which the
Secretary of Labor finds to be a collective bar-
gaining agreement between employee represent-
atives and the employer.
Except as provided by the Secretary, the em-
ployer may elect to apply subparagraph (A),
(B), (C), or (D) by substituting a shorter period
of service, smaller number of hours or months,
or lower age for the period of service, number of
hours or months, or age (as the case may be)
specified in such subparagraph.’’

(B) Subparagraph (A) of section 414(r)(2) is
amended by striking ‘‘subsection (q)(8)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘paragraph (9)’’.

(3) Section 1114(c)(4) of the Tax Reform Act of
1986 is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing new sentence: ‘‘Any reference in this para-
graph to section 414(q) shall be treated as a ref-
erence to such section as in effect on the day be-
fore the date of the enactment of the Small
Business Job Protection Act of 1996.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this section shall apply to years beginning after
December 31, 1996, except that in determining
whether an employee is a highly compensated
employee for years beginning in 1997, such
amendments shall be treated as having been in
effect for years beginning in 1996.

(2) FAMILY AGGREGATION.—The amendments
made by subsection (b) shall apply to years be-
ginning after December 31, 1996.
SEC. 1432. MODIFICATION OF ADDITIONAL PAR-

TICIPATION REQUIREMENTS.
(a) GENERAL RULE.—Section 401(a)(26)(A) (re-

lating to additional participation requirements)
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a trust
which is a part of a defined benefit plan, such
trust shall not constitute a qualified trust under
this subsection unless on each day of the plan
year such trust benefits at least the lesser of—

‘‘(i) 50 employees of the employer, or
‘‘(ii) the greater of—
‘‘(I) 40 percent of all employees of the em-

ployer, or
‘‘(II) 2 employees (or if there is only 1 em-

ployee, such employee).’’
(b) SEPARATE LINE OF BUSINESS TEST.—Sec-

tion 401(a)(26)(G) (relating to separate line of
business) is amended by striking ‘‘paragraph
(7)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (2)(A) or (7)’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to years beginning
after December 31, 1996.
SEC. 1433. NONDISCRIMINATION RULES FOR

QUALIFIED CASH OR DEFERRED AR-
RANGEMENTS AND MATCHING CON-
TRIBUTIONS.

(a) ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF SATISFYING
SECTION 401(k) NONDISCRIMINATION TESTS.—Sec-
tion 401(k) (relating to cash or deferred arrange-
ments), as amended by section 1422, is amended
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by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(12) ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF MEETING NON-
DISCRIMINATION REQUIREMENTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A cash or deferred ar-
rangement shall be treated as meeting the re-
quirements of paragraph (3)(A)(ii) if such ar-
rangement—

‘‘(i) meets the contribution requirements of
subparagraph (B) or (C), and

‘‘(ii) meets the notice requirements of subpara-
graph (D).

‘‘(B) MATCHING CONTRIBUTIONS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of this

subparagraph are met if, under the arrange-
ment, the employer makes matching contribu-
tions on behalf of each employee who is not a
highly compensated employee in an amount
equal to—

‘‘(I) 100 percent of the elective contributions of
the employee to the extent such elective con-
tributions do not exceed 3 percent of the employ-
ee’s compensation, and

‘‘(II) 50 percent of the elective contributions of
the employee to the extent that such elective
contributions exceed 3 percent but do not exceed
5 percent of the employee’s compensation.

‘‘(ii) RATE FOR HIGHLY COMPENSATED EMPLOY-
EES.—The requirements of this subparagraph
are not met if, under the arrangement, the rate
of matching contribution with respect to any
elective contribution of a highly compensated
employee at any rate of elective contribution is
greater than that with respect to an employee
who is not a highly compensated employee.

‘‘(iii) ALTERNATIVE PLAN DESIGNS.—If the rate
of any matching contribution with respect to
any rate of elective contribution is not equal to
the percentage required under clause (i), an ar-
rangement shall not be treated as failing to meet
the requirements of clause (i) if—

‘‘(I) the rate of an employer’s matching con-
tribution does not increase as an employee’s rate
of elective contributions increase, and

‘‘(II) the aggregate amount of matching con-
tributions at such rate of elective contribution is
at least equal to the aggregate amount of match-
ing contributions which would be made if
matching contributions were made on the basis
of the percentages described in clause (i).

‘‘(C) NONELECTIVE CONTRIBUTIONS.—The re-
quirements of this subparagraph are met if,
under the arrangement, the employer is re-
quired, without regard to whether the employee
makes an elective contribution or employee con-
tribution, to make a contribution to a defined
contribution plan on behalf of each employee
who is not a highly compensated employee and
who is eligible to participate in the arrangement
in an amount equal to at least 3 percent of the
employee’s compensation.

‘‘(D) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—An arrangement
meets the requirements of this paragraph if,
under the arrangement, each employee eligible
to participate is, within a reasonable period be-
fore any year, given written notice of the em-
ployee’s rights and obligations under the ar-
rangement which—

‘‘(i) is sufficiently accurate and comprehen-
sive to appraise the employee of such rights and
obligations, and

‘‘(ii) is written in a manner calculated to be
understood by the average employee eligible to
participate.

‘‘(E) OTHER REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘(i) WITHDRAWAL AND VESTING RESTRIC-

TIONS.—An arrangement shall not be treated as
meeting the requirements of subparagraph (B)
or (C) of this paragraph unless the requirements
of subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph (2)
are met with respect to all employer contribu-
tions (including matching contributions) taken
into account in determining whether the re-
quirements of subparagraphs (B) and (C) of this
paragraph are met.

‘‘(ii) SOCIAL SECURITY AND SIMILAR CONTRIBU-
TIONS NOT TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.—An arrange-
ment shall not be treated as meeting the require-

ments of subparagraph (B) or (C) unless such
requirements are met without regard to sub-
section (l), and, for purposes of subsection (l),
employer contributions under subparagraph (B)
or (C) shall not be taken into account.

‘‘(F) OTHER PLANS.—An arrangement shall be
treated as meeting the requirements under sub-
paragraph (A)(i) if any other plan maintained
by the employer meets such requirements with
respect to employees eligible under the arrange-
ment.’’

(b) ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF SATISFYING
SECTION 401(m) NONDISCRIMINATION TESTS.—
Section 401(m) (relating to nondiscrimination
test for matching contributions and employee
contributions), as amended by this Act, is
amended by redesignating paragraph (11) as
paragraph (12) and by adding after paragraph
(10) the following new paragraph:

‘‘(11) ALTERNATIVE METHOD OF SATISFYING
TESTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A defined contribution
plan shall be treated as meeting the require-
ments of paragraph (2) with respect to matching
contributions if the plan—

‘‘(i) meets the contribution requirements of
subparagraph (B) or (C) of subsection (k)(12),

‘‘(ii) meets the notice requirements of sub-
section (k)(12)(D), and

‘‘(iii) meets the requirements of subparagraph
(B).

‘‘(B) LIMITATION ON MATCHING CONTRIBU-
TIONS.—The requirements of this subparagraph
are met if—

‘‘(i) matching contributions on behalf of any
employee may not be made with respect to an
employee’s contributions or elective deferrals in
excess of 6 percent of the employee’s compensa-
tion,

‘‘(ii) the rate of an employer’s matching con-
tribution does not increase as the rate of an em-
ployee’s contributions or elective deferrals in-
crease, and

‘‘(iii) the matching contribution with respect
to any highly compensated employee at any rate
of an employee contribution or rate of elective
deferral is not greater than that with respect to
an employee who is not a highly compensated
employee.’’

(c) YEAR FOR COMPUTING NONHIGHLY COM-
PENSATED EMPLOYEE PERCENTAGE.—

(1) CASH OR DEFERRED ARRANGEMENTS.—
Clause (ii) of section 401(k)(3)(A) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘such year’’ and inserting
‘‘the plan year’’,

(B) by striking ‘‘for such plan year’’ and in-
serting ‘‘for the preceding plan year’’, and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
sentence: ‘‘An arrangement may apply this
clause by using the plan year rather than the
preceding plan year if the employer so elects, ex-
cept that if such an election is made, it may not
be changed except as provided by the Sec-
retary.’’

(2) MATCHING AND EMPLOYEE CONTRIBU-
TIONS.—Section 401(m)(2)(A) is amended—

(A) by inserting ‘‘for such plan year’’ after
‘‘highly compensated employees’’,

(B) by inserting ‘‘for the preceding plan year’’
after ‘‘eligible employees’’ each place it appears
in clause (i) and clause (ii), and

(C) by adding at the end the following flush
sentence: ‘‘This subparagraph may be applied
by using the plan year rather than the preced-
ing plan year if the employer so elects, except
that if such an election is made, it may not be
changed except as provided the Secretary.’’

(d) SPECIAL RULE FOR DETERMINING AVERAGE
DEFERRAL PERCENTAGE FOR FIRST PLAN YEAR,
ETC.—

(1) Paragraph (3) of section 401(k) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
paragraph:

‘‘(E) For purposes of this paragraph, in the
case of the first plan year of any plan (other
than a successor plan), the amount taken into
account as the actual deferral percentage of
nonhighly compensated employees for the pre-
ceding plan year shall be—

‘‘(i) 3 percent, or
‘‘(ii) if the employer makes an election under

this subclause, the actual deferral percentage of
nonhighly compensated employees determined
for such first plan year.’’

(2) Paragraph (3) of section 401(m) is amended
by adding at the end the following: ‘‘Rules simi-
lar to the rules of subsection (k)(3)(E) shall
apply for purposes of this subsection.’’

(e) DISTRIBUTION OF EXCESS CONTRIBUTIONS
AND EXCESS AGGREGATE CONTRIBUTIONS.—

(1) Subparagraph (C) of section 401(k)(8) (re-
lating to arrangement not disqualified if excess
contributions distributed) is amended by striking
‘‘on the basis of the respective portions of the
excess contributions attributable to each of such
employees’’ and inserting ‘‘on the basis of the
amount of contributions by, or on behalf of,
each of such employees’’.

(2) Subparagraph (C) of section 401(m)(6) (re-
lating to method of distributing excess aggregate
contributions) is amended by striking ‘‘on the
basis of the respective portions of such amounts
attributable to each of such employees’’ and in-
serting ‘‘on the basis of the amount of contribu-
tions on behalf of, or by, each such employee’’.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this section shall apply to years beginning after
December 31, 1998.

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—The amendments made by
subsections (c), (d), and (e) shall apply to years
beginning after December 31, 1996.
SEC. 1434. DEFINITION OF COMPENSATION FOR

SECTION 415 PURPOSES.
(a) GENERAL RULE.—Section 415(c)(3) (defin-

ing participant’s compensation) is amended by
adding at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(D) CERTAIN DEFERRALS INCLUDED.—The
term ‘participant’s compensation’ shall in-
clude—

‘‘(i) any elective deferral (as defined in section
402(g)(3)), and

‘‘(ii) any amount which is contributed by the
employer at the election of the employee and
which is not includible in the gross income of
the employee under section 125 or 457.’’

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 414(q)(4), as redesignated by sec-

tion 1431, is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(4) COMPENSATION.—For purposes of this

subsection, the term ‘compensation’ has the
meaning given such term by section 415(c)(3).’’

(2) Section 414(s)(2) is amended by inserting
‘‘not’’ after ‘‘elect’’ in the text and heading
thereof.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to years beginning
after December 31, 1997.

CHAPTER 4—MISCELLANEOUS
PROVISIONS

SEC. 1441. PLANS COVERING SELF-EMPLOYED IN-
DIVIDUALS.

(a) AGGREGATION RULES.—Section 401(d) (re-
lating to additional requirements for qualifica-
tion of trusts and plans benefiting owner-em-
ployees) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(d) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT ON OWNER-EMPLOY-
EES.—A trust forming part of a pension or prof-
it-sharing plan which provides contributions or
benefits for employees some or all of whom are
owner-employees shall constitute a qualified
trust under this section only if, in addition to
meeting the requirements of subsection (a), the
plan provides that contributions on behalf of
any owner-employee may be made only with re-
spect to the earned income of such owner-em-
ployee which is derived from the trade or busi-
ness with respect to which such plan is estab-
lished.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to years beginning
after December 31, 1996.
SEC. 1442. ELIMINATION OF SPECIAL VESTING

RULE FOR MULTIEMPLOYER PLANS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section

411(a) (relating to minimum vesting standards)
is amended—
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(1) by striking ‘‘subparagraph (A), (B), or

(C)’’ and inserting ‘‘subparagraph (A) or (B)’’;
and

(2) by striking subparagraph (C).
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made

by this section shall apply to plan years begin-
ning on or after the earlier of—

(1) the later of—
(A) January 1, 1997, or
(B) the date on which the last of the collective

bargaining agreements pursuant to which the
plan is maintained terminates (determined with-
out regard to any extension thereof after the
date of the enactment of this Act), or

(2) January 1, 1999.

Such amendments shall not apply to any indi-
vidual who does not have more than 1 hour of
service under the plan on or after the 1st day of
the 1st plan year to which such amendments
apply.
SEC. 1443. DISTRIBUTIONS UNDER RURAL COOP-

ERATIVE PLANS.
(a) DISTRIBUTIONS FOR HARDSHIP OR AFTER A

CERTAIN AGE.—Section 401(k)(7) is amended by
adding at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(C) SPECIAL RULE FOR CERTAIN DISTRIBU-
TIONS.—A rural cooperative plan which includes
a qualified cash or deferred arrangement shall
not be treated as violating the requirements of
section 401(a) or of paragraph (2) merely by rea-
son of a hardship distribution or a distribution
to a participant after attainment of age 591⁄2.
For purposes of this section, the term ‘hardship
distribution’ means a distribution described in
paragraph (2)(B)(i)(IV) (without regard to the
limitation of its application to profit-sharing or
stock bonus plans).’’

(b) PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICTS.—Clause (i) of
section 401(k)(7)(B) (defining rural cooperative)
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(i) any organization which—
‘‘(I) is engaged primarily in providing electric

service on a mutual or cooperative basis, or
‘‘(II) is engaged primarily in providing electric

service to the public in its area of service and
which is exempt from tax under this subtitle or
which is a State or local government (or an
agency or instrumentality thereof), other than a
municipality (or an agency or instrumentality
thereof),’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) DISTRIBUTIONS.—The amendments made by

subsection (a) shall apply to distributions after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(2) RURAL COOPERATIVE.—The amendments
made by subsection (b) shall apply to plan years
beginning after December 31, 1996.
SEC. 1444. TREATMENT OF GOVERNMENTAL

PLANS UNDER SECTION 415.
(a) COMPENSATION LIMIT.—Subsection (b) of

section 415 is amended by adding immediately
after paragraph (10) the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(11) SPECIAL LIMITATION RULE FOR GOVERN-
MENTAL PLANS.—In the case of a governmental
plan (as defined in section 414(d)), subpara-
graph (B) of paragraph (1) shall not apply.’’

(b) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN EXCESS BENEFIT
PLANS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 415 is amended by
adding at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(m) TREATMENT OF QUALIFIED GOVERN-
MENTAL EXCESS BENEFIT ARRANGEMENTS.—

‘‘(1) GOVERNMENTAL PLAN NOT AFFECTED.—In
determining whether a governmental plan (as
defined in section 414(d)) meets the requirements
of this section, benefits provided under a quali-
fied governmental excess benefit arrangement
shall not be taken into account. Income accru-
ing to a governmental plan (or to a trust that is
maintained solely for the purpose of providing
benefits under a qualified governmental excess
benefit arrangement) in respect of a qualified
governmental excess benefit arrangement shall
constitute income derived from the exercise of an
essential governmental function upon which

such governmental plan (or trust) shall be ex-
empt from tax under section 115.

‘‘(2) TAXATION OF PARTICIPANT.—For purposes
of this chapter—

‘‘(A) the taxable year or years for which
amounts in respect of a qualified governmental
excess benefit arrangement are includible in
gross income by a participant, and

‘‘(B) the treatment of such amounts when so
includible by the participant,

shall be determined as if such qualified govern-
mental excess benefit arrangement were treated
as a plan for the deferral of compensation
which is maintained by a corporation not ex-
empt from tax under this chapter and which
does not meet the requirements for qualification
under section 401.

‘‘(3) QUALIFIED GOVERNMENTAL EXCESS BENE-
FIT ARRANGEMENT.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘qualified governmental excess
benefit arrangement’ means a portion of a gov-
ernmental plan if—

‘‘(A) such portion is maintained solely for the
purpose of providing to participants in the plan
that part of the participant’s annual benefit
otherwise payable under the terms of the plan
that exceeds the limitations on benefits imposed
by this section,

‘‘(B) under such portion no election is pro-
vided at any time to the participant (directly or
indirectly) to defer compensation, and

‘‘(C) benefits described in subparagraph (A)
are not paid from a trust forming a part of such
governmental plan unless such trust is main-
tained solely for the purpose of providing such
benefits.’’

(2) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 457.—Sub-
section (e) of section 457 is amended by adding
at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(14) TREATMENT OF QUALIFIED GOVERN-
MENTAL EXCESS BENEFIT ARRANGEMENTS.—Sub-
sections (b)(2) and (c)(1) shall not apply to any
qualified governmental excess benefit arrange-
ment (as defined in section 415(m)(3)), and bene-
fits provided under such an arrangement shall
not be taken into account in determining wheth-
er any other plan is an eligible deferred com-
pensation plan.’’

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph (2)
of section 457(f) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’
at the end of subparagraph (C), by striking the
period at the end of subparagraph (D) and in-
serting ‘‘, and’’, and by inserting immediately
thereafter the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(E) a qualified governmental excess benefit
arrangement described in section 415(m).’’

(c) EXEMPTION FOR SURVIVOR AND DISABILITY
BENEFITS.—Paragraph (2) of section 415(b) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subparagraph:

‘‘(I) EXEMPTION FOR SURVIVOR AND DISABILITY
BENEFITS PROVIDED UNDER GOVERNMENTAL
PLANS.—Subparagraph (C) of this paragraph
and paragraph (5) shall not apply to—

‘‘(i) income received from a governmental plan
(as defined in section 414(d)) as a pension, an-
nuity, or similar allowance as the result of the
recipient becoming disabled by reason of per-
sonal injuries or sickness, or

‘‘(ii) amounts received from a governmental
plan by the beneficiaries, survivors, or the estate
of an employee as the result of the death of the
employee.’’

(d) REVOCATION OF GRANDFATHER ELEC-
TION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (C) of section
415(b)(10) is amended by adding at the end the
following new clause:

‘‘(ii) REVOCATION OF ELECTION.—An election
under clause (i) may be revoked not later than
the last day of the third plan year beginning
after the date of the enactment of this clause.
The revocation shall apply to all plan years to
which the election applied and to all subsequent
plan years. Any amount paid by a plan in a
taxable year ending after the revocation shall be
includible in income in such taxable year under

the rules of this chapter in effect for such tax-
able year, except that, for purposes of applying
the limitations imposed by this section, any por-
tion of such amount which is attributable to
any taxable year during which the election was
in effect shall be treated as received in such tax-
able year.’’

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subparagraph
(C) of section 415(b)(10) is amended by striking
‘‘This’’ and inserting:

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—This’’.
(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

subsections (a), (b), and (c) shall apply to years
beginning after December 31, 1994. The amend-
ments made by subsection (d) shall apply with
respect to revocations adopted after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(2) TREATMENT FOR YEARS BEGINNING BEFORE
JANUARY 1, 1995.—Nothing in the amendments
made by this section shall be construed to infer
that a governmental plan (as defined in section
414(d) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986)
fails to satisfy the requirements of section 415 of
such Code for any taxable year beginning before
January 1, 1995.
SEC. 1445. UNIFORM RETIREMENT AGE.

(a) DISCRIMINATION TESTING.—Paragraph (5)
of section 401(a) (relating to special rules relat-
ing to nondiscrimination requirements) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subparagraph:

‘‘(F) SOCIAL SECURITY RETIREMENT AGE.—For
purposes of testing for discrimination under
paragraph (4)—

‘‘(i) the social security retirement age (as de-
fined in section 415(b)(8)) shall be treated as a
uniform retirement age, and

‘‘(ii) subsidized early retirement benefits and
joint and survivor annuities shall not be treated
as being unavailable to employees on the same
terms merely because such benefits or annuities
are based in whole or in part on an employee’s
social security retirement age (as so defined).’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by this section shall apply to years beginning
after December 31, 1996.
SEC. 1446. CONTRIBUTIONS ON BEHALF OF DIS-

ABLED EMPLOYEES.
(a) ALL DISABLED PARTICIPANTS RECEIVING

CONTRIBUTIONS.—Section 415(c)(3)(C) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following: ‘‘If a de-
fined contribution plan provides for the con-
tinuation of contributions on behalf of all par-
ticipants described in clause (i) for a fixed or de-
terminable period, this subparagraph shall be
applied without regard to clauses (ii) and (iii).’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by this section shall apply to years beginning
after December 31, 1996.
SEC. 1447. TREATMENT OF DEFERRED COM-

PENSATION PLANS OF STATE AND
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS AND TAX-EX-
EMPT ORGANIZATIONS.

(a) SPECIAL RULES FOR PLAN DISTRIBU-
TIONS.—Paragraph (9) of section 457(e) (relating
to other definitions and special rules) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

‘‘(9) BENEFITS NOT TREATED AS MADE AVAIL-
ABLE BY REASON OF CERTAIN ELECTIONS, ETC.—

‘‘(A) TOTAL AMOUNT PAYABLE IS $3,500 OR
LESS.—The total amount payable to a partici-
pant under the plan shall not be treated as
made available merely because the participant
may elect to receive such amount (or the plan
may distribute such amount without the partici-
pant’s consent) if—

‘‘(i) such amount does not exceed $3,500, and
‘‘(ii) such amount may be distributed only if—
‘‘(I) no amount has been deferred under the

plan with respect to such participant during the
2-year period ending on the date of the distribu-
tion, and

‘‘(II) there has been no prior distribution
under the plan to such participant to which this
subparagraph applied.
A plan shall not be treated as failing to meet the
distribution requirements of subsection (d) by
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reason of a distribution to which this subpara-
graph applies.

‘‘(B) ELECTION TO DEFER COMMENCEMENT OF
DISTRIBUTIONS.—The total amount payable to a
participant under the plan shall not be treated
as made available merely because the partici-
pant may elect to defer commencement of dis-
tributions under the plan if—

‘‘(i) such election is made after amounts may
be available under the plan in accordance with
subsection (d)(1)(A) and before commencement
of such distributions, and

‘‘(ii) the participant may make only 1 such
election.’’

(b) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT OF MAXIMUM
DEFERRAL AMOUNT.—Subsection (e) of section
457, as amended by section 1444(b)(2) (relating to
governmental plans), is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(15) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT OF MAXI-
MUM DEFERRAL AMOUNT.—The Secretary shall
adjust the $7,500 amount specified in subsections
(b)(2) and (c)(1) at the same time and in the
same manner as under section 415(d), except
that the base period shall be the calendar quar-
ter ending September 30, 1994, and any increase
under this paragraph which is not a multiple of
$500 shall be rounded to the next lowest multiple
of $500.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1996.
SEC. 1448. TRUST REQUIREMENT FOR DEFERRED

COMPENSATION PLANS OF STATE
AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 457 is amended by
adding at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(g) GOVERNMENTAL PLANS MUST MAINTAIN
SET-ASIDES FOR EXCLUSIVE BENEFIT OF PARTICI-
PANTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A plan maintained by an
eligible employer described in subsection
(e)(1)(A) shall not be treated as an eligible de-
ferred compensation plan unless all assets and
income of the plan described in subsection (b)(6)
are held in trust for the exclusive benefit of par-
ticipants and their beneficiaries.

‘‘(2) TAXABILITY OF TRUSTS AND PARTICI-
PANTS.—For purposes of this title—

‘‘(A) a trust described in paragraph (1) shall
be treated as an organization exempt from tax-
ation under section 501(a), and

‘‘(B) notwithstanding any other provision of
this title, amounts in the trust shall be includ-
ible in the gross income of participants and
beneficiaries only to the extent, and at the time,
provided in this section.

‘‘(3) CUSTODIAL ACCOUNTS AND CONTRACTS.—
For purposes of this subsection, custodial ac-
counts and contracts described in section 401(f)
shall be treated as trusts under rules similar to
the rules under section 401(f).’’

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph (6)
of section 457(b) is amended by inserting ‘‘except
as provided in subsection (g),’’ before ‘‘which
provides that’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-

graph (2), the amendments made by this section
shall apply to assets and income described in
section 457(b)(6) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 held by a plan on and after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

(2) TRANSITION RULE.—In the case of assets
and income described in paragraph (1) held by
a plan on the date of the enactment of this Act,
a trust need not be established by reason of the
amendments made by this section before Janu-
ary 1, 1999.
SEC. 1449. TRANSITION RULE FOR COMPUTING

MAXIMUM BENEFITS UNDER SEC-
TION 415 LIMITATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of section
767(d)(3) of the Uruguay Round Agreements Act
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) EXCEPTION.—A plan that was adopted
and in effect before December 8, 1994, shall not
be required to apply the amendments made by

subsection (b) with respect to benefits accrued
before the earlier of—

‘‘(i) the later of the date a plan amendment
applying such amendment is adopted or made
effective, or

‘‘(ii) the first day of the first limitation year
beginning after December 31, 1999.

Determinations under section 415(b)(2)(E) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 before such ear-
lier date shall be made with respect to such ben-
efits on the basis of such section as in effect on
December 7, 1994 (except that the modification
made by section 1449(b) of the Small Business
Job Protection Act of 1996 shall be taken into
account), and the provisions of the plan as in
effect on December 7, 1994, but only if such pro-
visions of the plan meet the requirements of
such section (as so in effect).’’

(b) MODIFICATION OF CERTAIN ASSUMPTIONS
FOR ADJUSTING BENEFITS OF DEFINED BENEFIT
PLANS FOR EARLY RETIREES.—Subparagraph (E)
of section 415(b)(2) (relating to limitation on cer-
tain assumptions) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Except as provided in clause
(ii), for purposes of adjusting any benefit or lim-
itation under subparagraph (B) or (C),’’ in
clause (i) and inserting ‘‘For purposes of adjust-
ing any limitation under subparagraph (C) and,
except as provided in clause (ii), for purposes of
adjusting any benefit under subparagraph
(B),’’, and

(2) by striking ‘‘For purposes of adjusting the
benefit or limitation of any form of benefit sub-
ject to section 417(e)(3),’’ in clause (ii) and in-
serting ‘‘For purposes of adjusting any benefit
under subparagraph (B) for any form of benefit
subject to section 417(e)(3),’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall take effect as if included in
the provisions of section 767 of the Uruguay
Round Agreements Act.

(d) TRANSITIONAL RULE.—In the case of a
plan that was adopted and in effect before De-
cember 8, 1994, if—

(1) a plan amendment was adopted or made
effective on or before the date of the enactment
of this Act applying the amendments made by
section 767 of the Uruguay Round Agreements
Act, and

(2) within 1 year after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, a plan amendment is adopted
which repeals the amendment referred to in
paragraph (1),

the amendment referred to in paragraph (1)
shall not be taken into account in applying sec-
tion 767(d)(3)(A) of the Uruguay Round Agree-
ments Act, as amended by subsection (a).
SEC. 1450. MODIFICATIONS OF SECTION 403(b).

(a) MULTIPLE SALARY REDUCTION AGREE-
MENTS PERMITTED.—

(1) GENERAL RULE.—For purposes of section
403(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, the
frequency that an employee is permitted to enter
into a salary reduction agreement, the salary to
which such an agreement may apply, and the
ability to revoke such an agreement shall be de-
termined under the rules applicable to cash or
deferred elections under section 401(k) of such
Code.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This subsection shall
apply to taxable years beginning after December
31, 1995.

(b) TREATMENT OF INDIAN TRIBAL GOVERN-
MENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any contract
purchased in a plan year beginning before Jan-
uary 1, 1995, section 403(b) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 shall be applied as if any ref-
erence to an employer described in section
501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
which is exempt from tax under section 501 of
such Code included a reference to an employer
which is an Indian tribal government (as de-
fined by section 7701(a)(40) of such Code), a sub-
division of an Indian tribal government (deter-
mined in accordance with section 7871(d) of

such Code), an agency or instrumentality of an
Indian tribal government or subdivision thereof,
or a corporation chartered under Federal, State,
or tribal law which is owned in whole or in part
by any of the foregoing.

(2) ROLLOVERS.—Solely for purposes of apply-
ing section 403(b)(8) of such Code to a contract
to which paragraph (1) applies, a qualified cash
or deferred arrangement under section 401(k) of
such Code shall be treated as if it were a plan
or contract described in clause (ii) of section
403(b)(8)(A) of such Code.

(c) ELECTIVE DEFERRALS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (E) of section

403(b)(1) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(E) in the case of a contract purchased

under a salary reduction agreement, the con-
tract meets the requirements of section
401(a)(30),’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by this subsection shall apply to years begin-
ning after December 31, 1995, except a contract
shall not be required to meet any change in any
requirement by reason of such amendment be-
fore the 90th day after the date of the enactment
of this Act.
SEC. 1451. WAIVER OF MINIMUM PERIOD FOR

JOINT AND SURVIVOR ANNUITY EX-
PLANATION BEFORE ANNUITY
STARTING DATE.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—For purposes of section
417(a)(3)(A) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (relating to plan to provide written expla-
nations), the minimum period prescribed by the
Secretary of the Treasury between the date that
the explanation referred to in such section is
provided and the annuity starting date shall not
apply if waived by the participant and, if appli-
cable, the participant’s spouse.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (a) shall
apply to plan years beginning after December
31, 1996.
SEC. 1452. REPEAL OF LIMITATION IN CASE OF

DEFINED BENEFIT PLAN AND DE-
FINED CONTRIBUTION PLAN FOR
SAME EMPLOYEE; EXCESS DISTRIBU-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 415(e) is repealed.
(b) EXCESS DISTRIBUTIONS.—Section 4980A is

amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(g) LIMITATION ON APPLICATION.—This sec-
tion shall not apply to distributions during
years beginning after December 31, 1995, and be-
fore January 1, 1999, and such distributions
shall be treated as made first from amounts not
described in subsection (f).’’

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Paragraph (1) of section 415(a) is amend-

ed—
(A) by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-

graph (A),
(B) by striking ‘‘, or’’ at the end of subpara-

graph (B) and inserting a period, and
(C) by striking subparagraph (C).
(2) Subparagraph (B) of section 415(b)(5) is

amended by striking ‘‘and subsection (e)’’.
(3) Paragraph (1) of section 415(f) is amended

by striking ‘‘subsections (b), (c), and (e)’’ and
inserting ‘‘subsections (b) and (c)’’.

(4) Subsection (g) of section 415 is amended by
striking ‘‘subsections (e) and (f)’’ in the last
sentence and inserting ‘‘subsection (f)’’.

(5) Clause (i) of section 415(k)(2)(A) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

‘‘(i) any contribution made directly by an em-
ployee under such an arrangement shall not be
treated as an annual addition for purposes of
subsection (c), and’’.

(6) Clause (ii) of section 415(k)(2)(A) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘subsections (c) and (e)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsection (c)’’.

(7) Section 416 is amended by striking sub-
section (h).

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-

graph (2), the amendments made by this section
shall apply to limitation years beginning after
December 31, 1998.
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(2) EXCESS DISTRIBUTIONS.—The amendment

made by subsection (b) shall apply to years be-
ginning after December 31, 1995.
SEC. 1453. TAX ON PROHIBITED TRANSACTIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4975(a) is amended
by striking ‘‘5 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘10 per-
cent’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by this section shall apply to prohibited trans-
actions occurring after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.
SEC. 1454. TREATMENT OF LEASED EMPLOYEES.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Subparagraph (C) of sec-
tion 414(n)(2) (defining leased employee) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(C) such services are performed under pri-
mary direction or control by the recipient.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall apply to years beginning
after December 31, 1996, but shall not apply to
any relationship determined under an Internal
Revenue Service ruling issued before the date of
the enactment of this Act pursuant to section
414(n)(2)(C) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (as in effect on the day before such date)
not to involve a leased employee.
SEC. 1455. UNIFORM PENALTY PROVISIONS TO

APPLY TO CERTAIN PENSION RE-
PORTING REQUIREMENTS.

(a) PENALTIES.—
(1) STATEMENTS.—Paragraph (1) of section

6724(d) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end of subparagraph (A), by striking the pe-
riod at the end of subparagraph (B) and in-
serting ‘‘, and’’, and by inserting after sub-
paragraph (B) the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(C) any statement of the amount of pay-
ments to another person required to be made
to the Secretary under—

‘‘(i) section 408(i) (relating to reports with re-
spect to individual retirement accounts or annu-
ities), or

‘‘(ii) section 6047(d) (relating to reports by em-
ployers, plan administrators, etc.).’’

(2) REPORTS.—Paragraph (2) of section
6724(d), as amended by section 1116, is amended
by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of subparagraph (T),
by striking the period at the end of subpara-
graph (U) and inserting a comma, and by insert-
ing after subparagraph (U) the following new
subparagraphs:

‘‘(V) section 408(i) (relating to reports with re-
spect to individual retirement plans) to any per-
son other than the Secretary with respect to the
amount of payments made to such person, or

‘‘(W) section 6047(d) (relating to reports by
plan administrators) to any person other than
the Secretary with respect to the amount of pay-
ments made to such person.’’

(b) MODIFICATION OF REPORTABLE DES-
IGNATED DISTRIBUTIONS.—

(1) SECTION 408.—Subsection (i) of section 408
(relating to individual retirement account re-
ports) is amended by inserting ‘‘aggregating $10
or more in any calendar year’’ after ‘‘distribu-
tions’’.

(2) SECTION 6047.—Paragraph (1) of section
6047(d) (relating to reports by employers, plan
administrators, etc.) is amended by adding at
the end the following new sentence: ‘‘No return
or report may be required under the preceding
sentence with respect to distributions to any
person during any year unless such distribu-
tions aggregate $10 or more.’’

(c) QUALIFYING ROLLOVER DISTRIBUTIONS.—
Section 6652(i) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘the $10’’ and inserting ‘‘$100’’,
and

(2) by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting
‘‘$50,000’’.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Paragraph (1) of section 6047(f) is amended

to read as follows:
‘‘(1) For provisions relating to penalties for

failures to file returns and reports required
under this section, see sections 6652(e), 6721,
and 6722.’’

(2) Subsection (e) of section 6652 is amended
by adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘This subsection shall not apply to any
return or statement which is an information re-
turn described in section 6724(d)(1)(C)(ii) or a
payee statement described in section
6724(d)(2)(W).’’

(3) Subsection (a) of section 6693 is amended
by adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘This subsection shall not apply to any
report which is an information return described
in section 6724(d)(1)(C)(i) or a payee statement
described in section 6724(d)(2)(V).’’

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to returns, reports,
and other statements the due date for which
(determined without regard to extensions) is
after December 31, 1996.
SEC. 1456. RETIREMENT BENEFITS OF MINISTERS

NOT SUBJECT TO TAX ON NET EARN-
INGS FROM SELF-EMPLOYMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1402(a)(8) (defining
net earning from self-employment) is amended
by inserting ‘‘, but shall not include in such net
earnings from self-employment the rental value
of any parsonage (whether or not excludable
under section 107) provided after the individual
retires, or any other retirement benefit received
by such individual from a church plan (as de-
fined in section 414(e)) after the individual re-
tires’’ before the semicolon at the end.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to years beginning
before, on, or after December 31, 1994.
SEC. 1457. DATE FOR ADOPTION OF PLAN AMEND-

MENTS.
If any amendment made by this subtitle re-

quires an amendment to any plan or annuity
contract, such amendment shall not be required
to be made before the first day of the first plan
year beginning on or after January 1, 1997, if—

(1) during the period after such amendment
takes effect and before such first plan year, the
plan or contract is operated in accordance with
the requirements of such amendment, and

(2) such amendment applies retroactively to
such period.
In the case of a governmental plan (as defined
in section 414(d) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986), this section shall be applied by sub-
stituting ‘‘1999’’ for ‘‘1997’’.

Subtitle E—Foreign Simplification
SEC. 1501. REPEAL OF INCLUSION OF CERTAIN

EARNINGS INVESTED IN EXCESS
PASSIVE ASSETS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) REPEAL OF INCLUSION.—Paragraph (1) of

section 951(a) (relating to amounts included in
gross income of United States shareholders) is
amended by striking subparagraph (C), by strik-
ing ‘‘; and’’ at the end of subparagraph (B) and
inserting a period, and by adding ‘‘and’’ at the
end of subparagraph (A).

(2) REPEAL OF INCLUSION AMOUNT.—Section
956A (relating to earnings invested in excess
passive assets) is repealed.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Paragraph (1) of section 956(b) is amended

to read as follows:
‘‘(1) APPLICABLE EARNINGS.—For purposes of

this section, the term ‘applicable earnings’
means, with respect to any controlled foreign
corporation, the sum of—

‘‘(A) the amount (not including a deficit) re-
ferred to in section 316(a)(1), and

‘‘(B) the amount referred to in section
316(a)(2),
but reduced by distributions made during the
taxable year.’’

(2) Paragraph (3) of section 956(b) is amended
to read as follows:

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULE WHERE CORPORATION
CEASES TO BE CONTROLLED FOREIGN CORPORA-
TION.—If any foreign corporation ceases to be a
controlled foreign corporation during any tax-
able year—

‘‘(A) the determination of any United States
shareholder’s pro rata share shall be made on

the basis of stock owned (within the meaning of
section 958(a)) by such shareholder on the last
day during the taxable year on which the for-
eign corporation is a controlled foreign corpora-
tion,

‘‘(B) the average referred to in subsection
(a)(1)(A) for such taxable year shall be deter-
mined by only taking into account quarters end-
ing on or before such last day, and

‘‘(C) in determining applicable earnings, the
amount taken into account by reason of being
described in paragraph (2) of section 316(a) shall
be the portion of the amount so described which
is allocable (on a pro rata basis) to the part of
such year during which the corporation is a
controlled foreign corporation.’’

(3) Subsection (a) of section 959 (relating to
exclusion from gross income of previously taxed
earnings and profits) is amended by adding
‘‘or’’ at the end of paragraph (1), by striking
‘‘or’’ at the end of paragraph (2), and by strik-
ing paragraph (3).

(4) Subsection (a) of section 959 is amended by
striking ‘‘paragraphs (2) and (3)’’ in the last
sentence and inserting ‘‘paragraph (2)’’.

(5) Subsection (c) of section 959 is amended by
adding at the end the following flush sentence:
‘‘References in this subsection to section
951(a)(1)(C) and subsection (a)(3) shall be treat-
ed as references to such provisions as in effect
on the day before the date of the enactment of
the Small Business Job Protection Act of 1996.’’

(6) Paragraph (1) of section 959(f) is amended
to read as follows:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, amounts that would be included under
subparagraph (B) of section 951(a)(1) (deter-
mined without regard to this section) shall be
treated as attributable first to earnings de-
scribed in subsection (c)(2), and then to earn-
ings described in subsection (c)(3).’’

(7) Paragraph (2) of section 959(f) is amended
by striking ‘‘subparagraphs (B) and (C) of sec-
tion 951(a)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
951(a)(1)(B)’’.

(8) Subsection (b) of section 989 is amended by
striking ‘‘subparagraph (B) or (C) of section
951(a)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 951(a)(1)(B)’’.

(9) Paragraph (9) of section 1297(b) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘subparagraph (B) or (C) of sec-
tion 951(a)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
951(a)(1)(B)’’.

(10) Subsections (d)(3)(B) and (e)(2)(B)(ii) of
section 1297 are each amended by striking ‘‘or
section 956A’’.

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions for subpart F of part III of subchapter N
of chapter 1 is amended by striking the item re-
lating to section 956A.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to taxable years of
foreign corporations beginning after December
31, 1996, and to taxable years of United States
shareholders within which or with which such
taxable years of foreign corporations end.

Subtitle F—Revenue Offsets
SEC. 1601. TERMINATION OF PUERTO RICO AND

POSSESSION TAX CREDIT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 936 is amended by

adding at the end the following new subsection:
‘‘(j) TERMINATION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this subsection, this section shall not
apply to any taxable year beginning after De-
cember 31, 1995.

‘‘(2) TRANSITION RULES FOR ACTIVE BUSINESS
INCOME CREDIT.—Except as provided in para-
graph (3)—

‘‘(A) ECONOMIC ACTIVITY CREDIT.—In the case
of an existing credit claimant—

‘‘(i) with respect to a possession other than
Puerto Rico, and

‘‘(ii) to which subsection (a)(4)(B) does not
apply,
the credit determined under subsection (a)(1)(A)
shall be allowed for taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1995, and before January 1,
2002.
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‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR REDUCED CREDIT.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an existing

credit claimant to which subsection (a)(4)(B) ap-
plies, the credit determined under subsection
(a)(1)(A) shall be allowed for taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1995, and before Jan-
uary 1, 1998.

‘‘(ii) ELECTION IRREVOCABLE AFTER 1997.—An
election under subsection (a)(4)(B)(iii) which is
in effect for the taxpayer’s last taxable year be-
ginning before 1997 may not be revoked unless it
is revoked for the taxpayer’s first taxable year
beginning in 1997 and all subsequent taxable
years.

‘‘(C) ECONOMIC ACTIVITY CREDIT FOR PUERTO
RICO.—

‘‘For economic activity credit for Puerto
Rico, see section 30A.

‘‘(3) ADDITIONAL RESTRICTED CREDIT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an existing

credit claimant—
‘‘(i) the credit under subsection (a)(1)(A) shall

be allowed for the period beginning with the
first taxable year after the last taxable year to
which subparagraph (A) or (B) of paragraph
(2), whichever is appropriate, applied and end-
ing with the last taxable year beginning before
January 1, 2006, except that

‘‘(ii) the aggregate amount of taxable income
taken into account under subsection (a)(1)(A)
for any such taxable year shall not exceed the
adjusted base period income of such claimant.

‘‘(B) COORDINATION WITH SUBSECTION (a)(4).—
The amount of income described in subsection
(a)(1)(A) which is taken into account in apply-
ing subsection (a)(4) shall be such income as re-
duced under this paragraph.

‘‘(4) ADJUSTED BASE PERIOD INCOME.—For
purposes of paragraph (3)—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘adjusted base
period income’ means the average of the infla-
tion-adjusted possession incomes of the corpora-
tion for each base period year.

‘‘(B) INFLATION-ADJUSTED POSSESSION IN-
COME.—For purposes of subparagraph (A), the
inflation-adjusted possession income of any cor-
poration for any base period year shall be an
amount equal to the sum of—

‘‘(i) the possession income of such corporation
for such base period year, plus

‘‘(ii) such possession income multiplied by the
inflation adjustment percentage for such base
period year.

‘‘(C) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT PERCENTAGE.—
For purposes of subparagraph (B), the inflation
adjustment percentage for any base period year
means the percentage (if any) by which—

‘‘(i) the CPI for 1995, exceeds
‘‘(ii) the CPI for the calendar year in which

the base period year for which the determina-
tion is being made ends.

For purposes of the preceding sentence, the CPI
for any calendar year is the CPI (as defined in
section 1(f)(5)) for such year under section
1(f)(4).

‘‘(D) INCREASE IN INFLATION ADJUSTMENT PER-
CENTAGE FOR GROWTH DURING BASE YEARS.—The
inflation adjustment percentage (determined
under subparagraph (C) without regard to this
subparagraph) for each of the 5 taxable years
referred to in paragraph (5)(A) shall be in-
creased by—

‘‘(i) 5 percentage points in the case of a tax-
able year ending during the 1-year period end-
ing on October 13, 1995;

‘‘(ii) 10.25 percentage points in the case of a
taxable year ending during the 1-year period
ending on October 13, 1994;

‘‘(iii) 15.76 percentage points in the case of a
taxable year ending during the 1-year period
ending on October 13, 1993;

‘‘(iv) 21.55 percentage points in the case of a
taxable year ending during the 1-year period
ending on October 13, 1992; and

‘‘(v) 27.63 percentage points in the case of a
taxable year ending during the 1-year period
ending on October 13, 1991.

‘‘(5) BASE PERIOD YEAR.—For purposes of this
subsection—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘base period year’
means each of 3 taxable years which are among
the 5 most recent taxable years of the corpora-
tion ending before October 14, 1995, determined
by disregarding—

‘‘(i) one taxable year for which the corpora-
tion had the largest inflation-adjusted posses-
sion income, and

‘‘(ii) one taxable year for which the corpora-
tion had the smallest inflation-adjusted posses-
sion income.

‘‘(B) CORPORATIONS NOT HAVING SIGNIFICANT
POSSESSION INCOME THROUGHOUT 5-YEAR PE-
RIOD.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If a corporation does not
have significant possession income for each of
the most recent 5 taxable years ending before
October 14, 1995, then, in lieu of applying sub-
paragraph (A), the term ‘base period year’
means only those taxable years (of such 5 tax-
able years) for which the corporation has sig-
nificant possession income; except that, if such
corporation has significant possession income
for 4 of such 5 taxable years, the rule of sub-
paragraph (A)(ii) shall apply.

‘‘(ii) SPECIAL RULE.—If there is no year (of
such 5 taxable years) for which a corporation
has significant possession income—

‘‘(I) the term ‘base period year’ means the first
taxable year ending on or after October 14, 1995,
but

‘‘(II) the amount of possession income for
such year which is taken into account under
paragraph (4) shall be the amount which would
be determined if such year were a short taxable
year ending on September 30, 1995.

‘‘(iii) SIGNIFICANT POSSESSION INCOME.—For
purposes of this subparagraph, the term ‘signifi-
cant possession income’ means possession in-
come which exceeds 2 percent of the possession
income of the taxpayer for the taxable year (of
the period of 6 taxable years ending with the
first taxable year ending on or after October 14,
1995) having the greatest possession income.

‘‘(C) ELECTION TO USE ONE BASE PERIOD
YEAR.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—At the election of the tax-
payer, the term ‘base period year’ means—

‘‘(I) only the last taxable year of the corpora-
tion ending in calendar year 1992, or

‘‘(II) a deemed taxable year which includes
the first ten months of calendar year 1995.

‘‘(ii) BASE PERIOD INCOME FOR 1995.—In deter-
mining the adjusted base period income of the
corporation for the deemed taxable year under
clause (i)(II), the possession income shall be
annualized and shall be determined without re-
gard to any extraordinary item.

‘‘(iii) ELECTION.—An election under this sub-
paragraph by any possession corporation may
be made only for the corporation’s first taxable
year beginning after December 31, 1995, for
which it is a possession corporation. The rules
of subclauses (II) and (III) of subsection
(a)(4)(B)(iii) shall apply to the election under
this subparagraph.

‘‘(D) ACQUISITIONS AND DISPOSITIONS.—Rules
similar to the rules of subparagraphs (A) and
(B) of section 41(f)(3) shall apply for purposes of
this subsection.

‘‘(6) POSSESSION INCOME.—For purposes of this
subsection, the term ‘possession income’ means,
with respect to any possession, the income re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(1)(A) determined with
respect to that possession. In no event shall pos-
session income be treated as being less than
zero.

‘‘(7) SHORT YEARS.—If the current year or a
base period year is a short taxable year, the ap-
plication of this subsection shall be made with
such annualizations as the Secretary shall pre-
scribe.

‘‘(8) SPECIAL RULES FOR CERTAIN POSSES-
SIONS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an existing
credit claimant with respect to an applicable

possession, this section (other than the preced-
ing paragraphs of this subsection) shall apply to
such claimant with respect to such applicable
possession for taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1995, and before January 1, 2006.

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE POSSESSION.—For purposes
of this paragraph, the term ‘applicable posses-
sion’ means Guam, American Samoa, and the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands.

‘‘(9) EXISTING CREDIT CLAIMANT.—For pur-
poses of this subsection—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘existing credit
claimant’ means a corporation—

‘‘(i) which was actively conducting a trade or
business in a possession on October 13, 1995, and

‘‘(ii) with respect to which an election under
this section is in effect for the corporation’s tax-
able year which includes October 13, 1995.

‘‘(B) NEW LINES OF BUSINESS PROHIBITED.—If,
after October 13, 1995, a corporation which
would (but for this subparagraph) be an existing
credit claimant adds a substantial new line of
business, such corporation shall cease to be
treated as an existing credit claimant as of the
close of the taxable year ending before the date
of such addition.

‘‘(C) BINDING CONTRACT EXCEPTION.—If, on
October 13, 1995, and at all times thereafter,
there is in effect with respect to a corporation a
binding contract for the acquisition of assets to
be used in, or for the sale of assets to be pro-
duced from, a trade or business, the corporation
shall be treated for purposes of this paragraph
as actively conducting such trade or business on
October 13, 1995. The preceding sentence shall
not apply if such trade or business is not ac-
tively conducted before January 1, 1996.

‘‘(10) SEPARATE APPLICATION TO EACH POSSES-
SION.—For purposes of determining—

‘‘(A) whether a taxpayer is an existing credit
claimant, and

‘‘(B) the amount of the credit allowed under
this section,
this subsection (and so much of this section as
relates to this subsection) shall be applied sepa-
rately with respect to each possession.’’

(b) ECONOMIC ACTIVITY CREDIT FOR PUERTO
RICO.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subpart B of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 30A. PUERTO RICAN ECONOMIC ACTIVITY

CREDIT.
‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this section, if the conditions of both
paragraph (1) and paragraph (2) of subsection
(b) are satisfied with respect to a qualified do-
mestic corporation, there shall be allowed as a
credit against the tax imposed by this chapter
an amount equal to the portion of the tax which
is attributable to the taxable income, from
sources without the United States, from—

‘‘(A) the active conduct of a trade or business
within Puerto Rico, or

‘‘(B) the sale or exchange of substantially all
of the assets used by the taxpayer in the active
conduct of such trade or business.
In the case of any taxable year beginning after
December 31, 2001, the aggregate amount of tax-
able income taken into account under the pre-
ceding sentence (and in applying subsection (d))
shall not exceed the adjusted base period income
of such corporation, as determined in the same
manner as under section 936(j).

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED DOMESTIC CORPORATION.—For
purposes of paragraph (1), the term ‘qualified
domestic corporation’ means a domestic corpora-
tion—

‘‘(A) which is an existing credit claimant with
respect to Puerto Rico, and

‘‘(B) with respect to which section 936(a)(4)(B)
does not apply for the taxable year.

‘‘(3) SEPARATE APPLICATION.—For purposes of
determining—

‘‘(A) whether a taxpayer is an existing credit
claimant with respect to Puerto Rico, and
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‘‘(B) the amount of the credit allowed under

this section,

this section (and so much of section 936 as re-
lates to this section) shall be applied separately
with respect to Puerto Rico.

‘‘(b) CONDITIONS WHICH MUST BE SATIS-
FIED.—The conditions referred to in subsection
(a) are—

‘‘(1) 3-YEAR PERIOD.—If 80 percent or more of
the gross income of the qualified domestic cor-
poration for the 3-year period immediately pre-
ceding the close of the taxable year (or for such
part of such period immediately preceding the
close of such taxable year as may be applicable)
was derived from sources within a possession
(determined without regard to section 904(f)).

‘‘(2) TRADE OR BUSINESS.—If 75 percent or
more of the gross income of the qualified domes-
tic corporation for such period or such part
thereof was derived from the active conduct of a
trade or business within a possession.

‘‘(c) CREDIT NOT ALLOWED AGAINST CERTAIN
TAXES.—The credit provided by subsection (a)
shall not be allowed against the tax imposed
by—

‘‘(1) section 59A (relating to environmental
tax),

‘‘(2) section 531 (relating to the tax on accu-
mulated earnings),

‘‘(3) section 541 (relating to personal holding
company tax), or

‘‘(4) section 1351 (relating to recoveries of for-
eign expropriation losses).

‘‘(d) LIMITATIONS ON CREDIT FOR ACTIVE
BUSINESS INCOME.—The amount of the credit de-
termined under subsection (a) for any taxable
year shall not exceed the sum of the following
amounts:

‘‘(1) 60 percent of the sum of—
‘‘(A) the aggregate amount of the qualified

domestic corporation’s qualified possession
wages for such taxable year, plus

‘‘(B) the allocable employee fringe benefit ex-
penses of the qualified domestic corporation for
such taxable year.

‘‘(2) The sum of—
‘‘(A) 15 percent of the deprecation allowances

for the taxable year with respect to short-life
qualified tangible property,

‘‘(B) 40 percent of the depreciation allowances
for the taxable year with respect to medium-life
qualified tangible property, and

‘‘(C) 65 percent of the depreciation allowances
for the taxable year with respect to long-life
qualified tangible property.

‘‘(3) If the qualified domestic corporation does
not have an election to use the method described
in section 936(h)(5)(C)(ii) (relating to profit
split) in effect for the taxable year, the amount
of the qualified possession income taxes for the
taxable year allocable to nonsheltered income.

‘‘(e) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.—For pur-
poses of this title—

‘‘(1) the provisions of section 936 (including
any applicable election thereunder) shall apply
in the same manner as if the credit under this
section were a credit under section 936(a)(1)(A)
for a domestic corporation to which section
936(a)(4)(A) applies,

‘‘(2) the credit under this section shall be
treated in the same manner as the credit under
section 936, and

‘‘(3) a corporation to which this section ap-
plies shall be treated in the same manner as if
it were a corporation electing the application of
section 936.

‘‘(f) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, any term used in this section which is also
used in section 936 shall have the same meaning
given such term by section 936.

‘‘(g) APPLICATION OF SECTION.—This section
shall apply to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1995, and before January 1, 2006.’’

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Paragraph (1) of section 55(c) is amended

by striking ‘‘and the section 936 credit allowable
under section 27(b)’’ and inserting ‘‘, the section

936 credit allowable under section 27(b), and the
Puerto Rican economic activity credit under sec-
tion 30A’’.

(B) Subclause (I) of section 56(g)(4)(C)(ii) is
amended—

(i) by inserting ‘‘30A,’’ before ‘‘936’’, and
(ii) by striking ‘‘and (i)’’ and inserting ‘‘, (i),

and (j)’’.
(C) Clause (iii) of section 56(g)(4)(C) is amend-

ed by adding at the end the following new sub-
clause:

‘‘(VI) APPLICATION TO SECTION 30A CORPORA-
TIONS.—References in this clause to section 936
shall be treated as including references to sec-
tion 30A.’’

(D) Subsection (b) of section 59 is amended by
striking ‘‘section 936,’’ and all that follows and
inserting ‘‘section 30A or 936, alternative mini-
mum taxable income shall not include any in-
come with respect to which a credit is deter-
mined under section 30A or 936.’’.

(E) The table of sections for subpart B of part
IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 is amended by
adding at the end the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 30A. Puerto Rican economic activity cred-
it.’’

(F)(i) The heading for subpart B of part IV of
subchapter A of chapter 1 is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘Subpart B—Other Credits’’.
(ii) The table of subparts for part IV of sub-

chapter A of chapter 1 is amended by striking
the item relating to subpart B and inserting the
following new item:

‘‘Subpart B. Other credits.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1995.
SEC. 1602. REPEAL OF EXCLUSION FOR INTEREST

ON LOANS USED TO ACQUIRE EM-
PLOYER SECURITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 133 (relating to in-
terest on certain loans used to acquire employer
securities) is hereby repealed.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subparagraph (B) of section 291(e)(1) is

amended by striking clause (iv) and by redesig-
nating clause (v) as clause (iv).

(2) Section 812 is amended by striking sub-
section (g).

(3) Paragraph (5) of section 852(b) is amended
by striking subparagraph (C).

(4) Paragraph (2) of section 4978(b) is amend-
ed by striking subparagraph (A) and all that
follows and inserting the following:

‘‘(A) first from qualified securities to which
section 1042 applied acquired during the 3-year
period ending on the date of the disposition, be-
ginning with the securities first so acquired, and

‘‘(B) then from any other employer securities.
If subsection (d) applies to a disposition, the dis-
position shall be treated as made from employer
securities in the opposite order of the preceding
sentence.’’.

(5)(A) Section 4978B (relating to tax on dis-
position of employer securities to which section
133 applied) is hereby repealed.

(B) The table of sections for chapter 43 is
amended by striking the item relating to section
4978B.

(6) Subsection (e) of section 6047 is amended
by striking paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) and in-
serting the following new paragraphs:

‘‘(1) any employer maintaining, or the plan
administrator (within the meaning of section
414(g)) of, an employee stock ownership plan
which holds stock with respect to which section
404(k) applies to dividends paid on such stock,
or

‘‘(2) both such employer or plan adminis-
trator,’’.

(7) Subsection (f) of section 7872 is amended
by striking paragraph (12).

(8) The table of sections for part III of sub-
chapter B of chapter 1 is amended by striking
the item relating to section 133.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this section shall apply to loans made after Oc-
tober 13, 1995.

(2) REFINANCINGS.—The amendments made by
this section shall not apply to loans made after
October 13, 1995, to refinance securities acquisi-
tion loans (determined without regard to section
133(b)(1)(B) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986, as in effect on the day before the date of
the enactment of this Act) made on or before
such date or to refinance loans described in this
paragraph if—

(A) the refinancing loans meet the require-
ments of section 133 of such Code (as so in ef-
fect),

(B) immediately after the refinancing the
principal amount of the loan resulting from the
refinancing does not exceed the principal
amount of the refinanced loan (immediately be-
fore the refinancing), and

(C) the term of such refinancing loan does not
extend beyond the last day of the term of the
original securities acquisition loan.
For purposes of this paragraph, the term ‘‘secu-
rities acquisition loan’’ includes a loan from a
corporation to an employee stock ownership
plan described in section 133(b)(3) of such Code
(as so in effect).

(3) EXCEPTION.—Any loan made pursuant to a
binding written contract in effect on October 13,
1995, and at all times thereafter before such loan
is made, shall be treated for purposes of para-
graphs (1) and (2) as a loan made before such
date.
SEC. 1603. CERTAIN AMOUNTS DERIVED FROM

FOREIGN CORPORATIONS TREATED
AS UNRELATED BUSINESS TAXABLE
INCOME.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Subsection (b) of section
512 (relating to modifications) is amended by
adding at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(17) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN AMOUNTS DE-
RIVED FROM FOREIGN CORPORATIONS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para-
graph (1), any amount included in gross income
under section 951(a)(1)(A) shall be included as
an item of gross income derived from an unre-
lated trade or business to the extent the amount
so included is attributable to insurance income
(as defined in section 953) which, if derived di-
rectly by the organization, would be treated as
gross income from an unrelated trade or busi-
ness. There shall be allowed all deductions di-
rectly connected with amounts included in gross
income under the preceding sentence.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—Subparagraph (A) shall not
apply to income attributable to a policy of in-
surance or reinsurance with respect to which
the person (directly or indirectly) insured is—

‘‘(i) such organization,
‘‘(ii) an affiliate of such organization which is

exempt from tax under section 501(a), or
‘‘(iii) a director or officer of, or an individual

who (directly or indirectly) performs services
for, such organization or affiliate but only if the
insurance covers primarily risks associated with
the performance of services in connection with
such organization or affiliate.
For purposes of this subparagraph, the deter-
mination as to whether an entity is an affiliate
of an organization shall be made under rules
similar to the rules of section 168(h)(4)(B).

‘‘(C) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall pre-
scribe such regulations as may be necessary or
appropriate to carry out the purposes of this
paragraph, including regulations for the appli-
cation of this paragraph in the case of income
paid through 1 or more entities or between 2 or
more chains of entities.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by this section shall apply to amounts included
in gross income in any taxable year beginning
after December 31, 1995.
SEC. 1604. DEPRECIATION UNDER INCOME FORE-

CAST METHOD.
(a) GENERAL RULE.—Section 167 (relating to

depreciation) is amended by redesignating sub-
section (g) as subsection (h) and by inserting
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after subsection (f) the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(g) DEPRECIATION UNDER INCOME FORECAST
METHOD.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If the depreciation deduc-
tion allowable under this section to any tax-
payer with respect to any property is determined
under the income forecast method or any similar
method—

‘‘(A) the income from the property to be taken
into account in determining the depreciation de-
duction under such method shall be equal to the
amount of income earned in connection with the
property before the close of the 10th taxable
year following the taxable year in which the
property was placed in service,

‘‘(B) the adjusted basis of the property shall
only include amounts with respect to which the
requirements of section 461(h) are satisfied,

‘‘(C) the depreciation deduction under such
method for the 10th taxable year beginning after
the taxable year in which the property was
placed in service shall be equal to the adjusted
basis of such property as of the beginning of
such 10th taxable year, and

‘‘(D) such taxpayer shall pay (or be entitled to
receive) interest computed under the look-back
method of paragraph (2) for any recomputation
year.

‘‘(2) LOOK-BACK METHOD.—The interest com-
puted under the look-back method of this para-
graph for any recomputation year shall be de-
termined by—

‘‘(A) first determining the depreciation deduc-
tions under this section with respect to such
property which would have been allowable for
prior taxable years if the determination of the
amounts so allowable had been made on the
basis of the sum of the following (instead of the
estimated income from such property)—

‘‘(i) the actual income earned in connection
with such property for periods before the close
of the recomputation year, and

‘‘(ii) an estimate of the future income to be
earned in connection with such property for pe-
riods after the recomputation year and before
the close of the 10th taxable year following the
taxable year in which the property was placed
in service,

‘‘(B) second, determining (solely for purposes
of computing such interest) the overpayment or
underpayment of tax for each such prior taxable
year which would result solely from the applica-
tion of subparagraph (A), and

‘‘(C) then using the adjusted overpayment
rate (as defined in section 460(b)(7)),
compounded daily, on the overpayment or
underpayment determined under subparagraph
(B).

For purposes of the preceding sentence, any cost
incurred after the property is placed in service
(which is not treated as a separate property
under paragraph (5)) shall be taken into ac-
count by discounting (using the Federal mid-
term rate determined under section 1274(d) as of
the time such cost is incurred) such cost to its
value as of the date the property is placed in
service. The taxpayer may elect with respect to
any property to have the preceding sentence not
apply to such property.

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION FROM LOOK-BACK METHOD.—
Paragraph (1)(D) shall not apply with respect to
any property which, when placed in service by
the taxpayer, had a basis of $100,000 or less.

‘‘(4) RECOMPUTATION YEAR.—For purposes of
this subsection, except as provided in regula-
tions, the term ‘recomputation year’ means,
with respect to any property, the 3d and the
10th taxable years beginning after the taxable
year in which the property was placed in serv-
ice, unless the actual income earned in connec-
tion with the property for the period before the
close of such 3d or 10th taxable year is within 10
percent of the income earned in connection with
the property for such period which was taken
into account under paragraph (1)(A).

‘‘(5) SPECIAL RULES.—

‘‘(A) CERTAIN COSTS TREATED AS SEPARATE
PROPERTY.—For purposes of this subsection, the
following costs shall be treated as separate prop-
erties:

‘‘(i) Any costs incurred with respect to any
property after the 10th taxable year beginning
after the taxable year in which the property was
placed in service.

‘‘(ii) Any costs incurred after the property is
placed in service and before the close of such
10th taxable year if such costs are significant
and give rise to a significant increase in the in-
come from the property which was not included
in the estimated income from the property.

‘‘(B) SYNDICATION INCOME FROM TELEVISION
SERIES.—In the case of property which is an epi-
sode in a television series, income from syndicat-
ing such series shall not be required to be taken
into account under this subsection before the
earlier of—

‘‘(i) the 4th taxable year beginning after the
date the first episode in such series is placed in
service, or

‘‘(ii) the earliest taxable year in which the
taxpayer has an arrangement relating to the fu-
ture syndication of such series.

‘‘(C) SPECIAL RULES FOR FINANCIAL EXPLOI-
TATION OF CHARACTERS, ETC.—For purposes of
this subsection, in the case of television and mo-
tion picture films, the income from the property
shall include income from the exploitation of
characters, designs, scripts, scores, and other in-
cidental income associated with such films, but
only to the extent that such income is earned in
connection with the ultimate use of such items
by, or the ultimate sale of merchandise to, per-
sons who are not related persons (within the
meaning of section 267(b)) to the taxpayer.

‘‘(D) COLLECTION OF INTEREST.—For purposes
of subtitle F (other than sections 6654 and 6655),
any interest required to be paid by the taxpayer
under paragraph (1) for any recomputation year
shall be treated as an increase in the tax im-
posed by this chapter for such year.

‘‘(E) DETERMINATIONS.—For purposes of para-
graph (2), determinations of the amount of in-
come earned in connection with any property
shall be made in the same manner as for pur-
poses of applying the income forecast method;
except that any income from the disposition of
such property shall be taken into account.

‘‘(F) TREATMENT OF PASS-THRU ENTITIES.—
Rules similar to the rules of section 460(b)(4)
shall apply for purposes of this subsection.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by

subsection (a) shall apply to property placed in
service after September 13, 1995.

(2) BINDING CONTRACTS.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall not apply to any
property produced or acquired by the taxpayer
pursuant to a written contract which was bind-
ing on September 13, 1995, and at all times there-
after before such production or acquisition.
SEC. 1605. REPEAL OF EXCLUSION FOR PUNITIVE

DAMAGES AND FOR DAMAGES NOT
ATTRIBUTABLE TO PHYSICAL INJU-
RIES OR SICKNESS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section
104(a) (relating to compensation for injuries or
sickness) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) the amount of any damages (other than
punitive damages) received (whether by suit or
agreement and whether as lump sums or as peri-
odic payments) on account of personal physical
injuries or physical sickness;’’.

(b) EMOTIONAL DISTRESS AS SUCH TREATED AS
NOT PHYSICAL INJURY OR PHYSICAL SICKNESS.—
Section 104(a) is amended by striking the last
sentence and inserting the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘For purposes of paragraph (2), emo-
tional distress shall not be treated as a physical
injury or physical sickness. The preceding sen-
tence shall not apply to an amount of damages
not in excess of the amount paid for medical
care (described in subparagraph (A) or (B) of
section 213(d)(1)) attributable to emotional dis-
tress.’’.

(c) APPLICATION OF PRIOR LAW FOR STATES IN
WHICH ONLY PUNITIVE DAMAGES MAY BE
AWARDED IN WRONGFUL DEATH ACTIONS.—Sec-
tion 104 is amended by redesignating subsection
(c) as subsection (d) and by inserting after sub-
section (b) the following new subsection:

‘‘(c) APPLICATION OF PRIOR LAW IN CERTAIN
CASES.—The phrase ‘(other than punitive dam-
ages)’ shall not apply to punitive damages
awarded in a civil action—

‘‘(1) which is a wrongful death action, and
‘‘(2) with respect to which applicable State

law (as in effect on September 13, 1995 and with-
out regard to any modification after such date)
provides, or has been construed to provide by a
court of competent jurisdiction pursuant to a
decision issued on or before September 13, 1995,
that only punitive damages may be awarded in
such an action.
This subsection shall cease to apply to any civil
action filed on or after the first date on which
the applicable State law ceases to provide (or is
no longer construed to provide) the treatment
described in paragraph (2).’’

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-

graph (2), the amendments made by this section
shall apply to amounts received after June 30,
1996, in taxable years ending after such date.

(2) EXCEPTION.—The amendments made by
this section shall not apply to any amount re-
ceived under a written binding agreement, court
decree, or mediation award in effect on (or is-
sued on or before) September 13, 1995.
SEC. 1606. REPEAL OF DIESEL FUEL TAX REBATE

TO PURCHASERS OF DIESEL-POW-
ERED AUTOMOBILES AND LIGHT
TRUCKS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6427 (relating to
fuels not used for taxable purposes) is amended
by striking subsection (g).

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Paragraph (3) of section 34(a) is amended

to read as follows:
‘‘(3) under section 6427 with respect to fuels

used for nontaxable purposes or resold during
the taxable year (determined without regard to
section 6427(k)).’’.

(2) Paragraphs (1) and (2)(A) of section 6427(i)
are each amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘(g),’’, and
(B) by striking ‘‘(or a qualified diesel powered

highway vehicle purchased)’’ each place it ap-
pears.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to vehicles purchased
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

Subtitle G—Technical Corrections
SEC. 1701. COORDINATION WITH OTHER SUB-

TITLES.
For purposes of applying the amendments

made by any subtitle of this title other than this
subtitle, the provisions of this subtitle shall be
treated as having been enacted immediately be-
fore the provisions of such other subtitles.
SEC. 1702. AMENDMENTS RELATED TO REVENUE

RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1990.
(a) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SUBTITLE A.—
(1) Subparagraph (B) of section 59(j)(3) is

amended by striking ‘‘section 1(i)(3)(B)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 1(g)(3)(B)’’.

(2) Clause (i) of section 151(d)(3)(C) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘joint of a return’’ and inserting
‘‘joint return’’.

(b) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SUBTITLE B.—
(1) Paragraph (1) of section 11212(e) of the

Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1990 is amended
by striking ‘‘Paragraph (1) of section 6724(d)’’
and inserting ‘‘Subparagraph (B) of section
6724(d)(1)’’.

(2)(A) Subparagraph (B) of section 4093(c)(2),
as in effect before the amendments made by the
Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1993, is amended
by inserting before the period ‘‘unless such fuel
is sold for exclusive use by a State or any politi-
cal subdivision thereof’’.

(B) Paragraph (4) of section 6427(l), as in ef-
fect before the amendments made by the Reve-
nue Reconciliation Act of 1993, is amended by
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inserting before the period ‘‘unless such fuel
was used by a State or any political subdivision
thereof’’.

(3) Paragraph (1) of section 6416(b) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘chapter 32 or by section 4051’’
and inserting ‘‘chapter 31 or 32’’.

(4) Section 7012 is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘production or importation of

gasoline’’ in paragraph (3) and inserting ‘‘taxes
on gasoline and diesel fuel’’, and

(B) by striking paragraph (4) and redesignat-
ing paragraphs (5) and (6) as paragraphs (4)
and (5), respectively.

(5) Subsection (c) of section 5041 is amended
by striking paragraph (6) and by inserting the
following new paragraphs:

‘‘(6) CREDIT FOR TRANSFEREE IN BOND.—If—
‘‘(A) wine produced by any person would be

eligible for any credit under paragraph (1) if re-
moved by such person during the calendar year,

‘‘(B) wine produced by such person is removed
during such calendar year by any other person
(hereafter in this paragraph referred to as the
‘transferee’) to whom such wine was transferred
in bond and who is liable for the tax imposed by
this section with respect to such wine, and

‘‘(C) such producer holds title to such wine at
the time of its removal and provides to the
transferee such information as is necessary to
properly determine the transferee’s credit under
this paragraph,

then, the transferee (and not the producer) shall
be allowed the credit under paragraph (1) which
would be allowed to the producer if the wine re-
moved by the transferee had been removed by
the producer on that date.

‘‘(7) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary may pre-
scribe such regulations as may be necessary to
carry out the purposes of this subsection, in-
cluding regulations—

‘‘(A) to prevent the credit provided in this
subsection from benefiting any person who pro-
duces more than 250,000 wine gallons during a
calendar year, and

‘‘(B) to assure proper reduction of such credit
for persons producing more than 150,000 wine
gallons of wine during a calendar year.’’

(6) Paragraph (3) of section 5061(b) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

‘‘(3) section 5041(f),’’.
(7) Section 5354 is amended by inserting ‘‘(tak-

ing into account the appropriate amount of
credit with respect to such wine under section
5041(c))’’ after ‘‘any one time’’.

(c) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SUBTITLE C.—
(1) Paragraph (4) of section 56(g) is amended

by redesignating subparagraphs (I) and (J) as
subparagraphs (H) and (I), respectively.

(2) Subparagraph (B) of section 6724(d)(1) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause (xii),
and

(B) by striking the period at the end of clause
(xiii) and inserting ‘‘, or’’.

(3) Subsection (g) of section 6302 is amended
by inserting ‘‘, 22,’’ after ‘‘chapters 21’’.

(4) The earnings and profits of any insurance
company to which section 11305(c)(3) of the Rev-
enue Reconciliation Act of 1990 applies shall be
determined without regard to any deduction al-
lowed under such section; except that, for pur-
poses of applying sections 56 and 902, and sub-
part F of part III of subchapter N of chapter 1
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, such de-
duction shall be taken into account.

(5) Subparagraph (D) of section 6038A(e)(4) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘any transaction to which the
summons relates’’ and inserting ‘‘any affected
taxable year’’, and

(B) by adding at the end thereof the following
new sentence: ‘‘For purposes of this subpara-
graph, the term ‘affected taxable year’ means
any taxable year if the determination of the
amount of tax imposed for such taxable year is
affected by the treatment of the transaction to
which the summons relates.’’.

(6) Subparagraph (A) of section 6621(c)(2) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new flush sentence:
‘‘The preceding sentence shall be applied with-
out regard to any such letter or notice which is
withdrawn by the Secretary.’’.

(7) Clause (i) of section 6621(c)(2)(B) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘this subtitle’’ and inserting ‘‘this
title’’.

(d) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SUBTITLE D.—
(1) Notwithstanding section 11402(c) of the

Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1990, the amend-
ment made by section 11402(b)(1) of such Act
shall apply to taxable years ending after Decem-
ber 31, 1989.

(2) Clause (ii) of section 143(m)(4)(C) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘any month of the 10-year pe-
riod’’ and inserting ‘‘any year of the 4-year pe-
riod’’,

(B) by striking ‘‘succeeding months’’ and in-
serting ‘‘succeeding years’’, and

(C) by striking ‘‘over the remainder of such
period (or, if lesser, 5 years)’’ and inserting ‘‘to
zero over the succeeding 5 years’’.

(e) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SUBTITLE E.—
(1)(A) Clause (ii) of section 56(d)(1)(B) is

amended to read as follows:
‘‘(ii) appropriate adjustments in the applica-

tion of section 172(b)(2) shall be made to take
into account the limitation of subparagraph
(A).’’

(B) For purposes of applying sections 56(g)(1)
and 56(g)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 with respect to taxable years beginning in
1991 and 1992, the reference in such sections to
the alternative tax net operating loss deduction
shall be treated as including a reference to the
deduction under section 56(h) of such Code as in
effect before the amendments made by section
1915 of the Energy Policy Act of 1992.

(2) Clause (i) of section 613A(c)(3)(A) is
amended by striking ‘‘the table contained in’’.

(3) Section 6501 is amended—
(A) by striking subsection (m) (relating to defi-

ciency attributable to election under section
44B) and by redesignating subsections (n) and
(o) as subsections (m) and (n), respectively, and

(B) by striking ‘‘section 40(f) or 51(j)’’ in sub-
section (m) (as redesignated by subparagraph
(A)) and inserting ‘‘section 40(f), 43, or 51(j)’’.

(4) Subparagraph (C) of section 38(c)(2) (as in
effect on the day before the date of the enact-
ment of the Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1990)
is amended by inserting before the period at the
end of the first sentence the following: ‘‘and
without regard to the deduction under section
56(h)’’.

(5) The amendment made by section
1913(b)(2)(C)(i) of the Energy Policy Act of 1992
shall apply to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1990.

(f) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SUBTITLE F.—
(1)(A) Section 2701(a)(3) is amended by adding

at the end thereof the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(C) VALUATION OF QUALIFIED PAYMENTS
WHERE NO LIQUIDATION, ETC. RIGHTS.—In the
case of an applicable retained interest which is
described in subparagraph (B)(i) but not sub-
paragraph (B)(ii), the value of the distribution
right shall be determined without regard to this
section.’’

(B) Section 2701(a)(3)(B) is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘CERTAIN’’ before ‘‘QUALIFIED’’ in the head-
ing thereof.

(C) Sections 2701 (d)(1) and (d)(4) are each
amended by striking ‘‘subsection (a)(3)(B)’’ and
inserting ‘‘subsection (a)(3) (B) or (C)’’.

(2) Clause (i) of section 2701(a)(4)(B) is
amended by inserting ‘‘(or, to the extent pro-
vided in regulations, the rights as to either in-
come or capital)’’ after ‘‘income and capital’’.

(3)(A) Section 2701(b)(2) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(C) APPLICABLE FAMILY MEMBER.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘applicable

family member’ includes any lineal descendant
of any parent of the transferor or the transfer-
or’s spouse.’’

(B) Section 2701(e)(3) is amended—
(i) by striking subparagraph (B), and
(ii) by striking so much of paragraph (3) as

precedes ‘‘shall be treated as holding’’ and in-
serting:

‘‘(3) ATTRIBUTION OF INDIRECT HOLDINGS AND
TRANSFERS.—An individual’’.

(C) Section 2704(c)(3) is amended by striking
‘‘section 2701(e)(3)(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
2701(e)(3)’’.

(4) Clause (i) of section 2701(c)(1)(B) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

‘‘(i) a right to distributions with respect to
any interest which is junior to the rights of the
transferred interest,’’.

(5)(A) Clause (i) of section 2701(c)(3)(C) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Payments under any inter-
est held by a transferor which (without regard
to this subparagraph) are qualified payments
shall be treated as qualified payments unless the
transferor elects not to treat such payments as
qualified payments. Payments described in the
preceding sentence which are held by an appli-
cable family member shall be treated as qualified
payments only if such member elects to treat
such payments as qualified payments.’’

(B) The first sentence of section
2701(c)(3)(C)(ii) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘A transferor or applicable family member hold-
ing any distribution right which (without re-
gard to this subparagraph) is not a qualified
payment may elect to treat such right as a
qualified payment, to be paid in the amounts
and at the times specified in such election.’’.

(C) The time for making an election under the
second sentence of section 2701(c)(3)(C)(i) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (as amended by
subparagraph (A)) shall not expire before the
due date (including extensions) for filing the
transferor’s return of the tax imposed by section
2501 of such Code for the first calendar year
ending after the date of enactment.

(6) Section 2701(d)(3)(A)(iii) is amended by
striking ‘‘the period ending on the date of’’.

(7) Subclause (I) of section 2701(d)(3)(B)(ii) is
amended by inserting ‘‘or the exclusion under
section 2503(b),’’ after ‘‘section 2523,’’.

(8) Section 2701(e)(5) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘such contribution to capital

or such redemption, recapitalization, or other
change’’ in subparagraph (A) and inserting
‘‘such transaction’’, and

(B) by striking ‘‘the transfer’’ in subpara-
graph (B) and inserting ‘‘such transaction’’.

(9) Section 2701(d)(4) is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(C) TRANSFER TO TRANSFERORS.—In the case
of a taxable event described in paragraph
(3)(A)(ii) involving a transfer of an applicable
retained interest from an applicable family mem-
ber to a transferor, this subsection shall con-
tinue to apply to the transferor during any pe-
riod the transferor holds such interest.’’

(10) Section 2701(e)(6) is amended by inserting
‘‘or to reflect the application of subsection (d)’’
before the period at the end thereof.

(11)(A) Section 2702(a)(3)(A) is amended—
(i) by striking ‘‘to the extent’’ and inserting

‘‘if’’ in clause (i),
(ii) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause (i),
(iii) by striking the period at the end of clause

(ii) and inserting ‘‘, or’’, and
(iv) by adding at the end thereof the following

new clause:
‘‘(iii) to the extent that regulations provide

that such transfer is not inconsistent with the
purposes of this section.’’

(B)(i) Section 2702(a)(3) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘incomplete transfer’’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘incomplete gift’’.

(ii) The heading for section 2702(a)(3)(B) is
amended by striking ‘‘INCOMPLETE TRANSFER’’
and inserting ‘‘INCOMPLETE GIFT’’.
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(g) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SUBTITLE G.—
(1)(A) Subsection (a) of section 1248 is amend-

ed—
(i) by striking ‘‘, or if a United States person

receives a distribution from a foreign corpora-
tion which, under section 302 or 331, is treated
as an exchange of stock’’ in paragraph (1), and

(ii) by adding at the end thereof the following
new sentence: ‘‘For purposes of this section, a
United States person shall be treated as having
sold or exchanged any stock if, under any provi-
sion of this subtitle, such person is treated as re-
alizing gain from the sale or exchange of such
stock.’’.

(B) Paragraph (1) of section 1248(e) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘, or receives a distribution from
a domestic corporation which, under section 302
or 331, is treated as an exchange of stock’’.

(C) Subparagraph (B) of section 1248(f)(1) is
amended by striking ‘‘or 361(c)(1)’’ and inserting
‘‘355(c)(1), or 361(c)(1)’’.

(D) Paragraph (1) of section 1248(i) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If any shareholder of a 10-
percent corporate shareholder of a foreign cor-
poration exchanges stock of the 10-percent cor-
porate shareholder for stock of the foreign cor-
poration, such 10-percent corporate shareholder
shall recognize gain in the same manner as if
the stock of the foreign corporation received in
such exchange had been—

‘‘(A) issued to the 10-percent corporate share-
holder, and

‘‘(B) then distributed by the 10-percent cor-
porate shareholder to such shareholder in re-
demption or liquidation (whichever is appro-
priate).
The amount of gain recognized by such 10-per-
cent corporate shareholder under the preceding
sentence shall not exceed the amount treated as
a dividend under this section.’’

(2) Section 897 is amended by striking sub-
section (f).

(3) Paragraph (13) of section 4975(d) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘section 408(b)’’ and inserting
‘‘section 408(b)(12)’’.

(4) Clause (iii) of section 56(g)(4)(D) is amend-
ed by inserting ‘‘, but only with respect to tax-
able years beginning after December 31, 1989’’
before the period at the end thereof.

(5)(A) Paragraph (11) of section 11701(a) of
the Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1990 (and the
amendment made by such paragraph) are here-
by repealed, and section 7108(r)(2) of the Reve-
nue Reconciliation Act of 1989 shall be applied
as if such paragraph (and amendment) had
never been enacted.

(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply to any
building if the owner of such building estab-
lishes to the satisfaction of the Secretary of the
Treasury or his delegate that such owner rea-
sonably relied on the amendment made by such
paragraph (11).

(h) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SUBTITLE H.—
(1)(A) Clause (vi) of section 168(e)(3)(B) is

amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of sub-
clause (I), by striking the period at the end of
subclause (II) and inserting ‘‘, or’’, and by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new sub-
clause:

‘‘(III) is described in section 48(l)(3)(A)(ix) (as
in effect on the day before the date of the enact-
ment of the Revenue Reconciliation Act of
1990).’’

(B) Subparagraph (B) of section 168(e)(3) (re-
lating to 5-year property) is amended by adding
at the end the following flush sentence:
‘‘Nothing in any provision of law shall be con-
strued to treat property as not being described
in clause (vi)(I) (or the corresponding provisions
of prior law) by reason of being public utility
property (within the meaning of section
48(a)(3)).’’

(C) Subparagraph (K) of section 168(g)(4) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 48(a)(3)(A)(iii)’’
and inserting ‘‘section 48(l)(3)(A)(ix) (as in ef-
fect on the day before the date of the enactment
of the Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1990)’’.

(2) Clause (ii) of section 172(b)(1)(E) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘subsection (m)’’ and inserting
‘‘subsection (h)’’.

(3) Sections 805(a)(4)(E), 832(b)(5)(C)(ii)(II),
and 832(b)(5)(D)(ii)(II) are each amended by
striking ‘‘243(b)(5)’’ and inserting ‘‘243(b)(2)’’.

(4) Subparagraph (A) of section 243(b)(3) is
amended by inserting ‘‘of’’ after ‘‘In the case’’.

(5) The subsection heading for subsection (a)
of section 280F is amended by striking ‘‘INVEST-
MENT TAX CREDIT AND’’.

(6) Clause (i) of section 1504(c)(2)(B) is amend-
ed by inserting ‘‘section’’ before ‘‘243(b)(2)’’.

(7) Paragraph (3) of section 341(f) is amended
by striking ‘‘351, 361, 371(a), or 374(a)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘351, or 361’’.

(8) Paragraph (2) of section 243(b) is amended
to read as follows:

‘‘(2) AFFILIATED GROUP.—For purposes of this
subsection:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘affiliated group’
has the meaning given such term by section
1504(a), except that for such purposes sections
1504(b)(2), 1504(b)(4), and 1504(c) shall not
apply.

‘‘(B) GROUP MUST BE CONSISTENT IN FOREIGN
TAX TREATMENT.—The requirements of para-
graph (1)(A) shall not be treated as being met
with respect to any dividend received by a cor-
poration if, for any taxable year which includes
the day on which such dividend is received—

‘‘(i) 1 or more members of the affiliated group
referred to in paragraph (1)(A) choose to any
extent to take the benefits of section 901, and

‘‘(ii) 1 or more other members of such group
claim to any extent a deduction for taxes other-
wise creditable under section 901.’’

(9) The amendment made by section
11813(b)(17) of the Revenue Reconciliation Act
of 1990 shall be applied as if the material strick-
en by such amendment included the closing pa-
renthesis after ‘‘section 48(a)(5)’’.

(10) Paragraph (1) of section 179(d) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘in a trade or business’’ and in-
serting ‘‘a trade or business’’.

(11) Subparagraph (E) of section 50(a)(2) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 48(a)(5)(A)’’ and
inserting ‘‘section 48(a)(5)’’.

(12) The amendment made by section
11801(c)(9)(G)(ii) of the Revenue Reconciliation
Act of 1990 shall be applied as if it struck ‘‘Sec-
tion 422A(c)(2)’’ and inserted ‘‘Section
422(c)(2)’’.

(13) Subparagraph (B) of section 424(c)(3) is
amended by striking ‘‘a qualified stock option,
an incentive stock option, an option granted
under an employee stock purchase plan, or a re-
stricted stock option’’ and inserting ‘‘an incen-
tive stock option or an option granted under an
employee stock purchase plan’’.

(14) Subparagraph (E) of section 1367(a)(2) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 613A(c)(13)(B)’’
and inserting ‘‘section 613A(c)(11)(B)’’.

(15) Subparagraph (B) of section 460(e)(6) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 167(k)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 168(e)(2)(A)(ii)’’.

(16) Subparagraph (C) of section 172(h)(4) is
amended by striking ‘‘subsection (b)(1)(M)’’ and
inserting ‘‘subsection (b)(1)(E)’’.

(17) Section 6503 is amended—
(A) by redesignating the subsection relating to

extension in case of certain summonses as sub-
section (j), and

(B) by redesignating the subsection relating to
cross references as subsection (k).

(18) Paragraph (4) of section 1250(e) is hereby
repealed.

(i) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Except as otherwise ex-
pressly provided—

(1) the amendments made by this section shall
be treated as amendments to the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 as amended by the Revenue
Reconciliation Act of 1993; and

(2) any amendment made by this section shall
apply to periods before the date of the enact-
ment of this section in the same manner as if it
had been included in the provision of the Reve-
nue Reconciliation Act of 1990 to which such
amendment relates.

SEC. 1703. AMENDMENTS RELATED TO REVENUE
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1993.

(a) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 13114.—
Paragraph (2) of section 1044(c) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(2) PURCHASE.—The taxpayer shall be con-
sidered to have purchased any property if, but
for subsection (d), the unadjusted basis of such
property would be its cost within the meaning of
section 1012.’’

(b) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SECTION
13142.—

(1) Subparagraph (B) of section 13142(b)(6) of
the Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1993 is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(B) FULL-TIME STUDENTS, WAIVER AUTHOR-
ITY, AND PROHIBITED DISCRIMINATION.—The
amendments made by paragraphs (2), (3), and
(4) shall take effect on the date of the enactment
of this Act.’’

(2) Subparagraph (C) of section 13142(b)(6) of
such Act is amended by striking ‘‘paragraph
(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (5)’’.

(c) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 13161.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (e) of section 4001

(relating to inflation adjustment) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(e) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The $30,000 amount in sub-

section (a) and section 4003(a) shall be increased
by an amount equal to—

‘‘(A) $30,000, multiplied by
‘‘(B) the cost-of-living adjustment under sec-

tion 1(f)(3) for the calendar year in which the
vehicle is sold, determined by substituting ‘cal-
endar year 1990’ for ‘calendar year 1992’ in sub-
paragraph (B) thereof.

‘‘(2) ROUNDING.—If any amount as adjusted
under paragraph (1) is not a multiple of $2,000,
such amount shall be rounded to the next lowest
multiple of $2,000.’’

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall take effect on the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(d) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 13201.—
Clause (ii) of section 135(b)(2)(B) is amended by
inserting before the period at the end thereof the
following: ‘‘, determined by substituting ‘cal-
endar year 1989’ for ‘calendar year 1992’ in sub-
paragraph (B) thereof’’.

(e) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SECTION 13203.—
Subsection (a) of section 59 is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘the amount determined under
section 55(b)(1)(A)’’ in paragraph (1)(A) and
(2)(A)(i) and inserting ‘‘the pre-credit tentative
minimum tax’’,

(2) by striking ‘‘specified in section
55(b)(1)(A)’’ in paragraph (1)(C) and inserting
‘‘specified in subparagraph (A)(i) or (B)(i) of
section 55(b)(1) (whichever applies)’’,

(3) by striking ‘‘which would be determined
under section 55(b)(1)(A)’’ in paragraph
(2)(A)(ii) and inserting ‘‘which would be the
pre-credit tentative minimum tax’’, and

(4) by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(3) PRE-CREDIT TENTATIVE MINIMUM TAX.—
For purposes of this subsection, the term ‘pre-
credit tentative minimum tax’ means—

‘‘(A) in the case of a taxpayer other than a
corporation, the amount determined under the
first sentence of section 55(b)(1)(A)(i), or

‘‘(B) in the case of a corporation, the amount
determined under section 55(b)(1)(B)(i).’’

(f) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 13221.—
Sections 1201(a) and 1561(a) are each amended
by striking ‘‘last sentence’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘last 2 sentences’’.

(g) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SECTION
13222.—

(1) Subparagraph (B) of section 6033(e)(1) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new clause:

‘‘(iii) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 527(f).—
This subsection shall not apply to any amount
on which tax is imposed by reason of section
527(f).’’.

(2) Clause (i) of section 6033(e)(1)(B) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘this subtitle’’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 501’’.
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(h) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 13225.—

Paragraph (3) of section 6655(g) is amended by
striking all that follows ‘‘ ‘3rd month’ ’’ in the
sentence following subparagraph (C) and insert-
ing ‘‘, subsection (e)(2)(A) shall be applied by
substituting ‘2 months’ for ‘3 months’ in clause
(i)(I), the election under clause (i) of subsection
(e)(2)(C) may be made separately for each in-
stallment, and clause (ii) of subsection (e)(2)(C)
shall not apply.’’.

(i) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO SECTION 13231.—
(1) Subparagraph (G) of section 904(d)(3) is

amended by striking ‘‘section 951(a)(1)(B)’’ and
inserting ‘‘subparagraph (B) or (C) of section
951(a)(1)’’.

(2) Paragraph (1) of section 956A(b) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

‘‘(1) the amount (not including a deficit) re-
ferred to in section 316(a)(1) to the extent such
amount was accumulated in prior taxable years
beginning after September 30, 1993, and’’.

(3) Subsection (f) of section 956A is amended
by inserting before the period at the end thereof:
‘‘and regulations coordinating the provisions of
subsections (c)(3)(A) and (d)’’.

(4) Subsection (b) of section 958 is amended by
striking ‘‘956(b)(2)’’ each place it appears and
inserting ‘‘956(c)(2)’’.

(5)(A) Subparagraph (A) of section 1297(d)(2)
is amended by striking ‘‘The adjusted basis of
any asset’’ and inserting ‘‘The amount taken
into account under section 1296(a)(2) with re-
spect to any asset’’.

(B) The paragraph heading of paragraph (2)
of section 1297(d) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) AMOUNT TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.—’’.
(6) Subsection (e) of section 1297 is amended

by inserting ‘‘For purposes of this part—’’ after
the subsection heading.

(j) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 13241.—
Subparagraph (B) of section 40(e)(1) is amended
to read as follows:

‘‘(B) for any period before January 1, 2001,
during which the rates of tax under section
4081(a)(2)(A) are 4.3 cents per gallon.’’

(k) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 13261.—
Clause (iii) of section 13261(g)(2)(A) of the Reve-
nue Reconciliation Act of 1993 is amended by
striking ‘‘by the taxpayer’’ and inserting ‘‘by
the taxpayer or a related person’’.

(l) AMENDMENT RELATED TO SECTION 13301.—
Subparagraph (B) of section 1397B(d)(5) is
amended by striking ‘‘preceding’’.

(m) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subsection (d) of section 39 is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘45’’ in the heading of para-

graph (5) and inserting ‘‘45A’’, and
(B) by striking ‘‘45’’ in the heading of para-

graph (6) and inserting ‘‘45B’’.
(2) Subparagraph (A) of section 108(d)(9) is

amended by striking ‘‘paragraph (3)(B)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘paragraph (3)(C)’’.

(3) Subparagraph (C) of section 143(d)(2) is
amended by striking the period at the end there-
of and inserting a comma.

(4) Clause (ii) of section 163(j)(6)(E) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘which is a’’ and inserting
‘‘which is’’.

(5) Subparagraph (A) of section 1017(b)(4) is
amended by striking ‘‘subsection (b)(2)(D)’’ and
inserting ‘‘subsection (b)(2)(E)’’.

(6) So much of section 1245(a)(3) as precedes
subparagraph (A) thereof is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(3) SECTION 1245 PROPERTY.—For purposes of
this section, the term ‘section 1245 property’
means any property which is or has been prop-
erty of a character subject to the allowance for
depreciation provided in section 167 and is ei-
ther—’’.

(7) Paragraph (2) of section 1394(e) is amend-
ed—

(A) by striking ‘‘(i)’’ and inserting ‘‘(A)’’, and
(B) by striking ‘‘(ii)’’ and inserting ‘‘(B)’’.
(8) Subsection (m) of section 6501 (as redesig-

nated by section 1602) is amended by striking
‘‘or 51(j)’’ and inserting ‘‘45B, or 51(j)’’.

(9)(A) The section 6714 added by section
13242(b)(1) of the Revenue Reconciliation Act of
1993 is hereby redesignated as section 6715.

(B) The table of sections for part I of sub-
chapter B of chapter 68 is amended by striking
‘‘6714’’ in the item added by such section
13242(b)(2) of such Act and inserting ‘‘6715’’.

(10) Paragraph (2) of section 9502(b) is amend-
ed by inserting ‘‘and before’’ after ‘‘1982,’’.

(11) Subsection (a)(3) of section 13206 of the
Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1993 is amended
by striking ‘‘this section’’ and inserting ‘‘this
subsection’’.

(12) Paragraph (1) of section 13215(c) of the
Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1993 is amended
by striking ‘‘Public Law 92–21’’ and inserting
‘‘Public Law 98–21’’.

(13) Paragraph (2) of section 13311(e) of the
Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1993 is amended
by striking ‘‘section 1393(a)(3)’’ and inserting
‘‘section 1393(a)(2)’’.

(14) Subparagraph (B) of section 117(d)(2) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 132(f)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 132(h)’’.

(n) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Any amendment made
by this section shall take effect as if included in
the provision of the Revenue Reconciliation Act
of 1993 to which such amendment relates.
SEC. 1704. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.

(a) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS MADE BY
TITLE XII OF OMNIBUS BUDGET RECONCILIATION
ACT OF 1990.—Except as otherwise expressly
provided, whenever in title XII of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 an amend-
ment or repeal is expressed in terms of an
amendment to, or repeal of, a section or other
provision, the reference shall be considered to be
made to a section or other provision of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986.

(b) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN AMOUNTS UNDER
HEDGE BOND RULES.—

(1) Clause (iii) of section 149(g)(3)(B) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(iii) AMOUNTS HELD PENDING REINVESTMENT
OR REDEMPTION.—Amounts held for not more
than 30 days pending reinvestment or bond re-
demption shall be treated as invested in bonds
described in clause (i).’’

(2) The amendment made by paragraph (1)
shall take effect as if included in the amend-
ments made by section 7651 of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1989.

(c) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN DISTRIBUTIONS
UNDER SECTION 1445.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section
1445(e) is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new sentence: ‘‘Rules similar to
the rules of the preceding provisions of this
paragraph shall apply in the case of any dis-
tribution to which section 301 applies and which
is not made out of the earnings and profits of
such a domestic corporation.’’

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall apply to distributions
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(d) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN CREDITS UNDER
SECTION 469.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of section
469(c)(3) is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following new sentence: ‘‘If the preceding
sentence applies to the net income from any
property for any taxable year, any credits al-
lowable under subpart B (other than section
27(a)) or D of part IV of subchapter A for such
taxable year which are attributable to such
property shall be treated as credits not from a
passive activity to the extent the amount of such
credits does not exceed the regular tax liability
of the taxpayer for the taxable year which is al-
locable to such net income.’’

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall apply to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1986.

(e) TREATMENT OF DISPOSITIONS UNDER PAS-
SIVE LOSS RULES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of section
469(g)(1) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If all gain or loss realized
on such disposition is recognized, the excess of—

‘‘(i) any loss from such activity for such tax-
able year (determined after the application of
subsection (b)), over

‘‘(ii) any net income or gain for such taxable
year from all other passive activities (determined
after the application of subsection (b)),
shall be treated as a loss which is not from a
passive activity.’’

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall apply to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1986.

(f) MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS TO FOREIGN
PROVISIONS.—

(1) COORDINATION OF UNIFIED ESTATE TAX
CREDIT WITH TREATIES.—Subparagraph (A) of
section 2102(c)(3) is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new sentence: ‘‘For
purposes of the preceding sentence, property
shall not be treated as situated in the United
States if such property is exempt from the tax
imposed by this subchapter under any treaty ob-
ligation of the United States.’’

(2) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN INTEREST PAID TO
RELATED PERSON.—

(A) Subparagraph (B) of section 163(j)(1) is
amended by inserting before the period at the
end thereof the following: ‘‘(and clause (ii) of
paragraph (2)(A) shall not apply for purposes of
applying this subsection to the amount so treat-
ed)’’.

(B) Subsection (j) of section 163 is amended by
redesignating paragraph (7) as paragraph (8)
and by inserting after paragraph (6) the follow-
ing new paragraph:

‘‘(7) COORDINATION WITH PASSIVE LOSS RULES,
ETC.—This subsection shall be applied before
sections 465 and 469.’’

(C) The amendments made by this paragraph
shall apply as if included in the amendments
made by section 7210(a) of the Revenue Rec-
onciliation Act of 1989.

(3) TREATMENT OF INTEREST ALLOCABLE TO EF-
FECTIVELY CONNECTED INCOME.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—
(i) Subparagraph (B) of section 884(f)(1) is

amended by striking ‘‘to the extent’’ and all
that follows down through ‘‘subparagraph (A)’’
and inserting ‘‘to the extent that the allocable
interest exceeds the interest described in sub-
paragraph (A)’’.

(ii) The second sentence of section 884(f)(1) is
amended by striking ‘‘reasonably expected’’ and
all that follows down through the period at the
end thereof and inserting ‘‘reasonably expected
to be allocable interest.’’

(iii) Paragraph (2) of section 884(f) is amended
to read as follows:

‘‘(2) ALLOCABLE INTEREST.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘allocable interest’
means any interest which is allocable to income
which is effectively connected (or treated as ef-
fectively connected) with the conduct of a trade
or business in the United States.’’

(B) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by subparagraph (A) shall take effect as if in-
cluded in the amendments made by section
1241(a) of the Tax Reform Act of 1986.

(4) CLARIFICATION OF SOURCE RULE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section

865(b) is amended by striking ‘‘863(b)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘863’’.

(B) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subparagraph (A) shall take effect as if in-
cluded in the amendments made by section 1211
of the Tax Reform Act of 1986.

(5) REPEAL OF OBSOLETE PROVISIONS.—
(A) Paragraph (1) of section 6038(a) is amend-

ed by striking ‘‘, and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (E) and inserting a period, and by strik-
ing subparagraph (F).

(B) Subsection (b) of section 6038A is amended
by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph (2),
by striking ‘‘, and’’ at the end of paragraph (3)
and inserting a period, and by striking para-
graph (4).

(g) TREATMENT OF ASSIGNMENT OF INTEREST
IN CERTAIN BOND-FINANCED FACILITIES.—
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of section

1317(3) of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following new
sentence: ‘‘A facility shall not fail to be treated
as described in this subparagraph by reason of
an assignment (or an agreement to an assign-
ment) by the governmental unit on whose behalf
the bonds are issued of any part of its interest
in the property financed by such bonds to an-
other governmental unit.’’

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall take effect as if included
in such section 1317 on the date of the enact-
ment of the Tax Reform Act of 1986.

(h) CLARIFICATION OF TREATMENT OF MEDI-
CARE ENTITLEMENT UNDER COBRA PROVI-
SIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—
(A) Subclause (V) of section 4980B(f)(2)(B)(i)

is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(V) MEDICARE ENTITLEMENT FOLLOWED BY

QUALIFYING EVENT.—In the case of a qualifying
event described in paragraph (3)(B) that occurs
less than 18 months after the date the covered
employee became entitled to benefits under title
XVIII of the Social Security Act, the period of
coverage for qualified beneficiaries other than
the covered employee shall not terminate under
this clause before the close of the 36-month pe-
riod beginning on the date the covered employee
became so entitled.’’

(B) Clause (v) of section 602(2)(A) of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(v) MEDICARE ENTITLEMENT FOLLOWED BY
QUALIFYING EVENT.—In the case of a qualifying
event described in section 603(2) that occurs less
than 18 months after the date the covered em-
ployee became entitled to benefits under title
XVIII of the Social Security Act, the period of
coverage for qualified beneficiaries other than
the covered employee shall not terminate under
this subparagraph before the close of the 36-
month period beginning on the date the covered
employee became so entitled.’’

(C) Clause (iv) of section 2202(2)(A) of the
Public Health Service Act is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(iv) MEDICARE ENTITLEMENT FOLLOWED BY
QUALIFYING EVENT.—In the case of a qualifying
event described in section 2203(2) that occurs
less than 18 months after the date the covered
employee became entitled to benefits under title
XVIII of the Social Security Act, the period of
coverage for qualified beneficiaries other than
the covered employee shall not terminate under
this subparagraph before the close of the 36-
month period beginning on the date the covered
employee became so entitled.’’

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this subsection shall apply to plan years be-
ginning after December 31, 1989.

(i) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN REMIC INCLU-
SIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
860E is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(6) COORDINATION WITH MINIMUM TAX.—For
purposes of part VI of subchapter A of this
chapter—

‘‘(A) the reference in section 55(b)(2) to tax-
able income shall be treated as a reference to
taxable income determined without regard to
this subsection,

‘‘(B) the alternative minimum taxable income
of any holder of a residual interest in a REMIC
for any taxable year shall in no event be less
than the excess inclusion for such taxable year,
and

‘‘(C) any excess inclusion shall be disregarded
for purposes of computing the alternative tax
net operating loss deduction.
The preceding sentence shall not apply to any
organization to which section 593 applies, except
to the extent provided in regulations prescribed
by the Secretary under paragraph (2).’’

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall take effect as if included

in the amendments made by section 671 of the
Tax Reform Act of 1986 unless the taxpayer
elects to apply such amendment only to taxable
years beginning after the date of the enactment
of this Act.

(j) EXEMPTION FROM HARBOR MAINTENANCE
TAX FOR CERTAIN PASSENGERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (D) of section
4462(b)(1) (relating to special rule for Alaska,
Hawaii, and possessions) is amended by insert-
ing before the period the following: ‘‘, or pas-
sengers transported on United States flag vessels
operating solely within the State waters of Alas-
ka or Hawaii and adjacent international wa-
ters’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall take effect as if included
in the amendments made by section 1402(a) of
the Harbor Maintenance Revenue Act of 1986.

(k) AMENDMENTS RELATED TO REVENUE PRO-
VISIONS OF ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 1992.—

(1) Effective with respect to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1990, subclause (II)
of section 53(d)(1)(B)(iv) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(II) the adjusted net minimum tax for any
taxable year is the amount of the net minimum
tax for such year increased in the manner pro-
vided in clause (iii).’’

(2) Subsection (g) of section 179A is redesig-
nated as subsection (f).

(3) Subparagraph (E) of section 6724(d)(3) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 6109(f)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 6109(h)’’.

(4)(A) Subsection (d) of section 30 is amend-
ed—

(i) by inserting ‘‘(determined without regard
to subsection (b)(3))’’ before the period at the
end of paragraph (1) thereof, and

(ii) by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(4) ELECTION TO NOT TAKE CREDIT.—No cred-
it shall be allowed under subsection (a) for any
vehicle if the taxpayer elects to not have this
section apply to such vehicle.’’

(B) Subsection (m) of section 6501 (as redesig-
nated by section 1602) is amended by striking
‘‘section 40(f)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 30(d)(4),
40(f)’’.

(5) Subclause (III) of section 501(c)(21)(D)(ii)
is amended by striking ‘‘section 101(6)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 101(7)’’ and by striking
‘‘1752(6)’’ and inserting ‘‘1752(7)’’.

(6) Paragraph (1) of section 1917(b) of the En-
ergy Policy Act of 1992 shall be applied as if ‘‘at
a rate’’ appeared instead of ‘‘at the rate’’ in the
material proposed to be stricken.

(7) Paragraph (2) of section 1921(b) of the En-
ergy Policy Act of 1992 shall be applied as if a
comma appeared after ‘‘(2)’’ in the material pro-
posed to be stricken.

(8) Subsection (a) of section 1937 of the Energy
Policy Act of 1992 shall be applied as if ‘‘Sub-
part B’’ appeared instead of ‘‘Subpart C’’.

(l) TREATMENT OF QUALIFIED FOOTBALL
COACHES PLAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (F) of section
3(37) of the Employee Retirement Income Secu-
rity Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1002(37)(F)) is amend-
ed by redesignating clause (ii) as clause (iii) and
by inserting after clause (i) the following new
clause:

‘‘(ii) For purposes of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986—

‘‘(I) clause (i) shall apply, and
‘‘(II) a qualified football coaches plan shall be

treated as a multiemployer collectively bar-
gained plan.’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall apply to years beginning
after December 22, 1987.

(m) DETERMINATION OF UNRECOVERED INVEST-
MENT IN ANNUITY CONTRACT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of section
72(b)(4) is amended by inserting ‘‘(determined
without regard to subsection (c)(2))’’ after ‘‘con-
tract’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall take effect as if included

in the amendments made by section 1122(c) of
the Tax Reform Act of 1986.

(n) MODIFICATIONS TO ELECTION TO INCLUDE
CHILD’S INCOME ON PARENT’S RETURN.—

(1) ELIGIBILITY FOR ELECTION.—Clause (ii) of
section 1(g)(7)(A) (relating to election to include
certain unearned income of child on parent’s re-
turn) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(ii) such gross income is more than the
amount described in paragraph (4)(A)(ii)(I) and
less than 10 times the amount so described,’’.

(2) COMPUTATION OF TAX.—Subparagraph (B)
of section 1(g)(7) (relating to income included on
parent’s return) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘$1,000’’ in clause (i) and in-
serting ‘‘twice the amount described in para-
graph (4)(A)(ii)(I)’’, and

(B) by amending subclause (II) of clause (ii)
to read as follows:

‘‘(II) for each such child, 15 percent of the
lesser of the amount described in paragraph
(4)(A)(ii)(I) or the excess of the gross income of
such child over the amount so described, and’’.

(3) MINIMUM TAX.—Subparagraph (B) of sec-
tion 59(j)(1) is amended by striking ‘‘$1,000’’ and
inserting ‘‘twice the amount in effect for the
taxable year under section 63(c)(5)(A)’’.

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this subsection shall apply to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1995.

(o) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN VETERANS’ REEM-
PLOYMENT RIGHTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 414 is amended by
adding at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(u) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO VETERANS’
REEMPLOYMENT RIGHTS UNDER USERRA.—

‘‘(1) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN CONTRIBUTIONS
MADE PURSUANT TO VETERANS’ REEMPLOYMENT
RIGHTS.—If any contribution is made by an em-
ployer or an employee under an individual ac-
count plan with respect to an employee, or by
an employee to a defined benefit plan that pro-
vides for employee contributions, and such con-
tribution is required by reason of such employ-
ee’s rights under chapter 43 of title 38, United
States Code, resulting from qualified military
service, then—

‘‘(A) such contribution shall not be subject to
any otherwise applicable limitation contained in
section 402(g), 402(h), 403(b), 404(a), 404(h), 408,
415, or 457, and shall not be taken into account
in applying such limitations to other contribu-
tions or benefits under such plan or any other
plan, with respect to the year in which the con-
tribution is made,

‘‘(B) such contribution shall be subject to the
limitations referred to in subparagraph (A) with
respect to the year to which the contribution re-
lates (in accordance with rules prescribed by the
Secretary), and

‘‘(C) such plan shall not be treated as failing
to meet the requirements of section 401(a)(4),
401(a)(26), 401(k)(3), 401(k)(11), 401(k)(12),
401(m), 403(b)(12), 408(k)(3), 408(k)(6), 408(p),
410(b), or 416 by reason of the making of (or the
right to make) such contribution.

For purposes of the preceding sentence, any
elective deferral or employee contribution made
under paragraph (2) shall be treated as required
by reason of the employee’s rights under such
chapter 43.

‘‘(2) REEMPLOYMENT RIGHTS UNDER USERRA
WITH RESPECT TO ELECTIVE DEFERRALS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-
chapter and section 457, if an employee is enti-
tled to the benefits of chapter 43 of title 38,
United States Code, with respect to any plan
which provides for elective deferrals, the em-
ployer sponsoring the plan shall be treated as
meeting the requirements of such chapter 43
with respect to such elective deferrals only if
such employer—

‘‘(i) permits such employee to make additional
elective deferrals under such plan (in the
amount determined under subparagraph (B) or
such lesser amount as is elected by the em-
ployee) during the period which begins on the
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date of the reemployment of such employee with
such employer and has the same length as the
lesser of—

‘‘(I) the product of 3 and the period of quali-
fied military service which resulted in such
rights, and

‘‘(II) 5 years, and
‘‘(ii) makes a matching contribution with re-

spect to any additional elective deferral made
pursuant to clause (i) which would have been
required had such deferral actually been made
during the period of such qualified military
service.

‘‘(B) AMOUNT OF MAKEUP REQUIRED.—The
amount determined under this subparagraph
with respect to any plan is the maximum
amount of the elective deferrals that the individ-
ual would have been permitted to make under
the plan in accordance with the limitations re-
ferred to in paragraph (1)(A) during the period
of qualified military service if the individual
had continued to be employed by the employer
during such period and received compensation
as determined under paragraph (7). Proper ad-
justment shall be made to the amount deter-
mined under the preceding sentence for any
elective deferrals actually made during the pe-
riod of such qualified military service.

‘‘(C) ELECTIVE DEFERRAL.—For purposes of
this paragraph, the term ‘elective deferral’ has
the meaning given such term by section
402(g)(3); except that such term shall include
any deferral of compensation under an eligible
deferred compensation plan (as defined in sec-
tion 457(b)).

‘‘(D) AFTER-TAX EMPLOYEE CONTRIBUTIONS.—
References in subparagraphs (A) and (B) to
elective deferrals shall be treated as including
references to employee contributions.

‘‘(3) CERTAIN RETROACTIVE ADJUSTMENTS NOT
REQUIRED.—For purposes of this subchapter and
subchapter E, no provision of chapter 43 of title
38, United States Code, shall be construed as re-
quiring—

‘‘(A) any crediting of earnings to an employee
with respect to any contribution before such
contribution is actually made, or

‘‘(B) any allocation of any forfeiture with re-
spect to the period of qualified military service.

‘‘(4) LOAN REPAYMENT SUSPENSIONS PER-
MITTED.—If any plan suspends the obligation to
repay any loan made to an employee from such
plan for any part of any period during which
such employee is performing service in the uni-
formed services (as defined in chapter 43 of title
38, United States Code), whether or not quali-
fied military service, such suspension shall not
be taken into account for purposes of section
72(p), 401(a), or 4975(d)(1).

‘‘(5) QUALIFIED MILITARY SERVICE.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘qualified mili-
tary service’ means any service in the uniformed
services (as defined in chapter 43 of title 38,
United States Code) by any individual if such
individual is entitled to reemployment rights
under such chapter with respect to such service.

‘‘(6) INDIVIDUAL ACCOUNT PLAN.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘individual ac-
count plan’ means any defined contribution
plan (including any tax-sheltered annuity plan
under section 403(b), any simplified employee
pension under section 408(k), any qualified sal-
ary reduction arrangement under section 408(p),
and any eligible deferred compensation plan (as
defined in section 457(b)).

‘‘(7) COMPENSATION.—For purposes of sections
403(b)(3), 415(c)(3), and 457(e)(5), an employee
who is in qualified military service shall be
treated as receiving compensation from the em-
ployer during such period of qualified military
service equal to—

‘‘(A) the compensation the employee would
have received during such period if the employee
were not in qualified military service, deter-
mined based on the rate of pay the employee
would have received from the employer but for
absence during the period of qualified military
service, or

‘‘(B) if the compensation the employee would
have received during such period was not rea-
sonably certain, the employee’s average com-
pensation from the employer during the 12-
month period immediately preceding the quali-
fied military service (or, if shorter, the period of
employment immediately preceding the qualified
military service).

‘‘(8) USERRA REQUIREMENTS FOR QUALIFIED
RETIREMENT PLANS.—For purposes of this sub-
chapter and section 457, an employer sponsoring
a retirement plan shall be treated as meeting the
requirements of chapter 43 of title 38, United
States Code, only if each of the following re-
quirements is met:

‘‘(A) An individual reemployed under such
chapter is treated with respect to such plan as
not having incurred a break in service with the
employer maintaining the plan by reason of
such individual’s period of qualified military
service.

‘‘(B) Each period of qualified military service
served by an individual is, upon reemployment
under such chapter, deemed with respect to such
plan to constitute service with the employer
maintaining the plan for the purpose of deter-
mining the nonforfeitability of the individual’s
accrued benefits under such plan and for the
purpose of determining the accrual of benefits
under such plan.

‘‘(C) An individual reemployed under such
chapter is entitled to accrued benefits that are
contingent on the making of, or derived from,
employee contributions or elective deferrals only
to the extent the individual makes payment to
the plan with respect to such contributions or
deferrals. No such payment may exceed the
amount the individual would have been per-
mitted or required to contribute had the individ-
ual remained continuously employed by the em-
ployer throughout the period of qualified mili-
tary service. Any payment to such plan shall be
made during the period beginning with the date
of reemployment and whose duration is 3 times
the period of the qualified military service (but
not greater than 5 years).

‘‘(9) PLANS NOT SUBJECT TO TITLE 38.—This
subsection shall not apply to any retirement
plan to which chapter 43 of title 38, United
States Code, does not apply.

‘‘(10) REFERENCES.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, any reference to chapter 43 of title 38,
United States Code, shall be treated as a ref-
erence to such chapter as in effect on December
12, 1994 (without regard to any subsequent
amendment).’’

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by this subsection shall be effective as of Decem-
ber 12, 1994.

(p) REPORTING OF REAL ESTATE TRANS-
ACTIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section
6045(e) (relating to prohibition of separate
charge for filing return) is amended by adding
at the end the following new sentence: ‘‘Nothing
in this paragraph shall be construed to prohibit
the real estate reporting person from taking into
account its cost of complying with such require-
ment in establishing its charge (other than a
separate charge for complying with such re-
quirement) to any customer for performing serv-
ices in the case of a real estate transaction.’’

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall take effect as if included
in section 1015(e)(2)(A) of the Technical and
Miscellaneous Revenue Act of 1988.

(q) CLARIFICATION OF DENIAL OF DEDUCTION
FOR STOCK REDEMPTION EXPENSES.

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
162(k) is amended by striking ‘‘the redemption of
its stock’’ and inserting ‘‘the reacquisition of its
stock or of the stock of any related person (as
defined in section 465(b)(3)(C))’’.

(2) CERTAIN DEDUCTIONS PERMITTED.—Sub-
paragraph (A) of section 162(k)(2) is amended by
striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause (i), by redesig-
nating clause (ii) as clause (iii), and by insert-
ing after clause (i) the following new clause:

‘‘(ii) deduction for amounts which are prop-
erly allocable to indebtedness and amortized
over the term of such indebtedness, or’’.

(3) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The subsection
heading for subsection (k) of section 162 is
amended by striking ‘‘REDEMPTION’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘REACQUISITION’’.

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-

paragraph (B), the amendments made by this
subsection shall apply to amounts paid or in-
curred after September 13, 1995, in taxable years
ending after such date.

(B) PARAGRAPH (2).—The amendment made by
paragraph (2) shall take effect as if included in
the amendment made by section 613 of the Tax
Reform Act of 1986.

(r) CLERICAL AMENDMENT TO SECTION 404.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section

404(j) is amended by striking ‘‘(10)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘(9)’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall take effect as if included
in the amendments made by section 713(d)(4)(A)
of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.

(s) PASSIVE INCOME NOT TO INCLUDE FSC IN-
COME, ETC.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section
1296(b) is amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end
of subparagraph (B), by striking the period at
the end of subparagraph (C) and inserting ‘‘,
or’’, and by inserting after subparagraph (C)
the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(D) which is foreign trade income of a FSC
or export trade income of an export trade cor-
poration (as defined in section 971).’’

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall take effect as if included
in the amendments made by section 1235 of the
Tax Reform Act of 1986.

(t) MISCELLANEOUS CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subclause (II) of section 56(g)(4)(C)(ii) is

amended by striking ‘‘of the subclause’’ and in-
serting ‘‘of subclause’’.

(2) Paragraph (2) of section 72(m) is amended
by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the end of subparagraph
(A), by striking subparagraph (B), and by redes-
ignating subparagraph (C) as subparagraph
(B).

(3) Paragraph (2) of section 86(b) is amended
by striking ‘‘adusted’’ and inserting ‘‘adjusted’’.

(4)(A) The heading for section 112 is amended
by striking ‘‘combat pay’’ and inserting ‘‘combat
zone compensation’’.

(B) The item relating to section 112 in the
table of sections for part III of subchapter B of
chapter 1 is amended by striking ‘‘combat pay’’
and inserting ‘‘combat zone compensation’’.

(C) Paragraph (1) of section 3401(a) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘combat pay’’ and inserting
‘‘combat zone compensation’’.

(5) Clause (i) of section 172(h)(3)(B) is amend-
ed by striking the comma at the end thereof and
inserting a period.

(6) Clause (ii) of section 543(a)(2)(B) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘section 563(c)’’ and inserting
‘‘section 563(d)’’.

(7) Paragraph (1) of section 958(a) is amended
by striking ‘‘sections 955(b)(1) (A) and (B),
955(c)(2)(A)(ii), and 960(a)(1)’’ and inserting
‘‘section 960(a)(1)’’.

(8) Subsection (g) of section 642 is amended by
striking ‘‘under 2621(a)(2)’’ and inserting
‘‘under section 2621(a)(2)’’.

(9) Section 1463 is amended by striking ‘‘this
subsection’’ and inserting ‘‘this section’’.

(10) Subsection (k) of section 3306 is amended
by inserting a period at the end thereof.

(11) The item relating to section 4472 in the
table of sections for subchapter B of chapter 36
is amended by striking ‘‘and special rules’’.

(12) Paragraph (3) of section 5134(c) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘section 6662(a)’’ and inserting
‘‘section 6665(a)’’.

(13) Paragraph (2) of section 5206(f) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘section 5(e)’’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 105(e)’’.

(14) Paragraph (1) of section 6050B(c) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 85(c)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 85(b)’’.
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(15) Subsection (k) of section 6166 is amended

by striking paragraph (6).
(16) Subsection (e) of section 6214 is amended

to read as follows:
‘‘(e) CROSS REFERENCE.—
‘‘For provision giving Tax Court jurisdic-

tion to order a refund of an overpayment and
to award sanctions, see section 6512(b)(2).’’

(17) The section heading for section 6043 is
amended by striking the semicolon and inserting
a comma.

(18) The item relating to section 6043 in the
table of sections for subpart B of part III of sub-
chapter A of chapter 61 is amended by striking
the semicolon and inserting a comma.

(19) The table of sections for part I of sub-
chapter A of chapter 68 is amended by striking
the item relating to section 6662.

(20)(A) Section 7232 is amended—
(i) by striking ‘‘LUBRICATING OIL,’’ in the

heading, and
(ii) by striking ‘‘lubricating oil,’’ in the text.
(B) The table of sections for part II of sub-

chapter A of chapter 75 is amended by striking
‘‘lubricating oil,’’ in the item relating to section
7232.

(21) Paragraph (1) of section 6701(a) of the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1989 is
amended by striking ‘‘subclause (IV)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subclause (V)’’.

(22) Clause (ii) of section 7304(a)(2)(D) of such
Act is amended by striking ‘‘subsection (c)(2)’’
and inserting ‘‘subsection (c)’’.

(23) Paragraph (1) of section 7646(b) of such
Act is amended by striking ‘‘section 6050H(b)(1)’’
and inserting ‘‘section 6050H(b)(2)’’.

(24) Paragraph (10) of section 7721(c) of such
Act is amended by striking ‘‘section
6662(b)(2)(C)(ii)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
6661(b)(2)(C)(ii)’’.

(25) Subparagraph (A) of section 7811(i)(3) of
such Act is amended by inserting ‘‘the first
place it appears’’ before ‘‘in clause (i)’’.

(26) Paragraph (10) of section 7841(d) of such
Act is amended by striking ‘‘section 381(a)’’ and
inserting ‘‘section 381(c)’’.

(27) Paragraph (2) of section 7861(c) of such
Act is amended by inserting ‘‘the second place it
appears’’ before ‘‘and inserting’’.

(28) Paragraph (1) of section 460(b) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘the look-back method of para-
graph (3)’’ and inserting ‘‘the look-back method
of paragraph (2)’’.

(29) Subparagraph (C) of section 50(a)(2) is
amended by striking ‘‘subsection (c)(4)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsection (d)(5)’’.

(30) Subparagraph (B) of section 172(h)(4) is
amended by striking the material following the
heading and preceding clause (i) and inserting
‘‘For purposes of subsection (b)(2)—’’.

(31) Subparagraph (A) of section 355(d)(7) is
amended by inserting ‘‘section’’ before ‘‘267(b)’’.

(32) Subparagraph (C) of section 420(e)(1) is
amended by striking ‘‘mean’’ and inserting
‘‘means’’.

(33) Paragraph (4) of section 537(b) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘section 172(i)’’ and inserting
‘‘section 172(f)’’.

(34) Subparagraph (B) of section 613(e)(1) is
amended by striking the comma at the end
thereof and inserting a period.

(35) Paragraph (4) of section 856(a) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘section 582(c)(5)’’ and inserting
‘‘section 582(c)(2)’’.

(36) Sections 904(f)(2)(B)(i) and
907(c)(4)(B)(iii) are each amended by inserting
‘‘(as in effect on the day before the date of the
enactment of the Revenue Reconciliation Act of
1990)’’ after ‘‘section 172(h)’’.

(37) Subsection (b) of section 936 is amended
by striking ‘‘subparagraphs (D)(ii)(I)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subparagraphs (D)(ii)’’.

(38) Subsection (c) of section 2104 is amended
by striking ‘‘subparagraph (A), (C), or (D) of
section 861(a)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
861(a)(1)(A)’’.

(39) Subparagraph (A) of section 280A(c)(1) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) as the principal place of business for any
trade or business of the taxpayer,’’.

(40) Section 6038 is amended by redesignating
the subsection relating to cross references as
subsection (f).

(41) Clause (iv) of section 6103(e)(1)(A) is
amended by striking all that follows ‘‘provisions
of’’ and inserting ‘‘section 1(g) or 59(j);’’.

(42) The subsection (f) of section 6109 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 which was added
by section 2201(d) of Public Law 101–624 is re-
designated as subsection (g).

(43) Subsection (b) of section 7454 is amended
by striking ‘‘section 4955(e)(2)’’ and inserting
‘‘section 4955(f)(2)’’.

(44) Subsection (d) of section 11231 of the Rev-
enue Reconciliation Act of 1990 shall be applied
as if ‘‘comma’’ appeared instead of ‘‘period’’
and as if the paragraph (9) proposed to be
added ended with a comma.

(45) Paragraph (1) of section 11303(b) of the
Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1990 shall be ap-
plied as if ‘‘paragraph’’ appeared instead of
‘‘subparagraph’’ in the material proposed to be
stricken.

(46) Subsection (f) of section 11701 of the Reve-
nue Reconciliation Act of 1990 is amended by in-
serting ‘‘(relating to definitions)’’ after ‘‘section
6038(e)’’.

(47) Subsection (i) of section 11701 of the Reve-
nue Reconciliation Act of 1990 shall be applied
as if ‘‘subsection’’ appeared instead of ‘‘section’’
in the material proposed to be stricken.

(48) Subparagraph (B) of section 11801(c)(2) of
the Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1990 shall be
applied as if ‘‘section 56(g)’’ appeared instead of
‘‘section 59(g)’’.

(49) Subparagraph (C) of section 11801(c)(8) of
the Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1990 shall be
applied as if ‘‘reorganizations’’ appeared in-
stead of ‘‘reorganization’’ in the material pro-
posed to be stricken.

(50) Subparagraph (H) of section 11801(c)(9) of
the Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1990 shall be
applied as if ‘‘section 1042(c)(1)(B)’’ appeared
instead of ‘‘section 1042(c)(2)(B)’’.

(51) Subparagraph (F) of section 11801(c)(12)
of the Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1990 shall
be applied as if ‘‘and (3)’’ appeared instead of
‘‘and (E)’’.

(52) Subparagraph (A) of section 11801(c)(22)
of the Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1990 shall
be applied as if ‘‘chapters 21’’ appeared instead
of ‘‘chapter 21’’ in the material proposed to be
stricken.

(53) Paragraph (3) of section 11812(b) of the
Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1990 shall be ap-
plied by not executing the amendment therein to
the heading of section 42(d)(5)(B).

(54) Clause (i) of section 11813(b)(9)(A) of the
Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1990 shall be ap-
plied as if a comma appeared after ‘‘(3)(A)(ix)’’
in the material proposed to be stricken.

(55) Subparagraph (F) of section 11813(b)(13)
of the Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1990 shall
be applied as if ‘‘tax’’ appeared after ‘‘invest-
ment’’ in the material proposed to be stricken.

(56) Paragraph (19) of section 11813(b) of the
Revenue Reconciliation Act of 1990 shall be ap-
plied as if ‘‘Paragraph (20) of section 1016(a), as
redesignated by section 11801,’’ appeared in-
stead of ‘‘Paragraph (21) of section 1016(a)’’.

(57) Paragraph (5) section 8002(a) of the Sur-
face Transportation Revenue Act of 1991 shall
be applied as if ‘‘4481(e)’’ appeared instead of
‘‘4481(c)’’.

(58) Section 7872 is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘foregone’’ each place it ap-

pears in subsections (a) and (e)(2) and inserting
‘‘forgone’’, and

(B) by striking ‘‘FOREGONE’’ in the heading
for subsection (e) and the heading for para-
graph (2) of subsection (e) and inserting ‘‘FOR-
GONE’’.

(59) Paragraph (7) of section 7611(h) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘approporiate’’ and inserting
‘‘appropriate’’.

(60) The heading of paragraph (3) of section
419A(c) is amended by striking ‘‘SEVERENCE’’
and inserting ‘‘SEVERANCE’’.

(61) Clause (ii) of section 807(d)(3)(B) is
amended by striking ‘‘Commissoners’ ’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Commissioners’ ’’.

(62) Subparagraph (B) of section 1274A(c)(1) is
amended by striking ‘‘instument’’ and inserting
‘‘instrument’’.

(63) Subparagraph (B) of section 724(d)(3) by
striking ‘‘Subparagaph’’ and inserting ‘‘Sub-
paragraph’’.

(64) The last sentence of paragraph (2) of sec-
tion 42(c) is amended by striking ‘‘of 1988’’.

(65) Paragraph (1) of section 9707(d) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘diligence,’’ and inserting ‘‘dili-
gence’’.

(66) Subsection (c) of section 4977 is amended
by striking ‘‘section 132(i)(2)’’ and inserting
‘‘section 132(h)’’.

(67) The last sentence of section 401(a)(20) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 211’’ and inserting
‘‘section 521’’.

(68) Subparagraph (A) of section 402(g)(3) is
amended by striking ‘‘subsection (a)(8)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsection (e)(3)’’.

(69) The last sentence of section 403(b)(10) is
amended by striking ‘‘an direct’’ and inserting
‘‘a direct’’.

(70) Subparagraph (A) of section 4973(b)(1) is
amended by striking ‘‘sections 402(c)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 402(c)’’.

(71) Paragraph (12) of section 3405(e) is
amended by striking ‘‘(b)(3)’’ and inserting
‘‘(b)(2)’’.

(72) Paragraph (41) of section 521(b) of the
Unemployment Compensation Amendments of
1992 shall be applied as if ‘‘section’’ appeared
instead of ‘‘sections’’ in the material proposed to
be stricken.

(73) Paragraph (27) of section 521(b) of the
Unemployment Compensation Amendments of
1992 shall be applied as if ‘‘Section 691(c)(5)’’
appeared instead of ‘‘Section 691(c)’’.

(74) Paragraph (5) of section 860F(a) is
amended by striking ‘‘paragraph (1)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘paragraph (2)’’.

(75) Paragraph (1) of section 415(k) is amend-
ed by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of subparagraph
(C), by striking subparagraphs (D) and (E), and
by redesignating subparagraph (F) as subpara-
graph (D).

(76) Paragraph (2) of section 404(a) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘(18),’’.

(77) Clause (ii) of section 72(p)(4)(A) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

‘‘(ii) SPECIAL RULE.—The term ‘qualified em-
ployer plan’ shall not include any plan which
was (or was determined to be) a qualified em-
ployer plan or a government plan.’’

(78) Sections 461(i)(3)(C) and 1274(b)(3)(B)(i)
are each amended by striking ‘‘section
6662(d)(2)(C)(ii)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
6662(d)(2)(C)(iii)’’.

(79) Subsection (a) of section 164 is amended
by striking the paragraphs relating to the gen-
eration-skipping tax and the environmental tax
imposed by section 59A and by inserting after
paragraph (3) the following new paragraphs:

‘‘(4) The GST tax imposed on income distribu-
tions.

‘‘(5) The environmental tax imposed by section
59A.’’

(u) CERTAIN PROPERTY NOT TREATED AS SEC-
TION 179 PROPERTY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
179(d) is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new sentence: ‘‘Such term shall
not include any property described in section
50(b) and shall not include air conditioning or
heating units and horses.’’

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by paragraph (1) shall apply to property placed
in service after May 14, 1996.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARCHER] and the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] each will control
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER].
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 3448.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, millions of Americans

worry about their ability to retire with
security and comfort.

Some worry because their employer
is unable to provide them with a bene-
fit and pensions. Others worry about
whether their existing pensions will be
there for them when they retire.

The bill that we pass in the House
today will come as a blessing for all of
these Americans. This bill will make it
easier for people to get pensions and it
will protect the pensions of those who
already have them.

These Republican pension reforms
should provide relief and comfort for
countless middle-income Americans
struggling to make ends meet.

Republicans recognize that the mid-
dle-class crunch is real and these re-
forms are designed to help people make
more and save more.

Our bill contains more than two
dozen specific pension reforms.

Thirty-six million Americans work
for small businesses that can’t afford
to provide pensions to their employees.
These 36 million people will benefit
from our simple plan. This plan allows
small businesses tax favored treatment
when they establish pension plans for
their workers.

Two million Americans who work for
tax-exempt organizations will, for the
first time, be eligible to sign up for
401(k) savings plans.

And in what is called the Orange
County provision, 16 million people
who work for State and local govern-
ments will no longer have to fear los-
ing their pensions in the event of a
bankruptcy. Our section 457 trust re-
forms protect their retirement savings
from creditors.

In addition to pension reforms, the
bill we pass today includes seven other
items that will help small businesses
and their workers. They include cre-
ation of the work opportunity tax cred-
it designed to encourage the hiring of
hard-to-place works, and an increase in
expensing for small businesses to help
the Nation’s job creators grow and cre-
ate more jobs. I note that this item
was part of our Contract With Amer-
ica.

We change S corporation laws to
make it easier for families to maintain
their enterprises and we extend a popu-
lar tax provision that allows employers
to provide their workers with edu-
cational assistance on a tax favored
basis.

All these changes will give small
businesses and their workers a helping

hand as they wrestle with the middle-
class crunch. Although President Clin-
ton vetoed them once before, I am con-
fident he will now sign these Repub-
lican reforms.

One final note. This isn’t all we’ve
done on pension reforms and we are
about to do even more. Last year, we
passed expanded individual retirement
accounts; IRA’s for homemakers; we
created a new American dream savings
account that can be used for education,
first-time home purchases, and ex-
traordinary medical expenses.

President Clinton vetoed all these
measures, but we’re going to pass them
again and this time we hope he’ll sup-
port them.

I am delighted these initiatives are
passing in the House today and I look
forward to them becoming law.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I am going to yield to
the gentleman from Puerto Rico [Mr.
ROMERO-BARCELÓ]. The gentleman from
Puerto Rico [Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ]
represents the millions of Americans,
the millions of Americans, who are
disenfranchised because they happen to
live in Puerto Rico. He is a distin-
guished Member of Congress, and he de-
serves our rapt attention. He is the
former Governor of Puerto Rico, and a
great part of this bill affects the lives
of the people of Puerto Rico. So I hope
all Member will pay rapt attention to
his words.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Puerto Rico [Mr. RO-
MERO-BARCELÓ].

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Florida
for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, the differences between
democracy and totalitarianism is that
in totalitarianism the end justifies the
means. In a democracy the means are
at least as important as the end, if not
more important.

This act has a good purpose, to pro-
vide businesses, small businesses, with
tax breaks. We are all for that. But
how does it go about providing small
businesses with tax breaks?

It collects revenues from Puerto
Rico. Tax revenues that up to now have
not been collected, to the tune of $4.8
billion, which is more than half of the
tax cuts that are going to be provided
for the small businesses in eight years.

Now, this funding, this money that is
being collected from Puerto Rico, is
not being turned back to Puerto Rico
at all. Puerto Rico, which is the poor-
est jurisdiction in the Nation, Puerto
Rico has the lowest per capita income
than the State with the lowest per cap-
ital income, which is Mississippi, we
have less than half the per capita in-
come, we have more than double the
unemployment of the Nation, and the
tax cuts that were being given to Puer-
to Rico and the other territories is for
the purpose of promoting jobs.

Now, is it fair for the poorest juris-
diction in the Nation to subsidize the

tax cuts for small businesses in 50
States of the Nation? I submit, Mr.
Speaker, that that is grossly unfair.
That is something that should not be
allowed.

But I have no vote. I represent 3.8
million U.S. citizens, six times more
than the average here in the House, but
I am not allowed to vote. I am
disenfranchised. We are all
disenfranchised. But we are not merely
resident aliens, we are U.S. citizens,
and have been since 1917.

Mr. Speaker, what do we say to the
children of men who have given their
lives in defense of the Nation? That
here, when we need to have tax cuts for
small businesses, we cannot find it
anywhere else, but we go to Puerto
Rico and grab $4.8 billion in 8 years to
subsidize these tax cuts? And I have
not been given an opportunity even to
submit an amendment here on the
floor?

I was not given an opportunity to
really participate in anything, any of
the discussions in the Committee on
Ways and Means. Mr. Speaker, I have
been probably the most critical person
of the tax breaks based on income, the
tax credit based on income, the so-
called section 936. But we are proposing
a substitute, that we have tax credits
based on salaries, on wages. And this
has been supported by some of the
speakers here today when they were
discussing the rule, by some of the Re-
publicans when they were discussing
the rule. That is what we proposed as a
substitute.

Why try to save the companies or
give them a 10-year holiday, the ones
that earn the most money in Puerto
Rico, the ones that receive the most
profits, the most benefits, give them a
10-year holiday for now, but it does not
produce a single new job, when we
could be taxing them, but at the same
time providing for tax credits based on
wages, which would stimulate further
investment to create more jobs, and
the revenues obtained in Puerto Rico;
that we listen to what the President is
proposing and what we have proposed,
that because the people of Puerto Rico
do not have the same safety net that at
least in health care, at least in health
care, this money be used to make Puer-
to Rico whole in health care.

We get less than 10 percent of what
we would get in Medicaid for health
care in Puerto Rico if we were treated
as a State. Now, if any State in the Na-
tion had to pay over 90 percent of their
Medicaid costs now, they would be
broke. And here we are not being given
anything out of this revenue for Medic-
aid.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that this bill
should be reviewed and that this should
not be approved today.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from new
York [Mr. HOUGHTON], a respected
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

(Mr. HOUGHTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I

thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, I am here to support
not only the minimum wage bill, but
also the work opportunity tax credit. I
would first like to say a word about the
gentleman from Buffalo, NY, Mr. JACK
QUINN, because he has been a leading
light and real pusher of this thing from
way back, and I also would like to
thank the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia, Mr. PHIL ENGLISH, for what he has
done and the gentleman from Kansas,
Mr. PAT ROBERTS, for his work on the
work opportunity tax credit, and also
my friend the gentleman from New
York, Mr. CHARLIE RANGEL, over here.

This is a plain sense bill. It is part of
the tax package. I would like to focus
just the few seconds I have on the work
opportunity tax credit.

This is something, really, which
makes sense, not only for the people
who are to be hired, but also for the
businesses. For the businesses, what it
does is help those businesses that are
going to be having an increase in the
minimum wage to absorb the cost. As a
matter of fact, if you hire an individ-
ual, the arithmetic works out that you,
in terms of the total 2-year period
which you will be hiring this individual
and having him work in your establish-
ment, that the cost will be less than
the minimum wage is now because of
the incentive which the Government
gives.

So it is a real incentive for busi-
nesses. On the other hand, of course,
what it does is take those needy peo-
ple, who are working off welfare or get-
ting off of food stamps or getting off a
whole variety of things, to come into
the work force. Now, this is not a per-
fect bill, and with any bill like this, it
will be changed and adopted over the
years. But it makes a great deal of
sense.

So, Mr. Speaker, with the minimum
wage, combined with the work oppor-
tunity tax credit, I think we have a
winnable combination. I thank you
very much for letting me express my-
self.

b 1900

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. RANGEL].

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

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I think
this is going to be an historic vote. The
Republicans have been forced to bring
to the floor a minimum wage bill so
they had to put some sweetness in
there, of course, for small employers,
where they get a few tax breaks, and,
hopefully, we would have a good sweet-
ener.

But when we see how they are going
to pay for this it is almost like those
old enough to remember when we had
to take castor oil. They used to mix it
with the orange juice. Well, we have
got the orange juice with the watered

down minimum wage bill, but the
castor oil is how do we pay for it?

I would guess that, following Repub-
lican logic, we will pay for it by going
to the poorest people with the weakest
political posture and, if we can find
any Americans that cannot vote, then
hit them where it hurts.

We get $4.8 billion over the next cou-
ple of years, not in grants for health
care or for housing, but in order to cre-
ate jobs. And, again, it gives it to the
corporations to encourage them to in-
vest there. Some people say it is too
much for the corporations. Some peo-
ple say it is too expensive of a project.
Well, they might be right. But if we are
going to take 3.8 million Americans,
and every time there is a war we call
upon them to get in a suit and go over
to fight for the United States of Amer-
ica; if we are going to take 3.8 million
Americans who stand up to the United
Nations and say we are no colony, the
United States is no imperialistic na-
tion, we are citizens of the United
States, but we decide for sweetness for
those on the mainland that we are
going to whack it to them.

Well, listen, if they have the votes,
they should do it. I understand that.
But should they not do it with hear-
ings? Have we reached a point that we
are dealing with tax bills that the tax
committee does not even look at it; we
just get it? Has it reached the point
that we do not have hearings anymore?
Have we fallen so much in common de-
cency that we do not ask the duly
elected representative from the 4 mil-
lion people what he thinks?

They have a Governor. I do not know
what people think about him, but he
has the responsibility for the health,
for the welfare, for the economy. Do we
say to him, ‘‘What would you like to
do; do you have a substitute?’’ Or do we
just take away $4 billion because we
have the power to do it?

I tell my colleagues one thing, I am
not here to defend 936. Whatever the
economists and the people in Puerto
Rico think is good to encourage jobs
for them, good. But I notice one thing,
especially when the chairman of the
committee says, ‘‘Oh, Charlie, I know
you like 936 companies.’’ Oh, no, the
chairman likes 936 companies, because
in this bill the only people that are
protected are not the people of Puerto
Rico but the American companies that
are in Puerto Rico. They get 10 years
to get their money out. But there is
nothing there to encourage one nickel
of investment, as these companies now
have 10 years to look at other parts of
the Caribbean or Ireland or any low-
wage based country.

So what we have said now is that we
cannot find enough poor on the main-
land to beat up on. We have already hit
them when we talked about the earned
income tax credit. If we are talking
about housing for the poor, we put a
damper on the low-income housing
credit. We have done everything we
could, but somebody said we have some
poorer Americans in Puerto Rico, hit

them, and that is exactly what the Re-
publicans have done.

All I can say is, Mr. President, wher-
ever you are, do not sign this bill.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. ENGLISH], another valued
member of the Committees on Ways
and Means.

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong support of
H.R. 3448, the Small Business Job Pro-
tection Act, strong legislation to help
small business and to help American
workers.

Mr. Speaker, this bipartisan bill
would enact several key tax incentives
critical to working students, critical to
trainees with limited skills, and criti-
cal to small businesses that are the
most dynamic sector of the American
economy.

Mr. Speaker, this bill encourages in-
vestment in jobs by cash-starved small
economies, small businesses. H.R. 3448
will increase the limit on the amount
of equipment that a small business can
expense from the current level of
$17,500 to $25,000. This will allow small
companies to grow and to create more
jobs.

This bill encourages the hiring of
low-skilled workers through the work
opportunity tax credit, a critical ini-
tiative to bring more people out of the
welfare system and into the work
force.

This bill encourages critical invest-
ment in worker training through a tax
break for employer-provided under-
graduate tuition, that, unfortunately,
the last Congress had allowed to ex-
pire.

This legislation increases access to
pension benefits for workers through
pension reform and pension simplifica-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, all of these provisions
passed the Committee on Ways and
Means with strong bipartisan support.
I invite my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to support our workers by giv-
ing employers the tools to create and
improve jobs by voting ‘‘yes’’ on H.R.
3448.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY].

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to talk about this bill that is before us
this evening, and I have to say that it
has some very excellent provisions in
it. Having said that, I must admit that
one of the reasons that I say that is
that it contains one of the things that
I have worked on for years, and I thank
Chairman ARCHER for including it in
the bill.

This reduces the vesting period for
multiemployer pension plans from 10
years to 5 years. What that means is
that 1 million people will receive a
well-deserved pension when and if the
President signs this bill.

This bill also extends employer-pro-
vided educational assistance through
December 31, 1996. This is so important
to workers who want to maintain their
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competitiveness in an ever changing
world.

I do wish, and I almost cannot under-
stand why if we put in the additional
continuation of the educational assist-
ance, that we did not do it for graduate
school. If we are really serious about
competing in a world economy, we cer-
tainly have to continue our education.
As we know, people have job after job
throughout their careers, and I just
wish this could be reconsidered and we
would have that deduction for our
graduate education.

But I look at another thing in this
bill and I see it has very good increases
on the limitation on expensing to
$25,000 in the year 2003. Many people in
this body will remember when in 1993
we increased, when I say we, I say the
Clinton administration and the major-
ity at that time, took the expensing
limit from $10,000 to $17,500. Now we are
going to take it up to an additional
amount.

But there are disappointments in this
bill and I remain deeply concerned
about one of them, and that is one that
the delegate from Puerto Rico just
spoke about, and that is section 936.
Section 936 has played a critical role in
the economic development of Puerto
Rico and has certainly provided good
jobs in Puerto Rico so people could
work and take care of themselves and
their families.

What happens in this bill is that the
936 is phased out. There has been dis-
cussion about that over the years, but
having phased it out, it is not replaced
with anything that addresses the eco-
nomic needs of Puerto Rico.

I am also disappointed that this leg-
islation does not include other extend-
ers such as the R&D, the research and
development credit in particular. Once
again, how will we compete in an inter-
national world if we do not do what we
do best, research?

But the most profound disappoint-
ment concerns the fact that even as we
consider this very important legisla-
tion to provide assistance to small
businesses, we will have an amendment
before us, as this process continues, of
stripping away one of the most impor-
tant protections relied on by workers
and many of these businesses, and that
is the minimum wage.

The amendment that is going to
come before us is an effort to roll back
the minimum wage coverage for as
many as 10 million individuals em-
ployed by small businesses. This
amendment should not pass.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. PORTMAN], another valued member
of the Committee on Ways and Means;
a gentleman who, through his efforts,
has made a major contribution to the
pension provisions that are in this bill.
He has almost singlehandedly created
those provisions, and so I am proud to
yield to him.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for those words, and I
will return the compliment. We would

not have the small business package on
the floor if not for his support of it,
and I think if we can make these
changes, we will see immediate bene-
fits to small business America and to
the jobs they create. After all, that is
what this is all about.

Mr. Speaker, last year the gentleman
from Maryland, Mr. BEN CARDIN, and I
introduced legislation to simplify the
pension system in this country. It was
in the Balanced Budget Act that was
vetoed by the President. It is a com-
mon sense approach. There is strong bi-
partisan support for it.

The idea is to make it just a lot easi-
er for companies to offer a pension
plan, particularly smaller businesses.
The current system cries out for re-
form because of its cost and complex-
ity.

Let me give my colleagues a statis-
tic. Only 20 percent of businesses with
less than 25 employees offer any kind
of pension plan today, any kind of prof-
it sharing plan, 401(k), or any other
pension system.

I think there are three main reasons
this pension reform is long overdue.

First, it will help the savings rate, by
which economists will tell us it will
help productivity and result in more
jobs in this country. We now have the
lowest savings rate of all the industri-
alized worlds and it is hurting us. It
gives us a competitive disadvantage.

Second, I think we need to do all we
can to encourage private savings in
this country for retirement. The reason
for that is we need to backstop our So-
cial Security System. The American
people are way ahead of us on this.
They understand that Social Security
is at risk and we need to encourage pri-
vate savings so it will be there, par-
ticularly when the baby boom genera-
tion begins to retire.

Third, and most important, this pro-
vision is going to help American work-
ers, the workers who are caught in the
wage and benefits squeeze, because this
makes more generous a very important
fringe benefit, and that is the pension
benefit. That is the most important
part of this.

It is a win-win situation. It is over-
due, something we should have done al-
ready, and I am very pleased it is part
of this legislation.

Let us simplify our retirement secu-
rity system in this country. Let us do
this for our workers. Let us enable
more working Americans to save and
let us increase retirement security.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume in
order to expand my compliments to in-
clude the gentleman from Maryland,
[Mr. CARDIN], who also has made a
major contribution to these pension
simplification provisions of this bill.

It has been bipartisan, and I would
say to the Speaker that when this bill
passed out of our committee in its en-
tirety, there were only three negative
votes against it. So it is truly a bipar-
tisan bill.

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land, [Mr. CARDIN,] who I am proud to
say has made mammoth contributions
to this pension plan we are talking
about now.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from Florida for yielding me
this time, and compliment my col-
league, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
PORTMAN], for the work that he has
done in the pension area, and I thank
the chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER]
for his comments.

It has clearly been a bipartisan effort
on the pension simplification, and the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN]
has done a great job this year in bring-
ing this bill to the floor for the second
time. I hope we are going to be able to
get these pension simplifications en-
acted.

We have moved many of the provi-
sions in this bill on previous occasions.
We have broad support both in this
House, the other body, the Clinton ad-
ministration, and the public for many
provisions that are in this bill.

We have seen most of these provi-
sions included in the pension sim-
plification in 1992 as passed by a Demo-
cratic Congress. It was vetoed by a Re-
publican President for unrelated rea-
sons. The provisions were passed again
in 1995 by a Republican Congress and
vetoed by a Democratic President for
unrelated reasons. So I hope the third
time is the charm and we will get this
bill passed and signed into law, because
it contains many important provisions
for people in this Nation.

We have already heard some of those
reasons. We are restoring the exclusion
for employer-provided education assist-
ance. That is long overdue and good
news many hundreds of thousands of
Americans.

Thousands more Americans will wel-
come the newly configured work oppor-
tunity tax credit, which will help busi-
nesses hire people and give them a
chance to learn new skills.

b 1915
The reform in subchapter S, very im-

portant for American small businesses
that will help them accumulate capital
and prosper and raise the necessary
funds in order to grow in our economy.
And the expensing of capital from
$17,500 to $25,000 for small business is a
continuation of a process that we
started in 1993 tax legislation.

But as the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
PORTMAN] has pointed out, the provi-
sion I guess I am the most pleased to
see us move forward is the pension sim-
plification. All too frequently in the
last 15 years in the name of simplifica-
tion and reform, we made it impossible
for many small businesses to have pen-
sion plans. The complicated test that
Government required small businesses
to go through prevented many small
businesses financially from being able
to offer pension plans.

What this bill will do, by offering
new opportunities and safe harbor pro-
visions, will allow small companies to
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in fact have pension plans to provide
for the future of their workers. I am
extremely pleased that those provi-
sions are included in this bill, and I
trust that we will be able to get this to
the President’s desk in a form that it
can be signed.

Mr. Speaker, let me point out, when
we work together, Democrats and Re-
publicans, to craft legislation, it is in
the best interest of the American peo-
ple. I hope what we are doing tonight
in this legislation we can do in many
more bills throughout the year, work
together on behalf of the American
people.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. CAMP], another valued mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
chairman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, a cornerstone of our Na-
tion is education. A small investment
in education can reap tremendous re-
wards. The United States is the world’s
greatest Nation, and we owe this suc-
cess in large part to the commitment
we have made to learning.

Today the Congress affirms its com-
mitment to education. The bill before
us today continues favorable tax treat-
ment when employers pay for employee
education. Employers benefit from this
education tax assistance through ac-
cess to a better educated and more pro-
ductive work force.

Employees benefit from this provi-
sion by enhancing their education and
expanding their opportunities. By pro-
moting education, we ensure the Unit-
ed States maintains the most educated
and productive work force in the world.

As an original cosponsor of this pro-
posal, I am pleased it was included in
the bill. It preserves our tradition of
excellence and affirms our commit-
ment to education and to lifelong
learning.

I urge my colleagues to support
America’s students and vote in favor of
this bill.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes and 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
NEAL].

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, this evening we are debating
the Small Business Job Protection Act.
The basic provisions of this bill are
good measures which would help small
businesses. Most of the provisions in
the bill are bipartisan. The reason we
are debating this bill today is to pro-
vide a sweetener to small businesses
because of the minimum wage. I have
no problem with passing tax legislation
to assist them, but I think we should
have had the opportunity for a clean
minimum wage bill.

During this Congress, we have not
passed much tax legislation and there
are many noncontroversial provisions
where there is bipartisan agreement
that should have been included in this
package. Last night, I went to the
Committee on Rules to testify about

an amendment which I offered during
the Ways and Means markup. This
amendment would have allowed a $5,000
deduction for expenses associated with
the higher costs of education. The de-
duction would be phased out for tax-
payers with modified adjusted gross in-
come [AGI] between $70,000 and $90,000
for single filers and $100,000 and $120,000
for joint returns.

This amendment proposed originally
by President Clinton would help with
the high rising costs of education. The
costs of a college education have risen
steadily in the past 15 years. However,
the average family’s income has not in-
creased at the same rate. I realize the
purpose of this legislation is to assist
small businesses. Our business will be
greatly assisted by this type of provi-
sion. The need for higher education is
more important than ever. The world
economy mandates the necessity of
education and training for workers.

This provision assists 14 million fam-
ilies and this results in 17 million stu-
dents. We should have used this oppor-
tunity today to help the middle class
with the rising costs of tuition. The
bill is weak on education. Under the
bill, the provision to provide tax-free
employer-provided educational assist-
ance would be extended from January
1, 1995, through December 31, 1996. How-
ever, educational expenses for graduate
studies would not receive the exclusion
after December 31, 1995. As a former
college instructor, I taught many stu-
dents in continuing education pro-
grams. These students worked hard to
increase knowledge and greatly bene-
fited their employer.

I am pleased the legislation included
pension simplification provisions. Pen-
sion security is an extremely impor-
tant issue. I wish this bill included ad-
ditional provisions which would assist
with pension portability. We have to
make it easier for workers to keep
their pension when they change jobs.
Additional provisions could have been
added to make pension more portable.
True pension reform needs to include
the expansion of Individual Retirement
Accounts [IRA’s]. Expanded IRA’s will
allow an additional 20 million families
to utilize the tax advantages of IRA’s.
More individuals would benefit from a
tax incentive to save for their retire-
ment. Expanded IRA’s would encourage
individuals to become more personally
responsible for their savings. IRA’s
would make pensions easier for em-
ployers.

This bill contains a provision which
affects the economy of Puerto Rico. I
am concerned with the changes to sec-
tion 936 and I encourage Congress to
continue to work with the Governor of
Puerto Rico and the administration to
improve this provision.

I support this bill, but I wish it could
have been a better product. We need to
work in a bipartisan manner to enact
the proposals that we can agree on
such as education, IRA’s, and the R&D
tax credit.

Let me close by saying, Mr. Speaker,
I want to thank Mr. ARCHER this

evening for addressing an issue that
has been long held for the community
of New Bedford, MA. I want to thank
the chairman for the manner in which
he addressed that legislation and
helped to secure its passage. It was
long overdue. And while I wish we
could have spoken to education, IRA’s,
and the R&D tax credit, I am indeed
grateful that we were able to address
the needs of the New Bedford fisher-
men.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, as a mem-
ber of the Committee on the Budget,
we were looking at getting at some of
the what I would call the corporate
loopholes, the corporate write-offs, and
I just find it somewhat disingenuous
that when we attempt to do that, then
we are being accused of hurting the
poor.

The bottom line is we have a special
provision to big businesses in Puerto
Rico who admittedly are there working
to employ people, but in some cases,
the write-off is $100,000, $200,000 benefit
per job for some of these very large
corporations. These large corporations,
some of them are in my district, they
benefit from it. But we are saving basi-
cally $4.9 billion over 10 years. We are
phasing it out over 10 years. We are
taking that $4.9 billion, and we are
truly helping in a whole host of ways.

Expensing for small business to me
makes sense, but I particularly like the
work opportunity tax credit. We are
giving a tax credit to individuals that
hire what I would call the least em-
ployable, the people who are on wel-
fare, the people who simply have not
had work experience.

I am proud that my side is dealing
with the minimum wage, having an
economic engine along with the mini-
mum wage. We are given a vote to have
a vote up or down on the minimum
wage. We have that. We are given a
vote to also provide an economic en-
gine for our companies who employ.

One of the best, to my mind, ways of
looking at it, the work opportunity tax
credit. It is going to be funded in part
by eliminating what I call a significant
loophole to large businesses who hap-
pen to just have activity in a posses-
sion of the United States.

So I applaud what the Committee on
Ways and Means has done. I thank
them for eliminating what I think is a
loophole that does not benefit enough
people and in the end allow for small
businesses to pay the minimum wage.

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

Mr. SHAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman may be right about this 936, but
we do not have a vote on that. That
was not allowed by the rule. And we
never had any hearings as to how we
could improve, eliminate or substitute
936. We have just said the poor people
in Puerto Rico have to take our word
for it.
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Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2

minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York [Ms. VELÁZQUEZ].

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong opposition to H.R. 3448.
World War I, World War II, Korea, Viet-
nam, the Persian Gulf, this country has
sent our brave and courageous Ameri-
cans from the island of Puerto Rico,
such as my uncle, to fight in foreign
lands. Now, through their repeal of sec-
tion 936, Republicans intend to use the
people of Puerto Rico as human shields
to give businesses more tax breaks.
This bill is an insult to the 3.8 million
American citizens in Puerto Rico.
What is good for American citizens in
the mainland should be good for the
people in Puerto Rico.

If this was not cruel enough, Puerto
Rico will get nothing for this national
sacrifice in the name of more tax cuts.
In typical Republican style, you go
after the one group of Americans who
have no vote in this Chamber.

Section 936 is not charity. It has been
successful for the island and for the
United States. It has created 300,000
jobs through private capital and tax in-
centives. Without it, the already high
poverty and unemployment rates on
the island will skyrocket. Many com-
panies will move out of Puerto Rico,
but they will not move to the main-
land. They will move to such places
like Mexico and Singapore.

Many Puerto Ricans forced out of
work will need public assistance to sur-
vive. We will all pay sooner or later,
jobs under section 936 or more public
assistance. Be ready to invest in jobs
creation, because there will be thou-
sands of Puerto Rican workers migrat-
ing to the mainland. I thought you
were the party of work, not welfare.
Your radical, heartless agenda is clear:
Up with tax breaks for business; down
with the middle class, down with Puer-
to Rico.

I urge my colleagues to vote no on
this legislation.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, the first speaker we
had, Mr. RANGEL, the last speaker we
had, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, and the next
speaker we have, the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. GUTIERREZ], point out
something I think is very significant
here. The first speaker represents
Puerto Rico here, 31⁄2 million people,
almost 4 million people got no vote.
There is something in this bill that is
very important to his people, but he is
not allowed to vote on it.

The last speaker represents many
people whose origin is in Puerto Rico,
but they have a vote here in the Con-
gress because they chose to move to
the mainland as Americans from Puer-
to Rico.

The next speaker, Mr. Speaker, that
I am going to yield 2 minutes to is in
the same position. Mr. QUTIERREZ rep-
resents a lot of people whose origins
were in Puerto Rico but they are here

now because they have got a vote here
in the Congress and they can vote for
President.

I just do not think, as I editorialize
here, we have paid enough attention to
the political novelties that we have
created with Puerto Rico. I think we
better spend some time on it, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
GUTIERREZ].

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, I
want to begin my remarks by making
clear that I can support a break for
small businesses, but I cannot support
breaking the economy of Puerto Rico
to do it.

The supporters of this bill will give
you lots of interesting rhetoric about
the great breaks they want to give
small businesses today. But they won’t
tell you the truth about what this bill
means for the 3.8 million American
citizens who live in Puerto Rico.

We are breaking their backs.
We are breaking their dreams.
And, we are breaking our promise to

give the Puerto Rican economy a
chance to thrive.

This is a simple bill. It is a bill to de-
stroy Puerto Rico’s economy. Elimi-
nating Section 936 will cause a stam-
pede of companies to foreign shores
where they will be warmly received for
the thousands of jobs they will bring.

And what will this mean for the reve-
nue we pretend to be generating by
targeting Puerto Rico’s jobs for elimi-
nation? Empty factories don’t create
profits. Empty factories don’t pay
taxes. Empty factories don’t create
jobs.

Eliminating jobs is an awfully
strange way to raise revenue. Yet, it’s
not too surprising. Not surprising that
the most powerless are once again
asked to pay for this Republican elec-
tion-year political payoff.

The people of Puerto Rico have not
been asked or consulted about this
critical issue.

Let’s be completely clear. The people
of Puerto Rico overwhelmingly support
Section 936. And the people of Puerto
Rico have earned the right to be con-
sulted. The names of more than 2,000
* * * 2,000 of the sons of Puerto Rico—
American citizens—are inscribed on
the Vietnam War Memorial Wall; 2,000.
How do we recognize their supreme sac-
rifice? How does this Congress show
that we understand the importance and
contributions of the Puerto Rican peo-
ple to our Nation? The majority wishes
to ram through a proposal that will
eviscerate the jobs of 300,000 decent,
hard working Puerto Rican working
people who want only to honestly earn
a living for their families.

Puerto Rico has a per capita income
one-third the United States average,
and three times its rate of unemploy-
ment. Yet we target them for economic
destruction.

The voices of hundreds of thousands
of workers on the island ask only for
fairness for their families. They ask

only not to become the pawn in an
election-year political game.

b 1930

They have paid the price, they have
paid taxes, the taxes of their blood, and
I demand that this Congress respect it.

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

Mr. Speaker, it is fascinating to me
to listen to my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle, the minority, support
tax breaks for big corporations simply
because they believe that the end re-
sult might benefit something that they
are interested in. But let us introduce
a tax rate reduction on capital gains
that would create jobs for all Ameri-
cans, and they rail that we are giving
special preference to the big corpora-
tions and to the rich. But here they are
today, emotionally supporting tax
breaks for big corporations. It is a
strange irony, it is almost a strange
contradiction, and yet we are here wit-
nessing it.

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. GUTIERREZ].

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, it is
not the companies we have come here
to support, it is the jobs, and I think
that we all, if we honestly speak about
this, those corporations are going to
Singapore, those corporations are
going to Mexico, those corporations are
going to leave Puerto Rico. What reve-
nues do they have? Who are you going
to tax when the American corporations
that are in Puerto Rico precisely be-
cause of 936 go to foreign shores? Where
do our colleagues get the revenue for
them?

It is not the corporations that I am
here to defend but the 300,000 jobs that
are created. Let us look at the laws
that govern Puerto Rico, but we do not
want to have a debate about that.

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

The gentleman has made an out-
standing argument in behalf of the re-
pealing the alternative minimum tax,
repealing the foreign-source income
taxes, all of which apply to great cor-
porations who would be creating jobs
in this country instead of overseas. But
let us bring up something about the al-
ternative minimum tax and let them
rail against the help for big corpora-
tions. They do not want to talk about
jobs then. They want to talk about how
the Republicans want a tax break for
big corporations, and here they are de-
fending tax breaks for big corporations
because they say it creates jobs. It is
one of the most incredible inconsist-
encies that I have seen in the years
that I have been in the Congress of the
United States, and apparently it is sup-
ported by all of the minority Members.
None of them has spoken against it,
none of them has spoken for doing
away with 936, special tax breaks for
big corporations, but they have taken
all of their time supporting those big
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tax breaks because they say it creates
jobs.

I want to hear them again when we
get back to capital gains and we get
back to alternative minimum tax and
all of those parts of the code that cre-
ate jobs for all Americans across this
country. Let them then come and de-
fend that.

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. RANGEL].

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, all we
are saying is that in this form of Gov-
ernment we do not make these deter-
minations in the backroom. If our col-
leagues think that really is big cor-
porations that is the beneficiary, then
let us have hearings on it, let us bring
the economists from Puerto Rico, let
us bring the elected officials from
Puerto Rico, let us bring the busi-
nesses, and let us do the right thing.
But it is unfair for people who cannot
vote not to have hearings here and just
make the determination that the bene-
fits go to the corporation.

If our colleagues bring a bill out, we
will talk about it.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. LEVIN], who does a very con-
scientious job in this body.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished gentleman from Florida
[Mr. GIBBONS] for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
bill. It has several important biparti-
san provisions. I have long supported
increases in small business expending
and expensing employer-provided edu-
cation assistance and improving the
targeted jobs tax credit and in sim-
plifying pension and subchapter S
rules. I am pleased these are in the bill.

But there are several provisions in
this bill that run counter to its stated
purpose to preserve and create small
business jobs. I hope these short-
comings are fixed in the Senate.

The first provision repeals the tax ex-
clusion for employer-provided graduate
education. This provision helps hard-
working Americans who, on average,
make $30,000 per year. They are small
business people, nurses, engineers, sci-
entists, programmers, and teachers of
tomorrow. They are precisely the peo-
ple everyone tells us we need more of
in this global, high-technology econ-
omy.

A majority of our Committee on
Ways and Means voted for provision for
employer-provided graduate education,
but the leadership blocked it. I hope
the Senate puts it back in.

The second provision repeals the tax
exclusion for banks that lend to em-
ployee owned companies. The ESOP
provision in the bill today would lose
jobs, not protect them.

And let me just say the issue is not
tax breaks. The issue is a Tax Code
provision: Does it encourage business
expansion and job creation or does it

not? And I do not think we ought to
throw labels around and call it a break
if we do not like it.

I am for changes in the alternative
minimum tax if it is tailored to help
job creation, and I do not understand
why this provision, this ESOP provi-
sion in this bill, why it would elimi-
nate a part of our present code that
helps employees keep their jobs, take
control of their companies, improve
productivity and make CEO’s more ac-
countable.

So I hope this provision and the
other one I mentioned on graduate edu-
cation is changed in the Senate.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO] is
recognized for 11⁄2 minutes.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleagues for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, working Americans de-
serve tax relief, and I am glad to see
that this bill takes needed steps in that
direction.

We have heard a lot in this Congress
about encouraging work, a goal I
strongly support, and I am happy to
say that extending the targeted jobs
tax credit will encourage work. This
credit, now named the work oppor-
tunity tax credit, will give employers
the proper incentive to hire those who
might not find work otherwise.

Continued education will enhance
workers’ skills and enable them and
their companies to prosper in an ever
more competitive economy. Extending
the tax deduction for employer-pro-
vided educational assistance will en-
courage businesses and individuals to
invest in the most valuable kind of
capital, human capital.

I also support enhanced pension secu-
rity for American workers, and am
glad that the bill takes steps in that
direction. The bill guarantees that
workers in multiemployer pension
plans, such as construction workers,
will not lose their pension benefits
after 5 years instead of 10. The large
number of workers in nonprofit organi-
zations also will be able to take advan-
tage of 401(k) plans. I strongly support
these steps to help Americans in their
retirement years, but I am concerned
that these steps do not do enough to
ensure that all workers will have the
security they deserve after a lifetime
of work.

We must be fair to those working
American families who are struggling
harder and harder for less and less.
This pension plan expands access to re-
tirement savings but does so in a way
that leaves many low-wage workers
out. Let me read from the business sec-
tion of today’s New York Times. It
says, and I quote: ‘‘In a break from dec-
ades of pension policy, the bill would
let owners reap tax benefits for them-

selves even if their workers do not par-
ticipate.’’

Helping only those at the top is not
the way Congress should improve re-
tirement security. A better and more
comprehensive plan that would help all
workers has been outlined by the Presi-
dent and I hope that as this bill moves
forward, elements of the President’s
plan will be incorporated so that all
workers may benefit.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this bill for its needed tax relief, but I
hope that its pension provisions may
be improved before becoming law.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. PAYNE].

Mr. PAYNE. of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support of H.R. 3448, and I
commend the chairman and the rank-
ing member for the work they have
done in this bill.

As a member of the coalition of con-
servative Democrats and a strong pro-
ponent of deficit reduction, I have in
the past opposed cutting taxes before
we have a blueprint in place which
would bring us to a balanced budget,
and I was particularly concerned last
year about the tax cut provisions in
the budget resolution in part because
of their magnitude and in part because
they were back-end-loaded in a way
that would make the cost rise dramati-
cally outside the budget window. This
package, however, is reasonable and
provides opportunities to improve our
fiscal responsibility.

H.R. 3448 is a very targeted measure
with its provisions benefiting small
businesses and their employees. These
businesses are the engine of economic
growth in this country and represent
the sector of our economy that is least
able to adjust in difficult economic
times.

The bill’s two major provisions and
expansion of small business ability to
expense money that is spent on capital
improvements and the restoration of a
tax provision that encourages business
to send their employees to college rep-
resent good public policy that will help
our Nation increase its stock of capital
in both our equipment and our people.

These provisions are accounted for
honestly without accounting gimmicks
designed to mask their costs by push-
ing much of the revenue into years out-
side the budget window, and while it is
difficult to find sources of revenue to
replace this much money without some
level of controversy, the revenue off-
sets in this bill are not illusory. They
require the type of decisionmaking our
constituents expect of us, prioritizing
how to best spend our limited re-
sources.

This is a good bill, and I urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KASICH], the very active,
very respective chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

b 1945
Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I want to

first of all pay a very high tribute to
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the gentleman from Texas [Mr. AR-
CHER]. Most of my lifetime as a young
man and then entering the Congress,
still as a young man, I was very frus-
trated as I heard a lot of rhetoric from
many of my colleagues about the fact
that we had passed out so many tax
breaks to all these big corporations.

I come to find out that the minority
party basically controlled the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means for 40 years,
and they passed out all these loopholes
to all these big corporations. So out of
one side I heard people saying, I do not
like the fact that big business is get-
ting all these benefits, and it is an out-
rage, and at the other side of their
mouth, or the other side of their body,
they were passing out the tax breaks.

Mr. Speaker, I had said at the begin-
ning of the last session of the Congress
to Chairman ARCHER, we need to close
loopholes. We have to take benefits
away from corporations that had pow-
erful lobbyists who were able to get
these things enacted into law. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] said
that there are things in this code that
are outdated. There are things in this
code that do not make sense anymore.
Chairman ARCHER agreed to close loop-
holes. He agreed to take the loopholes
that lobbyists had passed in this town
and take them out of the Tax Code so
hardworking Americans would have
more in their pocket.

Mr. Speaker, this 936 business; we
have given very powerful corporations
very large tax giveaways to locate in
Puerto Rico. What we find is that there
are companies getting huge amounts of
tax breaks and they are supposedly cre-
ating jobs of Puerto Ricans, and frank-
ly, in some cases companies are getting
several hundred thousand dollars’
worth of tax write-offs and the employ-
ees are only being paid $30,000.

What we intend to do is to repeal this
whole section which has given a huge
tax loophole to very big, wealthy cor-
porations. We are saying we are going
to scrap it.

Mr. Speaker, we are going to phrase
this out over a period of 10 years. If in
the course of time we figure out that a
wage credit makes some sense, we will
come back and do it. But frankly, we
started phasing this out in 1993. I com-
pliment the minority for beginning
that process, but we want to complete
that process. We think this is a bad
provision for hardworking American
taxpayers and, frankly, they ought to
be happy with the fact that we are
closing the loopholes that I heard
many people complain about, and we
are using this in order to help Ameri-
cans who work hard and pay their
taxes and do not have lobbyists to give
them tax breaks.

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

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget, this debate is not about taxes.
This debate is about taxation and rep-
resentation, with an emphasis upon the
representation. Puerto Rico has in it

3.8 million Americans and no vote in
this Congress. That is what this debate
is about. It is the fact that they were
not consulted; no attention has been
properly paid to their economic status.
That is what this debate is about. You
can go ahead and get lost in the budget
over there all you want to, but I am
lost in the equities of the fact that the
Americans in Puerto Rico are just
disenfranchised.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. RANGEL].

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, when you
have the votes, you have the votes. But
this is very interesting. We are talking
about a tax issue with the eminent
chairman from the Committee on Ways
and Means here. The only point we
raised was that we never had any op-
portunity to determine whether 936
was effective. But it makes a lot of
sense.

It is the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on the Budget that
comes to the floor. He needs some
money. The Committee on the Budget
needs some money. Does the Commit-
tee on the Budget hold hearings? Does
the Committee on the Budget find out
what programs work or what do not
work? Does the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget go to Puerto Rico
to talk with the Governor? No. The
Committee on the Budget chairman
dictates to the Committee on Ways and
Means, do not have hearings, just bring
the money. That is exactly what we
did.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Puerto Rico.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
ask the distinguished elected rep-
resentative in yielding, did anyone ever
go to Puerto Rico, to his Governor or
to him, and ask him to study this bad
bill and report back?

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. No. That is
what I want to say. I have been a pro-
ponent of elimination of the tax res-
ervation of income of section 936 but to
substitute it for a tax credit based on
wages, so we would really promote jobs
in Puerto Rico. What has happened
here is that the way this bill is struc-
tured, they eliminate everything. No
corporation is going to get any new in-
centives, so there would be nothing for
new business. Then corporations are al-
lowed for 10 years to keep what they
are earning and to not pay any taxes,
or to pay limited taxes for 10 years.

That is the giveaway. That is unnec-
essary. We can take that tax and pro-
vide a wage credit, and it would be
more useful.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for the minority has expired.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. KASICH].

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, let me
just say to the gentleman who is going

to be the ranking member, does he
know the heat that we took when we
recommended, as both the Committee
on the Budget and the Committee on
Ways and Means, that we close loop-
holes on corporations that won over in
Gucci Gluch? We took a lot of heat. No
one ever dreamt that Republicans
would lead the way to close the loop-
holes on large corporations.

The gentleman may not be totally
thrilled with the whole process, I would
say to him, but let me just suggest to
him that this way was not easy. When
the gentleman says hearings on 936, 936
as defined by everybody who has ana-
lyzed this Tax Code, they have said
this is a loophole that is so unfair you
could drive a truck through, and it
needed to be closed. This has been a
mantra from people on both the con-
servative and liberal side of economic
expertise. They said 936 is bad.

What I am saying to the gentleman is
this: Imagine that at the end of this
century, the Republicans are beginning
to clean up the Tax Code and we are
taking on a lot of people that this gen-
tleman tries to take on every week.
This time, I say to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. RANGEL], we are going
to win.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], a valued
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means and chairman of the Sub-
committee on Oversight.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, first of all, I want to com-
mend the chairman of the committee,
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. AR-
CHER], for his leadership in this Con-
gress on tax reform. It is unfortunate,
in my mind, that the really excellent
tax bill that we sent to the President I
believe twice, and he vetoed, was
talked about in the press only as a bill
containing capital gains relief and a
$500 credit for families with children,
because in that bill were many, many
provisions whose goal it was to stimu-
late growth and create jobs in our
economy, providing educational oppor-
tunity for our people, work oppor-
tunity for women on welfare, and re-
tirement security for many, many
women who work at home and many,
many people who work for small busi-
nesses.

So I am very proud to stand here
today as a member of the Committee
on Ways and Means and recognize my
chairman’s leadership, because over all
the years that this body has legislated
tax law it has not cared about small
business. In fact, over the years we
have built a tax code that rested on the
interests of big business in America,
thinking that big business was the job
creator in our economy.

We now know differently, so we have
here before us tonight a bill that drives
growth in the small business sector;
that for the first time will expand
expensing for small businesses, allow-
ing them the money to buy the equip-
ment to create the jobs and hire the
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people to drive our economy forward.
This is an economic growth package,
because it addresses the tax needs and
alleviates the tax burden on the very
sector that is creating the most jobs in
America and that holds the potential
for future strength.

It also renews that opportunity for
employers to supplement the education
of their people; and we know education,
quality, expertise, that creates high
value-added jobs, high-wage jobs, and
an opportunity.

Mr. Speaker, in addition, this bill re-
news the work opportunities tax credit,
formerly known as the targeted jobs
tax credit, which again will help those
people on welfare get jobs. We want
women to have the independence and
the self-respect of work, and this is one
key piece of the policy pyramid that
has to be developed to give women that
independence and self-respect.

In addition, the pension reform sec-
tion of this bill restores to small busi-
ness the opportunity to provide their
employees the same right to create re-
tirement security as larger businesses
have. I commend my chairman on an
excellent bill.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. SMITH], who has done such
good work on cost recovery for cre-
ation of jobs.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the chairman of the com-
mittee for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, in 1993 we increased the
marginal tax rate on small business
from 31 to 39.6 percent. Small business
creates jobs. The first bill that I intro-
duced when I came to Congress in 1993
was neutral cost recovery. It allowed a
business to deduct the cost of machin-
ery and equipment and facilities in the
year they bought it.

This is an excellent bill for small
business. It does include an increase in
expensing up to $25,000. It is what we
have to do if we want to expand jobs in
this country, and ultimately expand
revenues coming into the Federal Gov-
ernment to pay off this mess that we
have found ourselves in as far as over-
spending and overborrowing.

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

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. That
has been said on both sides of the aisle.
It is a good bill because it gives incen-
tives for small businesses to do their
job, to create more jobs for working
Americans. As we all know, small busi-
nesses have been creating over 80 per-
cent of the new jobs. This bill give
them assistance in expensing of capital
cost equipment, without having to go
through laborious depreciation sched-
ules. It will give them tax credits to
hire those who are the least employ-
able. It will give them the opportunity
for pension reform, pension simplifica-
tion, so they, as well as big corpora-
tions, will be able to provide retire-
ment help for their workers and for
themselves. It implements a number of
things that were in the Contract With

America and in the Balanced Budget
Act of 1995. This time, Mr. Speaker, the
President will sign this legislation. It
is not only good for small business, it
is good for working Americans. It is
good for all of America.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, while the minimum
wage debate is important, what we are not de-
bating is more important.

For the 20th time since the enactment of the
Fair Labor Standards Act, we will debate the
part of that act that affects less than 10 per-
cent of the American work force. For the 20th
time we will ignore the remainder of the stat-
ute—its overtime provisions—that affect 90
percent of the work force.

The original minimum wage was 25 cents.
In failing to update the act’s overtime provi-
sions, we are left with provisions that have as
much relevance to today’s workforce needs as
a 25-cent wage would to today’s economy.

Employers and employees can’t ignore
these provisions. Rather, they must shoehorn
their weekly operations into a construct that
was designed for the workplace of the 1930’s,
not the 1990’s, let alone the 21st century.

For example, when an employee works
more than 40 hours in a week, the law re-
quires her to be compensated for overtime
with money. However, many workers would
prefer to be paid with more time off rather
than money. State, local, and Federal employ-
ees have such a choice. Yet, by law, private
sector employees do not.

In addition, many employees resent being
strapped to the traditional 40-hour week con-
cept. They prefer more flexible arrangement
such as ‘‘9/80’’ schedules that allow employ-
ees to compress 80 hours into 9 workdays
over a 2-week period. That way, they can take
every other Friday off.

Unfortunately, under current law employers
who give them this option have to pay over-
time. That creates morale problems for other
employees with traditional schedules who
work the same number of hours but don’t get
overtime.

The law should allow employees to choose
these schedules voluntarily without incurring
overtime penalties for their employer.

The most egregious effects of the law stem
from the requirement that covered employees
be paid an hourly wage rather than a salary.
For most workers, this is not a problem.

But many employees—particularly profes-
sional and administrative employees—prefer
not to have their lives tied to a time clock.
They would prefer the certainty of a salary to
an hourly paycheck that requires them to clock
overtime hours in order to meet their income
goals. The law requires payment on an hourly
basis to anyone who does not fall within the
white-collar worker exemption.

The concept of the exemption is fine, but
the reality is that the employee has to have
exactly the same duties as a 1950’s white-col-
lar worker, which is when the definitions were
written.

Thus many employees who clearly view
themselves as while-collar workers—such as
engineers, accountants, marketing representa-
tives, and insurance underwriters—are out-
raged when they have to start filling out time
sheets and asking permission to work past 5
p.m.

What stands in the way of our addressing
these problems and giving the FLSA a long-
overdue tuneup. Nothing less than pure dema-
goguery.

Exaggerated claims that even the most
modest improvements to the FLSA will mean
the death of the 40-hour workweek have pro-
duced total paralysis on these issues.

So we are left with modest tinkering with the
statute, such as the company vehicle provi-
sion, that address anomalies that have
cropped up in certain industries, but in the
grand scheme of things affect very few work-
ers. The FLSA is already riddled with such
provisions.

Mr. Chairman, after we resolve this current
minimum wage issue, I hope we can focus on
issues that affect the day-to-day worklives of
most American workers.

Once the smoke has cleared on this issue
and the rhetoric has toned down a few
notches, I will introduce legislation to provide
this focus.

Mr. Chairman, reason, not paranoia, should
prevail. Let’s listen to real workers and give
them a wage-hour law they can live with.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, for a better un-
derstanding of why I believe a higher minimum
wage is the wrong course to take, I am putting
into the RECORD today the Joint Economic
Committee’s latest report entitled ‘‘The Case
Against a Higher Minimum Wage’’ (May 1996).

Also, available from the Government Print-
ing Office are the transcripts of two Joint Eco-
nomic Committee hearings held last year on
the minimum wage. When contacting the
GPO, request the following two documents:

Senate Hearing 104–377 Part I: JEC Hear-
ing on Evidence Against a Higher Minimum
Wage: February 22, 1995, part I.

Senate Hearing 104–377 Part II: JEC Hear-
ing on Evidence Against a Higher Minimum
Wage: April 5, 1995, part II.

For any additional information on this or any
other economic issue, please contact my JEC
office located at 1537 Longworth HOB, Wash-
ington, DC 20515.

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE REPORT

THE CASE AGAINST A HIGHER MINIMUM WAGE

The voices clamoring for a minimum wage
hike are getting ever louder. Proponents
argue that the current wage level does not
provide an adequate incentive for work.
Also, they argue that an increase in the min-
imum wage will have only a very minor im-
pact on jobs. These arguments are not
grounded in fact. The impact of raising the
minimum wage has been studied since its in-
ception. All credible research has come to
the same conclusion: raising the minimum
wage hurts the poor. It takes away jobs,
keeps people on welfare, and encourages high
school students to drop out. Policy makers
should be clear on the consequence of higher
minimum wages.

JOBS AND THE MINIMUM WAGE

Economists have studied the job-destroy-
ing features of a higher minimum wage. Esti-
mates of the job losses of raising the mini-
mum wage from $4.25 to $5.15 have ranged
from 625,000 to 100,000 lost jobs. It is impor-
tant to recognize that the jobs lost are main-
ly entry-level jobs. By destroying entry-level
jobs, a higher minimum wage harms the life-
time earnings prospects of low-skilled work-
ers.

Proponents have been able to muddle the
debate by pointing to a study done by two
Princeton economists, David Card and Alan
Krueger. These economists claimed to find
that raising the minimum wage does not
lower employment.1 In one paper, they suc-
ceeded in casting doubt on 200 years of eco-
nomic research and theory. Economists took
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their challenge seriously and attempted to
recreate their results. It could not be done.
Economists who attempted to replicate their
work demonstrated conclusively that raising
the minimum wage destroys jobs.2

Even after the Card and Krueger study was
fully discredited by economic science, it is
still being used by proponents of higher min-
imum wages to support an increase. Why
must they rely on discredited research to
support their call for raising the minimum
wage? Because they recognize that Ameri-
cans do not support proposals that destroy
jobs. Proponents often like to show survey
results that say more than eighty percent of
Americans support a higher minimum wage.
Yet, the same survey shows less than half
surveyed, 46 percent, support raising the
minimum wage if it ‘‘might reduce the num-
ber of jobs available for workers with limited
skills.3 ’’ Clearly, if Americans were in-
formed of the true effects of raising the min-
imum wage, support would rapidly erode.

MINIMUM WAGE WORKERS

Supporters claim that raising the mini-
mum wage is important for working fami-
lies. Secretary of Labor Robert Reich often
repeats the fact that forty percent of mini-
mum wage workers are the sole source of in-
come for their families. This is misleading
because it relies on lumping single, non-fam-
ily individuals with families. Only 2.8 per-
cent of workers earning less than $5.15 are
single parents.4 Only 1.2 percent of all mini-
mum wage workers were adult heads of
households with incomes less than $10,000.5

Fifty-seven percent of minimum wage work-
ers are single individuals, many of them liv-
ing with their parents.

Minimum wage workers are not parents
struggling to feed their children. Rather,
they are high school or college students liv-
ing at home. The level of the minimum wage
is irrelevant for most people in poverty. Only
9.2 percent of poor people of working age
have full-time jobs.6

SIDE EFFECTS OF RAISING THE MINIMUM WAGE

It has been well documented that the mini-
mum wage destroys jobs, particularly the
jobs of low-skilled, young workers. However,
there are other equally pernicious side ef-
fects of higher minimum wages. Higher mini-
mum wages make it more difficult for people
to leave welfare and induce high-school stu-
dents to drop out.

Dr. Peter Brandon of the Institute for Re-
search on Poverty studied how raising the
minimum wage affects the transition from
welfare to work.7 He found that raising it
keeps welfare mothers on welfare longer.
Mothers on welfare in states that raised
their minimum wage remained on welfare 44
percent longer than mothers on welfare in
states where it was not raised.8

The reason for this result is that raising
the minimum wage induces some people to
enter the labor market who would not apply
if not for the higher level. With a larger
labor market, employers choose higher-
skilled applicants. Thus, raising the mini-
mum wage hurts low-skilled workers in two
ways. First, there are fewer jobs available.
Second, with a larger pool of applicants,
competition is stiffer. Low-skilled workers
have a more difficult time getting those job
skills that are crucial to economic well-
being.

Another side effect of raising the minimum
wage is that it increased the number of high-
school students who drop out.9 Some of these
students do not find employment. Another
group of students are part of those appli-
cants that compete jobs away from welfare
recipients. Dropping out of school is very de-
structive. High school drop-outs have a very
difficult time improving their well-being.

THE ELUSIVE BENEFITS OF A HIGHER MINIMUM
WAGE

The proponents of a higher minimum wage
argue that it is vitally important to raise it
in order to improve the lives of poor work-
ers. However, the raise will have only a lim-
ited impact on poor working families. 10 A
single parent with two children living in
California would gain only 26 cents from a 90
cent increase in the minimum wage.

To put this gain in perspective, each mini-
mum wage worker who earns $4.25 an hour
brings home $3.92 for each hour worked once
payroll taxes are deducted. The employer
costs of a minimum wage worker is $4.58 an
hour when the employers share of the pay-
roll tax is included. 11 If workers could take
home the amount of money it costs the em-
ployer to hire workers, they could have 62
cents more per hour. Clearly, the California
parent would be better off if the tax wedge
were reduced, rather than increasing the
minimum wage.

CONCLUSION

The campaign to raise the minimum wage
will have little positive impact on the lives
of poor people. Rather, it is a political meas-
ure that plays to a misunderstanding of the
impact of higher minimum wages. The future
of the American economy depends on a cor-
rect understanding of the causes of prosper-
ity. For too long, attempts to relieve pov-
erty have been misguided. To lift people out
of poverty, we need a system that maximizes
opportunities for economic well-being of low-
skilled workers. Raising the minimum wage
is a wrong-headed solution that will deprive
young, poor Americans of an opportunity to
improve their economic situation.
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Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, the time has
come for the Congress to raise the minimum
wage—without gimmicks, without linking it with
unacceptable provisions, without political pos-
turing, and without delay. It is time to take this
action without adding amendments and gim-
micks and riders and poison pills that will limit
and lessen the impact of an increase in the
minimum wage.

Adjusted for inflation, the current minimum
wage is worth 50 cents less today than it was
in 1991 when it was last increased. To restore
the same purchasing power that the minimum
wage had in the late 1970’s would require us
to increase its level to $6.10 today. Even if we
adopt the legislation I am supporting and in-

crease the minimum wage to $5.15, we are
not keeping up with the increased cost of liv-
ing.

Although the proposed increase is very
modest, it will benefit our national economy.
Economists estimate that 12 million people will
be helped by a 90-cent increase. In addition,
some 4 million workers who earn less than
$6.00 per hour will see their incomes increase
as a result of a boost in the Federal minimum
wage. In my home State of California our mini-
mum wage is higher than the Federal level,
but if we increase the Federal minimum wage,
it will have a positive effect on the lowest
wages in our area as well.

The people who will benefit from an in-
crease are not just teenagers at local fast food
restaurants trying to earn extra cash for a rock
concert or a pair of baggy Levis. Of those
earning the minimum wage, 63 percent are
workers over the age of 20 and 46 percent are
over the age of 25; 59 percent of workers
earning the minimum wage are women and
more than half of these women are over 25
years of age; 43 percent of minimum wage
earners are working full time.

Mr. Speaker, as a former professor of eco-
nomics, I have been particularly interested in
recent economic research on the effects of the
minimum wage on workers and their families
and the economy. A number of studies dem-
onstrate that the possible negative impact of
moderate increases in the minimum wage
phased in over a period of more than a year
is minimal. Studies show that with the mini-
mum wage relatively low compared with the
average wage—a consequence of the fact that
the minimum wage has not kept pace with the
increase in the cost of living—the effect of this
increase on both employment and incomes
will be positive. In fact, several prominent
scholars have argued quite convincingly that
the income gains from an increase in the mini-
mum wage would outweigh any job losses that
might result from the increase.

More importantly, Mr. Speaker, this is a
question of fundamental fairness. At a time
when we are seeing a growing gap between
wealthy Americans and working Americans, it
is fundamentally unfair to maintain the mini-
mum wage at levels which shrink with every
increase in the cost of living. At the same
time, Mr. Speaker, we have seen vast in-
creases in the compensation of chief execu-
tive officers of America’s corporations—last
year corporate executives saw their salaries
jump by 31 percent while workers earning the
minimum wage stayed at exactly the same
level.

Mr. Speaker, the time has come to increase
the minimum wage. I urge my colleagues to
join me in supporting this action in the interest
of fundamental fairness and in the interest of
millions of American workers.

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of H.R. 3448, the Small Business Job Protec-
tion Act.

This bill contains a number of provisions
that I have long supported, and which encour-
age the creation and growth of small busi-
nesses. First, the bill increases the amount a
small business can deduct for the purchase of
business-related equipment from $17,500 to
$25,000.

The bill also includes a number of provi-
sions which make it easier for small busi-
nesses to receive S corporation classification,
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the most notable being an increase in the
maximum number of shareholders from 35 to
75. This important change makes it easier for
many small businesses to maintain a sim-
plified corporate structure, without being sub-
ject to double taxation.

This legislation includes important pension
simplification provisions for small businesses,
including a simplified retirement plan, called a
savings incentive match plan.

For restaurants, this bill expands a 1993 law
which gives restaurants a credit for the Fed-
eral payroll taxes paid on tips earned by their
employees. Specifically, the bill would now ex-
pand the credit to include unreported tips, and
would expand restaurant eligibility to include
carryouts.

Finally, the bill extends a number of expiring
provisions, including a revised targeted jobs
tax credit and section 127, the exemption for
employer-provided educational assistance. I
am concerned that section 127 renewal is lim-
ited to undergraduate education. It is my hope
that this can be expanded in conference to re-
instate graduate education.

I am pleased to see that the revenue loss
from these provisions is fully offset with other
provisions which increase revenues. In other
words, this bill will not increase the deficit. In
fact, this is precisely the pay-as-you-go ap-
proach advocated since early last year by the
blue dog coalition, of which I am a member.

Last year, the coalition questioned the ap-
proach of borrowing hundreds of billions of
dollars to pay for tax cuts. Instead, we in the
coalition argued that tax cuts should be con-
sidered apart from spending cuts, and should
be fully paid for with offsetting changes in the
Tax Code.

After a year of debate, the Republicans are
now beginning to see the wisdom of this ap-
proach. Two weeks ago, during debate on the
budget resolution, the Republican Budget
Committee chairman announced that they
would fully pay for economic growth, savings,
and job creation tax incentives with offsetting
revenue increases.

Last month, we expanded deductibility of
health care costs for small businesses, paid
for through offsetting revenue increases.
Today, we are taking the same approach for
a number of small business tax incentives.

So, I applaud the majority for adopting our
suggestion. I also encourage the majority
party in the next few months to act on capital
gains relief, expanded IRA eligibility, and es-
tate tax relief for family farms and businesses,
with offsetting revenue increases to make
such changes deficit neutral. The result will be
a stronger, more efficient economy.

I urge adoption of this bill.
Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, today I will vote

for the Small Business Job Protection Act. The
highlights of the bill in my view include the ex-
pansion of the expensing provisions for small
business, the package of S corporation re-
forms and pension simplification items, and
the employer-provided educational assistance
provision. If signed into law, these provisions
will do a great deal of good for small busi-
nesses in this country and will in turn provide
real job opportunities for American workers.

However, I must express my deep concern
with regard to that portion of this bill which
would phase out section 936 of the Tax Code
over a 10-year period. Section 936 of the Tax
Code provides tax incentives to companies
that locate production facilities in Puerto Rico.

Frankly, I have been concerned that many of
those who will vote for this entire package
know little about the positive impact that sec-
tion 936 has had on employment in Puerto
Rico. Nor, I fear do they appreciate the nega-
tive impact that eliminating section 936 will
have with regard to the economic vitality of
Puerto Rico and what the decline in that re-
gard will mean to our Federal budget in the
long run.

Having served on the committee with juris-
diction over this issue for the past 20 years,
the Ways and Means Committee, I can un-
equivocally report to my colleagues that sec-
tion 936 has been one of the most successful
provisions in our entire Tax Code. Section 936
has spurred economic development in Puerto
Rico which has in turn created thousands of
jobs, dramatically reduced the unemployment
rate in Puerto Rico. By removing this incentive
for companies to locate in Puerto Rico, an
economic vacuum will be created which I do
not see being filled any time soon. This void
will bring on increased unemployment, and
hope and opportunity, which has been on the
rise over the last 20 years in Puerto Rico, will
decline steadily. As the economy declines
there will be an increased dependency—de-
pendency on Uncle Sam to help those that no
longer have jobs. Just what form this depend-
ency will take, whether it be statehood or
some other arrangement, remains to be seen,
but mark my words, it will mean greater ex-
penditures by the U.S. Treasury. So I would
say to those that think they are savings tax-
payers dollars when they vote to eliminate this
so-called corporate welfare in the Tax Code,
that you can either pay not by encouraging
economic growth and opportunity, or you can
pay later by increasing Federal outlays for
welfare and creating a dependency which I
don’t think the American citizens—either on
the mainland or in Puerto Rico will appreciate.

Mr. Chairman, it is my sincere hope that
Congress will either revise the provision of the
bill before it becomes law or revisit this issue
at a later time.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WALKER). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 440, the previous question is or-
dered on the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute and on the
bill.

The question is on the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

Pursuant to House Resolution 440,
the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 414, nays 10,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 190]

YEAS—414

Abercrombie
Ackerman

Allard
Andrews

Archer
Armey

Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier

Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston

Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
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Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton

Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thomas

Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Traficant
Upton
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NAYS—10

Conyers
Dellums
Gutierrez
Menendez

Rangel
Rose
Serrano
Stark

Towns
Velazquez

NOT VOTING—9

Bliley
Diaz-Balart
Largent

McDade
Molinari
Seastrand

Taylor (NC)
Vucanovich
Ward

b 2016
Mr. TOWNS changed his vote from

‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’
So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM
(Mr. ARMEY asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time because I wish to give an expla-
nation, and then ask a couple of unani-
mous consent requests.

Mr. Speaker, I am about to ask two
unanimous consent requests. If they
are agreed to, we would then proceed in
consideration of H.R. 1227 for 30 min-
utes of general debate tonight. At that
point we would rise from our work on
the bill. We would move on then to re-
sume general debate for the remaining
hour on the bill and the remaining con-
sideration of the bill beginning at 9
a.m. tomorrow morning, with the first
vote tomorrow morning, with the ex-
ception of the possibility of a journal
vote, we would expect would be around
10 or 10:30 a.m.

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

Mr. ARMEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, will
there be 1 minutes in the morning?

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, through consultation with

the minority, we have agreed there will
not be.

Mr. VOLKMER. One additional ques-
tion: Will there be any other legisla-
tive business, other than the pending
bill tomorrow?

Mr. ARMEY. I do not expect to con-
duct any other legislative business.
f

POSTPONING FURTHER CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 1227, EMPLOYEE
COMMUTING FLEXIBILITY ACT,
AFTER 30 MINUTES OF INITIAL
DEBATE, UNTIL THE FOLLOWING
LEGISLATIVE DAY
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that during consid-
eration of H.R. 1227, pursuant to House
Resolution 440, notwithstanding the
order of the previous question, it may
be in order after 30 minutes of the 90
minutes provided for initial debate on
the bill, as amended pursuant to the
rule, for the Chair to postpone further
consideration of the bill until the fol-
lowing legislative day, on which con-
sideration may resume at a time des-
ignated by the Speaker.

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

There was no objection.
f

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourns to
meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow.

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

There was no objection.
f

FURTHER LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, if I may

just inform Members, this then is the
situation: We have had our last vote
for the evening. Those interested in
general debate on H.R. 1227 may wish
to remain, but the rest of us will be ex-
pecting a vote by 10 a.m. or so tomor-
row morning.
f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3396

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tleman from Florida, Mr. ALCEE HAST-
INGS be removed as a cosponsor of my
bill, H.R. 3396, the Defense of Marriage
Act. It should have read Mr. HASTINGS
of Washington. I apologize to Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida.

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

There was no objection.
f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3024

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a consponsor of H.R. 3024,
the United States-Puerto Rico Politi-
cal Status Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WALKER). Is there objection to the re-

quest of the gentlewoman from Geor-
gia?

There was no objection.

f

EMPLOYEE COMMUTING
FLEXIBILITY ACT OF 1996

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 440, I call up
the bill (H.R. 1227) to amend the Por-
tal-to-Portal Act of 1947 relating to the
payment of wages to employees who
use employer owned vehicles, and ask
for its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute,
modified by the amendment printed in
section 3 of House Resolution 440, is
adopted.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
modified, is as follows:

H.R. 1227

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the
‘‘Employee Commuting flexibility Act of
1990’’.
SEC. 2. PROPER COMPENSATION FOR USE OF EM-

PLOYER VEHICLES.

Section 4(a) of the Portal-to-Portal Act of
1947 (29 U.S.C. 254(a)) is amended by adding
at the end of the following: ‘‘For purposes of
this subsection, the use of an employer’s ve-
hicle for travel by an employee and activi-
ties performed by an employee which are in-
cidental to the use of such vehicle for com-
muting shall not be considered part of the
employee’s principal activities if the use of
such vehicle for travel is within the normal
communing area for the employer’s business
or establishment and the use of the employ-
er’s vehicle is subject to an agreement on the
part of the employer and the employee or
representative of such employee.’’.
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendment made by section 1 shall
take effect on the date of the enactment of
this Act and shall apply in determining the
application of section 4 of the Portal-to-Por-
tal Act of 1947 to an employee in any civil
action brought before such date of enact-
ment but pending on such date.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, [Mr. GOODLING] and the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] will
each control 45 minutes.

Pusuant to the order of the House of
today, the Chair intends to recognize
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, [Mr.
GOODLING], and the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. CLAY] for 15 minutes
each, before postponing further consid-
eration of the bill.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING].

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, the markup tomorrow on
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IDEA, will that be postponed because
of the consideration of H.R. 1227?

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, yes.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1227, the Employer
Commuter Flexibility Act, was re-
ported favorably by voice vote from the
Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities, and I am
pleased that we are considering it to-
night. It was introduced and shep-
herded by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. FAWELL].

It is a simple, straightforward bill. It
would clarify the Portal-to-Portal Act
to assure that employees may use an
employer provided vehicle to commute
from the employee’s home to the job
site and back home without necessarily
making the commuting time compen-
sable under the Fair Labor Standards
Act. The Department of Labor has is-
sued inconsistent opinions, and em-
ployers and employees are ow uncer-
tain as to whether such programs,
which are mutually beneficial to em-
ployers and employees, can continue.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL]
the author of the legislation.

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

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 1227, the Em-
ployee Commuting Flexibility Act. As
the primary sponsor of the legislation,
I want to take a moment to explain the
need for, and the effect of the bill.

H.R. 1227 would amend the Portal-to-
Portal Act to clarify that commuting
to and from work in employer-owned
vehicles is not an activity for which an
employee must be compensated. The
need for such a clarification arose be-
cause the Department of Labor issued a
misguided interpretation in the sum-
mer of 1994 which indicated that em-
ployees generally must be paid for time
spent commuting between home and
the job site in employer-owned vehi-
cles. This is in contrast to employees
commuting in their own vehicles who
are not paid for commuting time.

Needless to say, Mr. Speaker, this in-
terpretation threatened to disturb the
longstanding practice in the petro-
leum, construction, and other service
industries where employees use com-
pany trucks and vans for commuting. I
might add that the ability to use com-
pany vehicles is strongly desired by
employees in these industries. Al-
though the Department of Labor subse-
quently backed off somewhat from
their 1994 interpretation, a legislative
clarification is necessary to avoid any
future misinterpretation which could
result in thousands of dollars of com-
pensation claims against employers
who allow employees to use company
vehicles for commuting to and from
work.

Mr. Speaker, in the spirit of com-
promise, I have worked very closely
with Congressman ROB ANDREWS in de-
veloping the final language of H.R.
1227. The bill, which was reported by

voice vote from both subcommittee
and full committee, includes two im-
portant protections for employees. The
bill clarifies that the use of employer-
owned vehicles by employees solely for
the purpose of traveling to and from
work will not constitute a compensable
activity, provided that, first, the travel
is within the normal commuting area
for the employer’s business or estab-
lishment; and second, the use of the ve-
hicle is the choice of the employee and
is based on an agreement between the
employer and the employee or the rep-
resentative of the employee.

Several of my colleagues have ex-
pressed concern that the legislation
would somehow affect employee travel
during the workday, such as between
job sites. I want to make it very clear
that the legislation will not affect any
travel performed during the workday—
it would still be a compensable activity
under the provisions of H.R. 1227. Sec-
tion 4(a) of the Portal-to-Portal Act,
which this bill amends, applies only to
activities which occur prior to the time
on any particular workday at which
such employee commences, or subse-
quent to the time on any particular
workday at which he ceases the prin-
cipal activity or activities. Thus, it is
not necessary to repeat in H.R. 1227
that the language only applies to trav-
el time which occurs at the beginning
and end of the workday.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to take a
moment to address several of the con-
cerns which will be expressed by oppo-
nents of the legislation. First, they
will claim that H.R. 1227 was originally
described as seeking to do no more
than codify the Department of Labor’s
April 1995 opinion letter. H.R. 1227 was
introduced in March 1995, 1 month be-
fore the second Department of Labor
opinion letter was issued, and is in-
tended to clarify what has become a
murky area of the law because of the
first Department of Labor opinion let-
ter which was issued in August 1994.

Opponents of this common sense bill
will also argue that we are somehow
undermining the rights of employees
by permitting employers to force em-
ployees to use an employer-provided
vehicle. Under the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act, an employee is not permitted
to waive their rights, nor is the em-
ployee’s representative allowed to bar-
gain or negotiate away those rights. If
either of these situations were possible,
then the protections afforded by the
act would be compromised.

Hence the bill makes it clear that the
use of the employer’s vehicle is subject
to an agreement between the employer
and the employee or via a collective
bargaining agreement. The ability of
employees to use the employer’s vehi-
cle for traveling back and forth from
home to work is voluntary in the sense
that no employee must accept it. We
did not, however, provide that the em-
ployee’s use of the employer’s vehicle
could become a condition of employ-
ment. In some instances, it could, de-
pending on the agreement between the

employer and employee or the terms of
a collective bargaining agreement.

On another point, H.R. 1227 states
that activities which are merely inci-
dental to the use of an employer-pro-
vided vehicle for commuting at the be-
ginning and end of the workday are not
considered part of the employee’s prin-
cipal activity or activities and there-
fore need not be compensable. We ex-
pect that the Department of Labor will
provide guidance in this area, consist-
ent with the purposes of H.R. 1227.

Communication between the em-
ployee and employer to receive assign-
ments or instructions, or to transmit
advice on work progress or completion,
is required in order for these programs
to exist. Likewise, routine vehicle safe-
ty inspections or other minor tasks
have long been considered preliminary
or postliminary activities and there-
fore not compensable. Merely trans-
porting tools or supplies should not
change the noncompensable nature of
the travel.

Opponents may also claim that the
legislation enables employers to trans-
fer to employees the costs of maintain-
ing the employer’s vehicle. It is our in-
tent that the employee incur no out-of-
pocket or direct cost for driving, park-
ing, or otherwise maintaining the em-
ployer’s vehicle in connection with
commuting in employer-provided vehi-
cles. However, the employer shall not
be responsible for unrelated expenses,
such as an employee’s tax liability
under the provisions of the Internal
Revenue Code which may result from
the employee’s personal use of the em-
ployer’s vehicle or for traffic violations
resulting from the improper operation
of the vehicle by the employee.

Mr. Speaker, without belaboring the
point, suffice to say the Employee
Commuting Flexibility Act is a com-
monsense reform that I expect will re-
ceive broad support. In 99 out of 100
cases, employees enjoy the use of com-
pany vehicles to commute to and from
their homes, as they have for many
years, and have found it to be a con-
venient benefit that gives them great
freedom in scheduling their workday.
Employers too have appreciated the
flexibility it gives them in scheduling
work or deliveries for their customers.

Mr. Speaker, there are many to
thank who have had a hand in ensuring
the success of this legislation, and
would particularly like to thank Chair-
man GOODLING for his support as this
bill moved through the committee
process; Congressman CASS BALLENGER,
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Workforce Protections, for hard work
in moving the bill forward; and Con-
gressman ROB ANDREWS for his long-
time interest in this issue and for his
cooperation and input in working to
arrive at this compromise.

The only way to permanently protect
businesses and their employees from a
misreading of the law is to clarify the
statute to prevent any further confu-
sion on this issue. H.R. 1227 will allow
employers and employees to continue
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to enjoy the mutual benefits which re-
sult from the use of employer-provided
vehicles for commuting. I urge my col-
leagues to support this commonsense
reform legislation.

b 2030
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self 2 minutes.
Mr. Speaker, our Nation is under-

going tremendous economic change.
We are moving into an age of great
global trade and technological ad-
vancement, yet until today, the 104th
Congress, a Republican-led Congress,
has refused to deal with the most basic
challenge we face, making sure that
low-wage workers are not left behind in
this new ever-expanding and ever-
changing economy.

In 1993 and 1994, President Clinton
and the Democratic Congress worked
hard to give working people a tax
break through the earned income tax
credit. This was a downpayment on our
commitment to the principle that no
one who works full time should live in
poverty. The time ha÷s now come to
pay the second installment on that
commitment; to ensure that the mini-
mum wage is a livable wage.

The last time Congress voted to in-
crease the minimum wage was in 1989.
Among the Republicans voting for the
increase were the Speaker and the soon
to be former majority leader in the
Senate. Since 1989, the purchasing
power of the minimum wage has de-
clined to its lowest level in 40 years.
The overwhelming majority of Ameri-
cans, Mr. Speaker, support the Presi-
dent’s call to increase the Federal min-
imum wage above its current rate of
$4.25 an hour.

My Republican colleagues are
trapped on the wrong side of this issue.
They are paralyzed by their own politi-
cal and philosophical contradictions.
The very same Republicans who call
for drastic reductions in assistance to
the working poor refuse to increase the
minimum wage. Now that the Repub-
lican leadership can no longer resist
the tide demanding a minimum wage
increase, it has devised a political
strategy to poison the water.

If this House adopts the minimum
wage amendment, as we should, we will
then face amendments endorsed by the
Republican leadership that will deny
the minimum wage to as many as 10
million Americans. If the Goodling
small business exemption passes, we
will see the proliferation of sweatshops
and the exploitation of farmworkers.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
reject this Goodling amendment.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I
thought we were on portal to portal.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from North Carolina, [Mr.
BALLENGER].

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, I am
speaking on portal to portal, and today
I rise in strong support of the Em-
ployee Commuting Flexibility Act,
which will allow employees to continue
to use company vehicles for commut-
ing. This has been a common practice
throughout many service industries,
where employees can use company ve-
hicles to commute between their
homes and the job site.

In August of 1994, the Department of
Labor took a position which penalized
employers and employees who had
worked out arrangements concerning
the use of company vehicles. While the
Department later backed away from
that position, many employers are le-
gitimately concerned about continuing
to allow their employees to use com-
pany-provided vehicles for commuting.
Given that the Department has had
two varying positions on this issue
within a relatively short period of
time, the Employee Commuting Flexi-
bility Act provides much-needed clari-
fication on the intention of the law
concerning employee use of such vehi-
cles.

If employees must be paid for the
time that they spend commuting to
and from work each day, employers
will be forced to eliminate these pro-
grams. Employees will then have to
commute to work in their own personal
vehicles. Not only will this be incon-
venient for both parties, but for many
employees it may mean the added fi-
nancial burden of having to fuel, in-
sure, and maintain their own vehicle
for commuting.

The Employee Commuting Flexibil-
ity Act will allow employers and em-
ployees to continue with such mutu-
ally beneficial arrangements, so long
as the arrangement meets certain con-
ditions. First, the use of the vehicle
would be subject to an agreement be-
tween the employee and the employer.
Second, the vehicle must be used for
travel within the normal commuting
area for the employer’s business or es-
tablishment.

The clarification provided by this
legislation will enable employers and
employees to continue with arrange-
ments which meet these conditions.
The employee receives the benefit of
transportation and the company re-
ceives the benefit of the employee
being able to go directly to the job site.
Employees will not be exploited and
the company will not be unduly bur-
dened with expense. This is common-
sense legislation and I urge my col-
leagues to support the bill.

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

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, the reason we are here today
is because Americans working at the
minimum wage need a raise. This is
where they would be if the minimum
wage were indexed for inflation; and,
unfortunately, because it has not been
raised, this is where American workers
are today. They are back at a point
where the minimum wage was many,
many years ago in terms of its pur-
chasing power.

Finally, after months of struggle, we
have persuaded the Republican leader-
ship to bring the minimum wage to the
floor of the House and they have fi-
nally agreed to do that. But only last
night did we discover, as they seek to
bring the minimum wage to the House

for a vote, that they also will make in
order amendments that will take away
the benefits of the minimum wage and
repeal the benefits of the minimum
wage for up to 10 million working
Americans in this country who today
work in some of the toughest occupa-
tions.

These are the people who work in the
fields that bring the food to our table.
These are the people who wait on us
when we go to dinner, when we go out
to breakfast and when we go to lunch,
who work long hours. These are the
people who work in sweatshops making
our garments.

These are the people who will find,
because of the nature of their employ-
ment, that they must move from job to
job all of the time as the tasks change.
They do not lack skills, they do not
lack the ability or the desire to work,
what they lack is the protection of the
minimum wage if the Goodling amend-
ment passes.

So while we see the Republicans try-
ing to pretend they are offering the
minimum wage, what we see, in fact, is
they have structured the debate, they
have structured the rule, and they have
structured the amendments to this bill
so that, in fact, they will try to un-
cover tens of millions of Americans
from the opportunity to earn a mini-
mum wage.

These are Americans who have cho-
sen to go to work, who go to work
every day, who end up at the end of the
year poor, who end up at the end of the
year eligible for food stamps, who end
up at the end of the year eligible for
housing, who end up at the end of the
year eligible for the earned income tax
credit. Why? Because through their
labor they cannot earn a living wage.
And now the Republicans seek to take
that benefit away from up to 10 million
Americans.

These are women who are working
hard to support their families, these
are single parents who are working
hard to support their families, these
are students working while they are in
school, while they are in high school
and while in college, working 20, 30
hours a week. And the Republicans
would deny them the benefits of the
minimum wage. They would do it clev-
erly. They would do it cleverly by roll-
ing back the benefits and the guaran-
ties they have today that when they go
to work they would get the minimum
wage.

The Goodling amendment must be re-
jected. We must have a clean up-or-
down vote on the minimum wage. It
must be increased. These hard-working
Americans who have chosen work over
welfare are entitled to the benefits of
their labor. We should no longer con-
tinue to subsidize those employers who
simply choose not to pay the minimum
wage.

We just voted on an amendment that
was to take care of the increased cost,
if there are any, to paying the mini-
mum wage for small businesses. Those
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were the tax breaks that this House
just overwhelmingly passed. But now
what are they doing? Now they are try-
ing to provide low-income labor to
those very same employers. We should
reject the Goodling amendment.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

The first statement I would like to
make is that there were 2 years under
the President’s leadership when had a
majority in the House and the Senate
that he only mentioned the minimum
wage during that entire time either in
committee or by saying that raising
the minimum wage does not help the
working poor. So I want to make that
clear.

Second thing I want to make clear is,
the $500,000 exemption has been some-
thing that has been a bipartisan effort
for a long, long time. We have mini-
mum wage exemptions. We have ex-
emptions for small businesses in prac-
tically every piece of legislation,
whether it is civil rights, whatever it
may be. Those exemptions are in there.

And I would point out again that Mr.
Espy offered almost the same piece leg-
islation. It was cosponsored by 60
Democrats and 90 Republicans, some
sitting in the audience right now who
cosponsored it. I improved on it in
making very, very sure, as a matter of
fact, that it would not be retroactive;
that we could not take money from
those who presently had the money and
are making those kind of wages. So I
want to make very clear at this point.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, what should be made very
clear is that after years of expanding
the coverage of the minimum wage to
hard working Americans in agriculture
and sweatshops and other employment,
what in fact we are now doing is rolling
back and repealing the benefits of the
minimum wage.

So the gentleman is the first author
of a minimum wage bill that is rolling
back the benefits to people who are
currently covered. All they have to do
now is change their job and they lose
the benefits of the minimum wage
under his chairmanship.

So the hallmark of this Republican
Congress is they are uncovering hard
working Americans who currently earn
the minimum wage from the coverage
of the minimum wage protection.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS].

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Speak-
er, H.R. 1227 amends the Portal-to-Por-
tal Act to allow employees to use com-
pany vehicles for traveling back and
forth to work. It is a simple bill, and
frankly, addresses an issue which the
Congress of the United States should
not have to be involved in. Unfortu-
nately, the Congress is increasingly
forced to become involved in activities
which historically have been left to
employers and employees to decide.

Misguided and confusing interpreta-
tions of current law issued by the De-
partment of Labor have made this nec-
essary.

Many industries throughout the
country provide company vehicles to
employees for use during working
hours, and allow the employee to use
the vehicle to commute to and from
work. This longstanding practice was
threatened in 1994 when the Depart-
ment of Labor decided that employees
generally must be paid for the time
spent commuting between home and
the jobsite in employer-owned vehicles.
Prior to this action, the long-settled
rule under the Portal-to-Portal Act
had been that commuting time, wheth-
er in a personal or company vehicle,
was not counted as hours worked. So,
for many years, this was a nonissue.
But after the Department’s action—
which it later rescinded and replaced
with another opinion—confusion and
lawsuits reign, and employees lose.

Employees benefit by using a com-
pany vehicle to commute to and from
work. It not only saves them time, but
saves wear and tear on their own car,
or allows another family member use
of the car. Employees did not, and still
do not, expect to be paid for driving
back and forth to work.

This bill ensures that employers who
use company vehicles to commute to
and from work are not ‘‘on the clock’’
so long as there is an agreement be-
tween the employer and the employee,
and the commute is within a normal
commuting distance. I urge all of my
colleagues to support this common-
sense measure.

b 2045

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York Mr. [OWENS].

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, this Em-
ployee Commuting Act is a cheap de-
vice being utilized to sabotage the ef-
fort to increase the minimum wage by
90 cents over a 2-year period. This Em-
ployee Commuting Act is one more at-
tack on American working families.
This is guerrilla warfare. It is an am-
bush of the workers. This bill forces
workers to do work for which they are
not paid. This bill allows employers to
coerce employees into agreements to
work without getting paid.

The number of workers who drive ve-
hicles to and from work that are owned
by the company may be relatively
small, but the principle here, the prin-
ciple at stake here is monumental
when you consider the implications of
forcing people to work without getting
paid.

This act pilfers the wages of workers.
This is a mandate for picking the pock-
ets of defenseless workers.

Against this petty thievery, Demo-
crats must rise again to defend Amer-
ican working families. For some rea-
son, during this whole year, the Repub-

licans have waged an onslaught on
working families. they have attacked
OSHA for the safety of workers. They
have tried to establish teams that
would replace unions. They have at-
tacked the National Labor Relations
Board. They have attacked Davis-
Bacon.

For some reason the Republicans are
determined to wipe out the gains that
workers have made over the last 50
years. This is just one of many attacks.
But this is a side attack, a guerrilla at-
tack to pick the pockets. It is very
petty but it is very damaging in terms
of the precedent that it sets. If you let
employers get away with forcing work-
ers to work without getting paid on
this occasion, on this particular set of
circumstances, then you will do it
again and again.

The minimum wage is what they
really want to get. They want to cloud
the issue, confuse the American public.
A mere 90 cents increase in the mini-
mum wage over a 2-year period, that is
what is at stake here. The Republicans
want to declare war on working fami-
lies, in this case when it does not even
involve the budget of the Government.

The Government will not be out one
penny as a result of increasing the
minimum wage. The minimum wage
increase will not lead to a decrease in
the number of jobs. The minimum wage
has been increased in the State of New
Jersey, and their industry has gone for-
ward. They have more employment
than ever before. They are prospering
from the fact that they paying higher
wages. Just as Social Security did not
destroy the economy, just as the cre-
ation of the minimum wage bill, mini-
mum wage act in the first place did not
destroy the economy, just as all of the
other benefits that workers have come
to enjoy have not destroyed the econ-
omy but instead created a consumer
class, a working class unlike anywhere
else in the world, that has made our
Nation prosper, the minimum wage
will not hurt the economy.

The minimum wage will help work-
ing people on the bottom who very
much need a raise. Minimum wage will
help those people that you are throw-
ing off welfare into work because they
will have an opportunity to work for a
decent wage.

America needs a raise and it needs it
right now. We do not need these kinds
of actions. The portal to portal bill
takes wages out of the pockets of
workers. I urge Members to reject this
Employee Flexibility Act.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Geor-
gia [Ms. MCKINNEY].

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I take
this opportunity tonight to oppose the
Gingrich-Goodling amendment. I sup-
pose we should have expected that the
Republican leadership would not allow
a vote to increase the minimum wage
without first giving away the farm.
The Gingrich-Goodling amendment,
Mr. Speaker, would deny nearly 10 mil-
lion American workers the right to
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earn the minimum wage and overtime
pay, even though these workers have
those rights today. Only in a Repub-
lican controlled Congress would we
vote to increase the minimum wage 1
minute, then make 10 million workers
ineligible for it in the next minute.

This amendment, Mr. Speaker, is lit-
tle more than a cruel and cynical joke
made at the expense of millions of
working families. I urge my colleagues
who support the minimum wage in-
crease to oppose this antiworker
amendment. From folks who oppose
even the concept of a minimum wage,
we really should not expect any better.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. GENE GREEN].

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, our chairman is correct that
we are debating H.R. 1227. That is the
vehicle that is being used tonight and
tomorrow to debate the minimum wage
increase. After months of blocking
Democratic attempts to vote on raising
the minimum wage, Republicans have
finally allowed a vote on the issue. But
this move is not really intended to help
those hard-working Americans. Repub-
licans will attach this minimum wage
increase to a proposal that is nothing
but an attempt to satisfy special inter-
est groups who join them in the
months-long battle against raising the
minimum wage.

The 80 percent of the American peo-
ple who support a minimum wage need
to know that the legislative vehicle
that is being used today will exempt
millions of hard-working people from
the minimum wage and overtime pay.
That is right, over 10 million people
will not be eligible for a minimum
wage increase. This is the Washington
way of giving it to you with one hand
and taking it away with the other.

Mr. Speaker, it is obvious that the
Republicans really have no interest in
providing working Americans the op-
portunity of a living wage. We should
not allow this sham, this gimmick, this
fraud on these lowest paid hard-work-
ing American workers. Republicans do
not care that the minimum wage has
been on a fairly steady decline for the
past 15 years. Today the minimum
wage has fallen 45 cents in real value
since the last increase in 1991. Five
years ago there was the last minimum
wage increase, and yet we have not
seen an increase, and now we see this
sham tonight.

Americans know that the real fami-
lies exist on the minimum wage. It is
hard to get by, when working full time
does not even put enough money to
stay off welfare. You have to earn
money in your pocketbook to put food
on the table. That is why Americans, 80
percent support an increase in the min-
imum wage. Republicans have a golden
opportunity to give these hard-working
Americans a clean minimum wage in-
crease, but not if we adopt the Good-
ling amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that we will have
a clean minimum wage increase that
will give these hard-working people an
increase without exempting 10 million
people from the minimum wage and
also from the overtime protections
that they have now.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. MCINTOSH].

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to the effort to mandate
a raise of the minimum wage because I
think this effort, although it appears
to be well-intended, ignores what I
refer to as the victims of minimum
wage folly. In my subcommittee, we
held hearings last week in which we
heard from experts, economists and
real people who will be living with this
law. I will insert the testimony into
the RECORD.

Let me introduce you to two of the
victims of this minimum wage folly.
One of them is a woman named Melody
Rane and her family. They have a fam-
ily-owned Burger King in Eureka, CA.
She will have to let off four full-time
workers and eight part-time workers if
we mandate an increase in the mini-
mum wage.

Most of her workers do not stay on
minimum wage. They come in un-
trained. They start at minimum wage.
And within 6 months are making much,
much more than minimum wage. But
because of our mandate, she will have
to reduce her employment, have fewer
opportunities for some of the most vul-
nerable members of our society.

A second such person is at the far
end, his name is Don Baisch. Don is
pictured with his daughter Maya.
Three years ago Don was on welfare.
He did not have a job. Melody gave him
his first job at her Burger King. He
started out on minimum wage. Now 3
years later, Don is a working dad, sup-
porting his daughter Maya as a man-
ager in Melody’s store.

He came and said:
Mr. Congressman, please do not raise the

minimum wage because there are going to be
future people just like me who will not have
a chance to get off welfare. You think you
may be doing the right thing, but for them it
is wrong, and it will hurt them and deprive
them of a chance to have a job.

We need to do what is right for work-
ing men and women. Tomorrow I will
discuss a better way, a minimum wage
tax cut. Unfortunately, we cannot vote
on it, but let us not harm these people.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the following information:
TESTIMONY BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON

NATIONAL ECONOMIC GROWTH, NATURAL RE-
SOURCES, AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS—TUES-
DAY, MAY 14, 1996
STATEMENT OF MELODY RANE, BURGER KING

FRANCHISE

Good morning. My name is Melody Rane
and I am the mother of four children and, to-
gether with my husband, Jay, am the owner
of two Burger King restaurants in Eureka
and McKinleyville, California. I’d like to
thank the Subcommittee for the opportunity
to express, as a small business person, how
the proposed increase in the minimum wage

would affect our business and, most impor-
tantly, the young people we employ.

I have provided the Subcommittee with a
written calculation of what the actual cost
of the proposed minimum wage increase
would be to our business. As you can see, our
labor costs would increase by over $100,000.00
per year. This is more than we took together
as a salary from our business last year, be-
fore taxes. Clearly, we simply could not ab-
sorb this loss, so would be faced with the fol-
lowing choices: 1) increase our prices (which
would be against our better judgment, since
reducing our Whopper to $.99 and selling
meal combos three years ago has increased
our sales by 30% and our profits by 15%); 2)
lay off employees; or 3) increase prices mod-
erately, so we can retain business, while lay-
ing off employees. The logical choice, and
the one we would plan on executing, is the
third. My guess is that most business owners
would do the same, which would cause infla-
tion—and then what good have we done any-
one?

My biggest concern—and the reason I am
here today—is the jobs for our youth. As a
mother of three teenage sons, I think it is
very important for these young people to ex-
perience working at a job where they can
learn the importance of being productive
members of our society. As you can see from
my calculation, a lot of jobs would be lost
from a minimum wage increase, just in our
franchise alone. Our solution will be to raise
prices for half of the increase and lay off
workers for the other half. I will have to lay
off a total of 4 full time workers or 8 part
time workers. There are about 6,000 fran-
chised Burger King restaurants in the United
States, which would equate to an estimated
24,000 full time jobs or 48,000 part time jobs.
We would be forced to layoff teenagers most-
ly, as they are almost always inexperienced
and require more of the Manager’s time to
teach them good work ethics. Only the most
productive and hard working people would
survive the cut, because we would have to
give the same service with less people.

When we first started our business 15 years
ago, it took 16 to 18 people to work a busy
Saturday lunch rush. Now, we use 12 to 14.
With the last minimum wage increase, we
went to self-service drinks. There is no
avoiding the fact that a further minimum
wage increase would mean even fewer job op-
portunities in our restaurants.

My point is that the minimum wage may
be $4.25, but it is only a starting wage. My
average hourly rate is $5.10 per hour today,
and my fellow franchisees around the coun-
try also have comparable average wages,
some much higher. Why not leave what’s
working alone and let the market drive the
wages? A large number of the franchisees
can’t even get employees to come and work
for $6.00 an hour, because often we are com-
peting with the welfare system. What incen-
tive does a person have to work a minimum
wage job, whether it is at $4.25 an hour or
$5.25 an hour, if they can make two or three
times as much on welfare and not work at
all?

I have asked an employee of ours to join
me here and tell you his story. He was on
welfare when he started working for us at
the minimum wage. Now, he’s a Manager for
us making almost $20,000 a year. How many
people will not get the opportunity he did if
jobs are cut? In fact, every one of our man-
agers started with us as an hourly employee
with no experience making the minimum
wage. Who stays at the minimum wage all
their life?

It upsets us to see the media and others
portraying small business owners as heart-
less people who care nothing about employ-
ees. I am very proud of the hundreds of
young people who have worked for us



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5483May 22, 1996
through the years that go on and get bigger
and better jobs. The real satisfaction we get
is when they come back and thank us for the
lessons we taught them about working, and
how we made a difference in their lives.

In closing, I would just like to say that our
industry serves a valuable purpose—we are
the first rung on the ladder for many work-
ers. We take pride in seeing them progress to
the next, and the next, whether it be with us
or with someone else.

Thank you.
STATEMENT OF DON BAISCH, MANAGER, EUREKA

BURGER KING RESTAURANT

I was hired to work at the Eureka Burger
King in May of 1993. I started at $4.25 an hour
and after a few weeks I had proven myself to
the management and was given a $.50 raise.
Because of a rocky relationship with my
wife, I quit and was rehired a few times, but
when I found out that we were going to have
a baby, I started getting serious about my
job.

The manager wanted me to work more
hours, but because I was on welfare and re-
ceiving financial assistance, my case worker
told me that until the baby was born I could
only work 25 hours a week or I would lose
some of my benefits. After my daughter was
born in March of 1994, I was allowed to work
full time and I accepted a promotion to Crew
Leader, starting at $5.25 an hour. A Crew
Leader helps the manager on duty by mak-
ing sure all the food prep is done, the breaks
are all given out and that all cleaning list
and check lists are done.

About 8 months after I became a Crew
Leader I was offered an Assistant Manager
job. I talked to my case worker to see what
benefits I would lose, and she said that we
would lose all of our benefits. Furthermore,
she said that if the job didn’t work out, we
would have to reapply for all of our benefits
again, which could take months. That did it
for my wife—she refused to let me take the
job. A few months later, in March of 1995, my
wife and I split up and the Assistant Man-
ager job was offered to me again. This time
I took it.

Jay and Melody had to start me out at
$1400.00 a month (this was $200.00 more a
month than they normally started inexperi-
enced managers) just to match my Crew
Leader pay and what I was receiving from
welfare. The welfare system, at least in
Humboldt County, discourages you from
tying to get ahead. In fact, it discourages
couples from getting married, because you
can get more benefits if you are single, and
the case workers tell you that. There needs
to be a better way. They should gradually
take it away, until you are finally on your
own.

Jay and Melody, the managers and co-
workers at Burger King believed in me and
saw what I could not see anymore in myself,
and I am very thankful for their help.
Thanks to a minimum wage job opportunity,
I am completely off of welfare now, and I
have a self-esteem and pride again. I hope
you think carefully about increasing the
minimum wage, because it will provide less
opportunities for people like me to turn
their lives around.

APRIL 1–30 PAYROLLS
(1 High Volume Store, 1 Average Volume Store)

Hours (a)
Gross

Hourly Pay
(b)

Avg. Hourly
Wage
(b÷a)

Eureka ............................................. 4,276 $21,787 $5.09
McKinleyville 1 ................................. 3,314 $16,228 $4.89

1 The McKinleyville store has a lower average hourly wage because it just
opened in Oct. of 95. As the employees gain experience and get more raises
this number will catch up with the Eureka store.

After a minimum wage increase of $1.00 per
hour:

Eureka—4,276 hrs$6.09=$26,041 an increase
of $4,254.00 a mo.

McKinleyville—3,314 hrs$5.89=$19,519 an in-
crease of $3,291.00 a mo.

Total Payroll Increase for the
month=$7,545.00.

Wage Increase12=$90,540.
Added Employer FICA=$6,926 (7.65%).
Added Workers Comp=$3,395 (3.75%).
Total W/Added Taxes $100,861 and Insur-

ance.
QUESTIONS FOR MELODY RANE

1. Roughly, how many people have you
given a start with a minimum wage job?

2. What do you think will happen to those
employees you will have to lay off if there is
a minimum wage increase?

3. Do you expect other fast food chains
around the country will have to do the same?
[If so, your estimate that 24,000 full time em-
ployees or 48,000 part time employees will be
laid off in Burger King restaurants can be
multiplied many times for a grand total job
loss in the fast food industry.]

QUESTIONS FOR DON BAISCH

1. Have you ever regretted taking your job
at Burger King and getting off welfare bene-
fits?

2. Do you believe welfare case workers dis-
courage others from taking jobs so they can
keep their benefits, like they did for you?

3. Do you believe that minimum wage jobs
offer other people the same opportunities for
success that your job at Burger King offered
you?
[From the Wall Street Journal, Apr. 16, 1996]

THE MINIMUM WAGE TRAP

(By Bruce Bartlett)
President Clinton is asking Congress to

raise the minimum wage by 90 cents over
two years to $5.15 per hour, a 21% increase.
In doing so, the president has challenged the
widespread view among economists that an
increase in the minimum wage will reduce
jobs.

In 1981, the congressionally mandated Min-
imum Wage Study Commission concluded
that a 10% increase in the minimum wage re-
duced teenage employment by between 1%
and 3%. This suggests that between 130,000
and 400,000 jobs would be lost if the Clinton
plan is approved by Congress. This estimate
is confirmed in two more recent studies, by
David Neumark of Michigan State and Wil-
liam Wascher of the Federal Reserve Board,
and by Kevin Murphy of the University of
Chicago and Donald Deere and Finis Welch,
both of Texas A&M.

The Clinton administration counters by re-
ferring to the recent work of economists
David Card and Alan Krueger, both of
Princeton. Their studies of fast food res-
taurant employment in New Jersey and Cali-
fornia after those states increased their
state minimum wages found no evidence of
job loss.

FLAWED DATA

However, flaws in the Card-Krueger data
cast serious doubt on the validity of their
conclusions. In a paper published by the Na-
tional Bureau of Economic Research, Messrs.
Neumark and Wascher reexamined the Card-
Krueger data, which originally came from
telephone surveys. Using payroll records
from a sample of the same New Jersey and
Pennsylvania restaurants, Messrs. Neumark
and Washer found that employment had not
risen after an increase in the minimum
wage, as Messrs. Card and Krueger had
claimed, but in fact had fallen.

A review of Mr. Card’s study of California
by Lowell Taylor of Carnegie Mellon Univer-
sity found that the state minimum wage in-
crease had a major negative effect in low-
wage counties and for retail establishments

generally. Thus Nobel Prize-winning econo-
mist Gary Becker of the University of Chi-
cago concluded that ‘‘the Card-Krueger stud-
ies are flawed and cannot justify going
against the accumulated evidence from
many past and present studies that find siz-
able negative effects of higher minimums on
employment.’’

The fact is that virtually every major
study that has ever been done has found sig-
nificant job losses from an increase in the
minimum wage, with the rare exception of
those done by Messrs: Card and Krueger. (Mr.
Krueger formerly served as chief economist
for the Labor Department in the Clinton ad-
ministration.) A survey of earlier studies by
the General Accounting Office in 1983, for ex-
ample, ‘‘found virtually total agreement
that employment is lower than it would have
been if no minimum wage existed.’’

But even if the minimum wage had no ef-
fect on overall employment, there are still
strong arguments against raising it. First, it
is important to understand that the impact
of the minimum wage is not uniform. For
98.2% of wage and salary workers, there is no
impact at all, because they either already
earn more than the minimum or are not cov-
ered by it. However, for workers in low-wage
industries, those without skills, members of
minority groups and those living in areas of
the country where wages tend to be lower,
the impact can be severe. This is why econo-
mists have always found that the primary
impact of the minimum wage has been on
black teenagers.

In 1948, when the minimum wage covered a
much smaller portion of the labor force, the
unemployment rate for black males age 16
and 17 was just 9.4%, while the comparable
unemployment rate for whites was 10.2%. In
1995, unemployment among black teenage
males was 37.1%, while the unemployment
rate for white teenage males was 15.6%.
Moreover, the unemployment rate for black
teenage males has tended to rise and fall
with changes in the real minimum wage.

But current unemployment is just a part of
the long-term price that entry-level workers
of all races pay for the minimum wage. A
number of studies have shown that increases
in the minimum wage lead employers to cut
back on both work hours and training. When
combined with the loss of job opportunities,
this means that many youths, especially
among minorities, are prevented from reach-
ing the first rung on the ladder of success,
with consequences that can last a lifetime.

When people cannot get legitimate jobs, it
is not surprising that they turn to crime and
the underground economy. Studies by
Massanori Hashimoto of Ohio State and Liad
Phillips of the University of California,
Santa Barbara, both show that increases in
the minimum wage contribute to teenage
crime. And a study by William Beranek of
the University of Georgia found that the
minimum wage encourages employment of
illegal aliens, who are unlikely to report any
violations of the Fair Labor Standards Act
to the Labor Department.

Research also shows that the minimum
wage is a significant factor in welfare de-
pendency. A recent study by Peter Brandon
of the University of Wisconsin, for example,
examined welfare rates in states that in-
creased their minimum wages in the 1980s
with those that did not. In those that did,
the average time on welfare was 44% longer
than in states that did not. This is largely
due to reduced employment opportunities for
welfare mothers. In states not raising the
minimum wage, half of welfare mothers
worked during the years surveyed, while in
states that raised the minimum wage only
40% reported working.

Intuitively, one would have expected a
higher minimum wage to make work more
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rewarding for those on welfare. However, the
interaction of the welfare and tax systems
means that some working people are actu-
ally worse off after an increase in the mini-
mum wage. Economist Carlos Bonilla of the
Employment Policies Institute, an industry-
funded group on Washington, D.C., found a
dramatic example of this in California after
its minimum wage rose to $4.25 from $3.35.
After accounting for the phase-out of Aid to
Families With Dependent Children, Medicaid
and food stamps, and for federal, state and
local taxes, Mr. Bonilla found that a single
parent earning the minimum wage was $1,800
per year worse off after the increase.

Finally, the latest research shows that in-
creases in the minimum wage encourage
high school students to drop out, enticed by
the lure of higher pay for unskilled work.
This has the effect of reducing their lifetime
earnings and displacing lower-skilled older
workers at the same time.

LITTLE IMPACT

Given these kinds of effects, it is not sur-
prising, therefore, that the minimum wage,
has almost no broad impact on poverty or
the incomes of the poor. Although some poor
people are better off because they get higher
wages, others are worse off because they lose
their jobs. Thus one study found that the
22% increase in the minimum wage in 1976
added just $200 million to the aggregate in-
come of those in the lowest 10% of the in-
come distribution. Indeed, much of the bene-
fit of the minimum wage actually goes to the
well-off, whose children get paid more for
part-time work.

Moreover, although proponents of a high
minimum wage often talk about the dif-
ficulty of supporting a family on the mini-
mum wage, only a very small number of
workers earning the minimum wage actually
do so. In 1993 only 22,000 men and 191,000
women nationwide maintained families on a
minimum wage job, according to the Bureau
of Labor Statistics. According to BLS data
for 1985, 37% of minimum-wage workers were
teenagers, probably living at home, and 59%
were age 24 or younger. About 17% of mini-
mum-wage workers are wives, and thus like-
ly to be secondary earners, and 66% only
work part time. These include students, the
elderly with pension or Social Security in-
come, and those simply looking for a little
extra cash.

The case against the minimum wage is
strong. In fact, the minimum wage should be
abolished. Even the liberal New York Times
has said so. As the headline on its Jan. 14,
1987, lead editorial put it: ‘‘The Right Mini-
mum Wage: $0.00.’’ Indeed, according to Rob-
ert Meyer of the University of Chicago and
David Wise of Harvard, abolition would actu-
ally increase the aggregate income of youth
in this country. Raising the minimum wage
simply moves us further in the wrong direc-
tion.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, one is
asked, why do we need a minimum
wage? I just heard the reference to vic-
tims. I gather these people feel that
they need the minimum wage, and 80
percent of the American people feel
they need to increase the minimum
wage.

First you need to increase the mini-
mum wage because it is the fair thing
to do. It is indeed fair to say that those
who are employed at the lowest level
are also employed at a livable wage. It
says something about our economy.

Why is a livable wage needed? Well,
it is needed to provide the very basic

essentials of living: a shelter, food on
the table, clean clothes, being able to
take care of medical expenses, trans-
portation, all those things that a
human being needs to exist.

Again, we heard reference to the
teenagers who are on the minimum
wage. I would suggest to you there in-
deed are teenagers who are on the min-
imum wage, but they are
supplementing their family’s income.
Many of them are working their way
through college. Indeed, they have a
right, as I have suggested to you, as
the adults have in making a livable
wage.

The adults are mostly women, single
women heads of households who have a
sole responsibility for their families.
So who will be helped? A lot of people
will be helped, if indeed we raise the
minimum wage.

What are the Republicans doing?
What is their answer to America’s cry
that we want to be fair, that we want
to have an economy that says the least
among us should have a livable wage
and that the minimum wage should be
increased. They put a minimum wage
bill before this House, but yet they en-
cumber it with the amendment that
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
GOODLING] has.

Indeed, this is a unique way to offer
something by offering it and taking it
back. Indeed, now more than 10 million
people who were covered under the 1991
increase in the minimum wage will not
now be covered. In fact, the current
law covers at least 10 million people
who will not be covered. This is unfair,
Mr. Speaker. We should reject the
Goodling amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WALKER). The gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. CLAY] has 11⁄2 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] has 23⁄4
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING] has
the right to close the initial debate.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. FAWELL].

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I think it
is too bad that we have what I would
call extremism here as we try to talk
about something I hope more ration-
ally. When we talk about the fact that
the Goodling amendment, for instance,
is going to cause some 10 million peo-
ple, for instance, to lose coverage
under minimum wage, I can only shake
my head.

I would refer my colleagues to the
fact that over 200 Members of this Con-
gress, including being led by Mike
Espy, a member of the other side of the
aisle, a short time ago pointed out that
before the passage of the minimum
wage law back in 1989, there was
$362,500 annually, that is, businesses
grossing less than $362,500 were granted
exemptions. That was extended and in-
creased to $500,000 at that time, but
there was a mistake made. Mike Espy
pointed out the mistake that was
made.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. ENGEL].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York, Mr. ENGEL, is
recognized for 11⁄2 minutes.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I want to
say there is no clearer issue in my
opinion that defines the difference be-
tween Democrats and Republicans that
raising the minimum wage.

It has been clear. We on the Demo-
cratic side have tried for months and
months to try to get a clean minimum
wage raise, a lousy 90 cents an hour
from $4.25 to $5.15. What have we got-
ten from the majority, the Republicans
from the other side of the aisle? We
have gotten stalling, delaying, all
kinds of tactics.

Now we finally get a bill and we have
all kinds of things to hurt workers
rather than to help workers, to exempt
people from the minimum wage, all
kinds of tricks and all kinds of non-
sense.

We asked for a clean minimum wage
bill, a clean bill that would clearly say
that the minimum wage ought to be
raised from $4.25 to $5.15 an hour.
Eighty percent of the American people
agree that the minimum wage ought to
be raised, including 70 percent of Re-
publicans. But the Republican leader-
ship has been against it. And they have
not allowed us to have a clean up or
down vote on the floor.
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What could be easier or more simple

than a clean up or down vote on wheth-
er the minimum wage should be raised
90 cents an hour? People have said here
time and time again that the buying
power of the minimum wage is at a 40-
year low. All we are saying is that peo-
ple who are working, people who are
working people, they are not on wel-
fare, they are not looking for a hand-
out; they are working people, they de-
serve to be paid at a higher level.

We should reject the amendments,
and we should have a clean vote on the
minimum wage.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WALKER). The gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GOODLING] is recognized
for 11⁄4 minutes.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, to-
night, of course, we were talking about
an Employees Commuting Flexibility
Act which really helps working people.
I can remember as a superintendent I
said to the school board, ‘‘Give me
transportation, give me a car to go
back and forth to work. That way
Uncle Sam can’t take any increase I
get away from me because I will have
transportation,’’ and that takes care of
a big expense for many people.

So that is what we are talking about
tonight.

I was amazed. It sounded like we had
a bidding war going on over there. We
had 5 million, 10 million, we are up to
30 million. I guess tomorrow it will
even get higher.
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Mr. Speaker, I would hope that to-

morrow we give a little consideration
to the fact that the Congressional
Budget Office has said that a 90-cent
increase could produce unemployment
losses from 100,000 to 500,000 jobs. Now,
we better think about that. These are
the most vulnerable people we have in
our society, and so I would hope that
when we get back tomorrow on track
that we will consider those 100,000 to
500,000 so that we consider all Ameri-
cans.

As I said, they are the most vulner-
able, and when we move in to try to
create more jobs, it is going to be small
businesses that are going to promote
those jobs and create those jobs. So we
better think seriously about that.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
in this part of the debate has expired.
Pursuant to the order of the House of
today, further consideration of the bill
will be postponed until tomorrow.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE JOSEPH M. MCDADE,
MEMBER OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable JOSEPH M.
MCDADE, Member of Congress:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, May 13, 1996.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington,

DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-

tify you, pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules
of the House of Representatives, that Mi-
chael Russen, a Field Representative in my
Scranton, Pennsylvania District Office has
been served with a subpoena issued by the
U.S. District Court for the Eastern District
of Pennsylvania in the case of United States
v. McDade.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with
the precedents and privileges of the House.

Sincerely,
JOSEPH M. MCDADE,

Member of Congress.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE RICHARD A. GEPHARDT,
DEMOCRATIC LEADER

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable RICHARD
A. GEPHARDT, Democratic Leader:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER,

Washington, DC, May 7, 1996.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to Section
637(b), Public Law 104–52, I hereby appoint
the following individuals to the National
Commission on Restructuring the Internal
Revenue Service: Mr. Robert Matsui, Califor-
nia; Mr. George Newstrom, Virginia.

Yours very truly,
RICHARD A. GEPHARDT.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS TO
THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON
RESTRUCTURING THE INTERNAL
REVENUE SERVICE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to the provi-
sions of section 637(b) of Public Law
104–52, as amended by section 2904 of
Public Law 104–134, the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s appointment to
the National Commission on Restruc-
turing the Internal Revenue Service
the following Members on the part of
the House: Mr. PORTMAN of Ohio and
from private life: Mr. Ernest
Dronenberg of California; Mr. Gerry
Harkins of Georgia; and Mr. Grover
Norquist of the District of Columbia.

There was no objection.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. COL-
LINS of Georgia). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of May 12, 1995, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.
f

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

[Mr. SHADEGG addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.
f

HUMANITARIAN AID CORRIDOR
ACT

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, this
evening, the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Foreign Operations is
marking up the fiscal year 1997 appro-
priations bill for our international as-
sistance and export financing pro-
grams. Yet, ironically, we just learned
yesterday that President Clinton has
waived one of the most important pro-
visions in the fiscal year 1996 Foreign
Operations bill: the Humanitarian Aid
Corridor Act. The Corridor Act, which
was included in the fiscal year ’96 bill
with broad bipartisan support, pro-
hibits U.S. assistance of any kind from
going to a country that impedes the de-
livery of humanitarian aid to a third
country. I think most Americans would
just assume that such a basic condition
would apply to any recipient of U.S.
aid, but it isn’t.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is really
targeted at the Republic of Turkey,
which has maintained a cruel and ille-
gal blockade of neighboring Armenia
for the past 3 years. This blockade has
prevented the delivery of food, medi-
cine and other humanitarian relief sup-
plies—much of it originating in the
United States—from reaching Armenia.
The most direct route for aid to Arme-
nia is through Turkey. Thus, the Turk-
ish blockade makes it far more dif-

ficult and expensive for relief supplies
to reach the people of Armenia.

Turkey is a country that has re-
ceived billions of dollars of United
States aid. They are a military ally of
the United States, part of NATO. Yet
here is Turkey, a large and militarily
powerful nation, maintaining a stran-
glehold on Armenia, a tiny land-locked
country. This is shocking outrageous
behavior. Last year, Congress finally
said to Turkey: enough. If Turkey
wants to continue to benefit from
American generosity, they must open
their border with Armenia and let the
long-suffering people of Armenia get
the assistance they need and deserve—
assistance which Congress has voted to
provide to Armenia, as well assistance
originating from private sources.

Unfortunately, the law gave the
President authority to waive the re-
quirement that Turkey open its bor-
ders based on, ‘‘the national security
interest of the United States.’’ Quietly,
President Clinton last week invoked
the waiver.

Mr. Speaker, I have often come to
the floor of the House to support the
policies of this administration. But to-
night, I am completely disappointed
and perplexed by the administration’s
action.

First of all, Congress wasn’t even no-
tified. We learned about the waiver al-
most by accident—from, of all people,
the Turkish Foreign Minister Emre
Gonensay, who is here in Washington
on a working visit. In response to a
question at a press conference yester-
day the Foreign Minister announced
that the waiver had in fact been grant-
ed. Thus, we see the Turkish Foreign
Ministry was informed before the U.S.
Congress. This is completely unaccept-
able. Given the strong statement of
congressional intent, we believe it
would have been appropriate for the ad-
ministration to have advised Members
of Congress of its plans with regard to
the waiver, and I hope the administra-
tion will consult with Congress on this
issue in the future.

A further disappointment is that the
language in the Presidential Deter-
mination contains no reference to the
Turkish blockade of Armenia. Failure
to at least mention the blockade in the
context of the determination to waive
the Corridor Act sends the disturbing
signal that the United States is not
concerned about the ongoing, illegal
blockade of a small country striving to
establish democracy and a market
economy. I once again call on the ad-
ministration to make a top priority of
imploring the Turkish Government,
the recipient of so much United States
aid, to lift its blockade of Armenia and
accept Armenia’s offer to normalize re-
lations without preconditions.

Tomorrow, I am sending out a Dear
Colleague letter asking Members to
join me in signing a letter to the Presi-
dent expressing our opposition to the
waiver and urging that all efforts be
made to lift the blockade.

Mr. Speaker, while relations with
Turkey are important, I cannot accept
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the view that maintaining good rela-
tions should entail turning a blind eye
to the outrageous actions committed
by Turkey. Given the generosity the
United States has shown toward Tur-
key, we have every right to attach
some conditions—particularly such a
basic condition as allowing the deliv-
ery of aid to a neighbor in need. I be-
lieve such a condition should be a basic
requirement for any recipient of U.S.
aid, and I think most Americans would
agree.

Armenia is a small, land-locked na-
tion dependent on land corridors
through neighboring countries for
many basic goods. Armenia has been
one of the most exemplary of the
former Soviet republics in terms of
moving toward a Western style politi-
cal and economic system. The Arme-
nian people respect and admire the
United States. There are more than
one million Americans of Armenian an-
cestry. The bonds between our coun-
tries are strong and enduring. But the
people of Armenia face a humanitarian
crisis which is not the result of any
natural disaster but the deliberate pol-
icy of its neighbor to choke off access
to needed goods from the outside
world. I believe the exertion of U.S.
leadership can play a major role in eas-
ing tensions and promoting greater co-
operation among the nations of the
Caucasus region. Enforcement of the
Humanitarian Aid Corridor Act must
be an important component of those ef-
forts.

Mr. Speaker, last year I founded the
Congressional Caucus on Armenian Is-
sues, which I co-chair with the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER]. We
now have 49 Members from both parties
and all regions of the country. The sup-
port for the Armenian people is strong
in this Congress, and we will continue
to challenge the pro-Turkish lobby
here in Washington and, if necessary,
the administration, to fight for strong-
er ties between the United States and
Armenia.

f

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

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

f

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

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

f

WHY WE MUST RAISE THE
MINIMUM WAGE

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

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker and Members of the House,
today we have been discussing the min-
imum wage, and the reason that we
have been discussing the minimum
wage is that since the last time the
minimum wage was increased in 1989, it
has fallen 45 cents of real value. Em-
ployers that were paying the minimum
wage in 1989 are now paying 45 cents
less in real value than they were pay-
ing back then.

The fact of the matter is that the
minimum wage is 27 percent lower than
it was in 1979. That means that those
families, those individuals that go to
work every day at the minimum wage,
are poorer now than they were in 1989
and in 1979. Those families, those indi-
viduals, need a raise. To argue that
putting these people back to where
they were in 1979, in 1989, is going to
somehow put people out of work or de-
stroy jobs is ludicrous. In fact, what
has happened is that employers have
been benefiting now for more than a
decade of the decline in the minimum
wage.

Mr. Speaker, the reason that we have
to increase that minimum wage is be-
cause we are trying to continue to en-
courage people to choose work over
welfare, but work should pay, work
should pay a livable wage, and we have
an obligation to see to it. The mini-
mum wage is a basic tenet of this coun-
try of recognition of the dignity of
work, of recognition of the dignity of
those individuals who go to work every
day and try to earn a living for them-
selves and for their families. I would
hope that we would raise that mini-
mum wage for those individuals.

But we must also understand that
when we raise the minimum wage, we
reduce the burden on the American
taxpayer who is having to subsidize
those very same low-wage jobs where
employers refuse to pay the minimum
wage or above the minimum wage.
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Because when in fact we keep the
minimum wage as it is today, we in-
crease the subsidies to these same
workers because they are eligible for
food stamps; because if you work full
time at the minimum wage, you are
not above the poverty level, and if you
have children or a spouse, you are
clearly not above the poverty level, so
the Federal Government digs into its
pocket, into the taxpayers’ pocket, and
puts money on the table for AFDC,
puts money on the table for food
stamps, puts more money on the table
for housing allowances, more money on
the table for the earned income tax
credit. Why? Because many employers
choose not to pay the minimum wage,
even when they can afford to do so.

But the Republicans now will offer an
amendment tomorrow that is even
more insidious. It will take those em-
ployers who are paying the minimum
wage today and exempt them from pay-
ing it in the future. It will have the po-
tential of uncovering up to 10 million

Americans who are currently eligible
for the minimum wage today from not
receiving it in the future: Women who
work in sweatshops making garments
for American citizens, the clothes on
your back; the people who work in the
fields of this country to put food on
your table; the people who wait on you
when you sit down to a table in a res-
taurant, who spend the whole day
working on their feet and tending to
our needs and our demands and our de-
sires. They would be uncovered. They
would have the benefits of the mini-
mum wage reduced or repealed to
them.

It is argued very often that this is
going to destroy employment in those
industries like the retail industry; that
somehow retailers who do not want to
pay the minimum wage, saying they
cannot afford paying the minimum
wage, would lay many workers off.

It is rather interesting that those
people who make their living by mak-
ing investments in various segments of
our economy, Salomon Brothers, one of
the largest investment banking compa-
nies in this country, says that they be-
lieve that many retailers, especially
discounters, would benefit from an in-
creased minimum wage due to the en-
hanced purchasing power that it would
create for many low-income consum-
ers.

Then they go on to recommend that
if you are going to make an investment
in stocks right now, they would rec-
ommend the Fred Myer Corp., the Food
Lion Corp., the Home Depot Corp.,
Sears, Roebuck, & Co., and Wal-Mart.
They would recommend some of the
very same companies that are now
fighting the minimum wage, because
they say that these companies in fact
receive an economic benefit, because
Salomon Brothers recognize, as Henry
Ford did, if you did not pay a decent
wage to the workers of America, they
could not buy the products they are
making. That is why he paid them $5 a
day.

Other manufactures and industri-
alists criticized him roundly, but be
recognized that if you expect people to
buy your products at Wal-Mart, if you
expect people to buy your products at
Sears, if you expect them to dine out
at Denny’s if you expect them to par-
ticipate in the American economy,
they have to earn a livable wage. These
people are entitled to it. They are enti-
tled to it.

But what we see is after months,
after months of beseeching the gen-
tleman from Georgia, NEWT GINGRICH,
and the Republicans to bring the mini-
mum-wage bill to the floor, they have
finally agreed to do it, because 80 per-
cent of the people in this country sup-
port the minimum wage. Then they
want to put an amendment in order to
take it away from up to 10 million
Americans. It is not fair and it is not
right. It ought to be rejected.
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THE FACTS ABOUT THE MINIMUM

WAGE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. COL-

LINS of Georgia). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of May 12, 1995, the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
HAYWORTH] is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague, the gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER] for offer-
ing us an object lesson this evening in
the politics of symbolism and in the
Washington shuffle, for my friend, the
gentleman from California, has many
gifts, among them an eloquence and a
trust always in the role of government.

But there are a few questions worth
asking. For example, Mr. Speaker, if
this were such a good idea, if the infla-
tion tables that my friend, the gen-
tleman from California, just brought
forth as some sign of economic erosion,
if that were so true, why then, 18 short
months ago, when the roles in this
Chamber were reversed, why then did
not the gentleman from California, or
under the old order, the Speaker of the
House, or under the old order, the
former majority leader, the gentleman
from Missouri, now the minority lead-
er, why, with the liberals in control of
this Chamber and firmly ensconced at
the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue,
why did they not then offer an increase
in the minimum wage? Why this new-
found outrage? Why this Washington
shuffle?

It is a question worth asking, be-
cause once again, Mr. Speaker, as I
stand in this well, I am absolutely con-
founded, not by the so-called gender
gap that many of the media mavens
and self-appointed potentates inside
this Beltway would tell us about, but
about the very genuine credibility can-
yon, a huge gulf that separates the
rhetoric from the reality of the left, be-
cause there is a clear difference be-
tween the words uttered tonight and
the tone of the action demanded to-
night from that which this same ad-
ministration proffered less than 2 years
ago.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, let us see what
the President said, in his own words.
Time Magazine, February 6, 1995, even
in the wake of the historic shift in this
Chamber, President Clinton: ‘‘It,’’ re-
ferring to raising the minimum wage,
the President’s own words, ‘‘It is the
wrong way to raise the incomes of low-
wage earners,’’ These are the words of
the President of the United States, who
has, once again, waffled and changed
his mind.

Indeed, the chairman of the Presi-
dent’s own Council of Economic Advi-
sors, Joseph Stiglitz, wrote this. It ap-
pears in his 1992 textbook on econom-
ics:

Only about 10 percent of people in poverty
work at jobs that pay at or near the mini-
mum wage. Thus, the minimum wage is not
a good way of trying to deal with the prob-
lems of poverty.

That is what Professor Stiglitz said.
Chairman Stiglitz has gone the other
way.

Empirical data that exists of families
in poverty: Out of every four families
in poverty, only one-quarter, one out of
every four families in poverty, would
be eligible for an increase in the mini-
mum wage. Families in poverty ineli-
gible for an increase in the minimum
wage, three out of every four, or 75 per-
cent. We must understand, further,
that indeed a minimum-wage increase
should be retitled ‘‘The Job-Killer Act
of 1996.’’

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

Mr. HAYWORTH. I gladly yield to
the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I think
it is very important to realize that as
the Democrats focus on minimum
wage, they are completely ignoring the
job cycle. I am going to read some sta-
tistics on that. But it is real interest-
ing to me to listen to some of the com-
ments that have been made from the
other side of the aisle tonight that are
just totally off-the-wall. One speaker
from North Carolina said that we need
to increase the minimum wage to $5.25
an hour in order that people can pay
for shelter, food, and transportation.
That is $10,000 a year.

I do not know what it is like in Ari-
zona, where you live, but I know in
Georgia you cannot do it on $10,000 a
year. The complete representation that
there are people making minimum
wage and they are the sole breadwinner
of the family is totally off base. The
statistics are as follows: 66 percent of
the people making minimum wage are
part time. Thirty-nine percent are
teenagers. Only 2 percent are over 30
years old, but those who start working
today for a minimum wage on a na-
tional average will be making $6.05 an
hour a year from now.

But that minimum wage is the oppor-
tunity wage. It is the salary that you
start with when you are unskilled and
you move your way up the ladder. I
started working for $1.60 an hour at the
International House of Pancakes when
I was a student. I started making a
minimum wage later on at $2.50 an
hour working construction. But in both
cases, I was the raw product. I needed
the training.

I asked some teenagers, inner city
teenagers in Georgia recently who were
up here, I said, I know all of you guys
are going to be looking for jobs this
summer. Let me ask you a question.
You are probably going to work on a
construction crew, maybe in a yard
maintenance crew, maybe in a res-
taurant. Let us talk about a res-
taurant. How many of you know how to
work a buffing machine? None. How
many of you know how to work a cash
register? None. How many of you know
how to replace a bag of milk into a
milk cap for a restaurant? None. None
of you know that. You don’t have much
experience. They said, no, I guess we
don’t.

I said, I think you have a lot of expe-
rience. Here is where your experience
is: You know how to say, ‘‘Yes, sir,’’

and ‘‘No, ma’am.’’ You know how to
show up on time. You know how to
work hard and stay a little bit later,
and put in that extra effort, and maybe
when you finish your job, go over and
help the other person finish his job.
that is your experience, and that is
what the employer is looking for.

He will teach you to you how to run
the cash register and the buffing ma-
chine, but he is going to hire a heck of
a lot more of you if he can get you for
$4.25 and hour versus $5.15 an hour.
Here were some high school students
who understood that simple economic
principle, that they wanted the job.
Hey, the salary sounds great, but if you
do not make it, it is like yourself, you
are an athlete, you had an opportunity
to play pro football.

Mr. HAYWORTH. No, I was recruited
as right tackle, I ended up as left out.
I want to be accurate with respect to
my athletic career.

Mr. KINGSTON. It was the team’s
loss, I am sure. But I know in your sit-
uation if you had made pro football,
you would have made $200,000 or
$300,000 a year. That was a great salary,
but you did not get the job. It is just
like these students, the $5.15 an hour is
great, but if the job does not exist any-
more, it does not matter.

Here are some statistics that have
been put out by the Employment Poli-
cies Institute, which is a nonpartisan
institute. In your home State of Ari-
zona, increasing the minimum wage is
estimated to cost 8,900 jobs that will be
gone. In my State of Georgia, 18,000
jobs are at risk; Kentucky, 12,000; Cali-
fornia, 63,000; Montana, 2,800; Ohio,
28,000; Texas, 60,000. This is economic
data. This says these are the numbers
of jobs that will be lost.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, if I
might inquire of the gentleman, and
first of all an observation, I am glad
the gentleman’s first job was at the
International House of Pancakes. Had
it been at the Waffle House, you might
be in line for a job with the administra-
tion, considering the fact that they
waffled on so much of this.

But when so much attention is paid
to California, electoral vote-rich Cali-
fornia, let us put it in perspective so
the campaigner-in-chief can under-
stand full well, for the benefit of our
friend at the other end of Pennsylvania
Avenue; could the gentleman find the
figure on how many jobs? I know al-
most 9,000 jobs in my home State of Ar-
izona, but since it takes the mention of
the big C. California, to get the atten-
tion of my other friends busy election-
eering, tell us how many jobs would be
lost in the State of California, if you
have that information?

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker. Again,
I am going to say it again, because this
is not from the Republican Study Com-
mittee, this is from the Employment
Policies institute, which is nonpoliti-
cal, nonpartisan, the increase in the
minimum wage in California will cost
63,100 jobs, 63,100 less jobs in the State
of California by increasing the mini-
mum wage.
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You know what is so interesting, as I

hear the champions of increasing the
minimum wage talk, under the pre-
tense of compassion for the minimum
wage worker, what is the bottom line
thing?
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There is an undercurrent here. You
know what it is? it is arrogance. You
know what it is really saying? ‘‘You do
not have the capability to get a raise
yourself. You need me in Congress to
increase your salary because you are
too incompetent. We know you are
going to be trapped at the minimum
wage forever because you do not have
the ability to move yourself up the eco-
nomic free enterprise ladder.’’

That is what the theme is that we are
hearing from the Democrats. They are
basically saying this entire section of
the population is not passing through
the minimum entry wage but that they
are stuck there permanently, and there
is a high degree of arrogance in this de-
bate that never even gets mentioned.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Reclaiming my
time, I think my friend from Georgia
again is absolutely correct, for it is the
fundamental irony that there is a sup-
position or a presumption emanating
largely from the liberal side of this
Chamber which would purport that
those with entry-level jobs in the work
force, the youngsters of whom you
spoke earlier from your hometown of
Savannah, Georgia, or people, young
people living in the east valley around
Mesa or Scottsdale, Arizona, or
throughout the Sixth District of Ari-
zona, that somehow once they take a
job they are destined to be trapped at
the very lowest rung of the economic
ladder.

Yet what we have found time and
again, if people show up on time, if
they work hard, if they do a good job,
that is simply the entry level. They
climb the rungs of the economic lad-
der. To somehow dismiss that, and al-
ways rely on the worst-case scenario or
supposition that people are chained in-
exorably and always to the lowest rung
of the economic ladder, betrays either
the arrogance of which the gentleman
spoke, the arrogance of the alleged
competence of big government and a
bureaucracy, or a fundamental mis-
understanding of business, that produc-
tivity and hard work and old-fashioned
gumption, a phrase my friend from
Georgia may use from time to time,
old-fashioned gumption will be re-
warded with an increase based on an
increase based on an increase in pro-
ductivity.

Let me yield to my friend again.
Mr. KINGSTON. When I was earning

the minimum wage and my fellow
workers were earning the minimum
wage, we never, never once thought
about writing our Congressman to get
a raise. What we thought about doing
was working a little bit harder, staying
a little bit longer, getting the job done
a little bit faster, and there through
the capitalist system, we got paid.

It is too bad that our friends on the
other side of the aisle seem to hate
capitalism and seem to hate and have a
true contemptuousness for free enter-
prise. But let me tell you, now some of
them are very shrewd, and here is why.

One other component that is missing
from this debate is the fact that many
States, such as Hawaii, such as New
Jersey, have a State minimum wage al-
ready that is higher than the existing
Federal minimum wage. The Federal
minimum wage is $4.15 an hour. Ha-
waii’s minimum wage, State minimum
wage, is $5.25, and New Jersey’s is $5.05.

What is happening, when businesses
are looking to move a plant to Hawaii
or to New Jersey, they say, ‘‘Well, that
entry level salary is a little bit high, I
think I can do better moving to an-
other State,’’ and then New Jersey is
losing them. So what happens is we
have got these States saying, ‘‘Yes, we
need to increase the minimum wage be-
cause we are at a competitive eco-
nomic disadvantage because of our own
State’s policies.’’ We are not hearing
that in here, so this is not altruistic.
We need to get the cards face up on the
table about that.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Indeed, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I could not help but
notice the frequent citation of alleged
poll numbers, and just the inherent re-
tail action not of sound economic pol-
icy but retail politics at work here.

Again, and I know the gentleman
preceded me by a term here in Wash-
ington, but I cannot help but be struck
by the false symbolism and the legis-
lating for a therapeutic effect, a sym-
bolic effect that in essence, as we have
seen time and again, as we see in re-
ports from the Progressive Policy In-
stitute, as we read in the comments of
the President’s own Chairman of Eco-
nomic Advisers, ultimately will kill
jobs.

It is an incredible irony. Small won-
der then that I refer to this alleged
minimum wage increase as the job kill-
er act of 1996.

I yield to my friend.
Mr. KINGSTON. In fact, I think the

gentleman from California said this
will actually help the middle class
from having higher taxes. It is kind of
like ‘‘Hello, is anybody home in
there?’’ Because I do not follow that. If
I go into a fast-food restaurant today
and they cannot squeeze out any more
jobs, then my french fries and ham-
burgers and Coca-Colas are going to go
up, along with the goods and services I
get from everywhere else, from health
care to groceries. The middle class, one
more time, will get stuck with this.

I want to kind of bridge this. As we
are talking about the middle class,
maybe we should talk about welfare re-
form, since we have a lot of news in
there today. We have two different ap-
proaches on welfare reform, from the
conservative point of view and from
the liberal point of view.

We have a President who promised to
apparently extend welfare as we know
it, and President Clinton currently has

vetoed two welfare reform bills, and to
date I think has now endorsed a bill
that allows welfare benefits for felons.
So as I said, the President seems to
want to extend welfare as we know it.

I hear over and over again from mid-
dle class people that they are tired of
the giveaway programs when they are
out working 40, 45, 50, 55 hours a week
and more, busting their tails, and then
they have got able-bodied people who
refuse to work because of the generous
welfare benefits.

The President vetoed a bill that re-
quired able-bodied recipients to work
20 hours a week. As I go to the civic
clubs in Georgia, I say, ‘‘How many of
you worked 20 hours a week and pro-
vided for your families?’’ Not one hand
goes up. And I think I will ask the gen-
tleman from Arizona, can you make it
at 20 hours a week in Arizona?

Mr. HAYWORTH. Of course not.
Mr. KINGSTON. Certainly not. And

do you think it is unfair to ask able-
bodied welfare recipients to work 20
hours a week?

Mr. HAYWORTH. It is not unfair at
all. In fact, it is the beginning of true
compassion.

Mr. KINGSTON. And that is what I
am hearing from the middle class.
They are saying if somebody is des-
perate, let us help them out. We are
Americans. We are compassionate. But
if they are just lazy and they are refus-
ing to work, why should I put in my
overtime to pay him to sit on the
porch?

Mr. HAYWORTH. As my friend from
Georgia points out, ofttimes in Wash-
ington-speak we hear of the safety net
for those in society who truly are un-
fortunate, for those who through cir-
cumstances beyond their own control,
with physical challenges, with eco-
nomic traumas that exist, who truly
need a safety net. But the sad fact is,
by failing to end welfare as we know it,
this President again has ensured that
the safety net becomes a hammock for
the very people who should be at work.

Indeed, as the gentleman from Geor-
gia is well aware, again in this election
season, last Saturday the President of
the United States chose to talk about
real welfare reform that is being insti-
tuted in the great State of Wisconsin
under Gov. Tommy Thompson. But the
interesting thing is that President
Clinton, while granting a couple of
waivers to Wisconsin for revolutionary
changes in that system, when Wiscon-
sin wants to make further changes, he
endorses the general concept but he
has yet to come across with the real
waivers. I champion our colleagues on
this side of the aisle from Wisconsin
who earlier today challenged the Presi-
dent of the United States to extend
those waivers needed to take the next
rational step in real welfare reform in
Wisconsin.

But of course, as my friend from
Georgia knows, it was the plan of this
new majority to go one better than all
of that, to allow States not to apply for
some waiver from those who would be
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seemingly omniscient or omnipotent
here on the banks of the Potomac, here
within the Washington bureaucracy,
but instead be free to solve the prob-
lems themselves.

I yield to my friend from Georgia.
Mr. KINGSTON. I hate to interrupt

you when you are on your 10-dollar-
word roll here.

Mr. HAYWORTH. That is correct. I
will yield some time to drive up the
price.

Mr. KINGSTON. What they want is a
Medicaid and Medicare waiver and a
welfare waiver is when a State says,
‘‘We want to take the poverty resolu-
tion program back in our own hands
without having Washington mandate
it,’’ I want to make sure that people
understand that that is what we are
talking about.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank the gen-
tleman for that clarification.

Mr. KINGSTON. The Governor from
Wisconsin says, ‘‘We have a new plan.
We want the waivers from Washington
so we can implement it.’’

Mr. HAYWORTH. It is really the
game of ‘‘Mother, may I?’’ Or perhaps
translated, ‘‘Uncle Sam, may I?’’
‘‘Washington bureaucrats, may I?’’
‘‘May we make those changes?’’

Well, a legitimate debate can con-
tinue on the role of the Federal Gov-
ernment, but when we have adopted
policies that continue to concentrate
power and authority in Washington, in
the hands of bureaucrats instead of in
the hands of duly elected officials, then
we have serious problems. So it is real-
ly the wrong question for States to
have to ask ‘‘Mother, may I?’’ or
‘‘Uncle Sam, may I?’’

In fact, the change should be that
those States should be free and empow-
ered to do the right thing in their own
way. And we are joined by our good
friend from California, Mr. HUNTER.

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman
for his very articulate demonstration
or description of what Federal Govern-
ment should not do, and that is to im-
pose on the American people at every
level of life. What I think is ironic is
the fact that there are a few things
that the Federal Government should do
that it is not doing, and one of those
things is the defense bill that we have
just put on the House floor.

I can recall, as the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Military Procure-
ment in the Committee on National Se-
curity, asking the services to come
into my office along with my Democrat
counterpart, the ranking minority
member, the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. SKELTON]. IKE and I sat there and
asked the services, under the Clinton
administration’s budget, whether or
not they had enough basic ammuni-
tion, enough bullets to fight the two-
war scenario that they have to fight if
America is going to be secure; that is,
perhaps to be engaged in a war in the
Middle East, like the one against Sad-
dam Hussein, but to have enough am-
munition and enough supplies to take
on, for example, the North Koreans, if

they should take advantage of a war in
the Middle East to come down the Ko-
rean Peninsula.

So we asked the people who are in
charge of the ammunition supply if
under the Clinton administration’s
budget they had enough basic ammo,
enough bullets to fight what we are
going to require them to fight. And the
Marines, the Marines always being can-
did, said, ‘‘No, frankly not, Congress-
man.’’ So we asked them for a list of
what they needed, and they came up
with an inadequacy, a requirement of
96 million M–16 bullets that they were
short under President Clinton’s defense
budget for the job that we will call on
them in time of conflict to do.

So here is an administration that is
getting into every aspect of people’s
lives, but the one aspect that the Con-
stitution charges them to be concerned
about and to carry out, which is to de-
fend the country, they are not doing. I
was absolutely amazed when we got
this list of everything from basic M–16
rounds.

In fact, the gentleman, my friend
from Arizona and my friend from Geor-
gia, may have seen me carrying around
an empty ammo pouch, a U.S. Marine
ammo pouch to symbolize the M–16
bullets. They are short howitzer rounds
and down to that basic M–16 bullet.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, would
the gentleman yield a little bit?

Mr. HUNTER. I would be happy to
yield.

Mr. KINGSTON. Being an expert on
defense, one of the things we hear quite
often is Americans under U.N. com-
mand. Last year, as I recall, we passed
a bill that said Americans would not
serve under U.N. command or wear
U.N. uniforms. Was that vetoed?

Mr. HUNTER. That bill was vetoed.
Mr. KINGSTON. I thought it was ve-

toed. So here we have a President who
has vetoed Congress, which on a bipar-
tisan basis said no more Americans
serving under U.N. command.

b 2145

Mr. HUNTER. That is right. The
President vetoed the bill. One of the ar-
ticulated reasons was that he did not
like that inhibition on what he
thought were his Commander-in-Chief
powers.

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me ask you an-
other question, if I may. Now, in terms
of globe trotting and playing police of-
ficer of the world, what about the War
Powers Act? Have you strengthened
that in your bill, or weakened it, be-
cause I share the concern. We are in
Somalia without a mission. We are in
Haiti, the mission is still undefined. We
are in Bosnia. We have a mission for
each month of the year.

So what is happening in your bill on
the War Powers Act, which says that
the President cannot commit American
troops overseas for more than 90 days
without congressional permission?

Mr. HUNTER. Actually there is not a
substantial revision of the President’s
powers, because most of the President’s

powers come under the Constitution.
The President is the Commander-in-
chief of the Armed Services.

So if you are worried about the Ma-
rines having enough ammo, you can go
to Congress and you can get enough
ammunition. That is what the Marines
did. If you are worried about the safety
record of the planes that have been
crashing recently, you can come in and
ask for the safety upgrades, which the
Clinton administration had not wanted
to fund, but we did under the Repub-
lican leadership.

But if you want to have a Com-
mander-in-Chief who is not going to
lead your young Marines and soldiers
out from a new adventure every 3 or 4
weeks, you are going to have to change
one thing, and that is the Commander-
in-Chief. So the only answer for the
American people for that one is to get
a new Commander-in-Chief.

But on that point, it is true that if
you ask the Commandant of the Ma-
rine Corps, he told us that the young
Marines today have a higher personnel
tempo; that is they have to leave their
families more often and go out to some
part of the world under this President’s
foreign policy, that at any time since
World War II. You have more people
leaving home, being deployed for long
periods of time, than at any time since
World War II.

Mr. KINGSTON. Now, you mentioned
the Commander-in-Chief. Is the Com-
mander-in-Chief a member of the mili-
tary?

Mr. HUNTER. Well, funny you should
bring that up. I saw something that I
thought was an April Fool’s thing.
Today there was an article in the paper
that said that the President was asking
for protection under the Soldiers and
Sailors Relief Act from being sued civ-
illy. I thought that was one of those
things that they were bringing out a
kind of an April Fool’s thing, kind of a
satire. But I understand it is true, that
he is actually saying that he as Com-
mander-in-Chief qualifies for the Sol-
diers and Sailors Relief Act, since he is
in the military, because he is the head
of the Armed Services, and therefore
this lawsuit in Arkansas cannot touch
him. I was amazed.

Mr. KINGSTON. Which lawsuit is
that? There are several.

Mr. HUNTER. The lawsuit, I under-
stand it is, what, a sexual harassment
lawsuit by a young lady in Arkansas.
But to me that is not what is the jar-
ring point of this. To me what is the
jarring point of this is that the Presi-
dent would invoke the Soldiers and
Sailors Relief Act when he is not a sol-
dier or a sailor, and in fact when he at
one point made that statement that he
loathed America’s military.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Indeed, if my friend
from California would yield, I will in-
clude in the RECORD a story that ap-
peared in this morning’s Washington
Times by Brian Blomquist, and to set
this in perspective, Mr. Speaker, for
those who joined us in the Chamber to-
night and for those who join us nation-
wide and worldwide via C-SPAN, let me
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read and quote directly from the arti-
cle that appeared in this morning’s
Washington Times on the front page by
Brian Blomquist.

President Clinton has provoked a furor by
asserting in legal papers that as Commander-
in-Chief, he is in the military and a sexual
harassment lawsuit against him must be
postponed until his active duty is completed.

The chairman of the House Committee on
Veterans Affairs is gathering signatures
from other Congressmen to send a letter to
Mr. Clinton criticizing his latest defense in
the lawsuit brought by former Arkansas em-
ployee Paula Corbin Jones.

In papers filed a week ago, Mr. Clinton
seeks to defer the lawsuit under the Soldiers
and Sailors Relief Act of 1940 which grants
automatic delays in law suits against mili-
tary personnel until their active duty is
over.

Mr. HUNTER. Would the gentleman
yield on that point?

Mr. HAYWORTH. Let me finish this
one sentence. It is worth reminding
folks: ‘‘Mr. Clinton maneuvered to
avoid military service in 1969 during
the Vietnam War.’’

I will end the statement there and in-
clude the entire article at this point in
the RECORD.
[From the Washington Times, May 22, 1996]

CLINTON DODGES SUIT, SAYS HE’S IN MILITARY

CRITICS FUME AT COMMANDER IN CHIEF

(By Brian Blomquist)
President Clinton has provoked a furor by

asserting in legal papers that as commander
in chief he is in the military and a sexual-
harassment lawsuit against him must be
postponed until his active duty is completed.

The chairman of the House Veterans Af-
fairs Committee is gathering signatures
from other congressmen to send a letter to
Mr. Clinton criticizing his latest defense in
the lawsuit brought by former Arkansas em-
ployee Paula Corbin Jones.

In papers filed a week ago, Mr. Clinton
seeks to defer the lawsuit under the Soldiers’
and Sailors’ Relief Act of 1940, which grants
automatic delays in lawsuits against mili-
tary personnel until their active duty is
over.

Mr. Clinton maneuvered to avoid military
service in 1969, during the Vietnam War.

A petition filed May 15 says, ‘‘President
Clinton here thus seeks relief similar to that
which he may be entitled as commander-in-
chief of the armed forces, and which is rou-
tinely available to service members under
his command.’’

The petition was filed before the Supreme
Court by Clinton attorney Robert S. Ben-
nett. Mr. Bennett said the criticism is mis-
leading because the 1940 legislation is a
minor element of Mr. Clinton’s claim that he
should be immune from civil suits while in
office.

‘‘If you read [Mr. Clinton’s 24-page peti-
tion] through the first time, you would
miss’’ any reference to the law, he said.

The petition cities the law as an example
of when a public official—say, a servicemen
on active duty who is being sued by his
wife—can argue that the legal action must
be delayed, Mr. Bennett said.

‘‘The president is on duty 24 hours a day,
and you could literally tie up a president in
lawsuits all the time,’’ he said.

Mr. Bennett acknowledged Mr. Clinton’s
petition does argue that if the 1940 law is ap-
plicable to a sergeant, it should be applicable
to the commander in chief. But ‘‘we’re not
pushing that argument,’’ he said.

Mrs. Jones is suing Mr. Clinton for sexual
harassment, contending she was approached

by an Arkansas state trooper in 1991 during
a trade show at a hotel and asked to go to
Mr. Clinton’s suite.

She says she went and engaged in small
talk with Mr. Clinton, who was then Arkan-
sas governor, before he exposed his genitals
and asked her to perform a sex act.

The Supreme Court could decide as early
as next month, or as late as September,
whether to accept the case, Mr. Bennett said.

The claim on behalf of the president ig-
nited immediate fury from veterans and
their advocates.

‘‘You are not a person in military service,
nor have you ever been,’’ House Veterans Af-
fairs Committee Chairman Bob Stump, Ari-
zona Republican, wrote in a letter he is send-
ing to Mr. Clinton.

‘‘Bill Clinton was not prepared to carry the
sword for his country, but has no hesitancy
in using its shield if he can get away with
it,’’ said J. Thomas Burch Jr., chairman of
the National Vietnam Veterans Coalition.

Mr. Stump and Rep. Robert K. Dornan,
California Republican, called Mr. Clinton’s
legal tactic ‘‘a slap in the face to the mil-
lions of men and women’’ who have served.
Their letter was circulated to members of
Congress last night. Mr. Dornan is chairman
of the House National Security Committee’s
military personnel subcommittee.

The two congressmen urge Mr. Clinton to
‘‘take the honorable course’’ and withdraw
the military-service argument.

‘‘By pursuing it, you dishonor all of Ameri-
ca’s veterans who did so proudly serve,’’
their letter said.

Federal law defines a person in military
service as any member of the Army, Navy,
Marine Corps, Air Force or Coast Guard, or
any officer of the Public Health Service de-
tailed by proper authority for duty with the
Army or Navy.

The law does not explicitly include the
commander in chief. Article II of the Con-
stitution gives the president authority over
the military as commander in chief.

But the president is a civilian, not a mili-
tary officer, which wartime Presidents
Woodrow Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt rec-
ognized, according to the Congressional Re-
search Service of the Library of Congress.

In 1950, the Surrogate Court of Dutchess
County, N.Y., was asked to rule on a claim
by Roosevelt’s survivors, who sought tax
benefits on the grounds that he died in the
military.

The court rejected the claim, stating un-
questionably that the president is a civilian.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend
from California.

Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman will
yield, I appreciate him yielding. This is
one of those things where even though
the gentleman who is in the White
House is of another party, you hope
when you read a story like that, that it
is not true, that he has not tried to do
this, because the Soldiers and Sailors
Relief Act was passed for one reason,
and that was because GI’s, like Audie
Murphy, were going over to foreign
theaters and were expected to go be-
cause we were on the verge, we were
getting into World War II, and we knew
people would be leaving for 1, 2, 3, 4
years at a time. Some of them might
never come back.

The last thing that you wanted for a
veteran who was overseas fighting in
Europe or later on in Asia or in other
places was to have a lawsuit filed
against him in American courts while
he was off fighting in the jungle some-

place, and since he was unaware of it,
have that lawsuit basically turn into a
judgment for lack of response from the
soldier or sailor who did not even know
it was being filed, and have that judg-
ment end up taking away his farm or
his house or something else.

It was meant to give relief to Ameri-
ca’s fighting men who were overseas
fighting for their country, and women,
I might add. So people like the women
who were ferrying planes for Jackie
Cochran’s WASPS in World War II, the
women who took planes back and forth
to Great Britain, had the same type of
relief.

So for a sitting President of the Unit-
ed States, who is surrounded by law-
yers, who never stepped a foot overseas
during the conflict in which he said he
loathed the military, for him to cloak
himself in an act that was designed to
keep basic American soldiers from los-
ing their farm while they were off
fighting and were not available to an-
swer a court summons, is absolutely a
misuse of this act.

Here is a President who has got wall-
to-wall lawyers. My gosh, I am sure the
American Trial Lawyers will lend him
a couple, since he saved their back on
a number of occasions. I just hope,
there are some times you say ‘‘I do not
care if he is Democrat or Republican. I
just hope he did not do that.’’ I hope
this is a farce, that this is not true,
that somebody pulled an April Fool’s
joke on this reporter.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank my friend
from California. I would share his sen-
timents. But, as with many occur-
rences in the last few days, the last few
months, the last 3 years, it is not an
April Fool’s joke, it is the absolute
truth.

I would like to pause at this juncture
to salute my colleague from the great
State of Arizona, the dean of our dele-
gation, the chairman of the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs, BOB STUMP, who
is one of the workhorses here on Cap-
itol Hill. ‘‘Stumper’’ is not a show
horse. He is the dean of the Arizona
delegation, who came to this institu-
tion under the other party’s label, but
who as a clear, common sense conserv-
ative, has been unwavering in his sup-
port of our Nation’s defense, unwaver-
ing in his commitment to improving
the lot of the Nation’s veterans, and
who stands here not, not to try and
heap scorn or abuse on the office of the
Presidency, but to make very clear
that while it is not the job of Congress
to pass judgment in a legal proceeding,
a civil proceeding in a court of law, it
is important for the Congress of the
United States to speak out when a law
that is intended for active duty person-
nel is co-opted, is twisted, is turned,
for the convenience of a civilian Com-
mander in Chief, by the gentlemen in
the so-called legal profession whose job
it is to search out technicalities.

Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman will
yield just briefly, there is no one more
qualified to raise this question, because
the great BOB STUMP that you just
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spoke of, who is a dear friend and one
of the finest people in this House, and
is pure gold with respect to national
security and veterans issues, BOB
STUMP left his family at the age of 17
in World War II and joined the United
States Navy, probably the youngest
sitting Member in this body or the
other body to have joined the military.

That is what this law was for. The
Soldiers and Sailors Relief Act was for
the BOB STUMPs of the world, so when
they went off for 2 years or more, they
would not lose their farm because of a
lawsuit that they did not even know
about which came to a judgment while
they were gone. He is the kind of guy
that this law was passed for, right
where we are standing in this body, in
those very dramatic years just before
Pearl Harbor.

So it is appropriate that the dean of
the Arizona delegation, BOB STUMP,
and I might add another very fine per-
son and a very fine Member of this
body and a very excellent pilot also, a
former Member of the United States
Air Force, ROBERT DORNAN, the Chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Personnel
of the Committee on National Secu-
rity, who is joining Mr. STUMP in this
challenge to the way the President has
misapplied a basic act that was meant
to protect people who went off to serve
their country.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
will yield, I wanted to kind of go over
to another topic. While we are on the
legal profession and revising things, if
we may, I want to talk about our
criminal justice reform efforts, to keep
the streets of America safe. It gets
back to the same thing of twisting the
laws and using it as a vehicle, rather
than using it for is intended purpose of
justice.

But about 2 years ago, I had a call
from a family telling me that a man
who raped their daughter was about to
get out of prison. Here were the cir-
cumstances. Their daughter actually is
a grown woman. She was giving her 3-
year-old a bath one day, the doorbell
rings, and she does not answer it. The
next thing you know, the back door
gets kicked in and a man comes in, and
here is a woman with a 3-year-old bath-
ing the 3-year-old. And the rapist says,
‘‘You cooperate with me and the kid
doesn’t get hurt.’’

Needless to say, she cooperated. But,
fortunately, they found out who the
man was and they arrested him and so
forth, and he was sent to jail for 10
years. Well, as it turns out, 3 years
later, he is getting out. The family was
calling me because they had been put
on notice he was about to get out of
prison.

One of the things that we had done to
make our streets safe is to require
truth in sentencing, so that thug rap-
ists like this gentleman, and, frankly, I
think 10 years is a light sentence, but
if he served the sentence for 10 years,
he serves 10 years. Our Republican bill
gives States money for new prison con-
struction as long as they have truth-in-

sentencing laws, which I think is one of
the keys to have our streets of America
safe. Because I am very concerned
about the American middle class, and
particularly the women who are home
alone many hours, or who are out by
themselves, and are subject to these at-
tacks of rape. I believe that we need to
continue those efforts as a party.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I would share the
sentiment of the gentleman from Geor-
gia and make one amendment to that
in terms of oft times when we get into
the style of debating here on the floor,
we refer to each other as a gentleman.
I dare say this rapist does not qualify
as a gentleman. He qualifies as a con-
vict, as a sexual predator, and one who
should not be back out on the streets
to assault that family again, or any
other family.

Well, not only do we need truth in
sentencing, we need truth in govern-
ment. Good people can disagree from
time to time on philosophical ap-
proaches. But as a newcomer to this
body, and I am so glad to have friends
like the gentleman from California,
who has spent some time here, who has
come here rallying around the cry of
strong national defense and a true no-
tion of fiscal conservatism and a com-
mitment to protect this Nation’s bor-
ders, but I would like to ask my friend
from California, in the wake of his
time in this Chamber, has he ever seen
a time when the debate has ranged so
far from honest philosophical disagree-
ments to epithets and name calling and
playground taunts, and to be chari-
table and, quite frankly, to adhere to
the rules of the House and basic deco-
rum, a departure from fact, as we have
seen in the wake of the frustration of
this new liberal minority in response
to the positive agenda of our new ma-
jority?

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman
for placing the question so well. I will
tell you what I think has been the big-
gest faux pas, the biggest mistake, the
biggest blunder that liberals have made
on the floor this year and have made in
speeches throughout the country, and
this goes all the way from the White
House right down to the people that
run the political operations at the
grassroots, and that is the liberals
have constantly said and they have
constantly misstated the fact with re-
spect to what Republicans are trying
to do, to rescue the Medicare problems
that we have in this country and the
Medicare program from bankruptcy.

What I guess bothers me the most is
the idea that you had an American
President whose own cabinet members
helped to bring about a report of the
Medicare Trust Fund that said Medi-
care is going broke. We have got to do
something about it. So Republicans
came in with a plan that increased
Medicare spending some 40 percent
over the next number of years, but in-
creased it from about $4,700 to about
$6,200, increased it substantially, yet
cut out waste, cut out fraud, cut out
abuse, and offered a range of options to
our senior citizens.

In an issue that was that sensitive
and that important to the American
people, and particularly our moms and
dads and our grandmothers and grand-
fathers, the decision was made at the
White House just not to tell the truth,
to tell a lie. So when we increases Med-
icare spending 40 percent, the gen-
tleman at the White House, Bill Clin-
ton, right down to the grassroots level
of liberal leaders in this country, would
say, almost in unison, almost chant,
‘‘This is a cut, this is a cut, this is a
cut.’’ And we would get up and say
‘‘Wait a minute. We are increasing
Medicare spending. We are increasing
Medicare spending. Is that a cut?’’
They said, ‘‘We do not care where you
are going, that is a cut.’’

b 2200
And they scared literally millions of

senior citizens.
Mr. HAYWORTH. And, indeed, to re-

vise the numbers in the wake of nego-
tiations with the Senate, indeed it has
been our goal to raise Medicare spend-
ing per beneficiary beyond $4,700 this
year to upwards of $7,300 in the revised
plan, working in concert with the new
majority in the Senate. So we have
even added more.

But what we have tried to do is re-
strain the rate of growth in the pro-
gram to more than twice the current
inflation rate, which we think is being
prudent because it adds again as much
as the current rate of inflation even
while offering free market solutions.

And, again, as the gentleman from
California points out, we are con-
stantly met by what seems to be the
sloganeering and a perverse catechism,
if you will, or a chant and mantra that
these are cuts, these are cuts; they are
coming for seniors. And, again, nothing
could be further from the truth.

But there is another development,
and I would be happy to yield to my
friend from California.

Mr. HUNTER. You know what this is
like? This is like the Democratic lead-
ership yelling fire in a theater that is
crowded with senior citizens, making
them stampede toward the door. It is
absolutely unconscionable.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I believe the anal-
ogy is apt, and I believe there is a new
development which we should share
with the American people, reported
first by our good friend from Texas,
BILL ARCHER, chairman of the House
Committee on Ways and Means, a gen-
tleman who has his finger on the pulse
of economic activity in this country, a
gentleman who wants to bring about
meaningful reform to our system of
taxation that currently absolutely pe-
nalizes people who succeed, and this is
the development.

I am sad to say this is really the mes-
sage that can only be borne with a cer-
tain amount of trepidation and fear,
and it is this: Those self-same trustees
on a bipartisan basis now report to us,
though the White House has yet to for-
mally release this report, they now tell
us that the hospital fund for Medicare
is in debt in excess of $4 trillion.
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So, in essence, what has happened, to

draw on the history of ancient Rome,
we have a lot of folks pulling out their
fiddles to play while the program is
going up in flames, all because of the
cynical manipulation and electioneer-
ing that some of this Chamber would
do to try and succeed in the next elec-
tion instead of trying to truly save the
program for the next generation.

And, indeed, to the credit of those
media outlets, ofttimes referred to by
this gentleman in the well and others
as the liberal media, even The Wash-
ington Post, even The Washington
Post, on its editorial page, referred to
the shameful scare tactics of the left as
Mediscare, Medigoguery. It is uncon-
scionable.

Again, I suppose it comes down to
this fundamental difference, and per-
haps this is where philosophy comes
back in, because it is a philosophical
division that is borne of the practical
application of political power, or the
absence thereof on the left, and it is
this: Today we are confronted by a mi-
nority in this body, in the wake of the
historic shift in attitudes, that is so
jealous of the power it once wielded,
that so yearns for that political power
that it will say anything, claim any-
thing, scare anyone in its pursuit of
power, and yet try to conceal the fact
that now Medicare is already operating
at a deficit to the tune of $4 plus bil-
lion this year.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
would yield.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Glad to yield to my
good friend from Georgia.

Mr. KINGSTON. My mom and dad are
on Medicare, and probably your par-
ents are, if you are fortunate enough to
still have your parents. The fact is it is
a 1964 Blue Cross/Blue Shield plan. I
would like my parents to have all the
options available in 1996. If they want
to have a medical savings account, if
they want to have a managed care
plan, if they want traditional Medi-
care, if they want a physician service
network, I want them to have that op-
tion and I want that health care to be
there for them tomorrow.

Our plan increases their benefit from
$5,000 to $7,000. And we need to move in
a direction where they do have a
choice, they do have options, but the
program is protected and it is there not
just for their generation but for other
generations that follow.

Mr HAYWORTH. I think the point is
very well taken.

My friend from California.
Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman

would yield, I want to bring up one
other subject for just a minute, if the
gentleman will indulge me.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Gladly.
Mr. HUNTER. We had a number of

Armed Services hearings this year, or
national security hearings in the Com-
mittee on National Security, and we
had the Joint Chiefs before us, and we
had the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Clin-
ton’s Secretary of Defense, Bill Perry,
before us. I asked all of them a ques-

tion to lead off the hearing, and I tried
to keep fairly consistent and put it to
them early on in each hearing, and I
asked Mr. Perry, Dr. Perry, Bill Clin-
ton’s Secretary of Defense, this ques-
tion: Do we have the ability in the
United States to stop a single incoming
ballistic missile coming into one of our
cities? And the answer that is on the
record for everybody to read is, no, we
do not have the ability to stop a single
incoming ballistic missile.

Now, I think it is kind of significant
that he would say that this year, be-
cause after the gulf war, when we had
so many of our soldiers who were in-
jured by the Scud missiles that Sad-
dam Hussein launched at us, people in
this Chamber and people in the Senate
went into a frenzy, and we immediately
passed a resolution that said we shall
have a defense against a limited ballis-
tic missile attack against the United
States by 1996.

We said that right after the gulf war
in 1992. Well, it is now 1996 and we have
nothing to defend the American people
against incoming ballistic missiles.

Now, it is true that the Russian em-
pire, the Soviet empire has been bro-
ken up, and Belarus and Kazakhstan
and the Ukraine and Russia are not
separate states, but the Russians still
maintain a very strong strategic sys-
tem. They have ICBM’s, SS–18’s, they
have SLBM’s which are their missiles
launched from submarines, and, of
course, they have their bomber air-
craft. But many other nations are now
developing missiles.

We live in an age of missiles. The
Chinese are developing long-rang mis-
siles. Some of them are targeted at
American cities. We raised a fuss over
China intimidating Taiwan just before
their elections. Remember, the Chinese
started shooting missiles over Taiwan
to scare them. One of the Chinese dip-
lomats said to one of our diplomats, we
hope the United States does not decide
to back Taiwan too strongly. We think
that they will prize Los Angeles more
than they will Taiwan.

Now, that was a direct threat of a
missile attack. And perhaps a missile
attack would never come from china,
but the fact that they were using the
threat of a missile attack that we
know we cannot defend against as a
means of pushing their foreign policy
and keeping us from protecting our
friends is a very dark day in American
diplomatic history.

The North Koreans now are building
what is known as a Taepo Dong II mis-
sile. We have seen pictures of it. Our
intelligence people know about it. It
has between a 4,000- and 6,000-kilometer
range, and a kilometer is about a thou-
sand meters. That means that that
weapon system, with a light load, a bi-
ological weapons load or a chemical
load will be able to reach Hawaii and
Alaska, which, the last time I looked,
were part of the United States.

We are not doing anything under this
President to build a defense against in-
coming ballistic missiles. So on the de-

fense bill last year, and the gentleman
in the well from Arizona, who is a
great supporter of national security,
and the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
KINGSTON], both supported very strong-
ly the Republican position that said to
the President build and deploy by the
year 2003, it is about 7 years, and it will
take about that long if we start right
now, a defense against a limited attack
of nuclear weapons, of ICBMs. Ballistic
missiles.

Well, the President vetoed the de-
fense bill and he vetoed it for two stat-
ed reasons. One was the reason Mr.
KINGSTON spoke of; that he wanted to
reserve the right to turn American
troops over to the United Nations in
time of conflict when he wanted to do
that; and, second, he vetoed it because
he did not want to build a defense
against ballistic missiles.

So we have repackaged that directive
that we think is very, very important.
And I think this is just as important. It
is as important that we recognize that
we live in an age of missiles, as when
Billy Mitchell taught us in the 1920’s
by sinking those battleships with air-
craft, that we lived then in an age of
air power. There was a major constitu-
ency in Washington, DC, with its head
in the sand that said, we do not ever
want to believe that we have moved
out of the age of naval power. We do
not want to accept that we live in the
age of air power.

They wanted to court-martial Billy
Mitchell, and we did court-martial
him, I believe, in 1925.

Mr. KINGSTON. He had one vote for
him.

Mr. HUNTER. He did have one vote
and that was Douglas MacArthur. And,
incidentally, I was trying to tell that
story today, and our good friend
CHARLES BASS looked up and said, ‘‘I
know. He is my uncle.’’ So we do have
among us the great nephew of Billy
Mitchell, CHARLIE BASS.

Mr. KINGSTON. And what Billy
Mitchell was trying to accomplish was
to show that America was not pre-
pared.

Mr. HUNTER. Precisely.
Mr. KINGSTON. And he did it at the

risk of his own military career. And I
think history will show that he had his
heart in the right spot.

But I find it appalling, as somebody
who is on the east coast near a Trident
submarine base. The gentleman is tell-
ing me that a ballistic missile can be
dropped in Saint Marys, GA, and we
cannot do anything about it? I want to
hear him say that again.

Mr. HUNTER. The gentleman is ask-
ing the question that many Americans
have asked or believe they have an-
swered for themselves and believe that
we can defend against an incoming bal-
listic missile attack.

I have had a focus group where my
constituents said, yes, we think we are
defended. Why would not our Govern-
ment defend us against ballistic mis-
siles? And we had to tell them no, you
are not defended.
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So the answer is no. And Mr. Perry

was very honest. The Secretary of De-
fense is honest when you ask him a di-
rect question. He said no we cannot
stop a single incoming ballistic missile
coming into an American city.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I just think this is
a vital point to bring up, and I thank
the gentleman from California in
bringing it up.

In all candor, Mr. Speaker, I thank
the Secretary of Defense for being
equally candid to tell us that today we
are vulnerable to a missile attack from
anyone anywhere in the world, a rogue
nation, a leader gone mad, one of the
folks or one of the nations which we
would feel would be our conventional
adversary, if you will. We are unpre-
pared.

I would simply remark that Mark
Twain said it first and said it best.
‘‘History does not repeat itself, but it
rhymes.’’ And here we have a parallel
in our history where we need to be
warned not to scare people but to alert
people to a threat to our common de-
fense, and one that we have the tech-
nology to solve if we but bring the will-
power to solve it.

And the executive branch, quite
frankly, this administration, as custo-
dian of our foreign policy and as custo-
dian of our defense policy has been
lackluster at best. Indeed, I recall a
breakfast sponsored by my good friend
from California during our transition,
before I ever took the oath of office in
this House, when I asked Dr. Perry
what was the rationale for this Govern-
ment even thinking of supplying nu-
clear reactors to the outlaw nation of
North Korea. And the secretary replied
to me, oh, you need a better briefing on
that.

No briefing necessary to know that it
is not in the interest of the United
States of America to supply any nu-
clear reactor to an outlaw nation like
North Korea. It defies common sense,
it defies logic and it is part of the ill-
advised circumstance foisted upon the
American people who, unfortunately
heretofore, have been unaware of the
danger in which we find ourselves if we
fail to provide for the common defense.

My friend from California is abso-
lutely right, and before the American
people, Mr. Speaker, jump to a conclu-
sion that we are talking about some
sort of boondoggle in the billions upon
billions of dollars, I would yield again
to my friend from California to talk
about some interesting estimates that
we have received in reference to build-
ing a system that is leaner and keener
with new technologies. What are the
estimates we have now?
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Mr. HUNTER. The gentleman is abso-
lutely right. We can build a missile de-
fense system for less than 1 percent of
the annual defense budget. I might add,
the annual defense budget has been re-
duced by $100 billion under what it was
when Ronald Reagan faced down the
Soviet Union in the 1980s. But for

roughly $5 billion, that is the estimate
of Dr. Perry, Mr. Clinton’s Secretary of
Defense, we can build this defensive
system; $5 billion is less than our Aegis
destroyer program. It is less than our
submarine program. It is less than our
bomber program. It is less than our F–
22 program. And it is the only thing
that will stop incoming ballistic mis-
siles. We need that system.

The Defend America Act that the
gentleman is cosponsoring, that Mr.
KINGSTON is cosponsoring and that Mr.
SPENCE, the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Armed Services, Mr. LIVING-
STON, chairman of Appropriations, and
our Speaker NEWT GINGRICH are spon-
soring, will be on the floor shortly.
Every single Member of this Congress,
especially those who all signed on to
the Defend America Act after Desert
Storm, after the Scud attacks, should
sign onto this bill and vote for it.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Indeed, we should
point out, as the gentleman from Cali-
fornia is well aware with his knowledge
of international policy, of foreign de-
fense spending, that this President has
committed to help Israel construct a
defense mechanism, to put in place a
defense mechanism against ICBM at-
tack which begs the question, with all
due respect to the nation of Israel, if it
is important for that nation, is it not
also important for the country which
the President took the oath of office to
support, uphold and defend the Con-
stitution of the United States, should
not this country also have that missile
defense?

Mr. HUNTER. The difference between
the gentleman who is standing in the
well and a member of the Knesset is
that he can say, the gentleman from Is-
rael can say, my President is defending
me against missile attacks, and you
have to tell your constituents, my
President is not defending me against
missile attacks.
f

MORE ISSUES OF CONCERN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. COL-
LINS of Georgia). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of May 12, 1995, the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGS-
TON] is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I want-
ed to touch on some issues that we
have not really gone over tonight, but
I do want to make sure Mr. HAYWORTH
got in his last comment on missile de-
fense.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Well, I thank my
good friend from Georgia.

It is simply this, Mr. Speaker. I be-
lieve those watching this debate to-
night in the United States of America
need to take a very clear-eyed, sober-
minded approach to providing for our
common defense and to understand
that we are vulnerable to interconti-
nental ballistic missile attack. This is
not scare tactics. This is something,
believe me, we wish were otherwise,
but we need to take steps today to en-
sure that we provide for the common
defense and that we do not always look

to that legitimate role of the Federal
Government, providing for that de-
fense, as the place where all the job
cuts and the reductions come to re-
invent government as some would state
it.

With that, I thank the gentleman
from Georgia for yielding to me.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from California [Mr.
HUNTER].

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, before we
totally leave the missile area, I just
wanted to flesh out the question the
gentleman from Arizona asked about
how we are treating Israel with respect
to building a missile defense as opposed
to our own people. The Israelis are sur-
rounded by Arab neighbors who want
to launch ballistic missiles at Israel. In
1987, the Israelis were trying to develop
a fighter, a craft called the Lavi air-
craft. A number of us on the armed
services program signed a letter that I
drafted and CURT WELDON signed it, a
number of Members who were still, HAL
ROGERS of Kentucky signed it, a num-
ber of members who are on the Com-
mittee on Armed Services today, and
we said to the Israelis, do not build a
fighter aircraft because a lot of nations
make fighter aircraft.

But there is one thing that no west-
ern nations build, and that is a defense
against incoming ballistic missiles. We
think that your program, your co-
production program with the United
States should not be fighter aircraft, it
should be a defense against missiles.
And the reason we think that is be-
cause we think in the near future, we
wrote this in 1987 to Mr. Rabin, we said
we think in the near future you will be
attacked with Russian made ballistic
missiles coming from a neighboring
Arab state. And it was somewhat pro-
phetic. We predicted the state might be
Syria. It ended up instead coming from
Saddam Hussein. But they were at-
tacked by Russian-made ballistic mis-
siles coming from another country.

The Israelis are very practical peo-
ple. They live on a little postage stamp
of land. They are very vulnerable. And
they realize that they live in an age of
missiles. When their Billy Mitchells
tell them something, they act. So they
said, we need a defense.

So they started, they embarked upon
the production of the Arrow missile de-
fense program. That is a defensive mis-
sile that when an incoming missile is
launched at one of their cities will go
up and intercept that missile and de-
stroy it.

This President has signed on whole-
heartedly in speeches to leaders in Is-
rael to people that support the exist-
ence of the Israeli State, he has said,
and properly so, I stand foursquare be-
hind your program to defend against
incoming ballistic missiles that might
hurt people in Israel.

All we are asking him to do with the
Defend America Act is to sign on for
the same program for Americans. We
want basically the same thing that we
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provide and are providing for the peo-
ple of Israel. Nothing more, nothing
less.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Again, it begs the
question, with all due respect, if it is
good enough for the nation of Israel, is
it not good enough, should we not be
prudent enough to provide the same
sort of missile defense for the people of
the United States of America?

Mr. HUNTER. Absolutely.
Mr. KINGSTON. Now, if the gentle-

men would like to stick with me, I
want to switch gears and talk about a
few things.

First, I do think that it is absolutely
appalling that people in St. Mary’s,
GA; Jacksonville, FL; Brunswick, GA
are not protected from a missile attack
to the nuclear submarine in St. Mary’s.
I am glad that the two of you are work-
ing on this. I am proud to cosponsor
the bill. I hope that we can protect,
shore up our security so that parents
around the land do not have to worry
about this.

I do want to switch gears. I have a
letter from Mr. George Renshaw who
ironically lives in St. Mary’s. I want to
quote him. He said, I never felt so
strongly about Congress as I do now.
All of you have amazed me. I see you
many times on the House floor. Keep
up the good work. By the way, I am an
ex-Democrat.

I thought that was just a little good,
positive feedback.

Mr. HUNTER. Is that one of your rel-
atives?

Mr. KINGSTON. It may be, if not,
certainly a friend.

I also wanted to apologize to the peo-
ple from New Jersey. The other night
the gentleman from New Jersey was
talking about Medicare cuts. I pointed
out to him that Medicare was going
from $196 to $304 billion and if he
thought that was a cut, that was a re-
flection of the education system in
New Jersey.

I have a letter here from a Mr. Ron
Jones in New Jersey, and he says he is
offended by that. He agrees with me
that the Congressman from New Jersey
may have missed the point, but when
you increase Medicare spending from
$196 to $304 billion, that is not a cut.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
think the observation to make to the
good people of New Jersey is the gen-
tleman from New Jersey, who fails to
understand that, it is not so much that
he is a product of New Jersey’s system
of education as much as he has adopted
the old math, I will call it, the old
math of the Washington bureaucracy,
where a reduction in an anticipated in-
crease is called a cut. Only in this city
does that transpire.

Mr. KINGSTON. I am glad the gen-
tleman mentioned that.

We are also increasing student loans
from approximately $27 to $36 billion.
Yet the President of the United States
has called that a cut. I do not know
what school system he went to, but,
again, going from $27 to $36 billion is
not a cut.

On Medicaid, we are doing the same
thing, going from approximately $90 to
$140 billion. Yet the same status quo
Washington liberal bureaucracy is call-
ing these things a cut. The fact is, we
have got to get these programs under
control.

I have an article here where the At-
lanta Legal Aid Society tried to sue
the State of Georgia because Medicaid
did not pay for a sex change operation.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Would you please
repeat that? I want to make sure that
I understand what you just said and I
think you owe it to the people nation-
wide who watch us tonight and to the
Speaker in the chair, could you please
repeat this letter?

Mr. KINGSTON. Remember the back-
drop here. We are a country that is $5
trillion in debt. We are a country that
has a welfare program that is totally
out of control. We have spent about $4
trillion on it.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Actually, all told,
Government spending at all levels in
the so-called war on poverty is now in
excess of our national debt, $5 trillion.

Mr. KINGSTON. Which is more
money than we spent to win World War
II. And at the time that most of these
programs started under the big Govern-
ment expansion programs of Lyndon
Johnson, the poverty level was 14 per-
cent. Today it is about 14 percent. So
for all that we have done, we have only
created great jobs for bureaucrats.

But here in the backdrop of all this
debt, the Atlanta Legal Aid Society
sued the State of Georgia to try to
force it to use Medicaid funds, which is
welfare insurance, to pay for a sex
change operation. The case was called
Rush versus Parham. Fortunately, it
was dismissed. But that is the kind of
ridiculous thinking that we have got
out there.

Now, the gentleman from California
will find this interesting. The legal
services also sued the State of Califor-
nia because although one immigrant
did not have, excuse me, very big dis-
tinction, these were illegal aliens.

Mr. HUNTER. We have lost several
members of the bar in California. They
were backed over by a van carrying il-
legal aliens. I am being facetious. Ac-
tually, they usually wait for the van to
stop before they get out and offer their
services.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman is finished, I will continue.

The legal aid society sued the State
of California for not giving illegal
aliens a driver’s license, even though
they were in the country illegally.

Mr. HAYWORTH. It is just interest-
ing, because in other States, I could be
corrected by my friend from California,
that is very interesting. Legal services
wanted to step in for illegal immi-
grants. Illegal aliens here in this coun-
try without a passport, without due
process to come into the country and
remain, sued for the right of a driver’s
license. And yet in other States, I be-
lieve California has been courageous in
this regard, because so many States

have processed motor voter where all
one needs to register to vote is to apply
for a driver’s license.

Mr. KINGSTON. All one needs to get
people to vote is drive down the street
and say, hop in my van, let me take
you to the polls because you are now
registered to vote, because you are on
welfare or you have a driver’s license
or you have other forms of public as-
sistance.

Mr. HAYWORTH. It is stunning. Give
us an update on the California situa-
tion.

Mr. KINGSTON. Just save us from
your jokes.

Mr. HUNTER. I will not offer any
one-liners, but I have to say that this
situation does beg for some one-liners.
You could actually get a twofer. If you
are an illegal alien and you are driving
to vote and you are pursued by the Bor-
der Patrol, you will not only be able to
cast your ballot but also enjoy a
healthy lawsuit against the Border Pa-
trol or a sheriff’s department with a
good chance for recompense.

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me ask you
something else.

Mr. HUNTER. What the gentleman
has described is true. As I understand,
in talking to a member of the State as-
sembly, the bill to deny illegal aliens,
and this was Jan Goldsmith who rep-
resents Poway in San Diego County,
the bill to deny illegal aliens the right
to a duplicate driver’s license, even
though it is obvious that the driver’s
license was fraudulently issued, was
passed out of committee. His bill to
deny them this right was passed out of
committee by, I believe, a single vote.
I believe every member of the Demo-
crat Party voted against that.

b 2230
Now, I am not positive on the break-

down of the vote, but as I understand,
it was a very, very narrow vote to pass
the ban coming out of committee on
this activity.

Mr. HAYWORTH. And is it not amaz-
ing that for most commercial trans-
actions, when any American citizen
wants to go into a major retailer or
any store, a grocery store, and wants
to pay for the items purchased with a
check, that that shopper must produce
two forms of identification, quite
often, and with the manipulation and
the usurpation of rights under motor
voter, we are setting up a scenario in
which noncitizens will not be required
to show any proof of citizenship to
have the right to vote in elections that
determine the future of the United
States of America.

How cynical, how corrupting. What
an insult to those hard-working, hon-
est immigrants who come here who
apply for citizenship, who want to be
American citizens more than anything
else in the world, who want to contrib-
ute something to this country, who
want to have a better future for them-
selves and their families, and whose
very citizenship is being cheapened by
these cynical actions designed to per-
petuate a cynical welfare state and to
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return to power those who seek power
by any means necessary.

Mr. KINGSTON. Let us talk about
this because I think it is very impor-
tant, as we explore welfare reform for
the third time, and hopefully, maybe
because it is an election year, the
President will vote for it this time, but
as we get into the health care benefit
and the portion of welfare and State
grants and so forth, I think it is impor-
tant to know we have worked on health
care reform for American middle-class
families. We have tried to make it
more affordable and more accessible
through the portability clauses and
eliminate the preexisting-illness condi-
tions of the policies so that middle-
class Americans can take their health
care with them and not be held hostage
to the insurance company or have a job
loss.

The other thing, which I know the
two of you have supported, is medical
savings accounts. Today I presented to
the Speaker and to DENNY HASTERT
and the health care conferees a letter
signed by 162 Members, bipartisan
Members, of this Chamber asking that
conferees keep the medical savings ac-
counts in the health care reform; medi-
cal savings accounts, basically a high-
deductible plan that allows consumers
to pay for their own first-dollar health
care expenses like stitches, x rays, rou-
tine checkups, and so forth, but they
get to save the money, they get to
pocket what they have saved from the
deductible, use it for long-term health
care or use it for a college education
account or, you know, use it for Christ-
mas money or whatever they want. The
money is tax free, though, if it is spent
on medical expenses.

And that is what middle-class Amer-
ica needs, is health care——

Mr. HUNTER. But, if the gentleman
will yield, the liberals in America do
not want the American people to have
the freedom to shop for themselves, be-
cause it is exactly what you are talk-
ing about is shopping. Instead of shop-
ping for food, instead of shopping for
clothes, you get to shop for your own
medical care. And if you think you
have got a good doctor who will take
that x ray for $25 or $30 under the costs
of another doctor, you have got an in-
centive to go out and shop for that bet-
ter buy just like you shop for a better
buy in all aspects of life.

Liberals do not like that. They do
not like it because it cuts dependency,
and they do not like it because people
exercise freedom. If you teach people
to exercise freedom enough, pretty
soon they are going to want to have a
lot more freedom, and that is a bad
thing from a liberal perspective.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, the irony is
two things, how this can serve, is that
when American consumers go into an
appliance store, they know how much a
dishwasher costs, a new refrigerator, a
stereo, an automobile, even a house,
and yet if you get a broken arm, we do
not have any idea. Is it $200, is it $900?
How many bills am I going to get? You

know, what about setting a broken leg?
I have no idea.

I mean American consumers need to
know. An amniocentesis, if a woman
gets an amniocentesis, she gets bills
from every lab in America for 6
months. Should not the women in
America be able to know when they go
in how much it is going to cost them?

What a medical savings account will
do will put her back in charge, and
then she will know, hey, this is sup-
posed to be a $300 deal, this is not going
to be a $600 deal, Dr. Jones down the
street only charges $275.

Mr. HUNTER. You know, you are
talking about that woman who, in so
many cases today, is the head of house-
hold, and the idea that we are so cyni-
cal in Washington, DC, or liberals are
so cynical that they do not want that
woman who is head of the household to
go out and shop for medical care, they
do not think she is smart enough, they
do not think she should be trusted with
making that choice. So they are going
to do it for her. And yet if she goes out
and shops smart, and she is able to
shop smart in every other area; there
are many households now headed by
women who are building and, in many
cases where there is single women rais-
ing kids, they have many choices and
many challenges to meet with respect
to education, with respect to buying
homes, with respect to buying auto-
mobiles, with respect to forging the
lives and building the character of
their kids, and the idea that liberals
have that somehow that a woman is
not capable of shopping for a less ex-
pensive x-ray or she is not capable of
finding out how much a medical proce-
dure costs, does not make sense.

In fact the only way that we are
going to be able to make health care
affordable in this country is to rely on
the best thing that we have got. That
is the good common sense of our citi-
zens.

Mr. KINGSTON. That is exactly
right.

Let me give you another example of
how medical savings accounts can
make a difference and more consumer
information. I read an article——

Mr. HUNTER. Now, what does a med-
ical savings account do? If I have a
medical savings account, what will I
have?

Mr. KINGSTON. It is basically a
high-deductible plan where any money
that you do not spend you can use for
long-term health care or you can use
for a college education.

Mr. HUNTER. How much could I save
out of the year if I do not spend much
money on——

Mr. KINGSTON. It is $2,500, $2,000,
$4,000 deductible. So anything that you
do not spend goes into your pocket.

There is a woman in Tampa, FL, who
had breast cancer. She could not get
the information she needed through
the traditional health care provider
network. So what she did, she got on
the Net. How many of you out there
have breast cancer? And she formed a

network and was able to find a support
group and a physician who had a new
specialty and a new drug, and as a re-
sult she has been able to deal with her
illness a lot better.

Now, there is a doctor in Fort Worth
who recommends a system whereby we
can use our own television to actually
one day get on some of those blank
channels after channel 40 that, you
know, we have on every TV, and they
are all blank, get in there and say,
‘‘Back injury. How much? What? Lower
back? Upper back,’’ and keep pushing
your remote and concentrate on where
your back problems is, and then it
would tell you the nature of it, which
physicians in your area serve it, how
much it costs to prevent, to spend on
it. And think about how, if you tie in
medical savings accounts in with the
information highway, how great it will
be for the American consumers.

Mr. HUNTER. You know, if the gen-
tleman will yield on that point, a great
American conservative, Tom Clancy,
the author of ‘‘Hunt for Red October’’
and so many other best-selling books,
has done something along the line of
what the gentleman is talking about.
He had a young kid who had cancer,
kid named Kyle, young boy, and Tom
formed a great friendship with this
youngster as he was experiencing the
trauma of cancer, and Kyle ultimately
passed away. Well, Tom Clancy formed
the Kyle Foundation, and the Kyle
Foundation is dedicated to linking up
people who need cancer information:
What kind of information can I get
about this type of cancer or that type
of cancer? What types of doctors are
specialists in this particular type of
cancer that my son may have? Where
do I go to get these doctors? And
networking not only the users, the
moms and the dads with children with
cancer, but also networking the doc-
tors so that a doctor who is making a
breakthrough in one type of cancer on
the other side of the country can hook
up with a doctor on the other side of
the country and exchange information,
and this exchange of information and
this ability of free people to shop for
the best ideas and the best innovations
in medicine is kind of what the gen-
tleman is talking about.

That is the idea of not being har-
nessed by government one-size-fits-all,
‘‘Wait in this line, and we will get to
you when we get to you.’’

Mr. KINGSTON. We had a neighbor of
mine, unfortunately he passed away
also, named Julian Bono, and he did
the same sort of thing is Savannah,
GA, networking with other people who
had cancer, passing on information,
passing on treatments about doctors,
and they had a list of physicians all
over the country. Actually, he found a
cure or a potential cure in Greece and
helped some of the people go over
there, and it is all we are saying to the
liberal Washington establishment is let
the American people do what they are
best at: be sharp, smart shoppers.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5496 May 22, 1996
Mr. HAYWORTH. And it goes a bit

further than that, if the gentleman
would yield. It goes to this question:

Not just allowing the American peo-
ple to do so because realistically the
power resides with the American peo-
ple. Our system of government, our
constitutional republic, provides that
the power that many of us believe
comes from a higher authority is be-
stowed on the people. The people in
turn bestow it on the government. So
it is not the government’s domain to,
quote unquote, allow the people this
opportunity. Instead it is their fun-
damental right to pursue treatments
they believe can help them, and it is
their fundamental right, and I dare say
as we stand poised at the dawn of the
next century, we should restore the
basic element of trust that we who are
honored to serve in government
through the consent of the governed
trust the people to make decisions.

And again as I have said many times,
I believe what crystallizes the debate
when we get past the playground talks,
when we get past the scare tactics,
when we get past the deliberate
disinformation, what characterizes this
debate on almost every question of im-
port is this:

Do you trust the American people, or
are you so cynical or disdainful of the
American people that you place your
trust in a centralized bureaucracy in
Washington?

I trust the American people, and I be-
lieve the people trust themselves, and
we work to empower the people.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
will yield on that, about the big bu-
reaucracy, it is interesting that as we
are debating budgets, the Democrat
budget versus the Republican budget,
that the Clinton Democrat budget adds
3,000 more Federal employees to the
payroll and adds 14 new bureaucracies
and agencies, and you know that is not
what the message was. The message
from the American people, which was
accurately mirrored by the President,
was the era of big government was
over.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I just want to
make sure because the gentleman was
sitting close to me, and I heard in this
well in that very unmistakable twang
of Arkansas speech that the era of big
government was over, and yet again I
would ask the gentleman from Georgia
to offer those figures, provided by the
gentleman who stood here and told us
the era of big government is over; what
is that again?

Mr. KINGSTON. I will be happy to
give you these figures, and I tell you
one other, but the Clinton budget will
cost us 3,000 more Federal bureaucrats,
it creates 14 new Federal programs, and
it claims to have $129 billion in tax re-
lief, but it takes back $90 billion in in-
creased taxes which were passed under
the President, and then, as you prob-
ably know, the savings are all on the
back end.

Yes, the President’s budget balances
in the year 2002, but, as the gentleman

in the well has pointed out it is equiva-
lent of Mr. HAYWORTH saying, and I can
get away with kidding him a little bet-
ter than Mr. HUNTER, but it is the
equivalent of you saying that you are
going on a diet and lose 30 pounds, but
you are not going to in 1 year, but you
are not going to lose any of it until No-
vember.

b 2245
Yes, you will be 30 pounds under by

December 31. I would say to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER],
if he wants to join in that, it might be
a good idea.

Mr. HAYWOOD. Really. It is the
equivalent of trying to lose 50 pounds
and spending all year, the first 50
weeks, losing 2 pounds, and saying you
are going to lose the other 48 in the
final 2 weeks of the diet. Mathemati-
cally, the operation of subtraction can
work when you put pencil to paper. Re-
alistically, honestly, it does not work.
It does not work.

This is what is especially galling. For
when one is selected to serve and take
the oath of office in this Chamber, as a
member of the legislative branch, and I
daresay, as our Chief Executive at the
other end of Pennsylvania Avenue,
there is a sacred trust, and there is a
burden, an opportunity of governance
that rests upon our shoulders.

How cynical it is to devise mathe-
matical formulae which would say, oh,
if I am bestowed with the trust of the
American people for a second 4-year
term, 2 to 3 year after I leave we will
achieve this; 2 to 3 years after I give up
custodianship of this role, things will
come into balance.

It is akin to the shortcut to house
cleaning, but it is with far, far more
dire results, because you can sweep a
little bit under the rug. We can take
those kinds of shortcuts, but what this
threatens is the very structure and the
very foundation of our free society. It
is not the same as sweeping the dirt
under the rug, but it is fundamentally
being less than candid about the chal-
lenge that confronts the American peo-
ple.

And to some, in a Machiavellian
sense, it may be really smart politi-
cally, but what a tragedy it would be if
we would sacrifice candor and truthful-
ness and forthrightness in our govern-
ance for the sake of political expedi-
ency, rather than a call to make
changes for the better.

Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman will
yield, Mr. Speaker, I hope and I think
that the American people are not going
to be taken in by the inconsistency
that this President has displayed. I re-
member we were all sitting here the
night when he said, ‘‘The era of big
government is over.’’ But I recall a few
minutes later in the same speech, he
announced, I believe, three new pro-
grams. Only William Clinton could do
that and get away with it. I notice not
a single news station, at least the ones
that I observed, picked that up.

Only this President, who said that he
loathed the American military and de-

liberately avoided service during Viet-
nam, could use the Soldiers and Sailors
Relief Act that is designed for military
men and women serving overseas to
keep them from losing their property
while they are serving their country.
Only he could invoke that Soldiers and
Sailors Relief Act to protect himself
from a civil lawsuit in Arkansas.

But I think that there is such a thing
as being a little too cute and under-
estimating the American people to the
point where, ultimately, when the peo-
ple make a judgment with respect to
this President, we are going to see that
they have a lot more wisdom than he
attributes to them.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, let me
get back on the balanced budget. There
are three reasons we need to keep focus
on the balanced budget. No. 1, the Fed-
eral Reserve says if you have a bal-
anced budget, interest rates will fall. If
they fall as much as 2 percent, it would
make a significant savings in your
monthly home mortgage and your
automobile bill, if you own your car.

No. 2, it will create jobs. Because
small businesses can borrow money at
lower interest rates, they will expand
more opportunities which will be out
there for everybody.

No. 3, your taxes will go down, be-
cause you will not have that huge
crunch from the Federal Government
that is draining the pocketbooks of
American workers right now. That is
one reason why this Congress fought so
hard for the $500-per-child tax credit.

The gentleman earlier talked about
single women at home. Raising chil-
dren is the most frustrating, the most
difficult, the most expensive thing that
I think I have ever tried to do, or any-
body else can do. And a $500-per-child
tax credit will help the American
working men and woman afford their
family. It will help the middle class
like no other measure that we could
pass in Congress.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, what
is especially important, I think of the
single moms in the Sixth District of
Arizona, and imagine if they had for
their 3 children $1,500 to save, spend,
and invest as they see fit for those chil-
dren, to spend that money on those
children, to save that money for those
children, instead of surrendering that
money to Washington. It is especially
galling that we have had a President
who campaigned, and people talk about
political strategies, and, oh, members
of that reelection team looking at the
Ronald Reagan strategy of 1984. Non-
sense.

This is the same strategy utilized by
the President in 1992. It is, simply stat-
ed, this: Talk like Ronald Reagan, gov-
ern like Michael Dukakis. Always talk
right, govern left. This same President
who said that the middle class deserved
tax relief gave itself the largest tax in-
crease in American history. This same
President who said end welfare as we
know it, has vetoed, not once but
twice, the very welfare reform he
purports in a general sense to cham-
pion.
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This same President who said as a

candidate in 1992 that he would balance
the budget in 5 years, even when given
a grace period of an extra 2 years, if
you will, still uses curious mathe-
matics and said, as pointed out by the
gentleman from California, even in the
same breath with yet another
Reaganesque utterance: The era of big
government is over, but here are three
more programs. Here is more and more
spending in Washington, DC. Here is
more and more power vested in Wash-
ington, and here is the preservation of
the status quo, even amidst the lan-
guage of change.

There is, as I said earlier this
evening, Mr. Speaker, a credibility
canyon to go along with the Clinton
crunch.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, let us do some taxes.
I think a lot of single moms out there,
a lot of heads of households, a lot of
folks with kids would like to know
what this tax cut was that the Presi-
dent kept them from getting. We have
all done our taxes in April. Most folks
realize and remember how much they
paid for taxes. Let us prepare some in-
come taxes here, and show them what
the American people lost when Presi-
dent Clinton killed the tax cuts for the
American family.

It is very simple. If you are out there
and you have two kids, you multiply
two kids times $500 apiece, and that is
$1,000. You deduct that from what you
paid on April 15, so if you paid $1,000 on
April 15 and you have two children,
under the tax cuts that the Repub-
licans passed but that President Clin-
ton killed, two times $500 is $1,000. At
the bottom line on your 1040 you would
have deducted $1,000 from the $1,000
you owed and you would have paid no
taxes.

That means you would have had
$1,000 in your pocket for maybe the last
half of that mortgage payment you
were having trouble making, maybe
the education fund for your daughter
who is 15, who will soon be going off to
college, maybe $1,000 to put that down
payment down on the lot outside of
Phoenix, AZ, or San Diego, CA, where
you want to build a house someday.
That is the tax cut for the rich.

If you have four kids, you multiply
four times $500 and that is $2,000, so ev-
erybody should just remember right
now, just take a minute and remember
what you paid in taxes to the Federal
Government on April 15. Look at your
family, whether they are in the living
room with you or in the kitchen or
they are out playing Little League or
whatever, count the number of kids
that you have an multiply that times
$500, and deduct that mentally from
what you paid. That is the amount of
money that you would have saved.
Once again, Mr. Speaker, President
Clinton depicted that tax cut as a tax
cut for the wealthy.

Mr. Speaker, I agree with him in a
way. I think everybody in America, in
this land of opportunity, who has chil-

dren is wealthy. They are rich. They
are rich; not rich economically, but
they are rich in opportunity. But this
President killed this tax cut, and he
called it a tax cut for the rich, so I
hope that every American who pays
taxes will remember that last figure
they put down on their 1040, that $1,000
that they paid or that $10,000 that they
paid, and that $500 per child that they
could have deducted if President Clin-
ton had not stepped in and killed that
tax cut.

Mr. KINGSTON. What is interesting,
Mr. Speaker, is that while the adminis-
tration was busy not cutting taxes,
they had no problem cutting drug
awareness money. Last week I had the
opportunity to speak at the Harris
County DARE graduation, and just
some statistics that are in my mind.

The average age now nationally that
teenagers smoke marijuana is age 13.
Thirty-eight percent of parents think
that their kids do not smoke or get in-
volved in drugs, and yet, in reality, the
percentage is often higher than that,
depending on where they are. Twelve-
and 13-year-olds and 14- and 15-year
olds have one of the highest increases
in marijuana use in the Nation, higher
than any other age bracket.

But one of the statistics that I think
is very encouraging is that if you can
keep your child off of drugs until he or
she is 19 years old, then they have a 90
percent chance of staying drug-free for
the rest of their lives.

I think what we really need to do is
talk to our teenagers about drug abuse.
I think it should be drug and alcohol
abuse and any other substance, legal or
illegal, that they can abuse, because we
have to keep our children drug-free. We
have to keep our schools drug-free and
the workplace drug-free. If we can do
that, we are going to have a generation
that will successfully take the torch
on, and we will all be able to retire one
day and they will pay for our Social
Security.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
would say, in fairness, I am glad that
our friend, General McCaffrey, has been
given charge of the war on drugs, but
that does not excuse the fact that this
administration has basically been
AWOL in that war for the first 21⁄2
years, almost 3 years of its time in of-
fice. So again, it is a case of too little,
too late; or a type of ‘‘me too-ism’’
that smacks of electioneering, that
smacks of opportunism, rather than a
genuine quest to make the changes the
gentleman from Georgia mentioned are
so necessary.

It is borne out in other figures in the
President’s budget. Oh, sure, there are
modest increases, for example, for the
Drug Enforcement Agency, for the
number of employees; for the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, for
the Border Patrol.

But yet, but yet, the glaring problem
is this: that more and more money is
put away so that upwards of 115,000
people in Bill Clinton’s budget would
be employed in the Internal Revenue

Service; easily, what, three times the
number of people, or close to that, em-
ployed with the INS or the Border Pa-
trol. So the message in fact is this: We
may not have time to fight the war on
drugs, we may not have the ability to
protect the sanctity of our borders,
but, by golly, we have the time to come
and audit you, Mr. and Mrs. America,
and your tax returns, because we fun-
damentally do not trust you; and these
other problems, well, sure they are
problems, but you see a lot in the pri-
orities expressed in that budget with
reference to the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice.

Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman will
yield, Mr. Speaker, let me tell him
what has happened with the Clinton
administration’s policy on stopping co-
caine that is coming across the inter-
national border. A border patrolman,
and as you may know, I represent a
great deal of the California Mexican
border, kind of the southern slice of
the State. I know the gentleman rep-
resents a great deal of Arizona just to
the east of my district.

A border patrolman came to us one
day and gave us an internal memoran-
dum from Doris Meissner, who is the
head of INS for the Clinton administra-
tion. It concerned the border fence, be-
cause we have been building a border
fence made out of landing mats, steel
planks like those that you used in
Desert Storm to build runways, except
we turn them vertical instead of hori-
zontal, and when we weld them to
posts, we are making a steel fence 10
feet high and now some 14 miles long,
from the Pacific Ocean to the coastal
hills.

b 2300
When we built that fence, my staff

went out and searched the inventories
of every military base from Guam from
Guantanamo and found 179,000 surplus
steel planks to build this fence with.
But when we built the fence, we in-
creased cocaine interdiction by 1,000
percent because the drug runners, who
were just driving their cars and trucks
across the border, not at the regular
crossings but just right across the
sagebrush landscape, now could not get
across because of the steel fence, so
they had to go through very channel-
ized areas and we were catching them.

Now, in a number of places we had
fence that was made out of chain link,
and these chain link fences, the drug
pushers and the drug smugglers would
just take their clippers, clip that chain
link, roll it back and drive their van or
heavy-duty truck through it with co-
caine for America’s children.

The Government of Mexico asked
Doris Meissner to meet with them be-
cause they did not like the idea that
we were replacing these chain link
fences with steel fences that nobody
could drive through, made out of steel
landing mat. As a result, she circulated
a memorandum. I am going to bring it
out to the floor next time we have a
special order because I have got a copy
of it.
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It tells every Border Patrol chief,

‘‘You are no longer allowed to replace
this flimsy chain link fence with steel
landing mat.’’ I call that the drug
smuggler provision. Because the Gov-
ernment of Mexico has complained
about it, from now on you can only re-
pair a chain link fence with chain link.

Mr. HAYWORTH. If the gentleman
would yield for a question, since when
does an official of this Government
change policy for the protection and
the edification of the citizens of this
country to please representatives of a
foreign government? Where on Earth
and why in this Nation has that taken
root? What is the explanation or the
rationale for this?

Mr. HUNTER. The gentleman is ask-
ing me to explain a President who has
sent our Government to the United Na-
tions, our marines to Bosnia, and our
jobs to Mexico. The answer is that this
President is an internationalist. He be-
lieves very strongly in listening to peo-
ple on other sides of the border. Now,
that can be good, but it is not good
when it conflicts with the thoughts of
people on his side of the border.

We have an absolute right to main-
tain a border with integrity, tell people
when they come across, come through
the front door. Do not come through
our back door. Do not drive cocaine
across the hillsides into the southern
reaches of California and Arizona.

But this administration has been
dragged kicking and screaming to the
border, and they have been a little dis-
ingenuous with us, while they are
doing press conferences. They fought
us on the 6,000 Border Patrol increase
that we put in the crime bill and on the
600 Border Patrol increase that we put
in the appropriations bill in fiscal year
1994. They fought us on that.

Mr. KINGSTON. And, I want to point
out, vetoed the provision in welfare re-
form that said no permanent welfare
benefits for illegal aliens, and that
then was vetoed by the President.

Mr. HUNTER. Precisely. When the
President vetoed that welfare provision
for illegal aliens, when he allowed that
welfare provision to keep being paid
out, that kept the magnet alive. That
kept the magnet that told people that
if they came to the United States, as
several Social Security ladies showed
me when they came in my office, they
said:

Congressman, here are some illegal alien
families making more money on welfare
than we are making as GS–11’s working for
the Federal Government, and they have dis-
covered the joys of daytime television, they
are not working.

That is a magnet that this President
has allowed to keep turned on at full
power, that brings people into this
country illegally, because he is paying
them more in welfare payments than
they can make working in their native
country.

But the point that I am making is
this President and Doris Meissner, his
INS Commissioner, who is a nice per-
son, have testified against and fought

against every Border Patrol increase
that we have passed in this Congress,
that Republicans have passed.

Yet when we bring those newly
trained Border Patrolmen that the Re-
publican Congress passed down to the
Boarder Patrol headquarters at San
Ysidro, who is there to do a press con-
ference and greet them but the very
same Clinton administration officials
who fought their funding in the first
place. You know something? They do
not even crack a smile.

You know something else? If we took
all those Clinton officials who do press
conferences at the border in San Diego
and we simply had them touch hands,
just link arms, they would stretch
across the entire border between San
Diego and the gentleman’s great State
of Arizona. We would not need a Border
Patrol because we have more public re-
lations people there than we have ille-
gal aliens.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Well, it bring to
mind really the definition of politics, I
suppose, here in the late 20th century,
at least as practiced by our campaigner
in chief. I would have to say it is poli-
tics at its most cynical, the mission
being, accept credit for those things
you have absolutely nothing to do with
and divert the blame for those projects
and those objects, I might add, that
cause problems that you literally may
have your fingerprints all over. That
has come to define politics here in the
late 20th century as practiced by our
friend at the other end of Pennsylvania
Avenue.

Mr. HUNTER. Well, if the gentleman
is talking about those documents that
they found in the White House after
months and months of not being avail-
able, I know where they were. They
were right underneath the TV Guide all
the time. That is where they were.

Mr. KINGSTON. Maybe underneath
the Constitution. I know that is not
read over there.

The question that some of you just
mentioned, and I think it is about time
we need to close, but the other day I
was speaking to a chamber of com-
merce for the gentleman from Colum-
bus, Mr. COLLINS, and he was kind
enough to get a good bipartisan group
of speakers. He had somebody from the
administration talking, and he was
talking about the wonderfulness of
Government partnerships.

A small business, independent busi-
ness person raised his hand and said:

I tell you what. I do not want the govern-
ment to be my partner. In fact, the less I see,
the less I have to do with the government,
the better for me and for my business.

I think that said so much, because
people do not want the Government in
their lives setting up, as you just men-
tioned, these obstacles and then com-
ing up and saying, ‘‘But I will get you
through them.’’

‘‘Well, why do you not just remove
the obstacles and get out of my life,
too, and that would be better.’’

But it is about time to wrap up, so
let me yield to the gentleman from
California first for a closing comment.

Mr. Hunter. Let me just say I appre-
ciate the gentleman from Georgia,
whose tenacity and eloquence has real-
ly kept these very educational sessions
alive, and also my great friend from
Arizona, who is so articulate and who
is so concerned about this country.

I have got one thing I would like to
ask you both. Speaking of single
moms, we did a Boy Scout hike from
sea to shining sea, from the Salton Sea
to the Pacific Ocean, a couple months
ago. We are going to take this walk.
We had a lot of single moms, and there
were Cub Scouts and Boy Scouts on
this walk. 100 miles. We are going to
take this walk literally from the Pa-
cific Ocean to the Atlantic ocean, from
the real sea to shining sea next year. I
want the gentleman who has so much
of Arizona, and the gentleman who has
so much of Georgia to get their Scout
troops to participate in this sea to
shining sea walk.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I cannot pause or
hesitate to say as an Eagle Scout, and
I search out my card here in my pock-
et, as an Eagle Scout, I am happy to
take that challenge. Goodness knows I
need the walk for my own physical fit-
ness. But having just participated in
the Grand Canyon Council Scout-a-
rama at Papago Peaks, I am happy to
do that. I trust during our time in San
Diego this summer we might have an
opportunity to involve some of the
youth groups in San Diego to see what
is transpiring in your city and again to
reinforce this notion that we trust the
American people, and it is not so much
a case of being hostile toward Govern-
ment but instead embracing that Jef-
fersonian ideal of a limited but effec-
tive Government, not as a partner, not
as a mechanism to be reinvented, but
simply as the fabric of our constitu-
tional Republic that enables us and
empowers us to provide for the com-
mon defense and in the classical true
sense, to promote the general welfare
of everyone.

That is the challenge we confront as
we face the next century, whether arm
in arm with the Boy Scouts or other
members of every generation in this
country, to work together to trust one
another, to understand it is our people
who lead us and our Government which
exists to help empower people, rather
than partner with them or simply be
reinvented to grow ever larger, to grow
ever more intrusive, and to require
ever more of the hard-earned money
the people of the United States of
America richly earn and richly deserve.

Mr. HUNTER. As a second class
Scout, I salute my Eagle leader.

Mr. HAYWORTH. You far eclipse me
my friend, in other endeavors.

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me say this to
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
HAYWORTH], the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. HUNTER], I am looking for-
ward to your west coast boy scouts
coming our way and we will show them
what a real ocean and a real beach
looks like. I just want you to remem-
ber that since I control the time, I can
say that last.
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Mr. Speaker, what we are trying to

do, what we have been talking about
tonight is having a good welfare sys-
tem, one that helps those who need a
helping hand but puts able-bodied re-
cipients to work; a criminal justice
system that gets the thugs off the
streets so that American families can
walk down the streets without having
to look over their shoulder and be
scared; having a budget that is bal-
anced so that interest rates go down,
having the waste cut out of it. Above
all, changing this Washington bureauc-
racy, rocking it, changing it perma-
nently so that we can have a govern-
ment that is limited and one that re-
sponds.

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

JOBS LOST

The following is a very conservative State-
by-State estimate of the number of jobs lost
if the minimum wage is raised to $5.15:

Number of
State jobs lost

Alabama ...................................... 15,300
Alaska ......................................... 300
Arizona ........................................ 8,900
Arkansas ...................................... 8,800
California ..................................... 63,100
Colorado ...................................... 8,000
Connecticut ................................. 4,000
Delaware ...................................... 1,300
District of Columbia .................... 600
Florida ......................................... 35,500
Georgia ........................................ 18,000
Hawaii ......................................... ( 1 )
Idaho ............................................ 3,200
Illinois ......................................... 29,200
Indiana ........................................ 16,400
Iowa ............................................. 4,200
Kansas ......................................... 7,300
Kentucky ..................................... 12,100
Louisiana ..................................... 15,400
Maine ........................................... 2,800
Maryland ..................................... 7,400
Massachusetts ............................. 4,000
Michigan ...................................... 23,000
Minnesota .................................... 10,100
Mississippi ................................... 10,500
Missouri ....................................... 16,200
Montana ...................................... 2,800
Nebraska ...................................... 5,100
Nevada ......................................... 2,500
New Hampshire ............................ 2,200
New Jersey .................................. 900
New Mexico .................................. 4,600
New York ..................................... 29,900
North Carolina ............................. 19,100
North Dakota .............................. 2,400
Ohio ............................................. 28,000
Oklahoma .................................... 10,800
Oregon ......................................... 2,100
Pennsylvania ............................... 27,400
Rhode Island ................................ 1,300
South Carolina ............................ 11,900
South Dakota .............................. 2,400
Tennessee .................................... 17,700
Texas ........................................... 60,600
Utah ............................................. 5,400
Vermont ...................................... 400
Virginia ....................................... 15,000
Washington .................................. 1,700
West Virginia ............................... 5,800
Wisconsin ..................................... 11,800
Wyoming ...................................... 1,700

National total ........................... 621,000
1 $5.25 is minimum wage.

Prepared by: The Employment Policies Institute.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. BLILEY (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of attend-
ing a funeral.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PALLONE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. LAFALCE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana, for 60 min-

utes, today.
Ms. KAPTUR, for 60 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. RIGGS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. KINGSTON, for 5 minutes, today.
f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PALLONE) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. LAFALCE.
Mr. UNDERWOOD.
Mr. MILLER of California.
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota in two

instances.
Mr. STARK in three instances.
Mr. MENENDEZ.
Mrs. MEEK of Florida.
Mr. JACOBS.
Mr. FILNER.
Mr. HAMILTON.
Mr. FOGLIETTA.
Mr. SKELTON.
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Mr. KANJORSKI.
Mr. BARCIA.
Mrs. KENNELLY.
Mr. DINGELL.
Ms. HARMAN.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. STEARNS.
Mr. GALLEGLY.
Mr. SANFORD.
Mr. CLINGER in four instances.
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.
Mr. CANADY of Florida.
Mr. SAXTON.
Mr. PACKARD.
Mr. FUNDERBURK.
Mr. KING.
Mr. GINGRICH.
Mr. SHAYS.
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey.
Mr. MARTINI in two instances.
Mr. SOLOMON.
Mr. RAMSTAD in two instances.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. KINGSTON) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. FRISA.
Mr. PETERSON of Florida.

Mr. MANZULLO.
Ms. ESHOO.
Mr. MCDERMOTT.
Ms. FURSE.
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey.
Ms. MOLINARI.

f

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. Thomas, from the Committee on
House Oversight, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 1965. An act to reauthorize the Coast-
al Zone Management Act of 1972, and for
other purposes; and

H.R. 2066. An act to amend the National
School Lunch Act to provide greater flexibil-
ity to schools to meet the Dietary Guidelines
for Americans under the school lunch and
school breakfast programs.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 11 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Thursday, May
23, 1996, at 9 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

3127. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Processed Fruits
and Vegetables, Processed Products Thereof,
and Certain Other Processed Food Products
Regulations Governing Inspection and Cer-
tification (Docket No. FV–96–326) received
May 22, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

3128. A letter from the Under Secretary of
Defense, transmitting a report of a violation
of the Anti-Deficiency Act—Air Force viola-
tion, case number 95–13, which totaled
$384,046, occurred in the 6th Air Base Wing,
Air Combat Command [ACC], at MacDill Air
Force Base, FL, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1517(b);
to the Committee on Appropriations.

3129. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Emis-
sion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants;
Final Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutant
Emissions From the Printing and Publishing
Industry (FRL–5509–1) (RIN: 2060–AD95) re-
ceived May 21, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3130. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy Management Staff, Office of
Policy, Food and Drug Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Cold, Cough, Allergy, Bronchodilator,
and Antiasthmatic Drug Products for Over-
the-Counter Human Use, Amendment of
Monograph for OTC Bronchodilator Drug
Products (RIN: 0910–AA01) received May 21,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

3131. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
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Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Protecting the Identity of
Allegers and Confidential Sources: Policy
Statement—received May 22, 1996, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3132. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit-
ting notification concerning the Department
of the Army’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and
Acceptance [LOA] to Greece for defense arti-
cles and services (Transmittal No. 96–47),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

3133. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit-
ting notification concerning the Department
of the Air Force’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer
and Acceptance [LOA] to Turkey for defense
articles and services (Transmittal No. 96–37),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

3134. A letter from the Auditor, District of
Columbia, transmitting a copy of a report
entitled ‘‘Performance Review of the Board
of Real Property Assessments and Appeals
for the District of Columbia for Tax Year
1996 Appeals,’’ pursuant to D.C. Code, section
47–117(d); to the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight.

3135. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Communications Commission, transmitting
a copy of the annual report in compliance
with the Government in the Sunshine Act
during the calendar year 1995, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 552b(j); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

3136. A letter from the Chairman, National
Endowment for the Arts, transmitting the
semiannual report on activities on the in-
spector general and the semiannual report
on final action for the National Endowment
for the Arts for the period October 1, 1995,
through March 31, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); to the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

3137. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary—Indian Affairs, Department of the In-
terior, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—The American Indian Trust Fund Man-
agement Reform Act of 1994 (Bureau of In-
dian Affairs) (RIN: 1076–AD28) received May
21, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

3138. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Fisheries Conservation and Manage-
ment, National Marine Fisheries Service,
transmitting the Service’s final rule—
Groundfish of the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands Area; Pacific ocean perch in the
Western Aleutian District [Docket No.
960129019–6091–01; I.D. 051696A] received May
22, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

3139. A letter from the Program Manage-
ment Officer, National Marine Fisheries
Service, transmitting the Service’s final
rule—Groundfish of the Gulf of Alaska; Rec-
ordkeeping and Reporting Requirements;
General Limitations [Docket No. 950727194–
6118–03; I.D. 062795C] received May 22, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

3140. A letter from the Acting Director,
Procurement, Grants and Administrative
Services, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule—Financial Assistance for
the Pribilof Environmental Restoration Pro-
gram (RIN: 0648–ZA23) revised May 22, 1996
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

3141. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Compensation for Disabil-
ity Resulting from Hospitalization, Treat-

ment, Examination, or Vocational Rehabili-
tation (RIN: 2900–AH44) received May 22, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

3142. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Schedule for Rating Dis-
abilities; Endocrine System Disabilities
(RIN: 2900–AE41) received May 22, 1996, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs.

3143. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Determination of
Issue Price in the Case of Certain Debt In-
struments Issued for Property (Revenue Rul-
ing 96–27) received May 22, 1996, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. EWING:
H.R. 3503. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to prevent disqualification
of low-income housing units for purposes of
the low-income housing credit solely by rea-
son of certain assignments of dependency de-
ductions by full-time student single parents;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. VUCANOVICH (for herself, Mr.
BAKER of California, Mr. BARTON of
Texas, Mr. BURR, Mr. MYERS and Mr.
POSHARD):

H.R. 3504. A bill to authorize the market-
ing of breast examination pads without re-
striction; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. FARR (for himself, Mr. GEP-
HARDT, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. FAZIO of Cali-
fornia, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mrs. KEN-
NELLY, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. ACKER-
MAN, Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr.
BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. BECERRA,
Mr. BORSKI, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. BROWN
of California, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DURBIN,
Mr. ENGEL, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. FATTAH,
Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Ms. FURSE, Mr. GEJDENSON,
Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Ms.
HARMAN, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida,
Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr.
KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. LA-
FALCE, Mr. LEVIN, Ms. LOFGREN, Mrs.
LOWEY, Mr. MANTON, Mr. MATSUI, Ms.
MCCARTHY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. MILLER of California,
Mr. MINGE, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr.
MORAN, Mr. NADLER, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
OWENS, Mr. PALLONE, Ms. PELOSI, Mr.
PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. RAHALL,
Ms. RIVERS, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr.
SABO, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SAWYER,
Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr.
SKAGGS, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. STARK, Mr.
STUDDS, Mr. STUPAK, Mrs. THURMAN,
Mr. TORRES, Mr. VENTO, Ms. WATERS,
Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WISE, Ms. WOOLSEY,
and Mr. YATES):

H.R. 3505. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on House Oversight,
and in addition to the Committees on Ways
and Means, Commerce, Government Reform
and Oversight, and Rules, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. FOX (for himself, Mr. STUMP,
Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. EVERETT, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. BUYER,
Mr. FILNER, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. CLEM-
ENT, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. TEJEDA, Mr.
STEARNS, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. NEY,
Mr. BAESLER, Mr. BARR, Mr. MAS-
CARA, Mr. WELLER, Mr. HAYWORTH,
and Mr. COOLEY):

H.R. 3506. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to authorize the provision of
funds in order to provide financial assistance
by grant or contract to legal assistance enti-
ties for representation of financially needy
veterans in connection with proceedings be-
fore the U.S. Court of Veterans Appeals; to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. ARCHER (for himself, Mr. BLI-
LEY, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. SHAW, Mr.
BILIRAKIS, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. CAMP,
Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. COLLINS of Geor-
gia, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania,
Mr. NUSSLE, Ms. DUNN of Washington,
Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. LAUGHLIN, and Mr.
DEAL of Georgia):

H.R. 3507. A bill to restore the American
family, enhance support and work opportuni-
ties for families with children, reduce out-of-
wedlock pregnancies, reduce welfare depend-
ence by requiring work, meet the health care
needs of America’s most vulnerable citizens,
control welfare and Medicaid spending, and
increase State flexibility; to the Committee
on Ways and Means, and in addition to the
Committees on Agriculture, Banking and Fi-
nancial Services, Commerce, Economic and
Educational Opportunities, Government Re-
form and Oversight, the Judiciary, National
Security, International Relations, and the
Budget, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey (for
himself, Mr. FROST, Mr. HUTCHINSON,
Mr. NEY, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. CALVERT,
Mr. FAZIO of California, Mr. WELDON
of Florida, and Mr. HORN):

H.R. 3508. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to prohibit the sale of personal
information about children without their
parents’ consent, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Ms. FURSE:
H.R. 3509. A bill to provide for a report re-

garding the effects that environmental fac-
tors have on women’s health; to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

By Ms. FURSE:
H.R. 3510. A bill to provide additional pen-

sion security for spouses and former spouses,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Economic and Educational Op-
portunities, Government Reform and Over-
sight, and Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself, Ms.
FURSE, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD, and Mr. LAFALCE):

H.R. 3511. A bill to provide additional pen-
sion security for spouses and former spouses,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Government Reform and Over-
sight, Transportation and Infrastructure,
and Economic and Educational Opportuni-
ties, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SANDERS:
H.R. 3512. A bill to amend title 10, United

States Code, to establish limitations on tax-
payer-financed compensation for defense
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contractors; to the Committee on National
Security.

H.R. 3513. A bill to establish limitations on
the ability of a Federal agency to pay a con-
tractor under a contract with the agency for
the costs of compensation with respect to
the services of any individual; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight, and in addition to the Committee on
National Security, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him-
self, Mr. VOLKMER, and Mr. FLANA-
GAN):

H.R. 3514. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for programs
of research regarding Parkinson’s disease,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mr.
SCHUMER, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr.
LIPINSKI, and Mr. FRAZER):

H.R. 3515. A bill to amend the consumer
lease provisions of the Consumer Credit Pro-
tection Act; to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

By Mr. LAZIO of New York (for him-
self, Mr. DELAY, Mr. SPENCE, Mr.
STUMP, and Mr. PARKER):

H. Con. Res. 180. Concurrent resolution
commending the Americans who served the
United States during the period known as
the cold war; to the Committee on National
Security, and in addition to the Committees
on International Relations, and Intelligence
(Permanent Select), for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

Mrs. Mink of Hawaii introduced a bill (H.R.
3516) to permit duty free treatment for cer-
tain structures, parts, and components used
in the Gemini Telescope Project; which was
referred to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 65: Mr. ORTON.
H.R. 103: Mr. HORN, Mr. COYNE, and Mr.

DEAL of Georgia.
H.R. 351: Mr. HERGER and Mr. WICKER.
H.R. 580: Mr. DUNCAN.
H.R. 598: Mr. CONDIT Mr. WILSON, Mr.

STEARNS, and Mr. BACHUS.
H.R. 1000: Mrs. KENNELLY.

H.R. 1023: Mr. LEVIN.
H.R. 1024: Mr. SCHAEFER.
H.R. 1073: Mr. KANJORSKI.
H.R. 1074: Mr. KANJORSKI.
H.R. 1386: Mr. SPRATT.
H.R. 1618: Mr. COBLE and Mr. HORN.
H.R. 1656: Mr. STOCKMAN.
H.R. 1776: Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Mr. TAN-

NER, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. GREEN-
WOOD, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr.
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. GANSKE, Mrs. MEYERS of
Kansas, Mr. LONGLEY, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr.
ROGERS, Mr. STEARNS. Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
CHRYSLER, Mr. ROTH, Mr. KLUG, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. DICKEY,
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. WICKER, Mr. WAMP, Mr.
CREMEANS, and Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky.

H.R. 1889: Mr. SALMON, Mr. MARKEY, and
Mr. BACHUS.

H.R. 1980: Mr. FRAZER, Mr. GREEN of Texas,
Mr. DURBIN, Ms. FURSE, and Ms. ESHOO.

H.R. 2011: Mr. HOYER.
H.R. 2185: Mr. BORSKI, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.

THOMPSON, Mr. COBURN, and Mr. FILNER.
H.R. 2200: Mr. LIPINSKI and Mr. SENSEN-

BRENNER.
H.R. 2209: Mr. KASICH.
H.R. 2320: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. CREMEANS, Mr.

CANADY, Mr. VISCLOSKY, and Mr.
NETHERCUTT.

H.R. 2342: Mr. FIELDS of Texas and Mr.
POSHARD.

H.R. 2396: Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr.
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. FRAZER, Mrs.
KELLY, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. RO-
MERO-BARCELO, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, and Mr. VOLKMER.

H.R. 2528: Mr. FARR, Mr. CONDIT, and Mr.
DOOLEY.

H.R. 2579: Mr. PASTOR, Mr. UPTON, Mr.
MINGE, and Mr. SCHIFF.

H.R. 2582: Mr. CRANE.
H.R. 2688: Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 2745: Mr. PORTMAN.
H.R. 2746: Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. KENNEDY of

Massachusetts, Mr. FRAZER, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
SHAYS, Mr. OLVER, Mr. STARK, and Mr. WATT
of North Carolina.

H.R. 2798: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota.
H.R. 2820: Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. WAMP, Mr.

CARDIN, and Mr. HILLEARY.
H.R. 2966: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas.
H.R. 3059: Mr. EVANS.
H.R. 3119: Mr. FAZIO of California.
H.R. 3142: Mr. FRISA, Mr. ROYCE, Mr.

BALLENGER, and Ms. WOOLSEY.
H.R. 3170: Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 3172: Mr. DELLUMS.
H.R. 3199: Mr. SALMON, Mr. FROST, Mr. SEN-

SENBRENNER, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. HORN, and Mr. LAUGHLIN.

H.R. 3200: Mr. SOUDER, Mr. MINGE, Mr.
FLANAGAN, Mr. CONDIT, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr.
LATHAM, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr.
SHADEGG, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. LUCAS, Mr.
PORTER, Ms. DANNER, Mrs. CUBIN, Ms. PRYCE,
Ms. MCCARTHY, Mr. COOLEY, Mr. BAKER of
California, Mr. BLUTE, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr.
THOMAS, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. DOO-
LITTLE, Mr. HERGER, Mrs. SMITH of Washing-
ton, Mr. POMBO, Mr. CALVERT, and Mr.
MCKEON.

H.R. 3208: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania,
Mr. HORN, and Mr. SMITH of Michigan.

H.R. 3224: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey.
H.R. 3226: Mr. SPRATT, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-

LARD, and Mr. FOX.
H.R. 3251: Mr. EVANS.
H.R. 3267: Mr. EHLERS.
H.R. 3294: Mr. EVANS, Mr. PAYNE of New

Jersey, Mr. OLVER, Mrs. CLAYTON, and Mr.
HORN.

H.R. 3303: Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. BILBRAY,
and Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 3340: Ms. DANNER, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr.
ROGERS, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. CUNNINGHAM,
and Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.

H.R. 3356: Mr. POMEROY.
H.R. 3374: Mr. FRAZER, Mr. FOGLIETTA, and

Mr. FROST.
H.R. 3379: Mr. MINGE.
H.R. 3396: Mr. CHRYSLER, Mrs. CHENOWETH,

Mr. SPENCE, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. HASTERT, Mr.
HAYWORTH, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. RAHALL,
Mr. TALENT, Mr. HASTINGS of Washington,
Mr. HUNTER, Mr. WICKER, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr.
MONTGOMERY, and Mr. HALL of Ohio.

H.R. 3421: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. WATT
of North Carolina, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr.
SPRATT, and Mr. TRAFICANT.

H.R. 3449: Mr. FROST, Mr. BREWSTER, and
Mr. RICHARDSON.

H.R. 3462: Mr. HILLIARD.
H.R. 3468: Mr. SALMON and Mr. PAYNE of

Virginia.
H.J. Res. 70: Mr. JACKSON and Mr. HINCHEY.
H.J. Res. 178: Mr. SAXTON and Mr.

LOBIONDO.
H. Con. Res. 151: Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. LA-

FALCE, Mr. MONTGOMERY, and Mr. SERRANO.
H. Con. Res. 164: Mr. LUCAS, Mr. MARTINEZ,

and Mr. HUNTER.
H. Res. 266: Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. FROST,

Mr. BECERRA, Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. FURSE, Ms.
PELOSI, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. BROWN of
California, Mr. SKEEN, and Mr. FRAZER.

f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 3396: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 3322

OFFERED BY MR. WELDON OF FLORIDA

AMENDMENT NO. 24: Page 26, line 12, strike
‘‘$2,167,400,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof
‘‘$2,107,400,000’’.

Page 30, line 11, strike ‘‘$1,957,850,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$2,017,850,000, of which
$1,594,550,000 shall be for personnel and relat-
ed costs, $35,000,000 shall be for travel, and
$388,300,000 shall be for research operations
support’’.
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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:15 a.m., and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

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

Gracious Lord, we begin this day 
with disturbing questions that won’t go 
away. What would we do and say today 
if we loved You with all our hearts? 
How would we deal with the present 
challenges we face here in the Senate if 
we put You and the welfare of our Na-
tion first above all else? What do You 
want us to do to move forward? 

You have taught us, ‘‘If you have 
faith as a mustard seed, you will say to 
this mountain, ‘Move from here to 
there’ and it will move; and nothing 
will be impossible for you.’’ 

Is Your promise applicable to us in 
our circumstances? Will You give us 
power to remove the mountainous dif-
ferences that often divide us if we have 
faith in You—even as small as a mus-
tard seed? We dare to claim that You 
will. 

Therefore, we ask You to guide us to 
Your solutions for our present con-
cerns. Bring us together in unity 
around what is most creative for our 
Nation. We place our faith in You. 
Nothing is impossible for You. Help us 
Lord, we need You. Amen. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able acting majority leader, the Sen-
ator from Mississippi, Senator LOTT, is 
recognized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator for the recognition. The Sen-
ate will immediately resume consider-
ation of Senate Concurrent Resolution 

57, the concurrent budget resolution, 
and will begin a lengthy series of con-
secutive rollcall votes, all on or in re-
lationship to amendments. The first 
vote will be 15 minutes in length, but 
all remaining votes in the sequence are 
limited to 10 minutes in length. Sen-
ators are asked—implored—to remain 
in or around the Senate Chamber 
throughout this voting sequence in 
order to facilitate the votes and hope 
to complete action on the budget reso-
lution before a late hour tonight. 

Again, I plead with the Senators to 
stay on the floor so we can go through 
this series of votes. It inconveniences 
all Senators when we have one or two 
that get lost down the hall. Please stay 
close. I believe we can finish this series 
of votes in a reasonable period of time. 

I want to thank the managers of the 
bill, the chairman of the committee 
and the ranking member from Ne-
braska. They have been working hard 
to get through this list of amendments. 
I know they will continue to work to 
see if the long list can be reduced fur-
ther by voice vote, or whatever, 
throughout the day. I ask for all pos-
sible cooperation with them. 

f 

MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—S. 1788 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I under-
stand there is a bill due for its second 
reading. I ask for that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
INHOFE). The Senator is correct. The 
clerk will read the bill for the second 
time. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 1788) to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act and the Railway Labor 
Act to repeal those provisions of Federal law 
that require employees to pay union dues or 
fees as a condition of employment, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I object to 
further proceedings of this matter at 
this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard. The bill will be placed 
on the calendar. 

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 57) 

setting forth the congressional budget for 
the U.S. Government for fiscal years 1997, 
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 

Boxer amendment No. 3982, to preserve, 
protect, and strengthen the Medicaid pro-
gram by controlling costs, providing State 
flexibility, and restoring critical standards 
and protections, including coverage for all 
populations covered under current law, to re-
store $18 billion in excessive cuts, offset by 
corporate and business tax reforms, and to 
express the sense of the Senate regarding 
certain Medicaid reforms. 

Wyden-Kerry amendment No. 3984, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate regarding rev-
enue assumptions. 

Wellstone amendment No. 3985, to express 
the sense of the Senate on tax deductibility 
of higher education tuition and student loan 
interest costs. 

Wellstone-Kerry amendment No. 3986, to 
express the sense of the Senate that funds 
will be available to hire new police officers 
under the Community Oriented Policing 
Service. 

Wellstone amendment No. 3987, to express 
the sense of the Senate that Congress will 
not enact or adopt any legislation that 
would increase the number of children who 
are hungry or homeless. 

Wellstone amendment No. 3988, to express 
the sense of the Senate with respect to main-
taining current expenditure levels for the 
Low Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram for fiscal year 1997. 

Wellstone amendment No. 3989, to express 
the sense of the Senate with respect to the 
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interrelationship between domestic violence 
and welfare. 

Kerry amendment No. 3990, to restore pro-
posed cuts in the environment and natural 
resources programs, to be offset by the ex-
tension of expired tax provisions or cor-
porate and business tax reforms. 

Kerry amendment No. 3991, to increase the 
Function 500 totals to maintain levels of 
education and training funding that will 
keep pace with rising school enrollments and 
the demand for a better-trained workforce, 
to be offset by the extension of expired tax 
provisions or corporate and business tax re-
forms. 

Kyl amendment No. 3995, to express the 
sense of the Senate regarding a super-
majority requirement for raising taxes. 

Kyl modified amendment No. 3996, to pro-
viding funding for the Low Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program through fiscal year 
2000. 

Kennedy amendment No. 3997, to express 
the sense of the Congress that the reconcili-
ation bill should maintain the existing pro-
hibition against additional charges by pro-
viders under the medicare program. 

Kennedy amendment No. 3998, to express 
the sense of the Congress that the reconcili-
ation bill should not include any changes in 
Federal nursing home quality standards or 
the Federal enforcement of such standards. 

Kennedy amendment No. 3999, to express 
the sense of the Congress that provisions of 
current medicaid law protecting families of 
nursing home residents from experiencing fi-
nancial ruin as the price of needed care for 
their loved ones should be retained. 

Kennedy amendment No. 4000, to express 
the sense of the Senate relating to the pro-
tection of the wages of construction workers. 

Byrd amendment No. 4001, to increase 
overall discretionary spending to the levels 
proposed by the President, offset by the ex-
tension of expired tax provisions or cor-
porate and business tax reforms. 

Lott-Smith modified amendment No. 4002, 
to express the sense of the Congress regard-
ing reimbursement of the United States for 
the costs associated with Operations South-
ern Watch and Provide Comfort out of reve-
nues generated by any sale of petroleum 
originating from Iraq. 

Simpson-Moynihan amendment No. 4003, to 
express the sense of the Senate that all Fed-
eral spending and revenues which are in-
dexed for inflation should be calibrated by 
the most accurate inflation indices which 
are available to the Federal government. 

Graham amendment No. 4007, to create a 60 
vote point of order against legislation divert-
ing savings achieved through medicare 
waste, fraud and abuse enforcement activi-
ties for purposes other than improving the 
solvency of the Medicare Federal Hospital 
Insurance Trust Fund. 

Ashcroft modified amendment No. 4008, to 
provide for an income tax deduction for the 
old age, survivors, and disability insurance 
taxes paid by employees and self-employed 
individuals. 

Gramm amendment No. 4009, to express the 
sense of the Congress that the 1993 income 
tax increase on Social Security benefits 
should be repealed. 

Brown amendment No. 4010, to express the 
sense of the Senate that there should be a 
cap on the application of the civilian and 
military retirement COLA. 

Harkin amendment No. 4011, to provide 
that the first reconciliation bill not include 
Medicaid reform, focusing mainly on Welfare 
reform by shifting Medicaid changes from 
the first to the second reconciliation bill. 

Harkin (for Specter) amendment No. 4012, 
to restore funding for education, training, 
and health programs to a Congressional 
Budget Office freeze level for fiscal year 1997 

through an across the board reduction in fed-
eral administrative costs. 

Bumpers amendment No. 4013, to establish 
that no amounts realized from sales of assets 
shall be scored with respect to the level of 
budget authority, outlays, or revenues. 

Bumpers amendment No. 4014, to eliminate 
the defense firewalls. 

Thompson amendment No. 3981, to express 
the sense of the Senate on the funding levels 
for the Presidential Election Campaign 
Fund. 

Murkowski amendment No. 4015, to pro-
hibit sense of the Senate amendments from 
being offered to the budget resolution. 

Simpson (for Kerrey) amendment No. 4016, 
to express the sense of the Senate on long 
term entitlement reforms. 

Snowe amendment No. 4017, to express the 
sense of the Senate that the aggregates and 
functional levels included in the budget reso-
lution assume that savings in student loans 
can be achieved without any program change 
that would increase costs to students and 
parents or decrease accessibility to student 
loans. 

Chafee-Breaux amendment No. 4018, in the 
nature of a substitute. 

Domenici (for Dole-Hatch-Helms) amend-
ment No. 4019, to express the sense of the 
Senate that the Attorney General should in-
vestigate the practice regarding the prosecu-
tion of drug smugglers. 

Feingold amendment No. 3969, to eliminate 
the tax cut. 

Domenici (for McCain) amendment No. 
4022, to express the sense of the Senate re-
garding Spectrum auctions and their effect 
on the integrity of the budget process. 

Domenici (for Faircloth) amendment No. 
4023, to express the sense of the Senate that 
any comprehensive legislation sent to the 
President that balances the budget by a cer-
tain date and that includes welfare reform 
provisions shall also contain to the max-
imum extent possible a strategy for reducing 
the rate of out-of-wedlock births and encour-
aging family formation. 

Domenici (for Faircloth) amendment No. 
4024, to express the sense of the Senate re-
garding reduction of the national debt. 

Exon (for Roth) amendment No. 4025, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate regarding the 
funding of Amtrak. 

Domenici amendment No. 4027 (to amend-
ment No. 4012), to adjust the fiscal year 1997 
non-defense discretionary allocation to the 
Appropriation Committee by $5 billion in 
budget authority and $4 billion in outlays to 
sustain 1996 post-OCRA policy. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4019, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. LOTT. I ask unanimous consent 

for a modification of amendment No. 
4019, the Dole-Hatch-Helms sense-of- 
the-Senate resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? 

Without objection, the amendment 
will be so modified. 

The amendment (No. 4019), as modi-
fied, is as follows: 

The Senate finds that— 
Drug use is devastating to the nation, par-

ticularly among juveniles and has led juve-
niles to become involved in interstate gangs 
and to participate in violent crime; 

Drug use has experienced a dramatic resur-
gence among our youth; 

The number of youths aged 12–17 using 
marijuana has increased from 1.6 million in 
1992 to 2.9 million in 1994, and the category of 
‘‘recent marijuana use’’ increased a stag-
gering 200% among 14 to 15-year-olds over 
the same period. 

The Senate finds that— 
Since 1992, there has been a 52% jump in 

the number of high school seniors using 

drugs on a monthly basis, even as worrisome 
declines are noted in peer disapproval of drug 
use; 

1 in 3 high school students uses marijuana; 
12 to 17-year-olds who use marijuana are 

85% more likely to graduate to cocaine than 
those who abstain from marijuana; 

Juveniles who reach 21 without ever hav-
ing used drugs almost never try them later 
in life; 

The latest results from the Drug Abuse 
Warning Network show that marijuana-re-
lated episodes jumped 39% and are running 
at 155% above the 1990 level, and that meth-
amphetamine cases have risen 256% over the 
1991 level; 

Between February 1993 and February 1995 
the retail price of a gram of cocaine fell from 
$172 to $137, and that of a gram of heroin also 
fell from $2,032 to $1,278; 

It has been reported that the Department 
of Justice, through the United States Attor-
ney for the Southern District of California, 
has adopted a policy of allowing certain for-
eign drug smugglers to avoid prosecution al-
together by being released to Mexico; 

It has been reported that in the past year 
approximately 2,300 suspected narcotics traf-
fickers were taken into custody for bringing 
illegal drugs across the border, but approxi-
mately one in four were returned to their 
country of origin without being prosecuted; 

It has been reported that the U.S. Customs 
Service is operating under guidelines lim-
iting any prosecution in marijuana cases to 
cases involving 125 pounds of marijuana or 
more; 

It has been reported that suspects pos-
sessing as much as 32 pounds of methamphet-
amine and 37,000 Quaalude tablets, were not 
prosecuted but were, instead, allowed to re-
turn to their countries of origin after their 
drugs and vehicles were confiscated; 

It has been reported that after a seizure of 
158 pounds of cocaine, one defendant was 
cited and released because there was no room 
at the federal jail and charges against her 
were dropped; 

It has been reported that some smugglers 
have been caught two or more times—even in 
the same week—yet still were not pros-
ecuted; 

The number of defendants prosecuted for 
violations of the federal drug laws has 
dropped from 25,033 in 1992 to 22,926 in 1995; 

This Congress has increased the funding of 
the Federal Bureau of Prisons by 11.7% over 
the 1995 appropriations level; 

This Congress has increased the funding of 
the Immigration and Naturalization Service 
by 23.5% over the 1995 appropriations level; 
therefore 

It is the sense of the Senate that the func-
tional totals underlying this resolution as-
sume that the Attorney General promptly 
should investigate this matter and report, 
within 30 days, to the Chair of the Senate 
and House Committees on the Judiciary; and 

The Attorney General should ensure that 
cases involving the smuggling of drugs into 
the United States are vigorously prosecuted. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to proceed for 2 minutes 
on the procedures that we are about to 
begin. 

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

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, we are 
about to begin a series of what prob-
ably will be about 30 or more rollcall 
votes. These votes will occur in the 
order of the amendments as they were 
introduced and debated on the Senate 
floor. 
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Each offerer of an amendment should 

be prepared to deliver a 30-second 
statement in favor of the amendment 
immediately prior to the vote on the 
amendment. This will require, if we are 
going to do it this way, the offerer of 
these amendments to make sure they 
are on the floor and prepared to go. 
Otherwise, the process is going to bog 
down. Under the unanimous-consent 
agreement and the Budget Act, the 
offerer of the amendment will control 
30 seconds, and the majority manager, 
Senator DOMENICI, will control 30 sec-
onds if he opposes the amendment. 
Only if the chairman favors the amend-
ment will this Senator control 30 sec-
onds in opposition. 

I urge Senators to prepare three crisp 
sentences that they want to say in 
favor of their amendment. It will be 
unlikely that Senators will have time 
to say more than that. I also urge Sen-
ators to make every effort, as has been 
said by the acting majority leader, 
Senator LOTT, to be here on the floor 
at all times and, certainly as a priority 
measure, immediately before their 
amendment is scheduled for 1 minute, 
equally divided, of debate. Then we will 
go to a vote. I thank all Senators for 
their assistance in expediting the proc-
ess. We have had good cooperation, and 
I hope that will continue today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be 1 minute equally divided be-
tween the sides on each vote. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, 1 minute 
equally divided, so 30 seconds each? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Each 
side gets 30 seconds. 

Mr. FORD. It is hard to say good 
morning in 30 seconds. 

Mr. EXON. We are going to have to 
change the procedures in the Senate. 

Mr. LOTT. Are we ready to proceed? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. LOTT. I believe the Boxer 

amendment is first. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3892 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is amendment No. 
3892 offered by the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mrs. BOXER]. 

The Senator from California is recog-
nized. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, Med-
icaid serves many of our citizens in 
nursing homes and serves millions of 
disabled children who are in wheel-
chairs, and millions of our working 
families. This budget hurts those peo-
ple. We would add back $18 billion, 
bringing Medicaid up to the President’s 
level. It is still below the Breaux- 
Chafee level. If you vote for Breaux- 
Chafee, you should vote for this. If you 
voted for the President’s budget, you 
should vote for this. We hope you will 
support this. We pay for it by closing 
corporate tax loopholes. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might 

I say to the distinguished whip and 
Senator EXON, the reason I was de-
layed, we are having a rather major 

disaster in my State, and a lot of agen-
cies got together to see what they 
might do about it. I apologize to the 
Senate for not being here promptly at 
9:15. 

The Boxer amendment would in-
crease taxes and Medicaid spending by 
$18 billion. It also contains sense-of- 
the-Senate language requiring the 
maintaining of current law provisions 
on individual rights to sue in Federal 
courts, spousal impoverishment, and 
many other things. This is precisely 
the direction we do not want to go in, 
and we do not want to raise taxes to 
pay for more spending. 

I move to table the Boxer amend-
ment and ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the amendment offered by the 
Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER]. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 55, 
nays 45, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 120 Leg.] 
YEAS—55 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frist 

Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—45 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 3982) was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I am going to yield 

immediately. Might I just remind Sen-

ators that was supposed to be a 15- 
minute vote. How long did it take? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question now is the—— 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry. How long did we 
spend on the last vote? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty- 
two minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Twenty-two minutes 
instead of fifteen. That will never get 
the job done unless you want to stay 
until midnight or all day tomorrow at 
22 minutes each. The next time we 
have a rollcall vote, we have already 
had unanimous consent that it is 10 
minutes, and I would say to Senators I 
have been authorized to call regular 
order at the end of 10 minutes, so I 
hope you are here and vote. 

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. DOMENICI. I will be glad to 

yield. 
Mr. EXON. The other thing I remind 

the Senate is, we are going to be here 
today, as we usually are not, one vote 
after another. That tends to increase 
conversations on the Senate floor. 
That also is going to take an awful lot 
of time away from us. Please leave the 
floor if you are going to have extended 
conversation. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3984, AS MODIFIED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on agreeing to amend-
ment No. 3984 offered by the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN]. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I send a 
modification of my amendment to the 
desk and ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment be so modified. 

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

The amendment (No. 3984), as modi-
fied, is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING REV-

ENUE ASSUMPTIONS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-

lowing: 
(1) Corporations and individuals have clear 

responsibility to adhere to environmental 
laws. When they do not, and environmental 
damage results, the federal and state govern-
ments may impose fines and penalties, and 
assess polluters for the cost of remediation. 

(2) Assessment of these costs is important 
in the enforcement process. They appro-
priately penalize wrongdoing. They discour-
age future environmental damage. They en-
sure that taxpayers do not bear the financial 
brunt of cleaning up after damages done by 
polluters. 

(3) In the case of the Exxon Valdez oil spill 
disaster in Prince William Sound, Alaska, 
for example, the corporate settlement with 
the federal government totaled $900 million. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that assumptions in this reso-
lution assume an appropriate amount of rev-
enues per year through legislation that will 
not allow deductions for fines and penalties 
arising from a failure to comply with federal 
or state environmental or health protection 
laws. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President and col-
leagues, this amendment has been 
agreed to by both the majority and the 
minority. It simply says, if a polluter 
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engages in action that violates our en-
vironmental laws and that action re-
sults in a penalty or a fine, those ac-
tions would no longer be deductible 
under our tax law. 

Senator KERRY of Massachusetts 
joins me in this. I thank Senator 
DOMENICI of New Mexico and Senator 
EXON for support of this amendment, 
and I yield the floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
Finance Committee has reviewed this 
and made some modifications, and 
since it is acceptable to the Finance 
Committee, I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on agreeing to amend-
ment No. 3984, as modified, offered by 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN]. 

The amendment (No. 3984), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3985 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now occurs on the Wellstone 
amendment, No. 3985. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
since I have just 30 seconds, this is an 
amendment that I proposed. It is a 
leadership amendment on our side 
which addresses the sense of the Senate 
that any tax revenue raised by the Fi-
nance Committee that does not go to-
ward a child tax credit will be used to 
finance a tax deduction of up to $10,000 
a year for higher education tuition or 
to help pay off student loan interest or 
for strict budget deficit reduction. 

I cannot think of an issue that is 
more important to a broad section of 
the population than to be able to fi-
nance higher education for families. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
Wellstone amendment, although it is a 
sense of the Senate and not binding, 
would tie the hands of the Finance 
Committee. The Senator from New 
Mexico does not think that is what we 
want to do. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my opposition to the 
amendment offered by my colleague 
Senator WELLSTONE. As I understand 
the Wellstone amendment, it requires 
any tax revenues raised in excess of the 
amount needed to pay for a per-child 
tax credit be allocated toward a $10,000 
annual deduction for higher education 
tuition and student loan interest costs 
or for deficit reduction. After careful 
consideration, and notwithstanding my 
support for the respective goals of def-
icit reduction and education assist-
ance, I have concluded that I am un-
able to support the Wellstone amend-
ment. Let me tell you why. 

Mr. President, although I share Sen-
ator WELLSTONE’S commitment to in-
creasing educational opportunities and 
easing the burdens associated with the 
costs of higher education, I do not 
share his all-or-nothing approach to de-
termining our Federal budget prior-

ities. Our Nation faces a number of dif-
ficult and complicated challenges aris-
ing out of our failure to reduce the 
Federal budget deficit, to achieve sus-
tained economic growth, and to in-
crease the global competitiveness of 
the Nation’s labor force. 

I believe that the only way to meet 
these challenges is to adopt a com-
prehensive plan of action that moves 
the Nation forward on every front. Rec-
ognizing the need for such action, the 
members of the Centrist coalition of-
fered a budget that called for deficit re-
duction, economic growth, and edu-
cation incentives. Moreover, all of our 
proposals were paid for by spending re-
ductions and elimination of loopholes 
benefiting special interests and foreign 
corporations. Finally, Mr. President, 
the members of the centrist group con-
cluded that these investments and re-
forms would yield the maximum pos-
sible benefit if they were enacted as 
part of a comprehensive package. 

With respect to the education incen-
tives, our group proposed a two-part 
package. The first component called 
for the enactment of an above-the-line 
deduction for interest expenses paid on 
education loans. The second component 
was an additional above-the-line deduc-
tion for qualified education expenses 
paid for the education or training of 
the taxpayer, his or her spouse, or the 
taxpayer’s dependents. 

As the centrist proposal dem-
onstrated, it is possible to craft a budg-
et that fairly and equitably addresses 
our needs in critical areas such as edu-
cation without excluding other impor-
tant national priorities. Unfortunately, 
the Wellstone amendment leaves no 
room for many of the economic re-
forms—such as capital gains and estate 
tax reform and small business incen-
tives—that are also critical to pro-
viding economic security for all of our 
citizens. It is this shortcoming that, in 
my opinion, creates a fatal flaw in my 
colleague’s proposal. 

Mr. President, although I am unable 
to support Senator WELLSTONE in this 
particular instance, I do look forward 
to working with him, and others, to 
find bipartisan solutions to the chal-
lenges that lie ahead. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, last 

month I introduced the Commonsense 
Middle-Class Tax Relief Act which em-
bodies the principles outlined in this 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution offered 
by the Senator from Minnesota. I en-
thusiastically support the pending 
amendment. 

Too many hard-working families in 
Iowa and across the country are wor-
ried about a lot of things—and of para-
mount concern is their ability to pay 
for college, for their children and for 
themselves. Families are struggling to 
pay the college tuition bill and student 
debt is soaring. Middle-income families 
need a break. 

The 1992 median income for families 
with children in Iowa was $35,100. Right 
now it costs $6,108 to pay tuition, fees, 

and room and board for a year at the 
University of Iowa. The cost is about 
the same at Iowa State. There is no 
doubt the average working family in 
Iowa is having great difficulty paying 
for 4 years of college for their children. 

But these families know that the key 
to a better future for their families is 
intricately linked to a good education, 
including college and vocational train-
ing. Therefore, they are doing whatever 
they can to send their kids to college. 
And for many, that means accumu-
lating big debts to pay for those edu-
cations. 

Over the past decade and a half, col-
lege aid in the form of grants has de-
creased and has been replaced by an in-
creased reliance on loans. The cost of 
attending the University of Northern 
Iowa is about $5,700. Over the past few 
years the average debt of students 
graduating from this very modestly 
priced state university has been climb-
ing. For the 1990–91 school year, the av-
erage debt was $2,589 and rose to $4,395 
for 1994–95. 

It is clear that many students are 
borrowing to pay for college. These 
students and their families need help. 

Today, middle-class Americans are 
working longer hours for smaller pay-
checks. This amendment would pave 
the way to provide a tax deduction for 
college tuition and interest on student 
loans—giving American families a 
raise in incomes, a raise in education 
and skills, and a raise in living stand-
ards. 

The Commonsense Middle-Class Tax 
Relief Act and this amendment are 
based on a fundamental premise: A 
higher education means higher income. 

This amendment would cut taxes on 
hard-working families trying to get 
ahead, raise incomes, and prepare 
Americans for the 21st century. It will 
mean higher incomes, higher edu-
cation, and higher quality jobs for 
hard-working Americans. 

Mr. President, education is key to 
both the raising of incomes of average 
Americans and to increasing the com-
petitiveness of America in an increas-
ingly global economy. 

We should be able to agree on a bi-
partisan basis that this type of impor-
tant middle-class tax relief is needed 
and will mean better opportunities and 
better incomes for millions of Ameri-
cans. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to join me in support of this common-
sense proposal. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to table the 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on the motion to table 
amendment No. 3985, offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
WELLSTONE]. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
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The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 56, 
nays 44, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 121 Leg.] 
YEAS—56 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frist 

Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—44 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 3985) was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. May we have order 
in the Senate, please? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will come to order. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3989, 4017, AND 4024, EN BLOC 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
now turn to the consideration en bloc 
of the following amendments; that 
they be considered en bloc, agreed to 
en bloc, the motions to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, en bloc, without 
further action or debate. The amend-
ments are as follows: Wellstone, No. 
3989; Snowe, No. 4017; Faircloth, No. 
4024. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. EXON. We have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendments (Nos. 3989, 4017, and 

4024) were agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3986 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on amendment No. 
3986 offered by the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. WELLSTONE]. There will be 
1 minute equally divided for debate. 

Mr. DOMENICI. May we have order, 
Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will come to order. The Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, this is to make sure 

we have the funds for the hiring of new 
police under the COPS Program in fis-
cal year 1997. This comes directly out 
of the violent crime reduction trust 
fund which we passed as a part of the 
crime bill in 1994. We were all very 
clear in our commitment that the 
money would come out of this fund and 
the commitment would be lived up to 
and it would be money that would be 
spent on the COPS Program. As a Sen-
ate, we made that commitment, and 
this amendment just makes sure that 
we confirm that commitment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
yield back the 30 seconds that I have in 
opposition. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4028 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3986 
(Purpose: To increase funding for the violent 

crime reduction trust fund programs in 
2001 and 2002 with offsetting reductions and 
to express the sense of the Senate regard-
ing administrative funding of the Presi-
dent’s public safety and community polic-
ing grants) 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk in behalf of 
Senator ABRAHAM and Senator COVER-
DELL and ask that Senator ABRAHAM be 
permitted to use the 30 seconds to de-
scribe his amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
ICI], for Mr. ABRAHAM, for himself, Mr. 
COVERDELL, and Mr. HATCH, proposes an 
amendment numbered 4028 to amendment 
No. 3986. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
In the pending amendment, strike all after 

‘‘SEC. .’’ and insert the following: 
SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE STATUS 

OF THE PRESIDENT’S ‘‘COPS’’ PRO-
GRAM. 

(a) It is the Sense of the Senate that the 
assumptions underlying the function totals 
and aggregates in this budget resolution as-
sume: 

(1) full funding for the Violent Crime Re-
duction Trust Fund through the Fiscal Year 
2002; and 

(2) that administrative funding for the 
Public Safety and Community Policing 
grants should be reduced by half of the Presi-
dent’s request for the following reasons: 

(A) in an interview with the New York 
Times on May 12, 1996, a senior presidential 
aid claimed that, under the COPS program, 
‘‘43,000 of the 100,000 cops will be on the 
street’’; 

(B) contrary to this claim, in a press con-
ference Thursday, May 16, 1996, Attorney 
General Janet Reno stated that, ‘‘What I am 
advised is that there are 17,000 officers that 
can be identified as being on the streets’’ as 
a result of the COPS program; and 

(C) While the number of police officers ac-
tually placed on the streets under the COPS 
program has lagged far behind the White 
House’s misleading claims, the President’s 

request to fund 310 administrative positions 
to oversee the COPS program is an excessive 
$29,185,000. 

The number on page 37, line 17, is deemed 
to be increased by the amount of 
$1,900,000,000. 

The number on page 37, line 18, is deemed 
to be increased by the amount of 
$3,000,000,000. 

The number on Page 37, line 24, is deemed 
to be increased by the amount of $400,000,000. 

The number on Page 37, line 25, is deemed 
to be increased by the amount of 
$1,550,000,000. 

The number on Page 32, line 6, is deemed to 
be decreased by the amount of $1,900,000,000. 

The number on Page 32, line 7, is deemed to 
be decreased by the amount of $3,000,000,000. 

The number on Page 32, line 13, is deemed 
to be decreased by the amount of $400,000,000. 

The number on Page 32, line 14, is deemed 
to be decreased by the amount of $1,550,000. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, this 
amendment offered by myself, Senator 
HATCH and Senator COVERDELL is de-
signed to effectuate the goals of the 
first-degree amendment, but rather 
than doing it by sense of the Senate, 
we actually want to get the job done. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I suggest 
the Senate is not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. EXON. Senators want to talk. We 
cannot hear what the speakers are say-
ing. It is delaying things. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan will suspend until 
order is restored in the Senate. The 
Senate will come to order. Senators 
please take their conversations out-
side. The Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

The objective of our amendment is to 
actually accomplish the goal of fund-
ing the violent crime reduction trust 
fund for the years 2001 and 2002. The 
trust fund is currently set to expire 
just 4 years from now. This amendment 
keeps the fund going through the year 
2002, providing necessary support for 
prison grants, the COPS Program, the 
Violence Against Women Program, and 
so on. 

To pay for it, we have offset funds 
from the 600-function programs for the 
years 2001 and 2002. We point out that 
even with this offset, there will still be 
more dollars in this budget for those 
programs than was in the administra-
tion’s request for those programs, and, 
therefore, we think this is an effective 
way to both guarantee adequate fund-
ing for 600 programs and maintain the 
violent crime reduction trust fund. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. May I have 30 sec-
onds for a response? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DEWINE). The Senator from Minnesota 
is recognized for 30 seconds. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the 
second-degree amendment does not say 
anything about whether or not the 
funding is going to be there next year 
for the COPS Program. That is the 
commitment we made. We made the 
commitment it would come out of this 
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violent crime reduction trust fund, and 
we should honor that commitment. 

What the Senator is representing is 
that it can come from the Low-Income 
Home Energy Assistance Program, it 
can come from aid for kids with spinal 
bifida, MS, cerebral palsy. 

This is a very different amendment. 
We made a commitment for full fund-
ing in this trust fund. That is why we 
should support the amendment I of-
fered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the Abraham 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. EXON. I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on agreeing to amend-
ment No. 4028 offered by the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. ABRAHAM]. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 52, 
nays 48, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 122 Leg.] 
YEAS—52 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Leahy 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—48 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Snowe 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 4028) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. EXON. I move to lay it on the 
table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Parliamentary in-
quiry. Is the second-degree amendment 
in order now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4029 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3986 

(Purpose: To ensure that funds are provided 
for the hiring of new police under the Com-
munity Oriented Policing Service in fiscal 
year 1997) 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
send a second-degree amendment to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 

WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 4029 to amendment No. 3986. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-
ular order is to read the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
At the end of the amendment, add the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT FUNDS WILL 

BE AVAILABLE TO HIRE NEW POLICE 
OFFICERS. 

(a) It is the sense of the Senate that suffi-
cient funds will be made available for Public 
Safety and Community Policing grants to 
reach the goals of Title I of the Violent 
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 
1994 (Public Law 103–266). 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, it 
is self-explanatory. That language 
which was in my original amendment 
was wiped out by the second-degree 
amendment, and it seems there would 
be consensus on that. Therefore, I 
would like to have this sense-of-the- 
Senate amendment, which I propose as 
a second-degree amendment. I hope to 
get unanimous support. We said we 
should fully fund it. We should. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to table the underlying amend-
ment, and I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table amendment No. 3986. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 49, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 123 Leg.] 

YEAS—51 

Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 

Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frist 

Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 

Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 

Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—49 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 3986) was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3987 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending question is amendment No. 
3987 offered by the Senator from Min-
nesota. 

The Senator from Minnesota is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. This sense-of-the- 
Senate simply says that in this budget 
resolution the Congress shall not enact 
or adopt any legislation that would in-
crease the number of children who are 
hungry or homeless, and if in fact that 
does happen, that we take a look at it. 
And we would revisit the provisions of 
any such legislation that would have 
that effect. 

I hope I will get a strong vote for 
this. It was introduced in the beginning 
of this Congress and defeated. But then 
it was passed on a voice vote. I think it 
is important that we have a vote on 
this and that 100 Senators vote for the 
proposition that we are not going to 
take action that will increase hunger 
or homelessness among children. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
agree with the Senator. Would he ac-
cept a voice vote? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. No, Mr. President. 
I want a recorded vote. I had voice 
votes before, and it got taken out in 
conference committee originally. This 
time I want a recorded vote. 

Mr. DOMENICI. It might get taken 
out even with a vote. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. At least the Sen-
ate is on record. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest that nothing in this budget resolu-
tion would indicate that we are going 
to increase the number of hungry and 
homeless in the United States. I sug-
gest that every Senator vote aye. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5467 May 22, 1996 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 3987, offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. WELLSTONE]. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 100, 

nays 0, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 124 Leg.] 

YEAS—100 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 3987) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum for just 2 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3990 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I have conferred with 
the distinguished Democrat manager, 
and he concurs that we set aside the 
Wellstone amendment 3988 and that we 
proceed to 3990, which is a Kerry 
amendment. 

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

The question occurs on agreeing to 
amendment No. 3990. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, is it 60 

seconds? 
Mr. EXON. Thirty. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty 

seconds divided equally. The Senator 
has 30 seconds. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, this 
amendment would add back the Presi-
dent’s level of funding for environ-
mental cleanup. It adds back $7.3 bil-
lion over the 6-year period. That would 
go specifically to EPA enforcement, to 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, to science technology 
research for the EPA and to the Ever-
glades program as well as the National 
Park Service. This is critical funding 
in terms of their ability to meet in-
creased responsibilities of research and 
protection, and, as I say, it simply 
brings it back to the President’s re-
quested level. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
budget resolution before us provides 
$1.5 billion more in 2002 for natural re-
sources and the environment than the 
President does under his discretionary 
trigger. This amendment increases 
taxes $6.3 billion to pay for additional 
spending. I move to table the Kerry 
amendment and ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now occurs on agreeing to the 
motion to table the Kerry amendment 
No. 3990. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 55, 
nays 45, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 125 Leg.] 

YEAS—55 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frist 

Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—45 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 3990) was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FAIRCLOTH). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3991 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, by 

agreement with the minority, we are 
once again going to set aside Senator 
WELLSTONE’s 3988 and proceed to the 
second Kerry amendment, 3991. 

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, we are 

skipping out of order again. I would 
like to inquire of the manager, is he 
suggesting that we skip over 
Wellstone, which is No. 3988, a second 
time to go to the second Kerry amend-
ment? Is that right? 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is what I sug-
gested. And I do not think I need any 
more time than that. I still have one 
Senator I have to talk to about the 
amendment we are passing over and 
then we can go right back to it. 

Mr. EXON. I would not necessarily 
agree unless the Senator from Min-
nesota does agree that we have an 
agreement that we would go back for a 
vote on the Wellstone amendment and 
bring that up following moving ahead 
as the leader has suggested with the 
Kerry amendment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Min-
nesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col-
league from Nebraska for his remarks 
trying to protect all Senators, but I 
have talked with Senator DOMENICI, 
and I am pleased to accommodate him 
on this. Whatever makes more sense is 
fine. We will wait until the next one. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not want to 
waste a lot of time. The Senator from 
New Mexico is not asking for anything 
untoward. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I do not object. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I know it is all right 

with you. It is Senator EXON. 
Mr. EXON. It is all right with me if 

it is all right with the Senator from 
Minnesota, and he said it is. That 
takes care of it. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, this 
seeks to add back to the President’s 
level the funding for various education 
programs ranging from the title I, 
Head Start, Pell grants, Goals 2000, and 
safe and drug-free schools. It would ef-
fectively restore for 1.3 million stu-
dents the Pell grants; it would restore 
550,000 students who would lose money 
as a result of title I cuts; it would re-
store 20,000 children to the Head Start 
Program and 130,000 youth and adults 
to job opportunities and skill enhance-
ment. 

This merely brings it back to the 
President’s level, again, and is appro-
priately offset. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this is 
an amendment which will add $56 bil-
lion over the next 6 years to certain 
discretionary functions, and to do it, 
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taxes will be increased $56 billion. The 
increased funding will come from re-
ducing tax deductions that are nec-
essary for the child credit that many of 
us think would be more appropriate. 

So I believe we ought to table the 
amendment, and I move to table it and 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise in 

support of the amendment which Sen-
ators KERRY, MURRAY, and myself, 
along with others, are offering to pro-
tect funding for critical education and 
training programs over the next 6 
years. 

Last year, the budget resolution 
passed by the Republican majority cut 
discretionary education and training 
funds below current services by $40 bil-
lion over 7 years. This year’s proposal 
again threatens some of America’s 
most proven and essential education 
and training programs, at a time when 
the challenges for the future are even 
greater. The K–12, higher education 
and training initiatives that have prov-
en to have the most success over the 
years should be made stronger, not 
weaker, as we enter the next century. 
What is a more important investment 
in our future? 

The amendment which I am offering 
along with Senators KERRY and MUR-
RAY, seeks to protect initiatives that 
we know work. Parents, educators, and 
students all know these programs 
work. 

The amendment adds funding over 6 
years to bring the amendment up to 
the levels requested in the President’s 
budget. 

Mr. President, the part of the Federal 
budget which we are amending includes 
valuable, proven programs like title I, 
Head Start, school-to-work, vocational 
education grants, Pell grants, safe and 
drug free schools technology challenge 
grants, and the Technology Literacy 
Fund and impact aid as well as Goals 
2000 and AmeriCorps. 

Our amendment replaces the Repub-
lican proposal with the spending levels 
proposed by the President. Under our 
amendment, we would invest $270.4 bil-
lion over 6 years in discretionary 
spending for education, job training, 
and social services programs, $56.1 bil-
lion more than the proposed budget 
resolution. 

The Republican majority’s budget 
fails to maintain fiscal year 1996 fund-
ing levels for education and training 
programs. Over 6 years, it falls $3.2 bil-
lion below a freeze at fiscal year 1996 
levels for these discretionary pro-
grams. It does not provide for any ad-
justment for inflation, or increased en-
rollment. which could result in deep 
cuts in services to children and edu-
cation. 

By contrast, the President’s budget 
demonstrates his continued commit-
ment to a strong Federal investment in 
proven education programs, to ensure 

that America’s children and families 
are prepared to meet the challenges of 
the 21st century. 

For example, the President’s fiscal 
year 1997 budget request calls for in-
creasing title I funds by 7 percent over 
fiscal year 1995 levels to raise the aca-
demic achievement of 7 million dis-
advantaged students in over 50,000 
American schools; special education is 
increased by 7 percent to maintain 
Federal support for the excess costs of 
educating almost 6 million children 
with disabilities; the Pell grant max-
imum award is increased to $2,700, up 
$360 or 15 percent from the 1995 level of 
$2,340, to provide grant aid to 3.8 mil-
lion low- and moderate-income stu-
dents; the College Work-Study Pro-
gram is up by 10 percent, enabling an 
expansion of the number of students 
who earn some of their college costs 
from 700,000 to 1 million over the next 
5 years; and the TRIO Program is in-
creased by 8 percent, to provide out-
reach and other special support serv-
ices to encourage 682,000 disadvantaged 
students to enter and complete post-
secondary education. 

Last year, as the majority attempted 
to impose cuts on many education pro-
grams, people at the grassroots of 
America spoke up. As I traveled across 
Michigan, I heard again and again 
about the value of Federal support for 
such programs as title I and school to 
work, Pell grants, and Head Start. A 
recent Washington Post/ABC Poll indi-
cates 82 percent of Americans oppose 
cutting education to balance the Fed-
eral budget. In early January, a CNN/ 
USA Today/Gallup Poll found that edu-
cation is the top priority among vot-
ers, ranking above crime, the economy, 
health care, and the deficit for the first 
time in history. 

It is unclear if the resolution pro-
posed by the majority provides ade-
quate budget authority for the vital 
title I reading, writing and math pro-
gram for fiscal year 1997 to follow 
through on the agreement reached in 
the omnibus appropriations bill just a 
few weeks ago. Earlier versions of the 
majority’s fiscal year 1996 appropria-
tions measure would have cut title I by 
17 percent, denying services to 1.1 mil-
lion children nationwide and over 30,000 
in my home State of Michigan. The 
School to Work Program which helps 
students make the transition from 
school to future careers and education 
by forming a three-way partnership be-
tween government, educators, and pri-
vate industry would have been cut by 
22 percent. Goals 2000, which helps 
States and local school districts raise 
academic standards and implement 
their own comprehensive reform plans 
was cut by 25 percent; and summer jobs 
for youth would also have been cut by 
25 percent. It is only through the bipar-
tisan efforts of my Democratic col-
leagues and some on the other side of 
the aisle that we were able to reverse 
these damaging cuts. 

Mr. President, the Senate budget res-
olution caps the Direct Lending pro-

gram at 20 percent of loan volume, 
forcing 1.6 million students in 1,100 col-
leges and universities out of the pro-
gram against their will. Colleges 
should be able to choose the student 
loan program that provides the best 
services and lowest costs to their stu-
dents. Direct lending permits college 
students to bypass the maze of lenders 
and middlemen in the guaranteed loan 
program and borrow directly from the 
Federal Government through their 
campus student aid office. At direct 
lending schools, needed money gets to 
students more promptly. The applica-
tion process is simpler. Student do not 
submit a separate loan application to a 
bank. 

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, if direct lending is capped or 
eliminated, banks and guaranteed 
agencies will reap between $70 and $106 
billion in additional business over the 
budget period generating an estimated 
$4 to $6 billion in extra profits. 

Under the Republican resolution, 
there is concern that the maximum 
Pell grant award will decline substan-
tially over the next 6 years and that el-
igible recipients may be cut off of the 
program. I received a letter today from 
the president of the National Associa-
tion of Independent Colleges and Uni-
versities, David Warren, who states 
that: 

The ability to maintain the Pell Grant 
maximum depends on carry-overs in the 
funding from the previous year. The carry- 
over is not expected to be available beyond 
FY 1997, but the base has been severely re-
duced. It will not be possible to maintain the 
maximum grant in FY 1998 and beyond under 
the parameters provided in the pending 
budget resolution. 

He goes on to say: 
The important roll of education in our Na-

tion’s growth is clear, over the last 60 years, 
education and advances in knowledge have 
accounted for nearly 40 percent of our Na-
tion’s economic growth. We cannot turn 
back now. 

Mr. President, in addition to restor-
ing funding for a variety of important 
education efforts, this amendment will 
also improve the funding levels of sev-
eral job training programs. 

Education builds the foundation of a 
person’s future. Job training programs 
are available to help people expand 
that base if their careers take unex-
pected turns. Unfortunately, more and 
more people are finding themselves in 
a position where they have to retrain 
because their old job no longer exists. 
As the rate of change in our economy 
increases, so does the rate of disloca-
tion. Every day we are faced with an-
nouncements of major corporations 
laying people off. But unlike the past, 
people today may lose their jobs when 
they are 45 or 50. For these people, the 
Job Training Partnership Act [JTPA] 
maintains two programs: title II–A, 
adult training, and title III, training 
for dislocated workers. 

Adult training is intended to prepare 
adults for participation in the labor 
force by increasing their educational 
and occupational skills. It is operated 
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at the local level through service deliv-
ery areas designated by the Governor. 
The budget resolution would maintain 
a level funding line for adult training 
at a time when we are concentrating 
on reducing the number of people on 
welfare. Adult training reduces welfare 
dependency by helping people become 
productive and successful members of 
society. By implementing the proposed 
budget levels, we will be serving 65,000 
fewer adults in 2002 than we did this 
year. 

This would be a tragic mistake. Our 
goal is increasing self-sufficiency and 
that is what adult training accom-
plishes. 

The Job Training Partnership Act 
also funds a number of programs which 
are vital towards ensuring that our 
youth grow along with the job market 
and are not left behind. One of the 
most successful, and most widely sup-
ported, programs of this type is the Job 
Corps. A residential training program 
for at-risk youth, over 70 percent of its 
enrollees leave the program to take 
full employment, go on for further edu-
cation, or enter the military. Job Corps 
works, and yet, its future is threatened 
by this budget. 

Similarly, the funding levels pro-
posed by the majority for the Summer 
Youth and the Youth Training Grant 
Programs will result in hundreds of 
thousands of young people who don’t 
receive valuable training and work ex-
periences. Mr. President, now is not 
the time to walk away from our com-
mitment to the youth of this country. 
We are asking them to take responsi-
bility and to do that they must have 
the skills and the knowledge necessary 
to compete in the world. The programs 
I have discussed do that, and the 
amendment I am sponsoring today 
with my friend from Washington will 
ensure that these programs continue to 
serve the people that need them. 

Mr. President, it is important to note 
that, over 6 years, the amendment we 
are offering spends $17.7 billion less on 
function 500 than would have been in-
vested in the fiscal year 1995 pre-rescis-
sion policies had kept pace with infla-
tion. This is a moderate and prudent 
increase. We can and should balance 
the budget over the next 6 years. We 
can do so without sacrificing critical 
investment in America’s future. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, here we 
go again. The budget resolution goes 
about balancing the budget in all the 
wrong ways by placing education at 
the bottom of the Nation’s priority list 
once again. 

I am pleased to cosponsor and sup-
port the Kerry amendment. The 
amendment puts education at the top 
of the national priority list by restor-
ing funds for vital education and train-
ing programs over the next 6 years. 
The amendment eliminates the cuts in 
the budget resolution and provides the 
investments to education and training 
as proposed by President Clinton. 

You will hear a lot of talk from the 
other side that they provide increases 

in education. Make sure you look be-
yond the blue smoke and mirrors be-
cause it is simply not true. 

Just a few weeks ago we reversed 
deep education cuts by restoring $2.7 
billion to the fiscal year 1996 education 
appropriations bill. However, the pend-
ing resolution does not include this 
restoration in the baseline, therefore 
we are right back where we started 
from. 

Unless we adopt this amendment not 
only there will be no real investments 
in education, but there will be cuts 
over even the inadequate fiscal year 
1996 levels. And our Nation will suffer 
as a result. 

Mr. President, during the last year 
students, parents, teachers, school 
boards, and school administrators were 
treated to a roller coaster ride because 
of great uncertainties caused by the 
Federal budget process. Let’s not re-
peat that mistake again this year. The 
American people are sick and tired of 
the partisan bickering and want us to 
get on with the business of governing. 

We started last year with proposals 
for deep cuts in student loans. The 
House planned to cut $18 billion, the 
resolution offered by the Budget Com-
mittee called for cuts of $14 billion. We 
finally adopted a bipartisan amend-
ment in the Senate which reduced the 
cut to $4 billion. Students and their 
parents were not thrilled, but saw this 
as at least an improvement. 

But then the resolution went to con-
ference and the cut was $10 billion. 
Students and their parents started to 
worry again. 

The Senate once again moderated the 
cuts and people rejoiced. The House did 
not and concern intensified. 

The final deal drastically cut the suc-
cessful direct lending program and in-
cluded cut of about $5 billion. That bill 
was rightfully vetoed. 

That was followed by the ups and 
downs of negotiations on the fiscal 
year 1996 appropriations bill. The Gov-
ernment was shutdown twice. The 7 
months the Federal Government was 
directionless because of short-term 
continuing resolutions instead of an-
nual appropriations. 

Parents worried that their children 
would not get the reading and math as-
sistance they need because title I fund-
ing was cut by 17 percent. Teachers 
worried about whether or not they 
would have a job. School boards and 
administrators were unable to plan for 
the upcoming school year because they 
did not know what the budget would be 
for next year. In short, chaos reined. 

We should promise the American peo-
ple that we will never do that again. 
Passing this amendment would be a 
good place to start. 

In addition to providing more sanity 
to the 1997 appropriations process, we 
will put out Nation on the right track 
for the future. We will make the in-
vestments that will enable the United 
States to remain competitive into the 
next century by making sure we have 
the healthiest, best educated and most 
skilled workers in the world. 

I urge adoption of the Kerry amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question occurs 
on agreeing to the motion to table 
amendment No. 3991, offered by the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KERRY]. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
The result was annouced—yeas 52, 

nays 48, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 126 Leg.] 

YEAS—52 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frist 

Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pressler 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—48 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Snowe 
Specter 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 3991) was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. D’AMATO. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3988 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

think the regular order would return us 
to the Wellstone amendment No. 3988. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
there is strong bipartisan support for 
this amendment. But last year with 
LIHEAP, the Low-Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program, it was a 
nightmare with the stop-and-start- 
funding. 

What this amendment just simply 
says is that we will have at least as 
much funding next year as we have had 
this year for this energy assistance 
program. I believe the chairman be-
lieves that is in the assumptions of the 
budget resolution. If so, fine. I hope we 
get a resounding vote because we had 
to fight very hard to keep this program 
intact this year. That is why I intro-
duced the amendment and why I hope 
for a strong recorded, positive vote. 
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Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, while 

I have great respect for Senator 
WELLSTONE, I just want to tell the Sen-
ate this is a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion that reaffirms what is in the budg-
et resolution. It says the sense of the 
Senate is that we do precisely what is 
in the budget resolution. 

It seems to me that everybody can 
have that kind of sense of the Senate 
on everything in the budget resolution. 
Anything you like, you just come up 
and say, ‘‘It’s provided for, but I want 
to have a sense of the Senate on top of 
it being in the budget already.’’ 

There is no way to keep the amend-
ment from proceeding, except we are 
going to use 15 minutes on a vote that 
probably is going to pass overwhelm-
ingly because it is already in the budg-
et resolution. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

Mr. EXON. If there has not been a 
sufficient second, I ask for it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

want to inquire, would the Senator ac-
cept a voice vote on this amendment? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, no. 
I want a recorded vote on this amend-
ment because of the struggle over this 
past year. My understanding is that 
not until yesterday did we have any-
thing really in writing that the as-
sumptions pointed to this. It has been 
too big a struggle. Many Senators in 
cold weather States know that. We 
know what happened in Chicago last 
summer. I want to get a strong re-
corded vote. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the Low- 
Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram is one of the most important Fed-
eral programs for my home State of 
Massachusetts. I am pleased the Presi-
dent’s budget calls for $1 billion in 
LIHEAP funding for the next fiscal 
year, and $300 million in emergency 
funding. 

After the severe weather of this past 
winter—which was even more efficient 
than our friends on the other side of 
the aisle at shutting down the Govern-
ment—I hope the Senate can speak 
with one voice and send a message to 
the appropriators that funding for 
LIHEAP should match this year’s out-
lays. 

LIHEAP means real help to people 
who need it. As fuel prices continue to 
rise, Senators should know how impor-
tant this program is to their constitu-
ents. I know how important it is to 
mine. 

For lower-income residents in Massa-
chusetts—those who receive assistance 
under LIHEAP—nearly $1 in $5 of their 
income goes to pay for energy bills. 
That is, Mr. President, 20 percent of a 
household’s budget just to heat the 
home. And after paying their fuel bills, 
the average low-income New Englander 
has only $43 left over. We cannot ex-
pect these people to live without 
LIHEAP, Mr. President. This program 
needs to receive funds sufficient to 
serve lower income families in areas 
which experience colder winters. 

LIHEAP pays up to half of the heat-
ing bills for a family during the winter 
months in New England. Everyone in 
this country knows how cold it was in 
my region of the country this past win-
ter, how much snow we had, how people 
were literally freezing in the streets. In 
fact, twice as many people froze to 
death during the severe winter than 
were killed in the 1994 California earth-
quake. I will never forget this past win-
ter, as the temperature dropped below 
20 degrees and the chairman of the en-
ergy committee in the Massachusetts 
House of Representatives, Representa-
tive Albert Herren, told me my State’s 
LIHEAP funds had been depleted—in 
December. 

Mr. President, it was so cold and so 
snowy in Massachusetts, some schools 
closed for snow days as late as April. 

LIHEAP helps families and LIHEAP 
helps children, Mr. President. My 
friends at Massachusetts General Hos-
pital tell me that the number of cases 
of child malnutrition increase every 
winter as families are forced to choose 
between eating and heating. This coun-
try is better than that, Mr. President. 

I am pleased to join my friend from 
Minnesota, Mr. WELLSTONE, in spon-
soring this sense of the Senate that 
funding for LIHEAP should match last 
year’s outlays. That seems to me the 
minimum the Senate can do to send a 
message to the appropriators and to 
the country that Congress wants lower 
income Americans to survive the up-
coming winter. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 3988 offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 88, 

nays 12, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 127 Leg.] 

YEAS—88 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 

Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Graham 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Hutchison 

Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 

McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 

Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—12 

Brown 
Coverdell 
Faircloth 
Gorton 

Gramm 
Helms 
Inhofe 
Kassebaum 

Kyl 
Mack 
Nickles 
Thomas 

The amendment (No. 3988) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3995 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona is recognized. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, this amend-

ment is a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion that says that when the Congress 
has adopted fundamental tax reform, 
we should, thereafter, adopt some kind 
of supermajority requirement to raise 
taxes as a constitutional amendment. 

This is the idea that came from the 
Kemp Commission, which said if we 
ever get to a single rate tax, whether a 
consumption tax or income tax, there-
after, we better make it harder to raise 
taxes because there is no place to shel-
ter income taxes. So once we have tax 
reform, we should have a super-
majority requirement. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this is a 
far reaching and very little considered 
amendment. It calls for a super-
majority vote, presumably a two-thirds 
majority for Congress to approve a tax 
increase, but also calls for a flat tax. 
While many of us support tax reform, 
we should not be endorsing a particular 
plan without careful consideration of 
the alternative. I urge the Senators to 
vote against this unwise and undemo-
cratic amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an analysis of the amend-
ment be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

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

CENTER ON BUDGET 
AND POLICY PRIORITIES, 

Washington, DC, May 21, 1996. 
KYL AMENDMENT ON TAXES THREATENS DEF-

ICIT REDUCTION AND PROTECTS WASTEFUL 
TAX BREAKS 
The Senate is scheduled to vote on Sen. 

Kyl’s amendment to the pending budget res-
olution calling for ‘‘fundamental tax re-
form’’ to replace the current ‘‘indefensible’’ 
federal tax system, and endorsing an amend-
ment to the U.S. Constitution requiring 
supermajorities to ‘‘raise tax rates, impose 
new taxes, or otherwise increase the amount 
of taxpayer’s income that is subject to tax.’’ 

Sen. Kyl’s amendment is a ‘‘sense of the 
Senate’’ amendment and therefore would not 
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1 Footnotes to appear at end of article. 

have legal force, but Senators who vote for it 
may later be pressed to vote for substantive 
legislation that would replace current pro-
gressive taxes (which taken into account 
ability to pay) with flat taxes, national sales 
taxes, or other taxes that exclude invest-
ment income from the tax base.1 

In addition, Senators who vote for the Kyl 
amendment will be under great pressure to 
vote for S.J. Res. 49, Senator Kyl’s proposed 
amendment to the Constitution requiring 
supermajorities to raise taxes. 

Kyl Constitutional Amendment 

‘‘Any bill to levy a new tax or increase the 
rate or base of any tax may pass only by a 
two-thirds majority of the whole number of 
each House of Congress.’’ 

The Kyl amendment to the budget resolu-
tion and the companion constitutional 
amendment are undesirable for a variety of 
reasons. 

The nation will face very large deficits in 
coming decades when the baby boom genera-
tion retires—perhaps exceeding 15 percent of 
the economy by 2030—if current budget poli-
cies are not changed. Many experts believe 
Congress will need to consider both signifi-
cant spending cuts and revenue increases in 
the decades ahead. The Kyl amendments 
would effectively preclude such a deficit re-
duction package, because of the revenue in-
creases they would contain. 

Furthermore, the Kyl amendments would 
inequitably benefit the wealthiest and most 
powerful at the expense of the rest of the 
U.S. population. A two-thirds majority 
would be required to curb special interest 
tax expenditures, which disproportion ben-
efit those at high income levels. By contrast, 
a simply majority vote would suffice to cut 
federal programs, which primarily benefit 
the middle class and the poor. Apportioning 
the sacrifice of deficit reduction would not 
be done on a level playing field. 

The Kyl amendments could threaten the 
solvency of Social Security, which may ulti-
mately need payroll tax increases as well as 
benefit cuts to restore long-term balance. A 
payroll tax increase would require a two- 
thirds vote, and runs counter to the stated 
policy of the Kyl Amendment against payroll 
taxes (see footnote 1). The same is true for 
Medicare, which may also need premium in-
creases to restore solvency. Yet any pre-
mium increase that takes into account a 
beneficiary’s ability to pay could be consid-
ered a tax, and therefore prohibited. 

The Kyl constitutional amendment has 
special problems of its own—by requiring 
supermajorities for any new tax, base 
broadener, or rate increase, it effectively 
precludes all tax reform, from Chaffee- 
Breaux to Domenici-Nunn, from a flat tax to 
a national sales tax. For example, the 1986 
tax reform bill, which lowered marginal 
rates while closing loopholes, would have 
been unconstitutional simply because it 
broadened tax bases. Last year’s reconcili-
ation bill would also have been unconstitu-
tional for the same reason. 

The Kyl constitutional amendment under-
mines the basic principles of majority rule 
that are at the heart of American democ-
racy. Nowhere in the Constitution are super-
majorities required to adopt or amend issues 
of public policy—in fact, the framers explic-
itly and knowingly rejected supermajorities. 
Further, because it would require a two- 
thirds vote of the entire membership of the 
House and the Senate (rather than two- 
thirds of those voting), this proposal is even 
more restrictive than the two-thirds needed 
to override a presidential veto or to amend 
the Constitution. 

I. THE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND THE 
LONG-TERM FISCAL FORECAST 

The Federal deficit now has been reduced 
below two percent of the Gross Domestic 
Product (the basic measure of the size of the 
U.S. economy), a level that many economists 
believe does not cause significant damage 
even if maintained over a substantial period 
of time. But as the Bipartisan Commission 
on Entitlement and Tax Reform warned in 
1994, if not action is taken to raise revenue 
or restrain Medicare, Social Security, Med-
icaid, and some lesser entitlements—and 
other Federal spending remains constant as 
a share of GDP—the deficit will rise sharply 
when the baby boom generation retires. The 
Entitlement Commission forecast the deficit 
will exceed 15 percent of GDP by 2030 if no 
such action is taken. Based on a recent slow-
down in the rate of growth of health care 
costs, current forecasts are a bit less pessi-
mistic, but not by much. President Clinton’s 
new budget forecasts the deficit will equal 12 
percent of GDP in 2030 under current tax and 
entitlement laws and rise further to 26 per-
cent of GDP by 2050. In short, any reasonable 
long-term forecast will show projected defi-
cits in the next century to be extremely 
large and of a magnitude unhealthy for the 
U.S. economy To avoid such a development, 
major deficit reduction that extends far be-
yond the steps Congress and the Administra-
tion are currently considering will ulti-
mately be needed. 

Testifying before the Entitlement Commis-
sion in 1994, Robert Reischauer, then the di-
rector of the Congressional Budget Office, 
observed that the public would be unlikely 
to accept the steps that would be required ei-
ther to extract all of the needed deficit re-
duction in the decades ahead just from gov-
ernment programs or to extract all of the 
needed deficit reduction just from revenues. 
In the long run, Reischauer predicted, pol-
icymakers will agree on some mix of pro-
gram cuts and revenue increases to prevent 
deficits of a magnitude that would do sub-
stantial damage to the economy. 

The proposed constitutional amendment is 
designed to ensure that virtually none of 
those future deficit reduction measures come 
from the revenue side and virtually all come 
from cutting programs. That the amendment 
would bar virtually all revenue increases can 
be seen by examining House votes for the 
four principal deficit reduction measures en-
acted between 1982 and 1993 that raised fed-
eral revenue. Although three of these four 
measures were signed by Republican presi-
dents and all four enjoyed the support of 
Democratic Congressional leaders, none re-
ceived two-thirds support on the House floor. 
A fifth measure—the 1983 Social Security 
rescue plan, which increased Social Security 
payroll tax collections—also failed to secure 
a two-thirds vote despite strong support 
from President Reagan and Congressional 
leaders. 

The constitutional amendment thus would 
likely lead to one of several outcomes: (1) 
larger deficits over time; (2) a greatly 
shrunken federal government that is unable 
to do much beyond running Social Security 
and Medicare, maintaining national defense, 
making federal pension and veterans pay-
ments, and paying interest payments on the 
national debt; and (3) steep reductions in So-
cial Security and Medicare that significantly 
reduce the living standards of millions of el-
derly people who are not well off. Such stark 
outcomes are not necessary if a balance of 
spending cuts and revenue increases ulti-
mately can be considered over the next three 
decades. Such balance is what the amend-
ment is designed to prevent. 

That the statements in the previous para-
graph are not hyperbole can be seen by ex-

amining a chart the Entitlement Commis-
sion published in 1994 showing the fiscal fore-
cast through 2030 under current tax and enti-
tlement law. When the baby boom genera-
tion reaches retirement and an unprece-
dented proportion of the population is elder-
ly, some increases in revenues are likely to 
be needed, in addition to actions to restrain 
Social Security and Medicare costs and ac-
tions of the type the President and Congress 
are proposing for the years between now and 
2002. 

II. THE AMENDMENT EFFECTIVELY BARS 
MEASURES TO CLOSE TAX LOOPHOLES 

The requirement for a two-thirds majority 
would apply not only to measures to raise 
tax rates but also to measures to cut unpro-
ductive tax expenditures that grant subsidies 
to powerful special interests. A recent Con-
gressional Budget Office study found that 
over half of the corporate subsidies the fed-
eral government provides are delivered 
through the tax code. Curbing corporate wel-
fare provided through the tax code is one 
way to help reduce the deficit, but it would 
require a two-thirds vote under the proposed 
amendment. This would essentially rule out 
closing corporate loopholes as a way to help 
shrink the deficit. 

In fact, a substantial share of the federal 
budget would effectively be placed off limits 
for deficit reduction by the constitutional 
amendment. Provisions of the tax code that 
the Joint Committee on Taxation classifies 
as ‘‘tax expenditures’’—spending programs 
that operate through the tax code by selec-
tively reducing the tax liability of particular 
individuals or businesses—now cost more 
than $400 billion a year. (The corporate sub-
sidy provisions that operate through the tax 
code are a part of this total.) This is more 
than the government spends on Social Secu-
rity or defense. 

In testimony before the Entitlement Com-
mission in 1994, Federal Reserve Board chair-
man Alan Greenspan referred to these provi-
sions of the tax code as ‘‘tax entitlements’’ 
because they entitle those who qualify for 
them to government subsidies provided in 
the form of a special tax reduction. Green-
span testified that the tax entitlements 
should be looked at, along with the spending 
entitlements, in developing measures to ad-
dress the nation’s long-term deficit problem. 

If anything, the proposed constitutional 
amendment would encourage the spread of 
more tax expenditures over time, since such 
measures would take only a majority vote to 
enact but a two-thirds vote to remove. In ad-
dition, if Congress passed a series of tax 
changes that were thought to be deficit-neu-
tral, but clever, high-priced tax lawyers and 
accountants then found ways to convert 
some of the measures into tax shelters at 
greater-than-anticipated cost to the Treas-
ury, it would take a two-thirds vote to scale 
the shelters back so the original measure did 
not produce a net revenue loss. 

Even measures to prevent companies from 
gaining tax advantages by moving plants— 
and jobs—overseas would require a two- 
thirds vote. 
III. AMENDMENT TILTS TOWARD THE WEALTHY 

AND THE POWERFUL AT THE EXPENSE OF AV-
ERAGE FAMILIES AND THE POOR 
Most government benefits that low- and 

middle-income Americans receive come from 
government programs, such as Social Secu-
rity, Medicare, Medicaid, student loans and 
grants, unemployment insurance, school 
lunches, and food stamps. By contrast, most 
government subsidies that wealthy individ-
uals and large corporations receive come 
through tax subsidies. As a result, a con-
stitutional amendment that makes it ex-
tremely difficult to scale back tax subsidies 
when decades of deficit reduction lie ahead 
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tilts the playing field in favor of the wealthy 
and powerful over Americans of average or 
lesser means. 

In addition, such a constitutional amend-
ment would place off limits even measures 
asking program beneficiaries who have high 
incomes to pay more for the government 
benefits they receive. For example, to 
‘‘means test’’ Medicare premiums by raising 
the premiums on those at high income lev-
els, Congress must rely on the tax code to 
collect the increased premiums, since Social 
Security offices (which administer Medicare) 
have no information on beneficiaries’ cur-
rent incomes. Indeed, when the Republican 
budget bill reached the House floor last fall, 
the House parliamentarian advised that its 
provision raising Medicare premiums for 
those at higher income levels could con-
stitute a tax increase. Under the constitu-
tional amendment, measures of this nature 
would require a two-thirds vote, rendering 
them extremely difficult to pass. This makes 
it more likely that when steps are taken to 
restrain Medicare costs, low-income and 
middle-income beneficiaries will have to 
bear a heavier share of the load. 

The amendment also would be likely to in-
jure the middle class and the poor for an-
other reason. If the federal government is 
unable to raise revenue when needs for pub-
lic expenditures rise, one likely result will 
be to shift more of the burden of raising rev-
enue and meeting public needs to state and 
local governments. Most state tax codes are 
regressive (i.e., the taxes they impose con-
sume a larger percentage of the income of 
lower-income households than of higher-in-
come households). State and local govern-
ments extract a larger proportion of the rev-
enues they raise from the middle class and 
the poor, and a smaller proportion from the 
affluent, than the federal government does. 
If revenue-raising burdens are shifted from 
the federal to state and local levels, the 
share of the overall tax burden borne by the 
middle class and the poor is likely to rise. 
IV. AMENDMENT COULD LEAD TO OVERLY LARGE 

CUTS IN SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE BEN-
EFITS 
Social Security and Medicare benefits need 

to be restrained in the years ahead. Both 
programs are out of long-term actuarial bal-
ance, and both contribute significantly to 
the projected increase in the long-term def-
icit. 

But the constitutional amendment would 
almost certainly lead to larger reductions in 
Social Security and Medicare benefits than 
otherwise would be needed, reductions that 
could adversely affect the living standards of 
retirees, including those of modest income 
and those in poverty. This would be true for 
several reasons. 

First, by effectively preventing revenues 
from contributing to deficit reduction de-
spite the need for large-scale deficit reduc-
tion in the decades ahead, the amendment 
would place a greater deficit reduction load 
on Medicare and Social Security. These two 
programs are projected eventually to con-
stitute half or more of the federal budget, ex-
clusive of interest payments on the debt. If 
there is no revenue contribution to deficit 
reduction, there will have to be a greater 
contribution from Medicare and/or Social Se-
curity benefits than would otherwise be the 
case. 

Second, the amendment would effectively 
rule out measures to raise Medicare pre-
miums for those at higher income levels. As 
noted above, last year’s budget reconcili-
ation bill contained such a measure. When it 
was about to come to the House floor, the 
House parliamentarian advised that it could 
constitute a tax increase. A House rule that 
the new Congress adopted in January 1995 re-

quires a three-fifths majority for measures 
raising tax rates, so the parliamentarian’s 
advice meant the budget bill would need a 
three-fifths vote unless this rule was waived. 
The House leadership promptly arranged for 
a waiver of the rule. But once a super-
majority requirement is in the Constitution, 
no waivers are possible. 

Third, the constitutional amendment ef-
fectively rules out even small adjustments in 
Medicare and Social Security payroll taxes 
as part of the effort to bring these programs 
into long-term actuarial balance and also 
help reduce the deficit. Modest increases of a 
fraction of a percentage point in the payroll 
tax would require a two-thirds vote, thereby 
making them virtually impossible to 
achieve. Yet Medicare in particular is so far 
out of actuarial balance that it is difficult to 
see how to restore long-term balance to the 
program without some increase in payroll 
tax contributions along with other changes, 
unless the health insurance that Medicare 
provides is scaled back very substantially. 

In a symposium last September, Henry 
Aaron, Director of Economic Studies at the 
Brookings Institution and a well-known ex-
pert in this area, observed that the full $270 
billion that Republican Congressional lead-
ers were seeking in Medicare savings over 
seven years could be achieved if one com-
bined Republican Medicare proposals that 
represent sound policy and yield about half 
of the $270 billion in savings with an increase 
of one-quarter of one percentage point in the 
employer and the employee shares of the 
Medicare payroll tax. This would slightly re-
duce workers’ wages. (Most economists be-
lieve that both the employee and the em-
ployer shares of payroll taxes are effectively 
borne by employees in the form of wages 
lower than they otherwise would be paid. As 
a result, claims that small increases in pay-
roll taxes would heavily burden employers 
and cause substantial job loss have little 
merit.) In return, employees would get a 
Medicare system that had the resources to 
provide continually improving health care to 
their parents and ultimately to themselves 
as it took advantage of emerging medical 
technologies that improve health and pro-
long life. 

Furthermore, one of several reasons that 
Medicare and Social Security face long-term 
deficits is that over time, a steadily increas-
ing share of employee compensation is being 
provided in the form of fringe benefits not 
subject to the payroll tax, while a steadily 
smaller share is provided in wages that are 
subject to the tax. Modest measures to shore 
up Social Security and Medicare by slowing 
the erosion in the share of employee com-
pensation subject to the payroll tax would, 
however, also require a two-thirds majority. 

Even measures to bring all state and local 
government employees into the Social Secu-
rity system—a step nearly all budget ana-
lysts favor regardless of whether they are 
conservative or liberal, and which would 
strengthen the Social Security system and 
reduce the deficit—would require a two- 
thirds vote, because such measures would in-
crease federal revenue. Such measures would 
become virtually impossible to pass. (For a 
further discussion of these issues, see an ac-
companying Center on Budget and Policy 
Priorities analysis, ‘‘Proposed Constitu-
tional Amendment Would Make It More Dif-
ficult to Address the Long-Term Social Se-
curity and Medicare Crises.’’) 
V. THE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PRE-

CLUDES ANY TAX REFORMS, FROM CHAFEE- 
BREAUX TO THE MOST THOROUGH OVERHAUL 
Under the terms of the Kyl constitutional 

amendment, any base broadener in a tax bill 
would make that bill unconstitutional, ab-
sent a two-thirds vote by both chambers. 

This would be true regardless of the amount 
of offsetting new exemptions or deductions, 
regardless of any offsetting reduction in 
marginal tax rates, and regardless of wheth-
er the bill as a whole raised or lost revenue. 

The Chafee-Breaux plan would therefore be 
unconstitutional—unless it obtained a two- 
thirds vote—because it contains the fol-
lowing items: 

Elimination of the subsidy of Part B Medi-
care premiums for high-income persons (a 
new tax). 

Extension of expired tax provisions (such 
as the oil spill liability tax and the federal 
unemployment surtax). 

Improvement in EITC targeting (reducing 
eligibility for those with other economic re-
sources, thus raising their taxes). 

Closing tax loopholes and similar reforms 
(‘‘corporate welfare’’). 

Reduced indexation via the CPI (because 
the reduction would decrease the degree to 
which income tax brackets, etc., change to 
offset inflation). 

For the same reason, last year’s reconcili-
ation bill would be unconstitutional—it con-
tained some loophole closers, and it in-
creased the effective tax rate on some small 
business capital gains while creating a uni-
form, much lower capital gains rate overall. 

Most flat tax proposals broaden tax bases 
by eliminating some or all of the current ex-
emptions or deductions from income. (Some 
would create new exemptions for investment 
income.) Therefore, they also would be un-
constitutional. Similarly, the Domenici- 
Nunn USA tax would be unconstitutional be-
cause it includes some base broadeners and 
raises rates, despite its major new exemp-
tions for investment income. So would a 
VAT or national sales tax, since it would 
constitute a ‘‘new’’ tax. Special environ-
mental taxes, such as California’s 1991 tax on 
the production of lead (which paid for the 
evaluation, screening, and medically nec-
essary treatment of children with lead poi-
soning), would be unconstitutional as well.2 

VI. WEAKENING OUR SYSTEM OF DEMOCRACY 
Finally, the amendment would gravely 

weaken the principle of majority rule that 
has been at the heart of our system of rep-
resentative democracy for more than 200 
years. In effect, the amendment would give 
only one-half of a vote to any Senator who 
votes to close a tax loophole, broaden at tax 
base, raise any tax rate, or create any new 
tax or certain new fees. Senators on the 
other side would get a full vote. 

The constitutional amendment would par-
tially restore the system we had in the 1780s 
under the Articles of Confederation, a sys-
tem that functioned poorly and was soon 
scrapped. 

The Articles of Confederation required the 
vote of nine of the 13 states to raise revenue. 
At the Constitutional Convention in 1787, the 
Founding Fathers recognized this was an in-
surmountable defect and fashioned a na-
tional government that can impose and en-
force laws and collect revenue through sim-
ple majority rule. 

The proposed constitutional amendment 
would end the ability of a majority of the 
American people, acting through their duly 
elected representatives, to decide whether 
they would like to raise more revenues so 
the Federal Government can address needs 
the majority finds legitimate. The amend-
ment would deny the majority this right 
both now and in future generations. 

At its core, the amendment is rooted in 
deep distrust of the ability of the majority of 
the American people to make decisions that 
the authors of the amendment believe to be 
ideologically correct. Hence, the amendment 
seeks permanently to deny the majority that 
right. Powerful, well-connected minorities 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5473 May 22, 1996 
would gain great power at the expense of the 
majority. In short, the amendment fun-
damentally is anti-democratic. 
Votes for Recent Legislation that Raised Taxes 
Between 1982 and 1993, five pieces of legis-

lation that raised significant revenue were 
enacted. Presidents Reagan signed three of 
these measures, while President Bush and 
President Clinton each signed one. All five 
failed to secure a two-thirds vote on the 
House floor. 

In passing the Tax Equity and Fiscal Re-
sponsibility Act of 1982, a measure crafted in 
substantial part by Senator Bob Dole, the 
House vote was 226–207. When the House con-
sidered its version of the 1983 Social Security 
rescue plan the following year, the vote was 
282–148. The vote for the 1987 budget rec-
onciliation bill, a product of bipartisan nego-
tiations that contained both spending cuts 
and revenue increases, was 237–181, while the 
1990 budget agreement passed by only 228 to 
220. The 1993 budget agreement passed by a 
slender 218–216 vote. 

During this period only one measure that 
raised revenue secured a two-thirds vote, the 
1989 reconciliation bill. The 1989 bill was a 
minor measure. It did relatively little to re-
duce the deficit and contained only very 
small revenue increases. The revenue in-
creases in all five of the pieces of legislation 
that failed to secure a two-thirds vote ex-
ceeded the level of revenue increases in the 
1989 bill. 

Law School Dean Warns of Perverse Effects 
In testimony before the Subcommittee on 

the Constitution of the House Judiciary 
Committee on March 6, Samuel C. Thomp-
son, Jr., Dean of the University of Miami 
Law School, warned of potential perverse ef-
fects from the proposed amendment. Thomp-
son wrote: 

‘‘. . . adoption of this proposed amend-
ment would significantly penalize the Amer-
ican public for mistakes made in the tax leg-
islative process. For example, assume that 
after adoption of this Constitutional amend-
ment, Congress adopts a flat tax. Assume 
that it is estimated that the flat tax will re-
duce revenues by $100 billion. It turns out, 
however, that tax lawyers discover a gaping 
hole in this legislation and that as a result 
the revenue loss is $200 billion, not $100 bil-
lion. The Treasury immediately proposes a 
base-broadening amendment to close the 
loophole and to restore fiscal responsibility. 
The amendment is opposed by powerful spe-
cial interests who will prevail if they can 
convince just 331⁄3 percent of the members of 
either the House or the Senate to vote 
against the amendment.’’ 

Most States Do Not Have Supermajority 
Requirements 

Only six states require the approval of at 
least two-thirds of their legislatures for any 
tax increase. Five other states either require 
such approval for some taxes but not others, 
require a three-fifths rather than a two- 
thirds vote, or both. Other states generally 
require simple majority approval for revenue 
increases of all sorts. 

Furthermore, a 1993 General Accounting 
Office study of state budget trends found 
that a majority of states surveyed had used 
both spending cuts and revenue increases to 
balance their budgets in recent years. Rev-
enue increases accounted for about one-third 
of the deficit reduction these states insti-
tuted to balance their budgets during the pe-
riod studied. 

James Madison on Majority Rule 
The Constitutional Convention rejected re-

quiring supermajority approval for basic 
functions such as raising taxes. Super-
majority rules had applied in the Conti-
nental Congress. The framers of the con-

stitution had experience with these rules and 
understood what they were rejecting. 

In the Federalist Papers No. 58, James 
Madison, one of the key figures in drafting 
the Constitution, explained why the Con-
stitution rejected supermajority rule: 

‘‘It has been said that more than a major-
ity ought to have been required for a 
quorum, and in particular cases, if not in all, 
more than a majority of a quorum for a 
decision . . . [But that would 
mean] . . . [i]n all cases where justice or the 
general good might require new laws to be 
passed, or active measures to be pursued, the 
fundamental principle of free government 
would be reversed. It would be no longer the 
majority that would rule; the power would 
be transferred to the minority. Were the de-
fense privilege limited to particular cases, 
an interested minority might take advan-
tage of it to screen themselves from equi-
table sacrifices to the general weal, or in 
particular emergencies to extort unreason-
able indulgences.’’ 

Madison equated majority rule with ‘‘free 
government.’’ In his view, freedom consisted 
not just in protecting individuals from un-
reasonable intrusion by government, but 
also in the right of citizens to have an equal 
voice in the affairs of government. According 
to Madison, a person whose vote is diluted by 
supermajority rules is not an equal citizen 
and so does not fully enjoy the fruits of free-
dom. 

FOOTNOTES 
1 The Kyl amendment to the Senate budget resolu-

tion endorses a tax system that is ‘‘fairer, flatter, 
and simpler; that promotes, rather than punishes, 
job creation, . . . that provides incentives for Amer-
icans who save for the future . . . that raises 
enough money to fund a leaner, more efficient Fed-
eral Government . . .’’ Some of these phrases are 
problematic. For instance, the tax code is currently 
much less progressive than it was in the 1950s, 1960s, 
and most of the 1970s. Restoring some of that pro-
gressivity is viewed by many as enhancing fairness, 
and the extra revenues could be used either to re-
duce the deficit or reduce effective tax rates on the 
middle class. Yet this runs counter to the call for 
‘‘flatter’’ taxes. Second, payroll taxes ‘‘punish job 
creation’’ to a certain extent, but are considered by 
the public as a fair trade for Social Security and 
Medicare. If those programs were funded through 
general revenues, support for them might erode. 
Third, tax breaks for private savings tend to de-
crease national savings because of the federal reve-
nues they lose, and in any case favor investors over 
workers, again raising questions of fairness. Finally, 
although a ‘‘leaner, more efficient Federal govern-
ment’’ sounds desirable, the idea that revenues 
should be cut (which increases the deficit) runs 
counter to the greater good that can be obtained by 
reducing the deficit. 

2 The California Court of Appeals recently, and ap-
parently correctly, overturned this California fee on 
the grounds that it passed the California legislature 
without the requisite two-thirds vote required by 
the California constitution. 

Mr. EXON. I move to table the 
amendment and ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the amendment of the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. KYL]. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HELMS). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 59, 
nays 41 as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 128 Leg.] 
YEAS—59 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lugar 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Simpson 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Wellstone 

NAYS—41 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Dole 
Faircloth 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Smith 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wyden 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 3995) was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
vitiate the yeas and nays on the under-
lying amendment in view of the success 
of the tabling motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I will 

give just a brief report. We started at 
9:15. We have disposed of 12 amend-
ments, 8 of them with rollcalls, and 4 
accepted, or voiced. That is less than 
three actual votes per hour. The total 
going into this was 39 pending amend-
ments. We have disposed of 12. If my 
arithmetic is right, we have 27 amend-
ments remaining. On the last vote, we 
went 7 minutes over. We have been 
over on every single one. I do not know 
what time we will decide to actually 
close but we are getting perilously 
close to regular order on one of these. 

So I urge you to get here on time. I 
say to the Senate that I have spoken to 
Senator EXON and to a number of Sen-
ators. 

When we get to 12:15, the 2 rollcalls 
following 12:15 will each be 15-minute 
rollcall votes instead of 10. That is to 
allow Senators to get a cup of soup. 
They can take 20 minutes if they hurry 
up and vote and leave and come back. 
The max you can get is 30, but I am 
fearful the time may run out on you. 
So that is going to be the case. 

In fact, I propound that as a unani-
mous-consent request. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5474 May 22, 1996 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. EXON. Reserving the right to ob-

ject, but I shall not object, I just want 
to compliment the manager of the bill 
for the very good suggestion that we 
keep plowing ahead. I would just like 
to say at this time I think it would be 
only fair to Members of the body if we 
tried to outline the proposition on the 
things to come. We have made some 
progress, although I join my leader in 
the Budget Committee in appealing for 
faster movement. I simply say that I 
believe it is obvious, at least it is obvi-
ous to this Senator at this time, that 
with the fact that we have an obliga-
tion that has been committed to for 
this evening, it would seem clear to me 
that there is no chance we will finish 
voting on this resolution today. I am 
just wondering if that is the feeling of 
the manager of the bill? 

Mr. DOMENICI. No, I have not given 
up on completing it. I have not even 
agreed that we will be in recess during 
this dinner we have for spouses. My 
wife is not terribly impressed with 
going, she said to me, so I might be 
down here voting. If the distinguished 
Republican whip does not like that—— 

Mr. EXON. Is it possible to do any-
thing on a 1-to-nothing vote? 

Mr. DOMENICI. We may be having 
rollcall votes all night tonight. I am 
thinking that is an option. But let me 
suggest maybe we can try something a 
little different. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senators 
will be quiet, please. Please let there 
be a modicum of decorum in the Sen-
ate. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Maybe we will have 
our staffs do this, if you would like to 
help us. Maybe we can take two or 
three of the sense-of-the-Senate propo-
sitions that have some symmetry and 
maybe we can ask for them to be voted 
on en bloc, and maybe that would give 
everybody his or her vote. 

I note some staffers are saying no. 
But we might try it. Let us see if we 
could package a few of them. I am not 
sure that will work. 

Mr. EXON. We will talk on anything 
to expedite the process. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Let us go to the next 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3996 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, this is an 

amendment to save a little bit of 
money in the LIHEAP Program, the 
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program. There are 6 years in our 
budget. The budget of the President 
and the committee and my amendment 
are all the same for the first 2 years at 
$1 billion. The next 2 years, I accept 
the President’s budget numbers, which 
are $934 million and $819 million re-
spectively. Then, in years 5 and 6, I 
keep the number, adding $119 million. 
So for the last 3 of the 6 years, the 
numbers spent would be $819 million, 
which is the President’s number in 
year 4. The total savings would be $633 
million if we accept this amendment 
rather than going the route of the 
Budget Committee. 

I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote. 
Mr. EXON. I yield 30 seconds against 

the amendment. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 

may I have order? 
Mr. DOMENICI. Just a second, Mr. 

President. I believe I have the author-
ity to designate the Senator in opposi-
tion. Senator SPECTER wants to do 
that. Can we give each one of them 30 
seconds, Senator SPECTER and Senator 
WELLSTONE? 

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

Mr. KYL. Reserving the right to ob-
ject—— 

Mr. DOMENICI. And Senator KYL 
would get 30. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
strenuously oppose this amendment. 

As chairman of the subcommittee 
having jurisdiction over LIHEAP fund-
ing, I can tell you that we have fought 
hard for program funding this year. 
There have been consistent reductions 
in program funding. We are into the 
bone. The LIHEAP funds are indispen-
sable for the aging. We are talking 
about people who have the option of 
heating or eating. The vast majority, 
80 percent, goes to people who have in-
comes of $7,000 or less. This funding 
ought not to be cut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ASHCROFT). The Senator from Min-
nesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I defer to the Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. I will be happy to speak 
now, and allow the Senator from Min-
nesota to have the last word. 

I accepted the numbers from the 
President, whose budget office gave 
that program a lower priority by virtue 
of the fact it was supposed to be tem-
porary. So in years 3 and 4 we have ac-
cepted the numbers of the President’s 
budget and then just continued those 
numbers for years 5 and 6. This is not 
a drastic reduction, but it is one small 
step we can take to at least show some 
sense of fiscal responsibility. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, it 
is not the President’s budget, not the 
last several years. It is a big difference. 
We just voted 88 to 12 for support of 
this program. Now we are going to vote 
for hundreds of millions of dollars in 
cuts in the outyears. I am delighted my 
colleague is no longer trying to elimi-
nate the Low-Income Home Energy As-
sistance Program, but I would remind 
him that even in States like Arizona, 
this summer it could be 110 degrees in 
nursing homes and you might be eligi-
ble for cooling assistance. This is im-
portant for vulnerable citizens. We 
should have a strong ‘‘no’’ vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 26, 
nays 74, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 129 Leg.] 

YEAS—26 

Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Brown 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Dole 
Faircloth 
Gramm 

Grams 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kassebaum 
Kyl 
Lott 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Shelby 
Thomas 
Thurmond 

NAYS—74 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lugar 

Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 3996) was re-
jected. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3997 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
next two votes are the votes we are 
going to have 15 minutes on each of 
them. Senator KENNEDY’s amendment 
is up under the regular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if we 
could have order in the Senate, I will 
just speak briefly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will not proceed until we come to 
order. The Senate will come to order. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
current law does not permit what we 
call double billing. If there are going to 
be services purchased for Medicare re-
cipients, that will be payment in full. 

Under the Republican proposal, they 
are creating additional kinds of options 
to spread this out into the private sec-
tor. We say that that is fine, but we 
want to continue the same protection 
of no double billing. No double billing 
is extremely important to all Medicare 
recipients. We should maintain that 
concept in any new future private con-
tracting with Medicare. 

That is what this amendment does, 
and I think it is absolutely necessary 
to protect our senior citizens. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5475 May 22, 1996 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, last 

year, we maintained current law prohi-
bitions on balanced billing with tradi-
tional fee-for-service Medicare. If, how-
ever, a Medicare beneficiary wanted to 
choose a privately offered Medicare 
plan under that new plan, he or she 
must be permitted to choose a plan 
which might allow the doctor to charge 
more. 

This amendment would put us on 
record that we cannot have that kind 
of new plan which would be voluntary 
and chosen by the beneficiaries. 

So, I move to table the amendment 
and ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. EXON. May I inquire of the 

chairman, it is true now that this will 
be a 15-minute vote, as is the one to 
follow? Is that correct? 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct. 
Mr. EXON. I thank my chairman. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. This will 

be a 15-minute vote. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

motion to lay on the table the amend-
ment of the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY]. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 49, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 130 Leg.] 
YEAS—49 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frist 

Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—51 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Snowe 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 3997) was rejected. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if it is 
agreeable with the Senator from New 
Mexico, I suggest we have a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 3997) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3998 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, our 

next amendment is focused on nursing 
homes, to make sure the standards 
that were worked out in 1987, in a bi-
partisan way, which have been enor-
mously effective in protecting seniors, 
are going to be continued not only that 
the Federal standards will be continued 
but also Federal enforcement. 

There is a question about whether we 
need this kind of an amendment or not. 
The House of Representatives now has 
been willing to accept the standards 
but not the enforcement. Seniors are 
entitled to both. That is what this 
amendment does, maintain the current 
law. I believe it is necessary for pro-
tecting our senior citizens. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, our 
Medicaid restructuring plan will main-
tain current law and nursing home 
standards. As I read the Kennedy 
amendment, it proposes to change 
country law as well. 

I ask the Senator if we could accept 
the Kennedy amendment without a 
vote, thus permitting us to proceed to 
another amendment. Would the Sen-
ator consider a voice vote? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the support for this program, 
but there is a very key element that 
differentiates this proposal with what 
has been happening in the House, and 
that is with regard to the enforcement. 
I think a strong voice for not only the 
standards but the enforcement, as well, 
is a very important part of it. It would 
be a strong indication, certainly to the 
conferees, that is the will of the Sen-
ate. I think it is of sufficient impor-
tance that we ought to go on record on 
that. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
want to repeat, I have been assured by 
the Finance Committee before this 
amendment came up that we keep cur-
rent law. I do not think we need a vote, 
but if the Senator wants it, I urge all 
Republicans vote ‘‘aye.’’ 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Virginia [Mr. ROBB] is nec-
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANTORUM). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 99, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 131 Leg.] 
YEAS—99 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 

Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Robb 

The amendment (No. 3998) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
wanted to comment for the Senate. 

How many minutes are we over the 
15? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eight 
minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Eight minutes over 
when regular order was called for. 

The next amendment is another Ken-
nedy amendment. 

Is that correct? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 

correct. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3999 

Mr. KENNEDY. That is correct. Mr. 
President, this amendment just retains 
current law on spousal impoverish-
ment. All of us remember 1987–88 when 
these amendments were offered by our 
friend and colleague, Senator MIKULSKI 
of Maryland, in the Senate in a bipar-
tisan way in terms of protecting spous-
al impoverishment and adult members 
of families, as well as prohibiting liens 
on the homes. We can all say we are for 
this proposal, but last year every sin-
gle reconciliation piece of legislation 
that came before us went back on at 
least one of the four major protections 
on spousal and family impoverishment. 

By this record we will send a very 
clear signal that we want to retain the 
current law. It is important that we do 
so for these families of nursing home 
members, and this amendment will put 
the Senate on record in favor of those 
protections. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we as-
sume precisely what the sense-of-the- 
Senate amendment provides. I under-
stand the Senator wants to vote. So he 
is entitled to a vote. I suggest that ev-
erybody vote for it. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5476 May 22, 1996 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I will 

take 15 seconds. Last year every rec-
onciliation had at least a cut back in 
one of the four major protections. We 
want the Senate on record that we are 
all for those protections. We have had 
bipartisan support it in the past. We 
should not take a chance on it in the 
future. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Massachu-
setts. On this question, the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 94, 
nays 6, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 132 Leg.] 
YEAS—94 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 
Feinstein 

Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—6 

Bennett 
Brown 

Faircloth 
Gregg 

Hatch 
Helms 

The amendment (No. 3999) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4000 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I be-

lieve Senator KENNEDY’s amendment is 
up now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4000, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I in-

tend to ask unanimous consent to mod-
ify the amendment. I send the modi-
fication, which I have shared with the 
Senator from New Mexico, to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Senator from New Mex-
ico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I discussed it with 
him, is that what he said? ‘‘I shared 
it.’’ He did not say I agreed to the 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is, as al-
ways, accurate, in making the state-
ment he has not agreed. I had hoped he 
might agree, as we agreed to the modi-
fication of Senator KYL, Senator LOTT, 
and Senator DOLE’s amendment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. And we may, indeed, 
have some others. I really have no ob-
jection. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment (No. 4000), as modi-

fied, is as follows: 
At the end of title III, insert the following: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON DAVIS-BACON. 
Notwithstanding any provision of the com-

mittee report on this resolution, it is the 
sense of the Senate that the provisions in 
this resolution do not assume the repeal of 
the Davis-Bacon Act. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
committee report says the budget reso-
lution assumes the repeal of the Davis- 
Bacon Act which protects community 
wage standards for some 500,000 con-
struction workers who work on Federal 
projects. This repeal means workers 
will be paid $4.6 billion less over the 
life of the budget. That is not fair. We 
should be attempting to lift workers’ 
wages. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend. The Senate will 
come to order. 

The Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. We should be lifting 

workers’ wages, not reducing them. 
That is effectively what this amend-
ment does. It ensures the Senate will 
go on record that this resolution does 
not assume the repeal of the Davis- 
Bacon Act. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4030 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4000 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Con-
gress that States should be allowed to re-
quire welfare recipients to stay drug-free 
as a condition for receiving welfare bene-
fits from the taxpayers) 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 

have a second-degree amendment to 
amendment No. 4000. I send the amend-
ment to the desk and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. ASHCROFT] 
proposes an amendment numbered 4030 to 
amendment No. 4000. 

Strike all after the first word and insert 
the following— 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, point of 
order. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I object. 
Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. The clerk will read the 
amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk con-
tinued with the reading of the amend-
ment, as follows: 

Strike all after the first word and insert 
the following: 
SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING REQUIRE-

MENTS THAT WELFARE RECIPIENTS 
BE DRUG-FREE. 

In recognition of the fact that American 
workers are required to be drug-free in the 
workplace, it is the sense of the Congress 
that this concurrent resolution on the budg-
et assumes that the States may require wel-
fare recipients to be drug-free as a condition 
for receiving such benefits and that random 
drug testing may be used to enforce such re-
quirements. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, point of 
order. Is the Senator from Nebraska 
correct the amendment that has just 
been offered is not in order until time 
has been yielded back on the previous 
amendment, which I do not think was 
accomplished? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
sponsor had yielded back his time, had 
concluded his time on the amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Is there time on the 
second-degree amendment? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, if 
there is any question, I yield back the 
30 seconds that I had in opposition to 
Senator KENNEDY’s first-degree amend-
ment. 

Mr. EXON. I think that clarifies it. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

sponsor of the second-degree amend-
ment has 30 seconds. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I be-
lieve it is an affront to the American 
people to adopt and support drug hab-
its in individuals by virtue of sub-
sidizing the welfare payments to those 
who continue on drugs. It should be an 
option of States to be able to drug test 
effectively and to condition the receipt 
of welfare payments on people becom-
ing and remaining drug free. 

I believe that we do not really help 
people as long as we finance them 
while they are involved in drugs. So, 
the sense of the Senate stated here is 
that the States should have the right 
and opportunity to condition participa-
tion of welfare recipients in programs 
based on their being drug free. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield 30 
seconds to Senator KENNEDY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized 
for 30 seconds. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we all 
know what this is. The Senator could 
have offered his amendment as an ini-
tial amendment or a second degree to 
other amendments. 

This is about working families. We 
are talking about construction workers 
who average $27,000 a year. All we are 
saying in this bill is we are not going 
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to repeal Davis-Bacon. If we are going 
to do that, we ought to do it at other 
times. 

This is about trying to maintain the 
existing standards which protect Amer-
ican workers out there, and the second 
degree amendment is a clear attempt 
to undermine the protection of those 
workers. 

I hope that the amendment will be 
defeated. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 4030, offered by the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. ASHCROFT] to amend-
ment No. 4000, as modified. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

COATS). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 92, 
nays 8, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 133 Leg.] 
YEAS—92 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Faircloth 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—8 

Akaka 
Feingold 
Hatfield 

Hollings 
Inouye 
Kennedy 

Kerrey 
Simon 

The amendment (No. 4030) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4031 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4000 
(Purpose: To protect the incomes of con-

struction workers and their families and to 
express the sense of the Senate that the 
Davis-Bacon Act should not be repealed) 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send 

a second-degree amendment to the 
desk and ask for its immediate consid-
eration. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask the Senator, 
will he yield for just an observation to 
the Senate? We have never come in 
within the time since we started this 
morning. We were just over again. We 
were over 81⁄2 minutes when we gave ev-
erybody 15 minutes. 

So there is nobody on this side that 
objects to the following, and I assume 
that Senator EXON will agree, starting 
with the next vote we are going to call 
for the regular order at the end of the 
10 minutes. That is what we are al-
lowed, 10 minutes. We are going to call 
for the regular order, if they are miss-
ing on our side or the other side, if it 
affects the vote or does not affect it. I 
just want everybody to know that. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. EXON. I clamor my approval. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-

NEDY] proposes amendment numbered 4031 to 
amendment No. 4000. 

At the end of the amendment, add the fol-
lowing: 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON DAVIS-BACON. 

Notwithstanding any provision of the com-
mittee report on this resolution, it is the 
sense of the Senate that the provisions in 
this resolution do not assume the repeal of 
the Davis-Bacon Act. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this 
amendment is as clear as it could be. It 
is just to express the sense that there 
is nothing in this underlying resolution 
that is going to repeal, effectively, the 
Davis-Bacon provisions. I offer it as a 
second degree to the underlying 
amendment. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I just 

urge my colleagues to vote to table the 
Kennedy amendment for a lot of rea-
sons. The provisions that he is dealing 
with deals with Davis-Bacon, goes back 
to 1931, the Federal Government saying 
if you are doing Federal construction 
work, that the Department of Labor 
should set the labor rate, in many 
cases far in excess of what the pre-
vailing wage really is in those areas. 

It costs taxpayers in excess of $3 bil-
lion. Maybe it is a payoff for, I do not 
know, $35 million for campaigns or 
something. It does not belong. If you 
believe in free enterprise, if you believe 
in the marketplace setting labor rates, 
you should vote to table the Kennedy 
amendment. I move to table the Ken-
nedy amendment and ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second to table? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on agreeing to the mo-
tion to lay on the table the amendment 
No. 4031. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 41, 
nays 59, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 134 Leg.] 
YEAS—41 

Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frist 

Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pressler 
Roth 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—59 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Coats 
Conrad 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 4031) was rejected. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
SNOWE). The question is now on the 
second-degree amendment. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 
we can adopt the amendment now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to vitiating the yeas and 
nays? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

amendment. 
The amendment (No. 4031) was agreed 

to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4032 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4000 
(Purpose: To reform the Davis-Bacon Act) 
Mr. SANTORUM. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 

SANTORUM] proposes an amendment num-
bered 4032 to amendment No. 4000. 

At the end of the pending amendment, in-
sert the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON DAVIS-BACON. 

Notwithstanding any provision of the com-
mittee report on this resolution, it is the 
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sense of the Senate that the provisions in 
this resolution assume reform of the Davis- 
Bacon Act. 

Mr. EXON. Madam President, I sug-
gest that the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania, as I under-
stand it, is not in order. 

Mr. DOMENICI. It is a second-degree 
amendment to the Kennedy amend-
ment. It is in order. 

Mr. EXON. Is that the ruling of the 
Chair, that it is in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from Pennsylvania is in order. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania has 
30 seconds. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Madam President, 
we just voted on whether there should 
be repeal of Davis-Bacon. Many of us 
are not for repeal of that. We believe 
that there needs to be reform of the 
Davis-Bacon law and that we, in fact, 
should assume that for the purposes of 
the budget. I think there is bipartisan 
support for reform of Davis-Bacon. I 
wanted the Senate to go on record for 
that reform measure. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, 
may I have 15 seconds to comment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 

urge that all Members support this 
amendment and let us move ahead with 
the resolution. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Madam President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Kansas [Mrs. KASSEBAUM] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 99, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 135 Leg.] 

YEAS—99 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 

Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 

Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 

Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 

Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Kassebaum 

The amendment (No. 4032) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4000 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on agreeing to the 
underlying amendment. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the under-
lying amendment, No. 4000, as amend-
ed, be agreed to and the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table. 

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

The amendment (No. 4000), as amend-
ed, was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4001 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on agreeing to 
amendment No. 4001 offered by the Sen-
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, this 

budget resolution cuts discretionary 
budget authority over the next 6 years 
by $356 billion and outlays by $295 bil-
lion. My amendment adds $106 billion 
in budget authority and $65 billion in 
outlays to pay for programs like crime 
control, education, safer highways, 
aviation safety, drug treatment, envi-
ronmental cleanup, and clean water. 
We pay for it by closing corporate loop-
holes and reducing tax expenditures 
which over the next 6 years will exceed 
$3 trillion. 

I urge all Senators to support the 
amendment and cast a vote for an in-
vestment in America’s future. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, it 
is with reluctance that I must oppose 
the Byrd amendment. This would in-
crease taxes and spending by $65 bil-
lion. It would strike the budget resolu-
tion’s reconciliation instruction with 
reference to taxes, and it would elimi-
nate the firewall between defense and 
nondefense spending. I believe, on any 
of those counts, it should be defeated. 
When you put them all together, clear-
ly it ought to be tabled. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the name of 
Mr. BINGAMAN be added as a cosponsor. 

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

The question now occurs on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to table the 
amendment and ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? It appears to be suf-
ficiently seconded. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the amendment of the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 61, 
nays 39, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 136 Leg.] 
YEAS—61 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Frist 

Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pressler 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—39 

Akaka 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 4001) was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4002, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 
Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent I be allowed to send 
to the desk a modification to amend-
ment No. 4002. This modification is 
technical in nature. 

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

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. LOTT] 

proposes an amendment numbered 4002, as 
further modified. 
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Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title III, add the following 

new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS ON REIMBURSE-

MENT OF THE UNITED STATES FOR 
OPERATIONS SOUTHERN WATCH 
AND PROVIDE COMFORT. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 
(1) as of May 1996, the United States has 

spent $2,937,000,000 of United States taxpayer 
funds since the conclusion of the Gulf War in 
1991 for the singular purpose of protecting 
the Kurdish and Shiite population from Iraqi 
aggression; 

(2) the President’s defense budget request 
for 1997 includes an additional $590,100,000 for 
Operations Southern Watch and Provide 
Comfort, both of which are designed to re-
strict Iraqi military aggression against the 
Kurdish and Shiite people of Iraq; 

(3) costs for these military operations con-
stitute part of the continued budget deficit 
of the United States; and 

(4) United Nations Security Council Reso-
lution 986 (1995) (referred to as ‘‘SCR 986’’) 
would allow Iraq to sell up to $1,000,000,000 in 
petroleum and petroleum products every 90 
days, for an initial period of 180 days. 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense 
of the Congress that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this resolution 
assume that— 

(1) the President should instruct the 
United States Permanent Representative to 
the United Nations to ensure any subsequent 
extension of authority beyond the 180 days 
originally provided by SCR 986, specifically 
mandates and authorizes the reimbursement 
of the United States for costs associated 
with Operations Southern Watch and Pro-
vide Comfort out of revenues generated by 
any sale of petroleum or petroleum-related 
products originating from Iraq; 

(2) in the event that the United States Per-
manent Representative to the United Na-
tions fails to modify the terms of any subse-
quent resolution extending the authority 
granted by SCR 986 as called for in paragraph 
(1), the President should reject any United 
Nations’ action or resolution seeking to ex-
tend the terms of the oil sale beyond the 180 
days authorized by SCR 986; 

(3) the President should take the necessary 
steps to ensure that— 

(A) any effort by the United Nations to 
temporarily lift the trade embargo for hu-
manitarian purposes, specifically the sale of 
petroleum or petroleum products, restricts 
all revenues from such sale from being di-
verted to benefit the Iraqi military; and 

(B) the temporary lifting of the trade em-
bargo does not encourage other countries to 
take steps to begin promoting commercial 
relations with the Iraqi military in expecta-
tion that sanctions will be permanently lift-
ed; and 

(4) revenues reimbursed to the United 
States from the oil sale authorized by SCR 
986, or any subsequent action or resolution, 
should be used to reduce the Federal budget 
deficit. 

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, is 

someone going to explain the amend-
ment? 

Mr. EXON. We yield back the remain-
der our time. 

Mr. LOTT. I would take 30 seconds to 
point out the amendment expresses the 
sense of the Senate that the Clinton 
administration should ensure an exten-
sion of U.N. Resolution 986, which man-
dates the reimbursement of the U.S. 
Department of Defense for the costs as-
sociated with Operations Southern 
Watch and Provide Comfort out of the 
revenues generated from the sale of 
Iraqi oil and other oil products. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Madam President, we 
have no objection. 

I yield the time we have on this side. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
Mr. EXON. Madam President, there 

may be someone who wishes to talk on 
this side I did not know about. 

I yield 30 seconds to the Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PELL. Madam President, I thank 
my colleague and thank the Chair. I 
just wanted to rise to say, if this 
amendment was agreed to, it would cir-
cumvent some of our humanitarian 
programs. It would cause damage to 
the Kurdish minority in the country. I 
very much hope we could defeat this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Mississippi. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The Clerk will call the role. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. EXON. Madam President, I call 

for the regular order. 
The result was announced—yeas 53, 

nays 47, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 137 Leg.] 

YEAS—53 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Campbell 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 

Faircloth 
Ford 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—47 

Akaka 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Exon 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Glenn 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 

Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lugar 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 

Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 

Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 

Wellstone 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 4002), as further 
modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 
the reason that I did not call for the 
regular order is because one of our Sen-
ators was present. He was here for 
about 5 or 6 minutes. He must have as-
sumed he voted, and he left. Maybe he 
did vote and we did not get it recorded. 
We got him? All right. I am sorry. 

I move to reconsider the vote. 
Mr. LOTT. I move to lay that motion 

on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4003 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on amendment No. 
4003 offered by the Senator from Wyo-
ming. 

Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Madam President, 

this amendment simply notes that 
there are a number of indices that the 
Government uses to measure inflation 
and that we should strive to use the 
most accurate one that is possible. We 
have heard discussion of the CPI. There 
is another one called the chain-weight-
ed GDP index. 

There are all sorts of ways to go. 
This just says, let us pick the most ac-
curate one and get on with the business 
of then protecting the budget of the 
United States to get a handle on the 
correct and most accurate method of 
indices of measuring inflation or defla-
tion or deflators or whatever we are 
using in this great complex formulae 
world. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Madam President, I sup-

ported this when it was offered a few 
days ago by the Senator from Wyo-
ming. As I understand the amendment, 
it in effect urges the Government to 
use the most accurate inflation index 
available. That is pure and simple. We 
have no objection from this side and 
have heard of no objection from that 
side. I am wondering, since it seems to 
have universal support, if we could 
save some time by voice voting this, if 
we could have the approval of that 
from the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam President, I 
was hoping to follow that precedent, 
but I see that others have failed to do 
so. And I thought if I could take 10 
more minutes, we could get a vote 
which would show that indeed we must 
be about our business. If we were to use 
the chain-weighted GDP index, that 
would get you a .4 reduction in things. 
That is what both CBO and OMB use. I 
just want to get that vote, if I could. 

Mr. EXON. The Senator has that 
right. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 
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The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on agreeing to amend-
ment No. 4003. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 100, 

nays 0, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 138 Leg.] 

YEAS—100 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 4003) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
COVERDELL be added as a cosponsor of 
Senator KYL’s amendment No. 3995. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4007 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on amendment No. 
4007, offered by the Senator from Flor-
ida [Mr. GRAHAM]. 

The Senator from Florida is recog-
nized. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, this 
amendment deals with two important 
issues. One is preserving the integrity 
of the Medicare trust fund, and, second, 
an effective assault against Medicare 
fraud. It provides that any funds that 
are derived by suppression of Medicare 
fraud will go back into the trust fund 
from which that fraud caused adverse 
effect. It would not be available for any 
other spending purposes. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of this 
amendment, which I think is both a 
statement of our commitment to sup-
pressing Medicare fraud, protecting the 
Medicare trust fund, and balancing the 
Federal budget. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator knows I am going to 
do this. 

The Graham amendment is not ger-
mane to the provisions of the budget 
resolution. I therefore raise a point of 

order against the amendment under 
section 305(b)(2) of the Budget Act. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, antici-
pating this point of order, I would like 
to point out to my colleagues that on 
page 53 of the budget resolution before 
us, beginning at line 12, is almost in 
the same verbatim form, a point of 
order, except that point of order does 
not go to the reconciliation bill, which 
amendment 4007 does, but rather goes 
to the appropriations bills. 

If my amendment is considered to be 
nongermane, clearly, this provision is 
nongermane. I also point out that in 
the last budget resolution for fiscal 
year 1996 there were two provisions, 
which contained point of order enforce-
ment of provisions within the budget 
reconciliation. 

So, Mr. President, we await the 
Chair’s ruling, which I hope will be a 
finding that this is not a valid point of 
order on the Budget Act. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the proper 
order at the present time is this: I 
move to waive the provisions of the 
Budget Act for the consideration of the 
Graham amendment. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I hope 

the Senators will deny this motion. 
This actually violates the Budget Act. 
This is a matter that is not even within 
the jurisdiction of the Budget Com-
mittee. This is a piece of legislation di-
recting the treatment of savings of an 
entitlement in a future reconciliation 
bill. We have no authority to do it. We 
ought not be doing it here. I am not 
trying to treat one different than the 
other. The same ruling was held in 
committee on four attempts to do the 
same thing in the committee as we 
marked up the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to waive. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I call for 
the regular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 44, 
nays 56, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 139 Leg.] 

YEAS—44 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feinstein 

Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 

Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—56 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 

Feingold 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 44, the nays are 56. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is not agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

point of order is sustained. 
The Senator from New Mexico is rec-

ognized. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

want to make an announcement. A 
while ago in kind of a frenzy I said we 
were going to work right on through 
this spousal banquet tonight, and I 
must tell you I have had more Senators 
concerned about this banquet than 
anything else we have done. I surmise 
that the wives have been watching on 
television. I know Senator HOLLINGS 
told me that his wife called already, 
and she was kind of upset because she 
said Senator DOMENICI said that his 
wife did not even care about this event, 
and I just want to say to his wife 
Peatsy, I overstated my wife’s position. 
My wife will be thrilled to be there to-
night, and I really would ask that my 
previous comments, unless you object, 
be stricken from the RECORD. 

Mrs. BOXER. Reserving the right to 
object. Reserving the right to object. 

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield. 
Mr. EXON. Does the Senator’s wife 

vote in New Mexico? 
Mr. DOMENICI. My wife voted in 

New Mexico, and she is still going to 
vote for me in spite of what I said. 

I thank the Senate. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4008 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on agreeing to 
amendment No. 4008 offered by the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. ASHCROFT]. 

The Senator from Missouri is recog-
nized for 30 seconds. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, this 
amendment would eliminate an unfair 
tax on a tax paid by American workers. 
Every American worker pays Social 
Security taxes, but only after he or she 
has already paid taxes on that money. 
This is an unfair disparity. The cor-
porations which pay the other half of 
that tax do not pay a tax on a tax. 
They get a deduction. 

Further, this amendment would pro-
mote and stimulate growth. The 
growth would be substantial—500,000 
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new jobs in the economy. It is a job- 
producing amendment that provides 
middle-class tax relief in a way that no 
other proposal does. I urge its adoption 
by the Senate. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. The budget resolution al-

ready has $122 billion plus in tax cuts, 
and the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee on the House side says it is $182 
billion. If you add the tax cuts that are 
being suggested by this particular 
amendment, it is $276 billion on top of 
what they are already suggesting, 
whatever that is. 

This amendment will more than tri-
ple an already unwise and unwarranted 
tax cut in this budget. It slashes dis-
cretionary spending by an additional 
$217 billion and adds over $75 billion in 
unspecified mandatory savings. We will 
never balance the budget if we are un-
able to control our urge to provide tax 
cuts in an election year. I urge Sen-
ators to vote against this budget-bust-
ing proposal that has, as far as I know, 
the support of none of the committees. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask for the yeas 
and nays, Senator. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 43, 

nays 57, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 140 Leg.] 

YEAS—43 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Biden 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Faircloth 

Frist 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Smith 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—57 

Akaka 
Bennett 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Simpson 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 4008) was re-
jected. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4009 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate will please come to order. The ques-
tion now occurs on amendment No. 
4009, offered by the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. GRAMM]. 

The Senator is recognized for 30 sec-
onds. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, this is a 

very simple amendment. In 1993, the 
President argued that he did not raise 
income taxes on anyone who was not 
rich. On its face, that is not valid. As I 
demonstrated in the debate on the 
floor of the Senate, the 1994 IRS 1040 
form and its explanation show that the 
1993 tax increase raised income taxes 
on the Social Security benefits of peo-
ple who make $34,000 or more, counting 
half of their Social Security benefit. It 
seems to me that by no stretch of the 
imagination can these people be called 
rich. 

What I do in the amendment is call 
on the President to work with us to 
come up with a way of repealing this 
tax and at the same time working to-
gether to protect Social Security and 
Medicare. This is an eminently reason-
able amendment. I hope we will get a 
unanimous vote. 

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

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I noted 
with interest the comment the Senator 
from Texas made. We just debated it a 
day or so ago. The provisions of the 
1993 act that have been roundly criti-
cized and are again being criticized 
now, raised taxes on only the top 13 
percent—the top 13 percent—of retir-
ees. By contrast, the 1983 Reagan tax 
increase, which was the first tax in-
crease that ever addressed taxation of 
any kind on Social Security, was sup-
ported by the sponsor of this amend-
ment. I simply say that will raise taxes 
for 22 percent of the retirees. This 
amendment would cost over $33 billion. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4033 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4009 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I send a 

second-degree amendment to the desk 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON] 

proposes an amendment numbered 4033 to 
amendment No. 4009. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike all after ‘‘SEC.’’ and insert the fol-

lowing: 

. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SOLVENCY OF THE 
MEDICARE TRUST FUND. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that repeal 
of certain provisions from the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 would 
move the insolvency date of the HI (Medi-
care) Trust Fund forward by a full year. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that no provisions in this 
Budget Resolution should worsen the sol-
vency of the Medicare Trust Fund. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I will take 
my 30 seconds to explain this amend-
ment. 

The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that repeal of the 1993 change, as 
proposed in the Gramm amendment, 
will move the insolvency date of the 
Medicare trust fund forward a full 
year. It is astonishing to me that the 
same Senators who claim to be con-
cerned, even alarmed sometimes, about 
the solvency of the Medicare trust fund 
would sponsor legislation that will 
have the opposite effect. 

The second-degree amendment, 
thereby, assures that no action there-
in, as a part of that act, should worsen 
the solvency of the Medicare trust 
fund. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized for 30 
seconds. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry. Does this amend-
ment simply add to mine, or does it 
substitute for the language of my 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will examine the amendment and 
make a ruling in just a moment. 

Mr. EXON. What the amendment 
does, simply said, is we can do nothing 
in these considerations that will fur-
ther weaken or hurt the trust fund. 
That is basically what it does. The 
amendment of the Senator from Texas 
hurts the solvency of the fund. This 
amendment corrects that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is advised that it 
strikes all words after the first word 
and replaces it. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I am 
simply going to offer my amendment 
as a second-degree amendment to all 
the other amendments that come up 
until we vote on it. Now, if the Senator 
would like to add his language to mine, 
I made it very clear in my sense-of-the- 
Senate resolution that we wanted to 
work with the President to repeal the 
Social Security tax in such a way as to 
protect Medicare. If he wants to add 
his amendment to mine, I will support 
it, we will adopt it, and that will be the 
end of it. 

Mr. EXON. I will simply say that I 
ask for the yeas and nays on my 
amendment as offered. 

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 (Mr. 

THOMPSON). The question is on agreeing 
to amendment No. 4033, offered by the 
Senator from Nebraska, Mr. EXON. The 
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yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 100, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 141 Leg.] 
YEAS—100 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 4033) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4034 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4009 

(Purpose: To express the Sense of the Con-
gress that the 1993 income tax increase on 
Social Security benefits should be re-
pealed) 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send 

a second-degree amendment on behalf 
of Senator GRAMM of Texas to the desk 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-

ICI] for Mr. GRAMM proposes amendment 
numbered 4034 to amendment No. 4009. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the amendment, add the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE CONGRESS THAT THE 1993 

INCOME TAX INCREASE ON SOCIAL 
SECURITY BENEFITS SHOULD BE RE-
PEALED. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that the as-
sumptions underlying this resolution include 
that— 

(1) the Fiscal Year 1994 budget proposal of 
President Clinton to raise federal income 
taxes on the Social Security benefits of sen-
ior citizens with income as low as $25,000, 
and those provisions of the Fiscal Year 1994 
recommendations of the Budget Resolution 
and the 1993 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 

Act in which the 103rd Congress voted to 
raise federal income taxes on Social Security 
benefits of senior citizens with income as low 
as $34,000 should be repealed; 

(2) that the Senate Budget Resolution 
should reflect President Clinton’s statement 
that he believed he raised federal taxes too 
much in 1993; and 

(3) that the Budget Resolution should react 
to President Clinton’s Fiscal Year 1997 budg-
et which documents the fact that in the his-
tory of the United States, the total tax bur-
den has never been greater than it is today, 
therefore 

—It is the Sense of the Congress that the 
assumptions underlying this Resolution in-
clude— 

(1) that raising federal income taxes in 1993 
on the Social Security benefits of middle- 
class individuals with income as low as 
$34,000 was a mistake; 

(2) that the federal income tax hike on So-
cial Security benefits imposed in 1993 by the 
103rd Congress and signed into law by Presi-
dent Clinton should be repealed; and 

(3) President Clinton should work with the 
Congress to repeal the 1993 federal income 
tax hike on Social Security benefits in a 
manner that would not adversely affect the 
Social Security Trust Fund or the Medicare 
Part A Trust Fund, and should ensure that 
such repeal is coupled with offsetting reduc-
tions in federal spending. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I can 
save the Senate time. This is the same 
amendment we had pending a moment 
ago. What the amendment says is that 
it was a mistake to impose a confis-
catory tax on Social Security recipi-
ents that earn $34,000 a year when you 
count half of their Social Security ben-
efits. It simply calls on the President 
to work with us to repeal that tax. 

We already had in the amendment 
the provision saying that it is the 
sense of the Senate that we do it in a 
way that would not adversely affect 
the Social Security trust fund or Medi-
care. The Senator from Nebraska added 
a sense of the Senate resolution saying 
that nothing we do should adversely af-
fect Medicare. I do not strike that pro-
vision. In fact, I voted for it. But I 
want this Senate to go on record that 
it was a mistake to raise taxes on So-
cial Security beneficiaries. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I simply 

point out that this amendment will 
cost over $33 billion and does not say 
how we will pay for it. Another way of 
saying that is that this is a political 
amendment to make a political state-
ment without saying how we are going 
to pay for this kind of reduction in rev-
enue. I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on agreeing to amend-
ment No. 4034. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from West Virginia [Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER] and the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HEFLIN] are necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 50, 
nays 48, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 142 Leg.] 
YEAS—50 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Bryan 
Burns 
Campbell 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—48 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Simpson 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Heflin Rockefeller 

The amendment (No. 4034) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4009 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the underlying amend-
ment, as amended. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the yeas and 
nays be vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, most of us 

cannot possibly hear what is going on. 
I cannot hear my friend from the chair 
very well. Would the Chair please re-
peat the request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays having been vitiated, the 
question is on the underlying amend-
ment, as amended. 

Without objection, the amendment is 
agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4009), as amend-
ed, was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
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Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, first, 

might I say that some Members have 
gotten ourselves in trouble because we 
were planning to meet while our 
spouses were having dinner. We have 
canceled that radical idea. I want ev-
erybody to know we are going to go out 
at 5:30 because a number of Senators 
want, for some reason, to get ready for 
this event. 

Mr. EXON. May I ask that the Sen-
ator not include we in that statement, 
just to clarify the record. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I did that on pur-
pose. I did not think anybody would ob-
ject. 

One of the chairmen asked me to 
make an announcement, if I may have 
30 seconds. Senator BOND asked that I 
announce that the Small Business 
Committee will hold a short meeting to 
dispose of two business matters that 
the committee is aware of in room S– 
214 at approximately 4:40, which would 
probably be after the next vote. In any 
event, it will be around that time. I do 
not think unanimous consent is re-
quired. This is permitted. Is that satis-
factory? 

Mr. BOND. Yes, it is in the Vice 
President’s office. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4019, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
now turn to the consideration of the 
Dole amendment No. 4019. I have 
cleared this both with Senator EXON 
and the minority leader. 

Mr. EXON. That is true. When the 30 
seconds on the Dole amendment comes 
up on our side, I will yield 15 seconds to 
the two Senators from California, in 
any order they choose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The pending 
question is amendment No. 4019. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I call 
up Senator DOLE’s amendment No. 4019, 
as modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is pending. 

The Senator from California [Mrs. 
BOXER] is recognized. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, an L.A. 
Times newsstory gave rise to this 
amendment. I think a report by the AG 
is in order. I will vote ‘‘yes.’’ I think 
that report will show vigorous support 
of law enforcement. I thank Senators 
DOMENICI and DOLE for deleting certain 
provisions. 

I yield to Senator FEINSTEIN. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 

echo the statement of my colleague, 
Senator BOXER, and only add to it that 
in a discussion with an editor of the 
Los Angeles Times on this matter yes-
terday, I think there is conflicting data 
as to whether there are certain guide-
lines or thresholds below which there is 
not prosecution. I believe this needs to 
be cleared up. 

I thank the majority leader and Sen-
ator DOMENICI for their understanding 
in this matter. I think it is important 
that there be an investigation on what 
prosecutorial guidelines, thresholds, 
any other provisions for prosecution of 
across border crime there may be. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 

Dole amendment expresses the sense of 
the Senate that the Attorney General 
should investigate whether drug smug-
glers are avoiding prosecution in the 
United States because of the policies of 
the Department of Justice and report 
to the chairman of the House and Sen-
ate Judiciary Committees on that mat-
ter within 30 days. 

The amendment also expresses the 
sense of the Senate that the Attorney 
General should change the policy in 
order to ensure the vigorous prosecu-
tion of drug smugglers and direct all 
U.S. attorneys to vigorously prosecute 
them. 

That is Senator DOLE’s interpreta-
tion of his amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
I ask for the yeas and nays on the 

Dole amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 

consent that Senator COVERDELL be 
added as a cosponsor. 

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

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I voted 
for the amendment offered by the ma-
jority leader on the subject of drug 
prosecutions in the Southern District 
of California, but I wish to take a mo-
ment to clarify any misperceptions 
that the amendment may have prompt-
ed. Some have implied that the U.S. at-
torney for the Southern District of 
California is weak on drug prosecu-
tions. This implication is false and un-
fair. 

The facts are that the U.S. attorney’s 
aggressive policies have led to more 
drug prosecutions, more prosecutions 
of border drug smugglers, more crimi-
nal alien prosecutions, and more alien 
smuggling prosecutions. This is a 
record to be proud of. 

Let us take a look at the facts. Total 
prosecutions by the U.S. attorney have 
more than doubled over the past 5 
years. Let me say that again, the U.S. 
attorney is prosecuting more than 
twice as many felonies as his prede-
cessor. 

The U.S. attorney initiated a formal 
cooperative agreement on drug pros-
ecutions with the San Diego District 
Attorney. In the past, the DA did not 
prosecute border-related drug cases at 
all. Last year, the local DA prosecuted 
more than 1,000. As a result of this un-
precedented Federal-county coopera-
tion, total border-related drug prosecu-
tions have more than tripled over the 
past 5 years. 

This cooperative Federal-county re-
lationship is credited by the San Diego 
District Attorney with making a posi-
tive impact on San Diego’s overall 
crime rate. 

In January 1995, the U.S. attorney re-
vised its criminal alien prosecution 
guidelines for the first time in more 
than 10 years. As a result, 1,334 crimi-
nal aliens were prosecuted in 1995, com-
pared to only 179 in 1992—a 745 in-
crease. 

The U.S. attorney has led a major ef-
fort to prosecute alien smugglers. 
Nearly three times as many alien 
smugglers were prosecuted in 1995 as 
were prosecuted in 1994. And more will 
be prosecuted in 1996 than last year. 

The Dole amendment implies that 
the U.S. attorney refuses to prosecute 
cases involving less than 125 pounds of 
marijuana. This is absolutely false. In 
fact, of the 184 felony marijuana cases 
prosecuted this year, 50 percent involve 
less than 125 pounds. 

I ask unanimous consent that addi-
tional material detailing the U.S. at-
torney’s record be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, DC, May 21, 1996. 

Hon. ORRIN G. HATCH, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This responds to your 

letter of May 14, 1996, concerning a recent 
Los Angeles Times article on the drug pros-
ecution policies in the Southern District of 
California. That article provided an incom-
plete and inaccurate picture of felony drug 
prosecutions in the Southern District. 

The most serious inaccuracy in the L.A. 
Times article is the suggestion that the 
United States Attorney’s Office (‘‘USAO’’) is 
ignoring narcotics cases involving less than 
a predetermined quantity of drugs. The 
United States Attorney, in conjunction with 
the San Diego County District Attorney, 
pursues all drug cases on the border in which 
prosecutors believe charges are warranted, 
regardless of the quantity of drugs involved. 

Upon taking office in November 1993, 
United States Attorney Bersin revised the 
Southern District’s prosecution policies in 
order to make more effective use of sanc-
tions available under the immigration laws. 
Those revisions have resulted in a 58 percent 
increase in the total number of felony pros-
ecutions brought by the USAO from 1993 to 
1995. 

Prior to the change in policy, the USAO re-
tained jurisdiction over every defendant ar-
rested for illegal activity at the border, re-
gardless of the seriousness of the offense. As 
a result of the volume of cases, the USAO 
treated as misdemeanor possession cases 
many drug cases that could have been pros-
ecuted as felonies based on the quantities of 
controlled substance seized. 

United States Attorney Bersin worked 
with the District Attorney to change that 
system. They agreed that the District Attor-
ney would prosecute border-related cases 
with a San Diego nexus (i.e., the defendant is 
a resident of or the car is registered in San 
Diego, or the drugs are destined for San 
Diego). The District Attorney now prosecu-
tors as felonies many border-related drug 
cases that would have been brought by the 
USAO as misdemenaors, if at all, prior to 
1994. 

As a result of this agreement, the number 
of federal felony drug prosecutions, com-
bined with the District Attorney’s felony 
border drug prosecutions, rose from 764 in 
1994 to 1,406 in 1995. The agreement has also 
permitted the United States Attorney’s Of-
fice to redirect prosecutorial resources from 
minor drug cases to major narcotics inves-
tigations such as those arising from the De-
partment’s Southwest Border Initiative. 
Moreover, the increase in felony disposi-
tions—followed inevitably by deportation— 
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has made more defendants eligible for pros-
ecution under the stiff provisions of 8 U.S.C. 
§ 1326 should they reenter illegally. During 
1995, the USAO prosecuted 1,334 such crimi-
nal aliens, more than were prosecuted during 
the entire nine years prior to 1994. 

Nor was the L.A. Times correct that the 
USAO automatically declines cases involv-
ing less than 125 pounds of marijuana. In the 
first four months of this year, fully half (92 
out of 184) of the felony drug cases filed by 
the USAO were in that category. More im-
portant, most of the 2,000 cases referred to 
the District Attorney since 1994 involved less 
than 125 pounds of marijuana. 

There are certain cases in which USAO de-
clines prosecution in favor of immigration 
proceedings. Where proof of knowledge and 
criminal intent is lacking, and where the de-
fendant is not a U.S. citizen, has no criminal 
record, has little or no information about or-
ganized drug smuggling, and is found with 
less than 125 pounds of marijuana, prosecu-
tion is deferred and the case is sent to the 
Immigration Court for an exclusion hearing. 
All five factors must be present to warrant 
deferral. 

At the time of such deferral, the alien’s 
immigration green card or border crossing 
card is confiscated, he is ejected from the 
country, and after a hearing can be formally 
excluded. Under the previous policy, when 
these cases were prosecuted as mis-
demeanors, green cards were not confiscated. 
Moreover, a person who has been excluded, 
and who reenters the United States with ille-
gal drugs within five years, may be pros-
ecuted for both the new and prior drug of-
fenses. 

Contrary to the assertion in the L.A. 
Times article, the policy of deferring pros-
ecution of certain cases is not a ‘‘free pass’’ 
for those who transport less than 125 pounds 
of marijuana. Seizure of a green card or bor-
der crossing card is a serious and immediate 
sanction and has a far greater effect on drug 
trafficking than misdemeanor prosecution. 
Indeed, Peter Nunez, who served as United 
States Attorney under President Reagan and 
as the Assistant Secretary of Treasury for 
Enforcement, has endorsed the use of exclu-
sion proceedings. Former Bush Administra-
tion U.S. Attorney William Braniff expressed 
similar views, as reported in the L.A. Times 
on May 18, 1996: 

‘‘If I had the option that [U.S. Attorney 
Bersin] has today of immediately ejecting 
and taking the green card, I would have used 
that rather than misdemeanor prosecutions. 
* * * I think in most cases it is a greater de-
terrent * * *’’ 

Finally, the L.A. Times article 
mischaracterized the eight specific cases 
that it cited as examples of the U.S. Attor-
ney’s Office’s purportedly lax prosecution 
policy. Based on available information, fel-
ony charges were, in fact, filed in four of the 
eight cases. Three of those defendants are in 
custody; the fourth is a federal fugitive. Of 
the remaining four cases, the San Diego Dis-
trict Attorney declined to prosecute one be-
cause of insufficient evidence to support 
criminal charges; two were declined by the 
USAO on the same ground. In the eighth 
case, prosecution was delayed as the govern-
ment attempted to secure the cooperation of 
the suspect. That failed and investigation of 
the case continues. 

In sum, the primary implication of the 
L.A. Times article is misleading and the 
case-related facts are largely inaccurate. 
The United States Attorney for the Southern 
District of California and the District Attor-
ney for San Diego County have vigorously 
prosecuted drug smugglers at our borders 
and their efforts should serve as a model for 
cooperation between law enforcement agen-
cies at the federal and state levels. A careful 
and responsible analysis of the District’s 

prosecution policies and case statistics can 
lead to no other conclusion. 

If I can be of further assistance on this 
matter, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 
JANET RENO. 

THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY, 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, 

San Diego, CA, May 15, 1996. 
Attorney General JANET RENO, 
Main Justice Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MS. RENO: A recent Los Angeles 
Times article suggested that drug smugglers 
crossing the border into California are not 
being prosecuted. Specifically, it was 
claimed that criminals who smuggle less 
than 125 pounds at the border are not 
charged. Since my office files over 160 mari-
juana border drug cases every month, I want 
to correct any misapprehension on this 
point. 

Here are the facts: 
1. The San Diego District Attorney’s Office 

prosecutes border drug cases referred to us 
by the federal government. This is part of a 
cooperative effort between the U.S. Attorney 
and local law enforcement to control border 
crime. Since 1994 this office has prosecuted 
approximately 2000 of these cases. 

2. There is no ‘‘weight limit’’ on these 
cases. The notion that the only marijuana 
smuggling cases prosecuted are over 125 
pounds is false. In fact, the average weight is 
901 pounds and of the 180 cases currently 
pending all but 25 of them involve less than 
125 pounds. I should note that some cases re-
ferred to my office are declined. That per-
centage (about 23 percent) is consistent with 
the rejection rate for cases generally and is 
based solely on the sufficiency of evidence. 
Those cases that are rejected are still han-
dled by the immigration court. 

3. Border drug cases are prosecuted suc-
cessfully. Of the cases referred to our office 
85% have been convicted, 9% are pending, 
and 6% failed to appear for court. There have 
been no acquittals. 

Finally, I will note that the success of this 
cooperative effort has freed resources for 
major narcotic investigations and has made 
a positive impact on San Diego’s overall 
crime rate. 

I am attaching our current list of pending 
border drug cases which includes by name, 
date and offense the border drug cases cur-
rently being prosecuted. The report should 
dispel any false impressions about border 
drug prosecutions. The cases are pros-
ecuted—routinely and successfully. 

Very truly yours, 
PAUL J. PFINGST, 

District Attorney. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE, 
San Diego, CA, May 17, 1996. 

STATEMENT OF P. JEFFREY CASEY, DEPUTY 
SPECIAL AGENT IN CHARGE, U.S. CUSTOMS 
OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS 
The quote attributed to me in the May 12, 

1996, Los Angeles Times article concerning 
border drug prosecutions is inaccurate. My 
‘‘quote’’ was made in the context of describ-
ing one component of a three tiered prosecu-
tion system in place here in San Diego. 

I explained to Mr. Reza the three mecha-
nisms in place to prosecute Port of Entry 
Border drug smugglers apprehended in San 
Diego County. I told Mr. Reza that one 
mechanism is Federal prosecution, a second 
mechanism is County prosecution and the 
third mechanism is deferred prosecution 
which is used in those cases where there is 
insufficient evidence to establish criminal 
knowledge and intent. 

The assertion that cases involving 125 
pounds of marijuana or less are not pros-
ecuted in San Diego is false. I never made 

any such statement, nor could I since our 
U.S. Customs Special Agents present lit-
erally hundreds of such cases annually for 
prosecution as the County and Federal level. 

P. JEFFREY CASEY. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, last week 
the distinguished majority leader, Mr. 
DOLE, reacted with justifiable indigna-
tion to a May 12 Los Angles Times re-
port indicating that the Clinton-ap-
pointed U.S. attorney in San Diego is 
failing to prosecute some of the drug 
smugglers detected and reported to 
him. In fact, more than 1,000 suspected 
traffickers have been sent back to Mex-
ico since 1994 with scarcely more than 
a slap on the wrist—if that. 

The U.S. attorney’s office in San 
Diego reportedly has virtually discon-
tinued filing charges or prosecuting 
drug smugglers. Instead they are mere-
ly deported. The Los Angeles paper es-
timates that 25 percent of all detected 
drug smugglers in the southern district 
of California are sent back to Mexico 
where they are free to renew attempts 
to smuggle drugs into the United 
States. 

Senator DOLE’S concerns are well- 
founded, Mr. President: Consider these 
cases: Two U.S. citizens were arrested 
when found to have 150 pounds of mari-
juana, in their possession. Another had 
386 pounds. All three were released 
without jail or prosecution. 

Two Mexican women, transporting 24 
pounds of marijuana and 32 pounds of 
narcotics across the border to Cali-
fornia, were handed tickets back across 
the border, where they no doubt re-
loaded for another trip to California. 

Customs inspectors are working hard 
on the borders, but hundreds of traf-
fickers are avoiding prosecution. One 
Customs inspector told the Los Angeles 
Times: ‘‘Lack of enforcement is not be-
cause inspectors are not trying. It’s be-
cause of the policy coming from up-
stairs.’’ 

Mr. President, the pending sense of 
the Senate amendment calls on the 
U.S. Attorney General to investigate 
this situation immediately and report 
promptly to the respective chairmen of 
the Judiciary Committees of the House 
and Senate. 

International drug trafficking is fun-
damentally a matter of national secu-
rity, Mr. President. The drug trade is 
one of the gravest threats to the secu-
rity of U.S. today. Smugglers are cross-
ing our southern borders with impu-
nity, selling illicit drugs in our com-
munities and poisoning our children. 
Senator DOLE refers to these drug 
smuggling thugs as ‘‘merchants of 
death.’’ The distinguished Senator has 
that right—and the problem is getting 
worse by the day. 

There’s been a resurgence in illegal 
drug usage among our youth. Since 
1992, the number of high school seniors 
using drugs on a monthly basis has 
jumped 52 percent. And during the cur-
rent administration, the price of illegal 
drugs have fallen significantly, sug-
gesting that the flow and the avail-
ability of illegal drugs are increasing. 
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The Clinton administration’s record 

on illicit drug use has been described 
by a Senate Judiciary Committee re-
port as ‘‘benign neglect.’’ It is worse 
than that—it is an abdication of duty. 

The Administrative Office of the U.S. 
Courts states that there was a 12 per-
cent decline in drug prosecutions be-
tween 1992 and 1994. Furthermore, the 
Clinton administration’s budget re-
quest for fiscal year 1995 would have re-
sulted in a cut of 621 drug enforcement 
positions from the Drug Enforcement 
Agency, the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation, and other Federal agencies. 
Fortunately, Congress restored many 
of these proposed cuts in law enforce-
ment manpower. 

At a time when drug use is sky-
rocketing, there should be an urgent 
increase in aggressive prosecution of 
the criminals who transport illicit 
drugs across our borders. This is a na-
tional problem, Mr. President, yet the 
administration has reduced drug pros-
ecutions at the very time that drug use 
is soaring. It’s time for the administra-
tion to rejoin the war on drugs and the 
vigorous enforcement of our Federal 
drug laws. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Kansas. On 
this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 100, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 143 Leg.] 
YEAS—100 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 4019), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4010 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the question occurs 
on amendment No. 4010 offered by the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I will not 
ask for a rollcall vote on this. I think 

it can be voice voted. It is very direct. 
It speaks to the problem that we have 
which the Entitlement Commission 
pointed out that says they were not 
going to have the money to pay people 
their entitlements—retirement funds— 
when they come due. It says that in the 
future the COLA—the cost-of-living ad-
justment—that occurs automatically 
will only apply to the first $75,000 of re-
tirement pay. I have checked. The De-
fense Department tells me no military 
personnel come under this. OMB tells 
me that something like one-tenth of 1 
percent of total retirees would have 
this applied to them. But 30 years from 
now, after people who joined the mili-
tary service or joined civil service 
under these rules come to retirement, 
it will have an impact. It is one way in 
the future prospectively to make sure 
we have money to pay the retirements 
that we promised. 

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield 30 

seconds of our time to my friend and 
colleague from Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I disagree 
strongly with this. I think it unfairly 
limits people in the future. It is an ar-
bitrary attempt to attack the earned 
pension benefits of the more highly 
compensated Federal employees, both 
military and civilian. The higher paid 
employees receive higher pension bene-
fits, and I think it is unfair to penalize 
some Federal employees because they 
were good at their job, because they 
were promoted and because they make 
a better salary in their retirement. 

Now, the amendment was defeated in 
the Budget Committee. It is brought up 
again here. It is, in effect, a future in-
come cut for these people. Once again, 
we are trying to make our senior mili-
tary and our civilians the whipping 
boys because of our failure on other 
budget matters. I think it is dras-
tically unfair. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? There appears to be 
a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, did 

somebody ask for the yeas and nays? 
Mr. EXON. The Senator from Ohio 

did. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Even though he is 

willing to go by voice? 
Mr. GLENN. Yes, because I disagree 

strongly with the amendment for rea-
sons I just gave. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We can vote it down 
by voice, and then the Senator could 
still get the yeas and nays after. 

Mr. GLENN. I certainly want to 
know what the ruling would be in that 
case. I am not going to do it because I 
know what the decision would probably 
be. 

Mr. BROWN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. GLENN. I yield. 
Mr. BROWN. I certainly would not 

object to the request for a vote after he 
hears the ruling of the Chair if he wish-

es to do that. My only thought was a 
voice vote would expedite procedures. I 
am happy to go along with either pro-
cedure you prefer. 

Mr. DOMENICI. He is just suggesting 
that if he happens to lose on a voice 
vote, he can then have a rollcall vote. 

Mr. GLENN. OK, I agree with that, if 
we have the agreement that if we lose 
on the voice vote, we will then have a 
record rollcall vote. That is fine. I 
trust all the people on our side will be 
in good voice. 

Mr. DOMENICI. There are a lot of 
people in the Chamber. Only Senators 
make their voices heard now. None of 
the staff votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, the yeas and nays are 
vitiated. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 4010) was re-
jected. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4011 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question occurs 
on agreeing to amendment No. 4011 of 
the Senator from Iowa, Mr. HARKIN. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator HARKIN is 
up. 

Mr. EXON. I am not sure the Senator 
from Iowa heard. I think the Chair was 
asking him to proceed. The next 
amendment up is No. 23 on my list, 
which is No. 4011 by Senator HARKIN. 
The Senator has 30 seconds. 

Mr. DOMENICI. This is Senator HAR-
KIN’s amendment now. 

Mr. HARKIN. What happened to the 
vote on the other one? 

Mr. DOMENICI. We are finished. We 
have done it. 

Mr. EXON. To answer the Senator’s 
question, it was turned down by voice 
vote. 

Mr. HARKIN. I see. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this 

amendment divides the first reconcili-
ation bill. All this amendment does is 
it takes welfare reform and separates it 
from Medicaid reform. It puts welfare 
reform in the first reconciliation bill. 
It leaves Medicaid reform in the second 
reconciliation bill so that we can have 
a straight vote on welfare reform. We 
should pass welfare reform in this Con-
gress. We should and we can. It is not 
likely to be signed if it has a con-
troversial Medicaid bill attached to it. 
So I call this the let-real-welfare-re-
form-become-law amendment. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I will 

move to table the amendment shortly. 
But let me just say the budget resolu-
tion has a first reconciliation bill that 
will include welfare reform and Med-
icaid. This amendment strikes the 
Medicaid from that reconciliation bill 
and puts it into one with Medicare and 
other entitlements. I do not believe we 
ought to do that. We have thought it 
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through and we want it in two pieces. 
The first one should be welfare reform 
and Medicaid. 

Therefore, I move to table the 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on the motion to table 
amendment No. 4011, offered by the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN]. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. EXON. May I suggest the regular 

order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ABRAHAM). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 60, 
nays 40, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 144 Leg.] 
YEAS—60 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frist 
Gorton 

Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—40 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Exon 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 4011) was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I won-
der if Senator BUMPERS will be willing 
to proceed with his second of sequen-
tial amendments—the one on the fire-
walls—now, and then we will proceed 
immediately to the other amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Which one do you 
want to do first? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Firewalls. 
Mr. BUMPERS. You want to do fire-

walls first? 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

it be in order for Senator BUMPERS to 
proceed to the Bumpers-Simon amend-
ment No. 4014. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I have been preparing 
for the amendment on asset sales. We 
are not really quite ready to go to fire-
walls. Is there any objection to going 
ahead with the asset sales? 

Mr. DOMENICI. We have a second-de-
gree amendment to yours, and we are 
now checking that amendment to 
make sure that it is not subject to a 
parliamentary impediment. If it is, we 
will try to repair it, and we do not have 
enough time to repair it in 30 seconds. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I think it is irrep-
arable. 

Mr. DOMENICI. If the Senator will 
set it aside and take firewalls. If you 
want, I can explain the firewalls 
amendment for you. 

Mr. BUMPERS. We would rather like 
to offer the asset sales first and then 
get the second one disposed of one way 
or the other. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4013 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this 

amendment is one that we have voted 
on a number of times. We voted twice 
last year. It got 47 votes the first time, 
it got 49 votes the second time. It sim-
ply says, you cannot sell assets of the 
Federal Government and score those 
assets on the budget deficit. If you sold 
$130 billion worth of Government prop-
erty today, you could balance the 
budget this year, but next year you are 
going to have the same budget deficit 
you had. Rudolph Penner, Bob 
Reischauer both say it is bad policy. It 
is dishonest budgeting. We ought not 
to be doing it. From 1987 to 1995 we spe-
cifically provided in the budget resolu-
tion that we would not score asset 
sales. 

So, Mr. President, I hope that at 
least we can get this body to vote for 
honest budgeting. I am not suggesting 
that you not sell assets. I have voted 
one asset sale this year. I am saying, 
do not score it. It reminds me of the 
guy that came home from the office 
and told his wife he had a great day at 
the office. She said, ‘‘What happened?’’ 
He said he sold his desk. That is what 
we are doing when we sell the assets 
and put it on the deficit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Senator MCCAIN has 

an amendment for himself and the Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4035 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4013 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

regarding corporate subsidies and to pro-
vide a rule that would prohibit the scoring 
of proceeds from asset sales that would 
lead to a financial loss by the Federal Gov-
ernment) 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I have a 

second-degree amendment and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 

for himself and Mr. DOMENICI, proposes an 
amendment numbered 4035 to amendment 
No. 4013. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
In amendment No. 4013, strike all after the 

first word and insert the following: 
. CORPORATE SUBSIDIES AND SALE OF GOV-

ERNMENT ASSETS. 
(a) CORPORATE SUBSIDIES.—It is the sense 

of the Senate that the functional levels and 
aggregates in this budget resolution assume 
that: 

(1) the federal budget contains tens of bil-
lions of dollars in payments, benefits and 
programs that primarily assist profit-mak-
ing enterprises and industries rather than 
provide a clear and compelling public inter-
est; 

(2) corporate subsidies can provide unfair 
competitive advantages to certain industries 
and industry segments; 

(3) at a time when millions of Americans 
are being asked to sacrifice in order to bal-
ance the budget, the corporate sector should 
bear its share of the burden. 

(4) federal payments, benefits, and pro-
grams which predominantly benefit a par-
ticular industry or segment of an industry, 
rather than provide a clear and compelling 
public benefit, should be reformed or termi-
nated in order to provide additional tax re-
lief, deficit reduction, or to achieve the sav-
ings necessary to meet this resolution’s in-
structions and levels. 

(b) SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS.— 
(1) BUDGETARY TREATMENT.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—For the purposes of any 

concurrent resolution on the budget and the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, no 
amounts realized from the sale of an asset 
shall be scored with respect to the level of 
budget authority, outlays, or revenues if 
such sale would cause an increase in the def-
icit as calculated pursuant to subparagraph 
(B). 

(B) CALCULATION OF NET PRESENT VALUE.— 
The deficit estimate of an asset sale shall be 
the net present value of the cash flow from: 

(i) proceeds from the asset sale; 
(ii) future receipts that would be expected 

from continued ownership of the asset by the 
Government; and, 

(iii) expected future spending by the Gov-
ernment at a level necessary to operate and 
maintain the asset to generate the receipts 
estimated pursuant to clause (ii). 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘sale of an asset’ shall have 
the same meaning as under section 250(c)(21) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985. 

(3) TREATMENT OF LOAN ASSETS.—For the 
purpose of this subsection, the sale of loan 
assets or the prepayment of a loan shall be 
governed by the terms of the Federal Credit 
Reform Act of 1990. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment expresses the sense of the 
Senate on an issue of profound impor-
tance to the American people—the re-
form and elimination of undue cor-
porate subsidies in the Federal budget. 

The amendment finds that the Fed-
eral budget contains billions of dollars 
in payments, benefits and programs 
that predominantly assist profit-
making enterprises rather than provide 
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a clear and compelling public benefit. 
Such largess can provide unfair com-
petitive advantage to certain indus-
tries and industry segments and has 
become an enormous drain on the 
Treasury. 

And, the amendment expresses the 
sense of the Senate that the Congress 
should reform or terminate such pro-
grams in order to provide additional 
tax relief, deficit reductions, or achieve 
the savings necessary to meet the reso-
lution’s budget instruction. 

Mr. President, we are asking millions 
of Americans—from families who re-
ceive food stamps to our men and 
women in uniform—to sacrifice in 
order to stop the Nation’s fiscal bleed-
ing. 

As a matter of simple fairness, we 
have a moral obligation to ensure that 
corporate interests share the burden. 
The Cato and Progressive Policy Insti-
tutes, have identified 125 Federal pro-
grams that subsidize industry to the 
tune of $85 billion every year, and PPI 
found an additional $30 billion in tax 
loopholes to powerful industries. 

The public cannot understand why 
we continue to shell out billions of dol-
lars in subsidies to powerful corporate 
interests, when we simply cannot af-
ford such largess, and at a time when 
many corporate CEO’s are earning bo-
nuses that resemble the budgets of 
many school districts. 

Corporate pork cannot be justified in 
such an environment and it has no 
place in a diminishing Federal budget. 

Some believe that corporate pork is a 
thing of the past. Sadly that is not so. 
While some gains were made this year 
in trimming the fat, the effort was 
been disappointingly anemic. 

We still subsidize the overseas adver-
tising of multimillion dollar companies 
through the Marketing Promotion Pro-
gram; hundreds of millions are ear-
marked for unrequested hometown 
military construction projects; we still 
coddle wealthy peanut and sugar grow-
ers with anachronistic production 
quotas and tariff restrictions; billions 
remain in the pipeline for highway 
demonstration projects which are not 
even considered priorities in the States 
where they will be built; 

And the biggest and most obscene ex-
ample, we still plan to give away bil-
lions of dollars in publicly owned elec-
tromagnetic spectrum to affluent com-
munications companies; and that list 
goes on and on. 

Last November, I offered an amend-
ment along with Senator THOMPSON 
and others to eliminate and reform 12 
of the most celebrated and egregious 
forms of corporate pork identified by 
CATO and PPI. The fact that 74 Sen-
ators voted against the amendment is 
ample testimony to the problem. 

Mr. President, corporate pork wastes 
resources, increases the deficit, dis-
torts markets and has no place either 
in a free market economy or in a budg-
et where we are asking millions of 
Americans to sacrifice for the good of 
future generations. 

As the Public Policy Institute ob-
served, ‘‘The President and Congress 
can break the current impasse and sub-
stantially reduce both spending and 
projected deficits * * * if they are will-
ing to eliminate or reform scores of 
special spending programs and tax pro-
visions narrowly targeted to subsidize 
influential industries.’’ 

‘‘If we are willing’’? That’s the mil-
lion dollar question, Mr. President. 
This amendment will determine where 
the Senate stands on corporate sub-
sidies, and will serve as a springboard 
to make the changes necessary to re-
gain control of the budget and restore 
the public’s confidence in the budget 
process. 

Mr. President, a portion of this 
amendment crafted by Senator DOMEN-
ICI addresses the question of how asset 
sales should be treated in regard to 
budget scoring. The distinguished Sen-
ator from New Mexico will explain that 
particular language in his remarks. 

I thank Senator DOMENICI and I urge 
all Senators to support the amend-
ment. 

Mr. President, to summarize, this 
amendment makes two changes to the 
Bumpers asset sales amendment. First, 
it would add language expressing the 
sense of the Senate that corporate sub-
sidies should be reduced. The language 
states we should eliminate any unjusti-
fied corporate subsidies in the budget 
and use the savings for deficit reduc-
tion and tax relief. Second, in lieu of 
the Bumpers amendment, it would pro-
hibit using asset sales to balance the 
budget. This amendment would pro-
hibit the scoring of proceeds from asset 
sales that would lead to a financial loss 
by the Federal Government over the 
long run. 

Mr. EXON. I yield 30 seconds to the 
Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Arizona’s amendment is 
not the worst amendment in the world. 
But it simply does not address the 
problem. It essentially says that if we 
are going to sell an asset, let us get 
fair market value. That is not the 
problem, even though in cases it has a 
tendency to be the problem. 

But the problem is that we have been 
proposing around here to sell the 
PMA’s. If you have a power marketing 
system in your State, there has been a 
proposal to sell it. We sold one in Alas-
ka, just voted to sell the Uranium En-
richment Corporation. There have been 
proposals to sell Elk Hills. It is now on 
the block. I am not suggesting we are 
not going to get fair market value for 
it, even though we will not because it 
is money—as the Senator from Arizona 
says, the amount of money coming in 
over the next 30 years is more than we 
are going to get. All I am saying is, sell 
it if you want to, put it on infrastruc-
ture; but do not put it on the deficit 
when you have to come back next year 
and redress it. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator for at least recog-
nizing that our amendment is not the 
worst amendment in the world. We 
greatly appreciate that. 

Mr. BUMPERS. It is close. 
Mr. DOMENICI. It is obvious this 

amendment is a good amendment. It 
says asset sales cannot cost the Gov-
ernment over time, present value can-
not cost the Treasury any money. We 
think that is a good rule. We hope we 
adopt it. I ask for the yeas and nays on 
the McCain amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now occurs on agreeing to the 
McCain second-degree amendment No. 
4035. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD] and 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
LIEBERMAN] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 98, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 145 Leg.] 
YEAS—98 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Dodd Lieberman 

The amendment (No. 4035) was agreed 
to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4036 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4013, AS 

AMENDED 
(Purpose: To restore common sense to the 

budget rules by reversing the rule change 
on the scoring of asset sales) 
Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
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The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP-

ERS], for himself, Mr. BRADLEY, and Mrs. 
MURRAY, proposes an amendment numbered 
4036 to amendment No. 4013, as amended. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
The pending amendment, as amended, is 

amended by adding the following: 
Not withstanding subsection (1) of this 

amendment regarding the sale of govern-
ment assets, the sale of assets shall be treat-
ed as follows: 

(1) BUDGETARY TREATMENT.—For purposes 
of any concurrent resolution on the budget 
and the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, no 
amounts realized from sales of assets shall 
be scored with respect to the level of budget 
authority, outlays, or revenues. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘sale of an asset’’ shall have 
the same meaning as under section 250(c)(21) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985. 

(3) TREATMENT OF LOAN ASSETS.—For the 
purposes of this section, the sale of loan as-
sets or the prepayment of a loan shall be 
governed by the terms of the Federal Credit 
Reform Act of 1990. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? I would like to an-
nounce for the Senate—and I hope Sen-
ators will listen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will come to order. 

Mr. DOMENICI. When we finish this 
second-degree amendment by Senator 
BUMPERS, which we will start very 
shortly, there will be no further votes 
tonight. When we wrap up business 
today, we will indicate in the unani-
mous consent that at 10 a.m. in the 
morning we will begin a series of roll-
call votes on the budget resolution. We 
believe we have 11 of them. We will 
work until 1 o’clock and have a recess 
for 1 hour, return at 2 o’clock and we 
will be finished sometime shortly 
thereafter. By that time, we will prob-
ably be down to three or four amend-
ments. 

That is what we have agreed to. I am 
not putting it before the Senate in a 
consent, but I thought you would like 
to know. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I will be happy to 
yield to the Senator for a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

The Senator has yielded for a ques-
tion of the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
would like to ask the Senator if the 
McCain amendment we have adopted 
has any application to the Bonneville 
power administration as it relates to 
its corporate status. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The corporate sub-
sidies and all matters related thereto 
were never intended to relate to Bonne-
ville. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. DOMENICI. And/or similar 

projects to Bonneville. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senate 

for the time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 

know everybody wants to get to the 
party. This amendment, the second-de-
gree amendment, is precisely the same 
amendment as my first-degree amend-
ment which was taken down by the 
McCain amendment. The McCain 
amendment does one thing that is 
good. It says that you cannot sell an 
asset for less than its net present 
value, but that does not affect an asset 
like a national park that has no in-
come stream. And second, let me re-
peat, Rudolph Penner and Bob 
Reischauer, two of the most respected 
directors of the Congressional Budget 
Office we have ever had, said it is ter-
rible policy to score asset sales on the 
budget deficit. 

Please vote yea on my amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired. The Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senate over-
whelmingly voted to substitute this 
amendment. We voted for it. There is 
no use going back and undoing what we 
have done by another amendment. So I 
move to table the Bumpers amendment 
and ask for yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the Bumpers amendment No. 
4036. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD] and 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
LIEBERMAN] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 52, 
nays 46, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 146 Leg.] 

YEAS—52 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frist 

Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—46 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 

Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 

Cohen 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 

Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 

Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Specter 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Dodd Lieberman 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 4036) was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4013, AS AMENDED 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now occurs on amendment No. 
4013, as amended. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 
consent that the underlying amend-
ment, as amended, be agreed to, and 
the motion to reconsider be laid upon 
the table. 

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

The amendment (No. 4013), as amend-
ed, was agreed to. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today we 
continue our important quest to free 
the children of this country from an 
enormous burden of debt; we can start 
to free up the Federal Government 
from the compounding interest pay-
ments that threaten our fiscal future. 
The vote today is a very important 
one. It shows whether we are deter-
mined to balance the budget in a mean-
ingful and attainable way, or whether 
we want to see business as usual in the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. President, the problem of low-
ering the deficit is not a new one. We 
got to this point over a period of 40 
years. Over the last 30 years, we have 
seen a clear and uninterrupted trend of 
increasing deficits. During the 1960’s, 
deficits averaged $6 billion per year. In 
the 1970’s, deficits averaged $36 billion 
per year. In the 1980’s, they climbed to 
$156 billion per year. It doesn’t stop 
there, in the 1990’s, so far, deficits have 
averaged $259 billion per year. 

I think there is plenty of blame to 
share among all the Members of Con-
gress and all the U.S. Presidents during 
these decades of debt buildup. The 
Vietnam war, the rise in entitlements, 
the creation of new agencies and roles 
of Government—all of these and other 
factors contributed to the budget mess 
we are in today. 

But, today, Mr. President, the ques-
tion is not so much how we got in the 
hole, but how we get out. 

Today, Mr. President, we can only 
lay blame on those who do not support 
a plan to balance the budget by the 
year 2002 and utilizing real numbers. 
Today, we have an opportunity to 
begin the process of addressing our def-
icit head-on and setting our country on 
the road to a balanced budget. 
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Mr. President, the taxpayers pay for 

the deficits the Federal Government 
keeps running up. Every year the hard- 
working Americans work to pay for our 
fiscal irresponsibility. But, the hurt 
from our spending does not stop there. 
The ones who are going to bear the 
brunt of this debt are our children and 
grandchildren. A child born today will 
pay $187,000 in taxes throughout his or 
her lifetime just to pay the interest on 
the debt our annual deficit spending 
has amassed. 

This debt amounts to roughly $18,500 
per person today with annual interest 
charges exceeding $2,575 per taxpayer. 
This is not right. 

Mr. President, balancing the budget 
will help to lighten this burden on our 
families, and most importantly, on our 
children and grandchildren. It will take 
a long time to pay off a $4.9 trillion 
debt. But, by voting on a resolution to 
balance the budget by 2002, we can at 
least begin the process. And, we can 
face the dawn of a new century with a 
renewed commitment to fiscal respon-
sibility. 

Mr. President, I think that almost all 
of us theoretically agree that we must 
balance the budget. And, clearly, the 
debate involves setting priorities. But, 
the real test is one of political will. 
Not one of us is going to get his or her 
own way on everything in this budget 
resolution. But, the larger issue still 
looms. Are we determined to balance 
the budget? Are we willing to com-
promise a little here and there for 
achievement of a goal that has been 
eluding us for decades? 

We must use reliable data. Using rosy 
estimates and forecasts may make the 
job of Federal budgeting easier for us 
and for the President, but it won’t 
work. When I commute to the Hill in 
the morning, I can estimate that it will 
take me 5 minutes. But, that estimate 
won’t make me on time. 

We need to use conservative, real-life 
estimates of what the economy is going 
to look like in the future so we adopt 
reasonable policies to efficiently react 
to the economic environment of the fu-
ture. 

The difference between the Repub-
lican budget resolution and the budget 
submitted by President Clinton is what 
it gives to the American people. The 
Republican bill lowers the cost of Gov-
ernment, keeps the Medicare trust fund 
solvent longer, contains attainable 
spending control, and allows the Amer-
ican people to keep more of their hard- 
earned money. 

Many of my colleagues have com-
plained about the control we put on 
spending in this legislation. I can only 
say to them that if we do not do it now, 
the pain will be even greater later on. 
What will we tell seniors when their 
savings are devoured by inflation? 
What will we tell our kids in just a few 
years when a greater share of our an-
nual budget is allocated to debt service 
than to domestic programs such as 
education or public health? 

Mr. President, this is where the rub-
ber meets the road. Do we continue to 

hide behind business as usual, using 
rosy estimates and gimmicks? Do we 
front-load spending on all the popular 
programs in the first few years and 
back-end all the serious reductions 
into the last 2 years? That strategy ob-
viously appeals to President Clinton 
since that is the basic idea in his budg-
et. Personally, I see no virtue in post-
poning the inevitable. The deficit can-
cer will not cure itself if we ignore it 
longer. 

I, for one, am not willing to leave the 
future of this country to the status 
quo. I believe that the most important 
thing we can do is continue to move 
down the road to fiscal responsibility. I 
want to commend Senator DOMENICI 
and my colleagues on the Budget Com-
mittee. Having served on the Budget 
Committee, I am well aware of the dif-
ficulty in bringing a budget resolution 
to the Senate floor, let alone one that 
is honest, straightforward, and gets the 
job done. I join in supporting this budg-
et resolution. 
MAINTAINING ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

FIELD REPRESENTATIVES 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I am 

pleased that the Senate has adopted 
my amendment on the Economic De-
velopment Administration. This 
amendment calls for the EDA to place 
high priority on maintaining field- 
based economic development represent-
atives and requests reconsideration of 
those staff and offices that are now 
slated to be terminated and closed as 
part of the EDA’s recent reduction in 
force. 

Mr. President, I support the Eco-
nomic Development Administration’s 
efforts over the last 30 years in New 
Mexico. Recently, New Mexico has 
moved from 48th to 47th place in the 
Nation in terms of per capita personal 
income. New Mexico, in terms of export 
sector growth, has been first in the Na-
tion for the last 5 years. While I don’t 
wish to imply that the EDA has di-
rectly caused all of these changes, I do 
believe that the EDA has played a vital 
role in helping to nurture economic ac-
tivity in areas of New Mexico that 
might not otherwise have made the 
sort of efforts that are now underway. 

The Economic Development Adminis-
tration is not designed to help urban 
areas further develop. Rather, EDA’s 
mission is to nurture economic com-
petence and help seed economic activ-
ity in nonurban regions of the Nation, 
particularly in economically disadvan-
taged communities. The EDA does a 
great many things that have been im-
portant in New Mexico and around the 
Nation including the promotion of in-
dustrial park development, business in-
cubators, water and sewer system im-
provements, vocational and technical 
training facilities, technical assistance 
and capacity building for local govern-
ments, economic adjustment strate-
gies, revolving loan funds and other 
projects which the private sector has 
nor generated or will not generate 
without some assistance from the Gov-
ernment. 

The Economic Development Adminis-
tration maintains six regional offices 
which oversee staff that are designated 
field-based representatives. These re-
gional offices are located in the urban 
areas of Austin, Seattle, Denver, At-
lanta, Philadelphia, and Chicago, but 
most of the field representatives are lo-
cated in the States that they cover. 

The budget that Congress finally ap-
proved for the EDA in 1996 capped sala-
ries and expenses at $20 million, which 
represents a 37-percent reduction from 
fiscal year 1995 levels. The new Assist-
ant Secretary of Economic Develop-
ment, Dr. Phillip Singerman, has cer-
tainly had very difficult staffing deci-
sions to make in leading a reduction- 
in-force process to bring the staffing 
level down to what the budget would 
allow. I know that this has been a pain-
ful, difficult process, and I appreciate 
the letter from Dr. Singerman on May 
6 announcing the termination of our 
New Mexico-based economic develop-
ment representative in which he wrote 
that New Mexico would continue to get 
his personal attention. 

My problem today is not with Dr. 
Singerman’s intent. I know that he has 
tried to cut staff from all parts of 
EDA—including approximately 18 posi-
tions from the Washington head-
quarters. My concern is that while Dr. 
Singerman and the EDA might have 
every intent of covering New Mexico, 
they will not be on the ground working 
on a regular basis with communities 
that do need and have benefited from 
contact with a field-based economic de-
velopment representative. 

The Washington headquarters of EDA 
is about 2,000 miles from New Mexico, 
and the Austin regional office which 
oversees New Mexico is approximately 
700 miles from Santa Fe. There is no 
doubt that the communities of New 
Mexico that have been pulling them-
selves together and generating much 
needed economic infrastructure are 
losing a very important resource be-
cause of the EDA’s decision to shut 
down our local office. 

The States that are losing field rep-
resentative coverage include New Mex-
ico, Arizona, Nevada, North Dakota, 
Oklahoma, Illinois, Indiana, Maine, 
Connecticut, Rhode Island, Mississippi, 
and North Carolina. Among these, New 
Mexico ranks 47th in per capita per-
sonal income in the Nation. Oklahoma 
ranks 46th. Mississippi is about 49th. 
North Dakota is 42d, Arizona 35th, 
Maine 34th, and North Carolina 33d. 

In Dr. Singerman’s letter to me, as 
well as to some of my other Senate col-
leagues, he stated that the decision to 
cut these positions or to not replace re-
tiring personnel was based on such cri-
teria as ‘‘local need.’’ The States I have 
mentioned certainly rank high in the 
need category. 

While the EDA was closing down the 
New Mexico EDA office, it was bol-
stering the Austin Regional Office with 
personnel from Washington, DC. To 
make matters worse, Texas is one of 
the few States in the Nation with two 
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field-based representatives, both of 
whom work out of the Austin office, 
and neither of these positions was cut. 
Oklahoma and New Mexico both lost 
their field representatives in this proc-
ess, and I think that this just runs 
counter to Economic Development Ad-
ministration’s mission. 

Many of the most recognizable places 
in New Mexico, and many of our most 
ambitious efforts to improve our econ-
omy have been brought to life through 
the efforts of Jim Swearingen and the 
Santa Fe EDA office. During the 30 
years of EDA operation in New Mexico, 
the EDA office has provided millions of 
dollars of Federal assistance toward 
economic development projects includ-
ing Albuquerque’s KIMO Theater, the 
Sweeney Convention Center in Santa 
Fe, the Mesilla Plaza, the Taos Plaza, 
the UNM Technology Commercializa-
tion Center, the Carlsbad Advanced 
Manufacturing Training Center, the In-
dian Pueblo Cultural Center, and nu-
merous other projects. So far this year, 
EDA has provided $400,000 for infra-
structure supporting Fort Sumner’s 
Cheese Factory Project, $1 million for 
a business incubator in Farmington, 
and $4.5 million for the Crownpoint In-
stitute of Technology in Crownpoint. 
Jim Swearingen has served New Mexico 
for 24 years—and is a person widely re-
spected in my State. He has made a 
great difference. 

I strongly believe that the EDA needs 
to keep its field representatives out 
with the people and communities it 
serves. I am pleased that there was 
strong bipartisan agreement in the 
Senate that the EDA should reconsider 
the nature of its current reduction-in- 
force and should make field representa-
tion one of its highest priorities. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

THE NOMINATION OF COL. JOSEPH 
T. MURPHY TO BE A BRIGADIER 
GENERAL IN THE U.S. ARMY NA-
TIONAL GUARD 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I am 
delighted that the Senate has given its 
approval to the nomination of Col. Jo-
seph T. (Tim) Murphy to be a brigadier 
general in the U.S. Army National 
Guard. He has faithfully served in the 
South Dakota Army National Guard 
for more than 25 years and currently 
serves as the State’s assistant adjutant 
general. 

I have had the honor and pleasure of 
working with Tim Murphy on a number 
of National Guard issues over the years 
and have been continually impressed 
by his commitment and dedication. He 
has been an outstanding advocate for 
the South Dakota National Guard and 
has served his State and country with 
the utmost integrity. 

Considering the excellent leadership 
that he has provided, it is easy to un-
derstand why the South Dakota Na-
tional Guard has been so successful. 
Just recently, for instance, the 854th 
Engineer Company in Mobridge and 

Lemmon, SD won the 1995 National 
Guard’s Itschner Award for the most 
outstanding engineer company in the 
Active Army, Army Reserve, and the 
Army National Guard. This is the fifth 
time during the past 20 years that a 
South Dakota National Guard unit has 
won the prestigious award. 

I have a great deal of respect and ad-
miration for Tim Murphy and am con-
vinced that his nomination is well de-
served and long overdue. I would like 
to take this opportunity to review 
some of the highlights of his distin-
guished career in the South Dakota 
Army National Guard. 

Tim Murphy enlisted in the South 
Dakota Army National Guard upon 
graduating from Brookings High 
School in 1960. He subsequently at-
tended the South Dakota Military 
Academy officer candidate school and 
was commissioned a second lieutenant 
in 1965. In the same year, he served as 
a full-time technician and administra-
tive officer for the 139th Transpor-
tation Battalion in Brookings. In 1971, 
he was selected as the first recruiting 
and retention manager for South Da-
kota. 

During his tenure with the South Da-
kota Army National Guard, Tim Mur-
phy served in many other capacities. 
As his extensive biography indicates, 
he was a maintenance officer, a per-
sonnel officer, and an assistant oper-
ations training officer. He was also the 
129th Public Affairs Detachment com-
mander and the South Dakota State 
Area Command recruiting and induc-
tion officer. In addition, he served as 
the plans, operations and military sup-
port officer; the director of personnel; 
and the director of logistics. 

Tim Murphy was promoted to colonel 
in 1984. Five years later, he entered ac-
tive duty and became the U.S. Prop-
erty and Fiscal Officer for South Da-
kota. In 1991, he became the chief of 
staff for the South Dakota Army Na-
tional Guard at Camp Rapid in Rapid 
City, SD. He maintained that position 
until he was promoted to assistant ad-
jutant general earlier this year. 

In addition to the many assignments 
that he has held in the Army National 
Guard, Tim Murphy has also earned 
numerous military awards and decora-
tions. He has received the Meritorious 
Service Medal with four oak leaf clus-
ters, the Army Commendation Medal 
with two oak leaf clusters, and the Air 
Force Commendation Medal. 

Tim Murphy also earned the National 
Defense Service Ribbon, the Army Re-
serve Component Achievement Medal 
with three oak leaf clusters, and the 
Army Service Ribbon. In addition, he 
received the Armed Forces Reserve 
Medal with XX device, the Overseas 
Training Ribbon, the National Guard 
Bureau Eagle Award, and a Master Avi-
ator Badge. 

I congratulate Tim on his nomina-
tion to be a brigadier general in the 
Army National Guard. As I mentioned, 
his nomination is well deserved and 
long overdue. I wish him and his wife, 

Carol, the very best and hope their fu-
ture is filled with good health and hap-
piness. 

f 

IKE AND DUCKWORTH 

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, in 
the Wall Street Journal yesterday 
there was an article entitled ‘‘They 
Also Served Who Bark and Sniff.’’ I 
think perhaps some Members of the 
Senate may have missed this. Since to-
night is the night we honor President 
Eisenhower, I urge all Members to read 
this very touching story about a small 
dog that was a mascot to the Air Corps 
in World War II and what Ike did about 
that. 

I ask unanimous consent that this ar-
ticle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, May 20, 1996] 

THEY ALSO SERVED WHO BARK AND SNIFF 
(By Frank Whitsitt) 

Time has run out on World War II anniver-
sary stories, but there’s an overlooked one, 
about a general and a dog. It came to light 
in a recent exhibit at the Eisenhower Li-
brary, in Abilene, Kan., that showed what 
animals—either as beasts of burden or as 
mascots—have meant to the armed forces, 
which we honor today, Armed Forces Day. 

Three young Army fliers were inseparable 
during their World War II training in Florida 
until the day one of them, Bostonian John 
Stuart Duckworth II, was transferred to 
Texas. His pals, Richard East of New York 
and Harold Taff of Indiana, went hunting for 
a squadron mascot to name for Duckworth. 
At a city pound in St. Petersburg, they 
plucked off death row a small, black-and- 
white springer spaniel with an irresistible 
way of cocking his head. 

Duckworth the dog flew a lot of bombing 
missions in Northwest Africa. He was always 
the first off after the bomber rolled to a stop. 
He’d head for the landing gear’s left wheel 
and do what’s expected of a dog cooped up for 
hours. When Lts. East and Taff switched to 
fighter planes, the mascot was grounded. 
Nonetheless, he would patiently await one or 
the other’s return. 

But the day came—April 4, 1943—when Lt. 
East did not come back. He was listed as 
missing in action until Allied forces found 
the wreckage of his plane when they moved 
into Tunis. Lt. Taff took the loss hard. Dick 
East had been the best man at his wedding. 
And it took some time for Duckworth to re-
alize that Lt. East would never fly back into 
his life. For days he had waited at the air-
field, his excitement over each landing fad-
ing when someone other than Lt. East 
deplaned. But the dog still had Lt. Taff, and 
Lt. Taff still had Duckworth. 

Unaware of this relationship, Lt. East’s fa-
ther, Bion R. East of the Columbia Univer-
sity medical faculty, wrote Gen. Dwight Ei-
senhower, asking if the dog could be sent to 
him and the grieving mother. 

Ike directed that every effort be made to 
do so. Duckworth was put aboard a plane to 
start the journey to the States. But Ike was 
soon notified that a flier named Taff was 
heartbroken over losing the dog and was re-
maining with the plane until it took off. 
Putting military morale first, Ike wrote Dr. 
East of his decision to return the dog to Lt. 
Taff. Then Ike shared with Dr. East what his 
own dog meant to him. Ike’s words may ex-
plain why he interrupted his rather impor-
tant job of kicking the Nazis out of Africa 
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merely because of the friendship between a 
man and his dog: 

‘‘The friendship of a dog is precious. It be-
comes even more so when one is so far re-
moved from home as we are in Africa. I have 
a Scottie. In him I find consolation and di-
version. For me he is the one ‘person’ to 
whom I can talk without the conversation 
turning back to the war. Duckworth is per-
forming a patriotic service. I am confident 
you will view the situation similarly despite 
the natural desire to have this close com-
panion of your gallant son.’’ 

Dr. East wrote Lt. Taff, apologizing for 
nearly separating him and Duckworth, and 
asked, ‘‘When you have returned to your wife 
and family, would you consider letting us 
keep him?’’ So Duckworth stayed, and the 
war went on. 

Young Lt. Taff, daring, skillful and lucky, 
survived nearly 100 missions. His com-
manders decided he had given enough and 
sent him home. The squadron agreed that 
Duckworth should accompany him, that the 
dog, too, had gone the extra mile. Three days 
after their departure, Dr. East got a call 
from Chicago. ‘‘This is Harold Taff, came the 
words. ‘‘I’ve brought Duckworth home to you 
and Mrs. East.’’ 

The Easts’ Plainfield, NJ., residence was 
not the home Lt. East grew up in. When he 
entered the house, Duckworth was casual 
until he reached a room where the Easts has 
placed their son’s possessions. He became ex-
cited, jumping on the son’s bed. Then he 
sniffed out the clothing and uniforms in the 
closet. His every action confirmed that this 
room would be his. And so it was the rest of 
his days. 

A couple of years later Dwight Eisenhower 
came to Columbia for a convocation hon-
oring World War II leaders. Dr. East got a 
chance to greet Ike. ‘‘General, do you re-
member Duckworth?’’ he asked. The quick 
Eisenhower grin showed that he did. ‘‘You 
must be Dr. East,’’ he said. ‘‘I’d sure like to 
meet that dog.’’ 

While Ike and Duckworth did not meet on 
the first occasion, there were opportunities 
to do so after the general became president 
of Columbia in 1948. What a fitting capstone 
it would have made for the little wartime 
morale booster had Ike and he become good 
friends at Columbia. But Dr. East’s seven 
typewritten pages about Ike and Duckworth, 
filed in the university’s archives, are silent 
on that possibility. 

f 

HONORING JOHN R. FOX 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, as we 
near the honoring of all our Nation’s 
veterans through the celebration of 
Memorial Day, I would like to bring 
special attention to a World War II 
Army veteran from Boston, MA. On 
Christmas Day, 1944, 1st Lt. John R. 
Fox volunteered to serve as an artil-
lery forward observer in the village of 
Sommocolonia, in the Serchio Valley, 
Italy. The following morning, trapped 
in a church steeple, Fox radioed his 
command to ask for artillery fire on 
his own position. No one at the artil-
lery battalion command had ever heard 
such a request. They radioed back for 
clarification. John Fox answered, 
‘‘There are hundreds of them coming. 
Put everything you’ve got on my ob-
servation post.’’ 

Mr. President, this is one of the most 
incredible acts of heroism about which 
I have ever heard. John Fox literally 
made the decision to sacrifice his life 

for his country. He has, along with six 
other African American soldiers from 
World War II, been nominated for our 
Nation’s highest honor, the Medal of 
Honor. I would like to pay tribute here 
not only to Lieutenant Fox, but to all 
black veterans from all American wars. 
Our great country will always be in 
debt to all the men and women who 
have given or risked their lives for the 
preservation of freedom. It is long past 
time that we properly honor those 
whose remarkable patriotism and sac-
rifices have not previously received the 
respect and attention they deserve. I 
am thankful that on this Memorial 
Day the proper steps finally are being 
taken to accomplish that. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business Tuesday, May 21, 1996, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$5,115,827,182,802.62. 

On a per capita basis, every man, 
woman and child in America owes 
$19,312.52 as his or her share of that 
debt. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

REPORT OF THE COMMODITY 
CREDIT CORPORATION FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 1994—MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT—PM 148 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with the provisions of 

section 13, Public Law 806, 80th Con-
gress (15 U.S.C. 714k), I transmit here-
with the report of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation for fiscal year 1994. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 22, 1996. 

f 

REPORT OF THE NATIONAL 
SCIENCE FOUNDATION FOR FIS-
CAL YEARS 1994 AND 1995—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
PM 149 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message 

from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
As required by the provisions of sec-

tion 3(f) of the National Science Foun-
dation Act of 1950, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 1862(f)), I transmit herewith the 
combined annual reports of the Na-
tional Science Foundation for fiscal 
years 1994 and 1995. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 22, 1996. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
At 11:58 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bill: 

H.R. 2066. An act to amend the National 
School Lunch Act to provide greater flexi-
bility to schools to meet the Dietary Guide-
lines for Americans under the school lunch 
and school breakfast programs. 

The enrolled bill was signed subse-
quently by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. THURMOND]. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bills, in 
which it requests, the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 1009. An act for the relief of Lloyd B. 
Gamble. 

H.R. 1483. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code to allow revision of veterans 
benefits decisions based on clear and unmis-
takable error. 

H.R. 2765. An act for the relief of Rocco A. 
Trecosta 

H.R. 3373. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve certain veterans’ 
benefits programs, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 3415. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the 4.3-cent 
increase in the transportation motor fuels 
excise tax rates enacted by the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 and dedi-
cated to the general fund of the Treasury. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolutions, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 154. Concurrent resolution to 
congratulate the Republic of China on Tai-
wan on the occasion of its first direct and 
democratic presidential election and the in-
auguration of its president. 

H. Con. Res. 160. Concurrent resolution 
congratulating the people of the Republic of 
Sierra Leone on the success of their recent 
democratic multiparty elections. 

H. Con. Res. 165. Concurrent resolution sa-
luting and congratulating Polish people 
around the world as, on May 3, 1996, they 
commemorate the 205th anniversary of the 
adoption of Poland’s first constitution. 

H. Con. Res. 167. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the tenth anniversary of the 
Chornobyl nuclear disaster, and supporting 
the closing of the Chornobly nuclear power 
plant. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated: 
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H.R. 1009. An act for the relief of Lloyd B. 

Gamble; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 1483. An act to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to allow revision of veterans 
benefits decisions based on clear and unmis-
takable error; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

H.R. 2765. An act for the relief of Rocco A. 
Trecosta; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

H.R. 3373. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve certain veterans’ 
benefits programs, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

The following concurrent resolutions 
were read and referred as indicated: 

H. Con. Res. 154. Concurrent resolution to 
congratulate the Republic of China on Tai-
wan on the occasion of its first direct and 
democratic presidential election and the in-
auguration of its president; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

H. Con. Res. 160. Concurrent resolution 
congratulating the people of the Republic of 
Sierra Leone on the success of their recent 
democratic multiparty elections; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following measure was read the 
second time and placed on the cal-
endar: 

S. 1788. A bill to amend the National Labor 
Relations Act and the Railway Labor Act to 
repeal those provisions of Federal law that 
require employees to pay union dues or fees 
as a condition of employment, and for other 
purposes. 

The following concurrent resolutions 
were read and placed on the calendar: 

H. Con. Res. 165. Concurrent resolution sa-
luting and congratulating Polish people 
around the world as, on May 3, 1996, they 
commemorate the 205th anniversary of the 
adoption of Poland’s first constitution. 

H. Con. Res. 167. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the tenth anniversary of the 
Chernobyl nuclear disaster, and supporting 
the closing of the Chernobyl nuclear power 
plant. 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. LUGAR, from the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: 

David D. Spears, of Kansas, to be a Com-
missioner of the Commodity Futures Trad-
ing Commission for the term expiring April 
13, 2000. 

Brooksley Elizabeth Born, of the District 
of Columbia, to be Chairman of the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission. 

Brooksley Elizabeth Born, of the District 
of Columbia, to be a Commissioner of the 
Commodity Futures Trading Commission for 
the remainder of the term expiring April 13, 
1999. 

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi-
nees’ commitment to respond to re-
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen-
ate.) 

By Mr. BOND, from the Committee on 
Small Business: 

Ginger Ehn Lew, of California, to be Dep-
uty Administrator of the Small Business Ad-
ministration. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that he be 
confirmed, subject to the nominee’s 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly con-
stituted committee of the Senate.) 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. HELMS: 
S. 1789. A bill to amend the Social Security 

Act to deny the payment of Social Security 
and supplemental security income benefits 
to prisoners, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. MCCONNELL: 
S. 1790. A bill to amend the Controlled Sub-

stances Act to increase the penalties for the 
manufacture, distribution, and possession of 
marijuana, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SIMPSON (for himself and Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER): 

S. 1791. A bill to increase, effective as of 
December 1, 1996, the rates of disability com-
pensation for veterans with service-con-
nected disabilities and the rates of depend-
ency and indemnity compensation for sur-
vivors of such veterans, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans Affairs. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mr. 
CHAFEE): 

S. 1792. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow companies to do-
nate scientific equipment to elementary and 
secondary schools for use in their edu-
cational programs, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. GREGG: 
S. 1793. A bill to amend the Tariff Act of 

1930 to provide that the requirements relat-
ing to making imported articles and con-
tainers apply to fresh cut flowers; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. GREGG (for himself, Mr. REID, 
Mr. NICKLES, Mr. WARNER, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
SMITH, and Mr. BRYAN): 

S. 1794. A bill to amend chapter 83 of title 
5, United States Code, to provide for the for-
feiture of retirement benefits in the case of 
any Member of Congress, congressional em-
ployee, or Federal justice or judge who is 
convicted of an offense relating to official 
duties of that individual, and for the for-
feiture of the retirement allowance of the 
President for such a conviction; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. ROTH: 
S. 1795. A bill to restore the American fam-

ily, enhance support and work opportunities 
for families with children, reduce out-of-wed-
lock pregnancies, reduce welfare dependence 
by requiring work, meet the health care 
needs of America’s most vulnerable citizens, 
control welfare and medicaid spending, and 
increase State flexibility; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. HELMS: 
S. 1789. A bill to amend the Social Se-

curity Act to deny the payment of So-
cial Security and supplemental secu-
rity income benefits to prisoners, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

THE PREVENTION OF PRISONER DOUBLE-DIPPING 
ACT 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, a less 
formal but somewhat more revealing 
title for this bill would be ‘‘The Pre-
vention of Prisoner Double-Dipping 
Act.’’ A rose by any other name is still 
a rose and this bill is a winner by any 
name. It will save millions of dollars of 
the taxpayers’ money and it will put a 
stop to the injustice of paying scarce 
Social Security disability benefits to 
prisoners charged with a felony who 
have been in jail for 30 or more days 
awaiting trial. 

Current law prohibits payment of dis-
ability benefits to anyone in jail after 
conviction for a felony. A loophole per-
mits prisoners to continue receiving 
benefits despite the fact that they are 
in jail if they have not yet been con-
victed of the crime charged. This bill 
will close that loophole. 

Mr. President, I learned that pris-
oners are continuing to receive these 
benefits when Sheriff Mike Joyce of 
Stokes County, NC, wrote me earlier 
this year about it. Sheriff Joyce wrote 
to me about Earl Blevins, a career 
criminal and convicted murderer, who 
has been in Stokes County jail since 
December 16, 1995, awaiting trial on 
charges of larceny and breaking and 
entering. Incredibly, Blevins has been 
receiving disability payments since 
1988, even though as Sheriff Joyce stat-
ed, Blevins obviously is healthy enough 
‘‘to run from a bloodhound and hide up 
under leaves under a tree.’’ 

Until last month, when Blevins was 
convicted of unrelated felony charges 
in Surry County, he was receiving $450 
per month in disability payments while 
Stokes County taxpayers were picking 
up the tab for his room and board and 
other care. 

Mr. President, Sheriff Mike Joyce is 
a fine law enforcement officer. His out-
rage about the Federal Government’s 
paying prisoner Blevins $450 per month 
in Social Security disability benefits 
while he is in jail awaiting trial on yet 
another felony charge, will be matched 
by the outrage of the public at large 
once they learn about it. 

The point is this: Earl Blevins and 
other career criminals prey on law- 
abiding citizens. When they are appre-
hended, their food, clothing, shelter, 
and often their legal fees are paid for 
by the very citizens whom the crimi-
nals have victimized. It is unwarranted 
salt rubbed in the taxpayer’s wounds 
that these predators are allowed by law 
to collect disability benefits while 
awaiting trial. This bill will change 
that law. 

The purpose of Social Security dis-
ability payments is to provide a min-
imum income to beneficiaries in order 
to insure that they have access to food 
and shelter. A prisoner awaiting trial 
is already being provided these needs 
and the taxpayers are paying the bill. 
Prisoners should not be allowed to 
‘‘double-dip’’ into the pocket of tax-
payers. 
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Mr. President, for the record, I reit-

erate that current law stops Social Se-
curity disability payments to anyone 
who has been convicted of a felony. It 
also stops payments to the criminally 
insane who are confined to a mental 
hospital. Other disability benefits, for 
example, SSI, are cut off to a recipient 
who is locked up for 30 or more days, 
even if they have not yet been brought 
to trial. My bill will simply apply the 
same policy to Social Security 
[OASDI] disability benefits that we 
now have for SSI disability benefits. 

Mr. President, the existing situation 
brings to mind the case of Michael 
Hayes who cold-bloodedly killed four 
people and shot five others during a 
1988 murder spree in Winston-Salem. 
After being confined to a State mental 
hospital, he began receiving over $500 a 
month in Social Security disability 
payments which he used to buy lux-
uries like leather coats, electronics, 
and even a motorcycle. Payments to 
Hayes finally stopped last year after 
the 103d Congress passed and the Presi-
dent signed my bill which I had offered 
in response to this outrage. It’s now 
time for this Congress to act to stop 
further waste of Social Security funds. 

Mr. President, let me make clear for 
the RECORD what the pending bill, the 
Prevention of Prisoner Double-Dipping 
act will do: 

It will eliminate pretrial benefits to 
anyone charged with a felony who has 
been in jail for 30 or more days; 

It will authorize $50,000,000 for the 
Social Security Office of Inspector 
General to increase the number of in-
vestigators and auditors pursuing 
charges of fraud against the SSA; 

It will require SSA to make rec-
ommendations to insure the timely and 
accurate reporting of pre-trial felony 
detainees in order to stop benefits to 
those who will no longer qualify under 
this bill; 

It will give the Commissioner of SSA 
the authority to make payments to 
State and local correctional facilities 
that report the receipt of benefits by 
those who are in custody; 

It will give the SSA power to impose 
civil monetary penalties of up to $5,000 
each time someone fraudulently uses a 
Social Security number or card, in ad-
dition to being subject to an assess-
ment of up to five times the amount of 
disability benefits paid; and 

It will require SSA to make rec-
ommendations to streamline the re-
view and appeals process. 

Mr. President, a few concluding 
thoughts: I expect some of my col-
leagues will raise concerns about the 
constitutionality of the Prevention of 
Prisoner Double-Dipping Act. I am con-
fident that this legislation will easily 
pass constitutional muster because 
prisoners have no constitutional right 
to be paid while they are sitting in jail. 

Second, although this bill is targeted 
towards prisoners, it is not punitive. 
These payments should be stopped be-
cause they are duplicative, not because 
Congress is imposing a punishment on 

the recipient. The payments would be 
stopped regardless of the ultimate find-
ing of guilt. 

Finally, stopping payments to a pris-
oner will have no effect on the pay-
ment of benefits to children and other 
dependents who are otherwise entitled 
to these or other benefits. 

I do hope the Senate will expedite 
consideration of these common sense 
reforms of the Social Security Act and 
thereby, save millions of dollars that 
the taxpayer would otherwise have to 
provide. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of S. 1789 be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

S. 1789 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

The short title of this Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Prevention of Prisoner Double-Dipping 
Act’’. 
SEC. 2. TREATMENT OF PRISONERS. 

(a) DENIAL OF BENEFITS TO INDIVIDUALS 
JAILED ON FELONY CHARGES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x)(1)(A) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(1)(A)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of 
clause (i), by striking the period at the end 
of clause (ii) and inserting ‘‘, or’’, and by 
adding at the end the following new clause: 

‘‘(iii) is confined in a jail, prison, or other 
penal institution or correctional facility 
pursuant to a charge of an offense punishable 
by imprisonment for more than 1 year, but 
only with respect to months after the first 30 
days of such confinement.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
202(x)(1)(B)(i) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
402(x)(1)(B)(i)) is amended by striking 
‘‘clause (i)’’ and inserting ‘‘clauses (i) and 
(iii)’’. 

(3) STUDY OF METHODS TO INSURE THE COL-
LECTION OF INFORMATION RESPECTING PUBLIC 
INMATES.— 

(A) STUDY.—The Commissioner of Social 
Security shall conduct a study regarding 
methods to insure the timely and accurate 
reporting of information respecting court or-
ders by which individuals described in sec-
tion 202(x)(1)(A)(iii) of the Social Security 
Act (402 U.S.C. 402(x)(1)(A)(iii)) are confined 
in jails, prisons, or other public penal, cor-
rectional, or medical facilities as the Com-
missioner may require for the purpose of car-
rying out section 202(x) and 1611(e)(1) of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x) and 1382(e)(1)). 

(B) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Commissioner of Social Security shall sub-
mit a report on the results of the study con-
ducted pursuant to this paragraph to the 
Committee on Finance of the Senate and the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives. 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to pay-
ments made for months beginning after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF PROHIBITION 
AGAINST PAYMENT OF BENEFITS TO PRIS-
ONERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x)(3) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(3)) is 
amended— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(3)’’; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 

‘‘(B)(i) The Commissioner is authorized to 
enter into a contract, with any interested 
State or local institution described in clause 
(i) or (ii) of paragraph (1)(A) the primary pur-
pose of which is to confine individuals as de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(A), under which— 

‘‘(I) the institution shall provide to the 
Commissioner, on a monthly basis, the 
names, social security account numbers, 
dates of birth, and such other identifying in-
formation concerning the individuals con-
fined in the institution as the Commissioner 
may require for the purpose of carrying out 
paragraph (1); and 

‘‘(II) the Commissioner is authorized to 
pay to any such institution, with respect to 
each individual who is entitled to a benefit 
under this title for the month preceding the 
first month throughout which such indi-
vidual is confined in such institution as de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(A), an amount deter-
mined by the Commissioner. 

‘‘(ii) The provisions of section 552a of title 
5, United States Code, shall not apply to any 
contract entered into under clause (i) or to 
information exchanged pursuant to such con-
tract.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING SSI AMENDMENTS.—Section 
1611(e)(1) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1382(e)(1)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

‘‘(I)(i) The Commissioner is authorized to 
enter into a contract, with any interested 
State or local institution referred to in sub-
paragraph (A), under which— 

‘‘(I) the institution shall provide to the 
Commissioner, on a monthly basis, the 
names, social security account numbers, 
dates of birth, and such other identifying in-
formation concerning the inmates of the in-
stitution as the Commissioner may require 
for the purpose of carrying out this para-
graph; and 

‘‘(II) the Commissioner is authorized to 
pay to any such institution, with respect to 
each inmate of the institution who is eligible 
for a benefit under this title for the month 
preceding the first month throughout which 
such inmate is in such institution and be-
comes ineligible for such benefit (or becomes 
eligible only for a benefit payable at a re-
duced rate) as a result of the application of 
this paragraph, an amount determined by 
the Commissioner. 

‘‘(ii) The provisions of section 552a of title 
5, United States Code, shall not apply to any 
contract entered into under clause (i) or to 
information exchanged pursuant to such con-
tract.’’. 
SEC. 3. CIVIL MONETARY PENALTIES FOR FRAUD-

ULENT USE OF SOCIAL SECURITY 
ACCOUNT NUMBERS AND CARDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 
1129 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1320a-8) is amended by redesignating para-
graph (2) as paragraph (3) and by inserting 
after paragraph (1) the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(2) Any person who— 
‘‘(1) willfully, knowingly, and with intent 

to deceive, uses a social security account 
number assigned on the basis of false infor-
mation provided by such person or another 
person; 

‘‘(2) with intent to deceive, falsely rep-
resents a number to be a social security ac-
count number; 

‘‘(3) knowingly alters a social security 
card; 

‘‘(4) buys or sells a card that is, or purports 
to be, a social security card; 

‘‘(5) possesses a social security card or 
counterfeit card with the intent to sell or 
alter such card; or 

‘‘(6) discloses, uses, or compels the disclo-
sure of the social security account number of 
any person in violation of the law, 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:15 Jun 21, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00033 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA16\1996_F~1\S22MY6.REC S22MY6m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5494 May 22, 1996 
shall be subject to, in addition to any other 
penalties that may be prescribed by law, a 
civil money penalty of not more than $5,000 
for each offense. Such person also shall be 
subject to an assessment, in lieu of damages 
sustained by the United States because of 
such offense, of not more than 5 times the 
amount of benefits or payments paid under 
titles II and XVI as a result of such offense.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph 
(1) of section 1129(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1320a-8(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘state-
ments and representations’’ and inserting 
‘‘actions’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to conduct 
occurring on or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 4. ADDITIONAL RESOURCES TO COMBAT 

FRAUD IN THE SOCIAL SECURITY 
SYSTEM. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, there are authorized to be 
appropriated, to remain available without 
fiscal year limitation, $50,000,000 for the 
Commissioner of Social Security through 
the Office of Inspector General to utilize 
only for increasing the number of investiga-
tors and auditors charged with pursuing 
charges of fraud against the programs under 
titles II and XVI of the Social Security Act. 

(b) ADDITIONAL FUNDS.—Amounts appro-
priated under subsection (a) shall be in addi-
tion to any funds otherwise appropriated for 
the purposes described in subsection (a). 
SEC. 5. STUDY REGARDING REVIEW AND AP-

PEALS PROCESS. 
(a) STUDY.—The Commissioner of Social 

Security shall conduct a study regarding 
methods to streamline the review and ap-
peals process under title II and XVI of the 
Social Security Act. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Commissioner of Social Security shall sub-
mit a report on the results of the study con-
ducted pursuant to this section to the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate and the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives. 

By Mr. MCCONNELL: 

S. 1790. A bill to amend the Con-
trolled Substances Act to increase the 
penalties for the manufacture, dis-
tribution, and possession of marijuana, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 
THE ENHANCED MARIJUANA PENALTY ACT OF 1996 
∑ Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, we 
are losing the battle against illegal 
drugs. All indicators point to a dra-
matic surge in drug use, especially by 
our most vulnerable citizens—children. 

The President’s 1996 drug strategy 
sent to Congress just a few weeks ago 
contains some very disturbing informa-
tion: 

Marijuana use is back on the rise, 
and among young people between the 
ages of 12 and 17, the use of marijuana 
has almost doubled between 1992 and 
1994. One of every three high school 
seniors now smokes marijuana; 

The number of heroin-related emer-
gency room episodes in 1993 was double 
what it was in 1988, and for cocaine, 
emergency room episodes in 1994 were 
the highest ever; 

Methamphetamine, once confined to 
the West and Southwest, is a scourge 
spreading across the country, including 

my own State of Kentucky. Last year, 
law enforcement officials seized five 
methamphetamine labs in Kentucky; 
in 1994, there were no such seizures; 

Unless we tackle the drug problem 
anew, we risk producing a new genera-
tion of drug abusers. And the con-
sequences of drug abuse are fright-
ening: the spread of diseases like hepa-
titis, TB and HIV; social deviancy; lost 
productivity at the workplace; and a 
lot more crime, in particular violent 
crime. 

Our Nation’s drug problem is com-
pounded by a lax attitude within seg-
ments of the enforcement agencies re-
sponsible for our antidrug laws. Re-
cently, the Los Angeles Times reported 
that Immigration and Customs offi-
cials are handing out get-out-of-jail- 
free cards and letting drug dealers go 
unprosecuted. 

Non-United States nationals are sent 
back to Mexico instead of being pros-
ecuted. And, American citizens are 
being let go if it’s their first offense or 
if the quantities of drugs aren’t big 
enough. So, one pusher with 32 pounds 
of methamphetamine was set free and 
another with 37,000 quaaludes. One 
American was stopped at the border 
with 53 pounds of marijuana in Janu-
ary, 51 pounds in February and 41 
pounds in May. He’s only being pros-
ecuted for this third offense, although 
he has a criminal history going back 
four decades. 

It’s not surprising that a President 
whose policy is ‘‘don’t inhale’’ gives us 
a ‘‘don’t enforce’’ antidrug policy. 

This is simply unacceptable. It’s evi-
dence of an administration AWOL—ab-
sent without leadership. 

Today, I am introducing a bill to in-
crease the penalties for trafficking in 
marijuana, a drug that poses a grave 
threat to our young people. It is com-
monly known that marijuana impairs 
short-term memory, core motor func-
tions and the ability to concentrate. 
But it also has long-term devastating 
effects: 

Marijuana use causes chronic bron-
chitis, acute chest illness, heightened 
risk of pulmonary infection and lung 
disease; 

Prenatal exposure to marijuana 
causes impaired intellectual ability in 
young children; in shorthand—low IQ 
babies; and 

THC, the principal psychoactive in-
gredient, has been found in lab rats to 
be addictive. 

And, who is smoking marijuana? 
Kids, more of them and at younger 
ages. The number of 12- to 17-year-olds 
using marijuana increased from 1.6 
million in 1992 to 2.9 million in 1994. As 
the chart shows, more 8th, 10th, and 
12th-graders are smoking marijuana 
and there is no indication that this 
trend is going to be reversed anytime 
soon. 

A surprising fact is that more chil-
dren smoke marijuana than have 
smoked five packs of cigarettes, as the 
second chart reveals. Five-point-seven 
percent of 12- to 15-year-olds report 

smoking cigarettes, but 6.6 percent re-
port smoking marijuana. For older 
teens even more are smoking mari-
juana—20.5 percent smoke cigarettes 
and 26.1 percent smoke marijuana. 

That is an astounding statistic: 
Teens are less likely to smoke 
cigaretts than marijuana, and fewer 
teens say smoking marijuana is risky. 
As young people soften their attitudes 
toward drugs, usage increases. 

Not only is marijuana harmful in and 
of itself, but it is considered a gateway 
drug. Teenagers who use marijuana are 
85 times more likely to use cocaine. 
Sixty percent of children who smoke 
marijuana before age 15 move on to co-
caine. 

My bill is very straightforward. It en-
hances the penalties for trafficking in 
marijuana. Current law creates a dis-
parity in the mandatory minimums for 
heroin, cocaine and marijuana. My bill 
will eliminate the disparity by lowerng 
the threshold for the mandatory min-
imum sentences for refined marijuana. 
The third chart reflects the disparities. 

Currently, an individual has to be 
caught with 1,000 kilos of marijuana, 
with a street value of as much as $10 
million, in order to get the 10-year 
mandatory minimum. For cocaine, the 
threshold quantity and street value is 
much lower—only 5 kilos with a value 
between $420,000 and $750,000. For her-
oin, the threshold is 1 kilo, with a 
street value of $1.2 million. And grow-
ing 1,000 marijuana plants gets you the 
same 10-year mandatory minimum. 

My bill will bring the threshold quan-
tity for refined marijuana into line 
with the other drugs by lowering it 
from 1,000 kilos to 100 kilos for the 10- 
year mandatory minimum and from 100 
kilos to 10 kilos for the 5-year manda-
tory minimum. 

The bill also directs the Sentencing 
Commission to conform its guidelines 
to this change. 

Last summer, this Sentencing Com-
mission effectively lowered the pen-
alties for marijuana trafficking, for 
quantities less than the thresholds for 
mandatory minimums. It’s time we re-
versed that misguided action and this 
bill will ensure that the Sentencing 
Commission does just that. 

Some will argue that prosecutors 
have more pressing matters than to 
chase every marijuana dealer selling as 
little as 10 kilos. As the Los Angeles 
Times reported, Federal prosecutors in 
southern California don’t think it’s 
worth their effort to prosecute for 
quantities of less than 125 pounds, an 
amount that should get a drug traf-
ficker about 3 years in a Federal pris-
on. 

But I would argue just the opposite. 
Marijuana is doing irreparable harm to 
our kids and we’ve got to put the peo-
ple who sell to our children out of busi-
ness and behind bars. Ten kilos of 
marijuana is 22 pounds, with a street 
value of about $100,000. That amount of 
marijuana will reach a lot of teenagers 
in small, but harmful quantities. 
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Mr. President the time has come to 

admit that we have a serious mari-
juana problem among our teens. I say 
it’s worth protecting the future of our 
children by locking up the pushers. 
Let’s toughen the penalties and send a 
message to the drug dealers that we 
won’t tolerate it anymore. And let’s 
tell Federal prosecutors it’s their job 
to send these outlaws to prison. What 
can be worth more than saving our 
next generation? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that additional material be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

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

S. 1790 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Enhanced 
Marihuana Penalty Act of 1996’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 
(1) the number of children in the United 

States between 12 and 17 years of age using 
marihuana increased from 1,600,000 in 1992 to 
2,900,000 in 1994, which constitutes an 80-per-
cent increase; 

(2) currently, one-third of all high school 
seniors smoke marihuana; 

(3) the perception of the dangers of using 
marihuana is declining among youthful mar-
ihuana smokers; 

(4) scientific research has demonstrated 
that— 

(A) marihuana impairs short-term mem-
ory, core motor functions, and the ability to 
concentrate; 

(B) THC, the principal psychoactive ingre-
dient of marihuana, may cause drug depend-
ency; 

(C) regular marihuana use may cause 
chronic bronchitis, increased frequency of 
acute chest illness, heightened risk of pul-
monary infection, and lung disease; and 

(D) prenatal exposure to marihuana may 
cause impaired intellectual ability in young 
children; 

(5) children between the agency of 12 and 17 
who use marihuana are 85 times more likely 
to use cocaine than children who do not use 
marihuana; 

(6) there are 39,000,000 children in the 
United States who are younger than 10 years 
old, and neglect of our Nation’s marihuana 
problem will lead to the creation of a new 
generation of drug abusers, prone to criminal 
and other socially deviant behavior; and 

(7) existing penalties for trafficking in 
marihuana are inadequate to deter those 
who sell marihuana to our Nation’s most 
vulnerable citizens. 
SEC. 3. PENALTIES. 

(a) CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES ACT.—Section 
401(b)(1) of the Controlled Substances Act (21 
U.S.C. 841(b)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)(vii), by striking 
‘‘1000 kilograms’’ and inserting ‘‘100 kilo-
grams’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (B)(vii), by striking 
‘‘100 kilograms’’ and inserting ‘‘10 kilo-
grams’’; and 

(e) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘50 
kilograms’’ and inserting ‘‘10 kilograms’’. 

(b) CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES IMPORT AND 
EXPORT ACT.—Section 1010(b) of the Con-
trolled Substances Import and Export Act (21 
U.S.C. 960(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(G), by striking ‘‘1000 
kilograms’’ and inserting ‘‘100 kilograms’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)(G), by striking ‘‘100 
kilograms’’ and inserting ‘‘10 kilograms’’; 
and 

(e) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘50 kilo-
grams’’ and inserting ‘‘10 kilograms’’. 
SEC. 4. AMENDMENT OF SENTENCING GUIDE-

LINES. 
The United States Sentencing Commission 

shall amend the Federal Sentencing Guide-
lines to reflect the amendments made by this 
Act. 

TRENDS IN HIGH SCHOOL MARIJUANA USE 1 
[In percent] 

Grade 1992 1993 1994 Increase 

12th ......................................... 11.9 15.5 19.0 +60 
10th ......................................... 8.1 10.9 15.8 +95 
8th ........................................... 3.7 5.1 7.8 +110 

1 Students reporting use within past 30 days. 
Source: Monitoring the Future, December 1994. 

PREVALENCE OF DRUG USE 
[Percent who have ever used] 

Youths 
12–15 

Youths 
16–17 

Adults 
18+ 

Cigarettes 1 ........................................... 5.7 20.5 52.1 
Alcohol .................................................. 35.1 69.3 88.9 
Marijuana ............................................. 6.6 26.1 35.4 
Any illicit drug ..................................... 13.7 33.1 38.9 
Any drug except marijuana .................. 10.5 18.5 21.2 
Cocaine ................................................. 1.0 5.3 12.5 

1 These percentages include only individuals who have smoked at least 
100 cigarettes (5 packs). 

Source: Gateways to Illicit Drug Use, Center on Addiction and Substance 
Abuse at Columbia University (10/94). 

DISPARITY IN CURRENT PENALTIES FOR MARIJUANA 
TRAFFICKING 

Drug Quantity Street value 1 

Manda-
tory 
min-
imum 
(yrs.) 

Cocaine ........................... 2 5 $420k to $750K .............. 10 
Heroin .............................. 2 1 $1.2 million .................... 10 
Marijuana ........................ 2 1,000 $10 million ..................... 10 

Plants ......................... 1,000 ......................................... 10 
Cocaine ........................... 2 500 $42k to $75K .................. 5 
Heroin .............................. 2 100 $121 million ................... 5 
Marijuana ........................ 2 100 $1 million ....................... 5 

Plants ......................... 100 ......................................... 5 

1 Street values bases System to Retrieve Information from Drug Evidence 
(STRIDE) by Abt Associates, Inc., 9/13/95 Report: Cocaine $84 to $150 per 
gram; Heroin $1210 per gram; Marijuana $10 per gram. 

2 Kilogram.• 

By Mr. SIMPSON (for himself and 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER): 

S. 1791. A bill to increase, effective as 
of December 1, 1996, the rates of dis-
ability compensation for veterans with 
service-connected disabilities and the 
rates of dependency and indemnity 
compensation for survivors of such vet-
erans, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans Affairs. 
THE VETERANS’ COMPENSATION COST-OF-LIVING 

ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1996 
∑ Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, it is a 
pleasure for me, as chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, to introduce, and comment brief-
ly on, legislation to grant to recipients 
of compensation, and dependency and 
indemnity compensation [DIC] bene-
fits, from the Department of Veterans 
Affairs [VA] a cost of living adjustment 
[COLA] increase to take effect at the 
beginning of next year. This legislation 
is appropriate and warranted—even as 
we proceed this very week to debate 
budget reconciliation. 

Mr. President, let me assure this 
body that the Committee on Veterans’ 

Affairs will meet the reconciliation 
targets that the Congress ultimately 
adopts. Indeed, I expect that I will offer 
amendments to this bill—with the bi-
partisan support of the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs—once we receive rec-
onciliation instructions from the Con-
gress as an whole. No one need fear 
that I have lost my zeal for gaining 
control over entitlement spending; I 
surely have not. Nonetheless, I believe 
that the recipients of veteran’s benefits 
ought to receive a COLA—and they can 
receive such a COLA even as we 
progress on a path to a balanced budg-
et. We can balance the budget, and si-
multaneously treat our veterans, and 
their survivors, with fairness and com-
passion. 

This bill is simple and straight-
forward. It would grant to recipients of 
certain VA benefits—most notably, 
veterans with service-connected dis-
abilities who receive VA compensation, 
and the surviving spouses and children 
of veterans who have died as a result of 
service-connected injuries or illnesses, 
who receive dependency and indemnity 
compensation—the same COLA that 
Social Security recipients will receive. 
So, for example, if Social Security re-
cipients receive a 2.6-percent adjust-
ment at the beginning of next year, 
then so too would the beneficiaries of 
VA compensation and DIC. 

Last year, the committee’s COLA bill 
put into effect certain modifications, 
as approved by the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, on how COLA’s are com-
puted. For example, our 1996 COLA 
contained a ‘‘round down’’ feature. To 
summarize, Mr. President, VA benefits 
are paid in round dollar amounts. As a 
result, when a round dollar benefit 
amount—say, as an example, the cur-
rent benefit of $266 per month going to 
a 30 percent disabled veteran—is multi-
plied by a consumer price index per-
centage of, say, 2.6-percent, it almost 
invariably yields a mathematical prod-
uct that is not a round dollar amount. 
In the case of a $266 benefit check, for 
example, a 2.6-percent increase would 
yield a nonrounded number of $272.92. 

VA practice, in the past, has been to 
‘‘round up’’ fractional dollar amounts 
of $0.50 or more, and ‘‘round down’’ 
fractional dollar amounts of $0.49 or 
less. So, in the above case, a 30-percent 
disabled veteran would get a monthly 
check next year of $273 under past 
practice. Last year’s COLA bill di-
rected VA to ‘‘round down’’ in all 
cases, so, in the above example, a 30- 
percent disabled veteran would get a 
monthly check of $272. 

It may happen, Mr. President, that 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
will again elect to direct that VA 
‘‘round down’’ as part of a package of 
measures approved to reach whatever 
reconciliation targets Congress ulti-
mately adopts. Indeed, it is, perhaps, 
likely that we will approve such a 
measure since rounding down is a rel-
atively painless way to achieve some 
fairly significant savings over the long 
term. Such a measure—which would 
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cost no VA beneficiary more than $1 
per month—would save, according to 
the Congressional Budget Office, al-
most $500 million over a 6-year period. 

Be that as it may, Mr. President, the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs will 
‘‘cross the bridge’’ of identifying how it 
will meet its reconciliation targets 
once it has received those targets. In 
the meantime, I want to assure all by 
the introduction of this COLA bill that 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
fully anticipated approving a COLA 
bill this year—just as it did last year 
when I was honored to assume the 
chairmanship of the committee. 

The rounding down provision that 
the committee approved last year 
serves as an excellent example of the 
sort of measures that are available to 
assist in balancing the budget. I do not 
suggest that it will be easy to reach 
that goal. But the availability of real 
savings from measures like a simple 
rounding down of a COLA ought to 
strengthen the resolve of each of us to 
get that vital job done. In the Vet-
erans’ Committee, we expect that we 
will be directed to find ways to reduce 
the growth in VA’s mandatory budget 
accounts by over $5 billion in 6 years. 
We will find ways to meet that goal. 
And no veteran, or veterans’ survivor, 
will suffer inordinate harm as a result. 
Despite the inaccurate, unfair, un-
founded, and, yes, partisan pronounce-
ments of the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs, and despite what veterans, and 
Senators, have heard from service or-
ganizations, ‘‘crying wolf,’’ we will not 
cut veterans benefits. We never have. 

We do not need to cut veterans bene-
fits in order to balance the budget. Nor 
do we need to endure the cuts—real 
cuts, not just reductions in the growth 
rate—in veterans health care spending 
proposed by the President in order to 
achieve a balanced budget. We can 
keep faith with our veterans and bal-
ance the budget. As Chairman of the 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, that is 
what I intend to do. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the time 
that has been afforded me to address 
this subject. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

S. 1791 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Veterans’ 
Compensation Cost-of-Living Adjustment 
Act of 1996’’. 
SEC. 2. INCREASE IN COMPENSATION RATES AND 

LIMITATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) The Secretary of Vet-

erans Affairs shall, as provided in paragraph 
(2), increase, effective December 1, 1996, the 
rates of and limitations on Department of 
Veterans Affairs disability compensation 
and dependency and indemnity compensa-
tion. 

(2) The Secretary shall increase each of the 
rates and limitations in sections 1114, 1115(1), 

1162, 1311, 1313, and 1314 of title 38, United 
States Code, that were increased by the 
amendments made by the Veterans’ Com-
pensation Cost-of-Living Adjustment Act of 
1995 (Public Law No. 104–57, 109 Stat. 555). 
This increase shall be made in such rates and 
limitations as in effect on November 30, 1996, 
and shall be by the same percentage that 
benefit amounts payable under title II of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) are 
increased effective December 1, 1996, as a re-
sult of a determination under section 215(i) 
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 415(i)). 

(b) SPECIAL RULE.—The Secretary may ad-
just administratively, consistent with the 
increases made under subsection (a)(2), the 
rates of disability compensation payable to 
persons within the purview of section 10 of 
Public Law 85–857 (72 Stat. 1263) who are not 
in receipt of compensation payable pursuant 
to chapter 11 of title 38, United States Code. 

(c) PUBLICATION REQUIREMENT.—At the 
same time as the matters specified in section 
215(i)(2)(D) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 415(i)(2)(O)) are required to be pub-
lished by reason of a determination made 
under section 215(i) of such Act during fiscal 
year 1996, the Secretary shall publish in the 
Federal Register the rates and limitations 
referred to in subsection (a)(2) as increased 
under this section.∑ 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and 
Mr. CHAFEE): 

S. 1792. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow compa-
nies to donate scientific equipment to 
elementary and secondary schools for 
use in their educational programs, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Finance. 
THE COMPUTER DONATION INCENTIVE ACT OF 1996 

∑ Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, 10 weeks 
ago, thousands of volunteers through-
out California helped make NetDay 96 
one of the most successful 1-day public 
projects in history. At the time, we all 
noted that this electronic barn-raising 
could be a turning point in educational 
history—but only if we followed 
through with other steps to help our 
children travel the information super-
highway. 

I would like to take one such step by 
announcing the Computer Donation In-
centive Act of 1996. 

This important piece of legislation— 
which my colleague Senate CHAFEE and 
I are introducing in the Senate, and my 
friend ANN ESHOO is introducing in the 
House—will change the Federal Tax 
Code in order to promote gifts of com-
puter hardware, software, and expertise 
to our Nation’s schools. 

The Computer Donation Incentive 
Act will provide a greater tax deduc-
tion than is currently available for do-
nations of nearly new computers to ele-
mentary and secondary schools for edu-
cational purposes. 

The amount of the deduction for 
computer manufacturers is equal to 
their manufacturing costs plus half the 
difference between those costs and the 
selling price. So, if the manufacturing 
cost is $400 and the selling price is $700, 
then the manufacturer would receive a 
tax deduction of $550. 

For nonmanufacturers, the deduction 
is based on the computer’s purchase 
price minus depreciation. For example: 

if a company buys a computer for 
$2,000, take a depreciation of $400 1 year 
and gives the computer to a school the 
next year, then the company can take 
a deduction of $1,600. 

The Boxer-Chafee-Eshoo bill will also 
provide the same deduction for busi-
nesses who give computers to libraries, 
recreational centers and other public 
institutions, or to nonprofit organiza-
tions that refurbish computers and 
then give them to schools. 

The successful education of Amer-
ica’s children is now closely linked to 
the use of innovative educational tech-
nologies, particularly computer-aided 
research and instruction. Unfortu-
nately, far too many classrooms lack 
the computers they need to take ad-
vantage of these new educational tools. 

NetDay 96 was an important step for-
ward in meeting this challenge. By all 
accounts, it was tremendous success. 
Taking inexpensive cooper wire and 
priceless expertise, computer techni-
cians worked with parents, students, 
faculty, and staff at each school to con-
nect classrooms, libraries, and com-
puter labs to the Internet. By the end 
of the day, hundreds of public and pri-
vate schools were wired into the Net. 

But the very success of NetDay 
brought up another problem for most 
of our schools: If young students are to 
have access to the Information Super-
highway, what are they going to drive? 

In Sylvandale, CA, for example, 
NetDay volunteers installed three 
Internet connections in each of a 
school’s 40 classrooms. Counting the li-
brary and computer lab, this particular 
school now has 190 potential Internet 
connections. However, only four of the 
school’s computers are powerful 
enough to access the Internet; so there 
are only four active connections out of 
190. 

If schools cannot get computers into 
the classrooms, and if they can’t get 
expert help to get up and running, then 
they will not really have access to the 
Internet. At a time when public schools 
in California and around the country 
are struggling to buy up-to-date text-
books and maintain school buildings, 
classroom computers may seem hope-
lessly out of reach. As a result, public 
schools lag far behind private schools 
in computer use. 

Current tax laws provide no incen-
tives for businesses to donate com-
puters to public schools. As a matter of 
fact, the Federal Tax Code actually dis-
courages companies from giving to 
public schools. 

Section 170(e)(4) of the Federal Tax 
Code allows computer manufacturers 
to take a reasonable deduction when 
they donate computers to universities 
for scientific or research purposes. Fol-
lowing a recent IRS ruling, manufac-
turers can also take this deduction for 
gifts to private elementary and sec-
ondary schools—but not for gifts to 
public elementary and secondary 
schools. Moreover, a manufacturer who 
donates a computer to a public college 
can now take the deduction if the com-
puter is 
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used only for advanced research but 
not if it is used for other teaching pur-
poses. 

To make matters worse, only com-
puter manufacturers are eligible for 
the higher education. Computer dealers 
and distributors, along with many 
other businesses, get no tax incentive 
to do this. 

Section 170(e)(4) was written in 1981— 
before the explosion of computer-based 
technology made computer literacy a 
must for every American student. I 
know that the authors of this provision 
did not mean to exclude public schools 
from the computer revolution; they 
just could not foresee the day when 
every school would need computers. 

The Boxer-Chafee bill will revise this 
archaic section of the Tax Code. Our 
Computer Donation Incentive Act is 
designed to give donations for edu-
cational purposes the same tax break 
as those for scientific research pur-
poses. It will allow businesses to give 
to public and private elementary and 
secondary schools as well as institu-
tions of higher learning and still re-
ceive the tax break. And it will encour-
age donations from software producers, 
computer distributors, and other com-
panies as well as hardware manufactur-
ers. 

Along with computers and software, 
businesses should also donate their ex-
pertise, providing the training required 
to bring our schools fully on-line—and 
we challenge them to do so. Teachers 
and students both need such training in 
order to integrate computer-based les-
sons into their basic curriculum. 

The Computer Donation Incentive 
Act will provide a reasonable incentive 
for businesses to donate computers to 
the schools. Again, I would like to em-
phasize that these must be nearly new 
computers; those donated by manufac-
turers must be no more than 2 years 
old, and those donated by nonmanufac-
turers must be 3 years old or less. 

It is my hope that computer manu-
facturers and other companies will 
take advantage of this incentive to 
make computer literacy a reality for 
elementary and secondary school stu-
dents. 

Neither a day of electronic barn- 
building nor an adjustment to the Tax 
Code can solve all our educational 
problems or even make every student 
computer-literate for the next century. 
But together, each initiative we take 
will help provide our students with the 
tools they need to drive on the infor-
mation Superhighway and compete in a 
global information-based economy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this bill be inserted in the 
RECORD. 

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

S. 1792 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OF 
SCIENTIFIC EQUIPMENT TO ELE-
MENTARY AND SECONDARY 
SCHOOLS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of 
section 170(e)(4) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED RESEARCH OR EDUCATION 
CONTRIBUTION.—For purposes of this para-
graph, the term ‘qualified research or edu-
cation contribution’ means a charitable con-
tribution by a corporation of tangible per-
sonal property (including computer soft-
ware), but only if— 

‘‘(i) the contribution is to— 
‘‘(I) an educational organization described 

in subsection (b)(1)(A)(ii), 
‘‘(II) a governmental unit described in sub-

section (c)(1), or 
‘‘(III) an organization described in section 

41(e)(6)(B), 
‘‘(ii) the contribution is made not later 

than 3 years after the date the taxpayer ac-
quired the property (or in the case of prop-
erty constructed by the taxpayer, the date 
the construction of the property is substan-
tially completed), 

‘‘(iii) the property is scientific equipment 
or apparatus substantially all of the use of 
which by the donee is for— 

‘‘(I) research or experimentation (within 
the meaning of section 174), or for research 
training, in the United States in physical or 
biological sciences, or 

‘‘(II) in the case of an organization de-
scribed in clause (i) (I) or (II), use within the 
United States for educational purposes re-
lated to the purposes or function of the orga-
nization, 

‘‘(iv) the original use of the property began 
with the taxpayer (or in the case of property 
constructed by the taxpayer, with the 
donee), 

‘‘(v) the property is not transferred by the 
donee in exchange for money, other prop-
erty, or services, and 

‘‘(vi) the taxpayer receives from the donee 
a written statement representing that its 
use and disposition of the property will be in 
accordance with the provisions of clauses 
(iv) and (v).’’ 

(b) DONATIONS TO CHARITY FOR REFUR-
BISHING.—Section 170(e)(4) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘D) DONATIONS TO CHARITY FOR REFUR-
BISHING.—For purposes of this paragraph, a 
charitable contribution by a corporation 
shall be treated as a qualified research or 
education contribution if— 

‘‘(i) such contribution is a contribution of 
property described in subparagraph (B)(iii) 
to an organization described in section 
501(c)(3) and exempt from Taxation under 
section 501(a), 

‘‘(ii) such organization repairs and refur-
bishes the property and donates the property 
to an organization described in subparagraph 
(B)(i), and 

‘‘(iii) the taxpayer receives from the orga-
nization to whom the taxpayer contributed 
the property a written statement rep-
resenting that its use of the property (and 
any use by the organization to which it do-
nates the property) meets the requirements 
of this paragraph.’’ 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Paragraph (4)(A) of section 170(e) of the 

Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking ‘‘qualified research contribution’’ 
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘quali-
fied research or education contribution’’. 

(2) The heading for section 170(e)(4) of such 
Code is amended by inserting ‘‘OR EDU-
CATION’’ after ‘‘RESEARCH’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1995.∑ 

By Mr. GREGG: 
S. 1793. A bill to amen the Tariff Act 

of 1930 to provide that the requirement 
relating to making imported articles 
and containers apply to fresh cut flow-
ers; to the Committee on Finance. 
THE TARIFF ACT OF 1930 AMENDMENT ACT OF 1996 
∑Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I intro-
duce legislation to amend the Tariff 
act of 1930, to provide that the require-
ments relating to marking imported 
articles and containers will apply to 
fresh cut flowers as well. Under current 
law and commercial practices, unlike 
other imported goods, flowers are not 
required to be labeled with country of 
origin. It is my belief that consumers 
have the right to know this informa-
tion when they shop for flowers. 

U.S. law requires that merchandise 
imported into the United States be 
marked with country of origin infor-
mation. This marking must be ‘‘con-
spicuously, legibly, and permanently 
marked in English’’ (19 U.S.C. 1304). 
Unfortunately, this act also grants the 
Secretary of the Treasury authority to 
exempt certain items from these re-
quirements flowers are among the 
items that have been exempted. My bill 
would revoke this regulatory exemp-
tion. 

The result is that the boxes or 
sleeves in which imported flowers are 
shipped are required to be marked only 
at the point of entry and no further. 
Often, before resale to consumers, flow-
ers are taken out of boxes either by im-
porters, wholesalers or retailers. In 
many cases, even the retailer from 
whom flowers are purchased is unaware 
of the product’s origin. Domestic fresh 
cut flower producers have had a nat-
ural advantage over importers with re-
spect to freshness due to their prox-
imity to local markets. Quite simply, 
domestic flowers last longer and they 
are grown in conformance with strict 
U.S. pesticide laws as well. United 
States consumers should be able to 
choose to purchase fresh, long-lasting 
domestic cut flowers produced under 
strict pesticide controls. Historically, 
however, without a means of distin-
guishing their product, domestic grow-
ers have found it difficult to promote 
to consumers and handlers the 
freshness of their flowers, or warn of 
hazardous pesticide residues on im-
ported flowers. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today will not place an undue burden 
on retailers or wholesalers. I’m sure all 
of us, when we shop for groceries, have 
seen perishable products routinely la-
beled either by sticker or a simple sign 
by the product. This legislation would 
also provide our domestic growers, who 
enjoy advantages of proximity to the 
market and the controlled environ-
ment of the greenhouse a valuable 
means of distinguishing their fresh 
product from imported flowers that are 
several days old and potentially grown 
under lax pesticide laws. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the provisions of my bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the bill was 

ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1793 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. MARKING OF FRESH CUT FLOWERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 304 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1304) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (f), (g), (h), 
and (i) as subsections (g), (h), (i), and (j), re-
spectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(f) MARKING OF CUT FLOWERS.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, no ex-
ception may be made under subsection (a)(3) 
with respect to fresh cut flowers described in 
or classified under superior heading 0603, or 
subheading 0603.10, 0603.10.30, 0603.10.60, 
0603.10.70, or 0603.10.80 of the Harmonized 
Tariff Schedule of the United States, as in 
effect on January 1, 1996. The Secretary of 
the Treasury shall, by regulation, assure 
such fresh cut flowers are labeled, marked, 
or otherwise clearly identified at the retail 
level as to their country of origin.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section applies to articles en-
tered, or withdrawn from warehouse for con-
sumption, on the date that is 15 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act.∑ 

By Mr. GREGG (for himself, Mr. 
REID, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. WAR-
NER, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. SMITH, and Mr. 
BRYAN): 

S. 1794. A bill to amend chapter 83 of 
title 5, United States Code, to provide 
for the forfeiture of retirement benefits 
in the case of any Member of Congress, 
congressional employee, or Federal jus-
tice or judge who is convicted of an of-
fense relating to official duties of that 
individual, and for the forfeiture of the 
retirement allowance of the President 
for such a conviction; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

THE CONGRESSIONAL, PRESIDENTIAL, AND 
JUDICIAL PENSION FORFEITURE ACT 

∑ Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I intro-
duce legislation which is, unfortu-
nately, a necessary measure. Even its 
name—the Congressional, Presidential, 
and Judicial Pension Forfeiture Act— 
does not give any of us a good feeling. 
However, I do not introduce this bill 
apologetically, because I believe there 
is a compelling need to enact these 
changes in order to regain public con-
fidence and trust in elected officials 
and top federal appointees. 

I urge all of my distinguished col-
leagues to examine this bill and to ask 
themselves the same kinds of questions 
the American people have been asking 
for a long time. ‘‘Why are Members of 
Congress not held accountable for their 
decisions, and more importantly for 
their wrongdoing? Why do they seem to 
think they are above the people who 
elected them, and even sometimes 
above the law?’’ 

Recent events have only confirmed 
such cynicism. I’m sure none of us 
would like to be reminded of the em-
barrassment caused by these scandals, 
which are representative of an increas-
ing trend of privilege abuse. Thirty- 

four Members have served felony prison 
sentences since 1900, 13 of those in the 
last decade. Perhaps we need a deter-
rent, a statutory deterrent—such as 
the Congressional, Presidential, and 
Judicial Pension Forfeiture Act—which 
would cause those who may be tempted 
to abuse the privileges of public service 
to think twice before exploiting those 
powers. More importantly, this bill is 
also aimed at establishing a common-
sense approach to fair play in the use 
of taxpayers’ money—an approach that 
the public understands instinctively 
but to which Congress has yet to con-
form. 

This bill would deny congressional 
pensions to any Members who commit 
specified felony crimes during their 
term in office. The crimes relate di-
rectly to the execution of congres-
sional duties and were taken from a 
compilation of Federal ethics laws pre-
pared by the Committee on Govern-
ment Affairs. These crimes are acts 
which we all know are wrong, and for 
which any American citizen would pay 
dearly in a court of law. Yet we as, 
Members of Congress, were elected on 
the basis of integrity and character 
and, as such, we should hold ourselves 
to higher ethical standards than the 
average citizen. This is true in the 
military, whose officers, if convicted in 
a court-martial, lose their pensions for 
serious wrongdoing. We should ask our-
selves if we, too, should submit to the 
kind of standards worthy of our offices. 
I think we should. 

Mr. President, the question here is 
accountability. How accountable do we 
perceive ourselves as being for the de-
cisions we make? While we would never 
deny that we all make mistakes—and 
our constituents would never expect us 
to be perfect—the American people do 
have a right to expect that we serve 
them honorably, with a strong mind, 
and with a clear conscience. More spe-
cifically, they have a right to expect 
that we perform our duties free of cor-
ruption. Therefore, I strongly urge all 
of you to consider the source of public 
cynicism and the bad image which Gov-
ernment has recently acquired. Sixty- 
six percent of eligible American voters 
decide to stay home on election night, 
not because they would rather watch 
TV, but because they have lost faith in 
their elected officials—in us—and in 
the importance of their votes in a 
democratic system they no longer feel 
is responsive to them. And this time, it 
is not about issues; it is about account-
ability. None of us would claim here on 
the floor of the Senate that we do not 
hold ourselves accountable for our own 
actions. Hopefully, my colleagues will 
agree to support this bill as a step to-
ward regaining the respect and the 
trust of the American people. 

Finally, I would like to thank Sen-
ators REID and NICKLES, who have been 
working independently on this issue 
and are joining me today in intro-
ducing this bill. Also, I would like to 
thank my colleagues who have come 
forward and have demonstrated their 

support for the bill by becoming origi-
nal cosponsors. It is gratifying, and I 
am very honored, to have my distin-
guished colleagues, from both sides of 
the aisle, joining me on this issue.∑ 

By Mr. ROTH: 
S. 1795. A bill to restore the Amer-

ican family, enhance support and work 
opportunities for families with chil-
dren, reduce out-of-wedlock preg-
nancies, reduce welfare dependence by 
requiring work, meet the health care 
needs of America’s most vulnerable 
citizens, control welfare and Medicaid 
spending, and increase State flexi-
bility; to the Committee on Finance. 

THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND WORK 
OPPORTUNITY ACT OF 1996 

∑ Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, today is 
the day we have reached the top of a 
great divide. We can clearly see both 
what lies ahead and that which is be-
hind us. Today is the day we decide 
whether we dare to press forward and 
change a welfare system that is crip-
pling children and families. 

Today is a day of contrasts—39 
months ago, President Clinton prom-
ised the Nation’s Governors and the 
American people that he would end 
welfare as we know it. Nothing hap-
pened. 

He abandoned welfare reform and in-
stead pursued a misguided attempt to 
take Government control over the 
world’s finest health care system. It 
didn’t work. 

Today, the Republicans in the House 
and Senate are introducing legislation 
which will deliver on the promise of 
welfare reform and which will protect 
the health benefits of needy families as 
they move from welfare to work. Today 
we are introducing welfare and Med-
icaid reform based on the bipartisan 
recommendations of the Nation’s Gov-
ernors. While the Clinton administra-
tion has pursued policies of national 
control from Washington, we believe 
the future of these programs belong in 
the States. 

Without even having seen our pro-
posal, President Clinton labeled Med-
icaid reform a ‘‘poison pill.’’ We think 
it is good medicine. Under our pro-
posal, Federal spending for the Med-
icaid program will total $371 billion 
over the next 6 years. This represents 
an average annual growth rate of 6.5 
percent between 1996 and 2002 while 
still achieving savings of $72 billion 
compared to current law. 

But $371 billion represents many im-
portant things in addition to how much 
the Federal Government will choose to 
spend on the third largest domestic 
program in the Federal budget. 

It represents bipartisan compromise. 
It represents the future of how Gov-

ernment will work to help families es-
cape welfare dependency. 

And it represents the future of gov-
ernmental relationships in our con-
stitutional system of federalism. 

First, $371 billion represents an im-
portant element of compromise in the 
political process. In the budget nego-
tiations with President Clinton last 
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December, the Republican leadership 
recommended Medicaid savings of $85 
billion. During the negotiations, Presi-
dent Clinton wanted to reduce the sav-
ings level for Medicaid to $59 billion. 
At that time, there was a recognition 
by the administration that Medicaid 
spending indeed was out of control. For 
example, between 1994 and 1995, total 
Federal outlays grew by 3 percent. 

But Medicaid spending grew nearly 
three times as fast. 

On a number of occasions, the admin-
istration has indicated that the Presi-
dent intends to reduce Medicaid spend-
ing by $59 billion. 

The President’s fiscal year 1997 budg-
et released in March includes saving of 
$55 billion. 

Thus, by setting Medicaid spending 
at $371 billion, we are meeting Presi-
dent Clinton halfway. The difference 
between us is now $13 billion. This is 
less than 2 percent of the total Federal 
Medicaid spending over the next 6 
years. This is a difference of 16 cents 
per Medicaid recipient per day. 

When President Clinton vetoed the 
Balanced Budget Act of 1995, he argued 
that the Medicaid budget savings cut 
too deeply. 

The adoption of today’s budget reso-
lution and the introduction of this leg-
islation clearly demonstrates that the 
debate over Medicaid is not about 
spending. The issue is, who will control 
the spending, Washington, or the 
States? 

In February, the Nation’s Governors 
unanimously adopted a proposal to re-
structure the Medicaid Program. 
Democratic and Republican Governors 
alike have called upon the President 
and Congress to dramatically change 
the Medicaid Program. 

The Medicaid proposal we are intro-
ducing reflects the Governors’ policies, 
including guarantees for children, 
pregnant women, the elderly, and per-
sons with disabilities. 

Together, the Democratic and Repub-
lican Governors have testified before 
Congress that budget savings should be 
between $59 and $85 billion. The Repub-
lican proposal of $72 billion in savings 
reflects this spirit of bipartisan com-
promise and is the midpoint of these 
savings figures. 

The Medicaid debate therefore is 
about policy, not budget. Medicaid is 
the largest welfare program and must 
be part of the solution for moving fam-
ilies from welfare to work. It costs 
more than the AFDC, Food Stamp, and 
SSI Programs combined. 

The growths in the welfare programs 
are intimately linked to Medicaid. 
Medicaid is the nucleus of authentic 
welfare reform. 

The Nation’s Governors support re-
form and share the common goal to end 
the status quo. Democratic and Repub-
lican Governors have forged a bipar-
tisan blueprint for reform. 

Our legislation reflects the principles 
and framework of the Governors’ pro-
posals and meets their goals. 

Nearly everyone, including President 
Clinton, recognizes that the welfare 

system is broken and must be fixed. 
The Governors, Democratic and Repub-
lican alike, know that Medicaid and 
welfare were in the same car wreck and 
both require major reconstructive sur-
gery as soon as possible. 

The Governors understand there are 
major problems in the Medicaid Pro-
gram. To begin with, Medicaid is an 
all-or-nothing proposition. 

A person either qualifies for all Med-
icaid benefits or no Medicaid benefits. 
There is no flexibility in the current 
system to provide benefits tailored to a 
family’s needs. 

As such, the welfare system often 
creates disincentives to work and gross 
inequities for low-income working fam-
ilies, many of whom have no other way 
to provide health care for their chil-
dren. 

For the individual, the current Med-
icaid program is often self-defeating as 
it encourages dependency. Many proud 
families can describe what they are 
forced to do to acquire and maintain 
Medicaid coverage. 

If a family’s income rises above the 
eligibility level by just $1, the entire 
Medicaid package is taken away. 

Medicaid performs as it was designed 
30 years ago—$731 billion therefore rep-
resents a new opportunity to refocus 
our welfare programs to help the 
present and future generations to es-
cape dependency. 

Governors know that Medicaid is a 
critical link in moving families from 
welfare to work. They understand it 
can be difficult to convince a family 
that work pays more than welfare if 
the price includes the loss of their 
health insurance. 

The Medicaid current program dis-
courages expansion of coverage and in-
novation. 

There is little flexibility or reward 
for the States to experiment with ways 
of improving access to care. 

The Governors have testified how 
their ideas to cover more families have 
been stopped cold by Federal rules and 
regulations. 

The bureaucracy often thwarts tar-
geting of benefits which, for example, 
could be more effective in lowering in-
fant mortality rates. 

Medicaid lags far behind the private 
sector in adopting progressive managed 
care strategies which have saved em-
ployers and working families billions 
of dollars. 

Two-thirds of the people covered by 
employer-sponsored health plans today 
are enrolled in some type of managed 
care plan. 

In contrast, only about one-quarter 
of the Medicaid recipients are in any 
form of managed care. 

Medicaid contains a number of bar-
riers to managed care. 

For example, Florida is facing major 
disruptions in its entire Medicaid sys-
tem because two of its best HMO’s do 
not meet Medicaid’s ‘‘75/25’’ require-
ments. 

Freed from the choke hold of the 
Federal bureaucracy, States will be 

able to harness their enormous pur-
chasing power to improve the delivery 
of services at lower costs. 

The central issue of the pending Med-
icaid debate is who can best design a 
State’s public health insurance pro-
gram—the Federal bureaucracy or the 
States? 

The idea that the children and elder-
ly citizens in a State must be protected 
from their Governor and State legisla-
tors is not only wrong. 

Mr. President, it is insulting. 
Finally, slowing the rate of growth 

represents a fundamental decision 
about the future of federalism. Our 
elected State officials are hostages to 
the demands of the current Medicaid 
Program. The Federal-State partner-
ship cannot survive the skyrocketing 
cost of the Medicaid Program which 
ricochets throughout State budgets. 

For example, in 1990, Medicaid re-
placed higher education as the second 
largest State spending category, ex-
ceeded only by elementary and sec-
ondary education. 

In 1987, elementary and secondary 
education accounted for 22.8 percent of 
State spending. Medicaid took 10.2 per-
cent of State spending. 

According to the latest report issued 
by the National Association of State 
Budget Officers, the share of State 
spending for elementary and secondary 
education has declined to 20.9 percent 
while Medicaid’s share has nearly dou-
bled to 19.2 percent. 

If present trends continue, Medicaid 
will soon pass elementary and sec-
ondary education as the largest item in 
State budgets. 

Medicaid has seized the power of de-
cisionmaking from State officials. It is 
simply draining resources from other 
priorities. 

As summarized by the State budget 
officers’ report, ‘‘Medicaid * * * con-
tinues to limit the ability of 
decisonmakers to use the budget as a 
tool for implementing public policy.’’ 

Last January, President Clinton pro-
claimed an end to big government. 
Nothing could demonstrate a true alle-
giance to this pledge better than to re-
turn the responsibility and authority 
for welfare programs to the States. 

In sum, the critical difference be-
tween President Clinton and the Re-
publicans is not about the level of Med-
icaid spending. 

Mr. President, the difference lies in 
the vision of the proper roles of Gov-
ernment and in the faith of the Amer-
ican people to govern themselves.∑ 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 327 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

name of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SHELBY] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 327, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide clari-
fication for the deductibility of ex-
penses incurred by a taxpayer in con-
nection with the business use of the 
home. 
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S. 582 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. INHOFE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 582, a bill to amend title 28, 
United States Code, to provide that 
certain voluntary disclosures of viola-
tions of Federal laws made pursuant to 
an environmental audit shall not be 
subject to discovery or admitted into 
evidence during a Federal judicial or 
administrative proceeding, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 684 
At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 

names of the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. GORTON], and the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. COATS] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 684, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to provide 
for programs of research regarding Par-
kinson’s disease, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 704 
At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 

name of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
GRAHAM] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
704, a bill to establish the Gambling 
Impact Study Commission. 

S. 814 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 

names of the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. DORGAN], the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN], and the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
WELLSTONE] were added as cosponsors 
of S. 814, a bill to provide for the reor-
ganization of the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs, and for other purposes. 

S. 1578 
At the request of Mr. FRIST, the 

names of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. LOTT], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. THOMAS], and the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. DOLE] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1578, a bill to amend the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act to authorize appropriations for fis-
cal years 1997 through 2002, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1610 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the 

names of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAIG] and the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SHELBY] were added as cosponsors 
of S. 1610, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify the 
standards used for determining wheth-
er individuals are not employees. 

S. 1735 
At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the 

name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. INHOFE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1735, a bill to establish the United 
States Tourism Organization as a non-
governmental entity for the purpose of 
promoting tourism in the United 
States. 

S. 1743 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 

names of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
HATCH] and the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. GRAMM] were added as cosponsors 
of S. 1743, a bill to provide temporary 
emergency livestock feed assistance for 
certain producers, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1756 
At the request of Ms. MOSELEY- 

BRAUN, the name of the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. REID] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1756, a bill to provide ad-
ditional pension security for spouses 
and former spouses, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1757 
At the request of Mr. FRIST, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1757, a bill to amend the Developmental 
Disabilities Assistance and Bill of 
Rights Act to extend the Act, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 255 
At the request of Mr. BIDEN, his name 

was added as a cosponsor of Senate 
Resolution 255, a resolution to honor 
Adm. Jeremy M. ‘‘Mike’’ Boorda. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3995 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
COVERDELL] was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 3995 proposed to S. 
Con. Res. 57, an original concurrent 
resolution setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the U.S. Government 
for fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 
2001, and 2002. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4001 
At the request of Mr. BYRD, the name 

of the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
BINGAMAN] was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 4001 proposed to S. 
Con. Res. 57, an original concurrent 
resolution setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the U.S. Government 
for fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 
2001, and 2002. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4019 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
COVERDELL] was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 4019 proposed to S. 
Con. Res. 57, an original concurrent 
resolution setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the U.S. Government 
for fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 
2001, and 2002. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 

ABRAHAM (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 4028 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. ABRAHAM, for 
himself, Mr. COVERDELL, and Mr. 
HATCH) proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 3986 proposed by Mr. 
WELLSTONE to the concurrent resolu-
tion (S. Con. Res. 57) setting forth the 
congressional budget for the U.S. Gov-
ernment for fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999, 
2000, 2001, and 2002; as follows: 

In the pending amendment, strike all after 
‘‘SEC. .’’ and insert the following: 
SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE STATUS 

OF THE PRESIDENT’S ‘‘COPS’’ PRO-
GRAM. 

(a) It is the Sense of the Senate that the 
assumptions underlying the function totals 

and aggregates in this budget resolution as-
sume: 

(1) full funding for the Violent Crime Re-
duction Trust Fund through the Fiscal Year 
2002; and 

(2) that administrative funding for the 
Public Safety and Community Policing 
grants should be reduced by half of the Presi-
dent’s request for the following reasons: 

(A) in an interview with the New York 
Times on May 12, 1996, a senior presidential 
aide claimed that, under the COPS program, 
‘‘43,000 of the 100,000 cops will be on the 
street’’; 

(B) contrary of this claim, in a press con-
ference Thursday, May 16, 1996, Attorney 
General Janet Reno stated that, ‘‘What I am 
advised is that there are 17,000 officers that 
can be identified as being on the streets’’ as 
a result of the COPS program; and 

(C) while the number of police officers ac-
tually placed on the streets under the COPS 
program has lagged far behind the White 
House’s misleading claims, the President’s 
request to fund 310 administrative positions 
to oversee the COPS program is an excessive 
$29,185,000. 

The number on page 37, line 17, is deemed 
to be increased by the amount of 
$1,900,000,000. 

The number on page 37, line 18, is deemed 
to be increased by the amount of 
$3,000,000,000. 

The number on page 37, line 24, is deemed 
to be increased by the amount of $400,000,000. 

The number on page 37, line 25, is deemed 
to be increased by the amount of 
$1,550,000,000. 

The number on page 32, line 6, is deemed to 
be decreased by the amount of $1,900,000,000. 

The number on page 32, line 7, is deemed to 
be decreased by the amount of $3,000,000,000. 

The number on page 32, line 13, is deemed 
to be decreased by the amount of $400,000,000. 

The number on page 32, line 14, is deemed 
to be decreased by the amount of $1,550,000. 

WELLSTONE AMENDMENT NO. 4029 

Mr. WELLSTONE proposed an 
amendment to amendment No. 3986 
proposed by him to the concurrent res-
olution (S. Con. Res. 57) supra; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the amendment, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT FUNDS WILL 

BE AVAILABLE TO HIRE NEW POLICE 
OFFICERS. 

(a) It is the sense of the Senate that suffi-
cient funds will be made available for Public 
Safety and Community Policing grants to 
reach the goals of Title I of the Violent 
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 
1994 (Public Law 103–266). 

ASHCROFT AMENDMENT NO. 4030 

Mr. ASHCROFT proposed an amend-
ment to amendment No. 4000 proposed 
by Mr. KENNEDY to the concurrent res-
olution (S. Con. Res. 57) supra; as fol-
lows: 

Strike all after the first word and insert 
the following: 
SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING REQUIRE-

MENTS THAT WELFARE RECIPIENTS 
BE DRUG-FREE 

In recognition of the fact that American 
workers are required to be drug-free in the 
workplace, it is the sense of the Congress 
that this concurrent resolution on the budg-
et assumes that the State may require wel-
fare recipients to be drug-free as a condition 
for receiving such benefits and that random 
drug testing may be used to enforce such re-
quirements. 
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KENNEDY AMENDMENT NO. 4031 

Mr. KENNEDY proposed an amend-
ment to amendment No. 4000 proposed 
by him to the concurrent resolution (S. 
Con. Res. 57) supra; as follows: 

At the end of the amendment, add the fol-
lowing: 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON DAVIS-BACON. 

Notwithstanding any provision of the com-
mittee report on this resolution, it is the 
sense of the Senate that the provisions in 
this resolution do not assume the repeal of 
the Davis-Bacon Act. 

SANTORUM AMENDMENT NO. 4032 

Mr. SANTORUM proposed an amend-
ment to amendment No. 4000 proposed 
by Mr. KENNEDY to the concurrent res-
olution (S. Con. Res. 57) supra; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the pending amendment, in-
sert the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON DAVIS-BACON. 

Notwithstanding any provision of the com-
mittee report on this resolution, it is the 
sense of the Senate that the provisions in 
this resolution assume reform of the Davis- 
Bacon Act. 

EXON AMENDMENT NO. 4033 

Mr. EXON proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 4009 proposed by Mr. 
GRAMM to the concurrent resolution (S. 
Con. Res. 57) supra; as follows: 

Strike all after ‘‘SEC.’’ and insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SOLVENCY OF 

THE MEDICARE TRUST FUND. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that repeal 

of certain provisions from the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 would 
move the insolvency date of the HI (Medi-
care) Trust Fund forward by a full year. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that no provisions in this 
Budget Resolution should worsen the sol-
vency of the Medicare Trust Fund. 

GRAMM AMENDMENT NO. 4034 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. GRAMM) pro-
posed an amendment to amendment 
No. 4009 proposed by Mr. GRAMM to the 
concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 57) 
supra; as follows: 

At the end of the amendment, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE CONGRESS THAT THE 1993 

INCOME TAX INCREASE ON SOCIAL 
SECURITY BENEFITS SHOULD BE RE-
PEALED 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that the as-
sumptions underlying this resolution include 
that— 

(1) the Fiscal Year 1994 budget proposal of 
President Clinton to raise federal income 
taxes on the Social Security benefits of sen-
ior citizens with incomes as low as $25,000, 
and those provisions of the Fiscal Year 1994 
recommendations of the Budget Resolution 
and the 1993 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act in which the 103rd Congress voted to 
raise federal income taxes on the Social Se-
curity benefits of senior citizens with income 
as low as $34,000 should be repealed; 

(2) that the Senate Budget Resolution 
should reflect President Clinton’s statement 
that be believed he raised federal taxes too 
much in 1993; and 

(3) that the Budget Resolution should react 
to President Clinton’s Fiscal Year 1997 budg-

et which documents the fact that in the his-
tory of the United States, the total tax bur-
den has never been greater than it is today, 
therefore 

It is the Sense of the Congress that the as-
sumptions underlying this Resolution in-
clude— 

(1) that raising federal income taxes in 1993 
on the Social Security benefits of middle- 
class individuals with income as low as 
$34,000 was a mistake; 

(2) that the federal income tax hike on So-
cial Security benefits imposed on 1993 by the 
103rd Congress and signed into law by Presi-
dent Clinton should be repealed; and 

(3) President Clinton should work with the 
Congress to repeal the 1993 federal income 
tax hike on Social Security benefits in a 
manner that would not adversely affect the 
Social Security Trust Fund or the Medicare 
Part A Trust Fund, and should ensure that 
such repeal is coupled with offsetting reduc-
tions in federal spending. 

MCCAIN (AND DOMENICI) 
AMENDMENT NO. 4035 

Mr. MCCAIN (for himself and Mr. 
DOMENICI) proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 4013 proposed by Mr. 
BUMPERS to the concurrent resolution 
(S. Con. Res. 57); supra; as follows: 

In amendment No. 4013, strike all after the 
first word and insert the following: 
SEC. . CORPORATE SUBSIDIES AND SALE OF 

GOVERNMENT ASSETS. 
(a) CORPORATE SUBSIDIES.—It is the sense 

of the Senate that the functional levels and 
aggregate in this budget resolution assume 
that: 

(1) the federal budget contains ten of bil-
lions of dollars in payments, benefits and 
programs that primarily assist profit-mak-
ing enterprises and industries rather than 
provide a clear and compelling public inter-
est; 

(2) corporate subsidies can provide unfair 
competitive advantages to certain industries 
and industry segments; 

(3) at a time when millions of Americans 
are being asked to sacrifice in order to bal-
ance the budget, the corporate sector should 
bear its share of the burden. 

(4) federal payments, benefits, and pro-
grams which predominantly benefit a par-
ticular industry or segment of an industry, 
rather than provide a clear and compelling 
public benefit, should be reformed or termi-
nated in order to provide additional tax re-
lief, deficit reduction, or to achieve the sav-
ings necessary to meet this resolution’s in-
structions and levels. 

(b) SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS.— 
(1) BUDGETARY TREATMENT.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—For the purposes of any 

concurrent resolution on the budget and the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, no 
amounts realized from the sale of an asset 
shall be scored with respect to the level of 
budget authority, outlays, or revenues if 
such sale would cause an increase in the def-
icit as calculated pursuant to subparagraph 
(B). 

(B) CALCULATION OF NET PRESENT VALUE.— 
The deficit estimate of an asset sale shall be 
the net present value of the cash flow from: 

(i) proceeds from the asset sale; 
(ii) future receipts that would be expected 

from continued ownership of the asset by the 
Government; and 

(iii) expected future spending by the Gov-
ernment at a level necessary to continue to 
operate and maintain the asset to generate 
the receipts estimated pursuant to clause 
(ii). 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘sale of an asset’’ shall have 

the same meaning as under section 250(c)(21) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985. 

(3) TREATMENT OF LOAN ASSETS.—For the 
purposes of this subsection, the sale of loan 
assets or the prepayment of a loan shall be 
governed by the terms of the Federal Credit 
Reform Act of 1990. 

BUMPERS AMENDMENT NO. 4036 
Mr. BUMPERS proposed an amend-

ment to amendment No. 4013 proposed 
by him to the concurrent resolution (S. 
Con. Res. 57) supra; as follows: 

The pending amendment, as amended, is 
amended by adding the following: 

Notwithstanding, subsection (b) of this 
amendment regarding the sale of govern-
ment assets, the sale of assets shall be treat-
ed as follows: 

(1) BUDGETARY TREATMENT.—For purposes 
of any concurrent resolution on the budget 
and the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, no 
amounts realized from sales of assets shall 
be scored with respect to the level of budget 
authority, outlays, or revenues. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘sale of an asset’’ shall have 
the same meaning as under section 250(c)(21) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985. 

(3) TREATMENT OF LOAN ASSETS.—For the 
purposes of this section, the sale of loan as-
sets or the prepayment of a loan shall be 
governed by the terms of the Federal Credit 
Reform Act of 1990.’’ 

f 

NOTICE OF HEARING 
COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Senate Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs will conduct 
an oversight hearing during the session 
of the Senate on Tuesday, June 11, 1996, 
at 9:30 a.m. on Indian trust funds man-
agement by the Department of the In-
terior and implementation of the In-
dian Trust Fund Management Act of 
1994. The hearing will be held in room 
485 of the Russell Senate Office Build-
ing. 

Those wishing additional information 
should contact the Committee on In-
dian Affairs at 224–2251. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEE TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Small Business be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, May 22, 1996, at 4:30 
p.m., to mark up legislation pending in 
the committee and to vote on the nom-
ination of Ms. Ginger Ehn Lew to be 
Deputy Administrator of the U.S. 
Small Business Administration. 

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

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

CORRECTION TO THE JOINT 
STATEMENT OF MANAGERS AC-
COMPANYING S. 735 

∑ Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the joint 
statement of managers that accom-
panied the conference report to S. 735, 
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the Antiterrorism and Effective Death 
Penalty Act of 1996, contained an inad-
vertent error relating to section 809, 
assessing and reducing the threat to 
law enforcement officers from the 
criminal use of firearms and ammuni-
tion. I ask that the correct description 
of that section be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The material follows: 
Section 809—Senate recedes to House 

amendment section 112. This section requires 
that the Secretary of the Treasury, in con-
junction with the Attorney General, conduct 
a study which assesses the threat to law en-
forcement officers from the criminal use of 
firearms and ammunition, and to examine 
ways in which such threats can be reduced. 

In particular, the study will examine 
whether current passive defensive strategies, 
such as body armor, are adequate to counter 
the criminal use of firearms against law offi-
cers. The study will also comprehensively 
examine or gather information on the gen-
eral circumstances, statistics, and data sur-
rounding the killing or injury of law enforce-
ment officers, whether intentionally or acci-
dentally, by various types of firearms, am-
munition, types, and calibers. 

An important component of the study will 
be to examine the number, the facts, and the 
circumstances surrounding deaths or serious 
injuries to officers attributable to projectiles 
defined as ‘‘armor piercing ammunition’’ 
under 18 U.S.C. 921(a)(17)(B)(i) and (ii) pierc-
ing the protective material of bullet resist-
ant vests or bullet resistant headgear being 
worn by the officer. Since 1986, federal law 
has prohibited the sale or manufacture of 
such ammunition, except for government or 
law enforcement use. Armor piercing ammu-
nition is defined as a projectile or projectile 
core which may be used in a handgun and is 
constructed entirely (except for trace ele-
ments) of certain hard metals. The Violent 
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 
1994 further amended the definition of armor 
piercing ammunition by establishing a bullet 
jacket weight test. 

Recognizing that ammunition used pri-
marily by law-abiding citizens, and that any 
study of this nature and magnitude has the 
potential to affect regulatory policy in the 
future, this section requires that all parties 
interested in the outcome of the study out-
come (including Federal, State, and local of-
ficials, non-governmental organizations in-
cluding all national police organizations, na-
tional sporting organizations, and national 
industry associations with expertise in this 
area) be consulted on the study contents, 
methodology, and specific study objectives. 
The study is due 12 months from the date of 
enactment.∑ 

f 

RECOGNIZING LT. COL. JEFFREY 
DUNKLE 

∑ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, with 28 
years of active-duty service, Lieuten-
ant Colonel Dunkle will be retiring 
from the U.S. Air Force, Medical Serv-
ice Corps, this August. 

During his years with the Air Force, 
Lieutenant Colonel Dunkle has helped 
manage the delivery of military med-
ical services. As a senior member of the 
MSC, he has mentored younger service 
members. The delivery of quality med-
ical services to our active-duty force is 
a critical job that Lieutenant Colonel 
Dunkle has done with vigor and excel-
lence. 

We should recognize the contribu-
tions of this soldier and his MSC staff.∑ 

PROMOTION OF JAKE LESTENKOF 
TO BRIGADIER GENERAL 

∑ Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, today 
I come before you with pride to recog-
nize and honor Jake Lestenkof upon 
his promotion to brigadier general. 
General Lestenkof is a native Alaskan 
who is the adjutant general of Alaska. 
He has held a number of important po-
sitions both in the Federal Govern-
ment, Alaska National Guard, and pri-
vate sector. General Lestenkof is a 
greatly admired and respected leader 
throughout the State and by the Na-
tional Guard. 

General Lestenkof entered the Ma-
rine Corps as an enlisted man in 1951 
and served both in the United States 
and the Republic of Korea. After leav-
ing active duty, he joined the Alaska 
Army National Guard in 1956. Over the 
years, he has held a number of posi-
tions within the Alaska Army National 
Guard. He was appointed assistant ad-
jutant general, Army, and served in 
that position until 1990. 

General Lestenkof took over the 
Alaska National Guard on December 
21, 1994. Since that time, he has worked 
to integrate the Alaska National Guard 
with our Nation’s defense require-
ments. General Lestenkof has worked 
closely with the U.S. Army, Pacific, 
and the National Guard Bureau, to 
build units that are relevant to the 
total force as we move into the 21st 
century. 

It is my pleasure to see him pro-
moted in acknowledgment of his years 
of service to the country and to the 
State of Alaska. I am very honored to 
be able today to recognize General 
Lestenkof and his distinguished career. 
Congratulations to him and his family 
and the Alaska National Guard.∑ 

f 

FOOD AID FOR NORTH KOREA 

∑ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, North 
Korea is considered today a rogue 
state—the last country with a Stalinist 
system and surely the most isolated 
country in the world. During the cold 
war, when we looked at other nations 
as enemies, we made clear that our dif-
ferences with those nations were with 
their governments and not with their 
people. The same should be true of 
North Korea today. 

The food situation in North Korea is 
turning dire. There are reports of con-
ditions approaching famine, caused by 
natural disasters, poor harvests, and 
economic mismanagement. The World 
Food Program, with personnel on the 
ground to assess conditions and mon-
itor deliveries, is appealing for more 
food aid to avert a disaster. Hunger 
could lead to instability, which could 
cause desperate actions by the North 
Korean military, and that would be in 
no one’s interest. 

The administration wisely granted $2 
million in food aid earlier this year, 
but the situation has worsened, and we 
should do more. The following editorial 
from today’s New York Times urges 

the President to put hunger above poli-
tics and provide food aid. That is the 
right thing to do—for humanitarian 
reasons and in the interest of reducing 
tensions on the Korean peninsula. 

I ask that the article be printed in 
the RECORD following my remarks. 

The article follows: 

[From the New York Times, May 22, 1996] 

FAMINE AID TO NORTH KOREA 

Near-famine conditions in North Korea 
pose a moral and political challenge to the 
United States and its allies. America’s goal 
should be to feed the hungry without rein-
forcing the already dangerous military ca-
pacities of an erratic, belligerent and poorly 
understood regime. 

This can be done by providing generous 
amounts of grain and other basic foodstuffs, 
but insisting on a reasonable degree of inter-
national monitoring to make sure the aid is 
distributed throughout the country and not 
hoarded or sold by the Communist Party and 
military elite. 

The United States has previously provided 
modest quantities of aid through the United 
Nations World Food Program and Unicef, 
both of which monitor deliveries. South 
Korea has supplied more substantial aid 
through direct shipments. But animosity on 
both sides of the 38th Parallel scuttled the 
South Korean effort, and now Seoul is press-
ing Washington to hold back as well. South 
Korea wants further food aid suspended until 
North Korea accepts President Clinton’s re-
cent proposal for four-way peace talks in-
volving the two Koreas, China and the 
United States. 

Bowing to that pressure would violate an 
admirable American tradition of not using 
food as a diplomatic weapon. An entire peo-
ple should not be punished for the sins of 
their hard-line Communist leaders. The 
United States joined other Western donors in 
feeding Ethiopia during its famine in 1991– 
1992, though its Marxist tyranny was no less 
unsavory. The same principle should apply 
to North Korea if it is stricken by wide-
spread famine this summer, as a new United 
Nations alert predicts. 

For most of its 50-year history, North 
Korea did all it could be discourage trade 
and even humanitarian assistance from the 
outside world. Fearing ideological contami-
nation, Pyongyang preached an extreme doc-
trine of self-reliance and used its heavy- 
handed police apparatus to keep out all but 
a few trusted Communist friends. 

But decades of economic mismanagement, 
political uncertainties following the 1994 
death of Kim II Sung and the abrupt loss of 
Russian and Chinese support, combined with 
disastrous flooding last year, have brought 
widespread suffering and forced the regime 
to appeal for help. 

The Clinton Administration should grasp 
this opportunity to put hunger above politics 
and advance its own policies of cautious 
courtship of North Korea. The nuclear freeze 
agreement the two countries reached in 1994 
marked a recognition by Washington that a 
nuanced combination of military deterrence 
and diplomatic engagement offers the most 
promising approach to maintaining security 
on the Korean Peninsula. 

In present circumstances, humanitarian 
aid, military deterrence and opening North 
Korea to fresh winds of change all go to-
gether. The Clinton Administration would be 
right to explore the possibilities.∑ 
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TRIBUTE TO TIMOTHY MARQUIS, 

JOANNE MILLETTE, SYMA 
MIRZA, AND KENNETH JOHNSON, 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 1996 PRESI-
DENTIAL SCHOLARS 

∑ Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to congratulate four outstanding 
New Hampshire high school students 
on receiving the 1996 Presidential 
Scholar Award. Timothy Marquis and 
Joanne Millette from Winnacunnet 
High School in Hampton; and Syma 
Mirza and Kenneth Johnson from 
Alvirne High School in Hudson were all 
honored with this prestigious award. 

The U.S. Presidential Scholars Pro-
gram was founded by Executive order 
of the President in 1964 to recognize 
outstanding high school students in 
America. These four New Hampshire 
students should be very proud of this 
honor because the selection process is 
quite rigorous. Based on student scores 
from SAT and ACT testing, the top 20 
men and women from each State are 
invited to apply for the Presidential 
Scholar Program. An independent re-
view committee, composed of various 
academics such as guidance counselors 
and college admissions officers, then 
review the applications of these stu-
dents and determine 500 semifinalists 
for the award. The committee uses a 
variety of criteria to evaluate each stu-
dent such as personal character, aca-
demic achievement, leadership service 
in school as well as the community, 
and an essay analysis. From the pool of 
semifinalists a 32-member commission 
appointed by the President chooses 141 
scholars to be honored for their accom-
plishments during National Recogni-
tion Week. 

These four hard working New Hamp-
shire students will be guests of the 
White House Commission on Presi-
dential Scholars in Washington, DC, 
from June 18 through June 23. While in 
Washington, the students will be in-
volved in various activities such as in-
formative panel discussions, a cere-
mony at the White House, and an 
evening at the Kennedy Center fea-
turing performances by the Scholars in 
the Performing Arts. 

As a former high school teacher my-
self, I applaud the hard work and dedi-
cation of Timothy, Joanne, Syma, and 
Kenneth. Their outstanding academic 
performance have won them this dis-
tinguished national honor. I commend 
these special students for achieving ex-
cellence in their schools and commu-
nities, and wish them great success in 
their future endeavors. Their contribu-
tions to New Hampshire and the Nation 
serve as a role model for others to fol-
low.∑ 

f 

CAMP RAMAH DAROM 

∑ Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, on May 27, 
the United Synagogue of Conservative 
Judaism will commemorate a mile-
stone in the life of the conservative Ju-
daic community in the South. May 27 
marks the opening of Camp Ramah 

Darom, near Clayton, GA, as well as 
the installation of the board and offi-
cers of this very special institution. 

Camp Ramah Darom has been made 
possible by the hard work and dedica-
tion of many individuals to a shared 
dream. The camp will provide a unique 
center for the conservative Jewish 
community throughout the South to 
share and strengthen their community 
ties. The camp will be a place for the 
children to foster bonds with friends 
throughout the region and a retreat for 
families separated by distance but 
bound by a strong common heritage. 
At a time when it is so critical to pre-
serve and reinforce the family and 
community values that are the basis of 
our great Nation, the dedication of 
Camp Ramah Darom is especially im-
portant. 

I know my colleagues from the South 
and the rest of the Nation will join me 
in commemorating the inauguration of 
this special event and in congratu-
lating and thanking the many who 
made Camp Ramah Darom a reality.∑ 

f 

FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE REPORT 
OF SENATOR PAUL SIMON 

∑ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, it has 
been my practice in each of the 41 
years I have spent in public life to vol-
unteer a detailed accounting of my fi-
nances. 

I ask that my financial report for 
1995 be printed in the RECORD. 

The financial report and related an-
nouncement follow: 

ANNOUNCEMENT 
For the 41st consecutive year that he has 

held public office, U.S. Senator Paul Simon, 
D-Ill., has released a detailed description of 
his income, assets and liabilities—the last 
such report that he will file before retiring 
from the Senate when his term ends in Janu-
ary 1997. 

Simon has been making the voluntary an-
nual statements longer than any other na-
tional officeholder. Simon set his policy 
when he left the newspaper publishing busi-
ness he had established to enter public serv-
ice and has followed the practice during his 
eight years in the Illinois House of Rep-
resentatives, six years in the Illinois Senate, 
four years as lieutenant governor, 10 years in 
the U.S. House of Representatives and now 11 
years in the U.S. Senate. The listing pre-
dates disclosure requirements of state and 
federal law and continues to exceed those re-
quirements. Senate rules today require only 
the listing of income within broad brackets. 
Simon’s practice also has set the standard 
for many officeholders in Illinois. 

Simon also continues to exceed Senate re-
quirements by listing detailed income for his 
wife, Jeanne. 

The Illinois Senator lists 1995 income for 
himself and Jeanne Simon totaling 
$196,300.60, down from $206,287 in 1994. The 
figure includes Paul Simon’s Senate salary, 
Jeanne Simon’s per diem compensation as 
chair of the Naional Commission on Library 
and Information Science, and reimburse-
ments to Paul and Jeanne Simon for travel 
and other expenses. 

The Simons had assets of $551,837.35 and li-
abilities of $106,979.79 for a net worth of 
$444,857.56. Earlier disclosures have shown 
Simon to be one of the least wealthy mem-
bers of the United States Senate. 

The detailed 1995 financial report of Sen-
ator Paul Simon follows: 

Income statement: Paul and Jeanne Simon—1995 
General Income (Paul 

Simon): 
Salary, U.S. Senate ..... $133,600.00 
State of Illinois, Gen-

eral Assembly Sys-
tem ........................... 22,281.60 

Book Royalties ............ 2,788.45 
Dana College, Home-

coming Payment Re-
fund .......................... 43.00 

Blue Cross/Blue Shield, 
Insurance Reimburse-
ment ......................... 100.75 

Movies Unlimited, Re-
fund .......................... 20.49 

Discover Card, Cash 
Back Bonus .............. 7.28 

Earnings, IRA .............. 989.46 

General Income (Jeanne 
Simon): 
Salary, Emeritus Foun-

dation ....................... $1,000.00 
Social Security, (En-

tirely donated to 
charitable causes) ..... 5,350.00 

Medicare Premiums .... 718.80 
U.S. Department of 

Education, (National 
Commission on Li-
braries and Informa-
tion Science) ............ 17,103.04 

Distribution from IRA 980.41 
Earnings, IRA .............. 423.15 
U.S. Government, 

Travel Expense Re-
imbursement ............ 5,412.37 

University of Illinois at 
Urbana, Travel Ex-
pense Reimburse-
ment ......................... 826.00 

North Suburban Li-
brary Association, 
Travel Expense Re-
imbursement ............ 211.00 

Lincoln Trail Librar-
ies, Travel Expense 
Reimbursement ........ 411.00 

Wisconsin Library As-
sociation, Expense 
Reimbursement ........ 548.40 

Emeritus Foundation, 
Expense Reimburse-
ment ......................... 133.12 

Interest Income: 
U.S. Senate Federal 

Credit Union ............. $14.25 
General American Life 225.61 
Polish National Alli-

ance of U.S.A. ........... 57.63 
South Shore Bank of 

Chicago ..................... 30.11 

Non-IRA Dividends 
Adams Express ............ $711.52 
General Mills ............... 84.60 
Union One .................... .58 
Mattel ......................... 7.08 
McDonalds ................... 6.57 
Quaker Oats ................ 9.12 
Scott Paper ................. 6.40 
Dreyfus Growth & In-

come Fund ................ 237.06 
Dreyfus Municipal 

Bond Fund ................ 892.92 
Franklin Money Fund 47.11 
Wal-Mart Stores .......... 18.48 
Pacific Gas & Electric 525.28 
Pax World Fund ........... 167.22 
Texas Instruments ...... 14.16 
Harcourt General ........ 4.55 
Scudder Growth & In-

come ......................... 74.72 
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Income statement: Paul and Jeanne Simon— 

1995—Continued 

Smith Barney Money 
Funds ........................ 30.70 

Darden Restaurants .... 1.80 
Ford Motor .................. 47.09 
Johnson & Johnson ..... 38.40 
Polish National Alli-

ance .......................... 99.20 
SIU Credit Union ......... .12 

Total income ............ $196,300.60 
STOCK TRANSACTIONS 

Purchased: 
01/03/95, 30 Shares of Johnson & Johnson— 

$1,707.57. 
04/24/95, 38 Shares of Ford Motor Co— 

$1,080.00. 
11/21/95, 100 Shares of Livent Co—$887.50. 
12/08/95, 35 Shares of Wm Wrigley, Jr., Co— 

$1,761.53. 
Stock Splits: 

01/12/95, Mattel Inc De, 25 Shares to 31 
Shares. 

05/15/95, Scott Paper, 8 Shares to 16 Shares. 
08/24/95, Texas Instruments 12 Shares to 24 

Shares. 
Stock Merger: 

12/13/95, Scott Paper merged with Kimberly 
Clark 16 Shares of Scott became 12 Shares of 
Kimberly Clark. 

Sold: 
07/21/95, Dreyfus Municipal Bond Fund, 

893.582 shares for $11,000. Purchased at var-
ious times for a total of $10,922. Profit = 
$78.00. 

Spinoff: 
06/06/95, Darden Restaurants Inc., 45 Shares 
Other changes in stock numbers due to re-

investment of dividends. 
Paul’s IRA 
Purchase: 

02/10/95, Knight-Ridder, 10 Shares for 
$551.96. 

08/10/95, Oshkosh B Gosh, 25 Shares for 
$453.73. 

Stock Splits: 
01/23/95—Mattel Inc De., 88 Shares to 110 

Shares. 
07/12/95—Tootsie Roll Industries, 22 Shares 

to 44 Shares. 
Other changes in stock numbers due to re-

investment of dividends. 
Jeanne’s IRA 

Sold: 
12/06/95—Smith Barney Utilities Fund, 

34.496 Shares for $533.66. 
Other changes in stock numbers due to re-

investment of dividends. 

Paul and Jeanne Simon, net worth statement, 
Dec. 31, 1995 

General Assets: 
First Bank of Carbondale, 

Checking Account ............... $210.93 
Credit Union, Rantoul ........... 27.80 
U.S. Senate Federal Credit 

Union, Checking Account ... 1,845.36 
U.S. Senate Federal Credit 

Union, Savings Account ..... 150.19 
South Shore Bank of Chicago, 

Savings Account ................. 1,107.52 
SIU Credit Union, Savings 

Account .............................. 25.12 
SIU Credit Union, Checking 

Account .............................. 75.00 
Loan, Senator Paul Simon Of-

ficial Office Account ........... 100.00 
U.S. Savings Bonds ................ 1,838.00 
Deposit, Harbour Square 

Apartments ......................... 50.00 
General American Life Insur-

ance, Cash Value and De-
posit .................................... 10,710.24 

Paul and Jeanne Simon, net worth statement, 
Dec. 31, 1995—Continued 

Polish National Alliance In-
surance, Cash Value and De-
posit .................................... 3,970.33 

Congressional Retirement 
System, Cash Value ............ 99,974.08 

Thrift Savings Plan ............... 44,610.25 
10.8 Acres & Home, Makanda, 

IL., (Appraised 1987 at 
$204,000)—Plus Improve-
ments .................................. 235,350.00 

Furniture and Presidential 
Autograph Collection ......... 18,000.00 

1991 Chevrolet ........................ 8,000.00 
1995 GEO Prism ...................... 12,000.00 

Stock and Bond Holdings with 
Number of Shares: 
Cash and Smith Barney 

Money Fund ........................ 166.38 
Adams Express, 470 Shares .... 8,695.00 
Bethlehem Steel, 5 Shares ..... 69.38 
Dreyfus Municipal Bond 

Fund, 756.418 Shares ............ 9,614.07 
Dreyfus Growth & Income, 

259.999 Shares ...................... 4,822.98 
Franklin Fund, 1,184.259 

Shares ................................. 1,184.26 
General Mills, 45 Shares ........ 2,598.75 
Harcourt General, 7 Shares .... 293.13 
Intergroup, 25 Shares ............. 1,193.75 
Jet-Lite, 120 (Approximate) ... 300.00 
Lands End, 44 Shares ............. 599.50 
Liberte Inves., 100 Shares ...... 225.00 
Mattel, 31 Shares ................... 953.25 
McDonalds, 25 Shares ............ 1,128.13 
Pacific Gas & Electric, 268 

Shares ................................. 7,604.50 
Pax World Fund, 179.813 

Shares ................................. 2,936.35 
Quaker Oats, 8 Shares ............ 276.00 
Rohr Industries, 6 Shares ...... 86.25 
Scudder Growth & Income 

Fund, 82.220 Shares ............. 1,663.31 
Texas Instruments, 24 Shares 1,236.00 
United M & M, 8 Shares ......... 1.00 
Wal-Mart Stores, 96 Shares ... 2,136.00 
Darden Restaurants, 45 

Shares ................................. 534.38 
Ford Motor, 38 Shares ............ 1,097.25 
Johnson & Johnson, 30 Shares 2,565.00 
Kimberly Clark, 12 Shares ..... 993.00 
Wm Wrigley Jr., 35 Shares ..... 1,837.50 
Livent, 100 Shares .................. 887.50 

IRA—Paul—Common Stock: 
Smith Barney Money Fund ... 397.21 
Smith Barney Utilities Fund, 

98.645 ................................... 1,553.66 
Adams Express, 721 ................ 13,338.50 
Lands End, 34 ......................... 463.25 
Mattel, 110 ............................. 3,382.50 
Pacific Enterprises, 56 ........... 1,582.00 
Pacific Gas & Electric, 40 ...... 1,135.00 
Pepsico Inc—North Carolina, 

32 ......................................... 1,788.00 
Price Enterprises, 51 .............. 784.13 
Quaker Oats, 284 .................... 9,798.00 
Sara Lee, 20 ........................... 640.00 
Servicemaster Ltd Partner-

ship Pub Partnership Shs., 
27 ......................................... 816.75 

Southwest Water, 86 .............. 827.75 
Southwestern Energy, 48 ....... 612.00 
Tootsie Roll Industries, 44 ..... 1,743.50 
Knight-Ridder, 10 ................... 625.00 
Oshkosh B’ Gosh, CLA, 25 ...... 437.50 

Preferred Stock: McDonald’s, 18 
Shares ....................................... 472.50 

Total ................................... 40,397.25 

IRA—Jeanne: 
Smith Barney Money Funds .. 42.85 
Smith Barney Utilities Fund, 

35.845 ................................... 564.56 
Adams Express, 701 ................ 12,968.50 
Pacific Gas & Electric, 40 ...... 1,135.00 

Paul and Jeanne Simon, net worth statement, 
Dec. 31, 1995—Continued 

Pepsico Inc. North Carolina, 
42 ......................................... 2,346.75 

Sara Lee, 20 ........................... 640.00 

Total ................................... 17,697.66 
Total assets ........................ 551,837.35 

Liabilities: 
Polish National Insurance, 

Loan .................................... 1,484.48 
General American Insurance, 

Loan .................................... 3,021.15 
LaSalle Talman Home Mort-

gage Corp. ........................... 102,474.16 

Total liabilities .................. 106,979.79 

Total assets ........................ 551,837.35 
Total liabilities .................. 106,979.79 

Net worth ............................ 444,857.56 
GIFTS, RECEIVED OF MORE THAN $25.00 VALUE, 

OUTSIDE IMMEDIATE FAMILY * 

Framed poem by Elijah Lovejoy from Robert 
Tabscott—Value under $250.00 

Book by Tom Clancy from Comanche Heli-
copter Group—25.95 

Messiah records from Al Booth—Value under 
$250.00 

Book, Chronicle of America from Dorling 
Kindersley Publishing Company—$59.95 

Tickets to Baltimore Oriole game from Gene 
Callahan—Value under $250.00 

Book on the history of Macomb from Don 
Spencer—$35.00 

Two tickets to St. Louis Rams game from 
Alfred Kerth, III—$90.00 

Handmade quilt from Mrs. William J. Lee— 
Value under $250.00 

Food samples from Nabisco company—Value 
under $250.00 

Food assortment basket from Mel 
Blackwell—Value under $250.00 

Book from Aileen Estrella—Value under 
$250.00 

Subscription to Roll Call (1 year) from pub-
lisher—$216.00 

Book on Claude Monet from Art Institute of 
Chicago—Value under $250.00 

Historical Books from Stan Glass—Value 
under $250.00 

Flowers from Phil Corboy and Mary 
Dempsey—Value under $250.00 

Flowers from Nancy and William Chen— 
Value under $250.00 

Gift from United Transportation Union— 
Value under $250.00 

llllllll 

*The law requires disclosure only of gifts 
of $250.00 and over. Paul Simon’s statement 
includes all non-family gifts of more than 
$25.00, whatever the source.∑ 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MAY 23, 
1996 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in adjournment until the hour of 12 
noon on Thursday, May 23; further, 
that immediately following the prayer, 
the Journal of the proceedings be 
deemed approved to date, no resolu-
tions come over under the rule, the call 
of the calendar be dispensed with, the 
morning hour be deemed to have ex-
pired, and the Senate then resume con-
sideration of Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 57. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate then proceed to vote on or 
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in relation to the remaining pending 
amendments to the budget resolution 
in the order in which the amendments 
were offered; that each rollcall vote, 
after the first one, be limited to 10 
minutes in length, and that there be 1 
minute of debate, equally divided, prior 
to each vote for a brief explanation of 
each amendment. 

I finally ask that any second-degree 
amendments, if offered, be limited to 1 
minute of debate, equally divided, as 
well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. FORD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President, and I do not sus-
pect I will object. The reason is, we 
were told by the floor leader that we 
would be in at 10 and start voting at 10 
in the morning, and we would be out 
from 1 until 2 and then come back and 
complete it. Then we heard it was 
going to be 11 o’clock. Now it is twelve 
o’clock. We are trying to adjust our 
schedules, and here within 30 minutes 
we have had a 2-hour shift. I would like 
to hold up until I have had an oppor-
tunity to discuss it with our leader to 
be sure of the arrangements they have 
worked on based on the previous an-
nouncement. 

Mr. LOTT. If I may comment, Mr. 
President, we are trying to accommo-
date many requirements by the various 
Members. We did not have any indica-
tion of concern about beginning later 
in the morning. I was going to further 
ask that no rollcall votes occur be-
tween the hours of 1 and 2 on Thursday 
in order to accommodate a Democrats’ 
luncheon on technology, or something 
like that. 

Mr. FORD. I appreciate that. I have 
no objections now, I say. But it is just 
the idea of clearing things as you 
would clear them on your side. We will 
be clearing it with somebody different 
in a couple weeks. 

Mr. LOTT. I hope so. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LOTT. I will add the additional 

part. I ask unanimous consent that no 
rollcall votes occur between 1 p.m. and 
2 p.m. on Thursday in order for the 
Democrats to conduct a luncheon. 

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

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, tomorrow 
at 12 p.m. the Senate will begin a series 
of rollcall votes on the remaining 
amendments to the budget resolution. 
That is expected to continue through-
out the day, with the break between 
the hours of 1 and 2. The Senate is ex-
pected to complete action on the budg-
et early Thursday afternoon. We should 
be able to finish in the 4 to 5 o’clock 
range, it looks like, I say to the distin-
guished Senator from Kentucky. All 
Senators are asked to remain in or 
around the Senate Chamber during 

Thursday’s session in order to facili-
tate the votes. If a Member gets down 
the hall or gets lost, he inconveniences 
98 or 99 Senators, and it is very hard to 
stay within the timeframes called for. 

I also remind Senators that, fol-
lowing the first vote, all votes will be 
limited to 10 minutes. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR INTRODUCTION 
OF A BILL 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Senator ROTH be 
authorized to have until 7 p.m. this 
evening to introduce a bill. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

f 

CHANGE OF VOTE 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, on 
rollcall 134, I voted ‘‘yes.’’ It was my 
intention to vote ‘‘no.’’ Therefore, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be per-
mitted to change my vote. This will in 
no way change the outcome of the 
vote. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

APPOINTMENTS BY THE 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair on behalf of the majority leader, 
pursuant to Public Law 104–52, as 
amended by Public Law 104–134, ap-
points the following individuals as 
members of the National Commission 
on Restructuring the Internal Revenue 
Service: 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASS-
LEY]; 

David L. Keating, of Maryland; 
J. Fred Kubik, of Kansas; and 
Mark L. McConaghy, of Washington, 

DC. 
f 

APPOINTMENTS BY THE 
DEMOCRATIC LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Democratic 

leader, pursuant to Public Law 104–52, 
as amended by Public Law 104–134, ap-
points the following individuals to the 
National Commission on Restructuring 
the Internal Revenue Service: 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
KERREY]; and 

Fred T. Goldberg, Jr. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL TOMORROW 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if there be 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I now ask that the Senate 
stand in adjournment under the pre-
vious order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 5:57 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
May 23, 1996, at 12 noon. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 

the Senate May 22, 1996: 
IN THE COAST GUARD 

THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUAL FOR APPOINTMENT AS A 
PERMANENT REGULAR COMMISSIONED OFFICER IN THE 
U.S. COAST GUARD IN THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT: 

ANDREW J. SORENSON 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE U.S. 
MARINE CORPS WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IM-
PORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER THE PROVI-
SIONS OF SECTION 601, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. JAMES L. JONES, JR., 000–00–0000 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER, ON THE ACTIVE- 
DUTY LIST, FOR PROMOTION TO THE GRADE OF LIEU-
TENANT COLONEL IN THE U.S. MARINE CORPS IN AC-
CORDANCE WITH SECTION 624 OF TITLE 10, UNITED 
STATES CODE: 

GEORGE W. SIMMONS, 000–00–0000 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED LIMITED DUTY OFFICERS, ON 
THE ACTIVE-DUTY LIST, FOR PROMOTION TO THE GRADE 
OF LIEUTENANT COLONEL AND MAJOR AS INDICATED 
BELOW, IN THE U.S. MARINE CORPS IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH SECTION 624 OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

RONALD J. CRABBS, 000–00–0000 
GORDON R. FINKLEA, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT H. IRVINE, 000–00–0000 
PAUL F. LEASE, 000–00–0000 
BILLY T. SKAGGS, 000–00–0000 

To be major 

DENNIS J. ALLSTON, 000–00–0000 
ROY L. BIBBINS, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL A. BOGACZYK, 000–00–0000 
CLARENCE J. BROOKER, 000–00–0000 
GEORGE L. BROUNTY, 000–00–0000 
DAVID R. BURCH, 000–00–0000 
MARK E. BUTLER, 000–00–0000 
DONALD C. CHAPMAN, 000–00–0000 
PHILIP J. COLE, 000–00–0000 
STEPHEN J. CORBITT, 000–00–0000 
JEFFERY A. CRAFTON, 000–00–0000 
BRADLEY I. DODD, 000–00–0000 
PHILLIP D. DURBIN, 000–00–0000 
JOHN J. FARLEY, 000–00–0000 
JOSEPH R. GAUTREAU, 000–00–0000 
JOHN T. GERMAIN, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT G. GOODWIN, 000–00–0000 
JEFFREY W. GRAVES, 000–00–0000 
RUSSELL L. GRIMSLEY, 000–00–0000 
GARY L. HARTLESS, 000–00–0000 
JERALD D. HOLM, 000–00–0000 
ISAIAH JOHNSON, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL P. LANDRY, 000–00–0000 
FREDERICK R. LICHTY, JR., 000–00–0000 
THEODORE W. MUELLER, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL T. MULQUEENY, 000–00–0000 
TOMMY PIQUES, JR, 000–00–0000 
MICHAEL D. PUCKETT, 000–00–0000 
ARTHUR F. PURCELL, 000–00–0000 
TIMOTHY S. RICKER, 000–00–0000 
ROY R. ROSAL, 000–00–0000 
EDWIN G. SCHROEDER, 000–00–0000 
ROBERT J. SOLNICK, 000–00–0000 
WILLIAM G. TERHUNE, 000–00–0000 
MARC W. WHITHORNE, 000–00–0000 
LAWRENCE R. WOOLLEY, 000–00–0000 
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PRAISING THE ARTS FOR
DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN

HON. BILL RICHARDSON
OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, unfortu-
nately in too many of our communities, our
youth are confronted with difficult societal
problems such as drug use and gang vio-
lence. For some kids, these problems rep-
resent an alternate way of life, and often a
way that they can escape their problems and
at the same time gain a misguided sense of
identity in a society, and at an age, where it
is difficult to do so. In New Mexico, we have
a program that has been successful at offering
these vulnerable children a productive and en-
ticing option for indulging their creativity, de-
veloping their individuality, and supplying that
crucial sense of belonging.

On April 26, the President’s Committee on
the Arts and Humanities also recognized this
program and honored the Center for Contem-
porary Arts Teen Project of New Mexico for
having one of the most promising cultural
youth programs for disadvantaged children in
the United States. The work being performed
by the Teen Project is invaluable to the com-
munity, and especially to the youths that it
serves. This program not only keeps kids off
the streets, but it also allows them the flexibil-
ity to discover their talents, express their emo-
tions and creativity, and connect with the soci-
ety at large through the arts.

The fact that 85 percent of the program’s
participants are from low and moderately low
incomes, and 55 percent are either Hispanic,
African American, or Native American, dis-
plays that this type of program can work in
some of the most economically challenged
and socially diverse areas.

The success of this program also dem-
onstrates the continued need for the National
Endowment for the Arts and the positive im-
pact that the arts have on our community. In-
terestingly, the NEA helped launch the Teen
Project with a 3-year NEA Challenge III grant.

I urge my colleagues to review the back-
ground information on this program, as it has
been highly successful in New Mexico in de-
veloping the minds and confidence of our at-
risk youth, while simultaneously enhancing
and strengthening our community. I believe
that his program, and what it offers to our
young people, can be successfully duplicated
in other States, and together we can continue
to develop and protect the real future of this
great country—our children.

CCA TEEN PROJECT HONORED AT THE WHITE
HOUSE

The CCA Teen Project announced today
that its Director, Ana Gallegos y Reinhardt,
will be attending a White House ceremony on
April 26 honoring the work of the President’s
Committee on the Arts and Humanities and
the top nine youth programs in the country
that use the arts to change the lives of at-
risk children.

The White House ceremony is timed with
the publication of a report developed by the
President’s Committee on the Arts and Hu-
manities, Coming Up a Little Taller: Arts
and Humanities for Disadvantaged Children,
which profiles successful youth programs in
this country. The CCA Teen Project was one
of nine organizations chosen for in-depth
study by the Committee, drawn from a pool
of 500 youth programs in cities and towns
across the nation. The Committee was
charged with identifying promising cultural
youth programs that reach disadvantaged
children, and subsequently to find ways in
which to increase the availability of the arts
and humanities to at-risk children.

The Committee’s report states that suc-
cessful programs ‘‘take full advantage of the
capacity of the arts and humanities to stim-
ulate a different way of knowing and learn-
ing.’’ Carlos Uribe, the Teen Project’s Pro-
gram Director, says in the report ‘‘The arts
provide a safe container for every person or
every culture or every group to express
things about coming into being as an adult,
dealing with hardship, dealing with a sense
of beauty. No other activity provides us with
that. [The arts and humanities] allow us cul-
turally, individually to say things and do
things we might never get to do.’’

Director Ana Gellegos y Reinhardt com-
mented, ‘‘We are honored to be a part of the
Committee’s report, which recognizes the
hard work of the staff, and of the youth of
Santa Fe and northern New Mexico, who
have made the Teen Project into a vital re-
source for our community. I feel very privi-
leged to be invited to the White House. Of
the nine youth organizations that were cho-
sen from hundreds in the country, two are
from New Mexico [the other is the Working
Classroom in Albuquerque]. In that our state
is one of the poorest in the nation, I believe
this is a testament to the commitment and
ingenuity of all of New Mexico’s arts organi-
zations—and of the funding agencies, individ-
uals, and businesses which support them—
which enrich the lives of our state’s youth,
and indeed of all New Mexicans.’’

BACKGROUND

The Center for Contemporary Art’s Teen
Project, now entering its fifth full year of
operation, successfully demonstrates that
the arts can be used as an effective tool to
bring teenagers from all walks of life to-
gether in a setting designed by them to meet
their specific needs. The Teen Project was
created as a response to Santa Fe’s teen-
agers’ complaint that ‘‘There is nothing to
do. There is nowhere to go,’’ and to our ob-
servation that teenagers are an audience tra-
ditionally undeserved by the arts commu-
nity. At the Teen Project, northern New
Mexico’s youth develop, produce, and exhibit
a wide variety of artistic projects in a facil-
ity which they help run. Its participants,
who vary greatly in socioeconomic and eth-
nic background, reflect our belief that the
best way to serve disadvantaged youth is not
to isolate them in programs that serve nar-
row constituencies, but to combine ‘‘likes’’
and ‘‘unlikes’’ in activities which are cul-
turally relevant to all, which encourage and
inspire the development of a creative voice,
and which make all teens feel like they are
a productive and valued part of the larger
community. Since that time, the Teen
Project has continually expanded its success-
ful programs for northern New Mexico’s

youth, serving more than 8,000 teens in 1995.
More than 50% of Santa Fe’s 8700+ teens par-
ticipated in Teen Project activities in the
past year, of which 55% were Hispanic, Na-
tive American, or African-American. About
85% of Teen Project participants come from
families with a low or low/moderate income.

HISTORY OF THE TEEN PROJECT

In 1990 the Center for Contemporary Arts
of Santa Fe (CCA) began planning a new con-
cept in arts outreach, designed to actively
engage and integrate Santa Fe’s youth into
CCA’s activities, and to create a ‘‘place to
go’’ that would provide a safe, creative, and
positive environment for teenagers. Key to
the development of the Teen Project were
Bob Eggers, a Santa Fean who first con-
ceived of the idea of establishing an arts-
based teen center in our community and pro-
vided major funding for the Teen Project;
Bob Gaylor, former Executive Director of
CCA, who played an instrumental role in de-
veloping the Teen Project’s programs and in
raising the necessary funds; and Chrissie Orr,
an internationally-recognized public artist
who served as the Teen Project’s first direc-
tor. In 1991 a temporary facility was estab-
lished at the former Brunn School in Santa
Fe, and in the following year the Teen
Project moved to an easily-accessible offsite
warehouse near the center of town, where it
is now located. Highly regarded as a national
demonstration project, the Teen Project has
hosted numerous visitors from other cultural
institutions wishing to replicate its pro-
grams. As a model program, the Teen
Project demonstrates how cities, social serv-
ice agencies, and cultural institutions can
combine forces to serve our youth in a very
effective and unique way. The Project has
also attracted national attention from other
quarters. In 1994, former director Chrissie
Orr and two Santa Fe teens testified before
Congress in support of the NEA’s Commu-
nity Building Initiative (at the request of
NEA Chair Jane Alexander). In 1995, the
Teen Project was one of five organizations
featured in an international satellite con-
ference and film documentary on youth cul-
ture and violence, which was also broadcast
on PBS.

The Teen Project was launched with the
support of a three-year NEA Challenge III
grant and some of America’s most pres-
tigious foundations, including the Mac-
Arthur, Cummings, Hearst, Brown, Frost,
and Culpeper Foundations. Generous local
support has also come from area founda-
tions, city agencies, corporations, and indi-
viduals. Major annual funding has been pro-
vided by the City of Santa Fe’s Children &
Youth Commission.

PROGRAMS

Open 350 days each year, more than 380
events and activities are presented annually
in a facility which provides performance, ex-
hibition and band rehearsal space, meeting
rooms, a darkroom, and offices. These events
and activities include:

More than 250 free workshops in photog-
raphy, printmaking, silkscreen, acting, cre-
ative writing, graphic design, dance, theater,
and music. Continuing workshops are pre-
sented by local arts professionals, while spe-
cial workshops are provided by regional and
national artists-in-residence who come to
Santa Fe as part of CCA’s programs.

Open mike nights were teens present their
own music, poetry, and literature.
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Exhibitions of work by teen artists.
Weekend dances with local bands.
Unity Bashes—concerts by youth bands de-

signed to bring together teens from all parts
of the city, from all schools, and from all
ethnic and socioeconomic backgrounds.

A visual Arts Apprenticeship program,
called Warehouse Works, which offers youth
employment in arts-related activities.

Other activities run by the Teen Project
include a weekly radio show, Ground Zero,
broadcast on KSFR-FM to an audience
throughout northern New Mexico; several
performances each year by the highly-re-
garded theater company, Theater of Ur-
gency!!!, mural painting projects sponsored
by the City of Santa Fe; and the production
of a quarterly literary publication, Free
Food/Comida Gratis. All of these activities
are produced by the teens themselves, under
the mentorship and guidance of arts edu-
cation professionals.

The Teen Project’s newest component is
the Rainbow Project. which offers outreach
to Santa Fe’s most troubled youth, including
those involved with gangs and other delin-
quent activities. The Rainbow Project orga-
nizes youth conferences, provides outreach
services and in-school gang-prevention pro-
grams, and develops arts-related activities
including lowrider shows and visual arts ex-
hibitions.

f

STATEMENT BY KEVIN GANNON
REGARDING RECYCLED HOUSING

HON. BERNARD SANDERS
OF VERMONT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, for the benefit
of my colleagues I would like to have printed
in the RECORD this statement by Kevin Gan-
non, a high school student from Brattleboro,
VT. Kevin was speaking at my recent town
meeting on issues facing young people.

(By Kevin Gannon)
Years ago when someone wanted to tell

you not to waste a resource, you might have
said, ‘‘Hey, it doesn’t grow on trees.’’ Today,
you don’t have to be a tree-hugger to see the
irony in that. Century-old forests are dis-
appearing, and dwindling timber isn’t our
only environmental concerns when it comes
to building materials. Landfills are fast be-
coming ‘‘landfulls,’’ and countless other re-
sources are either becoming scarce or are
hazardous to process.

But now a new generation of building prod-
ucts offers alternatives, and as concern
grows about the environment a vanguard of
builders [and] architects * * * around the
country are setting new standards for re-
source-efficient home construction. Housing
developments for conservation-conscious
consumers (as shown on the poster) are being
built around the country. To identify re-
source-efficient building material, you must
ask the following questions: Do the products
use virgin resources efficiently? Do they
make reasonable use of recycled materials?
Will they offer high quality durability over
the life of the house, and will they help ease
pollution?

Engineered wood products can use as little
as half the wood fiber of sawed lumber, while
delivering superior performance. Made from
wood chips and veneers, they help to pre-
serve large trees and reduce demand for tim-
ber * * * Laminated veneer is now taking the
place of massive beams. The latest efforts in
manufacturing engineered lumber focus on
making better use of fast-growing trees and

combining them with adhesives that don’t
emit toxic, ureaformaldehyde * * * [An-
other] corporation makes a product * * *
which uses cotton fiber. Since most paper
comes from fast-growing pulpwood trees,
reusing it in wallboard won’t spare many
big, slow-growing species; but there are
other products that might. One is a floor-
sheeting panel from the Belcom Tech-
nologies. The panels only need support at
their corners, minimizing the number need-
ed. On a national level, that’s hundreds of
thousands of joists—or trees—spared.

If you really want to save wood, use steel.
Using steel studs in your next framing job
could reduce the amount of wood used in a
house by up to 50%. Two-thirds of the steel
that goes into structural components comes
from building and bridge demolition, auto
and industrial scrap. However, if for some
reason steel framing doesn’t appeal to you,
you can buy some * * * double-dipped zinc-
coated storm-guard nails [made] exclusively
from remelted steel.

Recycled glass bottles have become a
prime source in fiberglass insulation, but an
Indiana corporation has found a constructive
use for scrap automotive glass; in fact, 70%
of its new traffic tiles come from automotive
glass manufacturing waste. CTE Glass Prod-
ucts makes * * * ceramic floor tiles with
waste from its lightbulb manufacturing divi-
sion.

There are many ways to recycle wood. In
San Jose, CA, New World Lumber rescues
discarded redwood from the Gualdalupe land-
fill; after planing off the weathered surfaces,
it assembles short sections between deducted
rails to make fence-board, or they slice
longer pieces into lattice. The firm also
plans to make 24″-wide fence panels.

Building structures to last longer is an-
other responsible approach to building. In
the ’90’s, inexpensive materials at this point
don’t lend themselves to that. Cheap build-
ing materials can also pose health hazards;
for example, inexpensive particle-board re-
leases ureaformaldehyde in your home.

Time allowing, I would speak all day about
this topic.

Congressman Sanders: Kevin, that was a
very thoughtful presentation. Can I ask you
a very brief question? What impact do you
think your ideas would have on the economy
in terms of creating jobs, and what kind of
jobs might be created?

Answer. Well, right now the remodeling
business alone is a $2 billion industry; that’s
just remodeling, not even construction,
which is multi-billion. And one of my ideas
is to create jobs. Subsidized housing is a
problem in America, and if we could use re-
cycled resources, I think we could kind of
kill two birds with one stone.

Congressman Sanders: So you think this
idea could put people to work.

Answer. Oh, definitely.
Congressman Sanders: Good, Kevin, thank

you very much.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE HONORABLE
THOMAS V. POLIZZI

HON. THOMAS J. MANTON
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to the Honorable Thomas V.
Polizzi.

For the last 40 years Thomas Polizzi has
been an upstanding member of the legal com-
munity in Queens County, New York.

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Polizzi was born in New
York City on March 15, 1931. Mr. Polizzi was

educated at Benjamin Franklin High School,
College of the City of New York (BA-Class of
1952) and St. John’s University School of Law
(LLB-Class of 1954).

Mr. Polizzi served his country with honor be-
tween the years 1954–1956 and upon his dis-
charge from the Army, went into private prac-
tice in Queens County.

Mr. Speaker, throughout his 40-year legal
career, Mr. Polizzi has been an active member
in various organizations including the Queens
County Bar Association, the Columbian Law-
yers Association and the Catholic Lawyers
Guild.

In 1973 Mr. Polizzi began his career as a
Supreme Court Law Secretary, a position that
he would hold for 20 years. In November
1994, he was elected to the judiciary as a
member of the Supreme Court, Queens Coun-
ty.

Justice Polizzi’s love for the law is only
eclipsed by his love for his family, his wife of
38 years Palma D. Polizzi and his children
Thomas and Carol.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to recognize the
achievements of Justice Thomas V. Polizzi,
and I ask my colleagues to join me in honor-
ing him as we pay tribute to his 40-year legal
career and his commitment to our justice sys-
tem.

f

HONORING THE CLAY COUNTY
VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT

HON. BART GORDON
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I am taking this
opportunity to applaud the invaluable services
provided by the Clay County Volunteer Fire
Department. These brave, civic-minded people
give freely of their time so that we may all feel
safer at night.

Few realize the depth of training and hard
work that goes into being a volunteer fire-
fighter. To quote one of my local volunteers,
‘‘These firemen must have an overwhelming
desire to do for others while expecting nothing
in return.’’

Preparation includes twice-monthly training
programs in which they have live drills, study
the latest videos featuring the latest in fire-
fighting tactics, as well as attend seminars
where they can obtain the knowledge they
need to save lives. Within a year of becoming
a volunteer firefighter, most attend the Ten-
nessee fire training school in Murfreesboro
where they undergo further, intensified train-
ing.

When the residents of my district go to bed
at night, they know that should disaster strike
and their home catch fire, well-trained and
qualified volunteer fire departments are ready
and willing to give so graciously and gener-
ously of themselves. This peace of mind
should not be taken for granted.

By selflessly giving of themselves, they en-
sure a safer future for us all. We owe these
volunteer fire departments a debt of gratitude
for their service and sacrifice.
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SUPPORTING TRUE WELFARE

REFORM

HON. E. CLAY SHAW, JR.
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. SHAW, Mr. Speaker. I would like to
bring to the attention of my colleagues a
speech that Senator BOB DOLE gave today in
Fond Du Lac, WI in support of true welfare re-
form.

I have come to America’s heartland to talk
about the heart and soul of our nation.

I come not as a Senator or as a Majority
Leader, but as a man . . . a man who has
spent his life in service to America, and to
the American ideals of freedom and human
dignity, opportunity and personal respon-
sibility.

I come to speak about an issue which,
under the leadership of Governor Tommy
Thompson, has risen to the top of the na-
tional agenda. That issue, of course, is wel-
fare reform.

Thirty years ago the ‘‘Great Society’’ was
liberalism’s greatest hope, its greatest boast.
Today it stands as its greatest shame, a
grand failure that has crushed spirit, de-
stroyed the families and decimated the cul-
ture of those who have become enmeshed in
its web . . . that has created something we
have never had before in this country: a per-
manent, dependent class robbed of dignity,
robbed of hope.

Five trillion dollars later, all we have is a
growing record of catastrophic failure . . . a
federal highway paved with good intentions
that leads directly into the hellish corners of
some of our inner cities.

In 1964, when the first massive welfare-
spending of the Great Society passed Con-
gress, President Johnson proudly declared
that it would ‘‘break the cycle of poverty,’’
that it would ‘‘give a hand up, not a hand
out.’’

The premise of the Great Society was that
the basic institutions of American life do not
work . . . that the path from poverty to self-
sufficiency that so many millions of immi-
grants and settlers had taken before—and so
many millions of newer immigrants would
take later—had been closed—and that mas-
sive government intervention was the only
way to ensure fairness.

But that liberal premise was patently
false.

Within a few years after the massive social
spending of the Great Society got underway,
the positive trends of the 50s and early 60s
were reversed. Dependency increased. Pov-
erty increased.

But that doesn’t tell the full story. The
‘‘poverty rate’’ by itself is too antiseptic a
term to evoke the human agony and social
wreckage of these good intentions gone
awry—the killing compassion of the welfare
state.

We all know the list of horrors:
Crack babies who start out life from the

first day with two strikes against them.
The plague of illegitimacy in out inner

cities, as high as 80% in some areas.
Children giving birth to children who, we

know, will be dramatically more susceptible
to low birth weight, disease, physical abuse
and drug addiction.

An epidemic of violence the likes of which
this country has never seen before, so bad
that by 1970 a child raised in our nation’s
biggest cities was more likely to be killed
than an American soldier serving on the bat-
tlefield during World War II.

And the latest phenomenon: police depart-
ments in our cities warn of a new generation

of ‘‘super predators,’’ children growing up in
a shattered society riddled with drugs who
have no compunction about taking a human
life.

If some enemy of our country wanted to
undermine the fabric of American society, it
could not inflict anything upon us worse
than the welfare system we have inflicted on
ourselves.

Because we are Americans, we are gener-
ous of spirit and large of heart. But our
hearts must be in the right place. And per-
petuating a destructive welfare system under
the guise of compassion is not in the spirit of
all that made this country great.

Four years ago, candidate Clinton came to
Wisconsin and promised to ‘‘end welfare as
we know it.’’ As we have seen time and time
again, however, the words of candidate Clin-
ton bear no relation to the actions of Presi-
dent Clinton.

Last year, Congress passed historic welfare
reform legislation written in partnership
with Tommy Thompson and America’s Gov-
ernors.

This bill provided maximum state flexibil-
ity. For the first time, it converted welfare
into a work program, limiting lifetime wel-
fare benefits to five years. It gave the states
the tools and the incentive to combat out of
wedlock births. And it would have saved
America’s taxpayers about $60 billion over
the next seven years.

When faced with the choice of enacting
those reforms, or ensuring the survival of
the tragic status quo, President Clinton
chose the status quo. Apparently, he had no
qualms in denying the American dream to
another generation.

Republicans didn’t give up, and spurred on
by America’s governors, we gave President
Clinton a second chance. And guess what? He
vetoed welfare reform once again.

Let me be as clear as I can. As President,
my actions will match my words. As Presi-
dent, I will send real and meaningful welfare
reform legislation to Congress early next
year. I will insist on its swift passage. And I
will sign it. And when I say ‘‘real’’ welfare
reform:

I mean requiring every able-bodied welfare
recipient to find work within two years—or a
shorter period of time if the state so desires.
President Clinton’s plan means no real work
requirement until after the next century.

I mean giving states the ability to stop
payments to unmarried teens. President
Clinton’s plan avoids this tough choice.

I mean a five-year lifetime limit on welfare
payments with few exceptions. President
Clinton’s plan means no real limits and no
real change.

I mean making certain that illegal nonciti-
zens are ineligible for all but emergency ben-
efits. President Clinton’s plan, once again,
avoids this tough decision.

And above all, I mean trusting the nation’s
governors with the flexibility they need to
establish the laboratories of our democracy.
President Clinton’s plan means trusting only
federal bureaucrats in Washington.

As you know, the White House spin ma-
chine has been in overdrive this weekend,
when, after years of resisting every attempt
to end America’s horrible welfare system—
President Clinton endorsed Governor Thomp-
son’s welfare reform package, which needs
federal waivers to become law.

I hope this time the President means what
he says. But I am sorry to say that, in an-
other attempt to have it both ways, Mr.
Clinton endorsed the Thompson program but
did not actually say he would grant the
waiver. In fact, according to a story in to-
day’s Washington Post, the White House is
backpedaling again. The story cites White
House aide Harold Ickes as saying that the
details of the Wisconsin plan ‘‘will have to be

negotiated’’ and that some of these ‘‘details
will be changed’’ before the federal govern-
ment grants the necessary waivers. This, of
course, is no surprise. Every time that it’s
had the opportunity in other states, the
Clinton administration has blocked firm
time-limits on welfare, the heart of the Wis-
consin plan and of any serious plan to end
welfare as we know it.

The White House has trumpeted the Presi-
dent’s actions this weekend as proof of his
commitment to welfare reform. In reality,
however, it is proof of the President’s belief
that fixing welfare is a job best handled from
Washington, D.C.

As any of our 50 Governors can tell you,
Wisconsin is just one of the many states who
have to play the ‘‘waiver game.’’ trekking to
Washington, hats in hand, to beg for ap-
proval to fix a failed system. Waiver applica-
tions often run for over 100 pages, and turn-
around time is measured in years, not days.

As a matter of fact, there are currently 27
other welfare waivers in 18 states currently
awaiting the President’s approval. Some of
these applications have been pending since
1994, and the average delay on each of them
is 210 days.

If the President is serious about welfare re-
form, then he will do the following. He will
sign California’s waiver today. He will sign
Florida’s waiver today. And while he’s got
his pen in this hand, he will sign the waivers
of Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa,
Kansas, Maine, Maryland, Michigan, Min-
nesota, New Hampshire, Oklahoma, Penn-
sylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee and
Utah.

But even if the President does sign these
waivers—and he won’t—the bottom line is
that we cannot reform welfare one waiver at
a time. Such response is too little, too late,
for the families trapped in a failed system.

In a Dole Administration, no state will
have to play the waiver game. Washington
does not have all the answers. The federal
role should be limited and should include
oversight to make sure the states can meet
the needs of the poor. But problems are best
solved at the local level. In a Dole Adminis-
tration, the states will be free to do what’s
right.

And one thing that’s right is addressing
the national epidemic of illegitimate births.
As we all know, illegitimacy is what perpet-
uates the cycle of poverty from generation
to generation. And too often it turns out
that the baby born on welfare belongs to a
girl who is herself almost a baby and who
was born on welfare.

But we are just beginning to recognize that
perhaps half of the fathers of those babies
are grown men, 20 years old or over. In other
words, a central feature of the plague of ille-
gitimacy is older men preying on young
girls.

Just as in the absence of Presidential lead-
ership the nation’s governors have taken the
lead in reforming welfare in America, today
let me urge the nation’s governors: take one
more step. Enforce the statutory rape laws
you already have on your books. Make them
stronger where need be. But enforce them to
the fullest. Solving the welfare problem
must include ending the epidemic of male
sexual predators.

A Dole Administration will also recognize
that it’s absolutely right for states to sanc-
tion welfare recipients who test positive for
drugs. According to a Columbia University
Report, mothers receiving Aid to Families
with Dependent Children are nearly three
times as likely to abuse alcohol and illegal
drugs as mothers who aren’t.

As many as ten percent of all babies born
in America are exposed to cocaine or crack
in the womb. That same Columbia Univer-
sity Report estimates that as many as 200,000
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drug exposed babies are born annually to
mothers on AFDC.

Basic compassion and common sense dic-
tate that the government must stop being
the ‘‘enabler’’ of those who abuse drugs. Sen-
ator Christopher Bond of Missouri has point-
ed out that some welfare recipients who are
turned down for employment because they
flunk an employer’s drug test, then turn
around and use the results as proof they are
actually seeking employment and deserve to
remain on welfare. The states should have
the right to require drug testing, and to deny
on their face claims like the one Senator
Bond discussed. States should also have the
right to adopt innovations such as providing
welfare recipients with vouchers for diapers
or baby formula in place of cash payments
which might be used to purchase drugs or al-
cohol.

It is also right for the state and federal
governments to step out of the surrogate
parent role and ask people to take personal
responsibility for their lives. Each year,
America fails to collect $34 billion of child
support payments. This money often means
the difference between living on welfare de-
pendence or living independently. A Dole Ad-
ministration will work with the states to put
teeth in child support laws so that deadbeat
parents live up to their obligations. We will
establish a uniform tracking system, auto-
mate child support proceedings in every
state, require that every effort be made to
establish paternity, and do everything pos-
sible to ensure that child support payments
go to those who deserve them.

The ultimate issue at stake in serious wel-
fare reform is not just dollars and cents but
compassion. It’s not compassionate to lead
people into a life of drugs, dependency and
despair. Real compassion must sometimes
take the form of tough love. It’s time to get
people out of the destructive lifestyle of wel-
fare once and for all. Children having chil-
dren should stay at home and stay in school.

My friends, we know what happened this
weekend. When Bill Clinton hears I am com-
ing to Wisconsin to talk about welfare re-
form, he suddenly decides he supports what
Governor Thompson has done.

If this keeps up Bill Clinton won’t have to
make speeches anymore. All he’ll have to do
is find out my stand on an issue and say,
‘‘Me, too.’’

But too often President Clinton’s state-
ments are like the tornadoes in the movie
‘‘Twister’’—it looks like a lot is happening,
but in reality it’s all just special effects.

Still I have to say that America benefits
from the calculated cynicism of Mr. Clinton
and his advisors. Because in this election
year he is agreeing to things we will never
see him agree to again.

We all know it would be different if Bill
Clinton were to somehow win re-election—
his liberalism unrestrained by the need to
face the American people again. Instead of
trying to preempt Republican initiatives, he
will do what comes naturally—raising our
taxes again, blocking education reform, im-
posing more social experiments on our mili-
tary, mandating more regulations, appoint-
ing more permissive judges and the rest of
his sorry grab bag of liberal policies.

The press says it’s working, but, to para-
phrase Harry Truman, given a choice be-
tween a Republican and a Democrat who
tries to act like a Republican, the American
people will choose the real thing every time.

Ladies and gentlemen, we don’t need four
more years of broken promises. We need a
President who will sign genuine welfare re-
form.

It’s time for Presidential leadership that
says what it means and means what it says
and I will bring such leadership to the White
House.

If we are to get America back on the right
track, we need a leader who will confront the
failures of big government honestly and
forthrightly . . . who has the integrity to
face difficult truths without fear, without
waffling . . . who is not the rear-guard of
big government, but who means it when he
says that ‘‘the era of big government is
over.’’

In the final analysis, the debate about wel-
fare reform is all about a very basic issue of
values . . . what we believe America has
been, is and must remain . . . a nation of
freedom, where the doors of opportunity are
open to all, where our government respects
the values on which families, neighborhoods
and communities are built, where it holds
proudly for all the world to see the torch of
freedom that makes us the last best hope of
humanity.

To preserve, protect and defend these val-
ues, to ensure that America’s future is even
greater than its past, to make that torch of
liberty shine even brighter—this is why I
want to be the President of the United
States. Please, join me in this crusade.

Thank you and God bless you all.

f

CAMDEN CITY POLICE AWARDS
BANQUET

HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I invite my
colleagues to honor a group of citizens with
me that glorify the State of New Jersey. On
the 14th of May this year the City of Camden
held it’s Police Awards Banquet. Citizens and
police officers that went beyond the call of
duty received awards in their particular areas
of service. These people exemplify the defini-
tion of what a citizen to one’s community is.
Police officers put their lives on the line every
day to protect the people of our communities.
We should award not just the following individ-
uals, but all officers of the law as well. Without
them, our families and communities would not
be safe.

CITIZEN AWARDS/SPECIAL APPRECIATION
AWARDS

Kathleen Toso, Slice of New York Pizza;
Anthony Santovito, Brinks Corporation;
Diana Vilafante, 104 East State Street Vil-
lage; Rodick Campbell, 1027 Sheridan Street;
Ronald Johnson, 1343 Dayton Street; Willie
Smith, 250 Mt. Vernon Street; Richard
Suarez, Cooper Medical Systems; Darren
Lomonico, Cooper Medical Systems; David
Smalls, Cooper Medical Systems; Clifton Kil-
gore, 518 Center Drive Chiselhurst; Samuel
Plaza, 600 State Street; Lieutenant Martin
Taylor, Philadelphia Police Dept.; Sergeant
Stephen Naughton, Philadelphia Police
Dept.; David Garrison, Cartuns Hardware
Store; Conrad Greenhow, 428 Chambers
Street; Len Mauer, Bell Atlantic; Jessica
Gonzalez Joseph, Campbell Soup Co.

CAMDEN POLICE AWARD RECIPIENTS FOR 1994–
1995–1996

Officer of the Year: Detective Leonard
Finnemen.

Chief’s Award: Detective Frederick Davis,
Detective Joseph Repa.

MERIT

Lieutenant Frank Cook, Lieutenant Louis
Hannon, Sergeant Edward Ingram, Officer
Maurice Jenkins, Detective Coley Barbee,
Officer Kevin Strang, Officer John Kemp, Of-
ficer George Reese, Officer Michael Hughes,

Officer Randall MacNair, Officer Orlando
Perez, Officer John Kemp, Officer Kevin
Strang, Officer Eva Ezell, Officer Lawerence
Cox, Officer Louis Capelli—Rutgers Univer-
sity Police, Officer Donald Smith, Officer
Luis Sanchez, Officer Warren Brown, Officer
Douglas Pietrowicz.

UNIT CITATIONS

Lieutenant Louis Jeminey, Sergeant
George Joyner, Sergeant Juan Roldan.

GLOUCESTER CITY AWARD RECIPIENTS MERIT

Lieutenant William P. James, Sergeant
William Crothers, Sergeant George
Berglund, Patrolman Robert Reynolds, Pa-
trolman Michael Kaye, Patrolman Steven
Moody, Patrolman Robert Lee, Patrolman
Michael Barney, Patrolman Kenneth Eller,
Patrolman Robert Kraft, Patrolman Harlan
Blackiston, Patrolman William Eller.

HEROISM

Officer Michael Hughes, Officer Joseph D.
Williams, Officer James Wilson, Officer Ty-
rone McEady, Officer Benjamin Vautier, Of-
ficer William Wiley, Officer Scott Shaw, Of-
ficer Joseph Rubino, Officer Donald Tuttle,
Officer Kevin Strang, Officer Wayne Mat-
thews, Officer Pasquale Giannini, Officer Or-
lando Perez, Officer James Revelli, Officer
Jeffrey Frett, Officer Carmen Ortiz.

BRAVERY

Officer James Revelli, Officer Robert
Frett, Officer Randal MacNair, Officer Bruce
Abraham, Officer Troy Redd, Officer Joseph
D. Williams, Officer Jeffrey Frett, Officer
George Reese, Officer Daniel Vause, Officer
Jeffrey Frampton, Officer Warren Brown, Of-
ficer Maurice Gibson, Officer Ronald John-
son, Officer Marshall Morgan, Lieutenant
Serapio Cruz, Detective Luis Ruiz, Sergeant
Raymond Garrison, Officer Edward Cropski.

f

INTRODUCTION OF THE COMPUTER
DONATION INCENTIVE ACT

HON. ANNA G. ESHOO
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro-
ducing the Computer Donation Incentive Act.
This legislation is needed to encourage great-
er corporate involvement in the tremendous
task of bringing computer technology to our
public schools and other public facilities used
by children.

Currently, there are two types of charitable
deductions for donated computer equipment
under the Internal Revenue Service Code—
standard and enhanced. Under the standard
deduction, all donations by manufacturers of
computer equipment to schools are allowed to
deduct the cost of manufacturing the equip-
ment.

The enhanced deduction provisions of the
Code allow an additional deduction of about
1⁄2 the gain manufacturers would have realized
based on the fair market valuation of the
equipment. For elementary schools, this en-
hanced deduction is currently limited to dona-
tions made by manufacturers to private
schools.

This legislation is designed to increase do-
nations by using the Tax Code as a carrot,
rather than a stick. Specifically, the bill brings
public schoolchildren in elementary and sec-
ondary schools into parity with their counter-
parts in private schools by allowing enhanced
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deductions for public schools; extends the en-
hanced deduction to libraries, local govern-
ments, community centers, and other organi-
zations, such as boys and girls clubs, that pro-
mote the education of children; expresses the
sense of Congress that donations to under-
privileged schools should be a priority; allows
nonmanufacturers the same enhanced deduc-
tion as manufacturers, so long as the original
use of the computer originated with the tax-
payer seeking the deduction. Provides that
charitable contributions must be made within 3
years from the date the corporation purchased
the computer; and clarifies that tangible per-
sonal property includes software.

Mr. Speaker, computers can be the most
important new learning tool in our classrooms
since the chalkboard. Studies show that chil-
dren with access to computers learn faster
and better than those who don’t. Their scores
on standardized tests go up 10 to 15 percent.
They master basic skills in significantly less
time. And they stay in school more often. But
computers will never realize their full potential
in schools unless we figure out better ways to
get them in the hands of our children.

Silicon Valley has been blessed with several
private-public initiatives to improve the tech-
nology available in our schools. Efforts like
Challenge 2000, Net Day 96, the 21st Century
Education Initiative, and Smart Valley’s
SmartSchools project continue to improve
educational opportunities for students in our
community.

To better educate children, our policies
should encourage and reward businesses to
produce winning outcomes. The Computer Do-
nation Incentive Act would accomplish these
goals by encouraging corporations to donate
computers to schools, libraries, local govern-
ments, and other organizations dedicated to
children’s learning.

I urge my colleagues to support this bill.
f

HONORING THE BERLIN
VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT

HON. BART GORDON
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I am taking this
opportunity to applaud the invaluable services
provided by the Berlin Volunteer Fire Depart-
ment. These brave, civic-minded people give
freely of their time so that we may all feel
safer at night.

Few realize the depth of training and hard
work that goes into being a volunteer fire-
fighter. To quote one of my local volunteers,
‘‘These firemen must have an overwhelming
desire to do for others while expecting nothing
in return.’’

Preparation includes twice-monthly training
programs in which they have live drills, study
the latest videos featuring the latest in fire-
fighting tactics, as well as attend seminars
where they can obtain the knowledge they
need to save lives. Within a year of becoming
a volunteer firefighter, most attend the Ten-
nessee fire training school in Murfreesboro
where they undergo further, intensified train-
ing.

When the residents of my district go to bed
at night, they know that should disaster strike
and their home catch fire, well-trained and

qualified volunteer fire departments are ready
and willing to give so graciously and gener-
ously of themselves. This peace of mind
should not be taken for granted.

By selflessly giving of themselves, they en-
sure a safer future for us all. We owe these
volunteer fire departments a debt of gratitude
for their service and sacrifice.
f

WILLIE B. BROWN, SR., HONORED

HON. CARRIE P. MEEK
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on Sat-
urday, May 25, 1996, friends and relatives of
Willie B. Brown will gather to honor his on-
going commitment to the South Dade commu-
nity. I am sure that my colleagues will agree
with me that Mr. Brown is truly a man of dis-
tinction.

Willie B. Brown graduated as the salutato-
rian of Mays Senior High School, offering a
glimpse of the excellence he would continue
to achieve. As an adult, Mr. Brown wasted no
time getting involved in his community. He or-
ganized the Homestead Southwest Home
Owners Association and formulated a youth
advisory committee in the area. He has served
on the Florida City Foundation community ad-
visory board and worked to improve the Dade
County criminal justice system. He has found-
ed the Homestead Martin Luther King parade
as well as the area’s African heritage parade.

Professionally, he has worked on behalf of
migrant workers as the community service di-
rector of the Management Health Clinic of
South Florida and has provided job training
and housing information in his role as area di-
rector administrator of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Program Incorporated.

Ever since I have known Mr. Brown, he has
always been resilient and visionary in all the
activities he has forged for our community’s
well-being. He is imbued with a sense of com-
mitment to any cause he takes up or any cru-
sade he embarks on. His belief in reaching out
to his fellow human beings is legendary.

The numerous awards with which he has
been honored represent an unequivocal testi-
mony of the utmost respect he enjoys from
our community. His countless efforts on behalf
of others bespeak of his enduring legacy to
those who would choose to dedicate their
God-given talents to ensure a better future.

I am proud to have active in my congres-
sional district a man of the talent of Willie B.
Brown. He serves as a living example of tak-
ing pride in one’s community.
f

WATER AND ENERGY RESEARCH
INSTITUTE VITAL TO MAINTAIN-
ING GUAM’S WATER QUALITY

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD
OF GUAM

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased that the House has passed H.R.
1743, which reauthorizes the Water Re-
sources Research Act and provides funding
for the water research institutes program.

H.R. 1743 authorizes funds for the 54 water
resources research institutes located at land-
grant universities in the states and territories.
The institutes are an effective way for the Fed-
eral Government to assist local communities in
solving local and regional water problems. No
other source of funding provides this kind of
assistance to water research efforts which di-
rectly address water quality and supply prob-
lems.

These institutes conduct research on water
resources which are valuable to the nation
and vital to areas struggling with a limited
water supply. Because of Guam’s small land
mass and growing water demand, our water
lens is being stretched to maximum capacity.
Potential contamination of this water lens
mostly due to contaminated soil on military
and former military lands, has heightened con-
cern over our already limited water supply.

In addition, this program’s modest Federal
investment leverages significant state and pri-
vate sector funding. In fiscal year 1995, Fed-
eral funds for the institutes helped secure $65
million in additional funding from a variety of
sources.

The research is provided by the Water and
Energy Research Institute of the Western Pa-
cific (WERI) is applied to real and ongoing
water management problems on Guam. Our
understanding and use of modern water tech-
nology will be vital in our effort to increase
Guam’s water capacity. These institutes are
integral to the proper protection and develop-
ment of our water resources.

I am pleased that the members of this body
have recognized the importance of these insti-
tutes and afforded them the opportunity to
continue their outstanding work.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. ROB PORTMAN
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, on May 21,
1996, I was unavoidably detained and missed
Rollcall vote No. 180. Had I been present, I
would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on Rollcall No. 180.
f

HONORING THE BELFAST
VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT

HON. BART GORDON
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I am taking this
opportunity to applaud the invaluable services
provided by the Belfast Volunteer Fire Depart-
ment. These brave, civic-minded people give
freely of their time so that we may all feel
safer at night.

Few realize the depth of training and hard
work that goes into being a volunteer fire-
fighter. To quote one of my local volunteers,
‘‘These firemen must have an overwhelming
desire to do for others while expecting nothing
in return.’’

Preparation includes twice-monthly training
programs in which they have live drills, study
the latest videos featuring the latest in fire-
fighting tactics, as well as attend seminars
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where they can obtain the knowledge they
need to save lives. Within a year of becoming
a volunteer firefighter, most attend the Ten-
nessee fire training school in Murfreesboro
where they undergo further, intensified train-
ing.

When the residents of my district go to bed
at night, they know that should disaster strike
and their home catch fire, well-trained and
qualified volunteer fire departments are ready
and willing to give so graciously and gener-
ously of themselves. This peace of mind
should not be taken for granted.

By selflessly giving of themselves, they en-
sure a safer future for us all. We owe these
volunteer fire departments a debt of gratitude
for their service and sacrifice.
f

INTRODUCTION OF BOUNDARY AD-
JUSTMENT FOR SNOQUALMIE
NATIONAL FOREST

HON. JENNIFER DUNN
OF WASHINGTON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Ms. DUNN of Washington. Mr. Speaker,
today I am introducing legislation to adjust the
boundary of the Snoqualmie National Forest to
allow private lands owned by the
Weyerhaeuser Co. located next to the
Snoqualmie National Forest to become a part
of the National Forest.

This boundary adjustment will facilitate a
land exchange which involves approximately
7,200 acres of National Forest land and
33,000 acres of private land owned by the
Weyerhaeuser Co., of which about 6,278 are
outside the present boundary of the
Snoqualmie National Forest. This boundary
adjustment is known as the Huckleberry Land
Exchange.

This landmark agreement has been several
years in the making and was brought about by
a collaborative and cooperative effort between
the Sierra Club’s Checkerboard Project and
the Weyerhaeuser Co. The Huckleberry Land
Exchange includes acreage that is west of the
Cascade Crest in King and Pierce Counties
and will add a substantial donation of land by
Weyerhaeuser into the national Alpine Lakes
Wilderness Area.

By entering into this cooperative agreement
with the Sierra Club’s Checkerboard Project,
the public will benefit from a substantial dona-
tion of land. This donation will be one of only
a few added this year into our Nation’s wilder-
ness areas. By consolidating ownership, an
additional connecting corridor of wildlife habitat
between the Alpine Lakes Wilderness and the
Mount Si Conservation Area will be created.
Also, we will be able to add substantial acre-
age to the I–90 viewshed—the area visible to
the public from I–90—to support the objectives
of the Mountain to Sound Greenway Trust.
The Trust is a nonprofit organization whose
sole purpose is to create and permanently
protect a multipurpose greenway along Inter-
state-90 from the foothills of the Cascade
Mountains across Snoqualmie Pass to Puget
Sound.

To accomplish the land exchange through
the administrative process, an Environmental
Impact Statement must be completed. This
document is expected to be published at the
end of May. After the public comment period,

a final Environmental Impact Statement will be
released. In order to give the Forest Service
authority to administer the exchange area, in-
troduction and passage of congressional
boundary modification legislation is necessary
in 1996.

The Huckleberry Land Exchange is a win-
win proposal that enhances both parties land
ownership patterns administratively and envi-
ronmentally. By consolidating ownership the
Forest Service will be able to implement a
more effective ecosystem-based management
that will allow for wetland protection and long-
term protection for wildlife. It is of importance
to note that the land acquired by
Weyerhaeuser will be managed for long-term
timber production, and will include specific
measures to protect water quality, aesthetics,
and other resources as required by the Wash-
ington State Forest Practices Act and beyond.

Mr. Speaker, this land exchange is a text
book example of how land disputes can be re-
solved between parties that are willing to look
for areas of agreement rather than differences.

I look forward to working with my colleagues
on the Resources Committee to bring this
measure to the whole House for passage this
session.

f

TRIBUTE TO ADM. MIKE BOORDA

HON. TILLIE K. FOWLER
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, today I at-
tended a beautiful and moving memorial serv-
ice for Adm. Mike Boorda, our Chief of Naval
Operations. Like all such services, it was an
occasion to shed some tears. However, it was
also an occasion to celebrate the life of a
good man and to recognize the extent of his
contributions to both the Navy and our Nation.

Admiral Boorda had all the qualities of a
good leader. He was intelligent, creative, prac-
tical, and forward looking. He had a wonderful
sense of humor that delighted everyone he
met, and he was a person of great integrity.
What took him from the level of good leader
to the level of great leader, however, was the
fact that he never forgot that he was a sailor
long before he was an admiral.

Although he rose to the Navy’s highest post,
Mike Boorda never forgot what it was like to
be an enlisted man or a junior officer, and he
consistently put the needs of those men and
women ahead of his own. He was a genuinely
warm and humble man, and his love and re-
spect for the Navy and for those under his
command were boundless. Those feelings
were warmly reciprocated, as we saw today.

In my opinion, Admiral Boorda was one of
the greatest CNO’s the Navy has had. I was
proud to call him my friend, and I will miss him
very much. As his friends and colleagues
honor his memory today, I ask my colleagues
to join me in praying for his family, for his be-
loved Navy, and for our Nation, which has lost
a great leader.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 1997

SPEECH OF

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR.
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 16, 1996
The House in Committee of the Whole

House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 178) establishing the congressional
budget for the U.S. Government for fiscal
year 1997 and setting forth appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 1988, 1999, 2000,
2001, and 2002:

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chairman,
the Republican budget resolution continues
the assault on civilian research and develop-
ment initiated in the first session of the 104th
Congress. As compared to the President’s re-
quest, House Concurrent Resolution 178 cuts
over $3 billion in fiscal year 1997 and nearly
$18 billion over the 6-year period from civilian
science agencies. A summary of some of the
anticipated impacts follows:

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION

If implemented, the Fiscal Year 1997 Re-
publican Budget Resolution would have a
deeply negative impact on the nation’s civil
space program. Not only does it cut the na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion’s (NASA) budget by almost three quar-
ters of a billion dollars more than the Ad-
ministration over the six-year period, but it
makes those cuts in a manner that would
fundamentally destroy the balanced program
that has been a hallmark of the space pro-
gram since its inception almost four decades
ago.

Specifically, the Budget Resolution would
slash the funding for the Mission to Planet
Earth (MTPE)—a major national environ-
mental research and monitoring initiative—
by a third (i.e., by almost $2.8 billion over six
years), effectively canceling the project as
currently conceived. In addition, the Budget
Resolution would cut NASA’s aeronautics
budget by almost $900 million over the same
period. A cut of that magnitude will jeopard-
ize important research initiatives in aircraft
safety; improvement of the nation’s air traf-
fic management system; development of
quieter, more fuel-efficient aircraft; and
many other important areas. The aero-
nautics funding cut is particularly troubling
in view of the fact that the aviation sector
has traditionally made a huge positive con-
tribution to the U.S. trade balance and has
been the source of hundreds of thousands of
high-tech jobs for American workers. In sum,
implementation of the Budget Resolution
would do damage to NASA and to the na-
tion’s R&D capabilities.

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

Although the Republicans have proclaimed
that they assign the highest priority to basic
research in the federal R&D budget, NSF,
the agency with the broadest charter for sup-
port of basic research and science education,
would decline in actual buying power. Al-
though there is proposed a 3% growth for
NSF’s research accounts, the resolution pro-
vides for no growth in its education direc-
torate and other critical operations. In addi-
tion, the increase proposed for the research
account is about $40 million below the Presi-
dent’s request, which would provide 4.7%
growth. This translates into nearly 500 fewer
research projects being funded in fiscal year
1997.

The Budget Committee’s report language
continues the indirect assault begun last
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year on the social and behavioral sciences at
NSF. The report endorses the elimination of
one scientific directorate and states that ‘‘no
reductions are assumed to NSF basic re-
search on the physical sciences’’. This posi-
tion is taken despite the widespread support
for the social and behavioral sciences from
the scientific community. The President of
the National Academy of Sciences, Dr. Bruce
Alberts, has stated that research in these
areas have made significant contributions to
the store of knowledge and to the ability to
meet critical societal challenges and that
NSF supported projects in these disciplines
have contributed significant advances in re-
search. In contrast, the President’s budget
request for NSF places no restrictions on
areas of inquiry in the basic research pro-
grams, relying instead on the agency’s merit
review processes through which scientists se-
lect the most promising research directions
to advance fundamental knowledge.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

The budget resolution would cut energy ef-
ficiency and coal, oil and natural gas R&D
by 50% from FY 96 levels in the first year
and would terminate them altogether in four
years. It would make a 48% cut in solar and
renewable R&D programs in FY 97 and larger
unspecified cuts in the out years. [Although
not considered energy R&D, the budget reso-
lution would also cut Energy Information
Administration programs by 42% from the
FY 96 level.]

Now that the Nation’s attention is once
again focused on the vulnerability of Ameri-
ca’s energy supplies, it is ironic that the res-
olution eliminates those very programs that
offer some potential for avoiding or amelio-
rating future situations like this year’s sud-
den and sharp increases in oil and gasoline
prices. These programs help Americans de-
velop new energy resources, use energy in in-
creasingly efficient ways, and otherwise
keep our cost of using energy as low as pos-
sible. Beyond these energy security and eco-
nomic benefits, these programs provide envi-
ronmental benefits by reducing our use of
energy resources and by developing economi-
cally attractive and cleaner ways to produce
and use existing and new energy resources.

Also included herein is a letter signed by
nine Republican Members of the Committee
on Science expressing a desire for alter-
native levels of funding for these programs
than contained in the Budget Resolution or
those contained in the Committee’s author-
ization bill.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

The guidance provided in this Budget Reso-
lution and its accompanying report paint a
clear picture of the Republican’s hostility
towards environmental protection issues and
the illogical basis for some key Republican
policy positions. The budget resolution as-
sumes that elimination of funds for EPA’s
science programs will result in greater avail-
ability and use of sound science by the Agen-
cy in its attempts to protect public health
and the environment. Appendix 2 of the re-
port makes clear the Republican position
that all regulations are simply a drain on
the budget and on our economy. Clearly, this
is no endorsement for the utilization of agen-
cy regulatory authority to achieve environ-
mental protection goals.

In theory, one logical alternative might be
the use of non-regulatory initiatives, in co-
operation with business, to achieve public
health and environmental goals. However,
here too, the Budget Resolution concludes
that non-regulatory programs are also unac-
ceptable. Three of EPA’s Office of Research
and Development non-regulatory programs:
the Environmental Technologies Initiative,
climate change research, and indoor air re-
search are singled out for elimination.

Environmental technologies create jobs,
generate trade surpluses, and result in eco-
nomic activities with fewer negative effects
on the environment. These are the things
that Republicans have asserted can be
achieved without regulation. Apparently
they also think this can be achieved without
funding or participation by the agencies
charged with protecting the environment.

The evidence that our climate may be im-
pacted by human activities has been increas-
ing, not decreasing over time. Rather than
approach this situation from an informed po-
sition, the Republicans choose to ignore the
problem by shutting down the flow of infor-
mation. History has taught us that igno-
rance does not come cheap. The small
amount of money saved by eliminating glob-
al climate change research will not balance
the budget and puts us at risk of huge ex-
penditures in the future.

The cancellation of indoor air research in
EPA is justified by assuming that this is a
responsibility of OSHA. There are two major
flaws in this assumption. First this assumes
that there are no health problems associated
with air quality in residences—this is not
supported by the facts. Second, barely 30
pages further in the report the Budget Reso-
lution calls for the termination of the Na-
tional Institute for Occupational Safety and
Health.

Drastic cuts in environmental research
funding and termination of voluntary, non-
regulatory initiatives done in cooperation
with industry are unlikely to achieve a
cleaner environment and adequate human
health protection at lower costs. Although
the majority’s rhetoric declares solid sup-
port for environmental protection, the poli-
cies and funding priorities contained in this
resolution make it clear they are unwilling
to back up their rhetoric with real resources.

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC
ADMINISTRATION

Although the proposed reductions in FY 97
are largely absorbed by an elimination of
Congressionally earmarked programs and
the Administration’s own plans to phase out
the NOAA fleet and corps, reductions in later
years can only be accommodated by a sub-
stantial cutback in NOAA’s core missions re-
lating to weather services, environmental
and resource management, and research and
development. The Budget Resolution would
cut over $2.7 billion, or 20%, from NOAA’s
core mission over the six year period. Under
these circumstances, NOAA would need to:

Delay the ongoing installation of new tech-
nologies and field restructuring to support
Weather Service Modernizaton;

Cut in half future weather satellite cov-
erage resulting in a blackout should a work-
ing satellite fail.

Withdraw from its participation in sup-
porting DOD in critical meteorological serv-
ices including the converted polar meteoro-
logical satellite program and in providing
nautical charts and data for safe naval oper-
ations;

Scale back fishery management nation-
wide leading to increased overfishing and al-
location conflicts;

Scale back on coastal programs that pro-
tect productive and diverse habitats for fish
and wildlife, promote cleaner coastal waters
for recreation and seafood production, and
foster healthy coastal ecosystems;

Eliminate nautical charting activities and
navigational services that provide for safe
and efficient seagoing commerce;

Reduce research activities relating to im-
proving operations for predicting severe
weather including hurricanes and tornadoes;
and,

Reduce research activities relating to at-
mospheric and oceanic monitoring that sup-
ports long-term climate forecasts.

These proposed reductions and the result-
ing impacts on NOAA’s programs will sac-
rifice American lives, property and the na-
tional security by crippling weather service
modernization and operations, preventing
the recovery of fisheries and protected spe-
cies, severely curtail vital research, and
jeopardize safe and efficient seagoing com-
merce.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE TECHNOLOGY
PROGRAMS

This resolution again calls for the can-
cellation of the technology partnership pro-
grams within the Department of Commerce.
The elimination of the Advanced Technology
Program, the Manufacturing Extension Pro-
gram, and the National Information Infra-
structure Grant Program would result in a
cut of $330 million in R&D from the FY 1996
level and $526 million from the FY 97 request
level.

Elimination of the Advanced Technology
Program would result in the cancellation of
new program competitions expected to yield
over 100 new awards. To date, ATP has yield-
ed over $1 billion in private sector matching
funds. In addition, the Government would be
forced to renege on out year commitments to
over 500 innovative companies. ATP is a rig-
orously competitive, cost-shared program
that fosters technology development, pro-
motes industrial alliances, and creates jobs.

Elimination of the Manufacturing Exten-
sion Program would force the closure of 75
MEP centers across the country that provide
valuable technical assistance to our Nation’s
381,000 smaller manufacturers. Surveys of
client data from MEP indicate an 8:1 return
on the Federal investment.

Elimination of National Information Infra-
structure Grants would result in no funding
for roughly 165 projects designed to ensure
access to advanced innovative telecommuni-
cations and information applications across
the country.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, May 7, 1996.

Hon. JOHN KASICH,
Chairman, Committee on Budget, U.S. House of

Representatives, Washington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN KASICH: As Republican

Members of the House Science Committee,
we are writing today in support of continued
funding for research and development pro-
grams which provide our nation with a sound
alternative energy policy.

On Wednesday, April 24, 1996, the House
Science Committee marked up our FY’97 Au-
thorization bill without including the title
on the Department of Energy, specifically
the Energy Supply Research and Develop-
ment programs. Since it is unlikely any new
authorization actions will occur on these
critical programs before the Budget Commit-
tee markup, we wanted to go on record as
strong supporters of alternative energy re-
search and development programs. As a num-
ber of Asian and European countries develop
significant global economies, the United
States will be forced to compete for an ulti-
mately smaller share of the world’s finite oil
supply. These programs hold the key to our
nation’s future energy needs.

RENEWABLE ENERGY AND EFFICIENCY
PROGRAMS

Between FY’95 actual spending and FY’97
proposed budget levels (based upon the FY’96
budget resolution), domestic discretionary
spending has been reduced by 9.2 percent.
However, the House Science Committee draft
mark and the potential budget resolution
mark would result in a 62 percent reduction
in renewable energy programs during a two
year period. Renewable energy and efficiency
programs are vital to both a healthy envi-
ronment and a sustainable future energy pol-
icy. With that in mind, these programs
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should not suffer dramatically dispropor-
tionate cuts in comparison with science pro-
grams in particular and with unwise domes-
tic spending in general.

FUSION ENERGY PROGRAM

Last year the Science Committee rec-
ommended a substantial decrease in the fu-
sion budget and called for a restructuring of
the program. In line with the recommenda-
tions of the Fusion Energy Advisory Com-
mittee (FEAC), DOE has worked to address
these concerns. The first signs of this long-
term redirection appears in DOE’s FY’97
budget request, which calls for strengthened
support for plasma physics, more research
into alternative fusion concepts, increased
innovation, and continued participation in
the international fusion program. We urge
the Budget Committee to support DOE’s
ability to maintain a viable fusion energy
program within the FEAC report rec-
ommendations.

As you proceed with the budget resolution
for FY’97, we ask that renewable energy and
efficiency programs be considered a priority
and not be unfairly or disproportionately
cut.

Thank you for your consideration of this
matter.

Sincerely,
MATT SALMON,
SHERWOOD BOEHLERT,
CURT WELDON,
TOM DAVIS,
MARK FOLEY,
ROSCOE BARTLETT,
CONNIE MORELLA,
VERN EHLERS,
STEVE STOCKMAN.

f

HONORING THE BAXTER
VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT

HON. BART GORDON
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I am taking this
opportunity to applaud the invaluable services
provided by the Baxter Volunteer Fire Depart-
ment. These brave, civic-minded people give
freely of their time so that we may all feel
safer at night.

Few realize the depth of training and hard
work that goes into being a volunteer fire-
fighter. To quote one of my local volunteers,
‘‘These fireman must have an overwhelming
desire to do for others while expecting nothing
in return.’’

Preparation includes twice-monthly training
programs in which they have live drills, study
the latest videos featuring where they can ob-
tain the knowledge they need to save lives.
Within a year of becoming a volunteer fire-
fighter, most attend the Tennessee fire training
school in Murfreesboro where they undergo
further, intensified training.

When the residents of my district go to bed
at night, they know that should disaster strike
and their home catch fire, well-trained and
qualified volunteer fire departments are ready
and willing to give so graciously and gener-
ously of themselves. This peace of mind
should not be taken for granted.

By selflessly giving of themselves, they en-
sure a safer future for us all. We owe these
volunteer fire departments a debt of gratitude
for their service and sacrifice.

TRIBUTE TO SUSAN AND ROBERT
H. FRIEBERT

HON. THOMAS M. BARRETT
OF WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I
pay tribute today to two of Milwaukee County’s
outstanding citizens, Susan and Robert H.
Friebert. As the Milwaukee Chapter of the
American Jewish Committee prepares to
honor Susan and Bob for their many contribu-
tions to our community, I would like to take a
moment to reflect on the remarkable achieve-
ments of this great couple.

Susan Friebert has been one of Milwaukee
County’s foremost education and community
activists for more than 25 years. As the execu-
tive director of the Quality Education Commis-
sion, Susan is charged with the responsibility
of monitoring and evaluating reform initiatives
in the Milwaukee public school system. As a
founding member and officer of the nationally
renowned Wisconsin Alliance on Children and
Families, Susan has been an unfailing advo-
cate for families throughout Wisconsin. Susan
has also been active in the field of health care
policy as member of the Wisconsin digestive
disease research center advisory board at the
Medical College of Wisconsin. Her contribu-
tions to Wisconsin’s multitude of Jewish orga-
nizations are also immense. Susan has served
as co-president of the Milwaukee chapter of
the National Council of Jewish Women, she is
a board member of the Wisconsin Jewish
Conference, and she presently serves as vice
president of the Milwaukee Jewish Council for
Community Relations. Susan also serves as
vice president of the women’s division of the
Milwaukee Jewish Federation. President Clin-
ton has even recognized Susan’s talent and
energy by appointing her to the White House
Commission on Presidential Scholars, where
she was recently named its Executive Sec-
retary.

Robert H. Friebert has matched his wife’s
record of public and community service. Bob
has served as a member of the United States
Commission on Civil Rights for Wisconsin and
was State chair of the Wisconsin Civil Lib-
erties Union. When he organized the Wiscon-
sin State Public Defender’s office, he also
served on the board of directors of the Na-
tional Legal Aid and Defenders Association.
Bob has also been a major force in Wiscon-
sin’s Jewish community. Bob has served as
the Chair of the Milwaukee Jewish Council on
Community Relations and was the first chair of
the Wisconsin Jewish Conference, where he
was the principal author of and fought tire-
lessly for the passage of Wisconsin’s Hate
Crimes law. Bob is also member of the Board
of the National Jewish Democratic Council.
Bob is a trustee of the Medical College of Wis-
consin, and was the founding chair of the
M.C.W. Digestive Disease Research Center
Advisory Board. Bob is also the first Chairman
of the Board of the Wisconsin Research Cen-
ter, organized to support pluralism in American
public society. Both Susan and Bob have
been extremely active at their synagogue,
Congregation Emanu-El B’ne Jeshurun.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the Milwaukee
Chapter of the American Jewish Committee on
its excellent selection of Susan and Robert H.
Friebert for this year’s human relations award,

and I wish Susan and Bob continued success
in all of their endeavors.
f

TRIBUTE TO MR. LARRY RANDA,
PRESIDENT, SUBURBAN NEWS-
PAPERS OF AMERICA

HON. WILLIAM O. LIPINSKI
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
pay tribute today to one of the finest journal-
ists working my congressional district, Mr.
Larry Randa, Vice President/Operations of the
LIFE Newspapers, who recently became
President of Suburban Newspapers of Amer-
ica [SNA].

Mr. Randa, who began with the LIFE as a
general assignment reporter in 1974, takes the
helm of a trade organization that represents
suburban publications throughout North Amer-
ica with a combined circulation of 14 million
readers. He is the third generation of the
Randa family to be involved in the manage-
ment of the LIFE, which was founded 70 years
ago. The newspaper is generally recognized
as one of the best Suburban newspapers in
the United States. And through his reporting,
editing and management, Mr. Randa has con-
tributed mightily to that reputation. The Univer-
sity Missouri graduate is the winner of 50
local, State and national awards including
three prestigious Peter Lisagor Awards from
the Chicago Headline Club.

In addition to his professional excellence,
Mr. Randa is dedicated to his community,
serving on the Board of Directors of the La
Grange Unit of the American Cancer Society
and the Darien Youth Club, is a deacon at the
Presbyterian Church of Western Springs and
coaches youth softball, basketball, soccer and
volleyball.
f

CONGRESS FULFILLS ITS COMMIT-
MENT TO CUT GOVERNMENT

HON. CHARLES H. TAYLOR
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. Speak-
er, we finally completed fiscal 1996 appropria-
tions action late last month. And although we
were forced to add back funds to get the
President’s signature, the final product reflects
the Republican party’s commitment to cutting
government programs. The fiscal year 1996
bills cut $23 billion from last year’s levels. As
my colleague from Louisiana, Appropriations
Chairman BOB LIVINGSTON, said in announcing
the programs and projects terminated in the
fiscal year 1996 appropriations bills: ‘‘We are
cutting government beyond targets set by the
budget resolution. These numbers are proof
that we’re doing our part to balance the budg-
et in 7 years. While President Clinton fights to
preserve bureaucracies, Republicans are fight-
ing to relieve the American taxpayer. This is a
dramatically different way of doing business in
Washington.’’

I couldn’t agree more. That is why I want to
submit the terminations that were included in
the fiscal year 1996 appropriations bills. This
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list was compiled by the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and demonstrates our commitment to a
balanced budget in 7 years.

ELIMINATIONS

The following are terminations included in
signed bills and levels negotiated in H.R.
3019, the omnibus spending bill:

TRANSPORTATION

Highway demonstration projects ($352 mil-
lion).

Local rail freight assistance ($17 million).
Penn Station Redevelopment ($40 million).
Interstate Commerce Commission (after

Jan. 1) ($15.4 million).
Coast Guard buoy replacement project ($8.5

million).
Coast Guard 82-foot WPB capability re-

placement ($4 million).
Coast Guard HH–65 helicopter gearbox up-

grade ($2.5 million).
Coast Guard GPS 2nd District ($2.4 mil-

lion).
FAA ‘‘Quality through partnership’’ pro-

gram ($1.79 million).
FAA NAS management automation pro-

gram ($2 million).
FAA traffic management system ($10.8 mil-

lion).
FAA Digital BRITE display ($5.5 million).
FAA remote maintenance monitoring sys-

tem upgrade ($3 million).
FAA Integrated network management sys-

tem ($300,000).
FAA precision runway monitors ($1.2 mil-

lion).
FAA future airway facilities technologies

(R&D) ($3.4 million).
FAA general aviation renaissance ($1 mil-

lion).
Federal Hwy. Admin. OJT/supportive svcs.

($5 million).
FHWA ITS advanced technology applica-

tions ($10 million).
FHWA ITS priority corridors ($10 million).

AGRICULTURE

Cattle Tick Eradication Program, Food
Stamp Program ($12.5 million).

Closed 3 Agriculture Research Svc. labora-
tories ($1 million).

Eliminated 26 research grants ($4.7 mil-
lion).

Nutrition Education Initiative, Extension
activities ($4.3 million).

TREASURY-POSTAL SERVICE

Advisory Commission on Intergovt. Rela-
tions ($216,000).

Administrative Conference of the U.S. ($1.2
million).

Treasury Special Forfeiture Fund ($45 mil-
lion).

IRS Tax Compliance ($405 million).
OPM Federal Quality Institute ($800,000).
OPM International Affairs Office ($140,000).
OPM Research Office ($2.2 million).
OPM Job Information ($2.5 million).
OPM Occupational Testing ($14.4 million).

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

Office of Technology Assessment ($18.4 mil-
lion).

U.S. Code subscriptions for Members
($420,000).

House Parking Lot 6 ($238,000).
Warehouse at 120 Canal St., SE ($181,000).
Historical Society calendars for Members

($850,000).
Folding Room (privatized) ($6.1 million).
Barber Shop (privatized) ($148,000).
Ended taxpayer-subsidized flag office

($324,000).
ENERGY AND WATER

Gas Turbine Modular Helium Reactor ($20.7
million).

Russian replacement program ($5 million).
Technology Partnership program ($3 mil-

lion).

In House Energy Mgmt. ($31.3 million).
Water Conservation Challenge Partner-

ships ($9 million).
Energy/Water Product Efficiency Stand-

ards ($450,000).
Construction Prod. Advancement Research

Program ($6 million).
Nat’l Assessment of Water Supply Demand

& Avail. ($3 million).
Nat’l Special Data Infrastructure ($2 mil-

lion).
Dredging Oper. and Environmental Re-

search ($3 million).
Water Operations Tech. Support Program

($1.5 million).
River Confluence Ice Research ($1 million).
Natural Resources Technical Support ($1.6

million).
Environmental Review Guide for Oper-

ations ($1.5 million).
Reinvested User Fees for Recreation Im-

provements ($5 million).
Real Time Water Control Research Pro-

gram ($850,000).
INTERIOR

Bureau of Mines ($30 million).
Emergency Preparedness (DOE) ($8 mil-

lion).
Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corp.

($7 million).
Urban park and recreation fund ($6 mil-

lion).
State grants/land and water conservation

fund ($25 million).
Business enterprise development grants ($2

million).
Indian direct loan program ($1 million).
Navajo rehabilitation trust fund ($2 mil-

lion).
Rural abandoned mine program (RAMP) ($8

million).
Advanced computational technology ini-

tiative ($10 million).
Coalbed methane program ($2 million).
Planar solid oxide fuel cells program ($3

million).
Mild gasification process development unit

($4 million).
Gasifier improvement facility ($4 million).
Advanced absorption fluids ($1 million).
Microcogeneration ($2 million).
Lighting collaboratives ($1 million).
Federal energy efficiency fund ($7 million).
Cool communities ($2 million).
Training for commercial building opera-

tors ($2 million).
Pressure calciner project ($2 million).
Aluminum spray forming ($3 million).
Advanced fluid catalytic cracker ($2 mil-

lion).
Food, textiles and agriculture program ($1

million).
Grants to industrial associations ($1 mil-

lion).
Industrial assessments ($1 million).
CNG absorbent systems and tank design ($1

million).
Federal fleet vehicle acquisitions (elim.

central DOE fund) ($20 million).
Collaborative effort with DOT on crash be-

havior ($1 million).
Automotive piston technologies ($5 mil-

lion).
Locomotive fuel cell program ($1 million).
Fuel cells for buses ($3 million).
Integrated resource planning (utility sec-

tor programs) ($9 million).
VA-HUD, INDEP. AGENCIES

Chemical Safety and Hazards Investigation
Board ($500,000).

Office of Consumer Affairs ($2.2 million).
Public Housing Development ($598 million).
Enterprise Zone Homes ($50 million).
Pension Fund Partnerships ($350 million).
Flexible Subsidy Fund ($50 million).
Neighborhood Development ($5 million).
Community Adjustment Planning ($2 mil-

lion).

Congregate Housing ($25 million).
Project Based Service Coordinators ($22

million).
Economic Development Initiative ($350

million).
Joint Community Development ($6 mil-

lion).
Lease Adjustments ($22 million).
Loan Management ($150 million).
Public Housing Coordinators ($30 million).
Service Coordinators ($30 million).

COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE

Advanced Technology Program ($340 mil-
lion).

U.S. Travel and Tourism Administration
($14 million; $2 million left for closeout
costs).

Non-point Pollution Source Control grants
($5 million).

Endowment for Children’s Educational Tel-
evision ($2.5 million).

Contributions to U.N. Industrial Dev. Or-
ganization ($28 million).

Competitive Policy Council ($1 million).
Ounce of Prevention Council ($1.5 million).

LABOR, HHS (HOUSE ELIMINATIONS):
[Department of Labor]
[Employment and Training Administra-

tion:]
Youth Fair Chance ($24 million).
Rural Concentrated Employment ($3.8 mil-

lion).
JTPA Concentrated Employment ($6 mil-

lion).
National Commission for Employment Pol-

icy ($2.2 million).
American Samoans (Training & Employ-

ment Services) ($5 million).
Microenterprise Grants ($2.25 million).
National Center for the Workplace ($1.1

million).
Office of the American Workplace Depart-

mental Management ($7.4 million).
[Department of Health and Human Serv-

ices]
[Public Health Services]
State Offices of Rural Health ($3.9 million).
Trauma Care—Public Health Service ($4.7

million).
Native Hawaiian Health Care ($4.5 million).
[Substance Abuse and Mental Health Serv-

ices Administration]
Community Support Demonstrations—

Substance Abuse & Mental Health Services
Admin. ($24 million).

Homeless Service Demonstrations ($21 mil-
lion).

Treatment Grants to Crisis Areas—Sub-
stance Abuse Services ($35 million).

Treatment Demonstrations/Criminal Jus-
tice Programs ($37.5 million).

Treatment Demonstrations/Critical Popu-
lations ($23.5 million).

Comprehensive Comm. Treatment Pro-
gram—Substance Abuse Services ($27 mil-
lion).

Substance Abuse Svcs. Training ($5.5 mil-
lion).

High Risk Youth—Prevention Demonstra-
tions ($65 million).

Other Programs—Prevention Demonstra-
tion ($6.6 million).

Community Partnerships ($114 million).
Prevention Education/Dissemination ($13.4

million).
Prevention Education/Training ($16 mil-

lion).
[Assistant Secretary for Health]
Office of Disease Prevention & Health Pro-

motion ($4.6 million).
Emergency Preparedness ($2.1 million).
Health Care Reform Data Analysis ($2.7

million).
Health Service Management ($18.4 million).
[Health Care Financing Administration]
Counseling Program ($10 million).
Essential Access Community Hospitals

($3.5 million).
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New Rural Health Grants ($1.7 million).
[Administration for Children and Families]
Civics & English Education Grants ($6 mil-

lion).
Child Development Associate Scholarships

($1.3 million).
Runaway Youth Activities ($14 million).
Youth Gang Substance Abuse ($10.5 mil-

lion).
ABCAN ($288,000).
Dependent Care/Planning & Development

($13 million).
Child Welfare Research ($6.3 million).
Social Services Research ($15 million).
Family Support Centers ($7 million).
Rural Housing ($2.9 million).
Farmworker Assistance ($3 million).
Demonstration Partnerships ($7.9 million).
[Administration on Aging]
Pension Counseling ($1.9 million).
Federal Council on Aging ($176,000).
White House Conference on Aging ($3 mil-

lion).
[Department of Education]
State School Improvement ($27 million).
[School Improvement Programs]
Safe & Drug Free Schools—Nat’l Programs

($25 million).
Education Infrastructure ($35 million).
Law Related Education ($5.8 million).
Christa McAuliffe Scholarships ($1.9 mil-

lion).
Women’s Educational Equity ($3.9 million).
Dropout Prevention Demonstrations ($28

million).
Training in Early Childhood ($13 million).
Family and Community Endeavor Schools

($11 million).
[Bilingual and Immigrant Education]
Support Services ($14 million).
Professional Development ($25 million).
[Special Institutions]
Endowment Grants—National Tech. Insti-

tute for the Deaf ($336,000).
Construction—National Tech. Institute for

the Deaf ($150,000).
Endowment Grants—Gallaudet University

($1 million).
[Vocational and Adult Education]
Community Based Organizations ($9 mil-

lion).
Consumer and Homemaker Education ($34

million).
State Councils ($8.8 million).
Demonstrations—National Programs ($20

million).
National Occupational Info. Coord. Com-

mittee ($6 million).
Evaluation & Technical Assistance—Adult

Education ($3.9 million).
National Institute for Literacy ($4.8 mil-

lion).
Workplace Literacy Partnerships ($18 mil-

lion).
[Student Financial Assistance]
State Post-Secondary Review Program ($20

million).
[Higher Education]
Endowment Grants ($6 million).
HBCU Set-aside ($2 million).
Evaluation ($1 million).
Native Hawaiian & Alaska Native Cultural

Arts ($1 million).
Eisenhower Leadership Program ($4 mil-

lion).
Innovation Projects in Community Service

($1.4 million).
Cooperative Education ($6.9 million).
Student Financial Aid Database ($496,000).
National Science Scholarships ($4.4 mil-

lion).
National Academy of Science, Space &

Technology ($2 million).
Douglas Teacher Scholarships ($14.5 mil-

lion).
Olympic Scholarships ($1 million).
Teacher Corps ($1.8 million).
Harris Scholarships ($20 million).

Faculty Development Fellowships ($3.7
million).

School, College and University Partner-
ships ($3.8 million).

Legal Training for the Disadvantaged ($2.9
million).

[Howard University]
Regular Program—Endowment Program

($3.5 million).
Clincial Law Center—Endowment Program

($5.5 million).
Research ($4.6 million).
Construction ($5 million).
College Housing & Acad. Facilities Loans

($1 million).
[Education Research, Statistics & Im-

provement]
21st Century Learning ($750,000).
National Diffusion Network ($14 million).
[Libraries]
Library Literacy Programs ($8 million).
[Department Management]
National Board of the Fund for the Improv.

of Post Secondary Ed. ($128,000).
President’s Ad. Comm. on Ed. Excellence

for Hispanic Am. ($286,000).
[Related Agencies]
Vista Literacy Corps—Domestic ($5 mil-

lion).
Senior Demonstration Program ($1 mil-

lion).
National Ed. Standards & Improvement

Council ($2 million).

f

A TRIBUTE TO CAMILO
FERNANDEZ AND HIS EXTRAOR-
DINARY LIFE OF PUBLIC SERV-
ICE

HON. ILEANA ROS–LEHTINEN
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, Camilo
Fenandez, a man widely admired and re-
spected throughout the Hispanic community of
the United States, will receive the 1996
Manuel Antonio de Varona Award, from the
Junta Patriotica Cubana, in recognition of his
extraordinary public service career.

Camilo Fernandez is the President of the
Asociacion Pro-Cuba and also of the regional
New Jersey Board of Directors of the Junta
Patriotica Cubana. He has also presided, with
great distinction, the Lions Club Chapter of
Elizabeth, NJ, also serving in its Board of Di-
rectors for 20 consecutive years and as Vice-
Governor for the 16th-E district of Lions Inter-
national. These are only a few examples of
the devoted and unselfish service he has pro-
vided his community.

Throughout his exceptional life, Camilo
Fernandez has been at the forefront of efforts
to reestablish freedom and democracy in
Cuba, his native homeland. The desire to see
his fellow countrymen free from repression
has been the primary inspiration of his life and
continues even stronger today.

Together with his wife, Maria Julia, Camilo
Fernandez has demonstrated great leadership
in his involvement in numerous civic, cultural
and patriotic activities.

For his tireless efforts in support of his com-
munity and for his perseverance in trying to
bring freedom to his homeland of Cuba, I pay
tribute to Camilo Fernandez. He truly is a
giant among ordinary men.

HONORING THE ALPINE
VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT

HON. BART GORDON
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I am taking this
opportunity to applaud the invaluable services
provided by the Alpine Volunteer Fire Depart-
ment. These brave, civic-minded people give
freely of their time so that we may all feel
safer at night.

Few realize the depth of training and hard
work that goes into being a volunteer fire-
fighter. To quote one of my local volunteers,
‘‘These fireman must have an overwhelming
desire to do for others while expecting nothing
in return.’’

Preparation includes twice-monthly training
programs in which they have live drills, study
the latest videos featuring the latest in fire-
fighting tactics, as well as attend seminars
where they can obtain the knowledge they
need to save lives. Within a year of becoming
a volunteer firefighter, most attend the Ten-
nessee fire training school in Murfreesboro
where they undergo further, intensified train-
ing.

When the residents of my district go to bed
at night, they know that should disaster strike
and their home catch fire, well-trained and
qualified volunteer fire departments are ready
and willing to give so graciously and gener-
ously of themselves. This peace of mind
should not be taken for granted.

By selflessly giving of themselves, they en-
sure a safer future for us all. We owe these
volunteer fire departments a debt of gratitude
for their service and sacrifice.
f

TRIBUTE TO LAKEWOOD
KIWANIANS

HON. MARTIN R. HOKE
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I want to share
with my colleagues inspiring and irrefutable
evidence of the goodness and compassion
and humanitarian concern of the American
people and the ladders of opportunity they
have raised for their fellow citizens, particularly
those who have fallen behind.

For 75 years, the members of the Kiwanis
Club of Lakewood, OH, have quietly per-
formed acts of human kindness to serve the
needs of young and old alike. Chartered May
17, 1921, it was the city’s first service club.

Through the dark days of the Great Depres-
sion, during times of war and peace, amid tu-
multuous change and the unimagined chal-
lenges and opportunities of a rapidly evolving
society. Lakewood’s remarkable Kiwanians
have been a constant, unwavering source of
help and inspiration for their fellow citizens.

They saw the urgent needs of their commu-
nity and acted instinctively to help. They do-
nated food, collected and distributed clothing,
formed a scholarship program for college and
vocational school students, built a picnic pavil-
ion and running track, sponsored youth health
and safety campaigns and hundreds of other
programs and activities that have helped to
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enrich the quality of life for generations of
Lakewood families.

Lakewood Kiwanians have breathed life into
the ideals of brotherhood, community and citi-
zenship for three-quarters of a century. They
have personified what is best about America,
its people.

The club’s long record of service is chron-
icled in the following article from the Lake-
wood Sun Post by Dan Chabek, a trustee
emeritus of the Lakewood Historical Society
and a former board member of Lakewood
Kiwanis. I ask that this be placed in the
RECORD and I urge my colleagues to join me
in congratulating the members of the club on
their 75th anniversary, but more than that, for
touching the lives of our community and its
people in such a positive way over the years.

LAKEWOOD ORGANIZATION CELEBRATES 75TH
ANNIVERSARY

(By Dan Chabek)
In what Lakewood organization does one

find compassion for the needy and handi-
capped, aid for the elderly, support of youth,
young children priority one, and a deter-
mination to make our city the best place in
which to live?

The answer is the Lakewood Kiwanis Club,
which is celebrated its 75th birthday this
month.

Across the years the membership, now
numbering 183, has immersed itself in hun-
dreds of charitable projects, always striving
to provide hands-on volunteer help as well as
monetary assistance.

Chartered May 17, 1921, the club became
Lakewood’s first service organization. Its
goals to improve quality of life have been
sparked all along by the Kiwanis motto: ‘‘We
build.’’

The Lakewood club is part of Kiwanis
International, which comprises more than
300,000 members from nearly 8,800 clubs in
more than 75 nations.

First in the worldwide organization was
the Detroit Club, founded by Allen Simpson
Browne, a professional organizer, in early
1915. Later that year, the No. 2 club was
formed in Cleveland.

Its president, Harry H. Hoard, got the ball
rolling for a Lakewood accession that would
become the initial suburban Kiwanis in
Greater Cleveland. He invited Dr. Walter F.
Keating of Lakewood to round up a core of 84
local businessmen as charter members.
Keating was named first president of the
Lakewood club.

Current officers are Timothy Friedmann,
president; Susan Brooks Dickinson, first vice
president; Ernest M. ‘‘Tex’’ Phillips, second
vice president; Harold Mathiott, secretary;
James Simon, treasurer.

In its fledgling years, Lakewood Kiwanis
made numerous contributions, including
$5,900 to aid victims of the horrible 1924 Lo-
rain tornado, and $5,000 to build a camp
lodge in Rocky River valley to accommodate
the Boy Scouts, YMCA and various other
youth groups.

During the Great Depression of the ’30s,
the club held charity drives during which
members plied the city streets in their own
cars to pick up used clothing and food for
distribution to jobless families.

Lakewood Kiwanis has taken particular
pride and interest in its Scholarship Founda-
tion. Starting in 1954, it has awarded to date
$623,000 in college grants to 170 deserving
high school seniors.

Today, the foundation has a net worth in
excess of $300,000, with funding coming from
endowments, interest on investments, and
contributions mostly by Kiwanians at week-
ly Tuesday luncheon meetings in Lakewood’s
Masonic Temple on Detroit Road.

In 1971, to commemorate its 50th anniver-
sary, the club was the prime funder of the
open picnic pavilion at Lakewood Park, un-
derwriting $20,000 of the $30,000 cost.

In 1985, a check for $100,000 was given to
Lakewood High School to build an eight-
lane, all-weather running track located at
the school’s athletic field and open to the
community. Three years later, a new $22,000
automotive van was donated to this area’s
Youth Challenge organization to transport
handicapped children.

In more recent years, there have been
many ongoing beneficial programs, such as:

Free distribution of vegetable and flower
seeds to grade school pupils in the spring for
backyard gardens, with prizes awarded to
winning student growers at the end of the
crop season.

No-charge, one-on-one tutoring by
Kiwanians to pupils needing help in math,
social studies and reading. Also, similar par-
ticipation in a ‘‘Grandparents, Read to Me’’
class for preschoolers who show signs of
probable later learning difficulties.

Annual vocational undertaking wherein
Lakewood students, hopeful of pursuing des-
ignated careers, can elect to ‘‘shadow’’ for a
day Kiwanians who are successful in the par-
ticular field the student desires to enter.

Regular monthly ‘‘pass-the-can’’ donations
up to $100 or more at Kiwanis luncheons for
the Lakewood Christian Service Center’s
Hunger Project.

To obtain funds for conducting most of its
good-deed works, Lakewood Kiwanis relies to
a large extent on two fund-raising programs.
It makes and distributes doughnuts, as many
as 4,000 dozens a year, and it sells tickets and
prints playbills for an annual musical vari-
ety show performed by a local amateur cast
known as The Group.

Kiwanians also roll up their sleeves for nu-
merous other money-making projects, in-
cluding hot dog sales at community fes-
tivals, spaghetti dinners, and reverse raffles.

Assists in fund-raising endeavors are forth-
coming from student affiliates of Lakewood
Kiwanis—the Key Club at Lakewood High
School and Builders Club chartered at Har-
ding, Horace Mann and Emerson Middle
Schools, and Lakewood Lutheran School.

A former auxiliary, one made up of the
wives of members and known as the Lake-
wood Kiwani-Anns, was founded in 1961. It re-
mained active for many years until the ad-
vent, within the past decade, of women mem-
bers in the club’s main roster.

This month, as a special gesture to mark
its anniversary, Lakewood Kiwanis provided
an illuminated sign to be placed in front of
the Board of Education Building on Warren
Road.

Also on the club’s agenda is an anniversary
banquet for members, families and friends. It
is set for Friday evening, May 17, at Wag-
ner’s Country Inn in Westlake.

Finally, in case you’ve wondered, the name
‘‘Kiwanis’’ is from an old American Indian
expression. One broad interpretation was
that it meant. ‘‘We have a good time—we
make noise.’’ However, other definitions,
now more generally accepted, are ‘‘We
trade’’ or ‘‘We share our talents.’’

f

HOUSTON-BASED CONTINENTAL
AIRLINES IS FLYING HIGH

HON. JACK FIELDS
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the Wall
Street Journal last week, and Business Week

this week, profiled a Houston-based company
that is flying high: Continental Airlines. The ar-
ticles in the Wall Street Journal and Business
Week chronicled the improved service that
Continental Airlines now offers its pas-
sengers—and the resulting improvement in
Continental’s bottom line.

Under the leadership of Chief Executive Of-
ficer Gordon Bethune, and as a result of
greater cooperation and better communication
between labor and management, Continental
Airlines has transformed itself from a mediocre
carrier to one of America’s best-run airlines.
After weathering some turbulence in the
1980’s, Continental is soaring into clear skies,
and we Houstonians couldn’t be prouder that
our hometown carrier is doing so well.

In the year and a half since Gordon Be-
thune arrived at Continental from Boeing,
there have been many changes at the airline.
No longer does Continental Airlines have one
of the industry’s worst records for on-time per-
formance, lost or mishandled baggage, or cus-
tomer complaints. Today, Continental has one
of the industry’s best records in each of those
performance categories. The airlines now pro-
vides its customers with some of the best
service in the skies—and word’s getting out.
Continental Airlines is attracting more leisure
travelers as well as business travelers, and
the airline’s bottom line is in better shape
today than it has been in years.

Now, while Gordon Bethune is a highly tal-
ented and motivated chief executive officer,
the turnaround at Continental Airlines is not
the result of his efforts alone. It is the result
of the hard work of the thousands of dedicated
individuals who make Continental ‘‘more air-
line for your money’’—employees like the bag-
gage handler who makes certain the right bag
is loaded on the right flight, the flight attendant
who provides a weary traveler with a little
extra attention, and the mechanic who takes
the time to prevent problems even before they
become problems.

The significant improvements that we’ve all
experienced at Continental Airlines show that
when management and labor work together,
each can prosper. This mistrust and anger
that for too long characterized relations be-
tween Continental management and the air-
line’s employees is gone. Under Gordon Be-
thune’s leadership, new and innovative incen-
tives have been instituted to ensure that Con-
tinental employees spend more time serving
the needs of their customers, and less time ar-
guing among themselves. Those incentives
have created an environment in which Con-
tinental Airlines employees are encouraged to
work together to accomplish the impossible—
rather than spending their workdays convinc-
ing one another that something cannot be
done. Today, everyone at Continental—at cor-
porate headquarters, at each maintenance fa-
cility, at every airport and every boarding
gate—understands that their fates are tied to-
gether. They understand that they and their
airline will prosper or fail—together.

This transformation has not been easy,
quick or painless. In fact, to some, the mere
fact that Continental Airlines is still flying is
nothing short of a miracle.

Mr. Speaker, the new Continental Airlines
may be the result of a miracle, good luck or
just plain hard work on the part of thousands
of Continental Airlines employees and execu-
tives. Whatever the cause, we Houstonians fa-
miliar with Continental’s turbulent past are
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pleased that its future looks so bright. Con-
tinental is a major employer in Houston, and
we are proud that our hometown airline is set-
ting the pace in the highly competitive airline
industry. I salute Gordon Bethune for his ef-
forts to make that possible, and I salute the
hard work and dedication of each and every
Continental employee for a job very, very well
done.
f

ALASKA STATE FOREST PRAC-
TICES ACT PROTECTS FISH
HABITAT

HON. DON YOUNG
OF ALASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I want
to bring the attention of my colleagues to a
new study. The study details the effect of
modern logging techniques under the State of
Alaska’s Forest Practices Act on fish streams
throughout Alaska.

This is a significant study. It shows that
Alaska can handle forest management to pro-
tect fish and fish streams. It shows that log-
ging under State standards does not have an
adverse impact on fish habitat and stream
conditions. It shows that logging on State and
private land in Alaska is compatible with fish-
eries protection.

The study is one more reason why Alaskans
should be given a chance to elect to own and
manage the Tongass National Forest, which is
what my bill, H.R. 2413, proposes. If Alaskan
policies and rules are achieving these results,
the State ownership of the Tongass will more
than protect fish streams when timber harvest-
ing is involved. And Washington, DC policies
and programs can stay where they originate—
inside the Washington, DC beltway.

The study was conducted by an Alaska Na-
tive corporation, Sealaska, on land managed
under State law. Alaska State law requires 66-
foot or 100-foot no timber harvest buffer zones
around fish streams.

What distinguishes this study from many
others is that it relies on actual stream surveys
taken over a 3-year period, 1992–94, in timber
harvest areas and unlogged areas. The group
conducting the study actually went out and
collected real data, something that our Federal
researchers in the Forest Service should note.

Stream health was analyzed in 10 basins
and the conclusion was that the changes com-
paring logged and unlogged basins was not
discernible. Where disturbances have oc-
curred, they have not resulted in fish stream
productivity.

The article from this month’s Resource Re-
view that discusses the study follows my re-
marks. What this teaches is that States can
effectively manage resources within their
boarders. In my view Alaskans should be
given the chance to manage the Tongass and
other States or local governments should be
given lands within their boarders.

Management decisions and policies made
by the people and closest to the people—out-
side of the influence of Washington, DC—are
the best management decisions and policies.
MULTI-YEAR STUDY CONCLUDES ALASKA’S

FOREST PRACTICES ACT PROTECTS FISH,
STREAM HABITAT

A recent multi-year study has concluded
that modern logging operations adhering to

the guidelines of the Alaska Forest Practices
Act (FPA) do not have an adverse impact on
fish habitat and stream channel conditions.

Prepared by Pentec Environmental for
Sealaska Corporation and the Alaska Forest
Association, the report evaluates the effec-
tiveness of the FPA in protecting fish habi-
tat and channel conditions. The report con-
solidates the findings of 1992, 1993 and 1994
monitoring studies and is part of a continu-
ing investigation that will provide informa-
tion on FPA effectiveness in both the short
and long term.

The FPA specifies best management prac-
tices (BMP) for loggers to follow in prevent-
ing significant adverse effects from timber
harvest activities on habitat and water qual-
ity. In 1992, Pentec was contracted to de-
velop and implement a monitoring program
to collect data on fish habitat and channel
conditions from streams in forested lands of
coastal Alaska. The objectives of the mon-
itoring program were to determine whether
fish habitat conditions have changed as a re-
sult of forest practices and whether habitat
quality has been significantly affected by
timber operations.

From 1992 and 1994, stream surveys were
conducted in selected timber management
areas of Southeast Alaska, the Kenai Penin-
sula and Afognak Island. Stream basins with
varying levels of timber harvest were sur-
veyed during each year, and annual surveys
were repeated on several streams.

The results of the Pentec study are based
on three years of data that was collected
within one of seven years following initi-
ation of timber harvest activities. The data
was collected from over 27 miles of streams
in 10 different basins.

The report finds the only change that is
certain is the increase in large woody debris
(LWD) from the riparian buffer in some
logged streams as a result of blowdown. The
increased LWD is not expected to have a neg-
ative effect on fish habitat because the chan-
nel changes are local and the amount of
stream length affected in small.

The study found that other habitat condi-
tions have changed in stream reaches of both
logged and unlogged basins, but the mag-
nitude and direction of these changes are not
discernible at this time. The monitoring re-
sults suggest no large habitat disturbances
have occurred to date and that any disturb-
ances that may have occurred are relatively
subtle. None of the changes have occurred at
a level large enough to affect fish productiv-
ity.

f

MIGRATORY BIRD BAITING

HON. DON YOUNG
OF ALASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, on May
15, 1996 the House Resources Committee
held an oversight hearing on the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service’s baiting regulations under
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. One of our wit-
nesses was George Reiger of Locustville, VA
who is the conservation editor of Field and
Stream. An avid reader of his monthly column,
I was honored to hear this man with outstand-
ing conservation and private property rights
credentials give one of the more blunt and in-
formative statements ever made before a con-
gressional committee.

George Reiger and I both remember the
day when Federal wildlife law enforcement
agents and policies were more practical and
less confrontational. Mr. Reiger’s testimony

stated, ‘‘I’ve seen Federal law enforcement
agents increasingly pursue policies that have
done little or nothing to increase the flocks,
but which have succeeded in driving many or-
dinarily law-abiding hunters from the field, in-
cluding landowners who once invested consid-
erable assets in migratory bird management,
but who are now no longer willing for fear of
violating a law no one understands.’’

I urge my colleagues to read Mr. Reiger’s
testimony to learn about problems associated
with the current baiting regulations and pos-
sible ways to improve this situation.

TESTIMONY BY GEORGE REIGER, CONSERVATION
EDITOR OF FIELD & STREAM, AT THE CON-
GRESSIONAL HEARING ON MIGRATORY BIRD
BAITING REGULATIONS, MAY 15, 1996

My name is George Reiger. I’ve been con-
servation editor of Field & Stream for 22
years. During that time, I’ve watched lan-
guid leadership in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service improvise management policies that
brought most migratory birds, and ducks in
particular, to historic population lows. At
the same time, I’ve seen Federal law enforce-
ment agents increasingly pursue policies
that have done little or nothing to increase
the flocks, but which have succeeded in driv-
ing many ordinarily law-abiding hunters
from the field, including landowners who
once invested considerable assets in migra-
tory bird management, but who are now no
longer willing for fear of violating a law no
one understands.

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act gives the
Federal Government the right to tell sports-
men when they can hunt migratory birds and
how many per day or season they can shoot,
but not the time of day, gauge of shotgun or
other, what are normally considered, ethical
options. Such matters should be for sports-
men’s clubs and personal conscience to de-
termine.

Unfortunately, we live in a legalistic soci-
ety, and lawyers have little faith in the
power of personal conscience. As a result,
and beginning in the 1920s, we’ve created a
spectrum of moralistic rules to regulate mi-
gratory bird hunters which have little, if
any, value for scientific management of the
birds. The most arbitrary and capricious of
these rules concern baiting. Incredibly, the
Fish and Wildlife Service is now considering
expanding these rules to include [quote] ‘‘the
manipulation of native vegetation in wet-
land habitats’’ [end quote]. Thus, pasture
owners in the Southeast who have been burn-
ing hydric soil areas for more than 130 years
to attract snipe for hunting may shortly be
prosecuted for doing so under federal law.
Likewise, duck hunters in the West who cut
cattails and bulrush in order to open up
holes in the marsh and to provide themselves
with material for making blinds could be
charged with baiting.

Although career opportunism undoubtedly
underlies some abuses by federal law en-
forcement agents, I’m willing to give most
agents the benefit of the doubt by assuming
their excessive zeal is a function of their
having watched the Fish and Wildlife Service
underwrite the collapse of continental duck
populations in the 1980s and now claim that
only partially recovered stocks are so fully
recovered that we can shoot them at daily
rates exceeding those we had even in the
1950s, when we really had ducks.

One result has been a no-warning law en-
forcement policy. Agents stake out allegedly
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baited ponds and fields and then wait until
the maximum number of ducks or doves are
killed before beginning to write summonses.
Shouldn’t the agents themselves be liable for
prosecution when they have the authority to
stop illegal shooting but do nothing until the
worse-case scenarios are acted out?

Since many of the people cited for baiting
are hunting as guests and are not even aware
of the subtle difference between ‘‘feeding,’’
which is legal, and ‘‘baiting,’’ which is ille-
gal, they often give up hunting, and the con-
servation dollars they once generated
through their purchase of hunting licenses,
bird stamps and excise taxes on firearms and
ammunition is lost to wildlife management.
Adding insult to injury, the reputation of
hunters gets another kick in the head every
time a sensational headline about a ‘‘baiting
bust’’ hits the evening news.

That’s why I recommend that Congress re-
place the deadend policies of the Fish and
Wildlife Service with a requirement that fed-
eral agents must notify landowners of prop-
erties managed for wildlife in advance of the
hunting season when there is some question
of baiting. To prevent these federal agents
from shutting down properties willy-nilly,
they must work with and have the approval
to post a property off-limits to hunters by a
state conservation officer. If bait is merely
dumped out after the season begins, state or
federal agents will continue to have the
right to cite such obvious violations.

This prevention-oriented approach would
have several positive results:

First, the policy constitutes genuine con-
servation; SWAT team and commando tac-
tics do not. With few, if any, innocent by-
standers caught up in stings, the hunting
tradition will be better served and its
wellspring of conservation dollars better pre-
served.

Second, by avoiding confrontation and
headlines, federal agents would recover some
measure of the respect they’ve lost among
many sportsmen.

Third, a policy of prevention will ulti-
mately result in fewer baiting violations, be-
cause the states will develop a clearer inter-
pretation of the rules than federal agents,
many of whom feel they have no need to
maintain good relations with local citizens.

For too many decades, hunters have been
haunted by baiting regulations in which
they’ve borne a burden of strict liability. It’s
long past time, both for the sake of hunting
as well as for the birds themselves, to make
diplomacy the number one priority of war-
dens and to shift the burden of proof and in-
tent back to the government where it be-
longs.

Thank you.

f

HONORING MS. RUTH CORTER

HON. WILLIAM F. CLINGER, JR.
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to Ruth Corter of Boalsburg, PA.

On Sunday, May 26, the citizens of
Boalsburg will gather to recognize Ruth Corter
as the guiding spirit of the community. It is
through the dedication and effort of Ruth
Corter that this day was made possible.

For 48 years, Ruth has dedicated her serv-
ices to the community of Boalsburg, 24 of

those years serving as teacher and principal in
the Boalsburg elementary school system.

What Ruth is most know for though is her
tenure as the resident historian of Boalsburg,
PA. In this role she helped to found the
Boalsburg Village Conservancy in 1973 and
the Boalsburg Heritage Museum in 1983, both
of which are to preserve and commemorate
the history of Boalsburg, PA and its commu-
nity.

Ruth’s contributions to the Community were
recognized in 1989 when she was distin-
guished as a national treasure by the State
legislature of Pennsylvania.

Through her service to the community of
Boalsburg, Ruth has proven her commitment
to enriching the quality of life for others. It is
a rare gift for one individual to impact the lives
of so many people.

Mr. Speaker, it is my distinct pleasure to
recognize Ruth Corter as the guiding spirit of
Boalsburg, PA. Once again, I congratulate her
and offer my best wishes for continued suc-
cess.

f

THE SUPREME COURT RULING ON
COLORADO INITIATIVE NO. 2

HON. JIM McDERMOTT
OF WASHINGTON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise to sa-
lute yesterday’s U.S. Supreme Court decision
prohibiting States from singling out specific
classes of citizens for discrimination. And I
rise in opposition to recent attempts by this
body to restrict the rights of certain groups of
citizens.

Yesterday’s decision is long overdue and
cannot be ignored. We have heard much rhet-
oric about State autonomy in this Congress.
Yesterday’s ruling affirms that individual States
may not deny anyone the exercise of rights
guaranteed by the Constitution to all.

Many in our society cite religious beliefs as
validation for withholding full constitutional
rights from gays and lesbians. This is not a re-
ligious issue; each religion’s practitioners are
free to conduct themselves in accordance with
their beliefs. This is a civil matter—an issue of
whether or not all American citizens are treat-
ed equally under civil law.

In the last few years, we have witnessed an
unprecedented campaign to inject fear and ha-
tred into public discourse. It is time to stop this
rhetoric and to withdraw the antigay and anti-
lesbian initiatives currently proposed in the
Congress. It is time to stop pitting one group
of citizens against another. It is time to create
a climate of acceptance for the diversity we
find among our citizens. Let us focus on bring-
ing people together and fostering relationships
in which people care for each other. Let each
citizen decide whom he or she loves—not the
Federal Government.

TRIBUTE TO ARDEN TRANDAHL

HON. TIM JOHNSON
OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to give high praise to a man
who has dedicated his life to government serv-
ice and the operation and management of fish
hatchery operations in the United States.
Arden Trandahl has provided over three dec-
ades of expertise at hatchery operations in
South Dakota, Minnesota, and Ohio. The past
18 years has been spent as manager of the
DC Booth Fish Hatchery in Spearfish, SD.
Nestled in the beautiful Black Hills of South
Dakota, the fish hatchery operations became a
labor of love for Arden Trandahl. When the
hatchery was closed by the Federal Govern-
ment in 1983, the city of Spearfish requested
and received permission to manage the hatch-
ery. Arden, who has served as manager of the
Spearfish hatchery since 1978, left govern-
ment service at this time to work for the city
managing hatchery operations.

Renamed the DC Booth Fish Hatchery after
its first superintendent, the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service took an active interest in the
hatchery and began operations in 1989, hiring
Arden back as its manager of the site. Since
1989, Arden has been a driving force in efforts
to renovate and expand the DC Booth Fish
Hatchery. Due in part to the leadership and
oversight of Arden, the hatchery has been ren-
ovated and will serve the educational and in-
formational needs of the viewing public for
generations to come. I stand to commend the
efforts of Arden Trandahl on the occasion of
his formal retirement from 32 years of dedi-
cated government service and wish him well in
his future endeavors.

f

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE 21
GRADUATING SENIORS OF CALI-
FORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY,
HAYWARD’S UPWARD BOUND
PROGRAM

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize the achievements of the upward
bound program at California State University,
Hayward [CSUH], in California’s 13th Con-
gressional District, and the 21 high school
seniors who are graduating from the program
this Saturday, May 25, 1996.

The upward bound program began in 1965
at colleges and universities throughout the
country. The purpose of the program is to pre-
pare low-income students who will be the first
in their families to receive a 4-year college de-
gree to attend a college or university. The pro-
gram provides tutoring, instruction, counseling,
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career orientation, and an opportunity to expe-
rience educational development and personal
growth within a college setting to these stu-
dents while they are still in high school. There
are now over 550 upward bound programs na-
tionwide. The Program at CSUH began in
1990 and now serves 65 low-income, first
generation high school students in southern
Alameda County.

To be eligible for the upward bound pro-
gram, a student must meet the following re-
quirements; the student must have the poten-
tial to succeed in college although his or her
grades or test scores may not reflect this, the
student must come from a low-income back-
ground as established by the U.S. Department
of Education, or come from a family whose
parents or guardians have not graduated from
a 4-year college.

The upward bound program at CSUH con-
sists of two parts. The academic year compo-
nent includes Saturday instructional sessions
at CSUH, tutorial sessions during the week,
field trips to places of educational, cultural,
and recreational value, assistance in preparing
students’ academic programs, college admis-
sion applications, and financial aid applica-
tions, participation in cultural and other special
activities, and close communication with the
students’ high school teachers, counselors,
and parents in a coordinated effort to maxi-
mize students educational development. The
summer session component is an intensive 4
to 6 week residential and academic program
at CSUH. Upward bound students take high
school level developmental and enrichment
courses while receiving tutoring and intensive
career, academic, and personal counseling.
Students also have access to all facilities
available to regular CSUH students, including
sports, cultural, and recreational events, field
trips, entertainment, and college orientation.
All of these activities give the upward bound
student the opportunity to see what it is like to
live as a college student.

I would like to take this opportunity to men-
tion the upward bound graduating seniors by
name. In alphabetical order, they are Juan
Callejas, Paul Childress, Ronald Clark,
Magdelena Chmielinski, Maria Coronado,
Tiffini Cox, Janelle Davis, Javier Garcia, Lon-
nie Houston, Jennifer Laforga, Kishneel Lall,
Raquel Leon, Ajanta Lewis, Justin Mallet,
Chelsea Parnell, Edward Rhea, Keywonishi
Rogers, Mohan Sakhrani, Reybeykah Salaries,
Tram-Anh Ta, and Eeric Tsu.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that you and my col-
leagues join me in congratulating these stu-
dents on their achievement and in recognizing
CSUH’s upward bound program for its dedica-
tion and commitment to promoting educational
equity and opportunity through a program that
opens doors to students who are in the first
generation of their families to consider post-
secondary education.
f

TRIBUTE TO STUDENTS OF
JORDAN HIGH SCHOOL

HON. DAVID FUNDERBURK
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. FUNDERBURK. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take a moment to recognize the accom-
plishments of a group of exemplary high

school students from Jordan High School in
Durham, NC. These outstanding young people
were participants in the We the People . . .
the Citizen and the Constitution national finals,
April 27 through April 29 in Washington, DC.
The students competed against 49 other
classes from around the Nation in a simulated
congressional hearing in which students testi-
fied as constitutional experts before a panel of
judges.

This program, administered by the Center
for Civic Education, is one of the most exten-
sive of its kind, involving more than 22 million
American students from the elementary level
to the high school level.

The following Jordan High School students
are to be commended for their efforts: Alyson
Beacham, Joe Blocher, John Cerquiera,
Shekinah Cohn, T.J. Eatmon, Jared Hanson,
Sarah Harrocks, Hao Lo, Sharon Mason,
Catherine McCall, Kevin Neary, Vera Reed,
Aran Stynes, Vanessa Vigna, Becky Walden,
and John Zhu. I would also like to salute their
teacher and mentor, Susan Roe.
f

TRIBUTE TO SUSAN BUTLER

HON. DOUGLAS ‘‘PETE’’ PETERSON
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker, it
is an honor for me to rise today and pay spe-
cial tribute to a constituent of mine, Mrs.
Susan Butler, of Lynn Haven, FL. Mrs. Butler
was recently selected as a winner of the Pres-
idential Award for Excellence in Science and
Mathematics Teaching.

This award is administered by the National
Science Foundation and is designed to recog-
nize and reward outstanding teachers from el-
ementary and secondary schools. The winners
are those who serve as models for their col-
leagues in the important areas of science and
mathematics education. Hopefully, the in-
creased visibility this award presents will en-
courage high-quality teachers to enter into and
remain in the teaching field.

Susan Butler teaches chemistry and biology
at Rutherford High School in Panama City, FL.
Her use of portfolio assessments as part of
student curriculum has earned her wide ac-
claim and respect among her peers, as well
as her students and their parents. As testa-
ment to the commitment she has to the devel-
opment of her students, she also serves as
the Health Occupations Academy Coordinator.

This is a well-deserved honor, and I offer
my sincerest congratulations to Mrs. Butler.
She is a credit to the teaching profession and
I am proud to be able to offer these remarks
for publication in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
as one small tribute to her work.
f

HONORING THE RETIRED SENIOR
VOLUNTEERS OF MCKEAN COUN-
TY, PA

HON. WILLIAM F. CLINGER, JR.
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor the retired senior volunteers of McKean

County in the Fifth District of Pennsylvania. I
am pleased to have this opportunity to recog-
nize the 74,000 hours of service that these in-
dividuals have given to our communities.

As we celebrate Older American Month, it is
fitting that we reflect on the contributions of
seniors at both a local and national level. I
have long believed that involvement by senior
citizens in the workforce adds a unique and
distinctive value to each job that is performed,
person that is helped, or solution that is of-
fered.

I applaud the hard work and determination
that each of these volunteers has dedicated to
serving the residents of McKean County, their
efforts are an inspiration to us all. In addition,
each of these individuals has paved the road
for all of us who will eventually retire and in
doing so continue to enhance the foundation
of our communities.

Each project that they have so diligently at-
tended to—from campgrounds to playgrounds,
providing meals, making repairs, and assisting
others in need—demonstrates the depth of
caring that all of the volunteers should be
proud of.

It takes more than words to adequately ex-
press the difference that senior volunteers
have made in the lives of so many and it is
with great honor and heartfelt gratitude that I
thank them for their years of kind and gener-
ous service.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. JIM McDERMOTT
OF WASHINGTON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996
Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, due to cir-

cumstances beyond my control, I was un-
avoidably detained yesterday and missed the
following rollcall votes. If I had been here, I
would have voted in the following manner:

Rollcall vote No. 180—no.
Rollcall vote No. 181—yes.
Rollcall vote No. 182—no.
Rollcall vote No. 183—yes.
Thank you for your assistance in this matter.
f

A SALUTE TO GENE MCCUE

HON. TIM JOHNSON
OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Speak-

er, I rise today to pay tribute to Gene McCue,
a South Dakotan whose career has been dedi-
cated to rural development, and to improving
the quality of life in rural South Dakota. After
more than 34 years of admirable service to
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Gene
McCue will retire on June 22, 1996.

Gene McCue is a true South Dakotan. Upon
serving honorably in the U.S. Navy, Gene at-
tended South Dakota State University and re-
ceived a bachelor of science degree in agri-
culture. Using his hands-on knowledge of
farming and ranching, Gene jump-started his
successful career with the USDA as an assist-
ant disaster loan supervisor. However, Gene’s
spirit of leadership led him to an accomplished
career in rural development and farm credit,
eventually culminating as the District III rural
development manager in Rapid City.
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In addition to his career accomplishments,

Gene’s character enriched the lives of his co-
workers. His leadership at the Department in-
spired his colleagues to emulate his perform-
ance and good judgment. I commend Gene
for his dedication, and I personally appreciate
the support that he has given to me, my staff,
and his fellow South Dakotans. Although Gene
is retiring from the Department, I am confident
that his legacy of leadership and dedication
will thrive in the hearts of his colleagues and
all South Dakotans who have benefited from
jis judicious work.

Gene McCue is a selfless man. In addition
to his service to the Federal Government,
Gene is the chairman of the board of directors
for the Sky Ranch For Boys, a safe house for
troubled and impoverished boys. As Gene em-
barks on this new chapter in his life, I con-
gratulate him on a job well done, and wish him
all the best.
f

IN HONOR OF JUDGE WILMONT
SWEENEY

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize Judge Wilmont Sweeney who is re-
tiring as presiding judge of the Juvenile Divi-
sion of the Alameda County Superior Court on
June 1, 1996. I would like to take this oppor-
tunity to commend Judge Sweeney for his
years of dedication and commitment to the
welfare of the children of Alameda County, in
California’s 13th Congressional District.

Judge Sweeney is a long-time resident of
the San Francisco Bay Area. He received his
undergraduate degree in 1950 from the Uni-
versity of California at Berkeley and his J.D.
from Hastings College of the Law in San Fran-
cisco. After being admitted to the California
Bar in 1955, he began his legal career in pri-
vate practice with the firm Wilson, Metoyer,
Sweeney & Broussard.

In 1974, Judge Sweeney was appointed to
the Berkeley-Albany Municipal Court Bench by
Governor Reagan and was elected in 1978. In
1979, Judge Sweeney was elected to the Su-
perior Court Bench of Alameda County by
Governor Brown, Jr. He was reelected to the
Superior Court in 1986 and 1992. Judge
Sweeney became presiding judge of the Juve-
nile Division of the Alameda County Superior
Court in 1981.

As presiding judge, Judge Sweeney has
been an inspiration to others in the field of ju-
venile law. He was a founding member of the
Juvenile Court Judges of California. In 1992,
he was the first recipient of this organization’s
Juvenile Judge of the Year Award. During
Judge Sweeney’s tenure, the Alameda County
Juvenile Court developed a reputation second
to none for its compassion and commitment to
justice for children, their families, and the com-
munity.

Judge Sweeney has always been an active
member of the community. From 1961 to
1974, he served as a member of the Berkeley
City Council and from 1967 to 1974, he was
the vice mayor of the city of Berkeley. He has
also served on a number of committees in-
cluding the Judicial Council Advisory Commit-
tee on Juvenile Court Law, the Juvenile Court

Judges of California Executive Committee, the
Child Abuse Policy Board of Alameda County,
and the Robert Woods Johnson Foundation
Strategic Planning Committee.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask that you
and my colleagues join me in recognizing
Judge Wilmont Sweeney for his years of dedi-
cation to the children of Alameda County and
to wish him well in all of his future endeavors.
He will be missed.
f

TRIBUTE TO KAREN CABE GIB-
SON’S CLASS AT R.B. STALL
HIGH SCHOOL, STATE WINNERS
OF THE ‘‘WE THE PEOPLE . . .
THE CITIZEN AND THE CON-
STITUTION’’ COMPETITION

HON. MARSHALL ‘‘MARK’’ SANFORD
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996
Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, high school

students from across the Nation have recently
visited Washington to compete in the ‘‘We the
People,’’ program. I am proud to say that
South Carolina’s winner is R.B. Stall High
School from the First district. They were kind
enough to drop by my office, and I had the op-
portunity to personally meet and congratulate
the students, teachers, and coaches. At a time
when only about one in six citizens between
the ages of 18 and 24 even register to vote,
it was heartening to meet so many young peo-
ple who are shining examples of a new gen-
eration of leadership for our Nation.

The teacher of this winning class is Karen
Cabe Gibson, who is no newcomer to suc-
cess. She has produced winning classes for
South Carolina all but twice since the competi-
tion began. As a result of her countless hours
of dedication and with the support of fellow
teachers Marshall Ward, Grace Perreault, and
principal James Hampton, she once again
brought out the best of a class of eager and
knowledgeable minds. I trust these students
will now go on in life to practice all they have
learned.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to individually rec-
ognize the students from Mrs. Gibson’s class:

Sheri Aiken, Nahal Badiian, Richard
Carawan, Allan Casanova, Dewayne Cid, Tim-
othy Dasinger, Becky Doscher, Treva Floyd,
Michael Gale, Nicole Gethers, Jeff Harvey,
Kalynne Kay, Kim Kay, Michael Kay, Trent
Legare, Andrew May, Carlos Medina, Jonette
Mullineaux, John Pizarro, Desmond Rollins,
John Sageser, Cherie Tetterton, Danielle
Towns, Timothy Whaley, and Sean
Womersley.

I would be remiss if I did not thank the
South Carolina Bar, the Charleston County
School District and the many volunteers who
served as judges and timekeepers during the
competition and practice. The program could
not have been successful without their back-
ing.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. DAN FRISA
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996
Mr. FRISA. Mr. Speaker, due to severe

weather that backed up air traffic at LaGuardia

Airport, I was unavoidably detained on the
runway, and thus unable to vote on repeal of
the 4.3-cent increase in transportation motor
fuels excise tax.

Had I been present, I would have voted
‘‘yea’’ on House Resolution 436 (rollcall No.
180), ‘‘nay’’ on the motion to recommit H.R.
3415 (rollcall No. 181), ‘‘yea’’ on final passage
of H.R. 3415 (rollcall No. 182). On House
Concurrent Resolution 167 (rollcall No. 183),
recognizing the 10th anniversary of the
Chornobyl nuclear disaster, I would have
voted ‘‘yea.’’
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. RON PACKARD
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996
Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid-

ably detained on Thursday, May 16, 1996, and
was unable to cast my vote on rollcall vote
No. 179, which was the adoption of House
Concurrent Resolution 178, the fiscal year
1997 budget resolution. Had I been present I
would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on this rollcall. I ask
unanimous consent that my statement appear
in the RECORD immediately following rollcall
vote No. 179.
f

OUTFOX PHONE FRAUD

HON. CLIFF STEARNS
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996
Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, recently we

passed groundbreaking legislation that will
unshackle companies and inject competition
into the telecommunications industry. This
competition will bring about more consumer
choice, better services, and lower prices. How-
ever, in 1996, this dynamic telecommuni-
cations industry is expected to suffer from
fraud surpassing $3.7 billion.

I would like to commend the Alliance to Out-
fox Phone Fraud, a group of companies who
have come together to educate consumers
and businesses about telecommunications
fraud. Big businesses are victims of phone
fraud too. A recent survey of 90 businesses
who were victims of toll fraud found losses
ranged from a few thousand dollars to $4 mil-
lion.

Those who commit fraud don’t just steal
from a big telecommunications company, they
also steal from you and me. We, as consum-
ers, are forced to pay higher prices in order to
make up the loss these telecommunications
companies incur, when they are defrauded. If
we all follow the alliances’ commonsense tips,
we will do our part to help outfox fraud and
bring down consumer prices.
f

IN MEMORY OF GEORGE
WASHINGTON JENKINS, JR.

HON. CHARLES T. CANADY
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I want
to call attention to the House: Florida and the
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supermarket industry have suffered a mighty
loss. A great philanthropist, entrepreneur, fam-
ily man and friend, George Washington Jen-
kins, Jr., passed away peacefully in his sleep
in Lakeland, FL, April 8.

Mr. Jenkins moved to Tampa, FL, in the
summer of 1925 hoping to make his fortune in
the real estate boom, but instead started work-
ing in a Piggly Wiggly grocery store. It wasn’t
long after, in 1930, that he founded his own
business—and a cornerstone to the Florida
economy—Publix Super Markets.

Jenkins was revered by his peers as a ge-
nius in food retailing and under his leadership
Publix grew to more than 514 supermarkets
throughout Florida, Georgia, and South Caro-
lina.

But Publix is not the sole way Jenkins is re-
membered. It was his kindness, generosity
and love for his fellow human being which
won him favor in the hearts of so many. From
his substantial, personal contributions to the
United Way to his involvement with the Boy
Scouts of America to philanthropic efforts too
numerous to name, Jenkins’ generosity
touched the lives of thousands of people.

And he continued his service to the commu-
nity through memberships in local organiza-
tions. Jenkins had been a Rotary member
since 1929; he was active in chambers of
commerce, the YMCA and his own local
church. He was also a 33-degree Scottish Rite
Mason, a Shriner, and a Jester.

Few people are born with the genuine, giv-
ing spirit that Jenkins embodied. His motto for
his Publix team was, ‘‘Publix will be a little bet-
ter place to work—or not quite as good—be-
cause of you.’’

Today, let us know that this world is a little
better place to live in because George Jenkins
was in it. We will miss him greatly.
f

HONORING THE RETIRED SENIOR
VOLUNTEERS OF CAMERON
COUNTY, PA

HON. WILLIAM F. CLINGER, JR.
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor the retired senior volunteers of Cam-
eron County in the Fifth District of Pennsylva-
nia. I am pleased to have this opportunity to
recognize the 74,000 hours of service that
these individuals have given to our commu-
nities.

As we celebrate Older American Month, it is
fitting that we reflect on the contributions of
seniors at both a local and national level. I
have long believed that involvement by senior
citizens in the work force adds a unique and
distinctive value to each job that is performed,
person that is helped, or solution that is of-
fered.

I applaud the hard work and determination
that each of these volunteers has dedicated to
serving the residents of Cameron County, their
efforts are an inspiration to us all. In addition,
each of these individuals has paved the road
for all of us who will eventually retire and in
doing so continue to enhance the foundation
of our communities.

Each project that they have so diligently at-
tended to—from campgrounds to playgrounds,
providing meals, making repairs, and assisting

others in need—demonstrates the depth of
caring that all of the volunteers should be
proud of.

It takes more than words to adequately ex-
press the difference that senior volunteers
have made in the lives of so many and it is
with great honor and heartfelt gratitude that I
thank them for their years of kind and gener-
ous service.
f

SENIOR SECURITY IS THREAT-
ENED BY ANTI-DUPLICATION NO-
TIFICATION PROVISION IN
HEALTH INSURANCE BILL

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996
Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, there once was a

senior from Tupelo. Who had so many dupli-
cative health insurance policies, she didn’t
know what to do!

Before 1980, this was all too often the case.
Senior citizens were being sold costly health
insurance policies that they were told would
supplement their Medicare coverage. Instead,
those policies provided them with nothing but
a hole in their pocket because most of what
was covered by the supplemental policy was
already covered by Medicare. Thus, seniors
were paying for worthless health care policies
that did nothing but break the bank.

Over the past 16 years, I have helped pass
laws that prohibit the sale of duplicative health
insurance policies to unknowing seniors. I
have also helped pass laws that require insur-
ance companies to give prospective senior
purchasers a slip of paper that lets them know
that the health insurance policy they are buy-
ing duplicates some Medicare benefits.

But once again, the House Republicans
have kow-towed to greedy big insurers and in-
cluded a provision in their health insurance
legislation which effectively tosses that slip of
paper in the trash—and along with it
consumer protection for our senior citizens.
The Republicans want to abolish the law that
requires insurance companies to notify Medi-
care beneficiaries before selling them insur-
ance that duplicates any of their Medicare
benefits. It seems that Republicans are happy
to let big insurers duplicate benefits—and
dupe our senior citizens in the process.

BACKGROUND

Sixteen years ago, the Federal Government
responded to increasing evidence that senior
citizens were being sold duplicative, virtually
worthless health insurance policies. In 1980,
Congress enacted the Baucus amendments to
the Social Security Act, which established
standards for MediGap, Medicare supple-
mental insurance, and prohibited the sale of
health insurance policies which substantially
duplicated Medicare benefits.

In 1990, Congress further refined the law by
prohibiting the sale of health insurance that
duplicates Medicare benefits. In 1994, amend-
ments to the Social Security Act allowed the
sale of duplicative policies as long as the pol-
icy paid out regardless of other coverage and
as long as the buyer was made aware of the
duplicative services included in the supple-
mental policy. This law empowered seniors,
allowing them to make good health care pur-
chasing decisions and in the process saved
them money.

MOVING BACKWARDS—THE REPUBLICAN SCHEME TO
PROTECT INSURANCE COMPANIES AT THE EXPENSE OF
CONSUMER PROTECTIONS FOR SENIORS

As part of the health insurance legislation,
which passed the House on March 28th, Re-
publicans slipped a provision into the bill
which would no longer require insurance sales
staff to let seniors know if the policy they were
selling them duplicated their Medicare bene-
fits. That is ridiculous. By eliminating this re-
quirement, we are effectively turning back the
clock to the days where seniors got ripped-off
by unscrupulous salesmen right and left. Why
would we want to do this to our fathers and
mothers, our grandmothers and grandfathers?
Apparently, the Republicans don’t care if our
families are taken advantage of by the insur-
ance companies.

DUMP THE ADD-ON LANGUAGE, NOT THE CONSUMER
PROTECTION

The Senate health care legislation, known
as the Kassebaum-Kennedy legislation does
not eliminate the consumer notification re-
quirement. It represents good health policy by
providing health insurance security for thou-
sands more Americans without putting our
seniors at risk. The House version which elimi-
nates the notification requirement, eliminates
security for our seniors by making them tar-
gets for abuse by insurance companies.

We must strike the language that eliminates
consumer notice requirements. Current law
protects our seniors by ensuring that potential
subscribers understand that they may not
need the coverage provided under the policy
they are being asked to purchase. If we do not
strike this language, senior citizens will look
like dollar signs rather than educated consum-
ers to insurance sales staff.

I support the Kassebaum-Kennedy version
of the health care legislation currently before
Congress. We cannot allow the Republicans
to eliminate the consumer notification protec-
tion and put our parents and grandparents at
risk. As the saying goes, you get what you
pay for. But in this case, seniors pay through
the nose and get nothing but taken to the
cleaners.
f

MEMORIAL DAY—A DAY OF
COMMITMENT

HON. BOB FILNER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, Memorial Day will
soon be upon us. Through ceremonies and
private contemplation, we will honor our war
dead—one million, one hundred eighty thou-
sand and ten Americans who have died since
the war that gave birth to our Nation more
than two centuries ago.

This custom has been a practice of all civili-
zations, from ancient Greece and Rome to
modern day observances. I find Memorial Day
to be particularly meaningful because it is a
day when we set aside our everyday pre-
occupations to focus on the significant sac-
rifices made to keep our Nation strong and
free.

At Memorial Day services in Arlington Na-
tional Cemetery in 1982, President Reagan
summed up the thoughts of his country when
he said: ‘‘The willingness of some to give their
lives so that others might live never fails to
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evoke in us a sense of wonder and mystery.
I have known that poignant feeling as I looked
out across the rows of white crosses and
Stars of David in Europe, in the Philippines,
and the military cemeteries here in our own
land. Each one marks the resting place of an
American hero. Each died for a cause he con-
sidered more important than his own life, for
the values which make up what we call civili-
zation.’’

Freedom of speech and freedom to choose
our religion, the responsibility of participating
in our democracy through the ballot, the op-
portunity for achieving an education and earn-
ing a living—these are the defining pillars
upon which our Nation is built, and these are
the values that we must defend and pass
along to our children.

This day leaves few hearts unmoved in re-
calling the brave men and women who died in
defense of these values of freedom and de-
mocracy. Memorial Day is not about war or
peace. It is about people who have made the
ultimate sacrifice for our Nation.

How can we best honor their memory? We
must make our lives a tribute to them by sus-
taining the values for which they fought. We
must teach our children the freedoms we
enjoy are due to the sacrifices by the Ameri-
cans who were willing to die for freedom. We
must pass along to future generations the im-
portance of education and work. We must re-
mind our youth that their right to free speech
and to vote must not be taken lightly. We must
provide opportunities for all our children to
participate in this Nation’s abundance. We
must retain such basic rights as health care,
decent food and housing, protection of our
precious environment, and education by mak-
ing them our highest priorities.

In doing so, we will build a lasting memorial
to our loved ones. Let us keep these commit-
ments in our hearts as we commemorate Me-
morial Day, 1996.
f

A SALUTE TO ELIZABETH
SPAULDING ALEXANDER

HON. THOMAS M. FOGLIETTA
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996
Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today

to salute Elizabeth Spaulding Alexander on
the occasion of her retirement from the Phila-
delphia School District.

Ms. Alexander educated at Fayetteville
State University, Marywood College, Temple
University, University of the Arts and St. Jo-
seph’s University both in Philadelphia, began
her tenure with the Philadelphia School District
over 30 years ago. Ms. Alexander’s teaching
career has been marked by numerous awards
and many classes of outstanding students. Al-
exander received the Celebration of Excel-
lence in Teaching Award in 1986 and the
Rose Lindebaum Improvement-of-Education
Award in 1987. These awards presented to
Ms. Alexander were in recognition of her cre-
ative teaching techniques, her willingness to
involve her students in extracurriculum activi-
ties, and her volunteer activities as a tutor in
the Adult Literacy Program. Ms. Alexander is
an outstanding person who should be com-
mended for her numerous contributions to the
field of education in the Philadelphia commu-
nity.

I wish to join today with the Philadelphia
School District, Ms. Alexander’s family and
friends in recognizing her for her many years
of service with the school district and the
Philadelphia community. I wish you health,
happiness, and prosperity in your retirement
years. It is well deserved.
f

FREE PRESS IN INDIA

HON. PETER T. KING
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, the facade of a free
press in India is crumbling before our eyes.
Just the other day the Indian Government
sized all the copies of the Kashmir Times
newspaper. The seizure was reported in the
May 13 issues of the Tribune of Chandigarh.
I am introducing this article into the RECORD.
According to the report, the newspaper was
seized for printing objectionable material about
the election process. This objectionable mate-
rial is not specified. An Urdu-language news-
paper, Awam, had been seized previously for
similar reasons. India likes to tell the world
that it has a free press, but this episode
shows that this claim is false.

These seizures would be bad enough if they
were isolated incidents. They are not. This re-
peats a pattern of Indian Government behavior
which has previously been prevalent in Pun-
jab, Khalistan, as well as Kashmir, and other
states seeking self-determination. Many of us
condemned those incidents, including a blan-
ket censorship order imposed on Punjab,
Khalistan, back in 1994. I hope that the new
Government of India will move to put an end
to this kind of repressive activity and that India
will finally live up to its democratic principles.

[From the Tribune, May 13, 1996]
COPIES OF KASHMIR TIMES SEIZED

SRINAGAR, May 12.—The state authorities
today seized all copies of the Jammu-based
leading English daily, The Kashmir Times,
at Srinagar airport.

The step was taken as the copies of the
daily carried ‘‘objectionable material’’ re-
garding the on-going election process, the
police said here.

The police had seized all copies of a na-
tional Urdu daily, Awam, for similar reasons
on Friday last.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. WILLIAM F. CLINGER, JR.
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday,
May 21, 1996, the House of Representatives
voted to repeal the 4.3-cent-per-gallon tax on
gasoline. Although I was unable to vote on
this measure, H.R. 3415, I would have cast an
‘‘aye’’ vote in favor of the repeal.

While the history of excise taxes on motor
fuel dates back to 1919, the 1993 gas tax in-
crease was unprecedented. Part of the largest
tax increase in U.S. history, it funneled dollars
collected at the gas pumps not to help main-
tain and improve the safety and efficiency of
our roads, but to fund the operations of the
Federal Government.

As I have stated time and time again, and
demonstrated in my votes on the House floor,
I am a strong supporter of balancing the budg-
et and reducing the Federal deficit. At the
same time, I strongly believe that user-gen-
erated taxes, like the 4.3-cent gas tax, should
be utilized for long-term capital improvement
through the highway trust fund. As far as our
budgetary woes in the general fund are con-
cerned, our problem is not that we tax too lit-
tle, but that we spend too much.

Pennsylvania’s Fifth Congressional District
is a sprawling terrain encompassing all or
parts of 17 counties. It is the people who live
in Warren, Renovo, and our other commu-
nities who are forced to pay higher prices at
the pump. In the past few weeks, it has be-
come more expensive for people to take their
children to school; travel to and from work; or
take a family vacation as summer travel be-
gins. Especially now, they are in need of this
relief.

By repealing the 4.3-cent tax, we will cease
breaking faith with the American people.
Meanwhile, to reduce the deficit, there are
many avenues to pursue in search of Govern-
ment streamlining and increased efficiency of
Federal operations. People in rural Pennsylva-
nia and from coast to coast should not be pe-
nalized with higher gas prices because of
taxes that fund Big Government instead of
badly needed roadway improvements.

f

TRIBUTE TO AMERICO VESPUCCI
NAPOLITANO

HON. CHRISTOPHER SHAYS
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today as we
enter the Memorial Day weekend to pay trib-
ute to a truly great American, Americo Ves-
pucci Napolitano. Nappy, as he is known by
friends, served his country in Ireland, England,
and Normandy as a member of General
George Patton’s 3rd Army Division. He was
awarded the Purple Heart after being wound-
ed during a battle in Brez, France.

Following his 6 years of service in the mili-
tary, Nappy joined the U.S. Postal Service,
where he was employed for 30 years.

After moving from Bridgeport to Trumbull,
CT, Nappy joined American Legion Post 141
in the mid 1950’s. Since that time he has been
a stalwart member of the Post and is person-
ally responsible for spearheading many of the
organization’s initiatives over the years. Hav-
ing held every major position in the Post, he
served as Post Commander on six occasions.
Nappy was responsible for starting the Salva-
tion Army bell-ringing project, the American
Legion baseball team and the college scholar-
ship program, as well as the Post’s academic
and scouting awards programs.

He is well-known as a tireless worker for his
community and country and has given back to
both in exemplary fashion over the years. He
is a model for our youth and a symbol of that
which is best in our country.

It has been my pleasure to pay respect to
this great American as the entire country pre-
pares to remember all those who served our
Nation in its times of need.
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THE MONTANA FREEMEN

HON. ANDREW JACOBS, JR.
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, we now know
that the so-called Freemen in Montana re-
ceived huge amounts of free money from the
Federal Government before they declared that
our American Government is un-American.
Typical.

Spoil someone who is not in need and he’ll
be the first to hate you.

These well-heeled welfare recipients, these
somewhat citizens have misnamed them-
selves. They say they are Freemen, whereas
in fact they are Freebeemen.

For that matter, after a fair trial they might
well be known by this name: Common old
fashion criminals with a new twist on resisting
arrest.
f

DORIS WILLIAMS IS A CREDIT TO
HER PROFESSION

HON. JAMES A. BARCIA
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, the only thing
better than a job well done is a person who
does the job well every time. Many of my con-
stituents in the Fifth Congressional District of
Michigan have benefited over the years from
the dedicated, professional, and consistently
excellent efforts of Doris Williams, the execu-
tive director of the Home Builders Association
of Saginaw for the past 161⁄2 years. Doris is
being feted tomorrow at a retirement event
that will only begin to detail the many achieve-
ments of her outstanding career.

Nothing is more personal than the decision
of building a house. People certainly put their
heard-earned dollars into the design and con-
struction of their residence. But more impor-
tantly people put their emotions and desires
into each structure. As we all know, some-
times those emotions and desires are re-
warded with a tremendous facility constructed
by true professionals. Yet at other times, those
hopes have to be tempered by the reality of
what can be done, and at what cost. The Na-
tional Association of Home Builders works to
guarantee that professional standards will be
consistently met—not only standards of con-
struction, but also standards of dealing. Local
chapters, like the Home Builders Association
of Saginaw, put these standards into effect,
and professionals like Doris Williams make
sure that they are followed.

Doris’ influence goes well beyond the Sagi-
naw area as she has been actively involved in
the Women’s Council of the National Associa-
tion of Home Builders and a member of the
National Association of Home Builders Execu-
tive Officers Council. She was recognized just
2 years ago as the Executive Officer of the
Year—only the fourth recipient ever of this
prestigious award—for her leadership in asso-
ciation management. She also has served as
an officer and president of the Michigan Exec-
utive Officers Council of the Michigan Associa-
tion of Home Builders.

And like a true professional, Doris will be
sure to leave a legacy of excellence, including

her service as a member of the advisory
board for residential construction at Delta Col-
lege. Her service at Delta is most appropriate
given that she was the first female student to
ever attend the residential construction class-
es at Delta.

People who do their jobs well are remem-
bered, appreciated, and missed when they
step down. Doris will be all of these, but at
least we know she will continue to be avail-
able as a consultant to associations who need
help with their day-to-day operations.

Mr. Speaker, I urge you and all of our col-
leagues to join me in wishing Doris Williams
well as she enters retirement, and in thanking
her for her devoted years of exemplary assist-
ance to building professionals and their cli-
ents.
f

A TRIBUTE TO THE ‘‘MINNEHAHA’’
AND HER MANY VOLUNTEERS
ON THE BOAT’S SECOND MAIDEN
VOYAGE

HON. JIM RAMSTAD
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay
special tribute to a unique community which
has pulled together in a truly inspiring way to
accomplish something remarkable.

On Saturday, May 25, 1996, a dream will be
fulfilled and history will be relived.

On that day, a canary yellow, 70-foot-long,
76,000-pound, authentically steampowered
craft—the express, or streetcar, boat Minne-
haha—will once again be officially back on the
beautiful and historic waters of Lake
Minnetonka in Minnesota, making its maiden
voyage from Excelsior to Wayzata.

Mr. Speaker, on Saturday there will be
oceanwide smiles on the faces of boaters in a
celebrating flotilla of accompanying watercraft
and spectators on the shores of Minnesota’s
most history-steeped lake.

This historic event is the product of 6
years—and 80,000 hours—of hard work by
dedicated, committed volunteers organized
through the Minnesota Transportation Museum
over the last decade and a half. Area children,
citizens, and corporations gave $500,000 to
make this dream possible.

On behalf of all the people of our area,
State, and Nation, I want to offer my heartfelt
thanks and deepest appreciation to all of them
for resurrecting part of our history.

Once upon a time, 1906 to be exact, a half
dozen of these fast, steam-powered express
boats were launched on Lake Minnetonka:
Minnehaha; White Bear; Hopkins; Stillwater;
Como; and Harriet.

For two decades, these yellow vessels pro-
vided not so much a source of pleasure boat-
ing as they were the critical transportation of
the time to the many communities stretched
out across this lake of many bays.

To provide a bit of history, please let me
read a brief excerpt from Eric Sayer Peter-
son’s ‘‘The Little Yellow Fleet; A History of the
Lake Minnetonka Streetcar Boats’’:

At the turn of the century, Thomas
Lowry’s renowned Twin City Rapid Transit
Company was hard at work carving its own
special niche in American history. To pro-
vide his patrons with even more services,

Lowry decided to build a fleet of six steam-
boats to travel the waters of beautiful Lake
Minnetonka, complementing his immense
electric streetcar line which stretched all
the way from Stillwater to the lakeshore at
Excelsior, Minnesota. Lake Minnetonka was
one of the few places in the world where pas-
sengers could transfer from a land-based
streetcar and continue their journey in a
steamboat that was owned and operated by
the parent streetcar company. The unique
vessels that Lowry built were the famed
Lake Minnetonka streetcar boats.

But time, 20 years, and the Model ‘T’
brought the demise of this proud fleet. In
1926, the Minnehaha filed with red clay roof-
ing tiles and scuttled north of Big Island.

Relocated in 1979 in 70 feet of water at the
bottom of Lake Minnetonka and successfully
raised to the surface in 1980, the boat then
rotted on shore for another 10 years. In fact,
less damage occurred to her structure through
more than a half century mired in the lake bot-
tom than in the decade up on shore prior to
the launch of the restoration effort.

Then the Minnesota Transportation Museum
and an energetic legion of volunteers and boat
lovers went to work. The Minnehaha was lov-
ingly and painstakingly taken apart and pieced
back together. The people of our Lake
Minnetonka community came forward with
original parts from the streetcar boats they
had stored in the corners of their homes.

And on Saturday, May 25, 1996, in Excel-
sior, MN, the culmination of all that hard work
will take place. Bands will play. Then the Min-
nehaha will be rechristened and headed for
Wayzata and other ports of Lake Minnetonka.

The Minnehaha will continue to make those
runs now, just as it did in Lake Minnetonka’s
glory days of the past, all summer long. And
for many summers to come.

Rescued from the bottom of Lake
Minnetonka, restored lovingly through the
boundless generosity of hard-working volun-
teers, and rechristened with communitywide
affection this Saturday, the Minnehaha will
now be as much a part of our area’s future as
it has been our past.

For that, and for all the hard work and dedi-
cation of so many volunteers, we are eternally
grateful.
f

125TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE CITY
OF WILKES-BARRE

HON. PAUL E. KANJORSKI
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to recognize the 125th anniversary of the city
of Wilkes-Barre, PA. Tomorrow, May 23, 1996,
marks the passing of 125 years since the
founding of the city of Wilkes-Barre. I am
pleased to have been asked to join Mayor
Tom McGroarty in commemorating this event,
and I take pride in recognizing Wilkes-Barre’s
anniversary on the House floor today.

As the city of Wilkes-Barre celebrates its
125th anniversary, its citizens will remember
the city’s long and historically significant past.
City residents will also look to the future when
officials seal a time capsule that will remain
closed until the 175th anniversary of the city.

The history of Wilkes-Barre begins in 1769
when it was settled by colonists from New
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England under the leadership of Maj. John
Durkee. Recognizing the beauty of the region,
and the abundance of its many natural re-
sources, the first settlers named the region
after Col. John Wilkes and Col. Isaac Barre
who defended the American colonies before
their colleagues in the British Parliament.

Located in the heart of the beautiful Wyo-
ming Valley of northeastern Pennsylvania, the
Wilkes-Barre area grew rapidly. On March 17,
1806, the area was incorporated as a bor-
ough; on May 4, 1871 it became a city; and
on September 22, 1898, a third-class city
charter was issued.

The first residents of the city of Wilkes-Barre
were a very diverse collection of early Euro-
pean immigrants drawn to the area by its fer-
tile soil along the Susquehanna River. The
earliest Wilkes-Barre residents brought with
them an outstanding sense of family values,
community pride, and commitment to remem-
bering their heritage. Today, those same tradi-
tions still run strong through the residents of
Wilkes-Barre.

From its earliest days, the development of
Wilkes-Barre was driven by the strong will of
the area residents. The earliest residents
worked the soil to establish successful farms.
When coal was discovered in abundance
throughout the region, the residents of the
Wilkes-Barre area moved quickly to mine the
lands. By taking full advantage of this newly
discovered resource, the productivity of the
residents of the city made Wilkes-Barre the
Anthracite Capital of the World. The region be-
came one of the most prosperous areas any-
where in the country as anthracite fueled the
industrial revolution.

As the use of anthracite declined and after
the Knox Mine Disaster virtually wiped out
deep anthracite mining, the Wilkes-Barre area
suffered a tremendous economic decline. In
the 1950’s and 1960’s thousands of families
left the area to find job opportunities else-
where. Then in 1972 the Hurricane Agnes
caused unprecedented flooding, causing near-
ly $1 billion in damages to 25,000 homes and
2,700 businesses. More than 60,000 people
were unemployed, some temporarily, and
some permanently. Many thought that the city
of Wilkes-Barre would become a ghost town.

But the ‘‘Valley with a Heart’’ rallied to-
gether, cleaned up the muck and mud, rebuilt
the community’s infrastructure, and Wilkes-
Barre once again became the hub of activity
for northeastern Pennsylvania. This February,
President Bill Clinton came to the Wyoming
Valley to announce the completion of the gen-
eral design memorandum that will allow the
raising of the levees that protect Wilkes-Barre
and much of the Wyoming Valley from the rav-
ages of a flood the scale of that caused by
Hurricane Agnes. After working on this project
since my election in 1984, I am pleased that
finally we will have protection from the devas-
tation that the Susquehanna River can bring.

The Susquehanna River is now poised to be
appreciated as the asset that originally drew
Wilkes-Barre’s first settlers to the area. The in-
flatable dam included in the levee raising
project will serve as an incentive to beautify
Wilkes-Barre’s waterfront and lead to in-
creased economic and recreational activity. I
have no doubt that upon the opening of the
time capsule in which this statement will be
buried, an unpolluted Susquehanna River will
once again be the center piece for the Wyo-
ming Valley, with a thriving waterfront in
Wilkes-Barre.

The entire city of Wilkes-Barre is ready to
undergo a tremendous revitalization. With the
nearly $40 million renovation of the former
Stegmaier Brewery complex and the newly re-
named Max Rosenn Federal Courthouse, the
city will experience an infusion of hope and
new development. Mayor Tom McGroarty has
shown tremendous energy and enthusiasm for
solving the city’s problems and preparing for
the 21st century, and I appreciate the enor-
mous amount of assistance he has provided
for these and other projects.

Northeastern Pennsylvania is destined for
economic growth unlike any we have experi-
enced since the beginning of the anthracite in-
dustry. Much of that growth will result from the
development of new technologies by our tal-
ented and hardworking workforce, such as
those individuals employed by Harris Semi-
conductor in Mountaintop. In the spirit of the
time capsule, let me predict that over the next
50 years the city of Wilkes-Barre will serve as
the core for an economically vibrant region; let
me speculate further that the second elec-
tronic revolution brought about by the Harris
Corporation’s power electronics building
blocks program will drive that economic devel-
opment.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to represent the
city of Wilkes-Barre in the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives. I am also pleased to join all the
citizens of Wilkes-Barre as we commemorate
the city’s 125th anniversary, and I look forward
to great things for the city and our region.
f

CONGRATULATING TAIWAN ON
FIRST PRESIDENTIAL DEMO-
CRATIC ELECTION

SPEECH OF

HON. DOUG BEREUTER
OF NEBRASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, the resolution
before us on May 21, House Concurrent Res-
olution 154, congratulated the popularly elect-
ed President of Taiwan, Lee Ten Hui, as well
as the courageous people of Taiwan for the
overhwelming success of their March 23, 1996
Presidential elections. Action on the resolution
by this body could hardly be more timely, in
that President Lee was inaugurated on May
20, 1996. This Member commends the spon-
sor of the resolution, the distinguished gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. FUNDERBURK],
and the chairman of the International Rela-
tions Committee, the distinguished gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN] for their leader-
ship on this important resolution.

First, on a personal level, this Member con-
gratulates President Lee for his outstanding
electoral victory and commends him for the
bold inaugural speech he delivered yesterday
in Taipei. There is no leader in the world today
who has been more vilified by Beijing and no
territory more bullied than Taiwan. So what
does President Lee do in his inaugural
speech? In a bold peacemaking gesture,
President Lee seeks a face-to-face meeting
with PRC President, Jiang Zemin. Is this call
for a meeting a sign of weakness, a sign that
Taiwan is bowing to Beijing’s pressure? Of
course not. President Lee’s call is a sign of
strength, a sign that Taiwan has the will to
challenge Beijing face-to-face and attempt to

work out their serious differences through di-
rect and constructive exchange.

Second, this Member believes the people of
Taiwan have earned the respect and admira-
tion of people throughout the world and de-
serve our greatest praise. They have em-
braced democratic reforms with the same en-
thusiasm and good sense that have driven
Taiwan’s economy to its current heights. In
addition, the people of Taiwan conducted
themselves with great courage and resolve
throughout the crisis created by Beijing’s
heavy-handed effort to bully them through pro-
vocative live fire exercises and missile tests.

Finally, this Member would make an edi-
torial comment about the message that Tai-
wan’s successful transition to democracy
holds for all of Asia. Nothing belies the notion
that democratic principles are alien to tradi-
tional Asian values better than what has tran-
spired in Taiwan during the last 10 years. Tai-
wan joins Korea, Thailand, Mongolia, and the
Philippines, in various stages of democratic
development, as an important success story in
Asian democracy and human rights. The suc-
cess of Taiwan’s democratic development
demonstrates clearly that democracy and eco-
nomic development are compatible and mutu-
ally reinforcing.

Mr. Speaker, this Member, therefore, sup-
ports this important and timely resolution.
f

TEEN PREGNANCY

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
insert my Washington Report for Wednesday,
May 22, 1996, into the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

BRINGING UP BABY: THE PROBLEM OF TEEN
PREGNANCY

Hoosiers are concerned about the moral
fiber of our country. They talk to me about
the decline of basic values, particularly
among young people. Every time they open
the papers or watch the evening news they
see stories about crime and drug use, failing
schools, and deteriorating neighborhoods.

We can talk all day about the root causes
of these problems and possible solutions. But
what I hear from Hoosiers most often is the
urgent need to revitalize and strengthen our
families. They have a very strong sense that
the breakdown of the traditional family may
explain many of the difficulties experienced
by today’s youth.

I am most alarmed by the growing number
of teen pregnancies. The United States has
the highest rate of teen pregnancy of any
country in the industrialized world, at 1.2
million per year, and studies have shown
that teen parents and their children are
prone to experience more emotional, eco-
nomic and social problems than older par-
ents.

RECENT TRENDS

The statistics on teenage pregnancy are so-
bering. Of the 1.2 million teens who become
pregnant each year, half will give birth, and
most of them will remain single. Most of
these young women and their babies live in
poverty, and the cycle of poverty continues
into subsequent generations. 77% of unmar-
ried, adolescent mothers go on welfare with-
in five years of giving birth, and the federal
government spends about $34 billion each
year on families started by teens.
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Indiana has the 19th highest birth rate

among unmarried teens ages 15 to 19 in the
country. Total births to women aged 10 to 19
reached 11,842 in 1993. Of those births, 77%
were out-of-wedlock, a 28% increase since
1983. 450 teenagers under the age of 17 gave
birth to a second child in 1993.

PROBLEMS FOR TEEN FAMILIES

Teen families confront numerous difficul-
ties. Mothers and babies face serious health
risks. Teenagers engaging in premature sex
expose themselves to the risks of sexually
transmitted diseases, and teen pregnancy too
often leads to abortion. Babies born to teen
mothers often are premature and under-
weight. Teen parents are less likely to finish
high school and gain the skills necessary to
secure employment, resulting in a depend-
ency on welfare that is hard to break. Nearly
half of long-term welfare recipients are
women who gave birth before the age of 17.

Studies also suggest that the children of
teen parents fare worse than those from two-
parent families on measures of health, edu-
cation, and emotional and behavioral adjust-
ment. Childhood abuse and neglect—which
children of teens often are victims of—in-
crease the odds of future delinquency and
adult criminality by 40%. And children of
teen parents are far more likely to become
teen parents themselves.

WHY TEEN PREGNANCIES ARE RISING

There is no easy explanation for the rising
number of teen pregnancies. Many teen par-
ents were born into a world of poverty, teen-
age parenthood, and welfare dependency that
they have difficulty escaping. Few teen par-
ents have the same hopes, dreams and aspi-
rations as the average American teenager, or
the self-confidence and feeling of self-worth
necessary to set goals for the future. Many
see having a child as a comfort in a difficult
life.

Broader social factors also contribute to
this problem. We live in a more permissive
culture, where teen parenthood and out-of-
wedlock births carry less of a social stigma
than they once did. We read every day about
celebrities and star athletes having children
out-of-wedlock, and we see the same thing in
movies and on television programs. We also
don’t educate young people about the risks
associated with teen parenthood.

WHAT CAN BE DONE

First, we must work to bring down the
number of teenage pregnancies. We must per-
suade teens to abstain from sex, to not give
in to peer pressure, and to accept the tradi-
tional values in their lives. One of the most
valuable things we can do is instill in young
people feelings of self-confidence and self-
worth, help them set goals for their future
and help them achieve these goals. All teen-
agers must realize they have many options
in life—to go to school, to work, to contrib-
ute to their communities, and in all this to
make responsible decisions. If teens feel that
their future goals would be jeopardized by
becoming a parent too early, they will have
real incentives to delay parenthood.

Second, we must find more effective ways
to support families of teenage parents with-
out creating incentives for out-of-wedlock
births. Fathers must be held responsible for
the support of their children; about 60% of
teen births are fathered by older men on av-
erage five or six years older than the mother.
I support efforts to establish paternity at
birth and to strengthen child support collec-
tion. Furthermore, teen parents should be
encouraged to live at home and stay in
school whenever this is an option. President
Clinton recently unveiled a plan to make
federal assistance contingent on such living
arrangements.

Third, for those teen parents whose house-
holds are abusive or unstable, we should es-

tablish community-based facilities to house
and support young families while the mother
completes school or job training. Much of
the national discussion about teen preg-
nancy has highlighted the success of these
‘‘second chance homes.’’ Places like St. Eliz-
abeth’s in New Albany have high success
rates in teaching teen mothers how to pro-
vide safe, loving, and stable homes for their
babies.

CONCLUSIONS

Raising children today is extraordinarily
difficult, even for mature adults. For young
people, who themselves are still growing up,
the issue is much more complicated. We
must do what we can to prevent young peo-
ple from entering parenthood too soon, to
help them realize their full potential as indi-
viduals with promising futures, and to ac-
cept the responsibility and the consequences
of their actions.

Governments can also work in partnership
with private groups, charities and churches
to help young parents create a healthier en-
vironment in which their children can grow.
Many teenage parents try very hard to be
good parents, but the challenges are
daunting. Community-based programs have
proven successful at helping these teenagers
become more responsible parents and more
productive citizens, and we should continue
to encourage these efforts.

f

CPM’S CONGRESSIONAL TRIBUTE
TO DR. WILLIAM R. PERRY, JR.

HON. CARRIE P. MEEK
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, it is in-
deed a distinct honor to pay tribute to one of
Miami’s unsung heroes, Dr. William R. Perry,
Jr. His retirement from the Dade County public
schools on May 30, 1996 will certainly leave a
great void in our community.

He truly epitomizes the preeminence of a
gentleman, as well as the virtues of a scholar.
Having attended Coppin State College and
Loyola College for his undergraduate studies,
he obtained his doctorate degree from the
University of Massachusetts. He served as a
classroom teacher and later on as adminis-
trator with the Baltimore City public schools.
He was subsequently awarded a Rockefeller
Foundation Superintendent Fellowship in
1976, one of the Nation’s most prestigious
honors given to postdoctoral scholars.

Ever since I have known Dr. Bill Perry, he
has always been at the forefront of ensuring
equality of opportunity for everyone in our
community. At the same time, his forceful ad-
vocacy in adhering to the tenets of equal treat-
ment under the law not only in the halls of
academia but in every segment of government
agency has become almost legendary. In fact,
countless others have been touched by his
genuine commitment, especially toward those
who could least fend for themselves.

Dr. Perry is the consummate community ac-
tivist who abides by the dictum that those who
have less in life, through no fault of their own,
should be helped by the Government, regard-
less of their race, creed, gender, or political af-
filiation. In fact, countless others have been
touched by his unique sincerity and his unre-
lenting penchant for ‘‘stick-to-itiveness’’ to any
cause he takes up or any crusade he embarks
on. The numerous accolades with which he

has been honored by various organizations
represents an unequivocal testimony of the ut-
most respect he enjoys from our community.

Blessed with a down-to-earth common
sense, he is also imbued with the rare wisdom
of recognizing the strengths and limitations of
those who have been empowered to govern.
This unique leadership was tested to the hilt
when he took over the presidency of the
Greater Miami NAACP, after his stint with the
Miami-Dade Operation PUSH and the George
Washington Carver YMCA.

The acumen of his intelligence was felt at a
time when Miami needed someone to put in
perspective the agony of disenfranchised Afri-
can-Americans and other minorities yearning
to belong. When government and community
leaders met to douse the still-burning embers
of the Miami riots in the early 1980’s, his was
the firm voice of reason, wisely articulating his
credo that one has got to learn and live with
one another in the global community, or
shamefully reap the grapes of wrath from
those who have been left out.

He thoroughly understood the
accoutrements of power and leadership, and
he sagely exercised them alongside the man-
date of his conviction and the wisdom of his
conscience focusing all their elements upon
the good of the community he learned to love
and care for so deeply.

His undaunted efforts shaped and formed
the agenda of community organizations, such
as the Miami-based Haitian Refugee Center,
the Women’s Welfare Coalition, and the
Overtown Advisory Committee, to name but a
few. His word is his bond to those who have
dealt with him—not only in his moments of tri-
umphal exuberance in helping our wayward
youth turn the corners around, but also in his
quest to transform Dade County into a verita-
ble mosaic of vibrant cultures and diverse
peoples converging in the great experiment
that is America.

Dr. William R. Perry, Jr. truly exemplified a
one-of-a-kind leadership whose courageous vi-
sion and wisdom appealed to our noblest
character as a community. He will certainly be
missed.
f

ESPERANCE, NY CELEBRATES
150TH BIRTHDAY

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I have always
been proud of the heritage and physical beau-
ty of the 22d Congressional District of New
York which I have the privilege of represent-
ing. It is for this reason, to savor the history
and character of the picturesque towns and
counties, that I return home every weekend.

We often forget, Mr. Speaker, that the real
America is not Washington, but the small
towns and villages where real people live and
work. I would like to talk about one such town
today.

Esperance, NY, located in beautiful
Schoharie County will be celebrating their
150th birthday on this Memorial Day, Monday,
May 27, 1996. And what a fitting time for a
celebration of history and community. It could
not be more appropriate considering people all
across this Nation will be paying tribute to
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those courageous veterans who have made
the ultimate sacrifice on behalf of their coun-
try, and yes Mr. Speaker, on behalf of their
family and friends in towns like Esperance.

But not everyone around the country has
the opportunity to celebrate and rejoice in
what the people of Esperance can this Mon-
day. Even though things have changed there,
like everywhere else, there is something spe-
cial that remains an unmistakable part of the
town’s character that not enough people
throughout the country can still boast of today.
That something is the distinct smalltown
charm that grips the town and the good citi-
zens of Esperance. It can be seen at the
church hall and the fire department and across
the streets and fields where children play and
farmers work.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, that smalltown camara-
derie and neighborly hospitality is one thing
that thankfully has not changed. But I’ll tell you
about another thing. It is the pride and values
of the citizenry. These are the things that I ad-
mire most about the towns like Esperance
throughout my congressional district. And on
May 27, residents of Esperance will take part
in daylong festivities commemorating their her-
itage. There will be tours of the various histori-
cal sites and museum, contests for the chil-
dren, parades and wagon rides and plenty of
time to catch up with friends and neighbors
and give thanks for the town and community
they share.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the good people of
Esperance for their commitment to their home
and hard work in organizing this memorial to
their heritage. I ask that you and all Members
of the House join me in paying tribute to the
people of Esperance on the occasion of the
town’s 150th birthday.
f

COMMEMORATING THE 205TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF POLAND’S FIRST
CONSTITUTION

SPEECH OF

HON. WILLIAM J. MARTINI
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Speaker, it is with great
pleasure I rise today to salute Polish people
around the world in recognition of the 205th
anniversary of the adoption of Poland’s first
Constitution. At this time I would also com-
mend my good friend and colleague Jack
Quinn for his work on House Concurrent Res-
olution 165 which formalizes this important
recognition.

On May 3, 1996, Polish people and Ameri-
cans of Polish decent celebrated their coun-
try’s rich history and the establishment of the
first liberal constitution in Europe. Preceded
only by our own United States Constitution in
1787, this Polish blueprint similarly established
three independent branches of government.
House Concurrent Resolution 165 under-
scores that this document was designed to
protect Poland’s sovereignty and national unity
while creating a progressive constitutional
monarchy. Further, it recognizes that the con-
stitution represented Central-Eastern Europe’s
first attempt to end the feudal system and se-
cure freedoms for Polish people.

Mr. Speaker, I have the good fortune of rep-
resenting the Eighth District of New Jersey, a

unique area diverse in cultural backgrounds.
No one can deny the tumultuous history Po-
land has endured. And, given the changing
political and economic landscape of Eastern
Europe, we must embrace the spirit of the
original Polish Constitution and build upon it.

Today, a new Poland is emerging. It has ex-
perienced its first real open elections in sev-
eral generations and continues to work toward
the democratic goals of inclusion in the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO] and com-
plete inclusion in the Western community.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my colleagues to
join me in this important recognition of demo-
cratic principles. I commend the people of Po-
land for their perseverance and commitment to
freedom.
f

10TH ANNIVERSARY OF
CHERNOBYL NUCLEAR DISASTER

SPEECH OF

HON. WILLIAM J. MARTINI
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of House Concurrent Resolution 167
which recognizes April 26, 1996, as the 10th
Anniversary of the Chernobyl Nuclear Disas-
ter. This international tragedy is one that de-
serves recognition for the day and more im-
portantly for the people who experienced it.

As we look back at the 10 years that have
passed since this catastrophe, we are re-
minded of those who were lost during the ini-
tial explosion and, more far-reaching, the loss
of nearly 500,000 additional lives due to radi-
ation exposure over time. The people of
Ukraine have been facing the aftermath of the
Chernobyl disaster for years. An estimated 3.5
million inhabitants, including 1 million children,
of the Chernobyl area were exposed to high
levels of radiation. This type of exposure has
generated numerous diseases and been re-
sponsible for thousands of deaths. Thyroid
cancer alone affects one child per 10,000
every year. It is difficult to imagine the pain
these people have endured over time.

On top of this physical and emotional an-
guish, the people of this region have also suf-
fered a severe economic ruin. Their once fer-
tile land is now tagged with the cold label of
‘‘exclusion zone’’ or ‘‘permanent control zone.’’
In both instances, the cultivating of crops is
completely prohibited. Without the ability to
farm crops, these people must attempt to tack-
le a highly expensive cleanup with a severely
diminished income; a difficult task for any
group to conquer, particularly under the ex-
treme circumstances.

This is more than the recognition of a day
that occurred 10 years ago Mr. Speaker. This
anniversary embodies 10 years worth of
strength and perseverance the people of
Ukraine have displayed. The nature of this
prolonged suffering is especially
heartwrenching. The accident at Chernobyl is
still claiming victims today, over 10 years after
the event occurred. The failure of the No. 4 re-
actor has been attributed to the flawed design,
operator mistakes, and cold war isolation.

Nonetheless, Mr. Speaker, now is not a time
to blame. Now, we must concentrate our ef-
forts to preventing such a tragedy from occur-
ring again. We must work to increase nuclear

safety awareness and promote greater co-
operation between the East And West con-
cerning these matters. We have been given
an opportunity to study the onset of cancer
and other related diseases and we must not
let this window escape unopened.
f

A WIN-WIN FOR WORKERS AND
SMALL BUSINESSES

HON. SUSAN MOLINARI
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, we have the
opportunity today to enhance the earning po-
tential of millions of working Americans and to
provide important incentives for the small busi-
nesses who hire them.

I am very supportive of the raise in the mini-
mum wage. This amendment to H.R. 1227,
the Employee Commuting Flexibility Act, is a
much needed protection for workers who are
usually nonunion, have few skills, and little ne-
gotiating strength. Also, because the fringe
benefits earned by minimum wage workers
are usually less than nonminimum wage em-
ployees, they get hit twice as hard.

Not only will an increase in the current mini-
mum wage boost thousands of workers and
their families above the poverty line, the in-
crease will be a tremendous relief to women.
Currently, about 59 percent of minimum wage
workers are woman. A raise in the minimum
wage will empower these working women with
the resources to keep them competitive with
their male counterparts.

Often, the downside to minimum wage hikes
are a proven loss of jobs for small businesses.
The Republicans, however, are increasing the
minimum wage in a responsible way that will
actually help small business increase jobs. Mr.
GOODLING’s amendment will allow employers
to pay newly hired employees the current min-
imum wage for the first 90 days of employ-
ment and it detaches the minimum wage from
employees who receive tips. Further, it ex-
empts employees of small businesses with
less than $500,000 in annual gross sales.
Clearly these provisions, in addition to the
Small Business Job Protection Act, will ease
any burden that may have been placed on
small businesses in implementing the in-
creased minimum wage.

The Small Business Job Protection Act will
increase, by $7,500, expensing for small busi-
ness, simplify small business pension plans,
and provide a credit to employers for hiring
AFDC recipients, certain veterans, disabled
workers as well as high-risk and summer
youth employees. Further, this bill will allow
workers to deduct, up to $5,250, employer-
paid educational assistance from their taxable
income. It will be retroactive to 1995 and help
thousands of hard-working Americans in fur-
thering their education, a great benefit to both
the employee as well as the employer. This
specific provision would have a direct impact
on students who attend Wagner College and
the College at Staten Island, both of which are
in my district. We are now making it easier for
small businesses to send their employees to
college, which benefits both employers and
their employees, who will get much needed
assistance in paying for ever-growing tuition
costs.
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Wage earners in this country do deserve a

raise, and this package will give them that
raise without costing them their jobs.
f

SECTION 936 CONCERNS

HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I am very
concerned that section 936 is phased out in
this bill without anything to replace it. Section
936 has played a critical role in economic de-
velopment in Puerto Rico—creating and keep-
ing good, high quality, well-paying jobs on the
island. Many of my constituents in Hartford,
CT, have friends and relatives employed by
section 936 companies in Puerto Rico.

I am concerned about the impact of the re-
peal of section 936 on the people on Puerto
Rico. Poverty is already very high and good
jobs scarce. What will remain for the people of
Puerto Rico? I’m afraid that we will only fully
realize just how effective it has been when the
companies that have enjoyed section 936
begin to leave for other parts of the Caribbean
or Ireland. The bill provides some limited pro-
tection for the companies doing business in
Puerto Rico, but very little protection for the
people of Puerto Rico.

It is because of these concerns that I sup-
port an economic incentive program such as
that proposed by Governor Rosello. Chairman
ARCHER has taken the first step by establish-
ing a temporary economic incentive program
that would replace section 936 with a wage
credit. This should help to spur job creation on
the island. By placing the wage credit in a new
section and phasing it out over 10 years, this
bill will allow Congress to monitor economic
development in Puerto Rico.
f

IN MEMORY OF ADM. J.M. BOORDA

HON. IKE SKELTON
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, Tuesday, May
21, 1996, a memorial service was held for the
late Adm. J.M. Boorda at the Washington Na-
tional Cathedral. Admiral ‘‘Mike’’ Boorda was
not only a ‘‘sailors’ sailor,’’ but an able leader
and a friend to so many in all walks of life, in-
cluding those in uniform, political leaders, and
the civilian community. Words are inadequate
to express the sense of loss so many of us
feel. However, these memorial addresses by
Secretary of the Navy, John H. Dalton, and
Master Chief PO, John Hagan, were most ap-
propriate and fitting as tributes to this truly out-
standing American, Adm. Mike Boorda. He will
truly be missed.
REMARKS OF SECRETARY OF THE NAVY, JOHN

H. DALTON

I met Mike Boorda in December of ’93 on
my first visit as Secretary to the Mediterra-
nean and Adriatic. He was Commander in
Chief of U.S. Naval Forces in Europe, and
Commander of Allied Forces Southern Eu-
rope.

We visited a number of ships together
going by helicopter spending a couple of
hours on each one. We arrived on the USS

Monterey, a guided missile cruiser, late in
the day to remain over night. As we toured
the ship and we got to the bridge, he told the
commanding officer he would like to do a
man overboard drill. Naturally, the skipper
said okay. Admiral Boorda yelled, ‘‘I’ve got
the conn’’. So, he became the conning officer
and he also relieved the helmsman. they
tossed the life ring overboard on the star-
board side and the drill was underway. ‘‘All
head full’’ he barked, and he turned the helm
to right full. He was back and forth between
the helm and the flying bridge barking or-
ders to the Sailor manning the engine order
telegraph. Within just a couple of minutes,
the life ring was right along the starboard
side, close enough to reach out and pick it
up. He said, ‘‘Okay, Mr. Secretary, you’re
next.’’ I laughed and said, ‘‘No thank you;
I’ve just seen the master at work.’’ What a
great ship handler he was; just one of the
reasons he was so admired by Sailors.

Walking around those ships with Mike
Boorda was such a great experience. Sailors
loved him. He understood them—all of them.
Mess cooks, lookouts, from the newly en-
listed to the most senior, whether they were
chipping paint or swabbing decks . . . he
made every one of them feel important, and
that what they were doing was a major con-
tribution to that ship’s mission and making
our navy great and contributing to peace in
the world.

Recently, I was interviewing a newly se-
lected admiral for a particular job, and I
asked him which flag officer he admired the
most. Without hesitation, he said, ‘‘Admiral
Mike Boorda’’. I said, ‘‘Why?’’ He said, ‘‘I
worked for him when he was battle group
commander, and he always made people feel
so good about themselves. He told us that
whenever we were asked to do something, we
needed to try hard to find a way to say yes.’’
That was Mike Boorda.

I’ve seen Mike in lots of different settings.
I’ve seen him counsel young petty officers.
I’ve sat with him in the chiefs’ mess—or goat
locker—discussing issues with chief petty of-
ficers. I’ve been with him in the wardroom
with commissioned officers. I’ve seen him de-
bate tough issues with other members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and senior Pentagon of-
ficials. I’ve testified with him in front of
Congress. I’ve seen him hosting foreign dig-
nitaries from around the world. I met with
him almost daily in my office, his office or
some conference room in the Pentagon. I’ve
watched him brief the Secretary of Defense
and offer advice to the President of the Unit-
ed States.

In whatever situation I observed Mike, he
was always the same person: Well prepared,
down to earth, competent, charming, witty,
clever, understanding, warm, yet tough.

I’ve also seen the President take his ad-
vice. I remember one particular occasion. We
were in Hawaii for the commemoration of
the 50th anniversary of the end of WWII, and
the President, CNO, and I were on the
CINCPAC barge going across Pearl Habor to
the Arizona Memorial when the President
turned to him and said, ‘‘Mike, what do you
think we should do in Bosnia now?’’ Mike
told the President, and within just a few
weeks we were in fact carrying out his rec-
ommendations which ended up in having all
the parties meet in Dayton for peace talks
. . . and giving us a real chance for peace in
Bosnia.

John Walter Wayland describes the true
gentleman as ‘‘the man whose conduct pro-
ceeds from good-will and an acute sense of
propriety, who does not make the poor man
conscious of his poverty, the obscure man of
his obscurity, or any man of his inferiority
or deformity; who is himself humbled if ne-
cessity compels him to humble another; who
does not flatter wealth, cringe before power,

or boast of his own possessions or achieve-
ments; and who speaks with frankness, but
always with sincerity and sympathy, and
whose deed follows his word; who thinks of
the rights and feelings of others rather than
of his own; who appears well in any com-
pany, and who is at home when he seems to
be abroad—a man with whom honor is sacred
and virtue safe.’’

That is Mike Boorda.
He was the Sailor’s Sailor. There is no

greater tribute that could be paid to him.
For him to be remembered by that title is
the most he could ever hope for.

Mike loved his family. His late father—who
he either called or wrote every week for 40
years—his mother, brother and sister. His
precious wife, Bettie, his four children and
oh those grandchildren. So often, I remember
his coming in and saying, ‘‘Mr. Secretary, let
me show you these new pictures I just got.’’
They were always of one of his grand-
children.

Many times from this lectern have the
words of the Prophet Micah been read: ‘‘O,
man, what does the Lord require of you, but
to do justice, to love mercy, and to walk
humbly with your God.’’ He tried to do just
that.

Mike Boorda was a patriot, a leader, a war-
fighter and a peace maker... a planner, a su-
perb tactician and brilliant strategist, a
warm, caring sailor who loved those men and
women wearing that Navy uniform. That’s
the Mike Boorda I will always remember. A
man with a heart of gold and hands wrapped
firmly round the true meaning of our effort
to make the world a better, safer place. I am
lucky to have known him, and I am thankful
for his friendship and support. We have lost
someone truly special. God bless his life, his
wonderful family and his Navy that he loved
so dearly.

REMARKS BY ETCM (SW) JOHN HAGAN

President and Mrs. Clinton, Mrs. Boorda
and the family, and to all of you who love
the Navy so much, before I lead our respon-
sive reading, allow me to speak from my
heart.

I feel as if this is my last ‘‘All Hands’’ call
with Admiral Boorda, and he has thrown me
the mike one last time.

We are here to honor, to remember, to sup-
port one another in mourning, but even in
the majesty and splendor of this shrine—in
the midst of this illustrious assembly, we
could not properly honor or remember if we
were not joined by Sailors all around the
globe— on flight decks and hangar bays, fan-
tails and focsles, on piers and of course, in
every Navy chapel.

Today, and throughout the week, against
backdrops as many and varied as the signal
flags on a full dress ship, with many voices,
tears, and prayers we will together render
the proper honors to our beloved CNO, Admi-
ral Mike Boorda.

He was the leader we longed for and looked
to; he came from among us and rose so high,
always remembering the lonely, insecure,
frightened recruit, which all of us are in the
beginning, before we discover, as Admiral
Boorda did, that the Navy is a family. Our
family has lost a man of true worth.

The poet wrote:

‘‘True worth is in being not seeming,
In doing, each day that goes by,
Some little good—not in dreaming
Of great things to do by and by.

Our CNO went the poet many times better.
He did, each day, not a little, but MUCH

good.
And he worked each day on great things

which became realities quicker than any one
could believe possible—and all the while he
envisioned even greater things to do by and
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by and he shared them with Sailors. We will
long remember Admiral Boorda for many
great achievements. But I pray today we also
remember the details.

He didn’t just shake a Sailor’s hand, he
gripped and held it, and drew energy from
the encounter even as he left the Sailor an
indelible, life-long, memory of a moment
with their CNO.

When the boatswain was finished piping, he
always walked back through, shaking hands,
patting shoulders, even exchanging high
fives and tousling the hair of the rainbow
sideboys who lined his arrival at every ship
we visited at sea.

He answered the same question as thor-
oughly and patiently at the end of the day as
he did at the break of dawn, seven ship’s and
seven helo rides earlier.

At each stop listening, really listening.
Making and keeping promises.
Standing on a destroyer flight deck, arm

around a troubled Sailor, personally and pri-
vately, counseling him—then worrying later
and directing follow up.

Making everyone feel special.
His schedule was so full, but he invariably

found the time for one more Sailor; never,
ever, saying no.

He was and is and will always be my
HERO!

It is rare and special when your Hero is
also your friend!

Steinbeck wrote once of a fictional hero:
‘‘This man drives himself and is driven. It

is impossible to see how he can do so much,
can cover so much ground, can work so hard
and be so effective. There’s a man. There is
really a man.’’

Of Admiral Boorda, we all exclaim today,
‘‘There was a Sailor. There really was a Sail-
or . . .’’

Shipmates, a lot of work is well begun, and
in the Boorda way of doing business ‘‘well
begun is half done.’’

Our charge today is clear:
Carry on.
Lead with zeal, serve with pride, learn

about and honor our heritage . . . and that
will be the Admiral Boorda legacy and the
only really fitting memorial and with it will
come the strength to carry on.

God Bless you, Admiral Boorda. We love
you and will forever miss you.

Will you join me now in the responsive
reading of the Psalm.

f

CAROLYN THOMPSON-WALLACE
AND MILTON HARRISON, COMMU-
NITY SERVANTS

HON. DONALD M. PAYNE
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay
tribute to two outstanding individuals who are
both being honored by the Rotary Club of
Newark, NJ at its Persons of the Year award
ceremony. Mrs. Carolyn B. Thompson-Wallace
and Mr. Milton L. Harrison have dedicated
many years of their lives to help make the
quality of life of young people better.

Carolyn Thompson-Wallace has been the
administrator and executive director of the
International Youth Organization [IYO] since
its founding in the 1970’s. The IYO has been
acclaimed as one of the premier juvenile delin-
quency prevention programs in New Jersey.
During the first 14 years of the organization,
Carolyn faithfully volunteered her time and
spent up to 18 hours a day playing a variety

of roles. In her role as administrator and exec-
utive director, she appeared on the CBS–TV
documentary, ‘‘Crisis in Black America,’’ and
has even testified before Congress on family,
social, and economic issues.

Since 1992, Milton Harrison has led the
Newark YMCA from a state of virtual collapse
to the restored and thriving institution it is
today. Under his able leadership, the Newark
Y membership has increased over 50 percent,
and it enjoys a thoroughly revamped program
with new equipment and renovated facilities.
After embarking on a variety of career paths,
from working at the Minneapolis Metropolitan
YMCA to owning and operating his own com-
pany, Milton returned to the YMCA organiza-
tion and later came to head the Newark Y.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure my colleagues will
join me in honoring these two extraordinary in-
dividuals. They have devoted a tremendous
amount of time and energy to the youths of
our community. It is wonderful that they are
being commended by the Rotary Club of New-
ark.
f

INTRODUCTION OF WOMEN’S
PENSION EQUITY ACT

HON. ELIZABETH FURSE
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, I am introducing
legislation today entitled the Women’s Pension
Equity Act. Sixty percent of seniors are
women, but make up 75 percent of the elderly
poor. Women are far more likely than men to
live out their elderly life in poverty, making
their older years anything but golden. Accord-
ing to the Department of Labor, only 37 per-
cent of the women in Oregon and the west
coast participate in a pension plan—one one
the worst rates in the Nation. We need to take
steps to ensure our senior women have the
economic security they deserve.

It is clear that elderly women in America
need our help. Women live longer than men,
and there are 5 times as many widows as wid-
owers over the age 40. In the last 20 years,
the number of women over the age of 45 who
are divorced has risen dramatically. Twenty
percent of older women have no other source
of income than Social Security. I would like to
point out to my colleagues a striking fact: el-
derly women are twice as likely as men to be
poor.

The need for these pension reforms is clear.
Twenty-four million working women, nearly two
out of three working women, do not have pen-
sions plans. According to AARP, only 23 per-
cent of divorced women over age 62 had pen-
sion plan coverage of any sort. Nearly 50 per-
cent of married private pension recipients
have a plan which will not continue to pay
benefits in the event of their spouse’s death.
These cracks in our safety net have wreaked
economic havoc upon our Nation’s elderly
women, often forcing them into poverty.

The legislation I am introducing to the
House today will correct these inequities and
ensure economic security for elderly women.
My legislation is modeled on a bill introduced
by Senator CAROL MOSELY-BRAUN, and will re-
form pension law in America to help protect
senior women. First, it will make much-needed
improvements in private pension law to help

protect women in divorce proceedings and
simplify spousal consent rules for survivor an-
nuities. It will make important changes to im-
prove pension coverage for widows or di-
vorced widows under the Federal Civil Service
Retirement System as well as the Military Re-
tirement System. Last, this legislation would
improve coverage for divorced women under
the Railroad Retirement Board.

Mr. Speaker, we must reverse the status
quo which dictates that if you are old and a
woman, you are poor. This legislation is about
reforming the pension system to protect the
economic security of our elderly women.
Women who have worked hard their entire life
serving their families, careers, and commu-
nities deserve no less.

I urge all my colleagues to support this leg-
islation and work for its swift passage in the
House.
f

4TH ANNUAL ELIZABETH WATER-
FRONT FESTIVAL, A PROUD HIS-
PANIC TRADITION

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay
tribute to a much anticipated rite of spring for
the residents of my district, the annual Eliza-
beth Waterfront Festival. This 3-day cultural
celebration will take place May 25 to 27, 1996,
along the newly renovated Veterans Memorial
Waterfront Park in the city of Elizabeth.

This weekend’s festivities acknowledge the
tremendous contributions of the Hispanic com-
munity to the fabric of the lives of the people
of Elizabeth. The Elizabeth Waterfront Festival
is a showcase for the rich cultural traditions
that Hispanics have brought to the city and the
Nation. There will be exhibitions including art
work, music, and dance to represent the cul-
tural mosaic of Elizabeth. The festival will also
include a wide range of Hispanic foods.

While the Elizabeth Waterfront Festival cele-
brates the diversity that exists within the His-
panic community, it also recognizes the role
business can play in helping a proud people
achieve their true potential. The success of
the festival itself is a testament to the impact
public-private partnerships can have on a
community. In cooperation with the city of Eliz-
abeth, sponsors of the festival include such
nationally known companies as Anheuser-
Busch, AT&T, Bustelo Coffee, Chivas Regal,
and Pepsi Cola. Local sponsors of the festival
include the Elizabeth Center at 13A, Twin City
Supermarkets, radio stations Mega 97.9 FM
and Suave 93.1 FM, Telemundo 47, TKR
Cable of Elizabeth, and Noticias del Mundo.
This important event is being produced by
Melly Mell Productions.

The Elizabeth Waterfront Festival is not only
an observance of the cultural and economic
role played by the Hispanic community in Eliz-
abeth, but also a showcase for all the city has
to offer. As a member of the Transportation
and Infrastructure Subcommittee on Water Re-
sources, I am gratified to know the festival will
take place on the waterfront, an underutilized
resource. The city of Elizabeth’s strategic loca-
tion on New Jersey’s coastline makes it a pre-
ferred destination for ships carrying goods
from all over the world.
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It is an honor to have such an exceptional

event as the Elizabeth Waterfront Festival take
place in my district. I take pride in the fact the
Elizabeth Waterfront Festival brings together
all segments of our community and at the
same time reflects positively on the city of
Elizabeth and New Jersey. I am certain my
colleagues will rise with me and recognize this
remarkable celebration of life.
f

HONORING ASIAN PACIFIC
AMERICAN HERITAGE MONTH

HON. ANNA G. ESHOO
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
join my distinguished colleagues of the Con-
gressional Asian Pacific Caucus in celebration
of Asian Pacific American Heritage Month and
to honor the extraordinary contributions of
Asian Pacific Americans to our Nation.

We must take time to note the struggles of
the Asian Pacific American pioneers, mainly
immigrants to this country. As a daughter of
immigrant parents, I know firsthand the obsta-
cles immigrants faced in beginning a new life
in a new land and providing for their families.
We must acknowledge the accomplishments
of these pioneers who had built a foundation
for the subsequent advances made by the
Asian Pacific American community.

As we reflect on the significance of this
month, we must certainly turn our thoughts to
our friend and former colleague Norman Y. Mi-
neta. He is remembered for his leadership in
championing the causes of the Asian Pacific
American community and of all people of
color, culminating in the passage of House bill
442 which he introduced, that provided an
apology by the U.S. Government to those
Americans of Japanese ancestry who were in-
terned during the Second World War. An out-
standing legislator, Representative Mineta was
a powerful force in Congress and a great role
model not only for Asian Pacific Americans but
for all people of colors in our country.

Representative Mineta helped create a polit-
ical voice for the Asian Pacific American com-
munity and inspired others to get involved in
the political process.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to represent Cali-
fornia’s 14th Congressional District which
boasts a significant and vibrant Asian Pacific
American community deeply committed to po-
litical activism and public service. I am fortu-
nate to work with many outstanding organiza-
tions such as the local chapters of the Japa-
nese American Citizens’ League, the Organi-
zation of Chinese Americans, the Chinese
American Citizens Alliance, Self-Help for the
Elderly, the Asian American Manufacturers’
Association, Silicon Valley for Democracy,
Asian Americans for Community Involvement,
as well as the Asian Law Alliance, all fostering
multicultural understanding. Each brings to the
forefront the concerns on behalf of the grow-
ing Asian Pacific American community in the
14th Congressional District. I am also grateful
to work with the many Asian Pacific American
elected officials in my congressional district
such as council members Michael Chang of
Cupertino, Art Takahara of Mountain View,
Naomi Patridge of Half Moon Bay, Cupertino
School District Trustees Emily Lee Kelley and

Barry Chang, Fremont Union High School Dis-
trict Trustees Homer Tong and Randy
Okamura, and Foothill De-Anza Community
College Trustees Paul Fong and Dolores
Sandoval. I salute these organizations and
leaders for their outstanding efforts and con-
tributions to the well-being of our community.

Despite the progress the Asian Pacific
American community has made, we must con-
tinue to advocate for their concerns, protecting
and advancing the civil and constitutional
rights of all Americans, especially when many
of these issues are being threatened. I’m
proud to have been invited to join the Con-
gressional Asian Pacific Caucus which my dis-
tinguished colleague Congresswoman PATSY
MINK chairs. I join the members of the caucus
to ensure that congressional legislation pro-
vides for the full participation of Asian Pacific
Americans and reflects the concerns and
needs of the Asian Pacific American commu-
nities to the greatest extent possible.
f

WAIVER OF THE HUMANITARIAN
AID CORRIDOR ACT

HON. ANNA G. ESHOO
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, last week, to the
surprise and disappointment of the inter-
national human rights communities, as well as
Members of this body, President Clinton exer-
cised his option to waive the Humanitarian Aid
Corridor Act. Passed with strong bipartisan
support as part of the fiscal year 1996 foreign
operations appropriations bill, the Corridor Act
is essential because it exerts the appropriate
pressure on countries, such as Turkey, that
block United States foreign assistance to the
region.

As the only Member of Congress of Arme-
nian descent, I have a very deep understand-
ing of how the Ottoman Empire decimated Ar-
menians and wrote one of the darkest chap-
ters in human history. Mr. Speaker, these at-
tacks against Armenians continue even today.
Just last month the Agency France Presse re-
ported unprovoked Turkish military shelling of
Armenian territory on April 23 and 24. I’m
committed to the safety and independence of
Armenia and believe we must ensure that its
people are protected. Therefore I am deeply
disappointed that the President waived this im-
portant and needed act.

Despite a history of suffering at the hands of
others, Armenians have remained a strong
people, committed to families and united by an
enduring faith. Armenians have risen from the
ashes of the 1915–23 genocide to form a new
country from the remains of the Soviet Union,
a new country which flourishes in the face of
severe winters, ongoing military conflict in
Nagorno-Karabagh, and the absence of strong
international assistance. Today’s Armenia is a
living tribute to the indelible courage and per-
severance of the Armenian people. Mr. Speak-
er, we in this body must do our part to protect
Armenia. I support efforts to strengthen, en-
hance, and make permanent the Humanitarian
Aid Corridor Act and to curtail aid to Turkey
should that country refuse to abide by the
standards established by the act.

I urge the President to reconsider his posi-
tion.

REPEAL OF 4.3-CENT INCREASE IN
TRANSPORTATION FUELS TAXES

SPEECH OF

HON JANE HARMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 21, 1996
Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am dis-

appointed that the House voted last night to
repeal the 4.3-cent-a-gallon tax.

Repeal of the gas tax is precisely the wrong
step to take as we try to move forward with
the more important challenges of energy inde-
pendence, national security, and fiscal respon-
sibility—challenges which, over the last sev-
eral years, we have made great strides toward
meeting.

First, it’s clear that the tax is no more re-
sponsible for the recent price increases in
gasoline than it was for the low gas prices we
enjoyed in 1994 and 1995. The 4.3-cent-a-gal-
lon gas tax has been in place for more than
2 years, but for political reasons, including
helping a sagging Presidential campaign, it’s
only become a hot-button issue in the last
several weeks.

If we take oil companies at their word, the
price spike is due to increased demand, a pro-
longed winter, and an unrealized expectation
that Iraq would again sell oil to the world mar-
ket. We talk about allowing the market econ-
omy to work without interference, but we im-
mediately talk about interfering just when the
market works as predicted. Worse still, we ad-
vocate a policy that has no direct bearing on
the price at the pump. Indeed, what will politi-
cal leaders say to consumers when prices
continue to go up in spite of the gas tax repeal
or when the 4.3 cents is not passed on at the
pump.

Second, Americans continue to enjoy gas
prices at both historically low levels and at lev-
els considerably lower than those paid by citi-
zens of the other industrial nations. In infla-
tion-adjusted terms, the price of gas is lower
than it was 25 years ago, before the oil em-
bargo.

The low prices we’ve enjoyed have renewed
some of the habits that made us so vulnerable
during the OPEC oil embargo of the 1970’s
and the Persian Gulf war. In truth, both to re-
flect real world circumstances and for national
security reasons, we need to change commut-
ing and driving habits and our dependence on
imported oil.

Third, saving the average motorist, including
myself, $30 a year—and there is great doubt
that the price at the pump will go down as a
result of the repeal—only makes our task of
balancing the Federal budget that much more
difficult. How do we balance the 8.2 cents a
day returned to drivers against the $30 billion
added to the deficit by repealing the tax.

Just when we’re beginning to make sus-
tained progress on bringing down the deficit,
just when we are within reach of actually bal-
ancing the budget in 6 years and making a se-
rious and principled commitment to real fiscal
responsibility, we’re going to add $30 billion to
the Nation’s debt.

Even without this added debt, we have to
realize that we have many difficult budget
choices still ahead. Where should we cut? Are
the American people willing and ready to cut
aid to education as Majority Leader Dick
Armey suggested we should do—or cancer re-
search, or public broadcasting, or Medicare?
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The proponents of repeal are eyeing as a

possible offset for its cost reductions in the
bank insurance funds. Heaven help us if we
ever need to draw on those funds to pay de-
positors should we experience a banking crisis
like the S&L debacle of only a decade ago. I
guess we’ll leave that problem for another
day.

The difficulty in finding a consensus behind
a balanced budget plan will only be exacer-
bated by repealing the gas tax. Americans un-
derstand that.

They also understand that cheap gas
means dependence on uncertain foreign
sources—sources that one day may again re-
quire our sons and daughters to fight to se-
cure.

And, most importantly, they understand that
the 4.3 cent-a-gallon tax did not cause the re-
cent price increase and that its repeal will not
bring prices down.

Repealing the tax is pandering and cynical.
Let’s not try to fool Americans into believing
otherwise.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. ELTON GALLEGLY
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, yesterday my
flight to Washington from California was unex-
pectedly rerouted to Pittsburgh due to thunder-
storm activity in the Washington area.

As a result, I unfortunately missed several
important votes. Had I been here, I would
have voted: ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall No. 180; ‘‘no’’ on
rollcall No. 181; ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall No. 182, the
gas tax repeal; and ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall No. 183.
f

RETIRED SENIOR VOLUNTEERS OF
ELK COUNTY, HONORED

HON. WILLIAM F. CLINGER, JR.
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor the retired senior volunteers of Elk
County in the Fifth District of Pennsylvania. I
am pleased to have this opportunity to recog-
nize the 74,000 hours of service that these in-
dividuals have given to our communities.

As we celebrate Older American Month, it is
fitting that we reflect on the contributions of
seniors at both a local and national level. I
have long believed that involvement by senior
citizens in the workforce adds a unique and
distinctive value to each job that is performed,
person that is helped, or solution that is of-
fered.

I applaud the hard work and determination
that each of these volunteers has dedicated to
serving the residents of Elk County, their ef-
forts are an inspiration to us all. In addition,
each of these individuals has paved the road
for all of us who will eventually retire and in
doing so continue to enhance the foundation
of our communities.

Each project that they have so diligently at-
tended to—from campgrounds to playgrounds,
providing meals, making repairs, and assisting
others in need—demonstrates the depth of

caring that all of the volunteers should be
proud of.

It takes more than words to adequately ex-
press the difference that senior volunteers
have made in the lives of so many and it is
with great honor and heartfelt gratitude that I
thank them for their years of kind and gener-
ous service.
f

TRIBUTE TO JAMES J. ‘‘J.J.’’
BIELLO

HON. NEWT GINGRICH
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to James J. ‘‘J.J.’’ Biello, who is a
commissioner of Cherokee County, in the
Sixth District of Georgia.

J.J. is a 15-year veteran of the Atlanta Po-
lice Department having served as both a uni-
form officer and detective in the narcotics and
robbery divisions. On April 15, 1987, J.J.
walked in on a robbery in progress and found
an armed robber holding a terrified girl, a gun
pointed at her head. Without concern for his
own safety, J.J. rushed in, courageously draw-
ing the gunfire to himself. In an act of su-
preme heroism and ultimate sacrifice, he
saved the life of the girl but almost lost his
own. In the days ahead, J.J.’s personal cour-
age and faith in God allowed him to survive
the near-fatal injury, but he was left paralyzed
from the neck down, confined to a wheelchair
with limited use of his hands.

There are many ways to take the measure
of a man. Some do it in feet and inches; some
have him step on a scale; and others simply
take a look at his bank account. It is a rare in-
dividual whose greatest measurements are of
heart and courage. Such a man is J.J. Biello.

J.J. has passed through some of life’s most
challenging crucibles and has come out not
embittered, but emboldened. After his injury,
J.J. took stock of his talents and abilities to
decide how he could best serve his commu-
nity. Rather than seeking help from others,
once again he committed himself to tireless
work on behalf of others, serving as a commu-
nity volunteer, a civic leader and, following the
1990 election, a Cherokee County commis-
sioner. Through challenges that would have
caused a lesser man to give up, J.J. has dem-
onstrated unshaken faith, unparalleled cour-
age, and unwavering commitment to his fam-
ily, church, and community.

I rise today to make note of J.J.’s bravery
and his selfless service to his community and
his country. His courage, devotion, and dedi-
cation should be an inspiration to all Ameri-
cans.
f

FOR RECOGNITION AND APPRECIA-
TION OF AN EXTRAORDINARY
STAFFER, SCOTT E. JACOBS

HON. JIM SAXTON
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize the hard work and dedication of
Scott Jacobs, who has been a member of my

staff for the last year and a half. Scott is leav-
ing us on May 24, 1996, to start a new job
with the Naval Criminal Investigative Service.

Scott came to my personal office here in
Washington, DC, on a legislative fellowship.
He was on loan from the Navy. With his back-
ground in the investigation of environmental
crimes, he was a natural fit in my office to
work on environmental and resource issues.

While many Hill staffers share the qualities
of hard work and dedication that Scott pos-
sesses, Scott Jacobs has special qualities that
deserve special recognition.

Often, here on the Hill, people will tell you
that something is impossible rather than actu-
ally figuring out how to get it done. Scott re-
fuses to believe ‘‘impossible’’ exists. He is will-
ing to take the time and exercise the creativity
needed to get the job done where other peo-
ple would have given up long ago. In the face
of continual opposition, Scott undertakes a
process of communication and compromise
that has served New Jersey, this Congress,
and America very well. Due to his refusal to
believe the nay-sayers, Scott serves as an ex-
ample and inspiration to Members and staff
alike.

I commend Scott’s many accomplishments
while here and fully expect that his exemplary
work will continue at his new position with the
Naval Criminal Investigative Service.

As I stand here today to recognize Scott’s
determination, courage, and creativity, I am
sorry to lose Scott as a member of my staff.
But, I wish him fair winds and following seas
on his return to the Navy.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of myself, my staff,
and all the friends Scott has made while here
with us, I would like to say, Thank You, Scott,
for all of your hard work.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. DONALD A. MANZULLO
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, on Thursday
last, due to a family emergency, I missed roll-
call votes 178 and 179 pertaining to the fiscal
year 1997 budget resolution. Had I been
present, I would have voted on rollcall No.
178, ‘‘no’’ and on rollcall No. 179, ‘‘yes.’’ I re-
quest unanimous consent that my statement
be included following the vote in the perma-
nent record.

f

CELEBRATING THE MANY CON-
TRIBUTIONS OF THE ASIAN PA-
CIFIC AMERICAN COMMUNITY

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD
OF GUAM

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, Hafa Adai.
It is with great pleasure that I rise today to cel-
ebrate our Asian- and Pacific-American culture
and history during Asian Pacific-American Her-
itage Month. By sponsoring Asian Pacific-
American Heritage activities, we honor the
Asian Pacific-American community and its
many accomplishments. In addition we seek to
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familiarize America with our community in an
effort to avoid division among our ethnically di-
verse American community.

No one would dispute that American society
has been significantly enriched by the con-
tributions of the Asian Pacific-American com-
munity. Thousands of Asian Pacific-Americans
helped to build our great Nation. Today, Asian
Pacific-Americans continue to serve our Na-
tion as public servants and military
servicemembers. I would like to make special
note of Guamanians serving our Nation in the
military, and especially those serving today in
Bosnia.

One particular service member who has dis-
tinguished himself is Spec. Peter Nartia of the
Guam Army National Guard. Specialist Nartia
was recently named U.S. Army Pacific Com-
mand Soldier of the Year. His dedication to
the armed services has afforded him the op-
portunity to represent the Army Pacific Com-
mand in the All-Army Command competition in
June.

In addition to those serving America in our
military, I would like to take this opportunity to
acknowledge other individuals who have of-
fered their talents and abilities to Guam, en-
riching both our island and all of America.

Jesus Charfauros is a gifted radio personal-
ity and journalist who has contributed 22 years
of his life to promoting the Chamorro culture
through the air waves by hosting cultural and
informative shows in the Chamorro.

Mary N.D. Matanane, Guam Nurses Asso-
ciation’s Nurse of the Year for 1995, is a de-
voted health care professional who has
worked for private and public sector health
care organizations, such as Guam Memorial
Hospital, the Department of Public Health and
Social Services, and Clark Home Nursing
Service.

Carmen L. Torres, a recently retired health
care practitioner has devoted nearly a quarter
of a century serving the people of Guam. Mrs.
Torres accomplishments include studying ob-
stetrics and gynecology during a fellowship
with the World Health Organization, and work-
ing as a supervisor and manager with the
Central Region Health Center Clinic. Mrs.
Torres has also received various awards, in-
cluding the 1981 and 1984 Outstanding Em-
ployee of the Department of Public Health and
Social Services, and the 1994 Guam Nurses
Association Presidential Commendation Award
for outstanding voluntary and dedicated serv-
ice to the nursing profession and organization.

The contributions of Asian Pacific-Ameri-
cans are significant and Guam is indebted to
the work of these individuals. As American citi-
zens, we are integral fibers of the social, eco-
nomic, and political fabric of the national com-
munity. Through events like the Asian Pacific-
American Heritage Month, we can continue to
celebrate our culture and foster understanding
and cooperation throughout the entire Amer-
ican community.
f

AGRICULTURE EMPLOYERS
SHOULD NOT BE EXEMPT FROM
PAYING UNEMPLOYMENT INSUR-
ANCE

HON. GEORGE MILLER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, the

Small Business Job Protection Act of 1996

has an ironic name since, contrary to the rec-
ommendation of a Federal commission, one
provision of it would give a special exemption
from Federal unemployment tax to agricultural
employers who give jobs to temporary foreign
workers. If the U.S. Congress intends to pro-
tect American jobs for American workers, then
it should not approve the proposed exemption
for employers of H–2A Program guestworkers.

The Federal Advisory Council on Unemploy-
ment Compensation in 1994 made a specific
recommendation on this issue after hearing all
the evidence and from all the parties. The Ad-
visory Council said, ‘‘* * * the wages of alien
agricultural workers (H2–A workers) should be
subject to FUTA taxes.’’ The chairperson of
that Council was Janet Norwood, the highly
respected former Chief of the Bureau of Labor
Statistics under the Bush and Reagan admin-
istrations.

We in Congress gave the H–2A growers a
temporary exemption from the Federal Unem-
ployment Tax Act [FUTA] and that exemption
was extended repeatedly. Finally, on Decem-
ber 31, 1994, we let this tax exemption expire,
after receiving the recommendation and report
of the Advisory Council on Unemployment
Compensation.

Now the growers who hire temporary foreign
workers want another exemption from the un-
employment tax. We should not grant it to
them.

This tax exemption would create an incen-
tive to hire temporary foreign agricultural work-
ers by making it cheaper to hire them than to
hire U.S. workers.

Such an incentive against hiring U.S. farm-
workers is especially inappropriate at this time.
Numerous studies have found that U.S. farm-
workers are suffering from high unemployment
and underemployment, stagnant or declining
real wages, poor living and working conditions,
and below poverty earnings. Partly for these
reasons, the House of Representatives in late
March overwhelmingly defeated an effort by
agribusiness to gain permission to bring in
several hundred thousand farmworkers from
abroad under poor wages and working condi-
tions. Without a shortage of domestic farm-
workers, we should not encourage the hiring
of foreign guestworkers.

In addition, the Advisory Council said that
the ‘‘vast majority, 97 percent, of the cost of
the H–2A certification process is funded
through the FUTA tax,’’ since the fees paid by
growers do not cover anything close to the
Government’s cost of operating the temporary
foreign worker program. This tax exemption
will put the burden on the American taxpayer
to pick up more of the cost of employers hiring
foreign workers.

The unemployment insurance program is
designed to spread the costs of minimizing the
negative effects on society of unemployment,
and employers of foreign farmworkers should
not be exempt from sharing in that cost.
f

AWARD FOR BARBARA GAFFIN

HON. BARNEY FRANK
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker,
I think those of us who have the privilege of
serving in this body are extremely lucky to be

able to work as we do. There is only one
major downside to our job in my experience—
our inability to be in two places at one time.
June 6 is one of the occasions when I will
very much regret this limitation. We will be in
session and I will therefore be in Washington.
In Boston, on June 6, the Jewish Community
Relations Council of Greater Boston will
present the Warren B. Kohn Award in Jewish
Communal Service to Barbara Gaffin, who
serves as the JCRC associate director. It is
not only a well-deserved award, it is an award
which could have been designed with the re-
cipient specifically in mind.

Barbara Gaffin has been an extraordinarily
dedicated and effective citizen for her entire
adult life. She was a leader in the effort to
save Jews worldwide from the oppression that
they faced in many countries, and had a major
role in the efforts many of us made here in
Congress to protect Jews from being victims
of oppression and death. For the past few
years, she has worked in Boston as the asso-
ciate director of the Jewish Community Rela-
tions Council and continues to be an invalu-
able source of intelligence, energy, compas-
sion, and good judgment on behalf of the wide
variety of causes that the JCRC undertakes. I
am regretful that I cannot attend the ceremony
at which this award is presented to Barbara
Gaffin, so I ask for an opportunity to note here
how important her work has been to myself
and to others.

In the interest of full disclosure, I should
note that Barbara Gaffin’s husband, Doug
Cahn, was for many years my administrative
assistant here in Washington. I was very lucky
to have him working for me, and I was addi-
tionally lucky that this brought me into such
regular contact with Barbara, who is truly an
exemplar of the ideal of Jewish communal
service.
f

CHILDREN’S PRIVACY PROTECTION
AND PARENTAL EMPOWERMENT
ACT INTRODUCED

HON. BOB FRANKS
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker,
today I am introducing the Children’s Privacy
Protection and Parental Empowerment Act—
groundbreaking legislation that will give par-
ents control over the use of personal informa-
tion about their children.

The information revolution has opened up
exciting opportunities for all Americans. It is al-
ready offering consumers more choices than
ever before, But while instant access to more
information can be a positive development in
our lives, this technology can also be manipu-
lated by those who want to prey upon the
weak or make an easy buck regardless of the
consequences.

As the information age continues to unfold,
Congress has an obligation to monitor the new
technology and make sure that reasonable
safeguards are in place to protect the most
vulnerable among us—our children.

The safety and privacy of our children is al-
ready being threatened by one product of the
information explosion. Every day in commu-
nities across America, parents stop by a local
fast food restaurant with their kids and sign
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them up for a birthday club. Others dress their
children up to have a picture taken by a pro-
fessional photographer and fill out a form be-
fore the picture is snapped. Or maybe they’re
at the local supermarket when they fill out a
consumer survey about their family’s buying
habits in exchange for a free product or some
discount coupons.

What these parents probably don’t know is
that the personal and sometimes sensitive in-
formation they’ve innocently provided about
their children is for sale. And anyone, anytime
can purchase it. Commercial list companies
are using that information to develop an elabo-
rate data base on virtually every child in Amer-
ica. They’re gathering children’s complete
names, ages, addresses, and phone num-
bers—and often even their personal likes and
dislikes.

And the fact is these list vendors sell this in-
formation freely to whoever wants to purchase
it. Anyone with nothing more than a mailing
address can contact a list vendor and order a
specific list. It might be the names, addresses
and phone numbers of all children living in a
neighborhood—or a listing of all 10-year-old
boys in a particular community who have a
video game systems. And the cost of this in-
formation is relatively inexpensive.

Most parents have no idea that information
about their children is for sale by hundreds of
list vendors. Often, parents have no idea why
their children are solicited by direct mail adver-
tisers or tele-marketers. But the danger of this
information winding up in the wrong hands is
very real and very frightening.

Earlier this month a news report by KCBS–
TV in Los Angeles vividly demonstrated the
threat to our children’s safety from the uncon-
trolled sale of information about children. The
station ordered a list of the names, addresses,
and phone numbers of 5,000 Los Angeles
children from the Nation’s largest distributor of
lists, Metromail. It placed the order in the
name of Richard Allen Davis, the man now on
trial for kidnapping 12-year-old Polly Klaas
from her Sausilito home and murdering her.
After providing nothing more than a fake
name, mailing address and a disconnected
phone number, the list arrived the next day.
The cost: just $277, cash on delivery.

We must act now to protect our children be-
fore a real murderer or child molester buys a
list of potential victims. There’s something fun-
damentally wrong when society takes more
care in protecting information about criminals
than it does in protecting information about our
children from those who would harm them.

The most important provision of the Chil-
dren’s Privacy Protection and Parental
Empowerment Act would ensure that personal
information about a child could no longer be
bought and sold without a parent’s consent.
Concern about protecting the privacy and
safety of children has brought together a
broad cross-section of groups in support of
this initiative including the Center for Media
Education, the Christian Coalition, the
Consumer Federation of America, the Elec-
tronic Privacy Information Center, Enough is
Enough, the Family Research Council, the
Kids Off Lists Coalition, the Klaas Foundation
for Children, the National Law Center for Chil-
dren, and Families and Privacy Times. While
there may be little we can do to stop a child
molester from stalking children when they’re
playing in the park or walking home from
school, our legislation takes some common-
sense steps to protect the privacy of children.

The legislation would give parents the right
to compel list brokers to release to them all
the information they have compiled about their
child. In addition, the list vendor would have to
turn over to the parents the name of anyone
to whom they have distributed personal infor-
mation about their child. Our bill would force
list vendors to be more diligent about verifying
the identify of companies and individuals seek-
ing to buy lists of children. Specifically, it
would be a criminal offense for a list vendor to
provide personal information about children to
anyone it has reason to believe would use that
information to harm a child. Finally, there is a
provision in the bill to address an alarming
practice that was actually used by one list
company. The company had a contract with a
Texas prison for data entry services. That
means that prisoners, including child molest-
ers and pedophiles, were being handed per-
sonal information about children to enter into
a computer data base. Although the company
no longer uses prison labor, our bill would pro-
hibit this dangerous practice from ever being
used again. Prisoners and convicted sex of-
fenders would never again have access to
personal information about children.

In today’s high-tech information age—when
access to information on our personal lives is
just a keystroke or phone call away—our chil-
dren need this special protection. I urge my
colleagues to support the Children’s Privacy
Protection and Parental Empowerment Act.
f

CONGRATULATIONS CHRISTIAN A.
DASMARINAS, 1996 CONGRES-
SIONAL ARTS COMPETITION WIN-
NER

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD
OF GUAM

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22, 1996

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, in my
home district of Guam, we have many out-
standing people. However, one young man
from the village of Tamuning deserves special
mention. This year, Christian Ragos
Dasmarinas is the young artist from Guam to
have his artwork displayed in our Capitol cor-
ridor. Christian’s winning artwork is an evoc-
ative batik, featuring a Chamorro warrior rest-
ing against a lane in the shade of the tree.
The batik expresses much about Chamorro
culture and history. It is unmistakably Pacific
and depicts our appreciation of our natural en-
vironment and our tropical island life.

In an era of intense gang violence and drug
abuse, such a triumph is worth mentioning.
His talent for art predicts future successes, but
there are many things about Christian worth
mentioning.

This young artist plans to attend college and
major in computer programming. He aspires to
become a Computer Aided Designer [CAD].
As a career in art would be inherent for Chris-
tian, this young man also plays the guitar for
a local band, Anaesthesia. I envision Christian
creating computer programs for students inter-
ested in the fields of art and music.

Christian is the second of the four children
of Norberto and Cynthia Dasmarinas. In 1993,
Christian and his family immigrated from the
Philippines to the United States to secure a
better way of life and attain a piece of the
American dream.

Christian has begun his journey to achieve
that goal. He will graduate from the John F.
Kennedy High school in 1998. Although this is
his first award, it will certainly not be his last.
Its hard to keep up with him. When he is not
creating artistic work, he’s strumming his gui-
tar or surfing on the interent for a friend.

He has made his friends and family proud,
and I am pleased to have his artwork rep-
resent Guam.

Congratulations to Christian Dasmarinas,
who has mastered a fine piece.
f

NATIONAL MISSING CHILDREN’S
DAY

HON. JIM RAMSTAD
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 22,1996

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
honor of National Missing Children’s Day May
25, and ask that my colleagues and the entire
Nation remember the 1 million children re-
ported missing in the United States.

Every State in our Nation has experienced
the tragedy of a child heartlessly taken from
family, friends, and the community at the
hands of a kidnapper. In my home State of
Minnesota, the community of St. Joseph con-
tinues to struggle and tries to understand the
abduction of Jacob Wetterling, a healthy,
happy child who this year would have grad-
uated with the rest of his classmates at Apollo
High School in St. Cloud.

Jacob Wetterling was abducted in 1989.
Since his tragic disappearance, Jacob’s family
and friends have reminded us that life can be
dramatically changed in a matter of moments.
They remind us that even the seemingly most
peaceful town can face tragedy of massive
proportions. They remind us that every com-
munity in every State has a responsibility to
offer safety and protection to its children.

Jacob’s family and friends have shown their
commitment to Jacob and other children by
establishing the Jacob Wetterling Foundation.
The foundation works tirelessly to promote
child safety, support families, and search for
missing children.

The Jacob Wetterling Foundation played an
essential role in my efforts to enact Federal
legislation to address the horrendous epidemic
of sexual crimes against children.

Fully two-thirds of the nonfamily child ab-
duction cases reported to police involve sexual
assault. The National Center for Missing and
Exploited Children reports that 74 percent of
imprisoned child sex offenders had one or
more prior convictions for a sexual offense
against a child. Another study found that those
who prey on young boys commit an average
of 281 acts of molestation.

According to the Department of Justice,
over 100,000 children are targets of attempted
abductions each year. Thankfully, most at-
tempts are unsuccessful, but thousands like
Jacob tragically disappear.

That’s why the Wetterling Foundation and
Jacob’s parents, Patty and Jerry Wetterling,
worked tirelessly to help me pass the 1994
Jacob Wetterling Crimes Against Children
Registration Act.

The Wetterling Act provides for the registra-
tion of convicted child sex offenders and vio-
lent sexual predators. This national require-
ment was needed because of the propensity
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of these offenders to repeat their heinous
crimes again and again after their release
from prison. Some States—like my home
State of Minnesota—already provided for sex
offender registration, but many offenders sim-
ply moved to another State and avoided de-
tection and registration.

The children of America and their families
needed the Wetterling Act to protect them
from those who prey on children. Every major
law enforcement organization asked for it as a
resource for investigating child abduction and
molestation cases.

Until recently, law enforcement was simply
allowed to notify the community when dan-
gerous child sexual offenders were released
and living in the community. Congress recently
passed Megan’s law, which will require com-
munity notification. This is good news for
America’s children and families.

Mr. Speaker, May 25 is National Missing
Children’s Day. Jacob’s family and friends, the
people of St. Joseph and all Minnesotans will
remember Jacob Wetterling and other children
who have been abducted. The Wetterling
Foundation has asked Minnesotan to leave
their front porch lights glowing for National

Missing Children’s Day. These porch lights
represent hope that Jacob and the other miss-
ing children will be found and returned home
safely. They also represent a brighter future
where children can be free from worry and
fear because they are part of a community
that makes child safety and protection the sin-
gle most important priority.

I invite the citizens of every State in the Na-
tion to join my fellow Minnesotans in leaving
on their porch lights. Leave your lights on for
Jacob Wetterling and the million other children
who are still missing. Let them know we love
them and will never stop looking for them.
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SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4,
agreed to by the Senate on February 4,
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference.
This title requires all such committees
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest—designated by the Rules Com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose
of the meetings, when scheduled, and
any cancellations or changes in the
meetings as they occur.

As an additional procedure along
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest will prepare this information for
printing in the Extensions of Remarks
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD

on Monday and Wednesday of each
week.

Meetings scheduled for Thursday,
May 23, 1996, may be found in the Daily
Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

JUNE 4

10:00 a.m.
Judiciary

To hold hearings on S. 1237, to revise cer-
tain provisions of law relating to child
pornography.

SD–226

JUNE 5

9:30 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

To hold hearings to examine proposals to
reform the Commodity Exchange Act.

SR–328A

JUNE 6
2:00 p.m.

Energy and Natural Resources
Parks, Historic Preservation and Recre-

ation Subcommittee
To hold hearings on S. 1703, to revitalize

and expand the scope of operations of
the National Park Foundation to assist
in the preservation of America’s na-
tional parks.

SD–366

JUNE 11
9:30 a.m.

Indian Affairs
To hold oversight hearings on the imple-

mentation of the Indian Trust Fund
Management Reform Act of 1994, and
on Indian trust funds management by
the Department of the Interior.

SR–485

JUNE 13
2:00 p.m.

Appropriations
Treasury, Postal Service, and General Gov-

ernment Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1997 for the
White House Office of National Drug
Control Policy.

SD–192

JUNE 18

9:30 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
Research, Nutrition, and General Legisla-

tion Subcommittee
To hold hearings to review a report to

the Department of Agriculture by the
Advisory Committee on Agricultural
Concentration, and to examine other
livestock industry issues.

SR–328A

SEPTEMBER 17

9:30 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs

To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs to re-
view the legislative recommendations
of the American Legion.

334 Cannon Building

CANCELLATIONS

MAY 23

9:30 a.m.
Special on Aging

To hold hearings to examine how the
Supplemental Security Income and the
Disbility Income programs can be re-
formed to encourage more people to
enter into productive employment.

SD–562
10:00 a.m.

Appropriations
Foreign Operations Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1997 for foreign
assistance programs.

SD–106
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs

To hold hearings on S. 1317, to repeal the
Public Utility Holding Company Act of
1935 and transfer certain regulatory
functions from the Securities and Ex-
change Commission to the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission and the
Public Service Commissions of various
States.

SD–538
Governmental Affairs

To resume hearings to examine the sta-
tus of the modernization of the Inter-
nal Revenue Service tax modernization
system.

SD–342
4:00 p.m.

Appropriations
Labor, Health and Human Services, and

Education Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1997 for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services.

SD–192

POSTPONEMENTS

MAY 23

9:30 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation

To hold hearings to examine issues relat-
ing to broadcast spectrum.

SR–253
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Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S5461–S5505

Measures Introduced: Seven bills were introduced,
as follows: S. 1789–1795.                                      Page S5492

Congressional Budget: Senate continued consider-
ation of S. Con. Res. 57, setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States Government for
fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and
2002, taking action on amendments proposed there-
to, as follows:                                    Pages S5461–90, S5504–05

Adopted:
Wyden/Kerry Modified Amendment No. 3984, to

express the sense of the Senate regarding revenue as-
sumptions.                                                              Pages S5463–64

Wellstone Amendment No. 3989, to express the
sense of the Senate with respect to the interrelation-
ship between domestic violence and welfare.
                                                                                            Page S5465

Snowe Amendment No. 4017, to express the sense
of the Senate that the aggregates and functional lev-
els included in the budget resolution assume that
savings in student loans can be achieved without any
program change that would increase costs to stu-
dents and parents or decrease accessibility to student
loans.                                                                                 Page S5465

Domenici (for Faircloth) Amendment No. 4024,
to express the sense of the Senate regarding reduc-
tion of the national debt.                                       Page S5465

By 52 yeas to 48 nays (Vote No. 122), Domenici
(for Abraham/Coverdell) Amendment No. 4028 (to
Amendment No. 3986), to express the sense of the
Senate regarding administrative funding of the Presi-
dent’s Public Safety and Community Policing
Grants, and to increase funding for the Violent
Crime Reduction Trust Fund programs in 2001 and
2002.                                                                        Pages S5465–66

(Subsequently, the amendment fell when Amend-
ment No. 3986, listed below, was tabled.)
                                                                                            Page S5466

By a unanimous vote of 100 yeas (Vote No. 124),
Wellstone Amendment No. 3987, to express the
sense of the Senate that Congress will not enact or

adopt any legislation that would increase the number
of children who are hungry or homeless.
                                                                                    Pages S5466–67

By 88 yeas to 12 nays (Vote No. 127), Wellstone
Amendment No. 3988, to express the sense of the
Senate with respect to maintaining current expendi-
ture levels for the Low Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Program for fiscal year 1997.            Pages S5469–70

Kennedy Amendment No. 3997, to express the
sense of the Congress that the reconciliation bill
should maintain the existing prohibition against ad-
ditional charges by providers under the Medicare
program. (By 49 yeas to 51 nays (Vote No. 130),
Senate earlier failed to table the amendment.)
                                                                                    Pages S5474–75

By a unanimous vote of 99 yeas (Vote No. 131),
Kennedy Amendment No. 3998, to express the sense
of the Congress that the reconciliation bill should
not include any changes in Federal nursing home
quality standards or the Federal enforcement of such
standards.                                                                        Page S5475

By 94 yeas to 6 nays (Vote No. 132), Kennedy
Amendment No. 3999, to express the sense of the
Congress that provisions of current Medicaid law
protecting families of nursing home residents from
experiencing financial ruin as the price of needed
care for their loved ones should be retained.
                                                                                    Pages S5475–76

Kennedy Modified Amendment No. 4000, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate relating to the protec-
tion of the wages of construction workers.
                                                                                    Pages S5476–78

By 92 yeas to 8 nays (Vote No. 133), Ashcroft
Amendment No. 4030 (to Amendment No. 4000),
to express the sense of the Congress that States
should be allowed to require welfare recipients to
stay drug-free as a condition for receiving welfare
benefits from the taxpayers.                          Pages S5476–77

Kennedy Amendment No. 4031 (to Amendment
No. 4000), to protect the incomes of construction
workers and their families and to express the sense
of the Senate that the Davis-Bacon Act should not
be repealed. (By 40 yeas to 60 nays (Vote 134), Sen-
ate earlier failed to table the amendment.)
                                                                                            Page S5477



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — DAILY DIGEST D515May 22, 1996

By a unanimous vote of 99 yeas (Vote No. 135),
Santorum Amendment No. 4032 (to Amendment
No. 4000), to express the sense of the Senate that
the provisions in the resolution assume reform of the
Davis-Bacon Act.                                                Pages S5477–78

By 53 yeas to 47 nays (Vote No. 137), Lott/Smith
Modified Amendment No. 4002, to express the
sense of the Congress regarding reimbursement of
the United States for the costs associated with Oper-
ations Southern Watch and Provide Comfort out of
revenues generated by any sale of petroleum origi-
nating from Iraq.                                                Pages S5478–79

By a unanimous vote of 100 yeas (Vote No. 138),
Simpson/Moynihan Amendment No. 4003, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate that all Federal spend-
ing and revenues which are indexed for inflation
should be calibrated by the most accurate inflation
indices which are available to the Federal Govern-
ment.                                                                        Pages S5479–80

Gramm Amendment No. 4009, to express the
sense of the Congress that the 1993 income tax in-
crease on Social Security benefits should be repealed.
                                                                                    Pages S5481–82

By a unanimous vote of 100 yeas (Vote No. 141),
Exon Amendment No. 4033 (to Amendment No.
4009), to express the sense of the Senate that no pro-
visions in this resolution should worsen the solvency
of the Medicare Trust Fund.                         Pages S5481–82

By 50 yeas to 48 nays (Vote No. 142), Domenici
(for Gramm) Amendment No. 4034 (to Amendment
No. 4009), to express the sense of the Congress that
the 1993 income tax increase on Social Security ben-
efits should be repealed.                                         Page S5482

By a unanimous vote of 100 yeas (Vote No. 143),
Domenici (for Dole/Hatch/Helms) Modified Amend-
ment No. 4019, to express the sense of the Senate
that the Attorney General should investigate the
practice regarding the prosecution of drug smug-
glers.                                                            Pages S5462, S5483–85

Bumpers Amendment No. 4013, to establish that
no amounts realized from sales of assets shall be
scored with respect to the level of budget authority,
outlays, or revenues.                                          Pages S5486–88

By a unanimous vote of 98 yeas (Vote No. 145)
McCain/Domenici Amendment No. 4035 (to
Amendment No. 4013), to express the sense of the
Senate regarding corporate subsidies and to provide
a rule that would prohibit the scoring of proceeds
from asset sales that would lead to a financial loss
by the Federal Government.                         Pages S5486–87

Rejected:
Boxer Amendment No. 3982, to preserve, protect,

and strengthen the Medicaid program by controlling
costs, providing State flexibility, and restoring criti-
cal standards and protections, including coverage for
all populations covered under current law, to restore

$18 billion in excessive cuts, offset by corporate and
business tax reforms, and to express the sense of the
Senate regarding certain Medicaid reforms. (By 55
yeas to 45 nays (Vote No. 120), Senate tabled the
amendment.)                                                                 Page S5463

Wellstone Amendment No. 3985, to express the
sense of the Senate on tax deductibility of higher
education tuition and student loan interest costs. (By
56 yeas to 44 nays (Vote No. 121), Senate tabled the
amendment.)                                                         Pages S5464–65

Wellstone/Kerry Amendment No. 3986, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate that funds will be avail-
able to hire new police officers under the Commu-
nity Oriented Policing Service. (By 51 yeas to 49
nays (Vote No. 123), Senate tabled the amendment.)
                                                                                    Pages S5465–66

Wellstone Amendment No. 4029 (to Amendment
No. 3986), to express the sense of the Senate that
funds will be available to hire new police officers.
(The amendment fell when Amendment No. 3986,
listed above, was tabled.)                                        Page S5466

Kerry Amendment No. 3990, to restore proposed
cuts in the environment and natural resources pro-
grams, to be offset by the extension of expired tax
provisions or corporate and business tax reforms. (By
55 yeas to 45 nays (Vote No. 125), Senate tabled the
amendment.)                                                                 Page S5467

Kerry Amendment No. 3991, to increase the
Function 500 totals to maintain levels of education
and training funding that will keep pace with rising
school enrollments and the demand for a better-
trained workforce, to be offset by the extension of
expired tax provisions or corporate and business tax
reforms. (By 52 yeas to 48 nays (Vote No. 126),
Senate tabled the amendment.)                   Pages S5467–69

Kyl Amendment No. 3995, to express the sense
of the Senate regarding a supermajority requirement
for raising taxes. (By 59 yeas to 41 nays (Vote No.
128), Senate tabled the amendment.)      Pages S5470–73

By 26 yeas to 74 nays (Vote No. 129), Kyl Modi-
fied Amendment No. 3996, to providing funding for
the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program
through fiscal year 2000.                                       Page S5474

Byrd Amendment No. 4001, to increase overall
discretionary spending to the levels proposed by the
President, offset by the extension of expired tax pro-
visions or corporate and business tax reforms. (By 61
yeas to 39 nays (Vote No. 136), Senate tabled the
amendment.)                                                                 Page S5478

By 43 yeas to 57 nays (Vote No. 140), Ashcroft
Modified Amendment No. 4008, to provide for an
income tax deduction for the old age, survivors, and
disability insurance taxes paid by employees and self-
employed individuals.                                      Pages S5480–81

Brown Amendment No. 4010, to express the
sense of the Senate that there should be a cap on the
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application of the civilian and military retirement
COLA.                                                                              Page S5485

Harkin Amendment No. 4011, to provide that
the first reconciliation bill not include Medicaid re-
form, focusing mainly on welfare reform by shifting
Medicaid changes from the first to the second rec-
onciliation bill. (By 60 yeas to 40 nays (Vote No.
144), Senate tabled the amendment.)      Pages S5485–86

Bumpers Amendment No. 4036 (to Amendment
No. 4013), to establish that no amounts realized
from sales of assets shall be scored with respect to
the level of budget authority, outlays, or revenues.
(By 52 yeas to 46 nays (Vote No. 146), Senate ta-
bled the amendment.                                       Pages S5487–88

Pending:
Harkin (for Specter) Amendment No. 4012, to re-

store funding for education, training, and health pro-
grams to a Congressional Budget Office freeze level
for fiscal year 1997 through an across the board re-
duction in Federal administrative costs.         Page S5462

Bumpers Amendment No. 4014, to eliminate the
defense firewalls.                                                         Page S5462

Thompson Amendment No. 3981, to express the
sense of the Senate on the funding levels for the
Presidential Election Campaign Fund.            Page S5462

Murkowski Amendment No. 4015, to prohibit
sense of the Senate amendments from being offered
to the budget resolution.                                        Page S5462

Simpson (for Kerrey) Amendment No. 4016, to
express the sense of the Senate on long term entitle-
ment reforms.                                                               Page S5462

Chafee/Breaux Amendment No. 4018, in the na-
ture of a substitute.                                                   Page S5462

Feingold Amendment No. 3969, to eliminate the
tax cut.                                                                             Page S5462

Domenici (for McCain) Amendment No. 4022, to
express the sense of the Senate regarding Spectrum
auctions and their effect on the integrity of the
budget process.                                                            Page S5462

Domenici (for Faircloth) Amendment No. 4023,
to express the sense of the Senate that any com-
prehensive legislation sent to the President that bal-
ances the budget by a certain date and that includes
welfare reform provisions shall also contain to the
maximum extent possible a strategy for reducing the
rate of out-of-wedlock births and encouraging family
formation.                                                                       Page S5462

Exon (for Roth) Amendment No. 4025, to express
the sense of the Senate regarding the funding of
Amtrak.                                                                           Page S5462

Domenici Amendment No. 4027 (to Amendment
No. 4012), to adjust the fiscal year 1997 non-de-
fense discretionary allocation to the Appropriation
Committee by $5 billion in budget authority and $4
billion in outlays to sustain 1996 post-OCRA policy.
                                                                                            Page S5462

During consideration of this measure today, Senate
also took the following action:

By 44 yeas to 56 nays (Vote No. 139), three-fifths
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected a motion to
waive the Congressional Budget Act with respect to
consideration of Graham Amendment No. 4007, to
create a 60 vote point of order against legislation di-
verting savings achieved through Medicare waste,
fraud and abuse enforcement activities for purposes
other than improving the solvency of the Medicare
Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund. Subse-
quently, a point of order that the amendment was
in violation of section 305 (b)(2) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act was sustained, and the amend-
ment thus fell.                                                             Page S5480

A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for further consideration of the resolution and
amendments pending thereto, on Thursday, May 23,
1996.                                                                        Pages S5504–05

Appointments:
National Commission on Restructuring the In-

ternal Revenue Service: The Chair, on behalf of the
Majority Leader, pursuant to Public Law 104–52, as
amended by Public Law 104–134, appointed the fol-
lowing individuals as members of the National Com-
mission on Restructuring the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice: Senator Grassley, David L. Keating, of Maryland,
J. Fred Kubik, of Kansas, and Mark L. McConaghy,
of Washington, D.C.; and on behalf of the Demo-
cratic Leader, the following individuals: Senator
Kerrey, and Fred T. Goldberg, Jr.                    Page S5505

Messages From the President: Senate received the
following messages from the President of the United
States:

Transmitting the report of the Commodity Credit
Corporation for fiscal year 1994; referred to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.
(PM–148).                                                                      Page S5491

Transmitting the annual reports of the National
Science Foundation for fiscal years 1994 and 1995;
referred to the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources. (PM–149).                                                    Page S5491

Nominations Received: Senate received the follow-
ing nominations:

Routine lists in the Coast Guard, Marine Corps.
                                                                                            Page S5505

Messages From the President:                        Page S5491

Messages From the House:                               Page S5491

Measures Referred:                                         Pages S5491–92

Measures Placed on Calendar:                        Page S5492

Executive Reports of Committees:               Page S5492

Statements on Introduced Bills:            Pages S5492–99
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Additional Cosponsors:                         Pages S5499–S5500

Amendments Submitted:                           Pages S5500–01

Notices of Hearings:                                              Page S5501

Authority for Committees:                                Page S5501

Additional Statements:                                Pages S5501–04

Record Votes: Twenty-seven record votes were
taken today. (Total—146)
              Page S5463, S5465–67, S5469–70, S5473–82, S5485–88

Adjournment: Senate convened at 9:15 a.m., and
adjourned at 5:57 p.m., until 12 noon, on Thursday,
May 23, 1996. (For Senate’s program, see the re-
marks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on pages S5504–05.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

BURMA SANCTIONS
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs:
Committee held hearings to examine the current sit-
uation in Burma, and on S. 1511, to impose certain
unilateral and multilateral economic sanctions
against Burma, receiving testimony from Senators
McConnell and Moynihan; Burma Prime Minister
Sein Win, Rangoon, on behalf of the National Coali-
tion Government of the Union of Burma; and Adelle

Lutz and David Byrne, both of New York, New
York.

Hearings were recessed subject to call.

INFORMATION SECURITY
Committee on Governmental Affairs: Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations held hearings to exam-
ine the security status of American information sys-
tems, focusing on recent threats of unauthorized ac-
cess to sensitive information in computer systems at
the Department of Defense, receiving testimony
from Jim Christy, Investigator, Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations; and Jack L. Brock, Jr.,
Director, Defense Information and Financial Manage-
ment Systems, Accounting and Information Manage-
ment Division, and Keith Rhodes, Technical Assist-
ant Director, Office of the Chief Scientist, both of
the General Accounting Office.

Hearings were recessed subject to call.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Small Business: Committee ordered favor-
ably reported the following business items:

S. 1784, to strengthen, expand, and improve the
Small Business Investment Company Program, with
an amendment in the nature of a substitute; and

The nomination of Ginger Ehn Lew, of California,
to be Deputy Administrator of the Small Business
Administration.

h

House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 13 public bills, H.R. 3503–3515;
1 private bill, H.R. 3516; and 1 resolution, H. Con.
Res. 180 were introduced.                             Pages H5500–01

Committee to Sit: The following committees and
their subcommittees received permission to sit today
during proceedings of the House under the 5-minute
rule: Committees on Agriculture, Commerce, Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight, International Rela-
tions, National Security, Resources, Veterans’ Affairs,
and Select Intelligence.                                           Page H5388

Prairie Island Indian Community: The House
passed H.R. 3068, to accept the request of the Prai-
rie Island Indian Community to revoke their charter
of incorporation issued under the Indian Reorganiza-
tion Act.                                                                 Pages H5388–89

Intelligence Authorization: The House passed
H.R. 3259, providing for the consideration of H.R.
3259, to authorize appropriations for fiscal year 1997

for intelligence and intelligence-related activities of
the United States Government, the Community
Management Account, and the Central Intelligence
Agency Retirement and Disability System.
                                                                             Pages H5389–H5431

Agreed to the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute.                                                   Page H5431

Agreed To:
The McCollum amendment that expresses the

sense of Congress that protection of the identities of
undercover intelligence officers should be enforced
by appropriate law enforcement agencies;     Page H5397

The Dicks amendment, as amended by the Com-
best amendment, that increases the amount author-
ized for the tier III minus unmanned aerial vehicle
and restricts the obligation of this funding until the
Secretary of Defense submits a detailed cost analysis
and report that specifies how these funds will be
used;                                                                          Pages H5397–98

The Weldon of Pennsylvania amendment that de-
creases funding for declassification of documents and
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increases funding for the Environmental Intelligence
and Applications Program;                            Pages H5398–99

The Richardson amendment, as amended by the
Murtha amendment, that prohibits the intelligence
community from using any United States media cor-
respondent as an intelligence agent unless the Presi-
dent certifies in writing to the Congress that such
use is necessary to address the overriding national se-
curity interest of the United States (agreed to by a
recorded vote of 417 ayes to 6 noes, Roll No. 184);
                                                         Pages H5399–H5403, H5419–20

The Traficant amendment that applies provisions
of the Buy America Act to all funding that is ex-
pended;                                                                    Pages H5409–10

The Brownback amendment, as amended by the
Combest amendment in the nature of a substitute,
that applies restrictions to United States intelligence
information shared with the United Nations;
                                                                                    Pages H5410–13

The Combest amendment that qualifies the
multiyear leasing authority granted to the CIA to
amounts appropriated;                                             Page H5415

The Combest amendment that eliminates the dou-
ble surcharge on the CIA for employees who retire
or resign in fiscal years 1998 or 1999;
                                                                                    Pages H5415–16

The Combest amendment that authorizes the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence to transfer funding
within the National Foreign Intelligence Program
for declassification of records over 25 years old; and
                                                                                            Page H5416

The Combest amendment that authorizes amounts
obligated or expended for intelligence of intelligence
related activities based on and otherwise in accord-
ance with the appropriations provided by the Omni-
bus Consolidated Rescissions and Appropriations Act
of 1996 (Public Law 104–134).                         Page H5416

Rejected:
The Sanders amendment that sought to limit the

fiscal year 1997 intelligence authorization level to 90
percent of the fiscal year 1996 level (rejected by a
recorded vote of 115 ayes to 311 noes, Roll No.
185);                                                            Pages H5403–09, H5420

The Conyers amendment that sought to require
the President to submit to Congress a separate un-
classified statement of intelligence appropriations
and proposed appropriations, for the current fiscal
year and subsequent fiscal year, with his annual
budget request (rejected by a recorded vote of 176
ayes to 248 noes, Roll No. 186);
                                                                      Pages H5413–15, H5421

The Frank of Massachusetts amendment that
sought to reduce the total funding authorized by 4.9
percent and to permit the President, in consultation
with the Director of Central Intelligence and the
Secretary of Defense, to apply this reduction by

transferring and reprogramming amounts (rejected
by a recorded vote of 192 ayes to 235 noes, Roll No.
187); and                                                                Pages H5421–25

The Schroeder amendment that sought to limit
the total amount authorized for the National Recon-
naissance Office to the amount appropriated in fiscal
year 1996 (rejected by a recorded vote of 137 ayes
to 292 noes, Roll No. 188).                         Pages H5425–31

The Clerk was authorized to correct spelling,
punctuation, cross referencing, and section numbers,
and to make any other technical and conforming
changes as may be necessary in the engrossment of
the bill.                                                                           Page H5431

Presidential Messages: Read the following mes-
sages from the President:

Commodity Credit Corporation: Message wherein
he transmits his report of the Commodity Credit
Corporation for fiscal year 1994—referred to the
Committee on Agriculture; and                         Page H5431

National Science Foundation: Message wherein
he transmits the combined annual reports of the Na-
tional Science Foundation for fiscal years 1994 and
1995—referred to the Committee on Science.
                                                                                    Pages H5431–32

Late Report: Committee on Appropriations received
permission to have until midnight on Thursday, May
23, to file a report on a bill making appropriations
for Military Construction.                                      Page H5445

Small Business Job Protection: By a yea-and-nay
vote of 414 yeas to 10 nays, Roll No. 190, the
House passed H.R. 3448, to provide tax relief for
small businesses, to protect jobs, to create opportuni-
ties, and to increase the take home pay of workers.
                                                                                    Pages H5445–78

Agreed to the Committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute.                                                   Page H5477

Order of Business: It was made in order that dur-
ing consideration of H.R. 1227 pursuant to House
Resolution 440, notwithstanding the order of the
previous question, it be in order after 30 minutes of
the 90 minutes provided for initial debate on the
bill, as amended pursuant to the rule, for the Chair
to postpone further consideration of the bill until
the following legislative day, on which consideration
may resume at a time designated by the Speaker.
                                                                      Pages H5432–45, H5478

Meeting Hour: Agreed that when the House ad-
journs on Wednesday, it adjourn to meet at 9 a.m.
on Thursday, May 22.                                             Page H5478

Employee Commuting Flexibility: House
consumed 30 minutes of general debate on H.R.
1227, to amend the Portal-to-Portal Act of 1947 re-
lating to the payment of wages to employees who
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use employer owned vehicles. General debate will re-
sume on Thursday, May 22.                         Pages H5478–85

H. Res. 440, the rule under which both H.R.
3448 and H.R. 1227 are being considered, was
agreed to earlier by a yea-and-nay vote of 219 yeas
to 211 nays, Roll No. 189.                          Pages H5444–45

Commission on the Internal Revenue Service:
The Chair announced the Speaker’s appointment of
Representatives Portman of Ohio, and from private
life: Mr. Ernest Dronenberg of California, Mr. Gerry
Harkins of Georgia, and Mr. Grover Norquist of the
District of Columbia to the National Commission on
Restructuring the Internal Revenue Service on the
part of the House.                                                      Page H5485

Read a letter from the Minority Leader wherein he
announced his appointment of Representative Matsui
of California and Mr. George Newstrom of Virginia,
from private life, to the National Commission on
Restructuring the Internal Revenue Service.
                                                                                            Page H5485

Amendments Ordered Printed: Amendments or-
dered printed pursuant to the rule appear on page
H5501.

Senate Messages: Message received from the Senate
today appears on page H5383.

Quorum Calls—Votes: Two yea-and-nay votes and
five recorded votes developed during the proceedings
of the House today and appear on pages H5419–20,
H5420, H5421, H5425, H5430–31, H5444–45,
and H5477–78. There were no quorum calls.

Adjournment: Met at 10 a.m. and adjourned at
11:11 p.m.

Committee Meetings
SEAFOOD INSPECTION PROGRAMS
Committee on Agriculture: Subcommittee on Livestock,
Dairy and Produce held a hearing on seafood inspec-
tion programs. Testimony was heard from James W.
Brennan, Deputy General Counsel, NOAA, Depart-
ment of Commerce; Michael Friedman, M.D., Dep-
uty Commissioner, Operations, FDA, Department of
Health and Human Services.

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING AND RELATED PROGRAMS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations, Export Financing and Related Programs
began markup of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing and Related Programs appropriations for fis-
cal year 1997.

DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Na-
tional Security met in executive session to continue

markup of the Defense appropriations for fiscal year
1997.

Will continue tomorrow.

ARMORED CAR RECIPROCITY
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1996
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Commerce,
Trade, and Hazardous Materials approved for full
Committee action H.R. 3431, Armored Car Industry
Reciprocity Improvement Act of 1996.

Prior to this action, the Subcommittee held a
hearing on this legislation. Testimony was heard
from public witnesses.

OVERSIGHT—CONDITIONS—D.C.
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight: Sub-
committee on the District of Columbia held an over-
sight hearing on Conditions within the District of
Columbia Department of Corrections. Testimony was
heard from Margaret Moore, Director, Department of
Corrections, District of Columbia; and public wit-
nesses.

ELECTRONIC REPORTING STREAMLINING
ACT; DELAY PRIVATIZATION OF OFFICE
OF INVESTIGATIONS OPM
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight: Sub-
committee on Government Management, Informa-
tion and Technology held a hearing on the follow-
ing: Electronic Reporting Streamlining Act of 1996;
and H.R. 3189, to delay the privatization of the Of-
fice of Federal Investigations of the Office of Person-
nel Management in order to allow sufficient time for
a thorough review to be conducted as to the feasibil-
ity and desirability of any such privitization. Testi-
mony was heard from Sally Katzen, Administrator,
Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, OMB;
the following officials of OMP: James B. King, Di-
rector; and Deborah Abraham Apperson, Senior in-
vestigator, Office of Federal Investigations; and pub-
lic witnesses.

AFRICAN—HUMAN RIGHTS
Committee on International Relations: Subcommittee on
Africa held a hearing on Current Human Rights Sit-
uation in Africa. Testimony was heard from John
Shattuck, Assistant Secretary, Democracy, Human
Rights, and Labor, Department of State; and public
witnesses.

FORCED MIGRATION—NEWLY
INDEPENDENT STATES
Committee on International Relations: Subcommittee on
International Operations and Human Rights held a
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hearing on Forced Migration in the Newly Inde-
pendent States of the former Soviet Union. Testi-
mony was heard from public witnesses.

SHIPBUILDING TRADE AGREEMENT ACT

Committee on National Security: Special Oversight
Panel on the Merchant Marine held a hearing on
H.R. 2754, Shipbuilding Trade Agreement Act.
Testimony was heard from Representatives Gibbons
and Crane; the following officials of the Office of the
U.S. Trade Representative: Ambassador Jennifer
Hillman, General Counsel; and Donald Phillips, As-
sistant U.S. Trade Representative for Industry; and
public witnesses.

VETERANS’ LEGISLATION

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Subcommittee on Com-
pensation, Pension, Insurance and Memorial Affairs
approved for full Committee action the following:
H.R. 3458, Veterans’ Compensation Cost-of-Living
Adjustment Act of 1996; H.R. 2513, to amend title
38, United States Code, to expand eligibility for
burial benefits to include certain veterans who die in
State nursing homes; a measure to amend title 38,
United States Code, to authorize the provision of
funds in order to provide financial assistance by
grant or contract to legal assistance entities for rep-
resentation of financially needy veterans in connec-
tion with proceedings before the United States Court
of Veterans Appeals; and H.R. 3495, to extend the
time for the submission of the final report of the
Veterans’ Claims Adjudication Commission.

WELFARE REFORM

Committee on Ways and Means: Subcommittee on
Human Resources held a hearing on welfare reform.
Testimony was heard from Mary Jo Bane, Assistant
Secretary, Children and Families, Department of
Health and Human Services.

Hearings continue tomorrow.

IRAN OIL SANCTIONS

Committee on Ways and Means: Subcommittee on
Trade held a hearing on H.R. 3107, Iran Oil Sanc-
tions Act of 1996. Testimony was heard from C.
David Welch, Principle Deputy Assistant Secretary,
Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs, Department of State;
Jennifer Hillman, General Counsel, Office of the
U.S. Trade Representative; and William E. Barreda,
Deputy Assistant Secretary, Trade and Investment
Policy, Department of the Treasury.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR THURSDAY,
MAY 23, 1996

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Legisla-

tive Branch, to hold hearings on proposed budget esti-
mates for fiscal year 1997 for the Congressional Budget
Office and the Capitol Police, 10 a.m., S–128, Capitol.

Subcommittee on VA, HUD, and Independent Agen-
cies, to hold hearings on proposed budget estimates for
fiscal year 1997 for the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, 2 p.m., SD–138.

Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, State, and the
Judiciary, to hold hearings on proposed budget estimates
for fiscal year 1997 for the United Nations and the Unit-
ed States Information Agency, 2 p.m., S–146, Capitol.

Committee on the Judiciary, business meeting, to consider
pending calendar business, 10 a.m., SD–226.

Committee on Labor and Human Resources, Subcommittee
on Children and Families, to hold hearings to examine
methods of encouraging responsible fatherhood, 9:30
a.m., SD–430.

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, to hold hearings on mis-
cellaneous veterans bills, 10 a.m., SR–418.

Select Committee on Intelligence, to resume hearings on
Iranian arms shipments to Bosnia, 9:30 a.m., SH–216.

NOTICE
For a listing of Senate Committee Meetings sched-

uled ahead, see page E883 in today’s Record.

House
Committee on Appropriations, to consider the following;

602(b) allocations for fiscal year 1997; and the Military
Construction appropriations for fiscal year 1997, 9:30
a.m., 2360 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on National Security, executive, to con-
tinue markup of the Defense appropriations for fiscal year
1997, time to be announced, H–140 Capitol.

Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities, to
mark up H.R. 3268, IDEA Improvement Act of 1996,
9:30 a.m., 2175 Rayburn.

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, Sub-
committee on Civil Service, hearing on Reinventing
Downsizing or Downsizing the Reinvention, 9 a.m., 311
Cannon.

Subcommittee on Human Resources and Intergovern-
mental Relations, oversight hearing on the monitoring of
food-borne pathogens by the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention and the FDA, 10 a.m., 2247 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on National Security, International Af-
fairs, and Criminal Justice, hearing on National Drug
Control Policy: The Decline of Interdiction Efforts in the
Caribbean, 9:30 a.m., 2154 Rayburn.

Committee on House Oversight, to consider pending busi-
ness, 10 a.m., 1310 Longworth.
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Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on the Con-
stitution, to mark up H.R. 351, Bilingual Voting Re-
quirements Repeal Act, 11 a.m., 2226 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Crime, hearing regarding the Na-
ture, Extent, and Proliferation of Federal Law Enforce-
ment—Part II: State and Local Law Enforcement Perspec-
tives, 9:30 a.m., 2237 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Immigration and Claims, to mark up
the following: H.R. 2587, War Crimes Act of 1995;
H.R. 740, to confer jurisdiction on the U.S. Court of
Federal Claims with respect to land claims of Pueblo of
Isleta Indian Tribe; private immigration bills; and private
claims bills, 10 a.m., B352 Rayburn.

Committee on Resources, Subcommittee on National
Parks, Forests and Lands, to mark up the following bills:
H.R. 639, West Virginia National Rivers Technical
Amendments Act of 1995; H.R. 640, West Virginia Na-
tional Rivers Boundary Modifications Act of 1995; H.R.
1825, to amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to limit
acquisition of land on the 39-mile headwaters segment of
the Missouri River, Nebraska and South Dakota, des-
ignated as a recreation river, to acquisition from willing
sellers; H.R. 2255, Lamprey Wild and Scenic River Act;
H.R. 2292, Hanford Reach Preservation; H.R. 3127,
Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act of 1996;
H.R. 2466, to improve the process for land exchanges for
the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management;
H.R. 3031, to amend the Act of October 15, 1966 (80
Stat. 915), as amended, establishing a program for the
preservation of additional historic property throughout
the Nation; and H.R. 2528, to require the Secretary of
the Interior to renew to the heirs of permitees permits for

historic cabins located in the Mineral King Addition of
the Sequoia National Park, 10 a.m., 1324 Longworth.

Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, executive, to
consider pending business, 10 a.m., HT–2M Capitol.

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Sub-
committee on Public Buildings and Economic Develop-
ment, hearing on FDA Consolidation; and to mark up the
following: H. Con. Res. 172 authorizing the 1996 Sum-
mer Olympic Torch Relay to be run through the Capitol
Grounds; H.R. 3186, to designate the Federal building
located at 1655 Woodson Road in Overland, MO, as the
54625462Sammy L. Davis Federal Building;’’ H.R. 3364,
to designate a U.S. Courthouse in Scranton, PA, as the
54625462William J. Nealon United States Courthouse;’’
and H.R. 3400, to designate the United States court-
house to be constructed at a site on 18th Street between
Dodge and Douglas Streets in Omaha, NE, as the
54625462Roman L. Hruska United States Courthouse,’’ 9
a.m., 2253 Rayburn.

Committee on Ways and Means, Subcommittee on
Human Resources, to continue hearings on welfare re-
form, 10 a.m., B–318 Rayburn.

Joint Meetings
Conferees, on H.R. 1296, to provide for the administra-

tion of certain Presidio properties at minimal cost to the
Federal taxpayer, 2:30 p.m., S–6, Capitol.

Conferees, on H.R. 1617, to consolidate Federal employ-
ment training, vocational education, and adult education
programs and create integrated statewide workforce devel-
opment systems, 3:30 p.m., S–116, Capitol.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

12 noon, Thursday, May 23

Senate Chamber

Program for Thursday: Senate will resume consideration
of S. Con. Res. 57, setting forth the congressional budg-
et.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

9 a.m., Thursday, May 23

House Chamber

Program for Thursday: Complete consideration of H.R.
1227, Employee Commuting Flexibility Act (modified
closed rule, 90 minutes of general debate).
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Furse, Elizabeth, Ore., E877
Gallegly, Elton, Calif., E879
Gingrich, Newt, Ga., E879
Gordon, Bart, Tenn., E856, E859, E862, E864
Hamilton, Lee H., Ind., E873
Harman, Jane, Calif., E878
Hoke, Martin R., Ohio, E864
Jacobs, Andrew, Jr., Ind., E872
Johnson, Tim, S. Dak., E867, E868
Kanjorski, Paul E., Pa., E872
Kennelly, Barbara B., Conn., E876
King, Peter T., N.Y., E871
Lipinski, William O., Ill., E862
McDermott, Jim, Wash., E867, E868
Manton, Thomas J., N.Y., E856
Manzullo, Donald A., Ill., E879
Martini, William J., N.J., E875
Meek, Carrie P., Fla., E859, E874
Menendez, Robert, N.J., E877
Miller, George, Calif., E880

Molinari, Susan, N.Y., E875
Packard, Ron, Calif., E869
Payne, Donald M., N.J., E877
Peterson, Douglas ‘‘Pete’’, Fla., E868
Portman, Rob, Ohio, E859
Ramstad, Jim, Minn., E872, E881
Richardson, Bill, N. Mex., E855
Ros-Lehtinen, Ileana, Fla., E864
Sanders, Bernard, Vt., E856
Sanford, Marshall ‘‘Mark’’, S.C., E869
Saxton, Jim, N.J., E879
Shaw, E. Clay, Jr., Fla., E857
Shays, Christopher, Conn., E871
Skelton, Ike, Mo., E876
Solomon, Gerald B.H., N.Y., E874
Stark, Fortney Pete, Calif., E867, E869, E870
Stearns, Cliff, Fla., E869
Taylor, Charles H., N.C., E862
Underwood, Robert A., Guam, E859, E879, E881
Young, Don, Alaska, E866
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