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

f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 17, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable FRED
UPTON to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

PRAYER

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

As we look at the myriad decisions of
the day and the options that are before
us and all people, we pray, almighty
God, for the assurance that Your Word
does give. We know of the uncertainty
of every life and we are aware of how
our plans go awry, and yet we know too
of the confidence we can have in Your
love that sustains into every day
ahead. May Your strong Word, O God,
that brought the world into being and
breathed into us the very breath of life,
give each person the faith and hope and
love to live each day with fullness and
with grace. In Your name, we pray.
Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

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

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

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on

agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Chair’s approval of
the Journal.

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

Mr. HOKE. 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. Pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed
until later this afternoon.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. CHABOT]
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. CHABOT 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

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION 32

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of House Con-
current Resolution 32.

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

There was no objection.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would announce that he will en-
tertain 15 1-minutes on each side.

STILL NO PLAN FROM THE PRESI-
DENT TO BALANCE THE BUDGET

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

(Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, Thomas
Jefferson said, ‘‘We should consider
ourselves unauthorized to saddle pos-
terity with our debts, and morally
bound to pay them ourselves.’’ And yet
as of yesterday, the national debt stood
at $4,881,377,281,278.42, an increase of
$22.2 billion.

At this rate, the national debt will
have increased by another $15,448,819 in
the time it takes me to finish this
short 1-minute speech.

The debt burden for each individual
American, including those babies born
yesterday, now stands at $18,626.02, an
$89 increase—again that is per person.

It has been 76 days since we chal-
lenged the President to present his
plan to balance the budget and 20 days
since we asked him to help us help fix
Medicare.

In the absence of leadership from the
White House, Republicans have offered
a plan to balance the budget by 2002 so
that our children will have a future
free from debt and a standard of living
better than our own.

Mr. Speaker, where is the President’s
plan? We are still waiting.

f

SAVING MEDICARE?

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

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to point out some inconsist-
encies in many of the arguments that
we are hearing today. In the Repub-
lican budget, the line item that guts
Medicare is called saving Medicare.

Make no mistake, Mr. Speaker, this
is not about saving Medicare. This is



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 5086 May 17, 1995
about saving the Republican’s political
behind. They have made promises to
the most financially secure people in
this country, and they choose to pay
for them by taking from our most vul-
nerable.

If this were about reform, we would
have seen more action from the Repub-
licans. Where were they in February
1994 when this issue came up? They did
not have anything to say. Where were
they when fundamental health care re-
form was being debated in this coun-
try? They were obstructionists. Where
were they when the Danforth-Kerrey
proposal came out? They had nothing
to say. Where was this issue when they
were writing their Contract With
America? It was a nonstarter. And
where were they in February of this
year when the trustees’ report came
out again? Nowhere to be seen.

Mr. Speaker, it is only when they
have to make good on the promises to
the wealthy that they have turned to
the services to our elderly to get the
money. Shame, shame, shame.

f

SAVING MEDICARE

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

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, for
the first time in 25 years Congress is
actually offering a budget that will
bring it into balance and deal with the
Medicare crisis. As every Member in
this Chamber knows, the Medicare
trust fund begins to go bankrupt next
year and will be completely insolvent
in 7 years. As President Clinton’s Medi-
care trustees said in their annual re-
port, the trust fund: ‘‘* * * will be able
to pay benefits for only about 7 years
and is severely out of financial balance
in the long range.’’

The report also says: ‘‘The trustees
believe that prompt, effective, and de-
cisive action is necessary.’’

Yesterday’s Invester’s Business Daily
pointed out President Clinton’s recent
flip-flop on Medicare. And I quote the
President:

We propose to let it go up at two times the
rate of inflation. That is not a Medicare or
Medicaid cut. So when you hear all this busi-
ness about cuts, let me caution you that that
is not what is going on. We are going to have
increases in Medicare and Medicaid, and a
reduction in the rate of growth.

Mr. Speaker, where is the President
now?

f

VOTE FOR A BALANCED BUDGET
NOW

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

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, a balanced budget is good for
America. The status quo is bad. Bad for
children, bad for seniors, bad for the
middle class, and bad for the present
and bad for the future.

The status quo means Medicare goes
broke in 6 years, not cut by 5 percent,
not cut by 7 percent, but goes broke.
The status quo means financial ruin.
That destroys our ability to defend
ourselves, feed our children or meet
our health care needs.

Folks, the status quo means we go
broke. Tomorrow we have a choice be-
tween four balanced budgets. I urge my
colleagues to pick one. A balanced
budget is good for America, good for all
Americans, young and old. The time is
now.

f

WORK TOGETHER TO SAVE
MEDICARE

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

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, let us go
over it one more time. According to
the President’s own advisors, the Medi-
care Trust Fund will be bankrupt by
the year 2002. Republicans have crafted
a bill which will save Medicare.

Let me refer to this chart. In doing
so, we have proposed that Federal
spending on Medicare increase from
$178 to $258 billion. Let me repeat that.
Medicare will go up under the Repub-
lican plan. And what is the Democrat
Medicare plan? Are they working tire-
lessly to save a system that their own
leaders maintain is going bankrupt?
Not a chance.

What they are doing is running, one
after another, to the camera, the near-
est camera, to proclaim that Repub-
licans are cutting Medicare. It is not
true.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to my Dem-
ocrat friends that the American people
are not going to fall for their distor-
tions. But they might help. I think the
American people are going to wonder
why the Democrats are not helping to
save Medicare. Let us work together to
save Medicare.

f

THREE CHEERS FOR THE WHITE
HOUSE

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Hear, hear, Mr.
Speaker. Three cheers for the White
House, who has finally slapped Japan
with a big time 100-percent tariff on
luxury vehicles.

And guess what? Acura is a crying,
Infiniti is now finite, Toyota is toast-
ed, Nissan is nixed, Mazda is maxed,
Mitsubishi is busted, and Lexus is nau-
seous. But in the words of Bob Dylan,
how does it feel, Japan? Because you
see, we here in America know that Lin-
coln had been shrinking, Cadillac had
been lacking, and Chrysler was almost
mort.

So think about it, Members. It is
about time we used a 2 by 4 and open
those markets. Open those markets in
Japan if you want to straighten out the
budget in America.

And one thing, Japan, think of this:
When you hold your own trade program
to your nosey, it doesn’t smell too
rosy, does it? In the words of Bob
Dylan, how does it feel? Big time tar-
iffs. I yield back the balance of these
huge tariffs.

f

SOLUTION TO SAVE MEDICARE

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

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, here is the
problem. The fund is projected to be
exhausted in 2001. Signed by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, Secretary of
Labor, Secretary of Health and Human
Services. Medicare is going broke. Pro-
jected to be exhausted, 2001. Here is our
solution.

We increase spending from $4,700 to
$6,300 per capita, at the same time
slowing the rate of growth from about
10.5 to 5.5 percent. We save Medicare,
we balance the budget, and we preserve
the blessings of liberty to ourselves
and our posterity.

Here is the President’s plan.
Let me go over this one more time.

Here is the problem. The fund is going
to be exhausted in 2001. Here is the so-
lution. We are increasing spending
while reducing the rate of growth. And
here is the President’s plan.

Yes, that is an ostrich.

f

PROPOSED CUTS TO MEDICARE
AND MEDICAID TITLE

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

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Speaker, some of
our colleagues have proposed drastic
cuts to the Medicare and Medicaid pro-
grams. Over the next 7 years, their
budget would cut them by over $465 bil-
lion. At the same time, their budget
proposes a tax break for the people
that are earning over $250,000 and will
cost more than $340 billion over the
same period.

I have spoken to several people in my
district who would be affected by these
changes. The comment of one older
gentleman struck me as particularly
on target. He told me that he under-
stood that the Medicare system is bro-
ken and needs to be fixed. All seniors
ask of the Congress, he said, is that we
make changes in a considered and ra-
tional way that will actually help to
save the system.

Yes, we must slow the growth in
Medicare and Medicaid spending. And
yes, we must absolutely ensure the sol-
vency of the Medicare Part A Trust
Fund. America’s seniors are willing to
contribute their fair share to this ef-
fort.

However, we must not balance the
budget on the backs of senior Ameri-
cans. Nor should we ask our senior citi-
zens to endure these cuts while we use
the savings to pay for proposed tax
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breaks. As we repair the Medicare pro-
gram, and attempt to slow its growth,
we must do so in the broader context of
health care reform to ensure that older
Americans—and indeed all Americans—
have access to quality, affordable
health care.

f

TOP TEN
(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, from
the home office in Scottsdale, AZ, the
President’s top 10 excuses for not offer-
ing a credible balanced budget alter-
native: Ten, pollsters told me not to;
nine, don’t worry, be happy; eight, the
flowers are blooming, the sun is shin-
ing—who can think about budgets in
the spring; seven, what’s a couple tril-
lion dollars between friends?; six, dis-
tracted by the start of the baseball sea-
son; five, I’ve fallen and I can’t get up;
four, contract-fatigue; three, those
darn Republicans have taken all the
good ideas; two, when the going gets
tough, stick your head in the sand.

And the President’s No. 1 excuse for
not offering his own credible balanced
budget alternative: The dog ate my
budget.

f

CALL A CUT A CUT
(Mr. BROWN of California asked and

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

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I am not sure whether to call this
room the Hall of the House or the Ca-
sino of the Capitol because right now,
the Republicans are playing a billion
dollar shell game with Medicare.

The Republicans say they are in-
creasing funding for Medicare over the
next 7 years. What they really do is cut
the amount needed to maintain the
current level of services by $282 billion.
That does not sound like much of an
increase to me.

What this really means for the aver-
age senior citizen is that they will have
to pay more out of their own pocket for
health care. In fact, they will have to
pay over $3,500 more out of their own
pockets over the next 7 years.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the Repub-
licans to come clean. They have prided
themselves on opening up government
and being honest with the American
people. If that is true, then they should
be honest enough to call a cut a cut.

The American people, especially our
senior citizens, will remember this act
of dishonesty on November 5, 1996—
election day.

f

b 1015

WE MUST ACT NOW ON MEDICARE
AND THE BUDGET

(Mr. JONES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, in the com-
ing months we face two extraordinary
battles—the battle to protect the fu-
ture of our Nation’s seniors and the
battle to preserve the future of Ameri-
ca’s children.

We cannot fail in either of these bat-
tles. Our opponents will do everything
they can to distort what we are trying
to do. They will use fear tactics to
scare innocent Americans into a false
sense of security about the status quo.

The status quo is the enemy. If we do
nothing Medicare will be bankrupt in 7
years. What would the Democrats have
our seniors do then? By acting now we
can save the Medicare system and offer
security to our seniors.

If we do nothing about the budget,
our children will pay more than
$187,000 over the course of their lives
just to pay for interest on the national
debt. We must balance the budget now
if we want to protect the American
dream for our children.

Mr. Speaker, we must stand firm and
deliver. The stakes are too high to do
nothing.

f

REPUBLICANS AND MEDICARE

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, to say
that the Republicans are saving Medi-
care is like saying Colonel Sanders is
saving the lives of chickens. Repub-
licans are cutting Medicare with their
budget today. They are lowering the
amount of money available. They know
there will not be enough as the popu-
lation grows of seniors needing Medi-
care and health care costs go up.

So as they talk about more money
for Medicare, sure, they are tossing a
25-foot rope to someone 30-feet offshore
drowning. They say that is compassion.

So why are the Republicans cutting
Medicare and Social Security in their
budget? It is simple. To give tax breaks
to wealthy Americans. It is a tax break
plan that even 100 Republicans wrote
their leadership and said, please do not
do this; it is unfair. But Speaker GING-
RICH pushed it through, and now with
this ironclad discipline, the Repub-
licans will be voting for it today.

I hope America tunes into this de-
bate. What is at stake is not only
health care for seniors and their out-of-
pocket costs, but for a lot of working
families with senior parents and grand-
parents this debate gets right to your
pocketbook.

f

A HISTORIC DAY

(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, here
we are. This is it. We are on the brink.
For the first time since 1969, the U.S.
House of Representatives will be pass-
ing a balanced budget amendment.

This is a historic moment. This is sig-
nificant. This is real.

We spend almost $20 billion each
month on the interest alone on the na-
tional debt. It is the third largest item,
third largest expenditure in our annual
budget. In 2 years it will exceed all of
military spending. This has got to be
brought under control.

As my Democrat friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. PETE GEREN,
said, who benefits from balancing the
budget? Senior citizens, children, stu-
dents, the disabled. If you want to do
something for them, you have got to
give them a tomorrow. If you are going
to give them a tomorrow, you have to
spend your money properly today.

This is not time for partisan rhet-
oric. This is not time for
grandstanding. There are a lot of
things you can criticize in this bal-
anced budget amendment, but offer
your own. This is the time to do it.
This is a crucial crossroads for the
United States of America.

f

THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
country and western singer Jerry Reed
must have had the Republican budget
in mind when he sang, ‘‘She got the
gold mine and I got the shaft.’’

The proposed budget which the Con-
gress will vote on today will give the
gold mine to wealthy special interests
while America’s elderly who depend
upon Medicare and depend upon Social
Security get the shaft.

The Republican budget cuts Medicare
by $283 billion over 7 years, slashing
Medicare spending by 25 percent. Out-
of-pocket costs for seniors will increase
by over $1,000 in 2002 and $3,500 over 7
years.

My constituents have not been ask-
ing me to raise the cost of their health
care to provide tax breaks for the
wealthy and to escalate cold war
spending. The budget also cuts Medic-
aid by $180 billion over 7 years and cuts
Social Security benefits by $24 billion
between 1999 and 2002, all to pay for tax
cuts for the rich.

Mr. Speaker, why are Republicans
cutting Medicare to pay for tax cuts
for the privileged few?

f

FISCAL YEAR 1996 BUDGET

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

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, we are at a point where we are
about to make history. We will soon
vote on the budget resolution that con-
tains a strong moral message. That
message is that the status quo is unac-
ceptable. A $4.7 trillion debt is unac-
ceptable. Annual deficits close to $200
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billion are unacceptable. And continu-
ing to saddle our children with a moun-
tain of debt they cannot afford to pay
is unacceptable.

This budget proposal represents a
historic change in the direction of our
country. It moves us from a govern-
ment that is too intrusive, wasteful
and debt ridden to a smaller, more effi-
cient government that costs less and is
responsive to State and local needs.
This budget is a gateway to the future
presenting a new vision of government.
It moves authority out of Washington
and helps empower every individual
American.

It cuts taxes for America’s families,
seniors, and small businesses. It re-
stores hope. It promises opportunity
for the next generation. It protects So-
cial Security. It increases spending on
Medicare by over $80 billion. And it
saves it from bankruptcy. It will result
in a higher net rate of savings and a
higher standard of living for everyone.
And should not everybody celebrate
that?

Mr. Speaker, it is in the best interest
that I strongly urge my House col-
leagues to support this resolution. It is
for the children.

f

SAYING ‘‘NO’’ TO THE SOUND
BITES AND PHOTO OPS

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

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, as
you well know, posing for photo ops,
listening to sound bites, and giving
easy answers can be kind of addictive.

Sometimes, the sound-bite addict
needs a little help in kicking the habit.

In this House, that Republican habit
is to stand before the cameras and pre-
tend that they are getting our budget
in line without hurting working Ameri-
cans.

That is why this House passed a re-
scission package that went easy on
closing tax loopholes for the rich and
eliminating Government bureaucracy
and boondoggles.

But those rescission got tough on
something.

They got tough on summer jobs and
worker training, and they got tough on
student loans and day care.

Well, these sound bite addicts are
about to get some tough love.

It is called a veto pen.
I applaud President Clinton and his

tough choice to say no to the sound
bites, photo ops and easy answers that
hurt our kids, hurt our students and
punish working Americans.

And I encourage my friends on the
other side of the aisle to kick their
easy answer habit before it is too late
for the American people.

f

THE REPUBLICANS WILL BALANCE
THE BUDGET

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to address

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

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, the Democrats, scare-the-peo-
ple campaign about draconian cuts by
Republicans is just ridiculous. The Re-
publican budget actually increases
spending by 3 percent every year for
the next 7 years, spending nearly $12
trillion more in the next 7 years than
in the past.

When I was back in Dallas, my con-
stituents put together three notebooks
full of comments about ideas for reduc-
tions in Government spending. Do you
know what they say? Balance the budg-
et. So do not try to fool the American
people into thinking that balancing the
budget will hurt them. They know bet-
ter. They know Government spends too
much, and, most importantly, they
know the consequences if we continue
down the path that we are going on
now.

They will also know, after tomorrow,
that it is the Republicans who have
taken the first major step toward bal-
ancing our budget.

f

THIS IS PUNISHMENT, NOT A
BUDGET

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker,
what is wrong with the truth? It seems
that many people are running in the
opposite direction when we simply
want to tell you the truth. This is not
a budget, it is simply pure punishment.

Mr. Speaker, I rise this morning to
report to you on the growing senti-
ments of my constituents in Houston,
TX. Like other Texans and Americans
nationwide, they are beginning to un-
derstand what the Republican budget
proposals could really mean to their
lives. I have no problem with telling
them the truth, and they do not like it.

To pay for the huge tax cuts for the
well-to-do, leaders of the other side of
the aisle want to enact a $283 billion
cut in Medicare, three times the size of
the largest previous cut in history, and
Medicaid will be cut approximately
$182 million.

The lives of more than 2,000,000 Medi-
care seniors in Texas would be dra-
matically impacted, and by the year
2002 each Medicare senior in Texas
would be asked to pay an additional
$1,122 out-of-pocket expenses. Each
would be forced to pay $4,000 more for
fiscal years 1996 through 2002 to make
up for these cuts. We want the future
to be free for future generations but
not on the backs of seniors and those
most vulnerable.

Look at this, Mr. Speaker. Here the
Republicans are cutting the dollars
that the Association for Retired Citi-
zens are about to use to help seniors
find jobs. We need to do something bet-
ter, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, what’s wrong with the
truth? This is not a budget; this is pun-
ishment.

Mr. Speaker, I rise this morning to report to
you on the growing sentiments of my constitu-
ents in Houston.

Like other Texans and Americans nation-
wide, they’re beginning to understand what the
Republican budget proposals could really
mean to their lives, and they don’t like it.

To pay for huge tax cuts for the well-to-do,
leaders on the other side of the aisle want to
enact a $283 billion cut in Medicare three
times the size of the largest previous cut in
history. Medicaid would be cut approximately
$182 million.

The lives of more than 2-million Medicare
seniors in Texas would be dramatically im-
pacted.

By the year 2002, each Medicare senior in
Texas would be asked to pay an additional
$1,222 out-of-pocket dollars per year for their
health coverage.

Each would be forced to pay nearly $4,000
dollars more, from fiscal years 1996 through
2002, to make up for GOP cuts.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues on this side be-
lieve that a balanced budget is the correct
goal, we want to free future generations from
the burden of today’s debt. We want to shrink
the size of government in a responsible man-
ner that will not pull the rug out from under a
steady, strong economy.

And we want to make government more effi-
cient and fair without breaking long-standing
promises to the Nation’s seniors or vulnerable
children.

Mr. Speaker, we must and can do better.
f

VOTE TO BALANCE THE BUDGET
(Mr. CHRISTENSEN asked and was

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

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, let
me remind my friend on the left that
just spoke that punishment is saddling
the future generation with the debt, if
we fail to act, if we fail to pass a budg-
et that balances over the next 5 to 7
years.

Punishment is failing to do some-
thing in the next few days that will get
this country in the right direction fis-
cally. If we fail to act, the children of
this country face $187,000 in interest
alone if they were born tomorrow. A
child born tomorrow would pay $187,000
in interest alone on this Nation’s debt.

Tomorrow we have the opportunity
to vote on a budget that will balance
over the next 5 to 7 years. Tomorrow
we have an opportunity to send this
country in the right direction, to take
it out of its financial abyss where the
left-leaning liberals have taken it over
the last 40 years.

Tomorrow we have an opportunity to
take this country in the right direc-
tion. I ask my colleagues to consider
very strongly where they want this
country to go, a budget that is bal-
anced or where it has been over the
last 40 years.

f

REPUBLICAN BUSINESS AS USUAL
(Mr. WARD asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, I am a

freshman. I voted for all of the reforms
that we proposed, that were proposed
on the 1st day of this session, espe-
cially the reform that required a three-
fifths supermajority of this House to
raise taxes. But now what do we see?
We see the Republicans reverting to
business as usual.

Since our income tax brackets are
adjusted each year to reflect inflation,
to keep people from being pushed into
higher tax brackets simply due to that
inflation, the arbitrary reduction in
the Consumer Price Index by the Re-
publicans will, in effect, increase taxes
for millions of Americans. And it will
do that without a three-fifths vote of
this body, in direct violation of that
rule that I supported.

I am deeply disappointed that we are
seeing business as usual by the Repub-
lican majority.

f

b 1030

HAVE THE CLINTON DEMOCRATS
NO SHAME?

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

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, after
watching the Clinton Democrats for
the past few weeks, I have finally fig-
ured out what their strategy is. Since
they have no solid ideas of their own,
they have started on a fear campaign
filled with illegitimate scare tactics
designed to try derail any legislation
Republicans offer. Have they no shame.

First it was the children. The Clinton
Democrats said school lunch programs
were being cut, when in fact funding
was increasing. Now they are saying
children will suffer if we try to balance
the budget. I say what kind of future
will our children have if we do not bal-
ance the budget. Have they no shame!

Next it is the college students. Clin-
ton Democrats are scaring college stu-
dents by playing fast and loose with
the facts about school loans, when in
reality a balanced budget will bring
down interest rates by at least 2 per-
cent, ultimately saving students
money. Have they no shame.

And finally, the Clinton Democrats,
in their eagerness to score political
points, are using their distorted fear
tactics to scare senior citizens. Repub-
licans are working to save Medicare—
Republicans repealed Clinton’s tax in-
crease on seniors. Republicans are pro-
tecting Social Security. Have the Clin-
ton Democrats no shame.

f

THE CONTRACT’S CROWN JEWEL—
TAX CUTS FOR THE RICH, BRO-
KEN PROMISES TO SENIORS

(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 bill comes due for the Republican’s

tax giveaway to the privileged few, and
the primary bill payers are senior citi-
zens who will be hit with $288 billion in
cuts to Medicare.

The Speaker has called the Repub-
lican tax plan the crown jewel of the
Contract With America.

It is a crown jewel all right—if you
are a large corporation that may not
have to pay any taxes at all—if you are
a billionaire expatriate who gives up
your citizenship to avoid paying
taxes—if you are making more than
$350,000 and you are going to walk away
with a $20,000 tax break.

But if you are a senior citizen, get
ready to pay up for that crown jewel.
Your Medicare premiums and
copayments are going up, and your
benefits are being cut. Altogether the
average senior should expect to pay
$1,060 more in out-of-pocket expenses
by the year 2002.

Make no mistake about it, the Re-
publican budget plan robs Medicare to
pay for tax cuts for the wealthiest
Americans. To keep their promise to
the rich, the Republicans must break
our most sacred promise to America’s
seniors.

f

REPUBLICAN BUDGET PUTS GOV-
ERNMENT ON A DIET AND RE-
STORES THE AMERICAN DREAM

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

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, the Fed-
eral Government has not run up a $4.7
trillion debt because the American peo-
ple pay too little taxes. The huge debt
and deficits have exploded because the
Federal Government is too big, spends
too much of your money, and tells too
many people what to do. It is big gov-
ernment, stupid!

Our balanced budget, for the first
time in 25 years, solves this problem of
oversized Government by reducing
Government’s size: It puts the bloated
Federal Government on a diet. It elimi-
nates the Federal deficit by trimming
the size, power, intrusiveness, of the
Federal Government.

Past attempts to reduce the deficit,
like the Clinton tax increases, have
failed because they have not addressed
the deficit’s root cause: oversized Gov-
ernment. Every dime they have col-
lected in increased revenues has been
spent on government gimmicks, spend-
ing schemes, and partisan pork. Every
dollar saved in reductions in defense
since 1985 has gone to feed the Govern-
ment, not reduce the deficit.

Our balanced budget plan is different.
Not only does our plan just say no to
Clinton-style hikes. Our balanced budg-
et actually includes tax relief for our
families, small businesses, students,
and seniors.

Our balanced budget finally solves
the problem of too much Washington.
It puts the Government on a diet, re-
turns power to families, neighborhoods,
and communities, and restores the

American dream. I urge all my col-
leagues to support this plan for the fu-
ture of our children.

f

WHY ARE REPUBLICANS GOUGING
MEDICARE TO PAY FOR TAX
CUTS FOR THE PRIVILEGED
FEW?
(Mr. WISE asked and was given per-

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

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, why are Re-
publicans gouging Medicare to pay for
tax breaks for the privileged few? Why
do they cut almost $300 billion in Medi-
care to senior citizens for tax breaks,
of which only 11⁄2 percent of those tax
breaks go to families under $20,000? In-
cidentally, 50 percent goes to families
over $100,000. Yet the Medicare cuts go
to 100 percent of all senior citizens.

Why are Republicans cutting the stu-
dent loan program to pay for tax
breaks for the privileged few? Here are
petitions signed by thousands of West
Virginia high school and college stu-
dents and parents asking Congress not
to cut the student loan program, not to
cut their future. We do not have to be
Phi Beta Kappas to know that giving
already wealthy Americans a tax break
while denying students a chance just to
be middle income simply is not fair.

Mr. Speaker, budgets reflect values.
Slashing Medicare, cutting student
loans, Americans want the budget bal-
anced, but not on the backs of Amer-
ican values.

f

AMERICANS HAVE ENTERED A
NEW ERA: THE AGE OF RESPON-
SIBILITY

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

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I have dis-
covered the difference between the
Democrat and Republican Parties. The
Democrat Party lives in constant fear
that America is going to discover the
truth. The Republican Party lives in
constant fear that they will not.

The fact is, it is true that in 2 years,
according to the Clinton budget, inter-
est on the debt will exceed all defense
spending. It is also true that in 7 years,
according to Clinton’s trust fund advis-
ers, Medicare will be bankrupt and
they will not be able to pay any bills
for hospitals, any home health care.

Mr. Speaker, I think we have entered
a new era. It is the age of responsibil-
ity. Americans are willing to take re-
sponsibility for their actions. They are
asking us to take responsibility for our
actions. It is true that we have put our
children and grandchildren into 5 tril-
lion dollars’ worth of debt. The respon-
sible thing is to try and pay that down
and balance the budget. It is true that
education is an abject failure. The re-
sponsible thing is to reform it, not to
throw more money at it. It is true that
Medicare must be reformed to be saved
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for future generations, not put more
money into it.

f

A DARK COMEDY: CUTTING
MEDICARE

(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, why are
the Republicans cutting Medicare in
order to provide a tax break for the
privileged few? Here is a quick preview
of today’s debate on the Republican
budget of broken promises. If you like
horror movies, stay tuned, because
what the Republicans do to Medicare
recipients is horrible. If you like mys-
teries, stay tuned, as we try to unravel
the many ways that secret Republican
task forces propose to hike the cost of
Medicare.

Best of all, if you like comedy, do not
tune into the comedy channel, tune in
right here. Watch the Republicans try
to explain how a cut is not a cut, how,
if they propose to double the Medicare
deductible, raise the premiums every
month, even charge people $20 a month
extra just to be able to see their own
doctor, that that is not a cut. They do
that with a straight face and call it re-
form. Horror, mystery, comedy; very
dark comedy we will see today as the
Republicans cut Medicare in order to
provide a tax break for the privileged
few.

f

A HISTORIC VOTE TO BALANCE
THE FEDERAL DEFICIT

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the
distinguished gentleman from Lake-
wood, OH [Mr. HOKE].

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

Mr. Speaker, tomorrow we are going
to do something that is so historic,
that is so extraordinary, that is so
unique, that has not been done in 26
years. Tomorrow we are going to take
a vote, and in fact, we will balance the
Federal budget for the first time in 26
years.

What does it mean? What does it
mean back in Cleveland? It means safer
streets. It means more hope. It means
greater opportunity. It means better
education. It means more prosperity
for our children, for our grandchildren.
It means preserving this Nation for the
next generation.

Mr. Speaker, we are going to hear so
much bitterness from the other side,
and it is a great tragedy of this period
in American history that there is so
much talent and there is so much intel-
ligence and there is so much good feel-
ing and belief, and yet all that can be
offered is so much bitterness and de-
fense of the status quo.

Tomorrow will be the most historic
vote of this 104th Congress.

A BUDGET-BUSTING TAX GIVE-
AWAY PAID FOR BY OUR GRAND-
MOTHERS
(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publican budget has it backward. They
propose cutting Social Security and
Medicare benefits by over $2,500 per re-
cipient through the year 2002 to pay for
tax breaks to the privileged few. This
means your grandmother’s Social Se-
curity and Medicare benefits will
shrink substantially. Her nursing home
expenses will rise if she can even get
in.

However, the money saved from these
harsh cuts will not go to balance the
budget. The money will go to pay for
tax breaks to the wealthiest among us:
The American billionaires who move to
the Caribbean and take their money
with them to escape paying taxes here;
or the families earning $200,000 a year,
who will be bestowed a $500 tax credit;
or the foreign corporations who do
business in this country and earn mil-
lions but do not pay a dime in taxes.

If the Republicans were serious, they
would not balance the budget on the
backs of our seniors to pander to the
rich and powerful who can pay for lob-
byists in this town. If the Republicans
were serious, they would not have a
budget-busting $360 billion tax give-
away paid for by our grandmothers.

f

REPUBLICANS USE MEDICARE
TRUST FUND TO BANKROLL TAX
CUTS FOR THE WEALTHY
(Mr. WAXMAN asked and was given

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

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publicans say they want to save the
Medicare Program, and they promised
not to cut Social Security. What they
are doing is using the Medicare trust
fund to bankroll tax cuts for the
wealthy.

Make no mistake about it, cuts in
Medicare amount to cuts in Social Se-
curity. The typical Medicare bene-
ficiary will spend 40 percent to 50 per-
cent of the cost of living increases in
Social Security for increases in the
Medicare costs they will incur. Cuts in
Medicare amount to cuts in Social Se-
curity. Social Security accounts for
half or more of the annual incomes for
a majority of elderly.

More than 30 percent of older Ameri-
cans rely on Social Security for 80 per-
cent or more of their income. The typi-
cal Medicare beneficiary by 2002 will
see 40 to 50 percent of their Social Se-
curity COLA eaten up by increases in
Medicare cost-sharing and premium.

They are not keeping their promises.
Numbers do not lie. Listen to these
numbers when you see these relatively
well-off young Republican Members of
the House tell us that seniors are going
to be better off.

PLAYING WITH REALITY WILL
CATCH UP WITH THE DEMOCRATS
(Mr. EMERSON asked and was given

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

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I have
listened to the 1-minutes this morning,
and I do not usually make 1-minute
speeches. However, I am perplexed by
what I have heard. The Democrats have
no budget plan of their own, none.
They do not have one. They will not
cooperate with any attempt to reform
Medicare on a bipartisan basis. They
stand here and rail about Republican
cuts, cuts, cuts. There are not any
cuts. To Democrats, restraining the
rate of growth is a cut. The American
public ought to know that. Such play-
ing with reality will, indeed, catch up
with them.

f

THE SEPARATE ENROLLMENT AND
LINE-ITEM VETO ACT OF 1995

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that: First, it be in
order to consider in the House a mo-
tion to take from the Speaker’s table
the bill (S. 4) to grant the power to the
President to reduce budget authority,
and for other purposes, to strike all
after the enacting clause of the Senate
bill, and to insert the text of H.R. 2 as
passed by this House; second, that the
motion be debatable for not to exceed 1
hour, to be equally divided and con-
trolled among the chairman and rank-
ing minority members of the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Over-
sight and the Committee on Rules, and
third, that the previous question be or-
dered on the motion to final adoption
without intervening motion except for
one motion to recommit.

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

Mr. WISE. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. Speaker, I just want to know
whether the distinguished chairman
needed any more time to explain his re-
quest, for which purpose I would hap-
pily yield, although I think the gen-
tleman got it all in.

Mr. Speaker, this is a normal process
of the House. While I personally oppose
the line-item veto bill, the gentleman’s
request is in order. I will withdraw my
reservation of objection and will not
object.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a

motion.
The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. CLINGER moves that the House take

from the Speaker’s table the bill (S. 4) to
grant the power to the President to reduce
budget authority, and for other purposes,
strike all after the enacting clause of the
Senate bill, and insert the text of H.R. 2, as
passed by the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
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CLINGER] will be recognized for 15 min-
utes; the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. WISE] will be recognized for
15 minutes; the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. GOSS] will be recognized for 15
minutes, and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HALL] will be recognized for 15
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER].

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

Mr. Speaker, on February 6 of this
year, this House passed H.R. 2, the
Line-Item Veto Act, to give the Presi-
dent the power to restrain irrespon-
sible Federal spending through a true
line-item veto. On March 23, the Senate
followed suit in passing S. 4, which I
think we would all agree is a weaker
bill, which nonetheless moves toward
greater Federal spending control, so
both of our bodies have gone on record
as saying we encourage and desire to
enact something that will act as a re-
straint on further Federal spending
control.
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Since that time, however, Mr. Speak-
er, both bills have been stalled really
in parliamentary limbo awaiting fur-
ther action in preparation for con-
ference. That has been some several
months now.

Because of the Senate’s unusual han-
dling of the House-passed bill, unfortu-
nately neither body is currently in a
position to request the needed con-
ference and the legislation has been at
a standstill, just literally in limbo.

My motion, Mr. Speaker, to take
from the desk the Senate bill and in-
sert in its place the House-passed lan-
guage will break that legislative log-
jam and move us at least one step clos-
er toward conference and the long-
awaited enactment of the line-item
veto. I say long-awaited by the Presi-
dent of the United States as well.

As we begin to debate the most
sweeping budget reforms today that
this body has ever considered and as we
confront the reality of strict spending
restraints in important Federal pro-
grams—and I think we all recognize
that that is going to be the outcome—
the need for an item veto assumes an
even greater urgency. The President
needs to be a partner in this effort. The
enactment of strong item veto legisla-
tion will permit the President to elimi-
nate wasteful pork and unjustified tax
breaks, thus saving more important
spending from unnecessary cuts.

Because H.R. 2, which we enacted
here by an overwhelmingly bipartisan
vote, provides the President with a bill
he has really requested, he asked for
the strongest possible line-item veto,
and because this bill is an integral part
of ongoing efforts to achieve greater
fiscal responsibility, I would urge my
colleagues’ support for this motion to
advance the legislative process and to
once again make clear the House’s very
deep desire to move forward in giving
the President what he has requested,

the long-awaited line-veto item, the
strongest one that we have, which is
clearly the House version.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS],
the ranking member of the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight,
I do not intend nor would she oppose
this effort to attach the House-passed
line-item veto bill to the Senate bill.
The House passed the bill at the end of
January and the Senate passed its ver-
sion of the line-item veto on March 23.

If the Chair would indulge me, I have
a question for the gentleman who is
making this motion. Would the chair-
man be able to explain why there has
been no effort to proceed to conference
for the past 2 months and why the Sen-
ate did not attach their bill to H.R. 2
and request a conference?

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

Mr. WISE. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLINGER. As the gentleman
knows, the other body works in mys-
terious ways its wonders to perform. I
am not able to really divine their rea-
soning and the way they approach
things. What we have known is that
they have refused to really take action,
the very action that you have re-
quested. What we are trying to do with
this motion is to force action on their
part and move us that step closer.

Mr. WISE. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s observation, and I think that
you could have a whole Chamber of
soothsayers trying to divine what the
other body sometimes has in its mind.

I would note, Mr. Speaker, that it ap-
pears there may be an interest, or some
might think that possibly the lack of
action by the other body would indi-
cate an interest in preventing the
President from exercising line-item
veto authority in the upcoming
months, either on appropriation of tax
bills.

I would expect that this is going to
be a difficult conference. These are sig-
nificantly different versions of the
bills. One bill has a potential constitu-
tional challenge, the bill that left the
House. The Senate bill would require
the enrollment of thousands of bills to
pass appropriations in discrete line
items requiring thousands of signa-
tures and guaranteeing future Presi-
dents an amazing case of writer’s
cramp as they deal with this as well as
creating some significant amount of
paperwork.

All that notwithstanding, Mr. Speak-
er, I have no objections to the gentle-
man’s request.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I voted for line-item
veto both in the committee and on this

floor of the House this year. After serv-
ing 20 years as a legislator in Texas
and living under the line-item veto, I
have no fear about it. I think it has
been oversold to an extent because in
my 20 years as a legislator, I found out
that it did not do as much for reducing
the budget as it did for getting the at-
tention of members of the legislative
body, whether it be Members of Con-
gress or the individual State legisla-
ture by the executive branch. Never-
theless, I support it because I think we
can live with it and in the few times
that we will actually see budget efforts
impacted by it, it is good ammunition
or a weapon in the arsenal to try to
control spending.

I heard my colleague, the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE], men-
tion the concern about why we did not
make this motion on March 23 instead
of 2 months later. Again as a supporter
of the line-item veto, we might have
been much further along with the con-
ference committee and maybe even
having the bill to the President’s desk,
although knowing the opposition to it
and the product that came out of our
body and the Senate and the problems
that we may have in this conference. I
am concerned that again this motion is
a little over 2 months late in having an
impact particularly on this year’s ap-
propriations.

But again I support the line-item
veto and I would hope the conference
committee would move as quickly as
we can to again give the President the
ability to do that.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. GOSS].

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

I rise to join my friend, the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight, in
his motion to help us move forward on
the important issue of granting the
President an effective, workable, and
tough line-item veto. It is fitting that
we come to the floor to take the next
step in this process on the day we begin
consideration of a landmark budget
resolution to bring our finances into
balance by the year 2002. It should be
clear to the American people by now
that this 104th Congress—and the new
Republican majority, with moderate
Democrats—are absolutely committed
to ending the fiscal insanity of rising
deficits and ever-mounting national
debt. A real line-item veto for the
President is a powerful tool for fiscal
accountability that will help ensure
Congress stays on the right spending
track, even beyond this current budget
crisis. Although I commend our friends
in the other body for their creative ef-
forts in producing S. 4—I remain com-
mitted to the House-passed line-item
veto as embodied in H.R. 2. H.R. 2 is
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the product of years of study and anal-
ysis. Modeled after the type of author-
ity wielded by 43 of our Nation’s Gov-
ernors, it provides a workable frame-
work for ensuring that low-priority,
wasteful, and unnecessary spending can
be lined out of big appropriations bills
and conference reports. It places the
onus on the Congress—requiring a two-
thirds vote to spend money a President
has identified for veto—and it estab-
lishes specific procedures to ensure
that Members have recourse in the
event a President abuses his power.
The taxpayers are the winners in this
Scenario—H.R. 2 shifts the bias in the
process away from spending and toward
saving. With all due respect to our
friends in the other body, I am leery of
the novel and untested approach they
have adopted in S. 4. That measure,
which introduces a completely new and
different process of separate enroll-
ment, will be both cumbersome and dif-
ficult to administer. Although it does
preserve the crucial requirement that
Congress come up with a two-thirds
override to spend money the President
wants to save, the subjective nature of
deciding what constitutes an ‘item’
will likely be a major stumbling block
to effective implementation of line-
item veto authority. I urge my col-
leagues to support this motion.

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,
while I do not oppose this motion, I
rise to express my opposition to both
the House and Senate versions of the
line-item veto legislation. I remain ex-
tremely concerned over the provisions
contained in both bills which will cause
a major shift in responsibility and
power from the legislative to the exec-
utive branch. We should be very cau-
tious about bestowing the potential
power of this legislation on the execu-
tive branch. The authors of our Con-
stitution purposely preserved this deli-
cate balance of power which has served
the interests of our Nation quite well
and we see no compelling reason to
tamper with it at this time.

Under both enhanced rescission bills,
the President’s proposed rescissions or
targeted tax benefit repeals would
automatically take effect unless the
Congress specifically passes a resolu-
tion disapproving this special message.
Even if such a measure overturning the
President’s request is enacted, the
President can then veto the dis-
approval which, in turn, would have to
be overridden by two-thirds of both
Houses. Effectively, the President
could cancel any spending or tax bene-
fits if he or she has the support of only
one-third plus one Members of either
House.

I also am suspicious on why we are
pursuing this motion at this time. The

bill passed the Senate on March 23 and
has been held at the House desk since
March 28—nearly 6 weeks. Why did we
not pursue this matter at an earlier
date? If the majority is anxious to have
a line-item veto in place for the Presi-
dent, why was there not more of an ef-
fort made to put this mechanism in
place for the Fiscal Year 95 appropria-
tions bills?

Again, I oppose both the House and
Senate line-item veto bills and will
vote against them in their present
form.

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

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Dela-
ware [Mr. CASTLE], a very distin-
guished Member of this body and
former Governor of Delaware.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I think
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support the
motion to take S. 4 from the Speaker’s
desk and insert the text of H.R. 2, the
Line-Item Veto Act passed by the
House earlier this year.

The line-item veto should be enacted
as soon as possible, and I believe that
the line-item veto legislation approved
by the House is stronger and more
straightforward than the Senate’s ver-
sion.

H.R. 2 would give the President the
power to eliminate all or any part of
spending in an appropriations bill or
any targeted tax provision in a tax bill.
Congress would have to disapprove the
President’s cuts by passing a resolu-
tion of disapproval and then override a
Presidential veto of that measure with
two-thirds of the House and Senate.

The American people are tired of
their tax dollars funding screw worm
research, commemorating the Law-
rence Welk birthplace, and many other
questionable projects that benefit only
a select few districts or States.

By themselves, these projects may
not add up to much of the Federal
budget, but they are a slap in the face
to the American people who want their
tax dollars spent wisely and in the best
interests of the entire Nation.

They have asked the new Republican
majority to stop needless pork barrel
spending. The line-item veto will help
do just that.

I am concerned that the Senate line-
item veto bill, which would require the
separate enrollment of each individual
spending item as a separate bill, may
be too cumbersome. We should indeed
support Chairman CLINGER’s effort to
advance the process.

The line-item veto is not a magic so-
lution to the budget deficit, but it is an
effective tool which should be given to
the President.

House Republicans believe reducing
unneeded spending is so important that
we are willing to give a Democratic
President the authority to stop spend-
ing on special interest projects and end
tax breaks for a select few.

My experience as governor of Dela-
ware is that the line-item veto helps

bring all parties—Republicans, Demo-
crats, the Executive and legislators to
the table to negotiate fiscally respon-
sible spending bills that are in the best
interest of the taxpayers.

The line-item veto will bring more
openness and sunshine to the spending
process. Believe me, the mere existence
of line-item veto authority will make
every Member of Congress take a hard-
er look at every project and program.
The red-face test will prevent many un-
necessary projects from being added to
spending bills in the first place.

I strongly support every effort to en-
sure that the House and Senate com-
plete action on line-item veto legisla-
tion. President Clinton says he wants
to cut spending. Let us give him the
line-item veto and let him prove it.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. BARRETT].

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of this mo-
tion to send this issue to committee as
fast as we can. I think it is important
to have a conference committee to re-
solve the differences between the two
Houses. I am a long-time supporter of
the line-item veto. I am standing here
today, though, because I am concerned
with the process that is going on.

When I go to my home in Milwaukee
and talk to my constituents, I proudly
note that I am in support of the line-
item veto, but then I caution my con-
stituents. I tell them, Now you just
wait and see what happens.

What is going to happen is that the
Republicans in the Senate and the Re-
publicans in the House will trip over
each other not being able to reach an
agreement in conference committee to
give President Clinton the ability to
line-item pork-barrel projects and spe-
cial tax breaks for special interests.
The reason they are going to do that is
because even though for years they
have been saying they want a line-item
veto, they do not want to give Presi-
dent Clinton the line-item veto in the
mistaken belief that he is not going to
be President in 1996.

b 1100

I further go on to predict this con-
ference committee will reach a resolu-
tion sometime shortly before the 1996
election. So make no mistake about
what is going on here, we have Repub-
lican gridlock because the Republican
leadership in the Senate does not want
to give President Clinton the ability to
get rid of pork-barrel spending and spe-
cial interest tax breaks for the
wealthy. It is clear and simple.

Majorities in both Houses have sup-
ported measures. The purpose of a con-
ference is to mesh the two Houses to-
gether and get rid of the differences.

What we have right now is a down-
right refusal to even go to conference
committee, and I think that that is
wrong. It is gridlock that is created by
the leadership in this House and in the
Senate, who do not want President
Clinton to have this important tool.
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I think it is important for the Amer-

ican people to know what is going on
here. I think we should give this tool
to President Clinton as soon as we can,
and that is why I am supporting the ef-
forts of the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. CLINGER].

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
BLUTE], the primary sponsor of this
legislation, who I think will retort a
little to one of the problems we just
heard about.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my colleague for yielding me
this time on this very important issue.

Just briefly to respond to my good
friend from Wisconsin, there can be no
doubt that this leadership on this side
has pushed at every turn to give Presi-
dent Clinton the line-item veto and to
give him the strongest possible line-
item veto, and that is why we are here
today, to move this process because we
think it is important regardless of who
is in power.

And, frankly, it contrasts sharply
with what some of your Democratic
colleagues in the Senate did when they
voted against the balanced budget
amendment because it was being pro-
posed by a Republican majority, when
the year before, when it had no chance
to pass, six Members of that body voted
for the balanced budget.

So I think we are being consistent.
We want to give President Clinton a
line-item veto, and today the House is
taking action to provide the President
a valuable tool necessary to curb
wasteful Government spending.

As we enter the appropriations sea-
son, we are reminded of the wasteful
pork projects that have been buried in
public laws without the benefit of pub-
lic scrutiny over the years. This Con-
gress has the opportunity to end that
practice.

On February 6, the House passed
H.R. 2 by an overwhelming and biparti-
san vote of 294 to 134. The other body,
unfortunately, then disregarded that
version and went on to pass probably
the most cumbersome line-item veto
legislation anyone could have created.
The version of S. 4 that emerged from
the other body would make unraveling
the Gordian knot seem simple. Sepa-
rate enrollment, as the other body
calls its version, would create a litany
of problems, not the least of which
would be giving the President writers’
cramp from signing thousands of bills
Congress would be forced to send him.
The House, on the other hand, pro-
duced a strong, workable bill which
preserves the balance of power between
the legislative and executive branches
while providing the President with
more flexibility by allowing a reduc-
tion of items.

By the end of this fiscal year, the
Federal debt is estimated to be almost
$5 trillion. That is why this week we
will be working on a balanced budget
amendment, and it is why we should
give the President a line-item veto.

A child born today is immediately
saddled with an expense of more than
$187,000 over their lifetime just to pay
interest on debt. My 21-month-old son
has already been responsible, and will
be made responsible, for more than
$4,000 in interest payments, and he has
not even reached his second birthday.

While the line item will not in and of
itself balance the budget, the line-item
veto will be an important tool the
President can use as the country moves
forward and toward a balanced budget
in the year 2002. We cannot afford to
lose a year in our fight against waste-
ful Federal spending and remove the
Sword of Damocles from above our
children’s future.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
give the President the line-item veto.
Give him the strongest line-item veto
possible. Do it this year. I urge my col-
leagues to support the chairman, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER], and support this motion.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds only to respond to
the gentleman from Wisconsin to say
that it is this gentleman’s intention to
go to conference and to negotiate in
good faith to come up with the strong-
est possible line-item veto we can
achieve. There are going to be no dila-
tory practices on my part, certainly,
and I think I can speak for the Repub-
lican Members in this body. They are
going to be very diligent in trying to
reach a compromise.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLINGER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, perhaps the gentleman can
help me. Where is the problem? Is the
Senate majority refusing to go to con-
ference? Why is there even a refusal to
come to the table to talk?

Mr. CLINGER. Reclaiming my time,
I think there may be a combination of
things; one of the things may well be
the possibility of a filibuster to be
waged on your side of the aisle. I think
there are probably problems on both
sides.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO-
MON], the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Rules.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I will
not even take a minute. But just con-
tinuing this colloquy, there is no ques-
tion that there are Members in the
other body who are unalterably op-
posed to any real and meaningful line-
item veto legislation. They are both
Democrat and Republican over there,
and this Member happens to resent it
very much.

I hope this body stands by its ver-
sion. It is the only true line-item veto,
and if and when we ever do go to con-
ference, I want us to stick to our guns.
We should not be enacting any kind of
watered-down version, because that
means we will never get around to real-
ly enacting a line-item veto. We will be
deterred from that.

So I commend both the gentlemen for
their reference.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. BARRETT].

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, again I am a relatively junior
Member of the House. The chairman in-
dicated there are problems with Demo-
crats who do not like this bill. But to
go to conference committee, is that not
something that the leadership can do,
the Republican leadership can do, from
the Senate? And again I fail to see why
the Republican leadership in the Sen-
ate is even refusing to come to the con-
ference committee. Is that something
that the Democrats in the Senate can
stop?

Mr. SOLOMON. If the gentleman will
yield, it is because of what is happen-
ing over there. There are some
interpolitics being played. That is ex-
actly why we are taking this action
today. We are going to send our bill
back over there. Then we will start ne-
gotiations both in public and out of
public, if necessary, but we want to
move this legislation, the real thing.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. I think
the public should be aware the problem
is in the Senate with the leadership, I
think, because now we are at the stage
where the Republican leadership in the
Senate should come to the conference
committee to resolve the differences,
and it is the Republican leadership in
the Senate that is refusing to do so.

Mr. SOLOMON. In collusion with the
Democrat leadership in the Senate, as
well.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 15 seconds just to note that per-
haps part of the problem is that the
line-item veto would not apply to Pres-
idential candidates, only to Presidents,
and that might be part of the problem
in the other body as well.

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

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from New York [Mr. QUINN].

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding only be-
cause I came down here to talk about
the line-item veto, an issue that is so
near and dear to many of our hearts
who have worked on this for so long.

As an original cosponsor of H.R. 2,
the Line-Item Veto Act, I believe it of-
fers a true, true line-item veto. It
would allow, of course, the President to
rescind all or any part of appropriated
funds, require a majority of both
Chambers to disapprove the President’s
rescissions, and, finally, require a two-
thirds’ vote of both Chambers to over-
ride that Presidential veto of the dis-
approval bill.

I think while we will talk about some
politics almost each and every day in
these Chambers, this is one issue where
I think Republicans and Democrats
alike can get behind to give the Presi-
dent of the United States, whichever
party it happens to be, the line-item
veto, and I think it is time this year.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 5094 May 17, 1995
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
I would like to just comment that it

seems to be that one of the concerns
that we have got here is we have heard
about this threat of a filibuster by
Members of the other party, members
of the minority in the Senate, and
what we are trying to do here is to pro-
pel this whole issue forward into con-
ference. So the purposes of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, I hope, are
going to be resolved by the actions we
are taking here today. I hope he is
comforted by that.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I should have men-
tioned the gentleman from New York
[Mr. QUINN] has been a very active par-
ticipant in the shaping of this legisla-
tion, and we really appreciate his
major contributions, and I would just
add that I think there has been a con-
cern expressed on the other side that if
an attempt was made to go to con-
ference, that it would be subject to a
filibuster, so I would repeat, I think
there are problems over there that we
need to deal with.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

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

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EM-
ERSON). Pursuant to the order of the
House, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. CLINGER].

The motion was agreed to.
The text of the Senate bill, S. 4, is as

follows:
S. 4

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 ‘‘The Sepa-
rate Enrollment and Line Item Veto Act of
1995’’.
SEC. 2. STRUCTURE OF LEGISLATION.

(a) APPROPRIATIONS LEGISLATION.—
(1) The Committee on Appropriations of ei-

ther the House or the Senate shall not report
an appropriation measure that fails to con-
tain such level of detail on the allocation of
an item of appropriation proposed by that
House as is set forth in the committee report
accompanying such bill.

(2) If an appropriation measure is reported
to the House or Senate that fails to contain
the level of detail on the allocation of an
item of appropriation as required in para-
graph (1), it shall not be in order in that
House to consider such measure. If a point of
order under this paragraph is sustained, the
measure shall be recommitted to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of that House.

(b) AUTHORIZATION LEGISLATION.—
(1) A committee of either the House or the

Senate shall not report an authorization

measure that contains new direct spending
or new targeted tax benefits unless such
measure presents each new direct spending
or new targeted tax benefit as a separate
item and the accompanying committee re-
port for that measure shall contain such
level of detail as is necessary to clearly iden-
tify the allocation of new direct spending or
new targeted tax benefits.

(2) If an authorization measure is reported
to the House or Senate that fails to comply
with paragraph (1), it shall not be in order in
that House to consider such measure. If a
point of order under this paragraph is sus-
tained, the measure shall be recommitted to
the committee of jurisdiction of that House.

(c) CONFERENCE REPORTS.—
(1) A committee of conference to which is

committed an appropriations measure shall
not file a conference report in either House
that fails to contain the level of detail on
the allocation of an item of appropriation as
is set forth in the statement of managers ac-
companying that report.

(2) A committee of conference to which is
committed an authorization measure shall
not file a conference report in either House
unless such measure presents each direct
spending or targeted tax benefit as a sepa-
rate item and the statement of managers ac-
companying that report clearly identifies
each such item.

(3) If a conference report is presented to
the House or Senate that fails to comply
with either paragraph (1) or (2), it shall not
be in order in that House to consider such
conference report. If a point of order under
this paragraph is sustained in the House to
first consider the conference report, the
measure shall be deemed recommitted to the
committee of conference.
SEC. 3. WAIVERS AND APPEALS.

Any provision of section 2 may be waived
or suspended in the House or Senate only by
an affirmative vote of three-fifths of the
Members of that House duly chosen and
sworn. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of
the Members duly chosen and sworn shall be
required to sustain an appeal of the ruling of
the Chair on a point of order raised under
that section.
SEC. 4. SEPARATE ENROLLMENT.

(a)(1) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, when any appropriation or authoriza-
tion measure first passes both Houses of Con-
gress in the same form, the Secretary of the
Senate (in the case of a measure originating
in the Senate) or the Clerk of the House of
Representatives (in the case of a measure
originating in the House of Representatives)
shall disaggregate the items as referenced in
section 5(4) and assign each item a new bill
number. Henceforth each item shall be treat-
ed as a separate bill to be considered under
the following subsections. The remainder of
the bill not so disaggregated shall constitute
a separate bill and shall be considered with
the other disaggregated bills pursuant to
subsection (b).

(2) A bill that is required to be disag-
gregated into separate bills pursuant to sub-
section (a)—

(A) shall be disaggregated without sub-
stantive revision, and

(B) shall bear the designation of the meas-
ure of which it was an item prior to such
disaggregation, together with such other
designation as may be necessary to distin-
guish such measure from other measures
disaggregated pursuant to paragraph (1) with
respect to the same measure.

(b) The new bills resulting from the dis-
aggregation described in paragraph (1) of
subsection (a) shall be immediately placed
on the appropriate calendar in the House of
origination, and upon passage, placed on the
appropriate calendar in the other House.

They shall be the next order of business in
each House and they shall be considered and
voted on en bloc and shall not be subject to
amendment. A motion to proceed to the bills
shall be nondebatable. Debate in the House
of Representatives or the Senate on the bills
shall be limited to not more than 1 hour,
which shall be divided equally between the
majority leader and the minority leader. A
motion further to limit debate is not debat-
able. A motion to recommit the bills is not
in order, and it is not in order to move to re-
consider the vote by which the bills are
agreed to or disagreed to.
SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act:
(1) The term ‘‘appropriation measure’’

means any general or special appropriation
bill or any bill or joint resolution making
supplemental, deficiency, or continuing ap-
propriations.

(2) The term ‘‘authorization measure’’
means any measure other than an appropria-
tions measure that contains a provision pro-
viding direct spending or targeted tax bene-
fits.

(3) The term ‘‘direct spending’’ shall have
the same meaning given to such term in sec-
tion 250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

(4) The term ‘‘item’’ means—
(A) with respect to an appropriations

measure—
(i) any numbered section,
(ii) any unnumbered paragraph, or
(iii) any allocation or suballocation of an

appropriation, made in compliance with sec-
tion 2(a), contained in a numbered section or
an unnumbered paragraph but shall not in-
clude a provision which does not appropriate
funds, direct the President to expend funds
for any specific project, or create an express
or implied obligation to expend funds and—

(i) rescinds or cancels existing budget au-
thority;

(ii) only limits, conditions, or otherwise re-
stricts the President’s authority to spend
otherwise appropriated funds; or

(iii) conditions on an item of appropriation
not involving a positive allocation of funds
by explicitly prohibiting the use of any
funds; and

(B) with respect to an authorization meas-
ure—

(i) any numbered section, or
(ii) any unnumbered paragraph,

that contains new direct spending or a new
targeted tax benefit presented and identified
in conformance with section 2(b).

(5) The term ‘‘targeted tax benefit’’ means
any provision:

(A) estimated by the Joint Committee on
Taxation as losing revenue for any one of the
three following periods—

(1) the first fiscal year covered by the most
recently adopted concurrent resolution on
the budget;

(2) the period of the 5 fiscal years covered
by the most recently adopted concurrent res-
olution on the budget; or

(3) the period of the 5 fiscal years following
the first 5 years covered by the most re-
cently adopted concurrent resolution on the
budget; and

(B) having the practical effect of providing
more favorable tax treatment to a particular
taxpayer or limited group of taxpayers when
compared with other similarly situated tax-
payers.
SEC. 6. JUDICIAL REVIEW.

(a) EXPEDITED REVIEW.—
(1) Any Member of Congress may bring an

action, in the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia, for declaratory
judgment and injunctive relief on the ground
that a provision of this Act violates the Con-
stitution.
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(2) A copy of any complaint in an action

brought under paragraph (1) shall be prompt-
ly delivered to the Secretary of the Senate
and the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, and each House of Congress shall have
the right to intervene in such action.

(3) Any action brought under paragraph (1)
shall be heard and determined by a three-
judge court in accordance with section 2284
of title 28, United States Code.
Nothing in this section or in any other law
shall infringe upon the right of the House of
Representatives or the Senate to intervene
in an action brought under paragraph (1)
without the necessity of adopting a resolu-
tion to authorize such intervention.

(b) APPEAL TO SUPREME COURT.—Notwith-
standing any other provisions of law, any
order of the United States District Court for
the District of Columbia which is issued pur-
suant to an action brought under paragraph
(1) of subsection (a) shall be reviewable by
appeal directly to the Supreme Court of the
United States. Any such appeal shall be
taken by a notice of appeal filed within 10
days after such order is entered; and the ju-
risdictional statement shall be filed within
30 days after such order is entered. No stay
of an order issued pursuant to an action
brought under paragraph (1) of subsection (a)
shall be issued by a single Justice of the Su-
preme Court.

(c) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION.—It shall be
the duty of the District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the Supreme Court of
the United States to advance on the docket
and to expedite to the greatest possible ex-
tent the disposition of any matter brought
under subsection (a).

(d) SEVERABILITY.—If any provision of this
Act, or the application of such provision to
any person or circumstance is held unconsti-
tutional, the remainder of this Act and the
application of the provisions of such Act to
any person or circumstance shall not be af-
fected thereby.
SEC. 7. TREATMENT OF EMERGENCY SPENDING.

(a) EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS.—Section
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new sentence: ‘‘However, OMB shall not ad-
just any discretionary spending limit under
this clause for any statute that designates
appropriations as emergency requirements if
that statute contains an appropriation for
any other matter, event, or occurrence, but
that statute may contain rescissions of
budget authority.’’.

(b) EMERGENCY LEGISLATION.—Section
252(e) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985 is amended by
adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘However, OMB shall not designate
any such amounts of new budget authority,
outlays, or receipts as emergency require-
ments in the report required under sub-
section (d) if that statute contains any other
provisions that are not so designated, but
that statute may contain provisions that re-
duce direct spending.’’.

(c) NEW POINT OF ORDER.—Title IV of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion:

‘‘POINT OF ORDER REGARDING EMERGENCIES

‘‘SEC. 408. It shall not be in order in the
House of Representatives or the Senate to
consider any bill or joint resolution, or
amendment thereto or conference report
thereon, containing an emergency designa-
tion for purposes of section 251(b)(2)(D) or
252(e) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985 if it also provides
an appropriation or direct spending for any
other item or contains any other matter, but
that bill or joint resolution, amendment, or

conference report may contain rescissions of
budget authority or reductions of direct
spending, or that amendment may reduce
amounts for that emergency.’’.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents set forth in section 1(b) of the Con-
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act of 1974 is amended by inserting after the
item relating to section 407 the following
new item:
‘‘Sec. 408. Point of order regarding emer-

gencies.’’.
SEC. 8. SAVINGS FROM RESCISSION BILLS USED

FOR DEFICIT REDUCTION.
(a) Not later than 45 days of continuous

session after the President vetoes an appro-
priations measure or an authorization meas-
ure, the President shall—

(1) with respect to appropriations meas-
ures, reduce the discretionary spending lim-
its under section 601 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 for the budget year and
each outyear by the amount by which the
measure would have increased the deficit in
each respective year;

(2) with respect to a repeal of direct spend-
ing, or a targeted tax benefit, reduce the bal-
ances for the budget year and each outyear
under section 252(b) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 by
the amount by which the measure would
have increased the deficit in each respective
year.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—
(1) This section shall not apply if the ve-

toed appropriations measure or authoriza-
tion measure becomes law, over the objec-
tions of the President, before the President
orders the reduction required by subsections
(a)(1) or (a)(2).

(2) If the vetoed appropriations measure or
authorization measure becomes law, over the
objections of the President, after the Presi-
dent has ordered the reductions required by
subsections (a)(1) or (a)(2), then the Presi-
dent shall restore the discretionary spending
limits under section 601 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 or the balances under sec-
tion 252(b) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 to reflect
the positions existing before the reduction
ordered by the President in compliance with
subsection (a).
SEC. 9. EVALUATION AND SUNSET OF TAX EX-

PENDITURES
(a) LEGISLATION FOR SUNSETTING TAX EX-

PENDITURES.—The President shall submit
legislation for the periodic review, reauthor-
ization, and sunset of tax expenditures with
his fiscal year 1997 budget.

(b) BUDGET CONTENTS AND SUBMISSION TO
CONGRESS.—Section 1105(a) of title 31, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following paragraph:

‘‘(30) beginning with fiscal year 1999, a Fed-
eral Government performance plan for meas-
uring the overall effectiveness of tax expend-
itures, including a schedule for periodically
assessing the effects of specific tax expendi-
tures in achieving performance goals.’’.

(c) PILOT PROJECTS.—Section 1118(c) of
title 31, United States Code, is amended by—

(1) striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon in
paragraph (2);

(2) redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (4); and

(3) adding after paragraph (2) the following:
‘‘(3) describe the framework to be utilized

by the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget, after consultation with the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, and the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, for undertaking periodic
analyses of the effects of tax expenditures in
achieving performance goals and the rela-
tionship between tax expenditures and
spending programs; and’’.

(d) CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT.—Title IV
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following:

‘‘TAX EXPENDITURES

‘‘SEC. 409. It shall not be in order in the
House of Representatives or the Senate to
consider any bill, joint resolution, amend-
ment, motion, or conference report that con-
tains a tax expenditure unless the bill, joint
resolution, amendment, motion, or con-
ference report provides that the tax expendi-
ture will terminate not later than 10 years
after the date of enactment of the tax ex-
penditure.’’.
SEC. 10. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The provisions of this Act shall apply to
measures passed by the Congress beginning
with the date of the enactment of this Act
and ending on September 30, 2000.

The text of the bill, H.R. 2, which is
inserted in lieu of S. 4, pursuant to the
foregoing motion, is as follows:

H.R. 2
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 ‘‘Line Item
Veto Act’’.
SEC. 2. LINE ITEM VETO AUTHORITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the pro-
visions of part B of title X of The Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act
of 1974, and subject to the provisions of this
section, the President may rescind all or
part of the dollar amount of any discre-
tionary budget authority specified in an ap-
propriation Act or conference report or joint
explanatory statement accompanying a con-
ference report on the Act, or veto any tar-
geted tax benefit which is subject to the
terms of this Act if the President—

(1) determines that—
(A) such rescission or veto would help re-

duce the Federal budget deficit;
(B) such rescission or veto will not impair

any essential Government functions; and
(C) such rescission or veto will not harm

the national interest; and
(2) notifies the Congress of such rescission

or veto by a special message not later than
ten calendar days (not including Sundays)
after the date of enactment of an appropria-
tion Act providing such budget authority or
a revenue or reconciliation Act containing a
targeted tax benefit.

(b) DEFICIT REDUCTION.—In each special
message, the President may also propose to
reduce the appropriate discretionary spend-
ing limit set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 by an
amount that does not exceed the total
amount of discretionary budget authority re-
scinded by that message.

(c) SEPARATE MESSAGES.—The President
shall submit a separate special message for
each appropriation Act and for each revenue
or reconciliation Act under this section.

(d) LIMITATION.—No special message sub-
mitted by the President under this section
may change any prohibition or limitation of
discretionary budget authority set forth in
any appropriation Act.

(e) SPECIAL RULE FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995 AP-
PROPRIATION MEASURES.—Notwithstanding
subsection (a)(2), in the case of any unobli-
gated discretionary budget authority pro-
vided by any appropriation Act for fiscal
year 1995, the President may rescind all or
part of that discretionary budget authority
under the terms of this Act if the President
notifies the Congress of such rescission by a
special message not later than ten calendar
days (not including Sundays) after the date
of enactment of this Act.
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SEC. 3. LINE ITEM VETO EFFECTIVE UNLESS DIS-

APPROVED.
(a)(1) Any amount of budget authority re-

scinded under this Act as set forth in a spe-
cial message by the President shall be
deemed canceled unless, during the period
described in subsection (b), a rescission/re-
ceipts disapproval bill making available all
of the amount rescinded is enacted into law.

(2) Any provision of law vetoed under this
Act as set forth in a special message by the
President shall be deemed repealed unless,
during the period described in subsection (b),
a rescission/receipts disapproval bill restor-
ing that provision is enacted into law.

(b) The period referred to in subsection (a)
is—

(1) a congressional review period of twenty
calendar days of session, beginning on the
first calendar day of session after the date of
submission of the special message, during
which Congress must complete action on the
rescission/receipts disapproval bill and
present such bill to the President for ap-
proval or disapproval;

(2) after the period provided in paragraph
(1), an additional ten days (not including
Sundays) during which the President may
exercise his authority to sign or veto the re-
scission/receipts disapproval bill; and

(3) if the President vetoes the rescission/re-
ceipts disapproval bill during the period pro-
vided in paragraph (2), an additional five cal-
endar days of session after the date of the
veto.

(c) If a special message is transmitted by
the President under this Act and the last ses-
sion of the Congress adjourns sine die before
the expiration of the period described in sub-
section (b), the rescission or veto, as the case
may be, shall not take effect. The message
shall be deemed to have been retransmitted
on the first Monday in February of the suc-
ceeding Congress and the review period re-
ferred to in subsection (b) (with respect to
such message) shall run beginning after such
first day.
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this Act:
(1) The term ‘‘rescission/receipts dis-

approval bill’’ means a bill or joint resolu-
tion which only disapproves, in whole, rescis-
sions of discretionary budget authority or
only disapproves vetoes of targeted tax bene-
fits in a special message transmitted by the
President under this Act and—

(A) which does not have a preamble;
(B)(i) in the case of a special message re-

garding rescissions, the matter after the en-
acting clause of which is as follows: ‘‘That
Congress disapproves each rescission of dis-
cretionary budget authority of the President
as submitted by the President in a special
message on llll’’, the blank space being
filled in with the appropriate date and the
public law to which the message relates; and

(ii) in the case of a special message regard-
ing vetoes of targeted tax benefits, the mat-
ter after the enacting clause of which is as
follows: ‘‘That Congress disapproves each
veto of targeted tax benefits of the President
as submitted by the President in a special
message on llll’’, the blank space being
filled in with the appropriate date and the
public law to which the message relates; and

(C) the title of which is as follows: ‘‘A bill
disapproving the recommendations submit-
ted by the President on llll’’, the blank
space being filled in with the date of submis-
sion of the relevant special message and the
public law to which the message relates.

(2) The term ‘‘calendar days of session’’
shall mean only those days on which both
Houses of Congress are in session.

(3) The term ‘‘targeted tax benefit’’ means
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation
Act determined by the President to provide a
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion,

preference, or other concession to 100 or
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as
a single beneficiary regardless of the number
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries,
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities.

(4) The term ‘‘appropriation Act’’ means
any general or special appropriation Act, and
any Act or joint resolution making supple-
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria-
tions.
SEC. 5. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF

LINE ITEM VETOES.
(a) PRESIDENTIAL SPECIAL MESSAGE.—

Whenever the President rescinds any budget
authority as provided in this Act or vetoes
any provision of law as provided in this Act,
the President shall transmit to both Houses
of Congress a special message specifying—

(1) the amount of budget authority re-
scinded or the provision vetoed;

(2) any account, department, or establish-
ment of the Government to which such budg-
et authority is available for obligation, and
the specific project or governmental func-
tions involved;

(3) the reasons and justifications for the
determination to rescind budget authority or
veto any provision pursuant to this Act;

(4) to the maximum extent practicable, the
estimated fiscal, economic, and budgetary
effect of the rescission or veto; and

(5) all actions, circumstances, and consid-
erations relating to or bearing upon the re-
scission or veto and the decision to effect the
rescission or veto, and to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, the estimated effect of the
rescission upon the objects, purposes, and
programs for which the budget authority is
provided.

(b) TRANSMISSION OF MESSAGES TO HOUSE
AND SENATE.—

(1) Each special message transmitted under
this Act shall be transmitted to the House of
Representatives and the Senate on the same
day, and shall be delivered to the Clerk of
the House of Representatives if the House is
not in session, and to the Secretary of the
Senate if the Senate is not in session. Each
special message so transmitted shall be re-
ferred to the appropriate committees of the
House of Representatives and the Senate.
Each such message shall be printed as a doc-
ument of each House.

(2) Any special message transmitted under
this Act shall be printed in the first issue of
the Federal Register published after such
transmittal.

(c) INTRODUCTION OF RESCISSION/RECEIPTS
DISAPPROVAL BILLS.—The procedures set
forth in subsection (d) shall apply to any re-
scission/receipts disapproval bill introduced
in the House of Representatives not later
than the third calendar day of session begin-
ning on the day after the date of submission
of a special message by the President under
section 2.

(d) CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES.—(1) The committee of the
House of Representatives to which a rescis-
sion/receipts disapproval bill is referred shall
report it without amendment, and with or
without recommendation, not later than the
eighth calendar day of session after the date
of its introduction. If the committee fails to
report the bill within that period, it is in
order to move that the House discharge the
committee from further consideration of the
bill. A motion to discharge may be made
only by an individual favoring the bill (but
only after the legislative day on which a
Member announces to the House the Mem-
ber’s intention to do so). The motion is high-
ly privileged. Debate thereon shall be lim-
ited to not more than one hour, the time to
be divided in the House equally between a

proponent and an opponent. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the motion to its adoption without interven-
ing motion. A motion to reconsider the vote
by which the motion is agreed to or dis-
agreed to shall not be in order.

(2) After a rescission/receipts disapproval
bill is reported or the committee has been
discharged from further consideration, it is
in order to move that the House resolve into
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for consideration of the
bill. All points of order against the bill and
against consideration of the bill are waived.
The motion is highly privileged. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on that motion to its adoption without in-
tervening motion. A motion to reconsider
the vote by which the motion is agreed to or
disagreed to shall not be in order. During
consideration of the bill in the Committee of
the Whole, the first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. General debate shall pro-
ceed without intervening motion, shall be
confined to the bill, and shall not exceed two
hours equally divided and controlled by a
proponent and an opponent of the bill. No
amendment to the bill is in order, except any
Member may move to strike the disapproval
of any rescission or rescissions of budget au-
thority or any proposed repeal of a targeted
tax benefit, as applicable, if supported by 49
other Members. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion. A motion to reconsider the
vote on passage of the bill shall not be in
order.

(3) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair
relating to the application of the rules of the
House of Representatives to the procedure
relating to a bill described in subsection (a)
shall be decided without debate.

(4) It shall not be in order to consider more
than one bill described in subsection (c) or
more than one motion to discharge described
in paragraph (1) with respect to a particular
special message.

(5) Consideration of any rescission/receipts
disapproval bill under this subsection is gov-
erned by the rules of the House of Represent-
atives except to the extent specifically pro-
vided by the provisions of this Act.

(e) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.—
(1) Any rescission/receipts disapproval bill

received in the Senate from the House shall
be considered in the Senate pursuant to the
provisions of this Act.

(2) Debate in the Senate on any rescission/
receipts disapproval bill and debatable mo-
tions and appeals in connection therewith,
shall be limited to not more than ten hours.
The time shall be equally divided between,
and controlled by, the majority leader and
the minority leader or their designees.

(3) Debate in the Senate on any debatable
motions or appeal in connection with such
bill shall be limited to one hour, to be equal-
ly divided between, and controlled by the
mover and the manager of the bill, except
that in the event the manager of the bill is
in favor of any such motion or appeal, the
time in opposition thereto shall be con-
trolled by the minority leader or his des-
ignee. Such leaders, or either of them, may,
from the time under their control on the pas-
sage of the bill, allot additional time to any
Senator during the consideration of any de-
batable motion or appeal.

(4) A motion to further limit debate is not
debatable. A motion to recommit (except a
motion to recommit with instructions to re-
port back within a specified number of days
not to exceed one, not counting any day on



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H 5097May 17, 1995
which the Senate is not in session) is not in
order.

(f) POINTS OF ORDER.—
(1) It shall not be in order in the Senate to

consider any rescission/receipts disapproval
bill that relates to any matter other than
the rescission of budget authority or veto of
the provision of law transmitted by the
President under this Act.

(2) It shall not be in order in the Senate to
consider any amendment to a rescission/re-
ceipts disapproval bill.

(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) may be waived or
suspended in the Senate only by a vote of
three-fifths of the members duly chosen and
sworn.
SEC. 6. REPORTS OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING

OFFICE.
Beginning on January 6, 1996, and at one-

year intervals thereafter, the Comptroller
General shall submit a report to each House
of Congress which provides the following in-
formation:

(1) A list of each proposed Presidential re-
scission of discretionary budget authority
and veto of a targeted tax benefit submitted
through special messages for the fiscal year
ending during the preceding calendar year,
together with their dollar value, and an indi-
cation of whether each rescission of discre-
tionary budget authority or veto of a tar-
geted tax benefit was accepted or rejected by
Congress.

(2) The total number of proposed Presi-
dential rescissions of discretionary budget
authority and vetoes of a targeted tax bene-
fit submitted through special messages for
the fiscal year ending during the preceding
calendar year, together with their total dol-
lar value.

(3) The total number of Presidential rescis-
sions of discretionary budget authority or
vetoes of a targeted tax benefit submitted
through special messages for the fiscal year
ending during the preceding calendar year
and approved by Congress, together with
their total dollar value.

(4) A list of rescissions of discretionary
budget authority initiated by Congress for
the fiscal year ending during the preceding
calendar year, together with their dollar
value, and an indication of whether each
such rescission was accepted or rejected by
Congress.

(5) The total number of rescissions of dis-
cretionary budget authority initiated and
accepted by Congress for the fiscal year end-
ing during the preceding calendar year, to-
gether with their total dollar value.

(6) A summary of the information provided
by paragraphs (2), (3) and (5) for each of the
ten fiscal years ending before the fiscal year
during this calendar year.
SEC. 7. JUDICIAL REVIEW.

(a) EXPEDITED REVIEW.—
(1) Any Member of Congress may bring an

action, in the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia, for declaratory
judgment and injunctive relief on the ground
that any provision of this Act violates the
Constitution.

(2) A copy of any complaint in an action
brought under paragraph (1) shall be prompt-
ly delivered to the Secretary of the Senate
and the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, and each House of Congress shall have
the right to intervene in such action.

(3) Any action brought under paragraph (1)
shall be heard and determined by a three-
judge court in accordance with section 2284
of title 28, United States Code.
Nothing in this section or in any other law
shall infringe upon the right of the House of
Representatives to intervene in an action
brought under paragraph (1) without the ne-
cessity of adopting a resolution to authorize
such intervention.

(b) APPEAL TO SUPREME COURT.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, any
order of the United States District Court for
the District of Columbia which is issued pur-
suant to an action brought under paragraph
(1) of subsection (a) shall be reviewable by
appeal directly to the Supreme Court of the
United States. Any such appeal shall be
taken by a notice of appeal filed within 10
days after such order is entered; and the ju-
risdictional statement shall be filed within
30 days after such order is entered. No stay
of an order issued pursuant to an action
brought under paragraph (1) of subsection (a)
shall be issued by a single Justice of the Su-
preme Court.

(c) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION.—It shall be
the duty of the District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the Supreme Court of
the United States to advance on the docket
and to expedite to the greatest possible ex-
tent the disposition of any matter brought
under subsection (a).

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.

The title of the Senate bill was
amended so as to read: ‘‘An Act to give
the President item veto authority over
appropriation Acts and targeted tax
benefits in revenue Acts.’’

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

House Resolution 147 was laid on the
table.

f

REGULATORY TRANSITION ACT OF
1995

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that: First, it be in
order to consider in the House a mo-
tion to take from the Speaker’s table
the Senate bill (S. 219) to ensure econ-
omy and efficiency of Federal Govern-
ment operations by establishing a mor-
atorium on regulatory rulemaking ac-
tions, and for other purposes, to strike
all after the enacting clause of S. 219
and to insert in lieu the text of H.R. 450
as passed by the House;

Second, that the motion be debatable
for not to exceed 1 hour, to be equally
divided and controlled among chairmen
and ranking minority members of the
Committees on Government Reform
and Oversight and the Judiciary; and

Third, that the previous question be
ordered on the motion to final adoption
without intervening motion except one
motion to commit.

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

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I do so in order that the gentleman
may explain his unanimous consent re-
quest.

I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER].

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I have a
motion at the desk at this point, if we
may proceed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has asked unanimous consent,
the gentleman from Minnesota has re-
served the right to object and has
yielded to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I would just like a further ex-
planation.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, as part
of the Contract With America, the
House passed overwhelmingly, in a bi-
partisan fashion, H.R. 450, the Regu-
latory Transition Act of 1995, which
imposes a temporary moratorium on
the issuance of regulations. It provides
a very necessary timeout on promulga-
tion and implementation of regulations
while Congress is in the process of de-
liberating long-overdue regulatory re-
forms.

So I think it would be helpful to re-
view the bidding for just a moment.
After 2 full days of debate on the House
floor and numerous amendments, the
final vote was 276 to 146. The House
passed this bill February 24, 1995, and
sent it to the Senate 2 days later. One
month later, the Senate passed their
version of the moratorium, which is,
frankly, hard to characterize as a regu-
latory moratorium.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I was just trying to figure it
out, but apparently this is the normal
procedure in the House, to link these
two bills together.

So, Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.

Mr. CLINGER. The objective is the
same as what we just did in the last
bill.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of
objection and support the request of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

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

There was no objection.
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CLINGER

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. CLINGER moves to take from the

Speaker’s table the bill (S. 219) to grant the
power to the President to reduce budget au-
thority, and for other purposes, strike all
after the enacting clause of the Senate bill,
and insert the text of H.R. 450 as passed by
the House.

b 1115

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EM-
ERSON]. Pursuant to order of the House,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER] will be recognized for 15 min-
utes, the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. PETERSON] will be recognized for
15 minutes, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GEKAS] will be recognized
for 15 minutes, and the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CONYERS] will be recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER].

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

Mr. Speaker, since I have already de-
livered part of my remarks on the mo-
tion, I would just reiterate, the version
that we are sending back to the Senate
is a very different version than was en-
acted in the Senate. It is our position
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that the House bill is a very good piece
of legislation that was crafted to en-
sure that the health and safety of our
citizens is protected, while at the same
time providing a necessary timeout
from the burdens of regulation.

I think every Member of this body
over time has heard from their con-
stituents, small businessmen, individ-
uals, communities, of the incredibly in-
tolerable burden that is being imposed
upon them by regulation. So there is a
need for time for review and reflection
while we pass and enact major regu-
latory reform which is in the process of
moving its way forward.

Both the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
DELAY, the distinguished majority
whip, and the gentleman from Indiana,
Chairman MCINTOSH, the chairman of
the subcommittee of jurisdiction, au-
thored H.R. 450 to provide this short-
term moratorium to allow Congress
and the administration to review regu-
lations on the books and to determine
whether they meet cost-benefit cri-
teria, and, more importantly, whether
they just plain make sense.

During hearings and debate on this
bill we’ve heard story after story about
regulatory overkill. Many regulations
are unnecessary, duplicative, or con-
flicting. How many small businesses do
we want to put out of business before
pass reforms?

Just yesterday, we heard from a
group of small businessmen that again
underscored this point. Regulations
promulgated under the Clean Air Act
require that this industry obtain a per-
mit from the EPA or State EPA for
each piece of new equipment that they
buy or install for their plant, rather
than being allowed to have a single
permit for that plant. This is like in-
specting a car and rather than requir-
ing a single inspection you have to get
a separate inspection for the doors, the
windshield, the brakes, the trunk, and
the list goes on and on. These business-
men want to protect the environment,
but find themselves using enough paper
to plant a new forest—with little or
not environmental benefits gained. For
each facility, 300 to 400 pages of paper
have to be generated to meet both the
EPA and State requirements—which
are often duplicative and conflicting. I
am told that it took a 150-page manual
just to explain the regulation.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 450 is a good bill.
We cannot afford as a society to con-
tinue down the road we are marching.
This bill provides us an opportunity for
a timeout to review regulations. It is
my sincere hope that after all this ef-
fort we would be able to craft a reason-
able compromise with the Senate.
Some assumed that we would pass the
Senate version of the bill. That simply
is not going to happen.

I urge my colleagues to support this
motion and hope that the Senate will
see fit to move this bill forward to con-
ference in an expedited fashion. It is a
bill that does not belong in Congress—
it belongs on the President’s desk.

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

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the
gentleman’s motion. Earlier this year
the House passed a bill to provide for a
moratorium on new regulations pend-
ing the enactment of other regulatory
reform bills that provide for cost-bene-
fit analysis and risk assessment. I
worked closely with the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] and
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MCINTOSH], the chairman of our sub-
committee, and I supported this bill. I
became convinced that we needed a
time out on regulations and we needed
a change in the way we deal with the
regulatory process in this Government.

Subsequently, Mr. Speaker, the Sen-
ate passed its version of the morato-
rium legislation providing for a dif-
ferent approach, which is not all bad,
which asks for a congressional review
period for new regulations. In passing
the bill, the Senate did not take its
version and attach it to the House bill.
Therefore, today’s action is required as
a first step towards trying to reach a
compromise between the two versions.

As I reviewed regulations during the
committee consideration of the bill, I
found that in fact there are many regu-
lations which Congress should look at
more closely, and I think the morato-
rium bill would, in my opinion, force
agencies to think twice before writing
new regulations and to begin to do the
cost-benefit analysis and risk assess-
ment that the House has already
passed and is pending in the Senate.

I do not think there is really a whole
lot of need to repeat the debate in the
House over this bill, since the motion
of the gentleman today merely takes
the House position and attaches it to
the Senate bill. This is a standard pro-
cedure in the House for linking these
two bills after the final passage in the
House.

I support the gentleman’s motion and
hope that we are successful in bringing
some sense to the other body and get-
ting some consideration of our posi-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I have
no objection to the motion either. I do
have a couple of questions, if I might
address them to the distinguished
chairman.

Am I correct that the piece of legisla-
tion that we are talking about here is
the one that puts a total moratorium
on any kind of Federal regulation,
from any Federal agency, except for
some of those key areas, like duck
hunting, that were exempted here on
the floor of the House by amendment?

Mr. CLINGER. There are a number of
exceptions, as the gentleman knows,
that are exempted from the provisions
of the moratorium.

Mr. DOGGETT. Well, all of us are
certainly opposed to unnecessary Fed-

eral regulations, and there are some
silly ones out there. This particular
proposal as it passed the House went so
far, so extreme, so fast, that it was es-
sentially rejected 100 to zip by the U.S.
Senate, was it not, for an alternative
approach?

Mr. CLINGER. I believe the gen-
tleman is incorrect on that. This ver-
sion was not considered by the other
body.

Mr. DOGGETT. The Senate did not
even bother to consider this approach.
They took an alternative approach to
trying to weed out regulations. Really
the whole idea of a total moratorium is
deader than a doornail in the Senate.
You might as well put an RIP sign over
it. It is gone. It is not going to happen.

Mr. CLINGER. If the gentleman
would further yield, I would reject that
concept. What we are trying to do, ob-
viously, the Senate took a different ap-
proach from us. That is the whole pur-
pose of a conference, is to sit down and
negotiate those out. We think that our
version is better, and we would hope to
see the Senate version improved as a
result of our conference.

Mr. DOGGETT. But 100 Members of
the Senate, including all the Repub-
licans, disagreed with the gentleman.

Mr. CLINGER. The matter has never
come to a vote.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, reclaiming my time, I would
agree with the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, the chairman, that I do not
think the Senate took a position on
this.

I just want to say, some of us on this
side of the aisle worked with the gen-
tleman. I think as the bill was origi-
nally put together, these claims may
have been valid. But I do not think it
is valid with the bill as it passed the
House.

We clearly gave the President the op-
portunity to deal with regulations that
he felt were important to the imminent
threat to the health and safety that
might happen. We exempted routine
administrative regulations. The claim
cannot be made about this bill that it
is going to stop all regulations for this
moratorium period. That is not true.
This does provide a mechanism that we
think is reasonable to allow for regula-
tions to go ahead that are necessary.

What we are trying to do with this
moratorium is put a time out on regu-
lations until we can get the other
things in place so we can start bringing
some commonsense, some cost-benefits
and risk assessment to the regulatory
process. We think that it is a reason-
able approach.

As I say, I support what the chair-
man is doing, and I hope that we can
get some of the elements of the mora-
torium bill into the final version when
we finally do get to conference with
the Senate.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, the American people,
through the election process, made
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sure in 1994 that this Congress would
take a hard look at the impact of regu-
lations on itself, the American people.
We have known for a long time, and so
have the American people, that the
Congress passes a statute with good in-
tentions, and then all of a sudden it is
put into the hands of the agencies to
implement that statute. And what hap-
pens? They issue regulations that seem
absolutely foreign and almost contrary
many times to the intent of the Con-
gress.

So for decade after decade, these reg-
ulations impacted against the Amer-
ican people, and they had no recourse,
not did the Members of Congress, ex-
cept to repeal or try to do something
on the floor to deal with that problem
by itself. That did not work. So now
with the Contract With America, where
we promised regulatory reform, we
brought about a House vehicle which
declared a moratorium which said let
us stop, look and listen and see what
has happened over the years with this
regulatory process. Let us put a mora-
torium on it and now determine which
way we should approach the new dawn,
the new era, of how the Congress will
make statutes and the regulators will
react to that.

Well, that is a pretty good idea, we
felt. But the Senate now goes the other
way. The Senate in its proposal, the
one which we hope to reject here today,
says once we pass a statute we ought to
be involved on every single regulation
that the bureaucrats promulgate,
which is almost an impossible task, be-
cause they build into their proposal a
kind of legislative veto which requires
the Congress to look at every single
regulation as if it were a separate stat-
ute.

That is going to the extreme from
the original position where the Con-
gress had no control at all. Now it has
to micromanage every single regula-
tion. What we offer here in rejecting
the Senate proposal and adopting our
own language is an overview of the reg-
ulatory process, with the ability to
some day be able to command the bu-
reaus to look at it very closely, give us
an analysis, try to determine the cost
effectiveness, see what impact it will
have on the American people, and then
promulgate that regulation. That is
what we are trying to do.

The Senate bill puts us all as
micromanagers. The House bill is a
reasonable approach to give the Amer-
ican people some safety valve from the
oppressive hand of the regulators by al-
lowing this stop, look and listen gap
that we are proposing, and then a cost
and effectiveness type of analysis over-
sight on regulations, which is sure to
make life more comfortable for all
Americans.

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

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I am
very pleased to yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MCINTOSH], a principal author of the
House version of the moratorium.

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

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, as the
gentlemen from Pennsylvania, Mr.
GEKAS and Mr. CLINGER, have pointed
out, there are some fundamental dif-
ferences between the House and the
Senate version of this bill, and there
are meritorious arguments in terms of
actually putting a 45-day delay on reg-
ulations. But I think, unfortunately,
the original text of S. 219 neglects
some very serious problems that have
come up in our regulatory process.
When I go home to my district in Mun-
cie and Anderson, IN, people talk to me
and say, David, we need to make sure
that what you all have done in the
House of Representatives continues to
go forward and do not cave in to the
forces back in Washington who are try-
ing to derail your efforts to cut back
on unnecessary regulations.

Our subcommittee held a field hear-
ing in which we had dozens of people
talk to us about regulatory problems
that were crippling their businesses,
causing the loss of jobs, and forcing our
economy to be less competitive.

Specifically, since last November the
Clinton administration has issued sev-
eral hundred regulations, and there are
30 of them that our subcommittee has
identified that create serious problems
for our economy. I think it is impor-
tant that we move from the abstract
and look at what these real problems
are and why we need to put a morato-
rium so that these regulations can be
reviewed under the new cost-benefit
and risk assessment standards.
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One of them is the OSHA ergonomics
rule, which has not been promulgated,
but the Department of Labor has indi-
cated that in spite of what this House
may do, they intend to move forward
with it. This could cost us $3.1 billion
each year in unnecessary regulatory
costs. There is the California Federal
implementation plan, which would
shut down many sectors of the Califor-
nia economy, would affect everything
from flights going into Los Angeles
Airport to lawnmowers, to people’s
jobs, will cost between $4 and $6 billion,
with a possible job loss of 165,000 jobs
in the State of California alone.

There is the Great Lakes clean water
quality guidelines. I want to say, as
somebody from a Great Lakes State,
we all want to see clean water and we
want to see the Great Lakes cleaned
up. But this regulation will cost us jobs
once again, approximately 33,000 jobs
in the Midwest alone and another 2 bil-
lion in economic cost to the economy.
There is the clean air permitting rule,
which will cost billions of dollars in
unnecessary red tape and get you ex-
actly zero benefits in terms of addi-
tional clean air.

This regulation we do not need in the
economy. It has been promulgated by
the administration. It needs to be sub-
ject to the moratorium so it can go

through the review process and be
changed so that we do not tie our own
hands behind our backs.

The list goes on and on. There are
the endangered species listing where
the Interior Department indicates that
they have 4,000 new species they want
to add to the list of endangered species,
including the eastern wood rat, the
Lake Huron locust and the pee clam.
The problem with this is that it will
cost us, once again, jobs. It will cause
us to be impeded in our economy, and
we need to have some common sense
applied to these regulations.

Mr. Speaker, I have an entire list
here that I would like to put into the
RECORD of important serious rule mak-
ings that need to be put into the mora-
torium. Just yesterday Governor Larry
Lindsey of the Federal Reserve Board
conducted a seminar with people who
are working in the inner city to try to
rebuild dilapidated housing so that
poor people and middle income families
can have a hope to own their own
home. We asked them, what is your
major problem with going forward in
these efforts in the inner city? They
said, Federal regulations.

They pointed to dozens of rules that
make it harder, more costly for them
to actually make these differences for
people. And they asked us in Congress
to move forward in cutting back on
that unnecessary red tape.

Let us step back and look at the larg-
er picture. I think what we have ac-
complished in the House of Representa-
tives was a bipartisan vote, strong sup-
port on both sides of the aisle, defi-
nitely sent a message to the bureauc-
racies, it is not business as usual. We
have to end the endless red tape and
regulation that have been strangling
our economy. And when I go home peo-
ple tell me, we want to see this Con-
gress go forward. We are worried that
the other body is going to drag its feet
and that you are not going to get these
reforms through.

What we are doing today is sending a
message. We cannot accept the status
quo. We have to move these reforms
forward. It is imperative that we im-
plement them for the American people.

They are counting on this House of
Representatives to change the way
Washington operates, cut back on un-
necessary red tape, and move forward
with this moratorium, with the cost-
benefit and risk assessment legislation,
with protection for property rights,
that fundamentally do change the way
we do business here, making the Gov-
ernment, once again, responsive to the
American people.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gentle-
man’s efforts in leading this forward
and look forward to the efforts in mov-
ing it toward a conference so that we
can go back home and report to the
American people we have done what
you sent us here to do.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes and 30 sec-
onds to the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. BARRETT].
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Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.

Speaker, my grandfather used to say
common sense is not all that common.
I think the previous speaker has shown
why common sense is not always that
common.

As I look at the regulatory reform
issue, there are really three different
camps in Congress. There is the camp
that does not want to see any regu-
latory reform at all. That is a minor-
ity. I do not think there are many peo-
ple here who believe that.

Then there is the camp that is basi-
cally along with the Senate and says,
let us have true regulatory reform and
let us allow Congress to look at those
regulations that are too burdensome,
that go too far, that contradict the in-
tent of Congress.

The gentleman who spoke before
went through a litany of regulations
that he thinks go too far. I think we in
Congress should address those issues.
We should look at them right now and
decide whether they have gone too far
and, if they have, we should reverse the
agency action.

Then there is the third camp. The
third camp is interested in playing pol-
itics, and that is the version that has
gone from the House of Representa-
tives.

Picture yourself as the President of
the United States. You are handed a
bill that says for the next 11 months,
your agencies, your executive agencies,
the people that you have hired can no
longer issue any regulations. I do not
care if you are a Democrat, I do not
care if you are Republican, I do not
care if you are Ross Perot, you are
going to say no. I am not going to tie
the hands of my agencies. I am going
to veto that bill.

And you would be crazy if you did
not. If you are Republican or Democrat
or Ross Perot, you would be crazy if
you did not veto that bill. So let us
just assume in the fantasy world, the
Alice in Wonderland world that this
bill got to President Clinton. He would
veto it tomorrow.

So the previous speaker who talked
about all these burdensome regulations
that he is concerned about is not going
to get anywhere. He will be able to
play politics by saying all bureaucrats
are bad, but he is not going to move
forward with the goal of getting rid of
regulations that are too burdensome to
the American people.

I want to get rid of regulations that
are too burdensome to the American
people. The Senate has come up with a
perfect vehicle for us to do that.

I come from the State of Wisconsin
where we have legislative review of ad-
ministrative rules. It works very, very
well. If an agency goes too far, the leg-
islature then will review those regula-
tions, not all regulations, just the ones
that it thinks are too burdensome and
it will reverse the agency action. If we
want to deal with this problem, that is
how we deal with the problem. We do
not take an absurd bill that is being
passed only for political purposes, that

every single person in this Chamber
knows that the President would veto
and try to move it forward. That does
not accomplish anything. All it does is
it scores political points.

What can we do? We can do what the
Senate did. We can say that agencies
pass rules, they come back here. That
way the different concerns that were
raised by burdensome regulation we
can look at. At the same time, very
good regulations, like the ones dealing
Cryptosporidium from my area, if we
did it that way, at the same time we
would be able to have agencies move
forward with Cryptosporidium re-
search, E. coli bacteria research, rules
on those and save people’s lives, help
American people and still stop the reg-
ulations that need to be stopped. Let
us do the right thing and go along with
the Senate.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY],
the deputy majority leader, alias the
whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me and
elevating me and promoting me. I ap-
preciate bringing this bill to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 450 has developed a
very long history. In December 1994,
the Republican leadership sent a letter
to the President asking him to issue a
moratorium on Federal regulations in
order for the new Congress to institute
these long-needed regulatory reforms.
The President refused.

In January, I introduced H.R. 450, in-
stituting that moratorium that the
President refused to issue on his own.
And in February, the House passed
H.R. 450 with a very strong majority
vote and sent it to the Senate for its
consideration.

The Senate has chosen to take a dif-
ferent approach, passing a bill which
allows Congress to review and dis-
approve regulations under an expedited
procedure.

In light of the differences between
those two bills, we are now sending
H.R. 450 back to the Senate and en-
courage the Senate to work with us to
come to an acceptable compromise.

H.R. 450 had very broad support from
both Members and from the public at
large. It responds to the serious cry
from the American people to reduce
the burden of government. This bill
puts a hold on the incredible flow of
regulation since November 20 so that
the regulatory reforms passed by the
Congress will apply to those regula-
tions.

I might say to the previous speaker,
most of the horror stories that he
spoke about, Mr. Speaker, are taken
care of with the health and safety ex-
emption in our bill. Anything that has
to do with health and safety, the Presi-
dent himself can exempt from the mor-
atorium.

Actually, the bill itself puts the
President in charge, even though he
does not choose to be in charge. We
give it all to the President, and there is

a procedure set up whereby the Presi-
dent on his own initiative under cer-
tain conditions can exempt these, any
regulations he deems necessary that af-
fects the health and safety of the
American people from the moratorium
called for in this bill.

All the scare tactics, all the fear
mongering that is going on about regu-
lations and how we are going to kill
children and throw the senior citizens
out in the street are totally false, par-
ticularly if you have any confidence at
all in this President, in his ability to
use the bill to exempt certain regula-
tions from the moratorium.

So I ask the Members to support
striking the language of S. 219 and
sending H.R. 450 to the Senate today so
that we can get a bill to the Presi-
dent’s desk soon.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. GUTKNECHT], a very valued
member of the committee.

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

I rise in support of this motion this
morning on H.R. 450. I think that I
should respond just briefly to some of
the comments made a few moments
ago by the gentleman from Wisconsin.

I would remind him and other Mem-
bers that this bill passed out of the
House by almost a two-to-one margin,
after 10 hours of open debate. There
were lots of amendments offered. Some
of those amendments were accepted.
And I think to say that this is purely
a political ploy, I think is a disservice
to this entire House, because I think
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER] and the other members who
worked so hard on this, particularly
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MCINTOSH] of the Subcommittee on Na-
tional Economic Growth, Natural Re-
sources, and Regulatory Affairs did an
excellent job under open rules, allow-
ing everyone to participate. and I
think to say that this was not fair is
really a disservice to all of us.

I think the message that should be
going out from this Congress is that
the status quo does not live here any-
more. In fact, I am happy to be a mem-
ber of the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight and the
McIntosh subcommittee because one of
the most troubling things that I heard
coming to the Congress this year was
that in the past this Congress has not
lived up to its oversight responsibil-
ities. I think this is one way of saying
that we are not going to permit the
agencies out there to just go off on
their own and pass these rules ad infi-
nitum.

We have had a number of field hear-
ings. We have had a number of town
meetings, I have. And at virtually
every one of the town meetings I have
had I have heard about the needless
regulation that is coming out of Wash-
ington.

We had a hearing and the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. PETERSON] joined
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us in Indianapolis about a month ago.
And it was interesting because at that
meeting we heard from the publisher of
the largest newspaper in the State of
Indiana and we heard from the presi-
dent of the University of Indiana. And
they were both saying, please do some-
thing about this regulatory burden
that we have to live under.

I made the comment then and I
would share it today that I think we fi-
nally have reached the critical mass
because we have both the media and
academia saying uncle. At all of our
town meetings we hear from small
business people and particularly farm-
ers who are saying, we need a time out.
And that is what really this bill is all
about.

Let me just finally say that I think
the message we are trying to send from
this House today to our colleagues at
the other end of the building, that you
have dropped the ball and we are going
to give you a chance to recovery your
fumble.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

As I said, I did not think we needed
to debate this bill, but I think we need
to clear up a couple of things.

The coalition and many other Demo-
crats were proud to support this piece
of legislation. I think that some of the
claims that were made by some of my
colleagues on this side of the aisle may
have been valid as we looked at the
original bill. But in our judgment it is
not valid, and I really want to associ-
ate myself with the remarks of the pre-
vious two speakers, the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. GUTKNECHT] and
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DELAY], in the final bill.
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We have taken care of the concerns

that people had about this bill. The
President has the ability to exempt
regulations that he feels need to go
ahead. This claim that the agencies are
going to be stopped dead from doing
any regulatory process is not true. I
think the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DELAY] said it very clearly. Unless we
do not believe that the President of the
United States is going to do the right
thing, this bill is not the kind of ex-
treme bill that some people have laid
out.

I just want to make the point that
many of us on this side of the aisle sup-
port this piece of legislation, and we
ask people to look at the final product,
because it is very different than the
bill that was originally introduced.

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

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. SHADEGG], a
very valuable and hardworking mem-
ber of the committee.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the motion to substitute the
language of H.R. 50 for S. 219.

H.R. 450, the Regulatory Reform
Transition Act, passed this body over-

whelmingly. It is not an extreme meas-
ure.

In the debate in the other body on
this measure, one of our colleagues
said, and I quote, ‘‘Our system of gov-
ernment is working.’’ With respect to
the regulatory system in America, my
colleague’s claim could not be further
from the truth. He is simply wrong.
The regulatory burden we are imposing
willy-nilly on American businesses and
American citizens is in excess. It is
doing severe damage to our economy,
and it is time to stop it. We need to
subject, Mr. Speaker, all regulations to
a risk assessment and to a cost-benefit
analysis. That is the substantive re-
view we are seeking. That is what this
legislation will do.

The time to begin subjecting new
regulations to that type of analysis,
cost-benefit and risk assessment, is
now. That is what H.R. 450 will do. The
moratorium simply says there will be a
time out, and that we will have that
time period during which to pass sub-
stantive regulatory review, reform, and
then to subject those regulations now
going through that process to that sub-
stantive review.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to respond
to several remarks on the other side.
Some of my colleagues have risen to
say that this is an extreme measure,
and that the Senate measure is a good
alternative. That is simply incorrect,
because the Senate measure is dif-
ferent. It does not achieve the same
goal. I myself support the notion of
legislative review of regulatory mat-
ters. If, indeed, a regulatory proceeding
is extreme and the regulation should be
suspended, that is fine. However, that
is not what this legislation accom-
plishes. This legislation says it is
known and indisputable in America
that the regulatory system is out of
control. That is not necessarily true
only 90 or 100 or 120 days from now. The
regulatory system is out of control
now.

When we enact substantive review,
which requires cost-benefit and risk as-
sessment analysis, we ought to apply
that to all of the regulations that are
currently going through.

My colleague, the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. MCINTOSH], recognized
there are thousands of regulations
going through at this time. They
should be subjected to this review. I
urge support of the motion.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I am
very pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. EHR-
LICH], a very thoughtful freshman
member of our committee.

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

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, I also
want to congratulate the chairman of
the full committee, the chairman of
the subcommittee, and the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. PETERSON], for his
great leadership on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, a new generation ar-
rived in Congress this year. That gen-

eration promised to deliver with re-
spect to the Contract With America. A
critical part of that contract is regu-
latory reform. Mr. Speaker, we hear so
much out there during election years
that people are for the family and they
are against crime and for the small
business person in this country, but the
fact is, Mr. Speaker, this is where the
rubber meets the road on the floor of
the House. Reg reform and H.R. 450 are
truly where the rubber emets the road.

Mr. Speaker, when I was campaign-
ing I would actually stop into strip
shopping malls to talk to small busi-
ness owners. I thought I would hear
problems and concerns about the legal
environment in the State of Maryland,
or the unavailability of capital, or em-
ployee problems, but time and time
again, by far the predominant concern
I heard from the small business com-
munity was the burden of Federal regu-
lation on small business.

Mr. Speaker, it is not radical in this
day and age to say stop, which is what
this bill does. It is not radical to look
at what we have done, to inventory
what we have done, to stop promulgat-
ing Federal regulations before we use
good science, before we use cost-benefit
analysis, and before we use risk assess-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, it has already been said
time and time again on this floor that
exceptions apply within the context of
this bill for emergency, health, and
safety regulations. Mr. Speaker, the
bottom line of H.R. 450, the bottom line
to regulatory reform in this Congress,
is returning a sense of common sense
to the way we promulgate regulations
in this country today. That is what
H.R. 450 is all about. That is what the
Contract With America is all about.

To my friend, the gentleman from
Wisconsin, who characterized this bill
as politics, to the extent that this ma-
jority, this majority, this nonpartisan
majority is responding to consumers
and the small business community in
this country, that truly is politics in
the best tradition of this House.

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

Mr. Speaker, the point needs to be
made very strongly that this is a bipar-
tisan bill. This is not a partisan meas-
ure. This measure passed the House on
February 24 by a vote of 276 to 146.
There was a strong bipartisan support
for that measure, as there has been for
all of the measures dealing with regu-
latory reform.

It is very clear, I think, that the
American people want regulatory re-
form. This is part of an overall piece,
an overall package we are putting to-
gether to accomplish what the Amer-
ican people want. We need to go to con-
ference. We need to get this bill en-
acted into law, and we need to send it
to the President.

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

self such time as I may consume, sim-
ply to echo the sentiments of my col-
league, the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia. What we are talking about here is
dealing with regulations, not allowing
regulations to deal with us. The House
version allows us to deal with those
regulations. The Senate version per-
mits the regulatory process to over-
whelm us, which it now does, and
which we are trying to rectify.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. TATE].

(Mr. TATE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TATE. Mr. Speaker, I, too, want
to lend my support to this proposal as
it passed the House, and I commend the
chairman of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight and the
subcommittee chairman, the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MCINTOSH].

Recently a survey from the National
Federation of Independent Businesses
went out and surveyed their member-
ship as to what was their concern.
Taxes and health care were a concern,
but the No. 1 concern and threat to
small business in this country is regu-
lations.

I had my local Chamber of Commerce
from Takoma here recently. They were
talking about the issues that concern
them, but the one that came up the
most, whether they were in banking or
they had a local grocery store or what-
ever, was regulations. One aspect of
this particular bill that was added on
in the amendatory process when we
were on the floor, was the Tate amend-
ment, which extended the moratorium
for businesses that have 100 or less em-
ployees an additional 6 months, be-
cause those are the people that are the
most affected when new regulations are
passed. Those are the people that are
on the margin, that may be in business
or may not be in business based on a
new regulation.

This is a sound bill, Mr. Speaker. It
is really common sense. It is time that
we pass some real regulatory relief.
Once again, I commend this to the
House, and look forward to a strong bi-
partisan support for this when it
passes.

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

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I again want to com-
mend the gentlemen for their good
work, and hope that we can get this to
conference, and talk some sense into
the other body. Unfortunately, they
appear to be somewhat in the capture
of the bureaucracy and the status quo.
Hopefully, if we cannot get the entire
moratorium through, maybe we can
get some specific items in the morato-
rium through on the Senate side.
Again, I commend everyone and urge
support of this motion.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further Mem-
bers wishing to speak, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). No one from the minority
of the House Committee on the Judici-
ary having presented themselves to
claim the time of that committee, the
Chair assumes that time is also yielded
back. All time has expired.

Pursuant to the order of the House,
the previous question is ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER].

The motion was agreed to.
The text of the Senate bill, S. 219, is

as follows:
S. 219

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

TITLE I—REGULATORY TRANSITION
SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Regulatory
Transition Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 102. FINDING.

The Congress finds that effective steps for
improving the efficiency and proper manage-
ment of Government operations will be pro-
moted if a moratorium on the effectiveness
of certain significant final rules is imposed
in order to provide Congress an opportunity
for review.
SEC. 103. MORATORIUM ON REGULATIONS; CON-

GRESSIONAL REVIEW.
(a) REPORTING AND REVIEW OF REGULA-

TIONS.—
(1) REPORTING TO CONGRESS AND THE COMP-

TROLLER GENERAL.—
(A) Before a rule can take effect as a final

rule, the Federal agency promulgating such
rule shall submit to each House of the Con-
gress and to the Comptroller General a re-
port containing—

(i) a copy of the rule;
(ii) a concise general statement relating to

the rule; and
(iii) the proposed effective date of the rule.
(B) The Federal agency promulgating the

rule shall make available to each House of
Congress and the Comptroller General, upon
request—

(i) a complete copy of the cost-benefit
analysis of the rule, if any;

(ii) the agency’s actions relevant to section
603, section 604, section 605, section 607, and
section 609 of Public Law 96–354;

(iii) the agency’s actions relevant to title
II, section 202, section 203, section 204, and
section 205 of Public Law 104–4; and

(iv) any other relevant information or re-
quirements under any other Act and any rel-
evant Executive Orders, such as Executive
Order 12866.

(C) Upon receipt, each House shall provide
copies to the Chairman and Ranking Member
of each committee with jurisdiction.

(2) REPORTING BY THE COMPTROLLER GEN-
ERAL.—

(A) The Comptroller General shall provide
a report on each significant rule to the com-
mittees of jurisdiction to each House of the
Congress by the end of 12 calendar days after
the submission or publication date as pro-
vided in section 104(b)(2). The report of the
Comptroller General shall include an assess-
ment of the agency’s compliance with proce-
dural steps required by subparagraph (B) (i)
through (iv).

(B) Federal agencies shall cooperate with
the Comptroller General by providing infor-
mation relevant to the Comptroller Gen-

eral’s report under paragraph (2)(A) of this
section.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE OF SIGNIFICANT RULES.—
A significant rule relating to a report sub-
mitted under paragraph (1) shall take effect
as a final rule, the latest of—

(A) the later of the date occurring 45 days
after the date on which—

(i) the Congress receives the report submit-
ted under paragraph (1); or

(ii) the rule is published in the Federal
Register;

(B) if the Congress passes a joint resolution
of disapproval described under section 104 re-
lating to the rule, and the President signs a
veto of such resolution, the earlier date—

(i) on which either House of Congress votes
and fails to override the veto of the Presi-
dent; or

(ii) occurring 30 session days after the date
on which the Congress received the veto and
objections of the President; or

(C) the date the rule would have otherwise
taken effect, if not for this section (unless a
joint resolution of disapproval under section
104 is enacted).

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE FOR OTHER RULES.—Ex-
cept for a significant rule, a rule shall take
effect as otherwise provided by law after sub-
mission to Congress under paragraph (1).

(5) FAILURE OF JOINT RESOLUTION OF DIS-
APPROVAL.—Notwithstanding the provisions
of paragraph (3), the effective date of a rule
shall not be delayed by operation of this title
beyond the date on which either House of
Congress votes to reject a joint resolution of
disapproval under section 104.

(b) TERMINATION OF DISAPPROVED RULE-
MAKING.—A rule shall not take effect (or con-
tinue) as a final rule, if the Congress passes
a joint resolution of disapproval described
under section 104.

(c) PRESIDENTIAL WAIVER AUTHORITY.—
(1) PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATIONS.—Not-

withstanding any other provision of this sec-
tion (except subject to paragraph (3)), a rule
that would not take effect by reason of this
title may take effect, if the President makes
a determination under paragraph (2) and sub-
mits written notice of such determination to
the Congress.

(2) GROUNDS FOR DETERMINATIONS.—Para-
graph (1) applies to a determination made by
the President by Executive order that the
rule should take effect because such rule is—

(A) necessary because of an imminent
threat to health or safety or other emer-
gency;

(B) necessary for the enforcement of crimi-
nal laws; or

(C) necessary for national security.
(3) WAIVER NOT TO AFFECT CONGRESSIONAL

DISAPPROVALS.—An exercise by the President
of the authority under this subsection shall
have no effect on the procedures under sec-
tion 104 or the effect of a joint resolution of
disapproval under this section.

(d) TREATMENT OF RULES ISSUED AT END OF
CONGRESS.—

(1) ADDITIONAL OPPORTUNITY FOR REVIEW.—
In addition to the opportunity for review
otherwise provided under this title, in the
case of any rule that is published in the Fed-
eral Register (as a rule that shall take effect
as a final rule) during the period beginning
on the date occurring 60 days before the date
the Congress adjourns sine die through the
date on which the succeeding Congress first
convenes, section 104 shall apply to such rule
in the succeeding Congress.

(2) TREATMENT UNDER SECTION 104.—
(A) In applying section 104 for purposes of

such additional review, a rule described
under paragraph (1) shall be treated as
though—

(i) such rule were published in the Federal
Register (as a rule that shall take effect as
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a final rule) on the 15th session day after the
succeeding Congress first convenes; and

(ii) a report on such rule were submitted to
Congress under subsection (a)(1) on such
date.

(B) Nothing in this paragraph shall be con-
strued to affect the requirement under sub-
section (a)(1) that a report must be submit-
ted to Congress before a final rule can take
effect.

(3) ACTUAL EFFECTIVE DATE NOT AF-
FECTED.—A rule described under paragraph
(1) shall take effect as a final rule as other-
wise provided by law (including other sub-
sections of this section).

(e) TREATMENT OF RULES ISSUED BEFORE
THIS ACT.—

(1) OPPORTUNITY FOR CONGRESSIONAL RE-
VIEW.—The provisions of section 104 shall
apply to any significant rule that is pub-
lished in the Federal Register (as a rule that
shall take effect as a final rule) during the
period beginning on November 20, 1994,
through the date on which this Act takes ef-
fect.

(2) TREATMENT UNDER SECTION 104.—In ap-
plying section 104 for purposes of Congres-
sional review, a rule described under para-
graph (1) shall be treated as though—

(A) such rule were published in the Federal
Register (as a rule that shall take effect as
a final rule) on the date of the enactment of
this Act; and

(B) a report on such rule were submitted to
Congress under subsection (a)(1) on such
date.

(3) ACTUAL EFFECTIVE DATE NOT AF-
FECTED.—The effectiveness of a rule de-
scribed under paragraph (1) shall be as other-
wise provided by law, unless the rule is made
of no force or effect under section 104.

(f) NULLIFICATION OF RULES DISAPPROVED
BY CONGRESS.—Any rule that takes effect
and later is made of no force or effect by the
enactment of a joint resolution under sec-
tion 104 shall be treated as though such rule
had never taken effect.

(g) NO INFERENCE TO BE DRAWN WHERE
RULES NOT DISAPPROVED.—If the Congress
does not enact a joint resolution of dis-
approval under section 104, no court or agen-
cy may infer any intent of the Congress from
any action or inaction of the Congress with
regard to such rule, related statute, or joint
resolution of disapproval.
SEC. 104. CONGRESSIONAL DISAPPROVAL PROCE-

DURE.
(a) JOINT RESOLUTION DEFINED.—For pur-

poses of this section, the term ‘‘joint resolu-
tion’’ means only a joint resolution intro-
duced during the period beginning on the
date on which the report referred to in sec-
tion 103(a) is received by Congress and end-
ing 45 days thereafter, the matter after the
resolving clause of which is as follows: ‘‘That
Congress disapproves the rule submitted by
the ll relating to ll, and such rule shall
have no force or effect.’’. (The blank spaces
being appropriately filled in.)

(b) REFERRAL.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—A resolution described in

paragraph (1) shall be referred to the com-
mittees in each House of Congress with juris-
diction. Such a resolution may not be re-
ported before the eighth day after its sub-
mission or publication date.

(2) SUBMISSION DATE.—For purposes of this
subsection the term ‘‘submission or publica-
tion date’’ means the later of the date on
which—

(A) the Congress receives the report sub-
mitted under section 103(a)(1); or

(B) the rule is published in the Federal
Register.

(c) DISCHARGE.—If the committee to which
is referred a resolution described in sub-
section (a) has not reported such resolution
(or an identical resolution) at the end of 20

calendar days after the submission or publi-
cation date defined under subsection (b)(2),
such committee may be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of such resolution in the
Senate upon a petition supported in writing
by 30 Members of the Senate and in the
House upon a petition supported in writing
by one-fourth of the Members duly sworn
and chosen or by motion of the Speaker sup-
ported by the Minority Leader, and such res-
olution shall be placed on the appropriate
calendar of the House involved.

(d) FLOOR CONSIDERATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—When the committee to

which a resolution is referred has reported,
or when a committee is discharged (under
subsection (c)) from further consideration of,
a resolution described in subsection (a), it is
at any time thereafter in order (even though
a previous motion to the same effect has
been disagreed to) for a motion to proceed to
the consideration of the resolution, and all
points of order against the resolution (and
against consideration of resolution) are
waived. The motion is not subject to amend-
ment, or to a motion to postpone, or to a
motion to proceed to the consideration of
other business. A motion to reconsider the
vote by which the motion is agreed to or dis-
agreed to shall not be in order. If a motion
to proceed to the consideration of the resolu-
tion is agreed to, the resolution shall remain
the unfinished business of the respective
House until disposed of.

(2) DEBATE.—Debate on the resolution, and
on all debatable motions and appeals in con-
nection therewith, shall be limited to not
more than 10 hours, which shall be divided
equally between those favoring and those op-
posing the resolution. A motion further to
limit debate is in order and not debatable.
An amendment to, or a motion to postpone,
or a motion to proceed to the consideration
of other business, or a motion to recommit
the resolution is not in order.

(3) FINAL PASSAGE.—Immediately following
the conclusion of the debate on a resolution
described in subsection (a), and a single
quorum call at the conclusion of the debate
if requested in accordance with the rules of
the appropriate House, the vote on final pas-
sage of the resolution shall occur.

(4) APPEALS.—Appeals from the decisions
of the Chair relating to the application of
the rules of the Senate or the House of Rep-
resentatives, as the case may be, to the pro-
cedure relating to a resolution described in
subsection (a) shall be decided without de-
bate.

(e) TREATMENT IF OTHER HOUSE HAS
ACTED.—If, before the passage by one House
of a resolution of that House described in
subsection (a), that House receives from the
other House a resolution described in sub-
section (a), then the following procedures
shall apply:

(1) NONREFERRAL.—The resolution of the
other House shall not be referred to a com-
mittee.

(2) FINAL PASSAGE.—With respect to a reso-
lution described in subsection (a) of the
House receiving the resolution—

(A) the procedure in that House shall be
the same as if no resolution had been re-
ceived from the other House; but

(B) the vote on final passage shall be on
the resolution of the other House.

(f) CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY.—This sec-
tion is enacted by Congress—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the Senate and House of Representatives,
respectively, and as such it is deemed a part
of the rules of each House, respectively, but
applicable only with respect to the procedure
to be followed in that House in the case of a
resolution described in subsection (a), and it
supersedes other rules only to the extent
that it is inconsistent with such rules; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change the
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of
that House) at any time, in the same man-
ner, and to the same extent as in the case of
any other rule of that House.
SEC. 105. SPECIAL RULE ON STATUTORY, REGU-

LATORY AND JUDICIAL DEADLINES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any dead-

line for, relating to, or involving any rule
which does not take effect (or the effective-
ness of which is terminated) because of the
enactment of a joint resolution under sec-
tion 104, that deadline is extended until the
date 12 months after the date of the joint
resolution. Nothing in this subsection shall
be construed to affect a deadline merely by
reason of the postponement of a rule’s effec-
tive date under section 103(a).

(b) DEADLINE DEFINED.—The term ‘‘dead-
line’’ means any date certain for fulfilling
any obligation or exercising any authority
established by or under any Federal statute
or regulation, or by or under any court order
implementing any Federal statute or regula-
tion.
SEC. 106. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this title—
(1) FEDERAL AGENCY.—The term ‘‘Federal

agency’’ means any ‘‘agency’’ as that term is
defined in section 551(1) of title 5, United
States Code (relating to administrative pro-
cedure).

(2) SIGNIFICANT RULE.—The term ‘‘signifi-
cant rule’’—

(A) means any final rule that the Adminis-
trator of the Office of Information and Regu-
latory Affairs within the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget finds—

(i) has an annual effect on the economy of
$100,000,000 or more or adversely affects in a
material way the economy, a sector of the
economy, productivity, competition, jobs,
the environment, public health or safety, or
State, local, or tribal governments or com-
munities;

(ii) creates a serious inconsistency or oth-
erwise interferes with an action taken or
planned by another agency;

(iii) materially alters the budgetary im-
pact of entitlement, grants, user fees, or loan
programs or the rights and obligations of re-
cipients thereof; or

(iv) raises novel legal or policy issues aris-
ing out of legal mandates, the President’s
priorities, or the principles set forth in Exec-
utive Order 12866.

(B) does not include any agency action
that establishes, modifies, opens, closes, or
conducts a regulatory program for a com-
mercial, recreational, or subsistence activity
relating to hunting, fishing, or camping.

(3) FINAL RULE.—The term ‘‘final rule’’
means any final rule or interim final rule. As
used in this paragraph, ‘‘rule’’ has the mean-
ing given such term by section 551 of title 5,
United States Code, except that such term
does not include any rule of particular appli-
cability including a rule that approves or
prescribes for the future rates, wages, prices,
services, or allowances therefor, corporate or
financial structures, reorganizations, merg-
ers, or acquisitions thereof, or accounting
practices or disclosures bearing on any of the
foregoing or any rule of agency organization,
personnel, procedure, practice or any routine
matter.
SEC. 107. JUDICIAL REVIEW.

No determination, finding, action, or omis-
sion under this title shall be subject to judi-
cial review.
SEC. 108. APPLICABILITY; SEVERABILITY.

(a) APPLICABILITY.—This title shall apply
notwithstanding any other provision of law.

(b) SEVERABILITY.—If any provision of this
title, or the application of any provision of
this title to any person or circumstance, is
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held invalid, the application of such provi-
sion to other persons or circumstances, and
the remainder of this title, shall not be af-
fected thereby.
SEC. 109. EXEMPTION FOR MONETARY POLICY.

Nothing in this title shall apply to rules
that concern monetary policy proposed or
implemented by the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System or the Federal
Open Market Committee.
SEC. 110. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This title shall take effect on the date of
the enactment of this Act and shall apply to
any rule that takes effect as a final rule on
or after such effective date.

TITLE II—TERM GRAZING PERMITS
SEC. 201. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) the Secretary of Agriculture (referred

to in this title as the ‘‘Secretary’’) admin-
isters the 191,000,000-acre National Forest
System for multiple uses in accordance with
Federal law;

(2) where suitable, one of the recognized
multiple uses for National Forest System
land is grazing by livestock;

(3) the Secretary authorizes grazing
through the issuance of term grazing permits
that have terms of not to exceed 10 years and
that include terms and conditions necessary
for the proper administration of National
Forest System land and resources;

(4) as of the date of enactment of this Act,
the Secretary has issued approximately 9,000
term grazing permits authorizing grazing on
approximately 90,000,000 acres of National
Forest System land;

(5) of the approximately 9,000 term grazing
permits issued by the Secretary, approxi-
mately one-half have expired or will expire
by the end of 1996;

(6) if the holder of an expiring term grazing
permit has complied with the terms and con-
ditions of the permit and remains eligible
and qualified, that individual is considered
to be a preferred applicant for a new term
grazing permit in the event that the Sec-
retary determines that grazing remains an
appropriate use of the affected National For-
est System land;

(7) in addition to the approximately 9,000
term grazing permits issued by the Sec-
retary, it is estimated that as many as 1,600
term grazing permits may be waived by per-
mit holders to the Secretary in favor of a
purchaser of the permit holder’s permitted
livestock or base property by the end of 1996;

(8) to issue new term grazing permits, the
Secretary must comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C.
4321 et seq.) and other laws;

(9) for a large percentage of the grazing
permits that will expire or be waived to the
Secretary by the end of 1996, the Secretary
has devised a strategy that will result in
compliance with the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 and other applica-
ble laws (including regulations) in a timely
and efficient manner and enable the Sec-
retary to issue new term grazing permits,
where appropriate;

(10) for a small percentage of the grazing
permits that will expire or be waived to the
Secretary by the end of 1996, the strategy
will not provide for the timely issuance of
new term grazing permits; and

(11) in cases in which ranching operations
involve the use of a term grazing permit is-
sued by the Secretary, it is essential for new
term grazing permits to be issued in a timely
manner for financial and other reasons.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is
to ensure that grazing continues without
interruption on National Forest System land
in a manner that provides long-term protec-
tion of the environment and improvement of
National Forest System rangeland resources

while also providing short-term certainty to
holders of expiring term grazing permits and
purchasers of a permit holder’s permitted
livestock or base property.
SEC. 202. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:
(1) EXPIRING TERM GRAZING PERMIT.—The

term ‘‘expiring term grazing permit’’ means
a term grazing permit—

(A) that expires in 1995 or 1996; or
(B) that expired in 1994 and was not re-

placed with a new term grazing permit solely
because the analysis required by the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and other applicable laws
has not been completed.

(2) FINAL AGENCY ACTION.—The term ‘‘final
agency action’’ means agency action with re-
spect to which all available administrative
remedies have been exhausted.

(3) TERM GRAZING PERMIT.—The term ‘‘term
grazing permit means a term grazing permit
or grazing agreement issued by the Sec-
retary under section 402 of the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43
U.S.C. 1752), section 19 of the Act entitled
‘‘An Act to facilitate and simplify the work
of the Forest Service, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved April 24, 1950 (commonly
known as the ‘‘Granger-Thye Act’’) (16 U.S.C.
580l), or other law.
SEC. 203. ISSUANCE OF NEW TERM GRAZING PER-

MITS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of law, regulation, policy,
court order, or court sanctioned settlement
agreement, the Secretary shall issue a new
term grazing permit without regard to
whether the analysis required by the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and other applicable laws
has been completed, or final agency action
respecting the analysis has been taken—

(1) to the holder of an expiring term graz-
ing permit; or

(2) to the purchaser of a term grazing per-
mit holder’s permitted livestock or base
property if—

(A) between January 1, 1995, and December
1, 1996, the holder has waived the term graz-
ing permit to the Secretary pursuant to sec-
tion 222.3(c)(1)(iv) of title 36, Code of Federal
Regulations; and

(B) the purchaser of the term grazing per-
mit holder’s permitted livestock or base
property is eligible and qualified to hold a
term grazing permit.

(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Except as pro-
vided in subsection (c)—

(1) a new term grazing permit under sub-
section (a)(1) shall contain the same terms
and conditions as the expired term grazing
permit; and

(2) a new term grazing permit under sub-
section (a)(2) shall contain the same terms
and conditions as the waived permit.

(c) DURATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—A new term grazing per-

mit under subsection (a) shall expire on the
earlier of—

(A) the date that is 3 years after the date
on which it is issued; or

(B) the date on which final agency action
is taken with respect to the analysis re-
quired by the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and
other applicable laws.

(2) FINAL ACTION IN LESS THAN 3 YEARS.—If
final agency action is taken with respect to
the analysis required by the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321
et seq.) and other applicable laws before the
date that is 3 years after the date on which
a new term grazing permit is issued under
subsection (a), the Secretary shall—

(A) cancel the new term grazing permit;
and

(B) if appropriate, issue a term grazing per-
mit for a term not to exceed 10 years under
terms and conditions as are necessary for the
proper administration of National Forest
System rangeland resources.

(d) DATE OF ISSUANCE.—
(1) EXPIRATION ON OR BEFORE DATE OF EN-

ACTMENT.—In the case of an expiring term
grazing permit that has expired on or before
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall issue a new term grazing permit
under subsection (a)(1) not later than 15 days
after the date of enactment of this Act.

(2) EXPIRATION AFTER DATE OF ENACT-
MENT.—In the case of an expiring term graz-
ing permit that expires after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary shall
issue a new term grazing permit under sub-
section (a)(1) on expiration of the expiring
term grazing permit.

(3) WAIVED PERMITS.—In the case of a term
grazing permit waived to the Secretary pur-
suant to section 222.3(c)(1)(iv) of title 36,
Code of Federal Regulations, between Janu-
ary 1, 1995, and December 31, 1996, the Sec-
retary shall issue a new term grazing permit
under subsection (a)(2) not later than 60 days
after the date on which the holder waives a
term grazing permit to the Secretary.
SEC. 204. ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL AND JUDI-

CIAL REVIEW.
The issuance of a new term grazing permit

under section 203(a) shall not be subject to
administrative appeal or judicial review.
SEC. 205. REPEAL.

This title is repealed effective as of Janu-
ary 1, 2001.

TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISION
SEC. 301. SENSE OF SENATE REGARDING AMER-

ICAN CITIZENS HELD IN IRAQ.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-

lowing findings:
(1) On Saturday, March 25, 1995, an Iraqi

court sentenced two Americans, William
Barloon and David Daliberti, to eight years
imprisonment for allegedly entering Iraq
without permission.

(2) The two men were tried, convicted, and
sentenced in what was reported to be a very
brief period during that day with no other
Americans present and with their only legal
counsel having been appointed by the Gov-
ernment of Iraq.

(3) The Department of State has stated
that the two Americans have committed no
offense justifying imprisonment and has de-
manded that they be released immediately.

(4) This injustice worsens already strained
relations between the United States and Iraq
and makes resolution of differences with Iraq
more difficult.

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—The Senate strongly
condemns the unjustified actions taken by
the Government of Iraq against American
citizens William Barloon and David Daliberti
and urges their immediate release from pris-
on and safe exit from Iraq. Further, the Sen-
ate urges the President of the United States
to take all appropriate action to assure their
prompt release and safe exit from Iraq.

The text of the bill, H.R. 450, which is
inserted in lieu of S. 219, pursuant to
the foregoing motion, is as follows:

H.R. 450
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 ‘‘Regulatory
Transition Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 2. FINDING.

The Congress finds that effective steps for
improving the efficiency and proper manage-
ment of Government operations, including
enactment of a new law or laws to require (1)
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that the Federal rulemaking process include
cost/benefit analysis, including analysis of
costs resulting from the loss of property
rights, and (2) for those Federal regulations
that are subject to risk analysis and risk as-
sessment that those regulations undergo
standardized risk analysis and risk assess-
ment using the best scientific and economic
procedures, will be promoted if a morato-
rium on new rulemaking actions is imposed
and an inventory of such action is con-
ducted.
SEC. 3. MORATORIUM ON REGULATIONS.

(a) MORATORIUM.—Until the end of the
moratorium period, a Federal agency may
not take any regulatory rulemaking action,
unless an exception is provided under section
5. Beginning 30 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, the effectiveness of any
regulatory rulemaking action taken or made
effective during the moratorium period but
before the date of the enactment shall be
suspended until the end of the moratorium
period, unless an exception is provided under
section 5.

(b) INVENTORY OF RULEMAKINGS.—Not later
than 30 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the President shall conduct an
inventory and publish in the Federal Reg-
ister a list of all regulatory rulemaking ac-
tions covered by subsection (a) taken or
made effective during the moratorium period
but before the date of the enactment.
SEC. 4. SPECIAL RULE ON STATUTORY, REGU-

LATORY, AND JUDICIAL DEADLINES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Any deadline for, relating

to, or involving any action dependent upon,
any regulatory rulemaking actions author-
ized or required to be taken before the end of
the moratorium period is extended for 5
months or until the end of the moratorium
period, whichever is later.

(b) DEADLINE DEFINED.—The term ‘‘dead-
line’’ means any date certain for fulfilling
any obligation or exercising any authority
established by or under any Federal statute
or regulation, or by or under any court order
implementing any Federal statute or regula-
tion.

(c) IDENTIFICATION OF POSTPONED DEAD-
LINES.—Not later than 30 days after the date
of the enactment of this Act, the President
shall identify and publish in the Federal
Register a list of deadlines covered by sub-
section (a).
SEC. 5. EMERGENCY EXCEPTIONS; EXCLUSIONS.

(a) EMERGENCY EXCEPTION.—Section 3(a) or
4(a), or both, shall not apply to a regulatory
rulemaking action if—

(1) the head of a Federal agency otherwise
authorized to take the action submits a writ-
ten request to the Administrator of the Of-
fice of Information and Regulatory Affairs
within the Office of Management and Budget
and submits a copy thereof to the appro-
priate committees of each House of the Con-
gress;

(2) the Administrator of the Office of Infor-
mation and Regulatory Affairs within the
Office of Management and Budget finds in
writing that a waiver for the action is (A)
necessary because of an imminent threat to
health or safety or other emergency, or (B)
necessary for the enforcement of criminal
laws; and

(3) the Federal agency head publishes the
finding and waiver in the Federal Register.

(b) EXCLUSIONS.—The head of an agency
shall publish in the Federal Register any ac-
tion excluded because of a certification
under section 6(3)(B).

(c) CIVIL RIGHTS EXCEPTION.—Section 3(a)
or 4(a), or both, shall not apply to a regu-
latory rulemaking action to establish or en-
force any statutory rights against discrimi-
nation on the basis of age, race, religion,
gender, national origin, or handicapped or

disability status except such rulemaking ac-
tions that establish, lead to, or otherwise
rely on the use of a quota or preference based
on age, race, religion, gender, national ori-
gin, or handicapped or disability status’’.
SEC. 6. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act:
(1) FEDERAL AGENCY.—The term ‘‘Federal

agency’’ means any agency as that term is
defined in section 551(1) of title 5, United
States Code (relating to administrative pro-
cedure).

(2) MORATORIUM PERIOD.—The term ‘‘mora-
torium period’’ means the period of time—

(A) beginning November 20, 1994; and
(B) ending on the earlier of—
(i) the first date on which there have been

enacted one or more laws that—
(I) require that the Federal rulemaking

process include cost/benefit analysis, includ-
ing analysis of costs resulting from the loss
of property rights; and

(II) for those Federal regulations that are
subject to risk analysis and risk assessment,
require that those regulations undergo
standardized risk analysis and risk assess-
ment using the best scientific and economic
procedures; or

(ii) December 31, 1995.
except that in the case of a regulatory rule-
making action with respect to determining
that a species is an endangered species or a
threatened species under section 4(a)(1) of
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C.
1533(a)(1)) or designating critical habitat
under section 4(a)(3) of that Act (16 U.S.C.
1533(a)(3)), the term means the period of time
beginning on the date described in subpara-
graph (A) and ending on the earlier of the
first date on which there has been enacted
after the date of the enactment of this Act a
law authorizing appropriations to carry out
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, or De-
cember 31, 1996.

(3) REGULATORY RULEMAKING ACTION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘regulatory

rulemaking action’’ means any rulemaking
on any rule normally published in the Fed-
eral Register, including—

(i) the issuance of any substantive rule, in-
terpretative rule, statement of agency pol-
icy, notice of inquiry, advance notice of pro-
posed rulemaking, or notice of proposed rule-
making, and

(ii) any other action taken in the course of
the process of rulemaking (except a cost ben-
efit analysis or risk assessment, or both).

(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘regulatory
rulemaking action’’ does not include—

(i) any agency action that the head of the
agency and the Administrator of the Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs with-
in the Office of Management and Budget cer-
tify in writing is limited to repealing, nar-
rowing, or streamlining a rule, regulation, or
administrative process or otherwise reducing
regulatory burdens;

(ii) any agency action that the head of the
agency and the Administrator of the Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs with-
in the Office of Management and Budget cer-
tify in writing is limited to matters relating
to military or foreign affairs functions, stat-
utes implementing international trade
agreements, including all agency actions re-
quired by the Uruguay Round Agreements
Act, or agency management, personnel, or
public property, loans, grants, benefits, or
contracts;

(iii) any agency action that the head of the
agency and the Administrator of the Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs with-
in the Office of Management and Budget cer-
tify in writing is limited to a routine admin-
istrative function of the agency;

(iv) any agency action that—
(I) is taken by an agency that supervises

and regulates insured depository institu-

tions, affiliates of such institutions, credit
unions, or government sponsored housing en-
terprises; and

(II) the head of the agency certifies would
meet the standards for an exception or exclu-
sion described in this Act; or

(v) any agency action that the head of the
agency certifies is limited to interpreting,
implementing, or administering the internal
revenue laws of the United States.

(4) RULE.—The term ‘‘rule’’ means the
whole or a part of an agency statement of
general or particular applicability and fu-
ture effect designed to implement, interpret,
or prescribe law or policy. Such term does
not include the approval or prescription, on
a case-by-case or consolidated case basis, for
the future of rates, wages, corporation, or fi-
nancial structures or reorganizations there-
of, prices, facilities, appliances, services or
allowances therefor, or of valuations, costs,
or accounting, or practices bearing on any of
the foregoing, nor does it include any action
taken in connection with the safety of avia-
tion or any action taken in connection with
the implementation of monetary policy or to
ensure the safety and soundness of federally
insured depository institutions, any affiliate
of such an institution, credit unions, or gov-
ernment sponsored housing enterprises or to
protect the Federal deposit insurance funds.
Such term also does not include the granting
an application for a license, registration, or
similar authority, granting or recognizing an
exemption, granting a variance or petition
for relief from a regulatory requirement, or
other action relieving a restriction (includ-
ing any agency which establishes, modifies,
or conducts a regulatory program for a rec-
reational or subsistence activity, including
but not limited to hunting, fishing, and
camping, if a Federal law prohibits the rec-
reational or subsistence activity in the ab-
sence of the agency action) or taking any ac-
tion necessary to permit new or improved
applications of technology or allow the man-
ufacture, distribution, sale, or use of a sub-
stance or product.

(5) RULEMAKING.—The term ‘‘rulemaking’’
means agency process for formulating,
amending, or repealing a rule.

(6) LICENSE.—The term ‘‘license’’ means
the whole or part of an agency permit, cer-
tificate, approval, registration, charter,
membership, statutory exemption, or other
form of permission.

(7) IMMINENT THREAT TO HEALTH OR SAFE-
TY.—The term ‘‘imminent threat to health
or safety’’ means the existence of any condi-
tion, circumstance, or practice reasonably
expected to cause death, serious illness, or
severe injury to humans, or substantial
endangerment to private property during the
moratorium period.
SEC. 7. LIMITATION ON CIVIL ACTIONS.

No private right of action may be brought
against any Federal agency for a violation of
this Act. This prohibition shall not affect
any private right of action or remedy other-
wise available under any other law.
SEC. 8. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAW; SEVER-

ABILITY.
(a) APPLICABILITY.—This Act shall apply

notwithstanding any other provision of law.
(b) SEVERABILITY.—If any provision of this

Act, or the application of any provision of
this Act to any person or circumstance, is
held invalid, the application of such provi-
sion to other persons or circumstances, and
the remainder of this Act, shall not be af-
fected thereby.
SEC. 9. REGULATIONS TO AID BUSINESS COM-

PETITIVENESS.
Section 3(a) or 4(a), or both, shall not

apply to any of the following regulatory
rulemaking actions (or any such action re-
lating thereto):
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(1) CONDITIONAL RELEASE OF TEXTILE IM-

PORTS.—A final rule published on December
2, 1994 (59 Fed. Reg. 61798), to provide for the
conditional release by the Customs Service
of textile imports suspected of being im-
ported in violation of United States quotas.

(2) TEXTILE IMPORTS.—Any action which
the head of the relevant agency and the Ad-
ministrator of the Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs certify in writing is a
substantive rule, interpretive rule, state-
ment of agency policy, or notice of proposed
rulemaking to interpret, implement, or ad-
minister laws pertaining to the import of
textiles and apparel including section 334 of
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act (P.L.
103–465), relating to textile rules of origin.

(3) CUSTOMS MODERNIZATION.—Any action
which the head of the relevant agency and
the Administrator of the Office of Informa-
tion and Regulatory Affairs certify in writ-
ing is a substantive rule, interpretive rule,
statement of agency policy, or notice of pro-
posed rulemaking to interpret, implement,
or administer laws pertaining to the customs
modernization provisions contained in title
VI of the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment Implementation Act (P.L. 103–182).

(4) ACTIONS WITH RESPECT TO CHINA REGARD-
ING INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY PROTECTION AND

MARKET ACCESS.—A regulatory rulemaking
action providing notice of a determination
that the People’s Republic of China’s failure
to enforce intellectual property rights and to
provide market access is unreasonable and
constitutes a burden or restriction on United
States commerce, and a determination that
trade action is appropriate and that sanc-
tions are appropriate, taken under section
304(a)(1)(A)(ii), section 304(a)(1)(B), and sec-
tion 301(b) of the Trade Act of 1974 and with
respect to which a notice of determination
was published on February 7, 1995 (60 Fed.
Reg. 7230).

(5) TRANSFER OF SPECTRUM.—A regulatory
rulemaking action by the Federal Commu-
nications Commission to transfer 50 mega-
hertz of spectrum below 5 GHz from govern-
ment use to private use, taken under the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993
and with respect to which notice of proposed
rulemaking was published at 59 Federal Reg-
ister 59393.

(6) PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES LI-
CENSES.—A regulatory rulemaking action by
the Federal Communications Commission to
establish criteria and procedures for issuing
licenses utilizing competitive bidding proce-
dures to provide personal communications
services—

(A) taken under section 309(j) of the Com-
munications Act and with respect to which a
final rule was published on December 7, 1994
(59 Fed. Reg. 63210); or

(B) taken under sections 3(n) and 332 of the
Communications Act and with respect to
which a final rule was published on Decem-
ber 2, 1994 (59 Fed. Reg. 61828).

(7) WIDE-AREA SPECIALIZED MOBILE RADIO LI-
CENSES.—A regulatory rulemaking action by
the Federal Communications Commission to
provide for competitive bidding for wide-area
specialized mobile radio licenses, taken
under section 309(j) of the Communications
Act and with respect to which a proposed
rule was published on February 14, 1995 (60
Fed. Reg. 8341).

(8) IMPROVED TRADING OPPORTUNITIES FOR

REGIONAL EXCHANGES.—A regulatory rule-
making action by the Securities and Ex-
change Commission to provide for increased
competition among the stock exchanges,
taken under the Unlisted Trading Privileges
Act of 1994 and with respect to which pro-
posed rulemaking was published on February
9, 1995 (60 Fed. Reg. 7718).

SEC. 10. DELAYING EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULES
WITH RESPECT TO SMALL BUSI-
NESSES.

(a) DELAY EFFECTIVENESS.—For any rule
resulting from a regulatory rulemaking ac-
tion that is suspended or prohibited by this
Act, the effective date of the rule with re-
spect to small businesses may not occur be-
fore six months after the end of the morato-
rium period.

(b) SMALL BUSINESS DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘small business’’ means any
business with 100 or fewer employees.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

House Resolution 148 was laid on the
table.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, the pending
business is the question of the Speak-
er’s approval of the Journal.

The question is on agreeing to the
Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 372, nays 41,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 20, as
follows:

[Roll No. 338]

YEAS—372

Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp

Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier

Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fawell
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood

Gunderson
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum

McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
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)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Salmon

Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NAYS—41

Abercrombie
Brown (CA)
Clay
Crane
Durbin
Fazio
Filner
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gutknecht
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hilliard

Hinchey
Jacobs
Kennedy (MA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lowey
McNulty
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Pickett
Pombo
Rahall

Rush
Sabo
Schroeder
Scott
Shays
Stark
Stockman
Stokes
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Volkmer
Waters
Yates

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Harman
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NOT VOTING—20

Bateman
Berman
Bono
Borski
Brown (FL)
Chapman
Collins (IL)

Davis
Dornan
Fattah
Flake
Hayes
Hoyer
Johnston

Kleczka
Lipinski
Pelosi
Riggs
Schumer
Vucanovich

b 1216

Messrs. WELDON of Pennsylvania,
SERRANO, and WELDON of Florida
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF HOUSE CONCURRENT RESO-
LUTION 67, CONCURRENT RESO-
LUTION ON THE BUDGET—FIS-
CAL YEAR 1996

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 149 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 149
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the concurrent resolution
(H. Con. Res. 67) setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States Govern-
ment for the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999,
2000, 2001, and 2002. The first reading of the
concurrent resolution shall be dispensed
with. All points of order against the concur-
rent resolution and against its consideration
are waived. General debate shall be confined
to the congressional budget and shall not ex-
ceed six hours (including one hour on the
subject of economic goals and policies)
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Budget. After general de-
bate the concurrent resolution shall be con-
sidered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. The amendment printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution shall be considered
as adopted in the House and in the Commit-
tee of the Whole. The concurrent resolution,
as amended, shall be considered as read. No
further amendment shall be in order except
those designated in section 2 of this resolu-
tion. Each amendment may be offered only
in the order designated, may be offered only
by a Member designated, shall be considered
as read, shall be debatable for one hour
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, and shall not be
subject to amendment. All points of order
against the amendments designated in sec-
tion 2 are waived except that the adoption of
an amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall constitute the conclusion of consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution for
amendment. After the conclusion of consid-
eration of the concurrent resolution for
amendment, and a final period of general de-
bate, which shall not exceed ten minutes
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Budget, the Committee
shall rise and report the concurrent resolu-
tion to the House with such amendment as
may have been adopted. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
concurrent resolution and amendments

thereto to final adoption without interven-
ing motion except amendments offered by
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et pursuant to section 305(a)(5) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 to achieve
mathematical consistency. The concurrent
resolution shall not be subject to a demand
for division of the question of its adoption.

SEC. 2. The following amendments are in
order pursuant to the first section of this
resolution:

(1) An amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute by Representative Gephardt of Mis-
souri printed not later than May 16, 1995, in
the portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule
XXIII, if proposing a Congressional budget in
which total outlays for the fiscal year 2002
do not exceed total receipts for that fiscal
year.

(2) An amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute by Representative Neumann of Wis-
consin or Representative Solomon of New
York consisting of the text of House Concur-
rent Resolution 66.

(3) An amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute by Representative Payne of New Jer-
sey or Representative Owens of New York
printed by Representative Payne on May 16,
1995, in the portion of the Congressional
Record designated for that purpose in clause
6 of rule XXIII.

(4) An amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute by the minority leader or a designee
printed by him not later than May 17, 1995, in
the portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule
XXIII, if proposing a Congressional budget
based on a revised budget submission by the
President to the Congress in which total out-
lays for the fiscal year 2002 do not exceed
total receipts for that fiscal year.

SEC. 3. Rule XLIX shall not apply with re-
spect to the adoption by the Congress of a
conference report to accompany a concur-
rent resolution setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States Govern-
ment for the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999,
2000, 2001, and 2002.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON] is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, I yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
FROST], pending which I yield myself
such time as I might consume. During
consideration of the resolution all time
yielded is for the purposes of debate
only.

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks, and include therein extraneous
material.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, today is
a truly historic day in this Chamber
and one that I personally have waited
for for a long time, because this will be
the first time that this Congress will
actually debate how to balance a budg-
et instead of whether we will balance
the budget at all.

Why is this so? Because we have writ-
ten the rules of this debate so that
only four alternatives can be offered,
and all four alternatives, ladies and
gentlemen, balance the budget. Can
you believe that? That, ladies and gen-
tlemen, is truly historic. So much so
that I am so excited I really can hardly
stand it.

Mr. Speaker, let me get to the text of
the rule itself, and Members should lis-

ten because it is a complicated, com-
plex rule.

House Resolution 149 is a modified
closed rule providing for the consider-
ation of House Concurrent Resolution
67, the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal years 1996 through the
year 2002. The rule provides for 6 hours
of general debate, equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Budget, including 1 hour of debate
on the so-called Humphrey-Hawkins
legislation economic goals and policies.
All points of order are waived against
the budget resolution and its consider-
ation.

This rule provides for the adoption in
the House and in the Committee of the
Whole of an amendment printed in the
Committee on Rules report relating to
spending on agriculture programs, and
for those Members who might not come
from agricultural districts, they might
listen to this too. This is a sense-of-
Congress provision to reconsider spend-
ing reductions in fiscal years 1999 and
2000 if certain conditions are not met.
This amendment is language worked
out between the Committee on Agri-
culture chairman and the leadership to
ensure that spending reductions for ag-
ricultural programs do not have an ad-
verse impact on the farm economy, and
that is very important.

This rule makes in order four amend-
ments in the nature of substitutes, sub-
ject to 1 hour of debate each, and
waives points of order against them,
except that it does not allow for the
consideration of subsequent substitutes
if any one substitute is adopted.

Before I go any further, Mr. Speaker,
this is the most important part of my
statement, Mr. Speaker, that provision
in the rule means quite simply that
there are no free votes on this budget
resolution coming up. The adoption of
any substitute will bring the House to
a vote on final adoption of the budget
resolution as amended, immediately.

This is the old-fashioned amendment
process, it is not a king-of-the-hill or
so-called queen-of-the-hill process. The
four substitutes in their order of con-
sideration are important, because if
any one of these pass, then the debate
immediately ceases and we go right to
final passage. The first substitute to be
offered will be an amendment by Rep-
resentative GEPHARDT printed in yes-
terday’s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD which
is the text of the so-called coalition
budget. That is the first substitute be-
fore us.

Second, a substitute to be offered by
Representatives NEUMANN and SOLO-
MON, that is myself, consisting of
House Concurrent Resolution 66, which
you all have before you. This achieves
a balanced budget by the fiscal year
2000, that is within 5 years.

Third, a substitute by Representative
PAYNE of New Jersey and Representa-
tive OWENS of my State of New York
printed in yesterday’s RECORD, that is
the Black Caucus budget.

And fourth, and this is important, an
amendment printed in the RECORD by
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today by the minority leader or his
designee consisting of a revised Presi-
dential budget, if it achieves a bal-
anced budget by the year 2002. We give
the President of the United States 7
years to bring our deficits into balance,
and we are waiting with anticipation
for the President to join in this debate
and offer that amendment.

Following the disposition of amend-
ments, the rule allows for an additional
10 minutes of debate divided between
the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et. Finally, and this is also important
to Members of the House, the rule sus-
pends for 1 year the application of
House Rule XLIX, the so-called Gep-
hardt rule on the debt limit.

What that means is that this House
will be forced to conduct a separate
vote on raising the debt limit later this
year rather than having it automati-
cally adopted upon the adoption of the
budget resolution’s conference report.
There is no free ride there, Mr. Speak-
er, we are going to have to put our
name on the line.

This is a fair rule that provides
ample opportunity for the major alter-
natives to be debated and voted on.
While we did not make in order all of
the amendments presented to the Com-
mittee on Rules, I think most objective
observers, including the press, will
agree we have allowed for the debate to
be framed in a very fair and open man-
ner that allows for the most serious al-
ternatives having substantial support
to be offered and voted on.

b 1230

Mr. Speaker, let me say at the outset
that I commend the minority leader,
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP-
HARDT], for agreeing to offer a major
substitute even though he does not
support it, according to this morning’s
papers. It was not offered by him or by
the majority of his caucus. Neverthe-
less, it is a Democrat position, and it
will be interesting to see where the
votes fall on that.

It was our feeling that, as important
as the budget resolution is, and it
clearly is one of the most defining acts
of a political party, that the rule
should allow for a leadership-backed
alternative from both sides of the aisle.
Where do we stand on the issues? That
is what needs to be debated on this
floor today.

In addition, we have given the Presi-
dent, as I said, an additional 2 days be-
yond our Monday deadline to submit a
revised budget plan that would achieve
a balanced budget.

Now, Members of the House, you may
recall that back on May 9 I wrote to
the President’s chief of staff, Mr. Pa-
netta, the former chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget, inviting him on
behalf of the Republican leadership, to
submit a balanced budget to the Com-
mittee on Rules by last Monday, and
we would make it in order. Even

though Mr. Clinton promised early in
his Presidential campaign, and we have
got the quotes from his campaign
which we will read to you today during
the debate, to balance the budget, his
latest budget shows deficits remaining
at the $200 billion mark into the next
century. I ask you, what kind of bal-
ancing act is that? One trillion dollars
added to the deficit over the next 7
years.

Now, we hear Mr. Panetta in this
morning’s paper and on ‘‘Good Morn-
ing, America,’’ this morning criticizing
us for establishing an arbitrary date of
fiscal year 2002 for balancing the budg-
et. And yet last January we voted on
six constitutional amendments requir-
ing balanced budgets, four by Demo-
crats and two by Republicans. The
Committee on Rules did not require
that they provide for a balanced budget
by 2002. We did not set any arbitrary
date, and yet every one of those
amendments that came to this floor,
Democrat or Republican, did just that.
Of the four Democrat substitutes, the
Owens of New York Democrat sub-
stitute was supported by 62 Democrats.
You ought to add up these numbers as
I read them off to you. The Wise of
West Virginia substitute, another Dem-
ocrat substitute, was supported by 136
Democrats. The Conyers Democrat sub-
stitute was backed by 112 Democrats.
And then finally, the Gephardt/Bonior
substitute was favored by 130 Demo-
crats.

Moreover, on final passage of the
constitutional amendment, 72 Demo-
crats voted in favor of it, and the vote
was 300 to 132. Nearly 70 percent of this
House voted for that date certain—the
year 2002.

Mr. Speaker, when you add up all the
Democrats who supported one sub-
stitute or another and called for a bal-
anced budget by 2002, you find that 187
Democrats, or 92 percent of those on
their side of the aisle, voted for a bal-
anced budget by fiscal year 2002.

That is what is on the floor today,
and yet the President and his chief of
staff would have us believe that there
is something arbitrary, something un-
realistic about setting a fiscal year 2002
deadline for balancing this budget.

Even the Senate minority leader has
said the President is wrong on that ac-
count. That was Mr. DASCHLE over in
the other body, on ‘‘Good Morning,
America.’’ Go and replay it back and
see what he had to say.

Mr. Speaker, one of the Democrat
Members suggested at our hearing yes-
terday that I smiled to myself when I
consider how things have shifted in
just the last year toward support for a
real balanced budget in this Congress
and in this country. Well, Mr. Speaker,
I think I can say that I really am proud
to smile publicly that we have come so
far in such a short, short time. The
American people have spoken, and we
are listening, finally, to their cries to
save this country and to save our chil-

dren and to save our grandchildren
from economic and financial ruin, be-
cause that is where we have been
going.

We witnessed a tidal wave for change
at the polls last November, and, Mr.
Speaker, if we do not follow through by
keeping our commitment to bringing
this Government and this country back
into the black, then we will drown in
another tidal wave. It will be a tidal
wave of red ink that will engulf us and
future generations to come. It will de-
stroy this Nation.

Last January, 187 Democrats and 228
Republicans voted for at least one of
the constitutional amendments offered
that called for balancing the budget by
fiscal year 2002. That is a total of 415
Members out of 435 Members of this
House. Think about that, 95 percent of
the Members of this House of Rep-
resentatives supporting a balanced
budget.

Today that support for a lofty and
noble goal confronts the reality of
making the tough choices to achieve
the goal of restoring this country to a
condition of fiscal sanity, of soundness
and stability. Members, we will have
the good intentions of last January
tested by our willingness, indeed by
our intestinal and political fortitude,
to vote for the balanced budget we said
was needed 4 months ago. Today is
your opportunity, Mr. Speaker and
Members. We can either follow through
on our commitment to setting things
straight and right, or we can cave, we
can crumble at the sound of Chicken
Little clucking, he who would have us
believe that the world is going to come
to an end if we dare to do what the
American people have to do, what busi-
ness and industry have to do, and that
is to live within our means.

Mr. Speaker, today is the defining
moment for this Congress and this
country as we face the 21st century. It
is right around the corner. We may
never have another moment like this if
we cling to the past, if we deny our
children, if we deny our grandchildren
and those not even born yet a promis-
ing and prosperous future.

We must put an end to this terrible
debt burden that is dragging us down
and denying us the opportunity to
confront the new century with renewed
hope, with renewed opportunity.

Confronting and conquering great
challenges is what this country is all
about and what we as Representatives
of the people should be all about. Let
us not shrink from that challenge.

I want Members to support this rule.
I want Members to support a balanced
budget plan that will bring a brighter
tomorrow, regardless of which one of
these four balanced budgets comes to a
final vote. That is the one we have got
to vote for in the end. We have got to
do it for America.

Mr. Speaker, I submit the following
document for the RECORD:
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DEBATE & AMENDMENTS ON HOUSE BUDGET RESOLUTIONS, 1989–1994

Year Budget res. Rule number General debate time
(hours) Amendments allowed Vote on rule

Total time
consumed 1

(hours)

1989 H. Con. Res. 106 .................................................... H. Res. 145 2 ...................................... 5-hours (2 HH) .................. 5 (3–D; 2–R) ....................................... Adopted: voice ........................................................ 121⁄2
1990 H. Con. Res. 310 .................................................... H. Res. 382 3 ...................................... 6-hours (3 HH) .................. 4 (1–D; 3–R) ....................................... Adopted: voice ........................................................ 13
1991 H. Con. Res. 121 .................................................... H. Res. 123 4 ...................................... 5-hours (2 HH) .................. 4 (1–D; 3–R) ....................................... Adopted: 392–9 ...................................................... 11
1992 H. Con. Res. 287 .................................................... H. Res. 386 5 ...................................... 3-hours (1 HH) .................. 3 (1–D; 2–R) ....................................... Adopted: 239–182 .................................................. 131⁄2
1993 H. Con. Res. 64 ...................................................... H. Res. 131 ........................................

H. Res. 133 6.
10-hours (4 HH) ................ ..............................................................

4 (2–D; 2–R).
Adopted: voice ........................................................
Adopted: 251–172.

16

1994 H. Con. Res. 218 .................................................... H. Res. 384 7 ...................................... 4-hours (1 HH) .................. 5 (3–D; 2–R) ....................................... Adopted: 245–171 .................................................. 10

1 Includes hour on rule, general debate time, and debate time on all amendments, but does not include time taken on rollcall votes and walking-around time.
2 Of the 5 amendments, one was an amendment by the Chairman of the Budget Committee (30-minutes), followed by 4 substitutes under king-of-the-hill procedure: Dannemeyer (1-hr.); Dellums (3-hrs.); Kasich (1-hr.); Gephardt (1-hr.)
3 General debate began on April 25th under a unanimous consent request agreed to on April 24th. Four substitute amendments were allowed under king-of-the-hill procedures: Kasich (1-hr.); Dannemeyer (1-hr.); Dellums (2-hrs.); and

Frenzel (2-hrs.).
4 Of the 4 amendments allowed, one was a perfecting amendment by Rep. Ford of Michigan (1-hr.), followed by 3 substitutes under king-of-the-hill: Dannemeyer (1-hr.); Kasich (1-hr): and Gradison (2-hrs.).
5 Three substitutes were allowed under king-of-the-hill: Dannemeyer (30-mins.); Gradison (1-hr.); and Towns-Dellums (8-hrs.).
6 Of the 10-hours of general debate, 2-hours were allocated to the Budget Committee; 4-hours for Humphrey-Hawkins; 2-hours to discuss the Mfume substitute; and 1-hour to discuss the Solomon substitute. This was followed by 4 sub-

stitutes under king-of-the-hill: Kasich (2-hrs.); Solomon (1-hr.); Mfume (1-hr.); and Sabo (identical to base resolution, 1-hr.).
7 In addition to the hour on Humphrey-Hawkins, Reps. Kasich and Mfume each were given one hour of general debate to discuss their substitutes. Five substitutes were allowed under king-of-the-hill subject to one-hour of debate each,

with the last being identical to the reported budget resolution.
Source: Rules Committee Calendars (Note: HH stands for Humphrey-Hawkins debate).

TIMING OF HOUSE BUDGET RESOLUTIONS, 1989–1994

Year Budget res.
Date or-
dered re-

ported

Date re-
port filed

Date rule
granted

Date
House

took-up
BR

Days re-
port

avail-
able 1

1989 H. Con. Res. 106 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 4/27/89 5/2/89 5/2/89 5/3/89 1
1990 H. Con. Res. 310 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 4/19/90 4/23/90 4/25/90 2 4/25/90 2
1991 H. Con. Res. 121 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 4/9/91 4/12/91 4/15/91 4/16/91 4
1992 H. Con. Res. 287 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2/27/92 3/2/92 3/3/92 3/4/92 2
1993 H. Con. Res. 64 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 3/10/93 3/15/93 3/16/93 3/17/93 2
1994 H. Con. Res. 218 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 3/3/94 3/8/94 3/9/94 3/10/94 2

1 Days of report availability assumes report was available on the day after it was filed and includes the day on which the budget resolution was taken up by the House.
2 General debate begun by unanimous consent; rule was adopted the following day.
Sources: House Calendars; H.I.S.; Congressional Quarterly Almanacs.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, the consideration of
this budget resolution shows the Amer-
ican people that Republicans can offer
balanced budgets. The debate we are
beginning here in the House today is
not whether we balance the Federal
budget, but rather, how. And it is how
Republicans want to balance the budg-
et that should be the focus of our de-
bate today.

Mr. Speaker, this proposal to balance
the Federal budget contains $350 billion
in tax cuts. These tax cuts will amount
to $20,000 per person for the wealthiest
1 percent of Americans. At the same
time this budget is handing the most
fortunate in our society a sizeable tax
break, the Republican budget is asking
the rest of the country to swallow un-
necessarily large cuts in programs such
as Medicare and student loans.

In order to make these cuts and to fi-
nance this subsidy for the wealthiest of
our citizens, Medicare recipients will
pay an additional $1,000 a year more for
their health care by the year 2002.
When we think of that extra $1,000, we
should remember that 83 percent of
Medicare benefits go to seniors with in-
comes of $25,000 or less.

Not only will Medicare recipients pay
more, hospitals will bear an unfair bur-
den. The President and CEO of the
Navarro Regional Hospital in my con-
gressional district, Harvey Fishero,
wrote to me this week to express his
deep concerns about Medicare and Med-
icaid cuts envisioned in the Republican
budget. He said, and I quote, ‘‘Medicare
and Medicaid targets set by the Budget
Committee are unacceptable,
unsustainable and must be lowered.
These reductions are much too severe

and are implemented too fast for the
Medicare system to handle.’’ He says
that by the year 2000, Medicare PPS
operating margins would fall to ¥20.6
percent and hospitals would lose $1,300
in PPS payments for every Medicare
recipient.

Republicans will try to deny that
young Americans may be forced to
forgo the dream of a college education
because this budget will increase the
costs of college loans. It is estimated
that because of the elimination of the
in-school interest subsidy envisioned in
the Republican budget, students may
pay up to $5,000 more for their college
loans. And, when we think of recipients
of guaranteed student loans, we should
remember that the average family in-
come of students receiving these sub-
sidies is $35,000.

But, Mr. Speaker, the Republican
budget is right here in black and white.
Glib explanations of slowing growth
and block grants and saving programs
cannot explain away $350 billion in tax
cuts. Those explanations cannot make
what is printed on these pages go away.
They cannot explain why this budget
asks those who are least able to con-
tribute the most.

Mr. Speaker, my Republican col-
leagues spent a good deal of their time
in the Rules Committee yesterday ask-
ing for alternatives. They were asking
for these alternatives while three alter-
natives had already been submitted for
the committee’s consideration. One of
those alternatives, offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PAYNE]
and the gentleman from New York [Mr.
OWENS], on behalf of the Congressional
Black Caucus, was made in order by
this resolution. Another, offered by the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN-
GELL], was not. Both of those proposals

presented the committee with serious
policy alternatives to the Republican
budget.

A third alternative was also submit-
ted to the Rules Committee, That pro-
posal was developed on behalf of the
conservative wing of the Democratic
party by the gentleman from Utah [Mr.
ORTON] and the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. STENHOLM]. That proposal pre-
sented the committee with a very via-
ble alternative to the Republican budg-
et. The major difference between the
Orton-Stenholm budget and the Repub-
lican budget goes back to the basic
question of how do we balance the Fed-
eral budget. The Orton-Stenholm pro-
posal recognizes that cutting taxes and
balancing the budget might present a
fundamental conflict. Yet, it seemed
for much of the day yesterday this al-
ternative would not be made in order.

This alternative will, however, be
considered by the House. But it will be
considered only because the Demo-
cratic leader, Mr. GEPHARDT will offer
it, not because its authors were given
the opportunity to offer their proposal
in their own right. Mr. Speaker, it is
quite clear that had Mr. GEPHARDT not
agreed to put his name on this alter-
native, the House would have been de-
nied the opportunity to consider a very
responsible Democratic budget alter-
native.

Mr. Speaker, I have many requests
for time today, so I will conclude. But,
I must register my opposition to this
rule. Mr. ORTON and Mr. STENHOLM
have been shortchanged by this rule as
has Mr. DINGELL. And, because they
have been shortchanged, so have the
American people. I believe the Amer-
ican people want and deserve better
than what this resolution gives them.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. FROST. I yield to the gentleman

from New York.
Mr. SOLOMON. I would just say I

think the gentleman knows I have a
good working relationship with the
Democrat coalition. I have been nego-
tiating with them several days. Much
of what you said, though, just is not
true because the gentleman does not
know the details of the negotiations
that went on. I assure you that we
would have taken care of them. We just
wanted the Democrat leadership to
present an alternative that he would
vote for. It will be interesting to see if
he does.

I appreciate the gentleman yielding.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the

gentleman from Sanibel, FL [Mr.
GOSS], one of the very distinguished
members of the Committee on Rules;
he has been invaluable in developing
the balanced budget concept for many
years on this floor, and he is one of the
most respected Members.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Rules for yielding me this time.
I commend him for this extraordinarily
fair rule on this vital issue, and, of
course, I also have to commend him for
his brilliant substitute with the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN]
that we will be discussing.

By sticking to the announced param-
eters that the only substitutes allowed
will be those that bring the budget into
balance by 2002, this rule ensures that
we move beyond the question of if we
balance our books within 7 years to
how we will reach that goal. And that
is truly a remarkable turnabout from
the years past.

Still, of course, we have the liberal
naysayers who seem to prefer the sta-
tus quo. The impact of the status quo
is really letting the ship of state sail
full speed ahead into the rocky cliffs of
certain bankruptcy for certain pro-
grams, as we know, and, I believe, fis-
cal calamity for our children and
grandchildren, and as a grandfather,
that is not responsible.

b 1245
As a grandfather, that is not respon-

sible. I am still amazed that the Presi-
dent has refused to join this effort and
has abdicated all responsibility for
mapping out a strategy to bring our
budget into balance within the speci-
fied period of time. This rule does offer
the President a final chance, and it is
fair. It is a place holder, in case he has
a change of heart in this crucial issue
and decides he was to be relevant to
the debate after all.

In addition, this rule allows three
other proposals to be offered under the
standing procedure of the House, in-
cluding a proposal I am proud to co-
sponsor offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN] and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]
that charts a path to a balanced budget
within 5 years instead of 7.

Mr. Speaker, the bottom line is that
doing nothing really is disaster. We
have a moral responsibility in our
country to bring this budget into bal-
ance. The mess we are in certainly did
not come about overnight. It took dec-
ades to accumulate nearly $5 trillion in
debt. By the way, that is still growing
today, as we speak, under the Clinton
budget. Cleaning up the mess will not
be easy, but it must be done, and the
first step lies, obviously, in balancing
the annual budget.

I am proud of the extraordinary ef-
fort of the gentleman from Ohio, Chair-
man KASICH, and his Committee on the
Budget. They have demonstrated that
we can indeed have a balanced budget
by 2002. They have attacked waste and
fraud; they have attacked abuse, re-
viewing every program in the Federal
budget to set priorities.

I am gratified that they have in-
cluded many of my discretionary
spending suggestions totaling more
than $30 billion it seems in savings
over 5 years as we proceed through the
processes. I would note to Members
that they can review the rest of my list
of 75 proposed cuts that save $275 bil-
lion over 5 years if there are specific
discretionary cuts suggested in the Ka-
sich budget they strongly oppose and
they would like to replace them in
months ahead.

Equally important, the Committee
on the Budget has acted to save Medi-
care, a program headed for collapse,
unless we do something. Again, doing
nothing is disaster for Medicare. This
is a program that is in fact going
broke, part A.

Let it be clear to you: Under the
budget blueprint before us today, per
capita Medicare spending is set to in-
crease by more than 33 percent in the
next 7 years. Only in the minds of sta-
tus quo Washington liberals would that
be translated into a cut. I know the in-
crease in Medicare is good for seniors.
I am one. I am also a grandfather, as I
said, and I think I have responsibility
to both seniors and to my children and
grandchildren.

Sure, it is going to get hot in this
kitchen. But to my friends on the other
side of the aisle who seem more inter-
ested in hot and hateful rhetoric about
the rich and in the cool comfort of the
status quo, I say if you cannot stand
the heat, then find a door and exit the
kitchen, and let those of us willing to
take the risk, to meet the challenge, to
get on with the recipe for saving the
American dream for our children and
grandchildren.

Vote for this rule, please, and for the
Kasich balanced budget as well.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY], the ranking
member and former chairman of the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague for allowing me this time
to speak.

Mr. Speaker, why are Republicans
cutting Medicare to pay a tax break for

the very, very rich? I cannot for the
life of me figure it out why my Repub-
lican colleagues would want to give a
big fat tax break to the very rich, so
badly, that they would slash Medicare
to the point that by the year 2002 every
senior citizen will have to pay an addi-
tional $1,000 a year out of his pocket.
But I did not sign that contract on
America, Mr. Speaker, so there are
things that I really do not understand
about it.

But I am glad I did not, because this
budget inspired by the contract will
cut money from student loans, medical
research, and LIHEAP. And, because of
this budget, Boston teaching hospitals
alone stand to lose over $700 million
during the next 7 years, 20,000 Boston
families will not have heat in the win-
ter, and the cost of a college education
will go up $5,000 per student.

Mr. Speaker, my Republican friends
say that this budget represents tough
choices. It does. But I ask, tough on
whom? It certainly is not tough on
anyone in this Chamber, and it is cer-
tainly not tough on anyone earning
over $200,000 per year. But let me tell
you who it is tough on. It is tough on
those struggling families who will not
be able to send their kids to college. It
is tough on those American senior citi-
zens who may have to go without heat
in the winter and who will definitely be
paying higher medical bills. And it is
tough on the most vulnerable in our so-
ciety.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues in
the interests of seniors, in the interest
of students, to oppose this Republican
budget, and give up the idea of a tax
break for the very, very rich. Let us
come up with a real budget bill, Mr.
Speaker, that does not harm the people
who need help, and not help the people
who do not need it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from At-
lanta, GA [Mr. LINDER], another very
distinguished member of the Commit-
tee on Rules, who has been a real asset
to this body since he came here.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
express my support for House Resolu-
tion 142, the rule which allows for the
consideration of several balanced budg-
et proposals. Only 7 months ago it
would have been impossible to imagine
debating a bill to actually balance the
budget by the year 2002.

Under the rule the House will have a
historic opportunity tomorrow to fully
debate and consider four balanced
budget resolutions. In fact, the rule al-
lows for a fifth balanced budget pro-
posal, one from the President of the
United States. While I am pleased the
rule provides him with that oppor-
tunity, it appears that the President
has decided to forfeit any leadership on
the issue of America’s financial stabil-
ity.

In February I watched as President
Clinton and House and Senate Demo-
crats refused to support the balanced
budget amendment. I now realize that
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they are incapable of curbing their ir-
responsible spending habits, so they
have decided to play politics with our
Nation’s future.

Americans understand the fiscal
trouble the Nation is in and the tough
measures required to fix the mess. We
must do something about the deficit
and the debt now. We are out of tomor-
rows. The debt and deficit costs all of
us money in the form of higher taxes,
higher interest rates, and a slower
economy. Moreover, it is immoral for
this generation to leave our children
the bill for our excesses.

Our current financial crisis is as
much a threat to our Nation’s children
and grandchildren as Nazi Germany
and Imperial Japan were to children
half a century ago. House Republicans
have pledged to balance the budget in 7
years. The generation of World War II
saved the world in less time, but we
need a united front on this too.

The change in the size of the Federal
Government we propose will affect all
Americans in some way. If we are in-
capable of sticking together to get con-
trol of our fiscal affairs, America will
collapse from within. America is capa-
ble of solving problems. I believe we
will rally together to do it again. I be-
lieve the American people are up to
this challenge.

All around us Americans are discov-
ering better ways to do everything. Yet
the Federal Government remains the
least-changed institution in America
society and the President and his party
seem satisfied with that. In times of
crisis, Americans pull together. We can
no longer skirt the issue, although ad-
ministration officials Tyson and Pa-
netta have tried to.

As in World War II, we need the tal-
ents and skills of every individual. This
notion is not too romantic for us to
conceive that with the help of the
American people, we will balance the
budget, provide a safe and prosperous
future for our children, and save our
country.

The rule under discussion gives
House Members the opportunity to
vote on legislation to require the Fed-
eral Government to live under the
same budget constraints that every
American family lives under. We are
running out of chances. We are running
out of choices. I urge my colleagues to
support the rule that will allow this
historic debate.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. BEIL-
ENSON], a member of the committee.

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

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to the rule, and to the
budget resolution, as reported by the
Committee on the Budget.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to express my opposition
to the rule, and to the budget resolution, as re-
ported by the Budget Committee.

Mr. Speaker, we are opposing this rule be-
cause of our objections to the way the majority

has treated the minority in developing this
rule. There was no valid reason for the major-
ity members of the Rules Committee to deny
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]
and the gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON] the
opportunity to present to the House, under
their own names, a budget plan that they
themselves authored.

The Stenholm-Orton plan, which under this
rule would be offered by the minority leader, is
a far more sensible and equitable alternative
than the Budget Committee’s plan. It offers a
way of reaching the same goal as the Budget
Committee’s plan—a balanced budget in 7
years—through spending cuts that are much
more modest and reasonable.

Among other things, the Stenholm-Orton al-
ternative would cut Medicare by over $100 bil-
lion less over 7 years than the Budget Com-
mittee plan. In fact, it would cut all entitlement
programs—programs that provide much-need-
ed income for millions of Americans—by over
$200 billion less than the Budget Committee’s
plan. And, it would provide $35 billion more for
education and training, $11 billion more for
health, and $60 billion less for defense than
the Budget Committee’s plan.

The Stenholm-Orton plan achieves the goal
of a balanced budget in 7 years through less
extreme cuts primarily by excluding the ill-ad-
vised, $350 billion tax cut that the Budget
Committee plan includes—a tax cut which
mostly benefits the very wealthiest Americans,
and which is paid for by cutting benefits for
the most vulnerable Americans—the poor, the
elderly, and children.

As the Stenholm-Orton plan, and the other
two plans that will be offered under this rule—
the Payne-Owens substitute and the Neu-
mann-Solomon substitute—demonstrate, there
are different ways to reach a balanced budget
over a 7-year time period. That is why few of
us objected to the ground rules for this de-
bate—that all substitutes offered as alter-
natives to the Budget Committee’s plan would
also need to achieve a balanced budget by
2002.

The question we have to ask in considering
each alternative is: Does this plan provide a
fair and equitable way to balance the budget?

The answer, in the case of the Budget Com-
mittee’s plan, quite clearly, is no.

With its $350 billion tax cut, that benefits the
wealthy, and its preservation of corporate tax
breaks—and its extreme cuts in Medicare and
in dozens of other programs which benefit av-
erage Americans, the Budget Committee’s
plan provides for a huge transfer of resources
from the poor, from children, from the elderly,
to the rich. It is a plan that hurts those who
need the most help from Government, and
helps those who needs it the least. In terms of
social policy, it makes no sense whatsoever.

What is more, the claim that this budget fa-
vors children is debatable. It is true, of course,
that it would be a good thing for our children
to inherit less debt from us. But what kind of
country are we leaving for them if we cut edu-
cation and job training and highways and
mass transit and environmental protection pro-
grams and energy research and development
and health research and public broadcasting?
What kind of opportunities will they have if col-
lege loans become unaffordable and voca-
tional training unavailable?

Many people speak of the Federal Govern-
ment these days as though it is completely
disconnected from the American people when,

in fact, our Government is a very important
part of almost every American’s life. Nearly
everyone has a family member who is receiv-
ing Social Security and Medicare. Millions of
middle-class American families depend on the
Student Loan Program to educate their chil-
dren. Millions of moderate-income working
Americans depend on the earned income tax
credit to make ends meet. Millions of Ameri-
cans depend on support from the Federal
Government through all kinds of programs.

We should be spending less on some of
these programs, but it is wrong to cut them so
that we can reduce taxes for wealthy Ameri-
cans—those who have already reaped the
greatest economic rewards in recent years.
There should be shared sacrifice in our goal to
reach a balanced budget; instead, if the Budg-
et Committee’s plan is adopted, there will be
definite winners and losers. And, unfortu-
nately, those who already have the most will
be the winners; those with the least will be the
losers.

Mr. Speaker, the Budget Committee’s plan
is flawed not only because it is unfair, but also
because it also raises serious doubts about
whether its promised reductions in deficits are
achievable.

For one thing, by splitting the reconciliation
process into two separate measures—one for
Medicare cuts, which are to be reported by the
Ways and Means and Commerce Committees
by mid-September, and all other cuts, which
are to be reported by the appropriate commit-
tees by mid-July—the Budget Committee plan
increases the likelihood that the $282 billion in
Medicare cuts required by the plan will not be
achieved. The Republican leadership is likely
to find that it is far more difficult to enact these
extremely deep cuts in Medicare if they are
not part of a larger deficit-reduction plan that
applies to more than one group of Americans.

In addition, the Budget Committee plan re-
lies on extremely optimistic economic assump-
tions to achieve a balanced budget by 2002.
This is particularly true with respect to the
plan’s projected interest rates, which many
nonpartisan economists have said are unreal-
istically low. The level of interest rates, of
course, has a tremendous bearing on the
amount the Federal Government will need to
spend on interest payments on the national
debt.

Mr. Speaker, again, we do not object to
considering a plan to balance the budget over
the next 7 years. In fact, many of us—particu-
larly those of us who have spent many years
struggling with the deficit problem—are very
pleased that the debate, as many Members
have pointed out recently, has moved from
whether we should balance the budget over
the 7 years, to how we should do it. The Re-
publican leadership, and in particular, the
chairman of the Budget Committee, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH], deserves a
great deal of credit for that change.

However, as I said earlier, we do object to
the way in which the rule treats the Stenholm-
Orton plan, and I urge a no vote on the rule
for that reason. I also urge our colleagues to
vote no on the Budget Committee’s budget
plan.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. BONIOR].

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, this de-
bate comes down to one very simple
question: Do you think we should cut
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Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Secu-
rity in order to pay for tax cuts for the
privileged few?

In the next 2 days, we are going to
see a lot of charts and numbers on this
floor.

But this debate is not just about
numbers. It is about people.

People like Margaret Leslie—who I
have a picture of here today.

Today, Margaret is a lovely lady and
proud senior citizen who lives in my
district.

But 51 years ago she was known to
her friends as ‘‘Margie the Riveter.’’

When she was young, she answered
the call of this country—and helped
build the B–20’s that helped the Allies
win World War II.

Like most people of her generation,
today Margaret lives on Social Secu-
rity.

After paying for her rent, her medi-
cine, her Medicare premium, and her
MediGap premium she’s left with about
$130 each month to pay for food, bills,
heat, and everything else.

And she struggles to make ends
meet.

But instead of trying to make
Margaret’s life easier today this Re-
publican budget is going to make her
life harder.

The budget before us today will take
$240 out of Margaret’s Social Security
check.

And over the next 7 years, it will
force her to pay an additional $3,500 for
Medicare.

Not to balance the budget. Not to cut
the deficit.

The Republicans are cutting Medi-
care for one reason and one reason
only: To pay for tax breaks for the
wealthiest people and the wealthiest
corporations in our country.

The Wall Street Journal calls this
plan the biggest tax-saving bonanza in
years for upper income Americans. And
if you’re a wealthy corporation you
might not have to pay any taxes at all.

The last time Republicans were in
power, 130 of the top 250 corporations
paid no taxes at all for at least 1 year.
We changed that law, but this budget
changes it right back.

Now did the Republicans target the
$200 billion we dole out in corporate
tax breaks each year? No.

Did the Republicans target billion-
aires who get $3.6 billion in tax breaks
for renouncing their American citizen-
ship? No.

Instead, they targeted senior citizens
and working families. And don’t just
take my word for it.

Last week, the New York Times re-
vealed the contents of a secret Repub-
lican memo.

Under the Republican plan Medicare
deductibles will double, premiums will
go up by 50 percent, copayments will
increase, care will be rationed, and the
choice of doctors will be limited.

Mr. Speaker, this won’t just affect
seniors.

How is the average working family
going to pay for the cost of caring for
their parents and their grandparents?

And don’t come to this floor today
and tell us you’re trying to save the
Medicare system. As Margaret Leslie
says, ‘‘Republicans haven’t cared about
Medicare for 30 years. We’re not about
to believe you now.’’

Mr. Speaker, this debate is not just
about numbers. It’s about basic dig-
nity.

People like Margaret Leslie stood by
this country in time of war and peace.
And we must stand by them today.
That is the sacred promise we made on
Medicare—and it’s time we live up to
that promise.

But this budget is a broken promise.
And at the end of the day, senior citi-

zens and working families throughout
this country will be asking one ques-
tion: why are Republicans cutting Med-
icare and cutting Social Security in
order to give tax breaks to the wealthi-
est people and the wealthiest corpora-
tions in this country?

I urge my colleagues to say no to this
rule. And say no to this budget.

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

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

Mr. DOGGETT. I read in the same
paper, though, that Speaker GINGRICH
promises that while these cuts are big,
they will be painless. Will they be pain-
less for Margaret Leslie?

Mr. BONIOR. Reclaiming my time,
they clearly are not painless. People
like Margaret Leslie who stood by the
country in the time of war and peace
deserve a much better break than what
Speaker GINGRICH and the Republicans
are offering in the way of higher
deductibles and premiums in this par-
ticular bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. DINGELL].

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I want
to pay tribute to my dear friend, the
chairman of the Committee on Rules,
one of the most gentlemanly, cour-
teous, gracious, and most well-liked
Members of this body. He has always
figures, however, how we could come
up with closed rules which appear to be
open rules.

Now, with all affection and all re-
spect for my good friend, I had a little
amendment which I appeared before
the Committee on Rules with. I re-
ceived the same gracious attention I
always do up there, and I want the gen-
tleman to know how grateful I am for
both his friendship and the kind way he
treated me.

b 1300
He did not treat me kindly enough

because he did not allow the offering of
the amendment. And the amendment
offers a really good choice, something
which the gentleman from New York
and the Committee on Rules have de-
nied this House again.

So I am compelled now to call my
dear friend ‘‘closed rule Solomon’’ be-

cause he presents us these wonderful
rules which in fact do not permit the
House to have a fair exposition of the
business before it or to engage in a
proper discussion of all the important
questions.

The amendment that I would have of-
fered was specifically designed to ad-
dress the problems associated with the
policy direction that many in the
House are moving with respect to block
grants. It would have allowed the re-
turn of Medicaid and four welfare block
grants to the States over a 5-year
phaseout period. Better than $539 bil-
lion in savings would have been gen-
erated. I would have taken as a base
text the language of my Republican
colleagues’ bill. It would have restored
$282 billion. It would have permitted
$18 billion to be returned to graduated
student loans, and it would have al-
lowed $50 billion to go to the middle-in-
come people in forms of a tax cut
which would have redistributed the
moneys in a way which would not only
have been fairer but could have con-
tributed more greatly and speedily to
the well-being of this country and to
the assistance of the middle class.

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. I just want to tell
the gentleman that there are two Dem-
ocrat alternatives, two Republicans.
The gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
GEPHARDT] was given the choice be-
tween you and the other one. He could
have made that choice. If the gen-
tleman would see Mr. GEPHARDT, I
think that would solve his problem.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, that is a
very artful point that the gentleman
makes. I want to commend his for it.
As a dialectician, he has few peers.
However, the hard fact of the matter is
that to say we are going to give us two
choices and give you two choices does
not allow a real debate. All giving two
choices is is it limits the choices before
the House to four questions.

It does not allow us to specifically
address whether or not we are, for ex-
ample, cutting Medicare, which, in
fact, we are. Nor does it allow us to
properly address the cuts in Medicaid
or student loans or school lunches or
title I education funding or veterans’
medical care or low-income heating as-
sistance, all of which proposals are
being savaged by the Republican budg-
et. It does not give us time to debate
them. It does not give the House an op-
portunity to consider amendments
dealing with these different points.

I love the gentleman from New York.
He is one of the finest men around
here. I enjoy my little skirmishes with
him up in the Committee on Rules
more than I can say, but the hard fact
of the matter is, even with his charm
and skill, the distinguished gentleman
from New York cannot deny that, in
fact, this is a gag rule which is going to
foreclose the House from proper consid-
eration of some of the most important
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questions, not only for this year but for
the 7 years which follow.

I again express my respect for my
good friend, ‘‘closed rule SOLOMON.’’

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, why are
the Republicans cutting Medicare to
pay for a tax break for the rich? And
two of the people who want to know
more about this are in the Kierklewski
family in Austin, TX. Louis is 94 years
young; his son Ed is 62. They are
among millions of American citizens
who will suffer from the broken prom-
ises contained in this budget resolu-
tion. Louis and Ed were among 200 sen-
ior citizens and people that were con-
cerned with them in Austin, TX, last
Saturday who came together to express
their great concern about the broken
promises that are composed in this Re-
publican budget.

Louis Kierklewski has devoted his
life to hard work. He repaired looms in
a textile factory until that job gave
out. Then he went to work at the
church as a janitor. And now all he has
for economic sustenance is a $549 So-
cial Security check and his Medicare.
And he already has to spend out of that
$195 just for prescriptions because Med-
icare, as important as it is, does not
cover prescriptions.

And Ed—Ed worked 20 years defend-
ing this country in the U.S. Air Force.
Now he is working as a custodian, mov-
ing towards retirement. And he and his
wife are worried, and they have good
reason to worry about this Republican
budget.

The Republicans propose to double,
and they did not bother telling us
about this in the Committee on the
Budget but we found out later through
their secret memos, to double the de-
ductible that Louis so going to have to
pay and that in a couple years Ed is
going to have to pay and then keep
raising the deductible after they have
doubled it year after year after year.

Now, if in fact Louis needs to go to
the lab, he is going to have to pay
extra money under the Republican
plan. And if Ed decides that he needs
home health care, he will have to pay
extra money for that.

If Ed or Louis had the audacity to
say, we want the same doctor we have
always had, well, the Republicans are
going to charge them $20 each per
month to claim their own doctor. And
meanwhile, their premiums will go up
month after month, year after year
under this Republican plan. That is
why the AARP, the retired persons
group, calls this Republican plan a sick
tax on the most frail and vulnerable
seniors in our society.

I guess the problem is that the Re-
publicans had old Captain Crunch over
there with the number crunchers at the
Committee on the Budget, crunching
away at the budget, but what they for-
got about is that when you crunch
numbers in a budget, sometimes you
crunch human beings like Louis and Ed

Kierklewski, the kind of people who
built this into the greatest Nation in
the world.

When the Republicans crunch the
numbers this time they are really
crushing every American who is de-
pendent on Medicare or hopes to be in
the future.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. BREWSTER].

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

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Speaker, today
I rise in support of the rule, although I
do so somewhat reluctantly.

When I joined with 23 of my conserv-
ative Democratic colleagues to form
the coalition, I did so in an effort to
help lift the debate on important issues
before the House above petty partisan
politics. So far this Congress, members
of the coalition have succeeded in
avoiding petty partisan maneuvering.

Congressmen ORTON, STENHOLM,
BROWDER, PETERSON, and myself au-
thored a budget proposal that we feel a
majority of Americans will support. We
feel it approaches a balanced budget in
a more common sense, less painful ap-
proach than does the Kasich proposal.

However, when we went to the Rules
Committee to ask that our proposal be
allowed time on the floor, we were met
by opposition. The Republican con-
trolled committee, under pressure from
their leadership, did not want to allow
our proposal floor time. I do not know
why—maybe they are worried that our
proposal is the one that a majority of
Congress, including Republicans, would
support.

The Democratic leadership has risen
above the partisan maneuvering and
has allowed the coalition to offer our
plan in the slot normally reserved for
the minority leadership’s proposal. As
it turns out, this gesture by the Demo-
cratic leadership, was the only chance
for our plan to be heard on the floor.

I am glad my party’s leadership has
chosen to rise above the petty partisan
politics of today. I only hope that in
the future, the Republican leadership
will also choose to abandon the old
ways of partisan maneuvering and pro-
vide equal opportunity for all voices to
be heard.

Mr. Speaker, because of Leader GEP-
HARDT’S offer of floor time, I urge my
colleagues to support this rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Co-
lumbus, OH [Ms. PRYCE]. She is one of
the new members of the Committee on
Rules and an outstanding Member of
this body.

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise in strong support of this
rule. By adopting this rule, we will de-
bate and then pass a plan to balance
the Federal budget within 7 years.
That statement could not have been
made in this Chamber a year ago. But
things have changed, and after the No-
vember elections there should be no
question about the will of the Amer-
ican people.

They expect us to be courageous
enough to make the difficult choices
that some naysayers in this body have
been avoiding for decades now.

But thinking in terms of the future is
not always easy. There is comfort in
the status quo and there are those who
will use almost any tactic to preserve
it. We have already seen this morning
the Committee on the Budget’s good
work portrayed as attacks on seniors
and children. We have heard actual in-
creases in spending being called cuts.
But despite these scare tactics and bla-
tant misuse of the English language, I
am confident that our seniors will ap-
preciate the steps we are taking to pre-
serve and protect and improve Medi-
care, a program which would be bank-
rupt in 7 short years if we do not act.

The plan crafted by the Committee
on the Budget offers solutions no more
complicated or profound than those
employed every day by hard working,
responsible families who play by the
rules, pay the bills and make ends
meet.

This is a fair and balanced rule. It
calls for honest debate on four very dif-
ferent proposals to bring the budget
into balance. Two Democratic ones and
two Republican ones, and we are still
holding things open for the President’s
plan. I hope we see it.

But I encourage every Member to
watch this debate closely. Substitutes
will be considered under the regular
order of the House. Nothing fancy,
nothing tricky. This rule was not de-
signed to give political cover. Every
vote counts.

So, Mr. Speaker, on this historic day,
I urge my colleagues to adopt this rea-
sonable rule and get on with the task
ahead. Anything less would deprive
America’s children of their potential,
the kind of safe and prosperous future
they deserve.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, why are
Republicans cutting Medicare to pay
for tax breaks for the privileged few?

That’s what my constituents Julius
and Dottie Ruskin of West Haven, CT,
who are pictured here, want to know.

The Republicans have promised tax
giveaways to the most well-off in our
society, and now they have to pay for
those promises by taking away from
the most vulnerable among us—senior
citizens on Medicare like Julius and
Dottie.

The Republicans claim that their
budget plan demands fair shared sac-
rifice to balance the budget. But
where’s the sacrifice from people mak-
ing more than $350,000, they get a
$20,000 tax break under the Republican
plan. Where’s the sacrifice from all the
beneficiaries of corporate welfare, the
Republican chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee refuses to close their
special interest loopholes. The primary
sacrifice demanded by the Republicans
is from seniors like Julius and Dottie
Ruskin who depend on Medicare.
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This sacrifice isn’t fair, and it isn’t

shared.
The Republican plan would cut Medi-

care by $288 billion. The average senior
in Connecticut would pay $1,167 more a
year in out-of-pocket expenses by the
year 2002. The Republican plan means
that the Ruskins will pay more every
time they go to the doctor.

This plan will increase the annual de-
ductible seniors must pay for doctor’s
services from $100 to $150. It will nearly
double the monthly premium from $46
to $84 by the year 2002, an increase of
$456 a year for seniors. It will add a 20-
percent sick tax for home health care
and laboratory tests.

Let me tell you about the Ruskins.
Julius and Dottie live on Social Secu-
rity and his Armstrong/Pirelli Tire Co.
pension for a total annual income of
about $14,000 per year. Just last month
his doctor visits and medication costs
totaled $10,000.

But their biggest concern is that the
Republican plan may force them into
an HMO and limit their choice of doc-
tors. Julius sees six doctors, most of
them specialists, and Dottie sees three
doctors, and it is important to them to
maintain these special relationships.
The Republican plan threatens this
trusted care that they now receive.

The Republicans may be keeping
their promises to the privileged few.
But they’re breaking our Nation’s his-
toric promise to seniors like Julius and
Dottie Ruskin.

b 1315

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

Ms. DELAURO. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I notice
that the former Republican Secretary
of HEW has warned the Republicans
not to go down in history as the party
that destroyed Medicare. I wonder
whether these cuts will destroy Medi-
care for this family.

Ms. DELAURO. For Dottie and Ju-
lius, their lives would be destroyed by
the cuts that are in the Republican
plan to cut Medicare. Make no bones
about it, these are cuts and the Repub-
licans need to face up to that.

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

Mr. Speaker, while the photograph is
still up there, I think the gentlewoman
has our plan mixed up with the Presi-
dent’s health care plan last year. That
would have forced couples into HMO’s;
nor our plan. Second, that same couple
now receive $400 in Medicare benefits.
Under our plan it will go to $12,600.
That is quite a difference. That couple
is going to be lucky if our plan passes.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
very distinguished and outstanding
gentlewoman from Salt Lake City, UT
[Mrs. WALDHOLTZ], a new member of
the Committee on Rules.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker,
today we begin the most critical debate
this Congress will undertake. This de-
bate is critical, it is about how to bal-

ance the Federal budget, not whether
we are going to do it, and how to stop
piling up debt for services and pro-
grams that we use now but that our
children are going to have to pay for.

Mr. Speaker, I said how we balance
the budget, not whether we balance the
budget, because we have already had
the easy part of this debate. Earlier
this year, 300 Members of this House
voted in favor of a balanced budget
amendment, and we only need 218 votes
to actually pass a balanced budget. It
is easy to say we should balance the
budget in the abstract. It takes cour-
age and commitment, Mr. Speaker, to
set priorities and make the difficult de-
cisions that will actually balance this
budget and preserve our Nation’s fu-
ture. In the next 48 hours, the Amer-
ican people will see who is willing to
balance this budget and who is willing
just to talk about it.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the
Committee on Rules, let me say I am
very proud of the committee’s decision
to only allow out onto this floor budg-
ets that balance in 7 years. This re-
quirement was clearly communicated,
not only to every Member of the House,
but also to the President. I think it is
very regrettable that the President
chose not to participate in this critical
turning point for our Nation, and did
not provide us with a balanced budget
that reflects his priorities and ideas as
to how to end the financial calamity
we face as a Nation.

However, this debate is not just
about our children, as critical and im-
portant as that is. My parents are 75
years old. They just celebrated their
golden wedding anniversary. Now, after
a lifetime of work and sacrifice for
their family and for their country, the
Medicare trustees tell them that in 7
years there will be no money for their
hospital care, no money for their home
health care when they will need it the
most.

This Republican budget plan will pre-
serve and protect Medicare, not stand
by and criticize and hope that no one
holds us accountable when senior citi-
zens lose their health care in 7 years.

Mr. Speaker, I am also proud of the
fact that this rule does not use the old
king-of-the-hill process used in prior
Congresses that allowed Members to
vote for amendments they knew would
never become law, but that provided
them political cover at home.

Mr. Speaker, this rule provides for a
fair, honest debate on how we balance
the budget. It is time to do it for our
children, it is time to do it for our par-
ents. I urge my colleagues to support
this rule, and end decade of lack of re-
sponsibility and balance the budget.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DURBIN].

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, this morning if Mem-
bers watched ‘‘Good Morning America’’
or other news shows, they talked about

American heroes in Oklahoma City,
and our heart goes out to these wonder-
ful men and women who sacrificed so
much, and at many times put their
own lives in peril, to help others.

I want to introduce Members to an-
other American hero, a person who is
listening to this debate today very
carefully, a person who wants to know
what this House of Representatives
feels about Medicare and Medicaid.

The person I want to introduce Mem-
bers to is Mr. Solon Blundell of Hunts-
ville, AL. Here is an American hero.
Mr. Blundell, 72 years old, spent 20
years caring for his mother-in-law who
had suffered a series of strokes and was
paralyzed. When he wanted to retire
from his job as an engineer, he was
forced to work an additional 4 years so
he could have adequate funds and medi-
cal coverage to take care of his moth-
er-in-law.

If fate had not dealt him that tough
card alone, it turns out that his daugh-
ter Becky, suffering from Lou Gehrig’s
disease and now on a respirator, must
depend on Medicaid to make sure that
her medical bills are paid for. Mr.
Blundell, in Huntsville, AL, and his
wife are real heroes and heroines,
working across America as so many
seniors do to try to get by, to try to
care for others.

Therefore, we have to ask ourselves
this fundamental question. If these
people need this basic program of Medi-
care to provide help for themselves and
for others, why are the Republicans
coming today to cut Medicare under
the Republican budget resolution?

They will tell us they are going to
spend more money in a few years on
Medicare. That is true. What they do
not tell us is that the actual cost of
Medicare is going to go up even higher
than the money they are providing.
What they do not tell us is that more
seniors will qualify for Medicare, and
they will not have the funds to provide
it.

What does it mean to Mr. Blundell
and so many other families across
America? It means more money out of
pocket, it means more premiums, it
means more coinsurance payments, it
means the loss of some Medicare serv-
ices. It leads to possible rationing. It
could lead to eliminating his family’s
choice of the doctor that they want.

Is that the vision of America that we
want to see? In this debate on a bal-
anced budget, let us focus on why we
are making these cuts. The reasons the
Republicans are cutting Medicare al-
most $300 billion is because they need
almost $300 billion to pay for tax cuts
for the wealthy.

Their plan that they put forward in
this Chamber, which carried in large
part by Republican votes, gave tax
breaks to wealthy individuals making
over $100,000 a year, and the most prof-
itable corporations in America. To plug
that hole in the Treasury, where do
they turn? The program Mr. Blundell
turns to every day to make sure that
his mother-in-law and now his daugh-
ter have adequate medical care.
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Mr. Speaker, I hope we will think

twice. This debate is not about statis-
tics, it is not about a toteboard run-
ning in the background, it is about real
people and real American heroes.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I will take just a mo-
ment to correct the last speaker that
suggested that benefits for Medicare
would go down. Actually, under these
proposals, individual, per person bene-
fits increase from $4,700 per person to
$6,300 per person, so I would like to
clear that up.

I just want to compliment the Com-
mittee on Rules on turning out a rule
that is going to go down in the history
books, if we are successful, in getting
on the glide path toward a balanced
budget.

I was particularly concerned with
what we have been living with for the
last 16 years, the so-called Gephardt
rule that says ‘‘Let us sort of sneakily
hide a vote to increase the debt ceiling
within the rule IL, that says ‘When you
finally pass a budget resolution, you
automatically pass a bill that increases
the debt ceiling to accommodate the
next fiscal year.’ ’’ I think this is a
great rule. Let us vote for it. Let us
move on toward a balanced budget.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Jonesville, WI [Mr. NEUMANN], one of
the freshmen Members of this body
who has brought a great deal of experi-
ence from the private sector, especially
about knowing how to balance a budg-
et.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, it has
been a pleasure to sit her and watch
some of the pictures that were brought
down here from the other side of the
aisle today, because when we talk
about balancing the budget, this is
really about the future of a nation. It
is not about numbers, it is not about a
lot of the things we hear the rhetoric
about, it is about the future of a na-
tion. It is about the responsibility of
this 104th Congress to do what is right
for the future of our country, both the
senior citizens, the people that are cur-
rently in the work force, and for our
children. That is really what it is all
about.

I commend the Committee on Rules
for bringing forth a balanced budget
proposal, the Neumann-Solomon pro-
posal, that will actually balance the
budget in 5 years, with the family tax
cuts fully implemented. It also does
something that we did not hear much
about out here in this Congress when I
came. That is it also contains a de-
tailed plan on how to go about paying
off that awful $4.8 trillion debt. We do
it over the next 30 years.

The third thing our plan does that is
very significant is that it does not use
the surplus funds collected in the So-
cial Security system to reduce the defi-

cit, or in balancing the budget. It is
very significant for our senior citizens
to know that we do have a proposal out
here on the floor of the House to be
voted on tomorrow that literally sets
aside the surplus funds for the Social
Security system, so the Social Secu-
rity system is solvent to the year 2030.

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, this plan is
very, very versatile, and will also allow
a lot of input from both sides of the
aisle, as well as the American people,
in that it does not spell out specifically
the reductions that are needed, but
rather, lists the reductions that are
needed to get to a balanced budget, and
$70 billion in addition, so we can debate
them over the course of the summer.

I urge my colleagues to do what is
right for the future of our country: sup-
port the rule, support the Neumann-
Solomon amendment tomorrow.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Morris,
IL [Mr. WELLER], another distinguished
Member of this body.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule and in support of
living within our means. For over a
generation, the tax-and-spend liberals
who ran this Congress for over 40 years
have stiffed our kids and our families
with a massive national debt now to-
taling $4.8 trillion. That is $18,000 for
every man, woman, and child in this
room and throughout our country.

The tax-and-spend liberals in the
Democratic Party have behaved like a
drunk out on the town with someone
else’s credit card. The children are the
ones who will suffer, because liberals
always leave someone else to pay the
tab.

This budget is our contract with our
Nation’s children. We will balance this
budget to ensure that our children
have a future free of debt and full of
economic opportunity. We will balance
the budget by cutting spending first.
We will eliminate bureaucracy, waste-
ful spending, and programs that simply
are not working. We will return power
to families, communities, and States.

We are providing tax relief for fami-
lies. It is time for leadership. It is time
to live within our means. It is time to
protect Medicare and protect Social
Security. Republicans are keeping our
promise. I rise in support of the rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 seconds to a very distinguished
Member, the gentleman from Ocala, FL
[Mr. STEARNS].

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

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to commend the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] for this
rule. I want to say one thing. Every
term I have been here in Congress I
have been trying to repeal the Gep-
hardt rule which was put in in 1976,
that says we can go ahead and increase
the debt around here without a vote.

I see in this rule, the gentleman has
taken the courageous step to go for-
ward and say ‘‘no, sir, we are going to
have to vote on increasing the debt.’’ I

commend the gentleman for that. I
think all the Members in Congress
should recognize that we have changed
history in this matter. I would like to
see the same action in the following
years, as well as Congress in the fu-
ture.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to the gentleman from Florida, we
have accomplished that because of
him.

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, in order to
close, I yield my remaining time to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP-
HARDT].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT]
is recognized for 4 minutes.

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to urge Republicans and Demo-
crats alike to defeat this rule, and give
this Congress an honest and open de-
bate about this Republican budget and
its consequences for hardworking
American families.

The fact is the Republicans want to
force this budget through the Congress
without adequate debate. This budget
was produced in the Committee on the
Budget, and a vote was had on it the
same day, an unprecedented rush to
bring it through the committee before
anyone could even know what was in
it. If this rule passes, we cannot even
consider all of the Democratic alter-
natives to the Republican budget.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
DINGELL] has an alternative that he
wanted to bring. It is not in order. The
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]
and the gentleman from Utah [Mr.
ORTON] wanted to bring a budget. They
were not allowed to do it. They were
told they had to do it through me.

This is one of the most important
changes in the budget we have ever
had, and we are in such a rush to get it
done before, I guess, anyone can find
out really what is in it, that we are not
having an open, small d, democratic
process, which this country deserves.

The people deserve to know what is
in this budget. We need to consider
every alternative, because if the Amer-
ican people are given a moment to con-
sider it, they will find the Republican
budget is so much more reckless, so
much more extreme than any budget
that has come before, it really belongs
in Guiness’ Book of World Records.

b 1330

The largest Medicare cuts in history,
slashing seniors’ benefits by more than
$1,000 a year. And we can talk all day
about what is a cut. I will tell you
what is a cut. A cut is what a senior
citizen has to face. They are going to
face higher copays and higher
deductibles and higher premiums to
buy the health insurance they have
under Medicare today.
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Further than that, a back-door cut in

Social Security, in the pension. Repub-
licans took the oath. They made a hol-
low campaign promise to protect
America’s retirement program. What
did they do? The promise is broken in
this budget. There will be an annual
cut in the cost of living escalator in
Social Security.

We heard it was off the table. It is on
the table. So I guess we are in a rush to
get it done before anybody can find out
what happened.

Social Security should not be on this
budget. It was never expected to be in
this budget. It is in this budget. People
deserve to know about it before their
Representatives have to vote on it.

Unprecedented cuts in student loans.
The most important investment we
will ever make in the future of this
country is student loans. But yet we
are going to have a cut that will shut
millions of young people out of their
ability to get an education.

Mr. Speaker, these programs are not
waste, fraud and abuse. They are the
backbone of the American dream. They
are counted on by millions of working
families.

To make it worse, what is all this
for? It is for a tax cut that lavishes the
most on those who have the most. The
million richest Americans walk away
with a $20,000 average tax cut, while we
are taking $1,000 out of the pockets of
senior citizens, or we are adding $5,000
to the cost of a student loan.

These are not American values. This
is a redistribution from the middle
class of this country, and the people
who are struggling to get into the mid-
dle class, to the people who have it
made.

We all want to get rich. Everybody
should be able to live the American
dream, but this is not the way to do it.
I urge Members to vote against this
rule.

Let’s have every alternative on the
table. Let’s have a longer debate than
6 hours over a budget that is going to
decimate the middle class of this coun-
try to help the richest people in the
country. It is wrong, and we need a full
debate so the American people can see
the wrongness of this decision.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, we
would be glad to make those amend-
ments in order. If the President would
give us his balanced budget, if the pre-
vious speaker would give us his bal-
anced budget, we will put it on this
floor. They have none. That is why it is
not available.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of
our time to the gentleman from Clare-
mont, CA [Mr. DREIER], a very distin-
guished member of the Committee on
Rules.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). The gentleman from Cali-
fornia is recognized for 11⁄2 minutes.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, the sky is
falling, the sky is falling. That is what

we have been getting from the other
side of the aisle. Only in Washington,
DC., can an increase of from $4,700 to
$6,300 for Medicare recipients over a 7-
year period be labeled a Draconian cut.
Nowhere else in the world would it pos-
sibly be considered that except on the
floor of this Congress.

This is a very fair and balanced rule.
Last year they gave us 4 hours for

general debate. This year we are pro-
viding 6 hours of general debate, a 50
percent increase over the allotted time
from last year.

Mr. Speaker, we have seen many of
our colleagues come to the aisle over
the past few minutes with pictures of
individuals who they claim will be vic-
timized by this budget. Yet virtually
every single one of them who stood in
the well on January 26 of this year
voted in favor of one of the balanced
budget amendments that would have,
by the year 2002, brought us to a bal-
anced budget. They talk about it and
yet they will not recognize that we
have to make some modifications with-
out hurting those individuals if we are
in fact going to get to a balanced budg-
et.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very important
vote. This is a very important time for
us as a Congress to step up to the plate
and do the responsible thing. We are
not going to be hurting those students.
We are not going to be hurting senior
citizens. It is nothing but rhetoric. We
have to look at the facts. As we pro-
ceed with the next 6 hours of general
debate, we will be doing just that.

We are waiting for the Democrats’
budget plan. A copy of it, in fact, is
being held by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules. It is empty. They are
not stepping up to the plate. We are.
We are simply encouraging them to
join us so in a bipartisan way we
should vote for the previous question,
for this very fair and balanced rule,
and move ahead toward our glide path
of a balanced budget by the year 2002.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous resolution on the ques-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

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 252, nays
170, not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 339]

YEAS—252

Allard
Archer
Armey

Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)

Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr

Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
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
Geren

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
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
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood

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

NAYS—170

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)

Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Danner
de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums

Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Foglietta
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Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney

Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson

Rivers
Roemer
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Tejeda
Thompson
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Tucker
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—12

Berman
Bono
Chapman
Collins (IL)

Fattah
Flake
Hayes
Hoyer

Kleczka
Schumer
Vucanovich
Wilson

b 1356

The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:
Mr. Bono for, with Mrs. Collins of Illinois

against.

Mr. BEVILL changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

GOODLATTE). The question is on the
resolution.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 255, noes 168,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 340]

AYES—255

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray

Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan

Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley

Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
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
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
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
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen

Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zimmer

NOES—168

Ackerman
Andrews
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Danner

de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons

Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)

Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran
Murtha
Nadler
Neal

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs

Skelton
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Tejeda
Thompson
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Tucker
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—11

Abercrombie
Berman
Bono
Chapman

Collins (IL)
Flake
Hayes
Hoyer

Kleczka
Schumer
Zeliff

b 1415

On this vote:
Mr. Beno for, with Mrs. Collins of Illinois

against.

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

b 1415

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS TO
HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT MAY 18,
1995, TO FILE A REPORT ON H.R.
1561, THE AMERICAN OVERSEAS
INTERESTS ACT

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on International Relations have
until Thursday, May 18, 1995, to file a
report on H.R. 1561, the American Over-
seas Interests Act.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I have no objection
if there are no further speakers.

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

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

There was no objection.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT ON AMENDMENT
PROCESS FOR H.R. 1561, THE
AMERICAN OVERSEAS INTER-
ESTS ACT

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, in rela-
tion to the last unanimous-consent re-
quest, I would like to announce to
Members that the Committee on Rules
has tentatively scheduled to meet this
coming Monday to consider a rule for
H.R. 1561, the American Overseas Inter-
est Act, more commonly known as the
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State Department Foreign Assistance
Authorization.

The bill was ordered reported by the
Committee on International Relations
on Monday of this week, and the report
is expected to be filed tomorrow night
according to the last unanimous-con-
sent request. The House is expected to
begin general debate and the amend-
ment process next Tuesday. The rule
will likely require that amendments be
preprinted in the amendment section of
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD prior to
their consideration.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel to ensure their
amendments are properly drafted to
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Commit-
tee on International Relations that
will be made as base text for amend-
ment purposes. A copy of the commit-
tee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute will be published in today’s
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN],
the chairman of the committee, for ref-
erence and drafting purposes. It will be
available at the offices of the commit-
tee.

Since the rule will not be structured
as far as the limiting of amendments is
concerned, there is no need for Mem-
bers to file their amendments with the
Committee on Rules or to testify be-
fore us. If Members have any questions,
they can contact Dave Lonie in our
Committee on Rules at 57985.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, my ques-
tion relates not to the immediate sub-
ject, but the prior subject of the rule
on the budget. Let me just simply
make sure I understand that rule in
terms of the 6 hours of debate.

As I understand it, the first hour is 1
hour of general debate controlled by
the chairman and myself. The second
hour is reserved for the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, the time to be con-
trolled by the Chair of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee and the gentleman
from California [Mr. STARK], the rank-
ing minority member. Then we revert
to the general debate on the budget
resolution.

Mr. SOLOMON. That is the normal
procedure. it is what we have followed
in the past. We will follow it this year
as well.

Mr. SABO. The reason I ask, 2 years
ago, we had a little disconnect. One
side was on JEC for a period of time,
and the other side was not. So the plan
this year is the first hour would be
budget debate, the second hour JEC de-
bate, and then hours three through six
general debate on the budget resolu-
tion.

Mr. SOLOMON. The chairman of the
Committee on the Budget is nodding
his head yes, that is correct.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET—FISCAL YEAR 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 149 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 concurrent resolution,
House Concurrent Resolution 67.

b 1420

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 67) setting forth the
congressional budget for the U.S. Gov-
ernment for the fiscal years 1996, 1997,
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, with Mr.
SENSENBRENNER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the concurrent resolution is con-
sidered as having been read the first
time.

Under the rule, debate shall be con-
fined to the congressional budget and
shall not exceed 6 hours, including 1
hour on the subject of economic goals
and policies, equally divided and con-
trolled by the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. KASICH] and the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SABO].

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH].

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

Mr. Chairman, I have to confess, as I
get ready to speak, I am nervous. I can-
not remember the last time I was,
frankly, this nervous or anxious. But I
guess it is the way it needs to be, be-
cause, ladies and gentlemen, we are
about to engage in a historic debate
The House is about to consider a docu-
ment that truly represents a bold, in-
novative, and some have called it, and
frankly they are probably right, a revo-
lutionary document and a vision for
where America should go.

I have been amazed over the last cou-
ple weeks just walking through the
hallways here. In fact, I just had a hus-
band and wife grab me as I was getting
ready to come in the door, and I do not
know where they are from, I do not
know what their names are, but you
know what they said? ‘‘Thank you,
Thank you, Mr. KASICH, and thank
your team for what they are doing.’’

I am hearing it everywhere I go. I
think the American people have, in
fact, decided that we have this week a
rendezvous with destiny, that, in fact,
we cannot continue down the path of
more deficits and more red ink, be-
cause in the guts of every mother and
father in this country there is a sink-
ing feeling that if in fact the politi-
cians, the elected representatives of
our country, do not stand up and do the
right thing, their children will be at
risk, their future will be called into
question.

That is why when people have had
some problems with some of the speci-

fies in this proposal, they never stop
like they did over the last several
years and say vote it all down. They
are saying ‘‘Maybe we can fix that.
But, please, Congress, do not take your
eye off the ball. Please work to save
the country.’’

That is what we are hearing. And I
got to tell you, when I was out here
with the Contract for America, paying
for the family tax credits, and let me
say this, if there is anything beyond
the balanced budget we ought to be em-
phasizing into the 21st century, if there
is anything in this country we ought to
be reinforcing, it is the American fam-
ily. If there is anything that can pro-
vide a building block for superlatives
for individuals in this Nation into the
next century, it is the family, isn’t it?
It is the family structure that served
this country well for 200 years, and the
families are going to benefits under
this.

The beautiful thing though is back
when we were passing the contract,
people said ‘‘You can’t give us tax re-
lief. You can’t have growth incentives
and balance the budget.’’ And I said
then, along with my wonderful budget
team, and we speak as a team, I do not
speak as JOHN KASICH, I speak as a
leader of a group of wonderful men and
women who are the tip of the spear in
terms of this new American revolution,
we said that we would come back here
in May and we would lay a document
down that would get us to zero, to bal-
ance this budget, and save the future.
And that is precisely what we are doing
today.

Isn’t it wonderful? Isn’t it wonderful
in America that a group of elected offi-
cials are keeping their word? And you
know why we are doing it? You know
why we came together and we put this
revolutionary document together? For
two basic reasons. One is the next gen-
eration. This is about the children.
This is about a growth society, an op-
portunity society, as our Speaker likes
to say, that in a no growth economy
the rich get richer and the poor get
poorer.

But in a growing economy, and Alan
Greenspan painted a picture for us, if
we can balance the budget by 2002, if
we can balance the budget, Alan Green-
span said we cannot begin to chart the
kind of prosperity that we can have in
America.

As the son of a mailman who got to
be in the Congress and the chairman of
the Committee on the Budget, how
wonderful is it that in the United
States of America, that every kid in
America, using our system, can learn
to fly. That is right, ladies and gentle-
men, we can fly. That is right, ladies
and gentlemen, we can fly. We can
dream, and it is not about just dreams.
It is about accomplishing those
dreams.

That is why the Committee on the
Budget and the Republicans in the
House, along with our courageous col-
league on the Committee on the Budg-
et, the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
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PARKER], has said that we need to bal-
ance the budget to save the next gen-
eration, to provide for growth in our
economy, for opportunity in America,
and to preserve the greatest American
legacy, and that is that your kids will
be better off than you were.

You know what else it is about? It is
about the pendulum. People try to de-
scribe this plan as radical. Let me ac-
tually tell you about the pendulum.
For the last 20, 30, or 40 years, we have
sent more power, we have sent more
money, we have sent more control to
the Federal Government. And over
these last four decades the Federal
Government has done a lot of wonder-
ful things for Americans: Medicare,
educational programs, elimination or
an attempt to eliminate the terrible
abuses in human rights in America.

But you know what Americans have
been saying for about the last decade?
And we have not been hearing them
here in the Capitol. They spoke real
loud and clear last November. You
know what they are saying? Folks, we
would like some of our power and some
of our money and some of the control
over our own lives back in our hands,
because we can do it better in our
neighborhoods dealing with our prob-
lems than the Government in Washing-
ton can.

Now, let me just show you what this
plan calls for and how reasonable this
program is. Over the last 7 years, the
Federal Government spent $9.4 trillion.
What is a trillion? Well, if you started
a business when Christ was on Earth, if
you lost $1 million a day 7 days a week,
you would still have to lose $1 million
a day 7 days a week for the next 700
years to get to $1 trillion. In the last 7
years we spent $9.4 trillion. We have a
national debt approaching $5 trillion.

What does the Republican plan call
for? The bipartisan plan, frankly, it is
not just a Republican plan, it is a bi-
partisan plan thanks to the efforts of
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
PARKER]. We are going to go from $9.4
to $11.9 trillion. Some people would
have us grow to $13.3 trillion. I am
going to tell you, you want to grow to
$13.3 trillion? We are going to give the
kids a dark tomorrow. But if you can
restrain the growth in spending to this
$11.9 trillion, we have a chance to pre-
serve America.

Entitlements, take a second and talk
about entitlement spending. Over the
last 7 years, we spent $4.5 trillion on
entitlements. If we do nothing, we will
spend $7.7 trillion. And what does this
bipartisan plan call for? Growing the
entitlement programs from $4.5 to
more than 6.4 trillion.

Medicare? Boy, we are hearing a lot
of stuff about Medicare. Shame on
those that want to scare people. Shame
on those that want to scare people. We
will go in Medicare from $924 billion to
almost $1.6 trillion in spending for
Medicare. If we go to $1.8 trillion the
system goes bankrupt. What we are
going to do is dramatically increase it,
improve it, guarantee high customer

satisfaction, and guarantee choice to
our senior citizens.

b 1430

So my colleagues, the question is,
can we restrain ourselves, can we as
Americans who do not want to mort-
gage the next generation, after all, we
would not in our private lives ring up
all the debt and pass it onto our kids,
we should not do it with our country. If
we can just grow at a $9.4 to $11.9 tril-
lion increase, we can do it.

Let me just say to all of my col-
leagues, as I am about to close, you
have got to examine your hearts. You
have got to examine your conscience,
because I am going to tell you, folks,
there are things called windows of op-
portunity and we have it now. Why?
Because the American people want this
done. Why else? Because we have the
leadership in the Congress that is will-
ing to put their careers on the line for
the next generation. And those two ef-
forts together can allow us to pass a
plan that will guarantee a renewed
America.

In 1969, the last year that we bal-
anced the budget in America, Neil
Armstrong walked on the moon. Neil
Armstrong came to this Chamber and
presented this flag to the U.S. House of
Representatives and the U.S. Senate in
a joint session. One thousand nine hun-
dred sixty-nine was the last year we
balanced the budget. Walking on the
moon for a kid from Ohio meant that
Neil Armstrong really did learn to fly.
And that day that he walked on the
moon, we were all there with him, were
we not? We were all there with him be-
cause it represented the hopes and the
dreams and the goodness and meeting
the challenges that America has been
all about for these many 200 years.

Neil Armstrong gave us this flag.
Today, 26 years later, we have a
chance, when we vote on this resolu-
tion, to have one very big step for this
House and one very giant leap for
America. Pass the resolution.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, members of the com-
mittee, first let me congratulate, as I
did in committee, my colleague from
Ohio. We are both participants and ob-
servers of this process. I congratulate
him for getting the Republicans on the
Committee on the Budget together. I
assume when the 2 days of debate are
over, he will have the votes and he will
pass his resolution, which has required
an exceptional amount or work by him-
self and the other majority members of
the committee.

I have very fundamental disagree-
ments with that resolution, but I
watch your discipline and your hard
work with admiration. So I congratu-
late you for putting a product together
that is before this House today and
really presents the opportunity for
some very fundamental debate.

However, let me make one observa-
tion as an observer before I say some
words as a critic. The question is

whether your plan will achieve its stat-
ed goal. Let me simply say that we are
not quarreling over a few numbers here
and there, and we might find some that
we might dispute. But I, frankly, think
for you to succeed requires a signifi-
cant amount of luck.

I think if this were a unicameral
body of the Congress and this were the
final product, it simply would not suc-
ceed. There are some things you have
put into place and have put into law al-
ready. Your beginning assumption has
been a big tax cut, which adds roughly
$90 billion to the deficit in the year
2002.

You assume as a separate vote that
you are going to make huge cuts in
Medicare in a separate vote removed
from the balance of the budget to come
in September.

My friends, if that bill were before
this House with those kinds of cuts in
Medicare, with the numbers in your
resolution, I would predict that such a
bill would not pass this House.

The numbers are sort of interesting.
The tax cut is $90 billion in the year
2002. The projected Medicare cuts are
$86 billion. If that did not succeed, a
whole series of other numbers that you
use would come unraveled.

Mr. Chairman, that is merely an ob-
servation about the plan that is before
us today. It would require significant
luck to succeed. But that is not my
fundamental objection.

Mr. Chairman, we have had two very
fundamental things occur over the last
15–20 years in this country. For the last
20 years, we have had a revolution
where income flows in this country.
The very rich have gotten much richer,
and the rest of the American public,
who work hard, working families are
struggling to get ahead, many with de-
clining income.

We have also had, since 1981, an esca-
lating Federal deficit. Two years ago
we passed the President’s program to
make a significant dent in that deficit.
Part of that program was asking the
most affluent to pay a little more, and
our Republican friends all said no.
They all said if we passed that pro-
gram, we would throw the country into
a recession. The opposite happened. We
have had unprecedented growth over
the last 2 years. Unemployment is
down. The economy is growing. The
deficit went down.

But more is left to do, and we come
to that now in this year 1995. Again, we
have to reduce that deficit, but we
face, again, a country where income
continues to flow in increasing
amounts to a very few and the bulk of
the American people are left strug-
gling.

We now have the Republican proposal
on how to deal with the deficit. Who is
asked to sacrifice? It is clear that peo-
ple who depend on Medicare and Medic-
aid will be asked to sacrifice. And then
in a series of incredible, numerous de-
cisions, struggling Americans, who are
working hard, working Americans, find
their chances to move ahead, they will
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find those doors sometimes slammed
shut; other cases, sort of gradually
closed in a series of cut, after cut, after
cut, whether it is students trying to go
on to college, people seeking to get new
training for jobs and retraining, wheth-
er it is a parent trying to put their
child in a Head Start Program, cuts on
them frozen.

The TRIO Program for kids, to get
them to go through high school and
into college, abolished. Low income
seniors who have problems with fuel
bills in cold parts of this country, pro-
gram abolished. Child care reduced.
Just one series, mass transit operating
assistance reduced, a little tougher to
get to the job, a little harder to get the
training, a little harder to get to col-
lege, all cumulative on person after
person. Cuts that are unrealistic in
Medicare and Medicaid.

Why? To pass a tax cut to benefit pri-
marily those who have also been re-
warded most by our economy in the
last 20 years. So struggling American
working families, hoping for the kids
to go to college, needing retraining,
maybe needing some assistance with
day dare so they can work, worried
about how they get to the job, maybe
in rural U.S.A., maybe in urban areas,
rural communities trying to develop
economically, all seeing doors shut so
we can pass a tax cut to benefit the
most affluent in this country.

Mr. Chairman, it is the wrong prior-
ities. We are told at times by people
that we are talking about renewing
American civilization. Mr. Chairman
and Members, this plan does not rep-
resent the best of American values. It
represents, in my judgment, some of
the worst of American values. We can
do better.

Mr. Chairman, to the majority I sim-
ply would say there are many months
ahead. At some point, sometime before
the year is over, you will be called on
to move away from ideology, to prac-
tical reform that reduces our deficit in
a fair and equitable manner. When you
are ready to move away from ideology,
we stand willing to help because the
challenge is big.

So today, to the Members, I simply
urge you to vote no when we come to
final passage tomorrow.

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

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE], a
member of both the Committee on Ap-
propriations and the Committee on the
Budget.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
congratulate the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget as well as the
ranking member and particularly pay
tribute to the ranking member for the
decency with which he has comported
himself and the members of his com-
mittee throughout this debate. It has
been in the Committee on the Budget,
it has been truly an outstanding de-
bate. I appreciate that very much.

Mr. Chairman, we are at a historic
crossroad. This is, as the chairman of

the Committee on the Budget said, an
historic moment in our time. The pre-
vious speaker just talked to us about
this not being the right plan, that we
can do better. I think in the course of
this debate in the next day and a half
we are entitled to ask, what is the al-
ternative plan? If ours is not the right
plan, what is their plan? Where is the
President in this budget battle? I
would say, AWOL, absent without lead-
ership.

Our bottom line is fairly simple, our
bottom line is shown. It is too small I
guess to see here, but on page 7 of the
budget report, the last year, 2002, it is
a plus. It is tiny, 0.6 billion, $600 mil-
lion in the scheme of a $1.8 trillion
budget that year. That is tiny, but it is
everything. It is the first positive num-
ber we have seen in the budget since
1969.

This is another way of looking at it.
All we are trying to do is get this line
of what we spend here down to the red
line of how much that we are taking in
in revenues so that we have a balanced
budget. Spending will go up. Spending
will continue to increase but at a slow-
er rate of growth. And we think that
we can do that. Yes, there are tough
choices here, but they are tough
choices for the next generation.

b 1445

Not long ago I was asked to come
down for a little ceremony to one of
the work sites in my place, the United
Parcel Service, a company I really
enjoy because they are hardworking
people, they are really motivated.

At the end of this little ceremony
where we had a presentation there, one
of the delivery men came up to me and
said ‘‘Mr. KOLBE, when you go back to
Washington, would you just tell them
that it is my money they are spending?
It is my money. I have got three kids.
I am struggling. It is my money they
are spending, just keep that in mind.’’

Mr. Chairman, I hope in the course of
the debate here the next 2 days that we
will keep that simple idea in mind
from one of the hardworking Ameri-
cans that makes this country work,
and what it is. It is their money. It is
our money as taxpayers we are spend-
ing, and we ought to be remembering
that in each of the parts of this debate.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY].

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this budget proposal. The
Republicans’ 100-day war on children
marches on. Their assault began in the
cafeteria, with the attack on the
school lunch program. Republicans
have now moved their war machine
into our Nation’s classrooms, libraries,
and finally, to our college campuses.

The Republican budget before us
would virtually obliterate the Federal
role in education. Over $73 billion in
education and training programs would
be cut over the next 7 years. It is a re-
pudiation of this Nation’s longstanding
bipartisan national commitment to

educating all of her citizens. The Re-
publicans would abolish or slash ex-
tremely successful education pro-
grams, programs like Head Start,
which they would reduce by $209 mil-
lion in 1966.

They would eliminate efforts in 47
States to improve reading and writing
skills, to put computers into the class-
room, and to improve academic stand-
ards through Goals 2000. Their budget
proposal would virtually eliminate the
safe-and-drug-free school program,
even though drug use is on the rise
among school children. It would jeop-
ardize teacher training for 400,000
teachers.

Programs that target assistance to
700,000 at-risk disadvantaged children
would also be abolished under this pro-
posal. They show shameful hostility to
programs designed to lift disadvan-
taged children out of poverty through
learning.

Having spread their devastation to
the cafeterias and the classrooms, they
would eliminate Federal support for
public libraries, would cut student aid
by well over $18 billion, as one way to
finance tax cuts for the rich and privi-
leged. The elimination of the in-school
interest subsidy would increase loan
costs for close to 5 million students,
adding as much as $5,000 to the total
loan cost for each student who would
take out a loan.

Middle class families are especially
hit hard. The Republicans want to
make it harder for their kids to attend
college, so they can finance the tax cut
for the rich and the privileged.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the Repub-
lican proposal to eliminate the Depart-
ment of Education is myopic and reac-
tionary. It would leave our country as
one of the few industrialized nations in
the world without a national commit-
ment to education. Not only is this
proposal dumb, it is unpopular. The
vast majority of the American public
supports the Department of Education,
and a strong Federal role in education.

Mr. Chairman, this budget proposal
is the most irresponsible assault on
education by any political party in our
history. We must reject this attack on
education. We must reject this con-
tract with ignorance. We must reject
this Republican budget proposal, be-
cause it is being released 5 months pre-
maturely. A turkey like this should
surface somewhere around Thanks-
giving.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HOBSON], a very distinguished
member and a dear friend of mine.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I might
point out that the previous speaker,
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
CLAY], voted for the Clinton tax in-
crease, the biggest one in this coun-
try’s history, and it costs his district
$520 million in new taxes. It is also in-
teresting to note that he voted against
the balanced budget amendment. We
should take that into context when we
review his remarks.
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Mr. Chairman, we are coming up on

what I expect to be the most important
vote of my career in this House. Today
we meet the challenge of balancing the
Federal books and restoring fiscal se-
curity for America’s next generation.

Today we vote on, and I encourage
my colleagues to vote for, the House
Committee on the Budget resolution,
and restore hope to that next genera-
tion. For 26 years, our Federal Govern-
ment has spent more money than it
has taken in, financing this debt by
borrowing money. The legacy of chron-
ic deficit spending is passed to our chil-
dren as a $4.9 trillion national debt.

Staying on this track will undoubt-
edly bankrupt our Nation. This subject
has particular meaning for me right
now, because my 15-month-old grand-
daughter is in town visiting. When I
think why we are balancing the budget,
I think of Katy. A lot of grandfathers
think that way. My other daughter is
going to have another baby, so you
think a little differently about the fu-
ture when you become a grandfather. I
think a lot of people can equate to
that.

What this balanced budget is about,
it will not allow her to have the same
opportunity the rest of us have if we do
not balance the budget. Putting the fu-
ture of Katy and the other children in
this country first is what balancing the
Federal budget is all about. Protecting
the next generation from a financial
crisis means acting now in a decisive,
responsible way.

The House Committee on the Budg-
et’s 1996 budget resolution does this by
balancing the Federal budget by the
year 2002. We also close the doors on
several agencies that run up costs but
fail to contribute meaningfully to our
Nation’s well-being. Those operations
that are useful are transferred to other
agencies or sent back to the States.
The waste and duplication is elimi-
nated.

Mr. Chairman, our budget also pro-
tects our children’s future by prevent-
ing a crisis in Medicare, the health
care system of our Nation’s seniors.
According to the Medicare trustees ap-
pointed by President Clinton, Medicare
will run out of money in 7 years. Our
budget resolution provides the struc-
ture needed to protect, preserve, and
improve Medicare, and then it goes on
to increase benefits to seniors from
$4,816 for beneficiaries in 1995 to $6,376
in 2002. That is an impressive increase,
by anyone’s standards.

Our budget also increases overall
Government spending by $1.2 trillion
over the next 7 years. That should be
plenty to do the things we need to do
at the Federal level. Where we can, we
send programs back to the States and
local governments.

In total, this process of decentraliza-
tion, together with the removal of du-
plication and waste, justifies eliminat-
ing 283 programs, 14 agencies, 68 com-
missions, and 3 departments: Energy,
Commerce, and Education. This is just

one path toward balancing the Federal
books.

Over the next few months, the com-
mittees of jurisdiction will map out the
details. The job of balancing the budget
is a challenge we can meet. When we
are done, we will have a healthier,
stronger Nation in solid financial shape
for our children to inherit. I invite ev-
eryone here to join us in this historic
effort, and rise to the challenge at
hand. Vote yes on the Committee on
the Budget’s 1996 resolution, and keep
hope and opportunity alive for the next
generation.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would re-
mind all persons in the gallery that
they are here as guests of the house,
and that any manifestation of approval
or disapproval of proceeding on the
floor is in violation of the rules of the
House.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Hawaii, Mrs. PASTY MINK.

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in strong opposition to the budg-
et resolution. This resolution is being
presented based upon policy assump-
tions which must be challenged. These
assumptions are contained in the com-
mittee report. I hope that all of the
Members will read it.

For my limited time in this part of
the debate I want to direct attention to
the egregious assumptions that are the
basis for huge cuts in Function 500,
which deals with education, training,
and Head Start. The cuts contained in
this budget resolution in Function 500
amount to $82 billion over a 7-year pe-
riod.

Despite what has been said by the
Republican majority about the resolu-
tion providing for a steady increase in
spending, I want to alert Members to
the fact that in Function 500, the cur-
rent fiscal year 1995 budget authority
is at $58 billion, and 7 years from now,
it is $44 billion. This is a substantial
cut in one of the most areas of Federal
Government responsibility, which in
the past has enjoyed large bipartisan
majority support.

In the area of education alone, the
cuts are particularly devastating. De-
spite the avowed pronouncements
about being for family values, the Re-
publicans in this budget resolution
have disavowed their support for the
most important goal of American fami-
lies, which is quality education for
their children, enriching their experi-
ences in education, providing for
science and math instruction, and help
for those who are disadvantaged by
poverty, by deficiencies in language,
and assuring that higher education is
available for all, regardless of age or
economic circumstances.

Mr. Chairman, this budget resolution
strikes a deep blow to the promise of
America to improve educational oppor-
tunity for all. The cuts in education

will hurt all school districts, most of
whom cannot possibly make up for the
huge losses in these funds.

I want to remind the Members of the
House that if they support this resolu-
tion, they are voting for the elimi-
nation of President Bush’s initiative
called Goals 2000, which was imple-
mented by President Clinton. This was
an initiative that was promoted by the
National Conference of Governors, and
now it is being eliminated.

If Members vote for this resolution,
they are cutting about $5 billion in the
next 7 years in the Elementary-Second-
ary Education Act, passed some 30
years ago. The title that is being cut is
the concentration grants. Everybody
has been saying target the money to
the most poor, to the neediest dis-
tricts. That is precisely what we did
last year, and this program is being
eliminated.

If Members vote for this resolution,
Federal funds to help schools prevent
drug abuse in their schools, the very,
very difficult issue which the Federal
Government has put money in, and
from which the schools have benefited
enormously, $3 billion are being taken
away.

If Members vote for this resolution,
they will be cutting the Eisenhower
Professional Development Program.
All of us know that quality education
is contingent on the quality of the
teachers, and it would be absolutely
criminal if we destroyed this program,
which helps school districts provide for
development of our teaching profes-
sion, allowing them to improve them-
selves and keeping up with the techno-
logical advancements in our society.

If Members vote for this budget reso-
lution, they will be eliminating totally
the bilingual education program.
Think of the promises we have made to
the young children who have come to
this country with their families, whose
only fault is that they are deficient in
speaking and understanding English,
and we are taking away from them the
one chance they have to keep up with
their classes and to get into this edu-
cational system so they can benefit
and improve their lives.

All across America, Mr. Chairman, if
Members vote for this budget resolu-
tion, they will be cutting the only Fed-
eral funds in libraries that have been in
existence for decades. Our rural small
libraries all benefit from the library
program. This program is being elimi-
nated totally. What a travesty on what
support the Federal Government has
been able to provide.

The last and probably most egregious
cut that is proposed in this resolution,
which if Members vote for they will be
a party to, and that is to take away the
interest subsidy of our young people
and others aspiring to a higher edu-
cation, wanting to better themselves.
This is the American ideal. This is
what we talk about when we say self-
sufficiency: ‘‘Get in there and work to
better yourselves.’’ When they do, we
have a Congress that is taking away
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that small subsidy which we have pro-
vided over the years.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on
this resolution.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
budget resolution which is being considered
today. There are policy assumptions that must
be challenged in this resolution. These as-
sumptions are contained in the committee re-
port. For my time in this part of the debate I
want to direct attention to the egregious as-
sumptions which are the basis for the huge
cut in Function 500 which deals with edu-
cation, worker training, foster care, aid to the
disabled, and Head Start.

The cut contained in this budget resolution
in Function 500 amounts to $82 billion over
the 7-year period.

Current fiscal year 1995 budget authority for
Function 500 is $58 billion. The 7th year allo-
cation for Function 500 in fiscal year 2002 is
$44 billion. This represents cuts in some of
the most successful programs that have been
in the past supported by large bipartisan ma-
jorities.

In the area of education alone, the cuts are
particularly devastating. The avowed pro-
nouncements about being for family values,
the Republicans have disavowed their support
for the most important goal of American fami-
lies, which is quality education for their chil-
dren, enriching experiences in education, pro-
moting science and math, and help for those
who are disadvantaged by poverty, by defi-
ciencies in language, and assuring that higher
education is available for all regardless of age
or financial circumstance.

This budget resolution strikes a deep blow
to the promise of America to improve edu-
cational opportunity for all. The cuts in edu-
cation will hurt all school districts, most of
whom cannot possibly make up for the loss of
these supplemental funds.

President Bush’s initiative, Goals 2000,
joined by President Clinton in implementing
them, will be eliminated. Remember this is an
initiative joined in the Nation’s leading Gov-
ernors and goes to the heart of the national
effort at education reform. The cuts are $2.8
billion over 7 years.

Elementary Secondary Education funds,
Title I Concentration Grants, are eliminated.
These funds concentrate and target schools
with the highest concentration of poor children
which is exactly what the Republicans have
argued for in the past. This is one of the most
egregious of all cuts. The cuts are $5.1 billion
in 7 years.

Federal funds to help schools prevent drug
abuse and violence in the highly regarded pro-
gram called Safe and Drug Free Schools pro-
gram are also being cut. The loss of these
funds so desperately needed to help schools
deal with this problem is unconscionable. The
cuts are $3.5 billion in 7 years.

The Eisenhower Professional Development
program is eliminated. We have always sup-
ported ways to improve the quality of teaching.
Teaching is what schools are about. Schools
have grave difficulty in providing funds needed
to help in professional development to main-
tain education relevant to the challenging
times in which we live. The cuts are $2.2 bil-
lion in 7 years.

Bilingual Education is eliminated. To ignore
the needs of students whose primary lan-
guage is not English is to punish and retard
their ability to learn. We give lip service to the

ambition of immigrant children to achieve their
goals and yet take away the help they need.
The cuts are $1.4 billion in 7 years.

Libraries support which is a basic Federal
help that has been available to the smallest of
our libraries, in the most rural of our commu-
nities is to be cut. This is the most backward
unthinking cut of all. Funds that are lost here,
will not be made up by local funds, which are
largely unavailable. The cut is $1 billion in 7
years.

Higher education loans—Stafford loans and
direct loans—will no longer have an in school
interest subsidy. This is negative thinking.
How can we believe that our nation’s future is
in our children and at the same time cut back
their higher educational opportunity? The cuts
are $18.7 billion in the 7-year period.

Federal Trio programs for outreach to highly
talented high school students to urge them to
continue with their education is what enlarging
opportunity means. Killing this highly success-
ful initiative is to turn our back on talent. The
cuts are $3.2 billion in 7 years.

The much heralded early childhood edu-
cation program, Headstart, is cut by $1.5 bil-
lion over 7 years. It is frozen at fiscal year
1994 appropriation levels. It freezes our long
hoped for full funding of this important pro-
gram that has dramatically changed the future
of the poorest of our children.

This budget is a travesty of immense pro-
portions. All the talk about adopting these cuts
for the future of children is totally wrong. It
cripples our children’s future. It casts a dark
shadow over the future of thousands of our
Nation’s children. Instead of hope and oppor-
tunity, supported by the country as a whole in
its Federal budget, our children will have to
struggle to attain their goals on their own with
their dreams shattered by politics which did
not include them or consider their future.

Vote down this budget resolution. It pun-
ishes our children. It robs them of a brighter
promise for their future.

Republicans who support the budget resolu-
tion also supported the balanced budget
amendment by arguing that it would force the
Federal Government to balance its budget just
as families, businesses, and the States do. If
this is so, why did the Republicans support a
balanced budget amendment and now support
a budget resolution that simply fails to make
distinctions between operating and long-term
investment costs in the Federal budget when
families, businesses, and all 50 States make
those very distinctions when they plan or
structure their budgets?

For example, when a family purchases a
home, the cost of this long-term investment is
accounted for over the 15- or 30-year life of a
mortgage. However, when the Federal Gov-
ernment decides to build, say, a submarine,
also a long-term investment, the entire cost of
the submarine is front-loaded in the first year’s
budget and shown as a debt in that year’s
budget.

If we establish a Federal capital budget, the
Federal Government will have separate oper-
ating and capital budgets just like all the 50
States, and the Federal Government will be
required to maintain a balanced operating
budget and reflect its long-term debts in its
capital budget, just like those States with bal-
anced budget mandates such as my own
State of Hawaii.

We cannot look at this budget without con-
sidering the immediate impact it will have on

individuals and their families. This drastic
move to severely cut our investment in our
most important asset—our human capital—will
have monumental consequences on programs
which people depend upon everyday to help
improve life for themselves and their families.

Americans want nothing more for their fami-
lies than to provide their children with a better
life, to be able to give them opportunities for
education, employment and economic
achievement. I know this is what the people of
Hawaii want over and above an effort to reach
a zero budget deficit just for the sake of doing
it, without regard to the impact it will have on
our overall economy, our future and most of
all the lives of individuals.

Many programs which the people of Hawaii
support and depend upon will be eliminated or
severely reduced under this plan:

East-West Center—eliminated; Native Ha-
waiian Education Act—eliminated; Native Ha-
waiian Health Care Act—eliminated; Student
Loans—cut by $18.7 billion; Impact Aid—cut
by $1.3 billion; Davis-Bacon Act—eliminated;
Travel and Tourism Administration—elimi-
nated; Legal Services Corporation—elimi-
nated; National and Community Service
[Americorps]—eliminated; Retired Senior Vol-
unteer Corps [RSVP]—eliminated; National
Endowment for the Art/Humanities—elimi-
nated; Support for the Public Television—
eliminated; National Biological Survey—elimi-
nated; Head Start—cut by $1.5 billion over 7
years; Bilingual Education—eliminated; Library
programs—eliminated; TRIO programs—elimi-
nated; National Writing Project—eliminated;
Homeless Assistance Grants—eliminated; Vo-
cational Education/Adult Education/Job Train-
ing—block granted cut by 20 percent; Commu-
nity Development Block Grant—eliminated;
and U.S. Geological Survey—cut by $798 mil-
lion over 7 years.

These are not programs which can be elimi-
nated without a significant impact on the State
of Hawaii. These programs help us invest in
education and training of our workforce, pro-
vides jobs in highly technical and scientific
fields of research, provides investment in infra-
structure and housing to improve our rural and
urban communities. Davis-Bacon helps to sta-
bilize Hawaii’s economy by preventing ‘‘fly-by-
night’’ construction companies from the main-
land from gaining an economic advantage
over our local construction companies in get-
ting Federal contracts.

This budget resolution must be voted down.
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Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, the previous speaker
talked about the cuts in education.
Let’s be very clear what we are pre-
serving here.

We are preserving the title I basic
grants for disadvantaged students, the
impact aid for ‘‘A’’ students, the spe-
cial education, the vocational rehabili-
tation, the Pell grants, the historically
black colleges grants, the campus basic
aid, and then we are creating 5 new
block grants. So let’s just be clear
what we are preserving here.

The issue about libraries. One per-
cent of funding for libraries comes
from the Federal Government.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
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WALKER], the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Science and vice
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget.

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

Mr. Chairman, there used to be a tra-
dition in this country that you bought
the farm, paid off the mortgage, and
gave the farm to the kids mortgage-
free. The Federal Government for years
has been now moving in a different di-
rection, where what you do is buy the
farm, sell off the assets, and hand the
mortgage to the kids.

What we are hearing today is a de-
bate between those people who want to
make certain that we do not continue
to hand the mortgage to the kids but
rather begin the process of ending defi-
cit spending and ultimately paying off
the debt.

The surprising thing is that there is
a bipartisan consensus around that
idea. In January, fully 187 Democrats
voted for one or another of balanced
budgets that said to balance the budget
by the year 2002.

That is right. We actually had people
line up in January on the Democratic
side, 187 of them, nearly three-fourths
of their conference, and say they were
for some kind of balanced budget that
balanced the budget by the year 2002.
Now we hear today that, well, maybe
they were not really for that, that was
just a political vote they had to cast.

I must say that when it came to final
passage, many of them voted ‘‘no,’’ in-
cluding the gentlewoman who was just
in the well, although she did vote for
one of the balanced budgets. The amaz-
ing thing is that they have come to the
floor today with no presentation of
their own of how they would get to
that balanced budget that they voted
for by the year 2002.

When they have told us before how
they will do these kinds of things, they
raise taxes. The gentlewoman who just
spoke, in her district she voted back in
1993 to raise taxes on her own district
by $522 million in order to bring down
the deficit.

Now we find out what they really did.
In the President’s budget that he
brought forward earlier this year, defi-
cits begin to go up again at the end of
the 5-year period. Guess what? When
you get out into the 7-year period that
we assume in our budget, the deficits
soar out of sight, despite the fact that
they raise taxes, presumably to lower
deficits.

The question here is whether or not
we are going to do real things in order
to get the Federal books in order. I be-
lieve we have the capacity to do some
real things.

This budget does assume some things
that many, many people in this House
do not like. When you cut 283 pro-
grams, there are people who are tied to
the special interests that back those
programs, who simply do not want to
do the cut of 283 programs. When you
cut over 60 commissions, there are peo-

ple who are tied to the special interests
who love those commissions, who then
come to the floor and argue for keeping
them.

When you eliminate three depart-
ments, there are people who are tied to
those three departments and the spe-
cial interests who back those depart-
ments, who come here and defend those
departments. When you eliminate a
dozen and more agencies, there are peo-
ple who are tied to the special interests
who love those agencies, who come to
the floor and defend it.

You are going to hear them all day
long out here, defending the special in-
terests that defend those agencies and
saying that this is all in the name of
helping the poor and the downtrodden.
Nonsense.

Mr. Chairman, if you take a look at
the reality of this, what you are sup-
porting in the budgets that we have
had over the last several years is huge
bureaucracy. Vote for a balanced budg-
et.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, let me simply observe
the explosion of the Federal deficit oc-
curred when we passed the Republican
program in 1981.

I hear this discussion of special inter-
ests. Let me remind this body that we
have before us a tax proposal that
would repeal the alternative minimum
tax for the largest corporations in this
country. To pay for that, we would re-
peal and make more difficult the get-
ting of student loans by thousands and
millions of students in this country.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 41⁄2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from California [Ms.
WOOLSEY].

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, con-
trary to the claims of the majority,
this is not a budget to protect our chil-
dren’s future. This budget is an assault
on our children’s future, and an assault
on their grandparents as well.

It opens up tax loopholes for wealthy
special interests, and slams the door on
school cafeterias; college classrooms;
and hospitals all over this Nation. If
this budget represents the future of our
children, then the future looks grim. It
is no wonder Mr. KASICH says he is
nervous.

Mr. Chairman, education is our fu-
ture. Education, not reckless spending
cuts, must be our Nation’s No. 1 prior-
ity. The most glaring mistake in this
budget is that it makes deep cuts in
education to pay for a tax break for
wealthy special interests.

Our children should be the most im-
portant special interest for this Con-
gress, not the privileged few with influ-
ence over the Republican budget proc-
ess.

It is too bad kids don’t have powerful
lobbyists here in Washington, because
many of the education programs which
are important to our children’s future
are being assaulted in this budget:

Goals 2000 is eliminated; Head Start is
cut dramatically; bilingual education
is terminated; President Clinton’s na-
tional service program will disappear
school lunch and school breakfast is
cut the entire Department of Edu-
cation would be eliminated, clearly
demonstrating to the American people
the majority’s lack of commitment to
the future of our children.

This budget is not limited to attack
on our young children, it also attacks
low- and middle-income college stu-
dents, and their families. On May 8,
1995, the New York Times called the
Republican budget resolution ‘‘the
strongest assault in recent years on
student-aid programs.’’

Mr. Chairman, this assault makes a
mockery of our Nation’s core values—
the opportunity to get a good edu-
cation, and the opportunity to get
ahead. Taking away the college loan
interest subsidy, which the Govern-
ment provides to students while they
are in college, amounts to taking away
the American dream from all but the
privileged few. Nationwide, college
costs will increase by an average of
$5,000. Low- and middle-income stu-
dents and their families just won’t be
able to foot this bill. In addition, these
cuts in student aid threaten our future
economic health and our global com-
petitiveness. In a time when our coun-
try needs people who are more edu-
cated, not less, in order to compete in
the global marketplace, this assault on
our low- and middle-income families is
also an assault on American’s eco-
nomic future.

Also, if we want to get people off wel-
fare and into the work force, these cuts
in education send us in the wrong di-
rection. As a former welfare mother—
able to work myself off welfare because
I had a good education—I can tell you
for sure that these cuts are just plain
wrong.

Make no mistake about it, when
Members of Congress cast their vote on
this budget, they are providing their
constituents with a clear ‘‘yes or no’’
answer to the following question:
Should we take education and nutri-
tion away from children; college aid
away from students; and health care
away from seniors in order to put
money into the hands of wealthy spe-
cial interests?

I beg my colleagues to answer with a
resounding ‘‘no’’ by rejecting this
budget.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. FRANKS], a distinguished
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et.

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK].

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Chairman, I
just noted the gentlewoman across the
aisle was saying that there are no spe-
cial lobbyists for the children, no pow-
erful special lobbyists for the children
back home. I know one man that is
standing right here who is a powerful
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lobbyist for three young children in
Kansas. I am here representing them,
as many of my colleagues are. We are
terribly concerned about them. That is
why we are balancing the budget.

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, this is the most expensive
credit card in the history of the world.
This card has been used by decades by
politicians in Washington, DC, to buy
things that we simply cannot afford.

In the process, we have accumulated
deficit after deficit and piled up debt
upon debt. The very children that we
profess to be so deeply concerned about
are the people who are being asked to
pay off this enormous debt. The only
answer to ending this deficit spending
and to begin to pay down this enor-
mous debt which is putting a burden on
our children and on our families is to
balance the budget.

Mr. Chairman, just like every Amer-
ican family who, when they have an
important objective to meet, sit
around the kitchen table and have to
prioritize what is essential, identify
what is important and talk about what
they can do without, that great his-
toric discussion begins for the first
time in a generation right here right
now.

Ladies and gentlemen, this is the
time for a balanced budget.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from New York [Ms. SLAUGH-
TER].

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

Mr. Chairman, one group of children
that no Member here is lobbying for—
and it is obvious we lobby for our own
and our grandchildren—are the home-
less children in the United States,
numbering between 750,000 and 1 mil-
lion on a daily basis. These are not
children that caused the deficit. These
are the children of parents who used to
work and who do not anymore.

This program, which is very modest,
has helped over 350,000 children since
1990. The number of homeless children
not in school because of this program
has dropped from 50 to 18 percent. Obvi-
ously it works.

A nation that believes that it is bet-
ter to allow 750,000 to 1 million Amer-
ican children to grow up in shelters
and on the streets and not to be in
school has no reason to expect not to
reap the whirlwind that growing up
uneducated, unhealthy, and untrained
will assure us. This program that costs
so little and produces so much could
only be eliminated by meanness.

It is a total transfer of the benefits
for homeless children to the very rich
who benefit from the tax cut.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Staten Island, NY [Ms.
MOLINARI], a very hardworking member
of the committee.

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

Mr. Chairman, let me just say what
we have here today is a difference in
definition between the two political
parties as to the American dream.

The Democrats, as you hear, say it is
OK to add to the deficit. Increase
taxes, the Government will save the
day Over the next 6 or 7 hours, we are
going to hear from the other side, a
picking out of small programs through-
out this budget that we believe the
country will absolutely fall apart if
they are not continued to be funded.

What you will not hear in their
American dream is how to balance the
budget, how to restore economic equity
to the next generation, how to posi-
tively bring back that vision of hope to
Americans regardless of their age.

The Republicans, on the other hand,
have defined the American dream, but
we have gotten that definition from
people who pay taxes throughout this
country, who tell us to stop runaway
spending, reduce the deficit, and bal-
ance the budget. ‘‘If you want to help
our children, really help our children,
let them grow up in an opportunity so-
ciety that is debt-free.’’

That is how we discourage homeless
children. That is how we increase edu-
cational opportunities. That is how me
make sure that we in Washington do
not define the American dream, but
create an economy that allows the
children and their parents throughout
this Nation to feel, to dream, and to
hope for a tomorrow that right now
today, under the current Democrat
spending plan of no new options, will
lead them to one big dead end.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
and the people who are watching today
to dare to dream the American dream
and join in supporting the Republican
budget.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 5 seconds.

The Republicans want to cut Medi-
care, Medicaid, education, and a host of
programs to pay for a tax cut for the
rich.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 23⁄4 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Michigan [Ms.
RIVERS], a distinguished new member
of our committee who has been out-
standing in her work.

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, at the
end of this month I will celebrate my
20th anniversary of graduation from
high school. The next day I will cele-
brate my 20th anniversary of my mar-
riage.
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My husband and I got married the
day after high school. I was 18; he was
17. At the time we were married we had
few skills, little money, and a rough
row to hoe. By the time we were 21 we
had our second child. Today, 20 years
later, I have an undergraduate degree,
I have a law degree, and I represent my
community in the people’s House, the
Congress of the United States.

What made the difference for me?
What made the difference for me is
what has made the difference for many,

many Americans over the years, edu-
cation, and an education was only
available to me because there were stu-
dent loans, because I could borrow
money, because I could get a helping
hand. It made all the difference. It still
took me 15 years to get 7 years of edu-
cation, but I would have been shut out
had I not been able to ask for help.

And yet now we see a Republican
plan that retreats from that position,
that makes it harder to go to school,
that makes it harder to get ahead.

Chairman KASICH mentioned the
American dream. Mr. Chairman, I will
tell you I have lived the American
dream. I have done what countless oth-
ers have done. I have worked hard, I
have persevered. I have played by the
rules, and now that I have walked
through the doors of opportunity, I
would like to see them kept open for
others to follow.

I think it is a terrible hypocrisy for
folks on the other side, particularly in
the leadership, who have climbed the
ladder and now wish to pull it up be-
hind them. We need to say no to this
budget and to make it clear that any
retreat in student aid is unacceptable.

The CHAIRMAN. Let the Chair state
that, before the time comes for the
Joint Economic Committee’s part of
this debate, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. KASICH] has 31⁄2 minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. SABO] has 3 minutes 10 seconds re-
maining.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. KOLBE].

Mr. KOLBE. Just very quickly, Mr.
Chairman, the previous speaker talked
about the education of homeless chil-
dren. What she is talking about is a
program that funds an Office of Coordi-
nator of Education for Homeless Chil-
dren and Youth in the State edu-
cational agency. And in the functions
of the Office of Coordinator, page after
page of State plans, local education
agency requirements. There is not one
bit of program for homeless kids in
here. It is a bureaucracy. It is a State
agency, it is a coordinator. There are
no programs in here.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentlewoman from New
York [Ms. SLAUGHTER].

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I
just wanted to respond to the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE], be-
cause I have a report on the homeless
in his own district.

There are 64 children right now in
Amphi High School. Three earned a 4.0
grade average in 1992, another 5 GPA’s
at 3.5 or better. Ninety percent have
improved their grades since entering
the program.

None of the students served by the
McKinney grant dropped out of the
school in the first semester. We believe
the success of these students is due to
our policy of encouraging perfect at-
tendance and academic excellence, as
well as to the support they receive
from the independent living class.
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Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2

minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. OLVER].

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

Mr. Chairman, if this resolution is
adopted the Republicans are going to
cut $4 billion every year for the next 7
years out of educational aid programs,
and that is in addition, all up and down
the line of education programs, and
that is in addition to one of the biggest
blows to education that you could
make, and that is the $19 billion that is
taken out of these in-school interest
subsidies for our college students.

Who does that interest-subsidy re-
moval hurt? Here is an example of
someone in my district who depends on
student aid. Her name is Theresa
McGuire, a 34-year-old college student
at North Adams State College in west-
ern Massachusetts. She is a single par-
ent, the mother of a 7-year-old daugh-
ter. She left a low-paying, no-benefits,
dead-end job to go back to school only
when she knew she would be able to get
that kind of financial aid. She now has
a 4.0 grade point average. She is two se-
mesters from her bachelor of arts. She
is going to go on to graduate school.
And she would manage to finish be-
cause she is almost finished anyway,
but there are millions of others in posi-
tions like that who will not start or
will find that their school is made con-
siderably more expensive.

Mr. Chairman, why in the world
would the Republicans focus on the
getting-ahead opportunities for people
like Theresa McGuire to pass a tax
cut?

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS], a member of the
Committee on the Budget.

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time to me.

All my life I have wanted to serve in
Government, whether it was as a civil
servant or as an elected official, so it
was a dream come true for me to have
an opportunity to serve first as a State
legislator and then as a Member of
Congress.

When I was a State legislator and
first elected I started to notice that
Congress, unlike the States and unlike
my State of Connecticut, could spend
more than it raised. And I thought,
well, they can do it but they will not.
And I saw it happen one year, and I saw
it happen another year, and I saw it
happen another year. For 13 years I
watched Congress spend more money
than it raised. And I know who is hurt
by that. It is all of the children who
have to pay the bill.

So I saw my Congress spend more
than it raised. And when I was in Con-
gress, along with a number of others, I
have been working and waiting for the
opportunity to vote finally for a budget
that will get our financial house in
order.

Today I have this chance. I have
waited 20 years for this day to get our
financial house in order, and that is

what we are doing and we are doing it
fairly. We are going to take 7 years ad-
mittedly, but we are going to spend 19
percent more in the seventh year than
we spend today. We are going to slow
the growth in spending.

Only in Washington. I know no other
place in the world, only in Washington
is an increase in spending called a cut,
only in Washington. Where else when
you spend more do they call it a cut? I
never found a place anywhere else but
in Washington.

We are going to spend more. Admit-
tedly domestic spending is going to go
down, because we are going to downsize
and we are going to reorganize it and
provide better services in the process.
International, foreign aid is going to go
down; that is a cut. Defense spending is
going to stay relatively the same.

But Medicare and Medicaid, they go
up. Medicaid goes up 36 percent in the
next 7 years, it goes up, it does not go
down. I hear cuts. It goes up. It is $89
billion; it will be $121 billion. We are
going to spend $33 billion more in the
next 7 years than we spent in the last
7 years. That is a spending increase,
maybe not as much as some people
want, but it is not a cut.

But most importantly, we want to
save Medicare. It is going bankrupt. We
know from the President that in the
next year it starts to go bankrupt and
in 7 years it is bankrupt. We want to
protect it and we want to improve it.
We want to save Medicare. We are
going to have a 45-percent increase in
Medicare. That is a cut? Well, in Wash-
ington it might be, but nowhere else in
the world.

We are going to spend $659 billion
more in the next 7 years than in the
last 7 years. Is that a cut? No. We are
going to spend more. Only in Washing-
ton is an increase in spending called a
cut, and I am fed up with it.

What we are doing today is we are
having a sea change. We are going to
change the way Washington does
things.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] has 1
minute and 10 seconds remaining dur-
ing this part of the debate.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, if the mi-
nority does not object, I would like to
yield 1 minute and 30 seconds to the
gentlewoman from New York [Ms.
VELÁZQUEZ], and we will take the 24
seconds out of the next hour.

Mr. KASICH. I do not know if we can
be that reasonable.

The CHAIRMAN. By the sufferance of
the Chair the gentlewoman from New
York is recognized for 1 minute and 30
seconds.

(Ms. VELÁZQUEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, we
have heard a lot of rhetoric from the
new majority this year. When it comes
to this budget, they outdo themselves.
They talk about saving our children
and grandchildren. What they do is the
exact opposite. They take Federal dol-

lars away from our children to be able
to give huge tax breaks to the wealthi-
est families in this country.

With a $7 billion cut in education and
training programs, this budget will
deny thousands of children their
chance for a decent education and a
brighter future. The only ones who
have a brighter future under this budg-
et plan are the wealthiest families in
this country. They will get over $281
billion in tax breaks under this budget.
There is no bright future for our kids
in this budget.

Saving our kids means giving them
new books, building them new and
safer schools.

Let us stop the rhetoric, Mr. Chair-
man, and speak to the truth. The only
savings that is going on here is in the
tax bill for the rich.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
agreement entered into prior to the
House going into the Committee of the
Whole, the next hour will be devoted to
a debate controlled by the members of
the Joint Economic Committee. Under
the rule, however, that time is con-
trolled by the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. KASICH] and the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SABO].

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to yield my 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SAXTON] and that he be allowed to
control the time.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30

minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. STARK], and I ask unanimous
consent that he be allowed to control
that time.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON] will be
recognized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. STARK]
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON].

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. KLOBE], a member of the
Committee on the Budget.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, earlier
the gentlewoman from New York [Ms.
SLAUGHTER] was again talking about
the office of coordinator of education
for homeless children. Let me just read
that sentence from the Department of
Education’s budget:

This program provides formula grants to
States to operate an Office of Coordinator of
Education for Homeless Children and Youth
and to develop and carry out a State plan for
the education of homeless children.

The education comes out of Head
Start, out of title I; it does not come
out of this. We are talking about cut-
ting out a bureaucracy. The tax cuts,
we are going to be talking now about
the tax part of this thing, go to take
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care of senior citizens and children,
senior citizens and children, the next
generation of Americans and that gen-
eration now which deserves our help,
the senior citizens.

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

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this
hour of debate is to focus on the eco-
nomic implications of the budget pro-
posal before us. I believe that this de-
bate today is truly a very historic de-
bate, and to the extent that the Com-
mittee on the Budget has worked very
diligently, I congratulate them on
bringing us to this historic point. For
the first time since the 1980’s Congress
is preparing to confront the tidal wave
of red ink drowning our country’s fu-
ture. Listening to the prophets of
doom, one comes away with the im-
pression that balancing the budget is
an exercise in group sacrifice, when in
fact we believe it is just the opposite.
Balance the budget is only painful if we
accept the premise that every Amer-
ican is dependent upon the Federal
Government. We reject that premise.

A true understanding of the eco-
nomic rationale for balancing the
budget is that by reducing spending we
are freeing the economy from the bur-
dens of the state. We are renewing the
time-honored American values of inde-
pendence, responsibility, and hard
work.

However, we are faced with a di-
lemma. Do we once again attempt to
balance the budget by hobbling the
economy with higher taxes, or do we
balance the budget in a manner con-
sistent with economic prosperity? That
is the big question, and I submit to my
colleagues today that the American
people told us last November to bal-
ance the budget in a way that makes
the economy grow, and they told us to
reduce taxes at the same time.

The American people understand
that these two goals are consistent,
and so it is essential for us to do both.

Why is it important to balance the
budget with lower taxes? Because bal-
anced budgets alone have limited
power to unleash the competitive
power of America’s workers, which is
the basis of our economic prosperity,
not big Government.
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The President and his administration
have crowed about how wonderful this
recovery has been. Let us take a
minute to focus on the history of eco-
nomic recoveries. Economic recoveries
do what their name implies: They re-
store the economic performance of a
poor economy to the economic per-
formance of a good economy. Tradi-
tionally, during economic recoveries,
productivity, incomes, and job growth
are higher than the norm.

On the other hand, the current eco-
nomic recovery has continued for sev-
eral quarters. However, it has not cre-
ated the prosperity of other economic
recoveries. Far from it. In the first 3
years of the expansion of this recovery,

real gross domestic product grew by
less than half, less than half of the
growth of GDPs in other recoveries.
The Clinton recovery has been a failure
in restoring productivity and in restor-
ing incomes. Productivity grew by an
average rate of about 3.1 percent in the
two decades immediately following
World War II. However, during the
1970’s, productivity decreased alarm-
ingly. Growth was again restored dur-
ing the Reagan expansion. However,
since President Reagan, productivity
has declined to the level of the 1970’s,
which is totally unacceptable.

In the current recovery, productivity
gains in the service sector, have, in
fact, been negative. Incomes have also
been flat in the current economic re-
covery. Real median income increases
dropped in 1991, 1992, and 1993, unique,
unique for a sustained expansion. The
only other time in American history
post-World War II when GDP grew and
family incomes fell was in 1979 during
the Carter administration.

The Clinton recovery also is not pro-
viding Americans with quality jobs. If
real median family incomes are falling,
this means that new jobs created by
this recovery offer wages below the av-
erage.

What has the Clinton administration
done to counter this trend? They have
piled additional burdens on American
families with higher taxes and more
regulations. The major reason for stag-
nating incomes is that failure of the
economy to provide adequate capital
for a robust economy and robust eco-
nomic growth. Net fixed investment
ran about 5 percent of GDP in the
1980’s, but has fallen to under 4 percent,
3.8 percent, to be more exact, today.

Economists have debated the reasons
for the slowdown of investment, but
they are almost unanimous in believ-
ing that it is the high taxes on capital
income that is primarily responsible
for lowering investment and subse-
quently lowering incomes.

When confronted with the positive
steps made by the House with the Con-
tract With America and now with this
budget proposal, many of our friends
across the aisle and down Pennsylvania
Avenue have resorted to the timeworn
class warfare arguments. The Sec-
retary of Labor is a great example.
Secretary Reich has labeled the prob-
lem of stagnating incomes the prob-
lems of the ‘‘anxious class.’’ Unfortu-
nately, the administration has not
learned the lessons of the anxious
class. The anxious class spoke in No-
vember 1994. They said they are afraid
of a Government that takes a large
portion of their income in taxes, a Gov-
ernment that spends money impru-
dently, a Government that regulates in
capricious and cavalier manner, and
they rejected it categorically.

The Clinton administration, in its
economic report of the President,
states that the economy cannot grow
faster than 2.5 percent. Imagine, our
administration, the current adminis-
tration, stating to us that the economy

cannot grow faster than 2.5 percent.
They look at the experience of the
1970’s and the early 1990’s to buttress
their claims that a faster growing
economy will generate inflation. Real
economic growth has stagnated in re-
cent years. However, the postwar an-
nual average of growth was 3.9 percent,
almost 4 percent. The difference be-
tween the postwar real GDP rate of
growth and the current real GDP rate
of growth has been labeled by econo-
mists as the growth deficit.

I might point to this chart at this
point and say that had growth contin-
ued as it should have, if taxes had been
kept low and if regulations had been
kept at a reasonable level, the red line
indicates what GDP growth would be
today, and, of course, the blue line rep-
resents what it actually is. Real eco-
nomic growth has stagnated, and as we
go through the postwar times and the
3.9 percent increase, if the economy
had grown at the present postwar
growth rate, the real GDP would be,
and the difference here, of course, the
deficit is $1.6 trillion.

Per capita GDP would be approxi-
mately $6,600 larger. A family of four,
therefore, would have an annual in-
come of and an additional $26,000. Pret-
ty neat, it would have been.

Why can we not achieve the level of
growth of the postwar years? Because
the Government is taking too many re-
sources away from the private sector
to satisfy its ever-expanding appetite
for more Government and the need for
more tax dollars to support it. This is
why balancing the budget is so impor-
tant. It provides for the kind of eco-
nomic growth that we need, and we
must contain Government spending to
get it.

Government spending is clearly a
negative for economic growth. Econo-
mists now understand that, as the Gov-
ernment grows too large, it destroys
the necessary incentives for a healthy
economy. From Moscow, Russia, to
Moscow, ID, and from Paris, France, to
Paris, TX, people understand that the
size of Government today is the Gov-
ernment which is the biggest impedi-
ment to economic prosperity.

The party of the status quo on the
other side of the aisle who are content
to take shots at our budget without
producing a real one of their own are
resisting the people’s desire for smaller
Government and a stronger economy.
They are even resorting to the highly
unusual arguments like that of Laura
Tyson, President Clinton’s head eco-
nomic adviser, who has said any effort
to reduce Government spending means
a dollar in reduction in demand in the
economy, so it increases the
contractionary risk on the economy.
That statement is incredible, and it is
so incredible that she must have
meant, I think, something else. Clear-
ly, all economists understand that the
Government does not create wealth out
of thin air. Rather they tax citizens for
the resources using Government pro-
grams. If the Government does not
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spend tax dollars, citizens will use
them for other, more productive pur-
poses. If the Government, on the other
hand, takes our dollars, it will take
them away from citizens and their de-
sire to do more productive things with
them.

Rest assured that citizens will use
their dollars much more prudently
than Government bureaucrats will use
their tax dollars for them. Controlling
Government spending, then, will be an
ambitious gain for the economy. Pri-
vate entrepreneurs will have more in-
centives to take risks, to create jobs
and prosperity, but not the Govern-
ment, and we will all benefit from the
fruits of the labor of the private sector.

Historically, we can see the effects
on lower Government spending. As the
Government got larger, the economy’s
real rate of growth slowed. The process
we are initiating today is a historic
process to restore America to a high-
wage, high-growth economy. We are
truly at a crossroads.

What about those who say the Gov-
ernment has certain functions that pri-
vate markets cannot undertake? Well,
first, we have been deluded too often to
accept the arguments that the Govern-
ment must do this or that task. Pri-
vate markets are much more efficient
than Government processes.

And, second, these people are think-
ing only in the short run. If we take
the long-run perspective, we can see
that by maximizing economic growth,
we will maximize Government reve-
nues, and actually we have a chart here
that shows what happens when taxes
are kept down. We actually get more
revenue and more Government revenue
from growth than under the current
flawed system.

What about those who say that Gov-
ernment has functions to undertake?
Well, we agree that it does. But to bal-
ance the budget, we will have other
benefits as the economy responds to
our efforts. Increased economic growth
will make it easier for us to reform the
tax system, and we are hearing more
and more from citizens who are angry
with the current tax system. They find
it capricious and difficult to under-
stand.

Economic growth will allow a more
reasoned approach to taxation.

The economy loses many of its best
and brightest careers that simply in-
terpret the Tax Code. All the efforts of
accountants and lawyers to understand
the tax system are lost to the econ-
omy. They do not bring more revenue
to the Treasury. They do not generate
goods and services to make Americans
wealthier or richer or better off. Rath-
er, correctly understood, the time and
expense to prepare tax forms is another
form of taxation that reduces economic
wealth. Reducing the burdens of the
tax system will make Americans
wealthier because it will free up these
revenues as well.

The new ethic must take hold with
regard to taxation. A long time, too
long, we have focused on the debate,

with the debate, on the impact of tax-
ation on the distribution at static
losses, a term we hear inside the belt-
way a great deal. We have ignored the
dynamic harm done to every American
worker by excessively taxing capital.
Taxation reform must recognize that
the prime determinant of wage growth
is capital investment. We cannot help
Americans to economic prosperity
without reforming the tax system.

Also, we cannot allow this oppor-
tunity to pass, and the key to future
tax reform is reducing the size of Gov-
ernment today. That is what our budg-
et does.

The American voter wants a healthy
economy. The American voter wants
lower taxes. The American voter wants
a smaller Government. We must re-
strain spending to reduce the deficit.

We are not reducing spending because
we are masochists. Rather, we are re-
ducing spending to enlarge opportuni-
ties for all Americans to produce eco-
nomic growth. Reducing Government,
reducing Government spending is the
most positive thing we can do for the
American people, for older Americans,
for future generations, and for today’s
children. It is a win-win strategy.

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

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

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

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, this is
the hour allotted to the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee. I thought it was
train schedules for the Metro here. But
I am going to explain that, as we
learned in agricultural economics, that
chicken droppings and chicken salad
come from the same place, but there is,
indeed, a world of difference between
them.

The budget resolution, as propounded
by my Republican friends, really has
nothing to do with economics. It has to
do with a little accounting sleight-of-
hand, perhaps some legislative legerde-
main, but certainly not economics.

It does represent massive redistribu-
tion from the elderly to the rich. Pro-
grams that benefit average Americans
are cut, reduced, squeezed, whatever
you want to call it, to provide huge tax
breaks for the wealthiest people among
us. Cuts to finance those breaks are
made across the board, children’s pro-
grams, Medicaid earned income tax
credit, a whole host of credits, to given
tax cuts to the rich.

Today, however, I would like to focus
on the proposed cuts in just one area.
Guess what, Medicare. The resolution
would require us to cut $283 billion out
of the Medicare Program. That is a big
chunk of cut.

Now, the Republicans would like to
pretend, and this is interesting, this is
what economists do all the time, they
pretend something is what it ain’t. The
Republicans would like to pretend that
these are not really cuts, just reduc-
tions in the rate of growth.
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Now, that argument is, in economic

language, specious, misleading, and
hypocritical. For the Social Security
recipients, these proposals increase
out-of-pocket costs while reducing
availability and quality of medical
services.

Now, the Republicans would make it
sound as if Medicare costs rise over
time because the program is growing,
as if Congress is adding entitlements
and new services, or paying higher re-
imbursement rates, or covering new
categories of people. But none of those
things are true. The truth is the Re-
publican cuts would come out of the
amount needed to keep benefits and
rates at current levels. That is all.

In 2002 alone, payments for each sen-
ior will increase by over $1,000. That is
economics that the seniors in my dis-
trict understand. The increases in the
Medicare premiums and deductibles
seniors would pay are not even the
whole story. These cuts that the Re-
publicans are talking about would re-
duce seniors’ access to health care and
require new copayments for services
such as lab tests, home health care,
and skilled nursing facilities.

Seniors in California in my area
would have to pay almost $1,500 more
on the average for health care by the
end of the 7th year. That is economics,
ladies and gentlemen, that they can
understand. Yet my Republican col-
leagues complain that the Government
programs do not work.

The distinguished vice chairman of
the Joint Economic Committee, the
ranking Republican member, just said
this is about independence, responsibil-
ity, and hard work. Hogs on ice are
independent. There are a lot of respon-
sible people out there, and certainly we
all know about hard work after Speak-
er GINGRICH’s 100 days.

But, these proposals do not illustrate
any of that. They illustrate how you
can destroy Government, if that is
really what you want to do, and I sub-
mit that is what the Republicans are
about. And these proposals illustrate
how.

They take an effective program and
cripple it. Last year much smaller
Medicare cuts were proposed. The Re-
publicans complained that any Medi-
care cuts, and that is the word you all
used, you Republicans, you, would de-
stroy the qualified and ability of care
for seniors under the program. Given
their objections to last year’s proposed
cuts, how can they possibly come back
and justify larger cuts this year?

They have tried to hide their inten-
tions about Medicare by claiming they
are just trying to save the trust fund.
Well, now, here is an economic term.
The seniors will recognize that claim
as baloney. That is Economics 102. The
proposed Medicare cuts are much larg-
er than are needed.

The only Republican proposal relat-
ing to Medicare so far that has passed
this House actually makes the trust
fund worse by repealing factions on
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high income elderly that were dedi-
cated to the trust fund. That hardly
seems like a good way to save the trust
fund.

Last year, my colleagues on the
Democratic side of the aisle proposed
Medicare reforms that would have
saved $168 billion over 7 years in the
Medicare trust fund, and the Repub-
licans, to the man and woman, voted
against it. They argued that they
wanted to support an amendment to
strip the savings on the theory that
they would ruin Medicare with the
cuts. Now, if $168 billion was going to
ruin it last year, $238 billion is going to
knock the socks off it this year.

You have been treating, you Repub-
licans, you, the specific details of that
Medicare plan like it was the Stealth
bomber plans, top secret. DORNAN could
not have kept them more secret. They
know that savings, you Republicans
know, of the size that you are propos-
ing, cannot be achieved without abso-
lutely devastating the Medicare Pro-
gram and placing new burdens on So-
cial Security recipients.

No wonder you are nervous about re-
vealing what you intend to do. But let
me tell you, my friends on the other
side of the aisle, here is a hint of what
they have up their sleeves. Medical in-
surance, part B, that covers doctors
payments, which is by the way finan-
cially solvent and does not need any
cuts to maintain its solvency, the Re-
publicans are planning to double the
deductible that beneficiaries pay before
Medicare reimburses them for their
doctors bills. After doubling it, that is
not enough, they are going to index it
so that their payments do not keep up,
but their co-pays keep up with infla-
tion, and they go up every year, just to
remind these seniors how tough they
are when they raise the cost of Medi-
care every year for the next 7 years and
on into the future. They plan to in-
crease the premiums that Medicare en-
rollees must pay. And if that is not
enough, they make the patients pay a
bigger share of laboratory tests, home
health care services, skilled nursing fa-
cilities, all those things that the sen-
iors are going to need.

Here is the bottom line. Medicare pa-
tients will pay more upfront for their
coverage, and if they get sick they are
going to pay even more than that. No
wonder you are not anxious to tell us
what is hidden in that budget. These
Medicare cuts will hurt. They will hurt
beneficiaries, they will hurt the entire
health care system, and ultimately
hurt the economy. You knew I would
get to it.

Our economy and society as a whole
will be devastated. Hard-working
Americans who paid Medicare taxes for
years will find themselves without
medical insurance they had been
counting on. Confidence in that portion
of Social Security will be undermined,
and rightly so.

If you arbitrarily change a contract,
renege on a deal, pull back on a prom-
ise to seniors that was made back in

1965, that we promised these workers,
they will know you are reneging, they
will know you are chintzy, they will
know what your contract is. The
health care system will suffer, espe-
cially in rural areas and inner cities.
Hospitals will go bankrupt, rural
health clinics and community health
care centers will be forced to close, and
medical care will be rationed and qual-
ity will decline. The overall economy
will be harmed as those proposals slash
Medicare and do nothing about rising
health care costs, as the President has
asked us to do.

We cannot continue to spend an ever
increasing share of our national in-
come, and that is an economic term, on
health care. But cutting health insur-
ance for seniors and the poor without
reforming the system is unfair and un-
wise. And making these cuts in order
to finance tax breaks for the wealthy
just compounds the folly and exacer-
bates the existing divisions.

One more thing, just a word of ad-
vice. You are going to fix this by
changing the CPI, aren’t you? You are
counting on that adjusting. Well, we
have got a suggestion. If you really
want to be tricky, and I see the good
doctor sitting there, all we have to do
is raise normal from 98.6 to 103 and we
will save billions in Medicare. How
would you like that? That makes about
as much sense as the rest of this budg-
et.

So I urge you to defeat the budget,
save the seniors from the destruction
of Medicare, and get on about the busi-
ness of seeing this country build and
grow as it has over the past several
years.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Egan, IL, population 42 [Mr.
MANZULLO].

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, this
Republican budget is the first step to-
ward balancing the budget and putting
our Nation back on the path towards
fiscal responsibility. We will reduce or
eliminate programs that may sound
nice on paper, but in reality throw
away billions of hard-earned taxpayers’
dollars every year. And we may elimi-
nate some worthy programs for which
there is simply no money, but without
which this Nation can function.

We are approaching a national debt
of $5 trillion, and each year we go into
debt $200 billion more. This means $200
billion a year is added to the national
debt. Today the tax rate for local,
State, and Federal taxes is 50 percent.
That means that a family with both
husband and wife working, one spouse
is working solely for taxes.

According to the Clinton administra-
tion’s Office of Management and Budg-
et, if we do not make dramatic changes
in this country’s fiscal policy, every
child born after 1993 will pay between
84 and 94 percent of his or her income
for local, State, and Federal taxes.
That means out of an annual income of
$30,000, a child will be left with only
$1,800 to $2,100 after taxes each year on

which to live. This is hardly the legacy
we want to leave our children.

The findings of the Bipartisan Com-
mission on Entitlements and Tax Re-
form show that absent policy changes,
entitlement spending and interest on
the national debt alone will consume
all Federal revenues by the year 2012.
That means no money for defense, no
money for education, no money for
roads and bridges, no money for law en-
forcement.

The Republicans propose a common
sense solution to the deficit problem.
Slow the growth of spending to about
2.2 percent a year so that revenues
catch up with spending levels, which
should occur by 2002. By reducing the
deficit, the Nation will benefit in re-
duced interest rates, more employ-
ment, and a stronger economic cli-
mate.

The Medicare trustees, including
those appointed by President Clinton,
say that the Medicare Trust Fund will
be out of money in 7 years. This means
if something is not done to preserve
Medicare by the year 2002, there will be
no money to pay for seniors’ medical
expenses. To preserve and protect Med-
icare, the Republican budget puts it on
a road towards fiscal responsibility and
puts us on a glide path towards a bal-
anced budget.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote for the Republican budget.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. VISCLOSKY].

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of the Democratic coalition substitute
budget resolution, and in opposition to
the Republican proposal.

I believe that the time has come to
balance the budget. This is what my
constituents want because they know
that the economic futures of their chil-
dren and grandchildren depend on it.
They want us to balance the budget in
a way that is both fair and effective,
and this is what the Democratic sub-
stitute would do.

The Democratic substitute is fair be-
cause it asks everyone, regardless of
age or circumstance in life, to share
the sacrifice for the benefit of the com-
mon good. Unlike the Republican plan,
it does not transfer funding for social
programs, that benefit the old and
poor, to subsidize tax cuts for the rich.

Further, the Democratic coalition
substitute will work. I am an original
cosponsor of this measure because it
takes a rational and responsible ap-
proach to balancing the budget. Not
only does it restore sane spending pri-
orities by adding back funding for edu-
cation, health, and economic develop-
ment programs, it also achieves a
budget surplus in 2002 that is $500 mil-
lion higher than that proposed in Mr.
KASICH’S plan. Less pain with more
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gain—Why? Because this alternative
resolution reaffirms the logic of
achieving a balanced budget one step
at a time. This means holding off on
enacting expensive tax cuts, which re-
quire slashing vital programs, until we
are well on our way to ensuring a
healthy national economy that can be
enjoyed by generations to come.

I have serious concerns about the ap-
proach taken by the Republican budget
resolution. For example, the proposed
two-step reconciliation process would
delay the consideration of painful
spending cuts, until after politically
popular tax cuts have been given away.
If the Republican majority is truly se-
rious about including tax cuts in their
proposal, they should make sure they
have the money to pay for these cuts
up front, not after the fact. It seems
the new Republican majority has for-
gotten the old Republican rallying
cry—‘‘Cut Spending First.’’ Balancing
the budget is like curing a cold, the
longer you put off swallowing bad-tast-
ing medicine, the longer it takes to re-
turn to good health.

In addition, the Republican budget
backloads deficit reduction until after
the year 2000, when the spending cuts
kick in and interest rates decline. In
fact, nearly two-thirds of the deficit re-
duction in the Republican plan occurs
in the final 3 years. This is an approach
that was tested in the early 1980’s
under President Reagan and failed.
When it came time to make the dif-
ficult cuts, they did not materialize.
Remember, the 1980’s was the decade
when the debt tripled under Republican
control of the White House. Therefore,
as far as the effectiveness of the ap-
proach to deficit reduction is con-
cerned, I would say, ‘‘Been there, done
that, let’s not do it again.’’

Finally, I am pleased that the coali-
tion substitute includes enforcement
language. In January, I supported a
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget for the first time because I
finally lost faith that the President
and the Congress have the resolve to
balance the budget without a constitu-
tional mandate. While this initiative
failed, I still believe that we need to
hold our feet to the fire and enforce our
budgetary decisions.

Earlier this year, I introduced the
Balanced Budget Enforcement Act of
1995, H.R. 1516, along with our col-
leagues, Representatives STENHOLM,
DOOLEY, BARRETT, MINGE, and
POSHARD. This legislation, which I co-
sponsored in the 102d and 103d Con-
gresses when introduced by our former
colleagues, Leon Panetta and Tim
Penny, respectively, would enact
tough, new measures to reform the
budget process and eliminate the Fed-
eral budget deficit by the year 2002. It
would do so by setting spending caps
and using across-the-board cuts if the
targets, set and evaluated by a non-
partisan Board of Estimates, aren’t
met. Yesterday, I asked the Rules Com-
mittee to allow me to offer sense-of-
Congress language endorsing the ap-

proach embodied in H.R. 1516 as an
amendment to the budget resolution.
Unfortunately, this request was denied.
In any event, I believe that this legisla-
tion needs to become central to debate
on budget process reform later this
year.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I believe
that balancing the budget is our re-
sponsibility as Members of Congress. I
have always supported a balanced
budget, and the responsibility to
achieve this is not one that I take
lightly. Over the years, I have fre-
quently taken the political road less
traveled in the name of deficit reduc-
tion. When I am in northwest Indiana,
I tell my constituents that I am op-
posed to cutting their taxes because it
would undermine serious efforts to re-
duce the deficit. In March, I was one of
only six Democrats to support the re-
scissions bill, H.R. 1158, because I be-
lieve we need to start making tough
spending decisions now.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PETER-
SON].

(Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, as a fiscal conserv-
ative who believes that it is critical
that we put our fiscal house in order, I
cannot tell you how much fun it is to
participate in this debate today on how
we should be balancing the budget in-
stead of debating whether or not we
should be balancing the budget.

I want to congratulate the other side
and the gentleman from Ohio, Chair-
man KASICH, for helping to make this
debate possible and for bringing a
budget to the House floor which tack-
les many of the tough choices that we
have to face. I also want to congratu-
late the gentleman from new York [Mr.
SOLOMON] and the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. NEUMANN] for the proposal
to balance the budget in 5 years.

Unfortunately, I cannot support the
committee resolution as it is before us
today. This resolution allows us to
postpone and possibly even avoid the
tough choices that we must make.
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that allows us to make the politically
popular and easy choices before we
even consider the real spending cuts
that are necessary to balance the budg-
et. Even if we do not duck these tough
choices, as this resolution allows us to
do, the overwhelming majority of the
spending cuts called for in this resolu-
tion will occur in the last 2 years.

I hope that the committee is right in
its assumptions, but I am afraid that
the savings that are supposed to occur
in the last 2 years will not materialize
and we will be left with a deficit that
continues to drag down our economy.

Fortunately, Mr. Chairman, the
House will have an opportunity to sup-

port a sensible and fiscally responsible
alternative to the committee resolu-
tion when the coalition budget is of-
fered as a substitute tomorrow. The co-
alition put together this alternative
because the coalition members have
long been committed to the goal of bal-
ancing the budget, but we believe that
it must be done in a way that makes
sense and will work.

The budget that we produced is a re-
alistic proposal that does make sense.
It achieves a balanced budget by the
year 2002. It borrows $160 billion less
than the committee resolution without
making unreasonable cuts in vital pro-
grams. Unlike the committee resolu-
tion which back loads the deficit re-
duction in the last 2 years, the coali-
tion budget cuts spending first and pro-
vides for a reasonable, level glide to-
wards a balanced budget in the year
2002.

Mr. Chairman, if my colleagues have
any reservations about the budget res-
olution before us today, I urge them to
review the coalition budget carefully. I
am confident that if they have done
that, they will agree with me that the
coalition budget is the most sensible
alternative before the House and de-
serve the support of all Members.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS].

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

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in very strong opposition to the pro-
posal presented by the Republican lead-
ership. At a time when this country
has a very large deficit and a $4.7 tril-
lion national debt, it is vulgar. It is
crass to be giving huge tax breaks to
the wealthiest people in this country
and to the largest corporations.

It is unacceptable that half the tax
breaks in this proposal go to people
making $100,000 a year or more and
that the wealthiest 1 percent will re-
ceive more in tax breaks than the bot-
tom 60 percent. It is pathetic that at a
time when the richest 1 percent of the
population own more wealth than the
bottom 90 percent and when the upper
4 percent of earners make more money
than do the bottom 50 percent of earn-
ers, that taxpayers making over
$200,000 a year receive a tax break of
$11,000 while those making less than
$30,000 receive a tax cut of $124. And the
rich get richer, and everyone else gets
poorer.

Mr. Chairman, it is especially out-
rageous to be talking about tax in-
creases for the rich when we all know
that it was the huge tax breaks for the
richest 1 percent in the 1980’s that was
a major cause of the explosion of the
deficit during that period. As a result
of tax breaks given to the wealthiest 1
percent, the Treasury Department lost
over $1.5 trillion between 1981 and 1992,
1.5 trillion in tax breaks to the richest
1 percent during the 1980’s. And guess
what in the 1990’s? They are coming
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back for more tax breaks for the very
same people. Shame.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in very strong opposi-
tion to this budget proposal presented by the
Republican leadership.

At a time when this country has a very large
deficit and a $4.7 trillion national debt, it is vul-
gar and it is crass to be giving huge tax
breaks to the wealthiest people in this country
and to the largest corporations.

It is unacceptable that half the tax breaks in
this proposal go to people making $100,000 a
year or more, and that the wealthiest 1 per-
cent will receive more in tax breaks than the
bottom 60 percent. It is pathetic that at a time
when the richest 1 percent own more wealth
than do the bottom 90 percent, and when the
upper 4 percent of earners make more money
than do the bottom 51 percent—that taxpayers
making over $200,000 a year receive a tax
break of more than $11,000, while those mak-
ing less than $30,000 would receive a tax cut
of $124. And the rich get richer and everyone
else gets poorer.

Mr. Chairman, it is especially outrageous to
be talking about any tax increase for the rich
when we all know that it was huge tax breaks
for the richest 1 percent in the 1980’s that was
a major cause of the explosion of the deficit
during that period. As a result of tax breaks
given to the wealthiest 1 percent, the Treasury
Department lost over $1.5 trillion between
1981 and 1992—which is approximately half
of the national debt that was accumulated dur-
ing that period. Given the fact that the tax
breaks provided to the wealthiest 1 percent is
largely responsible for the deficit, why in God’s
name would we give them more tax breaks
now.

Mr. Chairman, this Republican budget cuts
taxes for the rich and the largest corporations,
spends $92 billion more on the military over 7
years, and then makes devastating cuts for
the middle class, for working people, for the
elderly, for students, and for the poor.

Senior Citizens: At a time when many of our
seniors are finding it extremely difficult to pay
for their health care needs the Republican
House budget calls for, over a 7-year period,
a $282 billion cut in Medicare and a $184 bil-
lion cut in Medicaid. The American Association
of Retired Person [AARP] estimates that this
proposal means that the average Medicare
beneficiary would pay over $3,500 more out-
of-pocket over the next 7 years. Further, So-
cial Security will be cut by $24 billion from
1999 to 2002 due to a six-tenths of 1 percent
reduction in the COLA formulation. Also, the
LIHEAP fuel assistance program will be elimi-
nated, and there will be a major cut-back in
senior citizen housing. Such excellent senior
programs as the Foster Grandparents Pro-
gram, and RSVP will also be eliminated.

Education: While college costs are soaring,
and many middle class families are experienc-
ing declining incomes, the budget reduces stu-
dent loans by $33 billion. According to the ad-
ministration, the Republican plan to eliminate
Government-paid interest on student loans
while the student is in school would cost 4 mil-
lion undergraduates more than $3,000 each
during the course of a 4-year college career.

Further, the Republican budget would elimi-
nate or drastically reduce funding for such im-
portant educational programs including Goals
2000, the TRIO Program, title I, School-To-
Work, student incentive grants, Head Start
and Safe and Drug-Free Schools—among oth-

ers. There is little question that not only will
these cuts be harmful to education, but they
will result in higher state and local taxes.

Veterans: The bill passed by the House
Budget Committee would, over a 7-year pe-
riod, reduce veterans programs by $8.3 billion.
The Senate Budget Committee proposal would
reduce veterans benefits by $15.1 billion.
Among other cuts would be an increase in the
prescription drug copayment from $2 to $8.
The House bill would also reduce the COLA
on veterans compensation. It would also elimi-
nate the Veterans Employment Program under
the Job Partnership Training Act, the Disabled
Veterans Outreach program, the Local Veter-
ans Employment Representative Program, and
the homeless veterans reintegration project.

Workers: At a time when millions of Amer-
ican workers have lost their jobs because
many American companies are downsizing, or
moving to Mexico, this budget not only cuts
back significantly on job training programs, but
it eliminates unemployment insurance ex-
tended benefits. That means that unemployed
workers would not get assistance after 13
weeks.

The poor: While poverty is increasing and
the United States continues to have the high-
est rate of childhood poverty in the industri-
alized world, the Republican proposal cuts
back on food stamps, child nutrition programs,
childcare, affordable housing, WIC, and assist-
ance to the homeless.

Culture: At a time when television is filled
with more and more violence and junk, this
budget eliminates funding for the Corporation
for Public Broadcasting. It also eliminates
funding for the National Endowment for the
Arts which has been so effective in providing
seed money for many excellent projects.

Should the United States move toward a
balanced budget and address its $4.7 trillion
national debt? Yes. Should we, at the same
time, be giving huge tax breaks to the top 4
percent of earners who make more money
than do the bottom 50 percent? No. Should
we balance the budget on the backs of the
middle-class and working people who are al-
ready hurting, and who are experiencing a de-
cline in their standard of living? Absolutely not.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, could the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. PETERSON] ex-
plain to me the difference between the
budget program that you are suggest-
ing and the one that the Republicans
are proposing?

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STARK. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Yes, I
can. What we do is we basically start
with the Domenici budget but what we
do is we eliminate the tax cut. We take
that money and reallocate it to Medi-
care. We add $109 billion back to Medi-
care. We add $54 billion back to the
Medicaid from the Kasich budget. We
add back $5.6 billion in agriculture
cuts. We restore the student loan cuts.
We add $35 billion into the education
area and, I believe, $11 billion into the
area of health research.

Mr. STARK. You take that tax cut
for the very rich and invest it in the
bedrock of the American economy, in

students and farmers and in the grow-
ing economy of our country.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. That
is exactly right.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, that
sounds very good to me.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield, I think that is the right
way to go.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pontiac, IL [Mr. EWING], a member of
the Committee on the Budget.

(Mr. EWING asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the budget resolution.

Mr. Chairman, there is something in
this budget for everyone to dislike.
That is probably what makes it an ex-
cellent budget. For instance, I come
from rural America, from agricultural
land. For instance, the budget will cut
$9 billion over 5 years from agricul-
tural commodity programs alone. This
comes on top of major reductions in ag-
ricultural expenditures over the last
several years.

These cuts will be painful. They will
be painful for producers, for American
farmers, for agribusiness people, for
those who share an interest and an in-
vestment in the great industrial agri-
cultural-industrial business of this
country, as we struggle to compete
with heavily subsidized European agri-
culture.

But once again, those of us from farm
country are willing to step up to the
block and help reduce the deficit. The
difference is this time the cuts that
have been made will not go to addi-
tional Government spending, as they
were in past administrations. They will
go to deficit reduction. If every other
program in the Federal budget had
been cut, as agriculture has over the
last few years by the Democratic con-
trolled Congress, we would not be here
today debating how to balance the
budget. But that is history.

I am glad that this budget finally
forces all segments of this Government
to meet their responsibility in bal-
ancing the budget. For the first time
we are going to start controlling Gov-
ernment expenditures and guarantee
that the deficit will be zero by the year
2002.

This is real fiscal responsibility, the
kind of Government management that
the American people called for in the
last election, not what the last speak-
ers have been talking about, social
spending increases. It is about time we
tackled the issue. For the first time
the budget reverses the tax and spend
policy of the other side of the aisle.
There is no telling how fast our econ-
omy can grow when we turn it loose
and quit strangling it.

What are some of the things that will
come out of a balanced budget? Well,
let us first of all talk about tax relief.
Tax relief is not just for the wealthy. I
am certainly not wealthy. I do not ex-
pect one dime of tax relief, but there
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will be a lot of tax relief for American
families. That is better than the Gov-
ernment taking the money from them
and spending it for them. And you are
opposed to giving the families of Amer-
ica tax relief. I really cannot believe
that.

Chairman Greenspan has said, what
would come out of a balanced budget?
Probably a 2-percent reduction in the
interest rate. Well, I tell you, if you
know anything about business or the
economy, you know that is going to
create jobs.

I would rather give American agri-
culture a 2-percent cut in interest rates
than a bigger subsidy, and job creation.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS].

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, the car-
ing majority budget of the congres-
sional black caucus and the House pro-
gressive caucus is concerned about the
jobs necessary to keep our economy a
robust economy. Our priorities are
clear: education, job training and job
creation. And in the budget that we
have prepared, which is a balanced
budget, we provide for jobs, education
and job training.

The budget boldly sets forth invest-
ments in the activities which will keep
our nation prosperous at home and
competitive in the global arena. And
we do this by providing, first of all, a
tax cut for hard-working Americans.

Our tax cut does go to all families. It
does not favor the rich and the privi-
leged. We invest more than $27 billion
also over a 7-year period in education
and job training by increasing function
500 by 25 percent. We protect major job
creating functions. Other functions
such as transportation, public works,
commerce and health care are pro-
tected despite the pressure to make
huge cuts.

We ensure that current services are
continued for both Medicaid and Medi-
care. Medicaid and Medicare are fully
maintained. We supported the Presi-
dent’s position that Medicare and Med-
icaid should not be touched until we
have a comprehensive health reform
program.

We oppose all of the attempts to
erode Social Security, including the
extensions which will continue the
COLA and have no cuts in the COLA.
We advocate a more sane defense budg-
et, a defense budget which offers a
peace dividend to the taxpayers. These
taxpayers have diligently supported
the burden of massive modern military
costs for years and years. Now we have
no more Evil Empire. The Soviet Union
is gone. Why do we have to continue to
shoulder a massive military burden?

So our biggest cut is in the area of
defense. Our biggest cut is where the
money is. We maintain that although
defense industries do create jobs, study
after study has shown that you can cre-
ate two jobs for every defense job that

is created. With the dollars you spend,
you can create two nondefense jobs.

So if you wanted to create jobs, you
can create many more by spending
them in other places, including, by the
way, health care. Health care provides
an enormous amount of jobs although
the business of health care is not to
provide jobs; it is to take care of peo-
ple, but health care is a labor intensive
industry and it does provide jobs.

In order for us to accomplish all of
this and still have a balanced budget
and have a balanced budget with mini-
mum pain on families and individuals,
we have focused on the closing of cor-
porate tax loopholes. We have at-
tempted to end the lopsided tax burden
which has been forced upon wage earn-
ers via the personal income tax. Cor-
porations used to shoulder as much as
39 percent of the responsibility for Fed-
eral revenue. Now the corporations
only shoulder a mere 11.2 percent of the
burden, and we are saying that we
would like in this budget we propose to
increase it to a modest 15.9 percent of
the total tax burden.

By the way, individuals shoulder 44
percent of the total tax burden. We
would like to change that and in the
process of changing that, you will gen-
erate. That is the policy key to a bal-
anced budget. If you must have a bal-
anced budget, and we do not think you
need to balance the budget by the year
2002, but if you wanted to move toward
balanced budgets, then the way to do it
is to correct the imbalance.

I have a chart here which shows that
in 1943, 39.8 percent of the revenue bur-
den was carried by corporate income
taxes. In 1982, that dropped all the way
down to 8 percent, from 39.8 percent all
the way down to 8 percent in 1982.

b 1615

During the Reagan years, from 1982
all the way to the end of his Presi-
dency, it hovered around 8 and 9 per-
cent of the total tax burden. It did not
begin to back up until later on.

If Members want to balance the budg-
et, let us let the American people in on
the great secret. They as individuals,
the American people as individuals and
as families, are bearing a greater and
greater percentage of the tax burden,
while corporations have been allowed
to get off with more and more. There-
fore, we are closing tax loopholes. Who
is there who would not want to stop
multinational corporations from tak-
ing advantage of our tax system? We
want to end the multinational corpora-
tion swindle, and we want to close
other loopholes. We can balance the
budget without cutting Medicare, Med-
icaid, and without inflicting undue
pain on numerous Americans.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. THORNBERRY].

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman,
there are, of course, many important
issues we could debate with regard to
this budget, including whether we will
continue to saddle our children with

debt, and whether an increase in the
amount of money in a program, both
totally and per beneficiary, is still
going to be called a cut in Washington,
DC.

Another important issue is the size of
government, and how much govern-
ment, both in taxing and spending,
takes out of the economy. This is not
just abstract political theory, but it is
very practical about what really works
to improve the lives of regular folks. It
affects every person in this country.

We can see now the administration
sees an economic slowdown coming and
is ready to point the finger of blame at
somebody else. As Stephen Moore
pointed out in his book ‘‘government:
America’s Number One Growth Indus-
try,’’ the problem is very clear. He
said:

The reason that America finds itself on an
economic downward spiral is that today,
Washington, DC is taxing, spending, borrow-
ing, mandating, decreeing, and regulating
America to death. The private sector—busi-
nesses, entrepreneurs, investors, workers,
and families—is slowly suffocating under the
weight of a relentlessly expanding govern-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, the resolution re-
ported out by the Committee on the
Budget and the Neumann budget are
the first things in a very long time in
this House that begin to deal with each
of those things that Moore identifies.
It deals with the taxing, spending, bor-
rowing, mandating, decreeing, the reg-
ulating that is consuming so much of
our national wealth.

If we look at the numbers, govern-
ment at all levels consumes more than
ever before. One study found about 42
percent of our national income is spent
by government these days. Other facts
about government are equally aston-
ishing. Government at all levels spends
about $24,000 for every household in
America. With the $2.5 trillion that
local, State, and Federal governments
spend this year, you could buy all the
farmland in the United States, plus all
the assets of the Fortune 100 compa-
nies. There are more people working
for the Government than are working
for all the manufacturing industries
combined.

The danger, I think, Mr. Chairman, is
that we are on the verge of becoming
what Margaret Thatcher called a
nanny State, where the government
takes too much from us to do too much
for us. Even President Kennedy in 1962,
in his address before the Economics
Club of New York, said ‘‘The growth of
the American economy in the 20th cen-
tury demonstrates for all to see the
power of freedom and the efficiency of
free institutions.’’ Yet those are the
very things that have been under as-
sault year after year as a result of the
policies of this Government.

I think that for the first time in a
long time, we are beginning to take
power and responsibility away from
Government, and give more power and
more responsibility back to individ-
uals. That is what is absolutely essen-
tial, in my view. We must also reduce
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the size of Government. The President
is fond of pointing out how he is mak-
ing drastic reductions in Federal em-
ployment, but if we look at the num-
bers and take out one department, the
Department of Defense, we will find
out that even President Clinton’s tar-
get is some 40 percent more than the
Federal work force at the time of
President Kennedy.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is abso-
lutely necessary that we stop adding
debt to our children. It is also nec-
essary that while we are straightening
out the national budget, we straighten
out the family budget as well.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY].

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, the
Republican budget says two things to
the American public: Don’t get sick
and don’t get old.

The Republican budget would cut
Medicare by $280 billion over 7 years.
To those who say this does not rep-
resent a real cut, I suggest they argue
those semantics with senior citizens
who will have to pay $1,000 more in
extra Medicare premiums, deductibles,
and copayments under the budget. I ad-
vise them to make that argument when
seniors can not find a doctor to treat
them because Medicare pays providers
less and less. I will ask them to explain
to my constituents why a Medicare cut
three times bigger than any reduction
ever enacted in the history of program
does not represent real pain for senior
citizens.

Let us not hide the facts. The Medi-
care cuts in the budget could decimate
the only universal, portable health cov-
erage we have in this country. When
you combine these cuts with steep re-
ductions in Medicaid’s coverage for
nursing homes, the budget offers sen-
iors a bitter pill to swallow.

Some have said that these cuts are
needed to save Medicare. America
knows better. The same budget that
cuts Medicare by $280 would also enact
$345 billion in tax breaks for the
wealthy. This is not a fair trade for our
Nation’s seniors.

Mr. Chairman, I have taken the
tough votes to keep Medicare solvent
and strong. In 1993, I voted to extend
the solvency of Medicare by 3 years,
and last year I voted in committee to
extend the trust funds an additional 8
years. Both times not even one of my
friends from the other side of the aisle
joined with me in protecting Medicare.

I remain committed to ensuring the
solvency of Medicare, but let’s do this
the right way. Senior citizens should
not be forced to accept Medicare cuts
to enact tax breaks for the wealthy.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SANFORD].

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I was
going to discuss the short-term out-
look for the U.S. economy. Unfortu-
nately, time will not permit much de-
tail, but I would also like to address
Laura D’Andrea Tyson’s recent state-

ment that budget cuts pose significant
downside risks to our economy.

I think this shows an antiquated no-
tion that the more Government spends,
the better off our economy. This does
not seem consistent with what we have
seen over the last 30 years. It also does
not recognize what Government fun-
damentally does: Government redis-
tributes wealth, it does not create it.

There are three real threats in the
near term to our economy. First would
be the possibility that Congress does
not act seriously on the budget deficit
that is facing us; second, that Japan
resolves the run-up of its currency to
our detriment; and third, that a trade
war ensues between America and
Japan. Let us explore all three for just
a few moments.

First, our Nation’s budget deficit is
the biggest threat to our economy. I
think that for several reasons. First, if
we were to look on relative terms, the
ratio of public debt to gross domestic
product that our Nation is facing right
now is the highest that our Nation has
ever faced. Second, a child born in
America today will end up paying
$187,000 in interest costs over the
course of their lifetime, simply as their
share of past Federal spending.

Third, it is simple math. The stand-
ard of living is directly driven by pro-
ductivity, which is driven by invest-
ment, which is driven by savings. The
larger the Government share of the
economy, the smaller the personal sav-
ings will be, and there will be less
money for investment.

The second near-term threat would
be the international value of our cur-
rency. I think there are two grave dan-
gers on this front. One is that almost
anything that Japan does in the near
term to correct its over-valued cur-
rency will hurt our economy.

At 75 yen to the dollar, Japan’s gross
domestic product [GDP] equals Ameri-
ca’s GDP. That clearly does not make
sense. It is unsustainable, and will
change. The only question is when.

Second, the risk of losing reserve
currency status. If the Asian central
banks were to use gold as a reserve
asset instead of the dollar, or simply to
decrease their dollar holdings, I think
it would have very damaging con-
sequences for the American economy.

Finally, I think the third risk facing
us is the possibility of a trade war with
Japan. I think we ultimately would be
the ones most affected by this, because
any escalation of global tariffs would
especially hurt the largest trader in
the world, which is the United States.

Specifically, I do not think that
Japan is the problem. The problem fac-
ing our economy is a tax system that
rewards consumption over savings and
investment.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. MINGE].

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Chairman, I think
all of us in this Chamber and across the
country agree that the American defi-
cit has reached critical and, of course,

historic proportions, and that the No. 1
task before this body is to determine
the course of action that is necessary
to bring us out of the deficit and ad-
dress the debt that still lingers, and to
do so forthrightly.

One of the tragedies we have faced in
this country is that we have even
masked the true size of the debt and
deficit. We have used the Social Secu-
rity cash flow surplus for that purpose.
We need to have a budget that actually
discloses the true size of the deficit,
which would currently be approxi-
mately another $70 billion. Then we
need to decide what course of action
will indeed bring us out of this tragic
situation.

I think that it may be idealistic,
Pollyannaistic, to think we can get to-
gether and do this on a bipartisan
basis, but we ought to. The American
people are not looking for partisan an-
swers. The American people are not
asking what is the Democrat plan,
what is the Republican plan, what is
the President’s plan. They are asking
‘‘What is a plan that will work for us?
What is a plan that will allow us to
continue to grow our economy, to in-
vest in our children, to invest in edu-
cation, and eliminate this millstone
around the necks of our economy and
those of us as individuals?’’

I submit that a plan of this type has
been submitted by the Democratic coa-
lition.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. STARK], is recog-
nized for 21⁄2 minutes.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STARK. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi, and perhaps I could
engage my distinguished ranking sen-
ior vice chairman in this colloquy for
the minute or two remaining on our
side.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, let me begin by saying that
I am very much in agreement with the
fact that we have to balance the budget
and balance it soon. I really resent,
however, speaker after speaker coming
to the podium telling people what a
terrible Nation we have. This Nation
saved the world from Hitler. This Na-
tions saved the world from the imperial
Japanese. This Nation saved the world
from communism. This Nation saved
the world, and all of it has a cost.

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SAXTON], in his statements, said we
would be much better off if we pri-
vatize everything. I am not in total
disagreement that we ought to pri-
vatize some things. However, is it not
realistic that the biggest expense to
this Nation is the combined Medicare-
Medicaid? The next biggest expense is
national defense. The third largest ex-
pense is interest on the national debt.

I would ask the gentleman from New
Jersey, which of those things would he
privatize, because we have just gobbled
up almost 70 percent of the budget.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H 5133May 17, 1995
Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. STARK. I yield to the gentleman

from New Jersey to respond.
Mr. SAXTON. First of all, Mr. Chair-

man, it was the gentleman’s assump-
tion, or maybe he heard me say we
would privatize everything. I do not re-
call saying that. I do not think I did.
Obviously, I would not privatize na-
tional defense, nor does our budget pre-
tend to do so. We do not privatize Med-
icare or Medicaid. As a matter of fact,
it continues to grow under our pro-
gram, as a very important part of our
budget and our program. In fact, it
grows from an average benefit of $4,600
per recipient to $6,300 per recipient.
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Mr. STARK. The gentleman is close

to being correct as he usually is.
Mr. SAXTON. We really do not pro-

pose to do the things that the gen-
tleman has suggested.

Mr. STARK. Reclaiming my time,
the gentleman is close to being accu-
rate as he usually is on economic mat-
ters, but when it comes to discussing
the privatization of Medicare, he is
wrong.

The secret document wants to offer
vouchers which will make it difficult
for your parents and mine and the av-
erage elderly to purchase health care.
it is a step toward privatization, per-
haps dressed in some kind of economic
clothes that neither of us understand if
that is the case.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Mississippi for bringing out that pri-
vatization is not the end all and be all
to economic growth.

I would like to ask the distinguished
gentleman from New York if the budg-
et that is generally described as the
Black Caucus budget is not a product
of the same group that year after year
has brought us a budget that has tried
to be sensible about defense, has held
back tax cuts to the very rich while
concerning itself with children, with
education, with investment and re-
search for health care, with the things
that have made this country great, in-
deed, the things that create wealth in
this country only through Government.

If you could tell me where Lockheed
or Martin Marietta gets any money to
create wealth except through Uncle
Sam, I think I miss my guess.

I ask the gentleman from New York
[Mr. OWENS], is your budget balanced
in the long run and if so how long?

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, our budget is bal-
anced——

The CHAIRMAN. All time for the
gentleman from California [Mr. STARK]
has expired. The gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SAXTON] has 2 minutes left.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the final 2 minutes of our time to the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GANSKE],
the doctor, who would like to discuss
the subject that the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. TAYLOR] brought up,
Medicare and the Republican proposal
to make it grow.

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

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, there will
be much talk about the Republican
budget cutting Medicare and how Re-
publicans do not care about Medicare
recipients.

Well, I am a Republican and a physi-
cian and I care deeply about providing
quality care for the elderly and about
balancing the budget.

The Medicare trust fund will be
broke in the year 2002. Here is the
trustees’ report. Let me read from page
13. ‘‘The Medicare program is clearly
unsustainable in its present form.’’

Page 14. The trustees say, ‘‘We
strongly recommend that the crisis
presented by the financial condition of
the Medicare Trust Funds be urgently
addressed.’’

What is the option the Democrats are
proposing? Should we let the system go
bankrupt in 2002? If we do that, we will
have to increase the Medicare tax from
2.9 to 9 percent. If we don’t control
over 10 percent annual increases in
Medicare growth, it does not take a
neurosurgeon to figure out that in 30
years we will be spending the entire
Federal budget on health care.

As a member of the Subcommittee on
Health and Environment of the Com-
mittee on Commerce, I look forward to
working with my Democratic and Re-
publican colleagues. It will take some
short-term solutions and some long-
term fundamental changes, but we
need to look at this. But the facts of
this report and the compounding of in-
terest on our national debt mean that
if we diet now, we will be healthier to-
morrow. If we continue the status quo,
we will have a heart attack tomorrow.
Let me quote President Clinton.

President Clinton has said:
Today, Medicaid and Medicare are going up

at three times the rate of inflation. We pro-
pose to let it go up at two times the rate of
inflation. That is not a Medicare or Medicaid
cut. So, you know, only in Washington do
people believe that no one can get by on
twice the rate of inflation. So when you hear
all this business about cuts, let me caution
you that that is not what is going on. We are
going to have increases in Medicare and
Medicaid.

Mr. Chairman, I care about my Medi-
care patients, and I want to make sure
they have Medicare.

The CHAIRMAN. All time yielded to
the Joint Economic Committee has ex-
pired.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA-
SICH] has 120 minutes of debate time re-
maining. The gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. SABO] has 119 minutes 40
seconds remaining.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH].

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 7 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we want to kind of
give Members a little background on
how we put this together. As I pointed
out earlier in the debate, we are going
to go from $9.4 trillion spent over the
last 7 years to $11.9 trillion. As you can

tell, that is an increase in spending
over the last 7 years, and if, in fact, we
had stayed a course to the $13 trillion,
folks, we would be very, very pessimis-
tic about the long-term economic
health of this country.

One of the things that we tried to do
is to slow the growth of entitlement
programs. Many people watching on
TV, and trying to figure out what is
this all about, keep hearing about cuts
in all these entitlements.

What you have to understand is in
Washington if something does not go
up as fast as somebody thinks it ought
to go up, it is a cut.

I want to tell you an interesting, il-
lustrative story about an interview I
had with a reporter. The reporter said,
‘‘Well, Mr. KASICH, how do you define a
cut and how do you define an in-
crease?’’

I said, ‘‘Well, let me put it to you in
these terms, and you ought to take
some notes on this. If, in fact, I get
more money this year than I got last
year, that is an increase, and if I get
less money this year than I got last
year, we are going to call that a cut,
and if I get the same amount of money
this year as I got last year, let’s call
that a freeze.’’

Now, I said, that is the way it works
back in Westerville. A cut means less,
an increase means more, and a freeze is
a freeze.

In entitlement spending, we are
going to go from $4.5 to $6.4 trillion.
Folks, you can see the blocks. It is an
increase.

Medicare is going to go from about
$890 billion to $1.6 trillion. That is an
increase.

What we have attempted to do in this
budget is to slow the increase in many
of these entitlement programs. In
other words, when you take all the en-
titlement programs of the Federal Gov-
ernment over the next 7 years, we will
have to design entitlement programs
that will serve the public by spending
almost $6.5 trillion.

When I go home and ask people, ‘‘Do
you think we can design the entitle-
ment programs to spend $6.5 trillion?’’
they say, ‘‘Well, yeah, but why are you
spending $6.5 trillion? Why are you
spending so much?’’

Down here in Washington if you say
you are spending $6.5 trillion, they say
you are cutting somebody.

People tell me on buses, on airplanes,
in the gymnasium, ‘‘JOHN, why can’t
we get the language right? Why can’t
we describe this appropriately?’’

Mr. Chairman, what we are doing in
these entitlement programs, except for
agriculture, is that we are going to
spend more, far more than what we
spent over the last 7 years, but we have
to do it because we have people in need
and we are trying to redesign the pro-
grams.

In the case of Medicare, which we
will discuss later, we are saving it. If
we grow Medicare at the rate that it is
currently going, it goes bankrupt. Med-
icare will go bankrupt. So what we are
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attempting to do is to study the experi-
ence in the private sector. Many com-
panies were going bankrupt. They
could not control their health care
costs.

What we have done is, we have said
that we are going to slow the growth in
Medicare because if we do not, it will
go bankrupt in 7 years. In fact, we will
be able to go, under our plan, from
$4,800 per recipient to $6,400 per percipi-
ent over the next 7 years. They call
this a cut. $4,800 to $6,400, they say you
are cutting spending.

The big chart shows that we are
going to go from $924 billion to almost
$1.6 trillion. They want to grow it to
$1.8 trillion, which will bankrupt the
system, and by us going from $924 bil-
lion to $1.5 trillion, they call that a
cut.

If you are out in America and you are
scratching your head about these num-
bers, you have a right to, because we
are not cutting entitlements. We are
growing entitlements at a somewhat
slower rate.

In the area of discretionary spending,
those are the nonentitlement pro-
grams. By the way, if we can control
those entitlements, we will not be rob-
bing from children’s futures in this
country.

Let me tell you about some of our
programs here on the discretionary
side: One hundred and sixty-three sepa-
rate job training programs; 23 separate
programs to prevent child abuse; 8 sep-
arate programs dealing with child care;
7 separate child nutrition programs; 42
separate programs to give health pro-
fessionals education; 300 separate eco-
nomic development agencies; 71 depart-
ments and agencies duplicating the
function of Commerce. That is why we
eliminate the Commerce Department.
Nine agencies promoting trade.

All this excess, all this duplication
and bureaucracy and excess, and guess
what? You have to pay for it. It is not
right that you are paying for those pro-
grams.

What we do is, we consolidate, we
eliminate, we send some back to the
States, we privatize others. What we do
is, we slow the total growth in spend-
ing in this country to an increase of
about $2 trillion.

Mr. Chairman, the simple fact of the
matter is that by consolidating all
those programs, by slowing the growth
of entitlement programs, it is a modest
program, ladies and gentlemen, we will
save America. Just that simple.

If we do not do it, if we continue to
grow at the current rate and let all the
bureaucracy continue and let the enti-
tlements shoot out through the roof,
we are taking from the children, deny-
ing them a future.

I think we can live with this. You
want to know something? So do the
American people. That is why Members
of Congress are getting such support
for the plan that we present, and at
this point we are going to give a little
more detail to lay this out for you.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN].

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

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to address the
House on the impact of this budget in
the health area, particularly when it
comes to Medicaid and Medicare.

Mr. Chairman, I want to point out to
the previous speaker and others who
these Medicare recipients are. They are
not rich people. Over three-fourths of
them have incomes less than $25,000.
They are people who are dependent on
their Social Security checks. Thirty
percent of older Americans rely on So-
cial Security for some 80 percent of
their incomes. A majority of older
Americans rely on Social Security for
at least half of their income.

If this Republican budget is adopted,
the typical Medicare beneficiary is
going to see almost 50 percent of their
Social Security cost-of-living increases
eaten up by increased Medicare cost
sharing and premiums by the year 2002.
Two million Americans who are on the
Medicare Program would lose their
whole cost of living increase under So-
cial Security simply to pay their addi-
tional Medicare costs as a result of this
budget.

Are my Republican colleagues going
to say to their constituents, that is not
really a cut in their Social Security
check? Are they going to argue then
that even though the cost of living has
gone up and their Social Security
check has not, that they are not worse
off?

There is something else about the
Medicare beneficiaries that our Repub-
lican colleagues seem to forget. They
are people who need a lot of health
care. That is particularly true the
older they get. When they get old and
when they get sick, insurance compa-
nies do not seem to want them.

The fastest growing group of Medi-
care beneficiaries are people over 85
years of age, the disabled, and people
with end stage renal disease. No won-
der Medicare expenditures are growing.
It costs money to be sick.

They also seem to forget that people
on Medicare pay a lot for their health
care right now. The average elderly
household pays 12 percent of its income
for health care right now, and that is
over 3 times as much as younger fami-
lies pay. They pay Medicare premiums
and deductibles, Medigap premiums.
They pay for prescription drugs which
are not covered under Medicare, and
they spend about $2,750 out of pocket
right now. Yet this budget will require
them to pay more.
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A Medicare beneficiary will have to
pay nearly $1,000 dollars more out of
pocket for their Medicare services in
2002 and over the life of this budget.
Medicare beneficiaries are going to
help balance the budget by coughing up

some $3,500 in extra dollars to pay for
their Medicare services.

This budget is very bad news for
these people. I urge its rejection.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Michigan [Ms. LYNN RIV-
ERS], a distinguished member of our
committee.

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, through-
out the course of the discussion today
we have seen many attempts to explain
away the concerns that are being
raised about the cuts in Medicare and
programs for children and students. We
have seen a variety of facts and figures
produced to explain why these issues
really should not count. And we have
been accused of using demagogery to
make our point.

We have also heard over and over
again about only in Washington can
this happen or that happen and what
the American people will support.

I decided that it was important not
to speak as someone from Washington,
but to let the American people speak
themselves. This is a portion of the
mail I have received on one of the cuts
currently in the proposal which would
eliminate home heating subsidies for
older people and low-income people.
This is what some folks in my district
had to say about that.

One woman said,
I feel sorry for all older people. Its too bad

that we have to live so long.

Another person writes that they will
not be able to pay for their necessities.

For God’s sake, please don’t stop this. I am
disabled senior citizen of 73. I only make $462
in Social Security and $16 a month in SSI.
Seems like people on Capitol Hill really
don’t care about us poor people. They are
trying to put us into homelessness or make
us commit suicide.

A woman writes,
The money I receive for my home heating

credit helps me buy my pills for my heart
and then I won’t skip them. I can take my
pills every day.

Another person writes,
I have to cut back even further on my $546

monthly income. I’m 91 and use more heat
than others. I just had a severe heart attack.

Another woman writes,
People like myself, senior citizens, will

suffer greatly. The winters in Michigan are
very hard on disabled, old and the sick.

She is 97.
One senior writes,
Being seniors you have to stay warm with

less heat. As you get older, it gets colder.

Another person writes,
We will have another drop in our living

standard and the bottom is coming up fast.
Please do not eliminate these services.

Another person writes,
I will be facing another severe hardship on

top of the present one. Can you imagine my
wife and I getting $695 a month and paying
$335 to our HAP alone. Buying our medicine
and as little food as possible to survive and
we cannot afford any luxuries whatsoever
and are unable to pay our utility and other
necessary bills. We did work hard all our
lives and helped pay into the system. So
please help us help ourselves. Just help us to
survive the rest of our lives.
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Last, someone writes,
We come very short on our money during

the winter. Our only source of income is my
husband’s Social Security disability. I think
the Republicans have gone too far to help
the rich.

Mr. Chairman, I would have to agree.
Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4

minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me, and I thank the gentleman from
Minnesota who has provided such lead-
ership on our side on this.

This is about promises made and
promises broken, and I think that we
really have to look at the very core of
what we are talking about. It must be
confusing to people, because people are
trying to make out like we are not for
balancing the budget. Yes, we are. We
worried about the deficit. We started
this whole deficit reduction last year
all by ourselves.

But the question is how do you bal-
ance the budget, and who do you cut in
getting to balance that budget.

I want to ask you to show me one
American family where they come to
the table to put together their budget
and they decide that they are going to
cut the kids and they are going to cut
the elderly and they are going to cut
the infirm so they can give more
money from the family budget to those
who are doing really well already. As I
said, that is socialism for the rich.
That is the dysfunctional family. That
is not American values, and yet, that is
what we are doing in this budget that
is in front of us.

I brought Stephanie Clark along. She
is from Denver. Stephanie Clark is very
excited. Because of student loans she is
finally graduating this year from CU
Denver and she had hoped to be able to
go on to Americorps. Guess what?
Americorps is going away, and student
loans are going to be severely im-
pacted.

This is our future. These are the peo-
ple who want to learn how to fish; they
do not want to be given a fish, but they
need help to get there.

As we look at this budget and we see
that we cannot get a commitment on
cutting back a lot of the benefits that
business had, even the $25 billion that
they have in the budget to take it out
of the tax pennies for the rich, guess
what, the committee is saying they
will not do it.

As we look at all of the other things
that are in there that are not being
touched, because there are big, power-
ful people protecting those pet rocks,
the people we are going after are the
Stephanie Clarks of Denver, we are
going after the elderly on Medicare
who thought they had a Contract With
America already. And we are going
after the most vulnerable.

I keep coming back to the same old
thing. You do not attack your most
vulnerable. Either we are a community
or a bunch of isolated individuals,

which I hope we are not, or we are a
community of a country that reaches
out and tries to help each other
through some sort of shared ethic.
That is what it is about.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Of course I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gentle-
woman for her statement which talks
about Medicare. But there is Medicare
and Medicaid and our poorest of the
poor are on the Medicaid Program. In
fact most of the people on Medicaid are
children, but most of the money goes
to the elderly in nursing homes. That
program is going to be devastated, it is
going to be devastated, it is going to be
blockgranted and cut in the amount
that will go to the States.

But I just recall hearing from Edna
Ferris, who talked to us at a con-
ference on Monday. She talked about
how they struggled with her husband
who had Alzheimer’s, she tried to keep
him home as long as she could. When
she could not manage it anymore, she
looked to the Medicaid Program to
help pay for the nursing home costs,
which can be $35,000 a year, and more,
and she did not have that money. So
she went on Medicaid and the Medicaid
Program kept her from being impover-
ished, allowed her to keep some of
their money so she could live at home.
If she had no Medicaid to protect her,
all of her resources would have gone to
that nursing-home care, and maybe her
husband would not have been able to
get in the nursing home because they
are not going to take somebody for
free.

So these programs help the most vul-
nerable in our population, and we
should not forget that.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. The gentleman is
absolutely correct. I just did a talk
radio show where I talked to a woman
who had adopted three medically de-
pendent children and desperately need-
ed Medicaid to help her, and I pointed
out that was cheaper than institu-
tionalization.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAZIO], a distinguished mem-
ber of the Committee on the Budget.

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

Mr. LAZIO of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

We have been looking at pictures
here, and I just want to show this pic-
ture here. This is Ari Cowan. His father
is one of our budget staff people. Ari is
a 3-year-old. This to me is what this is
all about. This is the young generation
we are talking about saving America
for and being sure that they have a bal-
anced budget.

And just before we resumed this part
of the debate I was back in the back
talking to the pages, and I think of the
young people like Abby Moon from
Ohio and Vanessa Ruggles, Nick Ryan,

Tammy Brewer, Nancy Brim from my
own hometown, this is the young gen-
eration that we are talking about. This
is what we are talking about saving
America for. Let us not forget that.

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

Mr. LAZIO of New York. I yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Con-
necticut.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

The distinguished gentleman from
California talked about Medicare. We
want to save Medicare. We do not want
it to go bankrupt. It starts to go bank-
rupt next year, and in 7 years it is
bankrupt, and the Congressional Budg-
et Office said in the next 3 years after
we spend more on Medicare than they
do, because their fund runs out, Medi-
care Part A. This is the Democratic
plan to solve and resolve the Medicare
trust fund problem. It is a blank sheet.
That is their plan.

And the gentlewoman from Colorado
talks about she wants to balance the
budget. She voted against the balanced
budget amendment. My only question
is if she wants to balance the budget,
when, and how.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. The gen-
tleman is correct, that my colleagues
on the other side, whom I respect and
in many cases admire, have had plenty
of opportunities to move toward a bal-
anced budget. They had an opportunity
to vote for a balanced budget amend-
ment and voted against it because they
said there were not enough specifics.
Then they were given the specifics and
they said these were the wrong specif-
ics. Then I began to be lectured as a
dad who has two small children, two
preschool children, Molly and Kelsey. I
do not have a picture of my children
here. Maybe I should have brought one,
but you know this blank easel next to
me should be for all of the children we
are trying to save here today.

These are two of the most important
days that I think I will have in my
service in Congress, and I believe deep-
ly in what I am doing here. I believe
deeply because I want to be able to go
back and tuck my kids in bed at night
and say to them they are going to have
a better future, we are not going to
pass the buck, we are not going to
punt, we are not going to get involved
in political demagoguery. We are going
to do the right thing. Republicans
know it and Democrats know it. The
debt is out of control. It erodes the
ability for the next generation to have
hope. It erodes their ability to have a
sense of opportunity. We are doing
something about it right now.

I really invite my colleagues on the
other side who are bent on name-call-
ing and lecturing about compassion to
reevaluate their sense of compassion.
What compassion is there when we are
spending today billions of dollars that
the next generation has got to pay
back. What compassion is it when we
cannot provide an opportunity for the
next generation, when they cannot go
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to school and they cannot find a job
after they go to school because they
are so burdened with debt that there
are no jobs left.

So, I really beseech my colleagues on
the other side, who I respect, do not
lecture us about compassion, because I
think it is misplaced.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today as a proud mem-
ber of the House Budget Committee, but more
importantly, I rise as the proud father of two
young daughters, Molly and Kelsey. More than
anything else in the world, I want to ensure
that my two daughters have the opportunities
that past generations of Americans have en-
joyed and that they are not burdened by the
shortsightedness of this body.

For reasons that my children, who are 2 and
3 years old, are still too young to realize, our
actions today will have a profound effect on
their future. America has always been known
as the land of hope and opportunity. This is
what I ask for my children and therefore ask
my colleagues to think toward the future when
they casts their votes on the budgets before
the House.

As members of this body we have a moral
imperative to pass this resolution and balance
the budget. Without it our children will face un-
certain futures in which they will face unimagi-
nable obstacles. The late Senator J. William
Fullbright once said, ‘‘A nation’s budget is full
of moral implications; it tells what a society
cares about and what it does not care about;
it tells what its values are.’’ With this vote, we
send a strong moral message that the status
quo is unacceptable, a $4.8 trillion debt is un-
acceptable, annual deficits close to $200 bil-
lion are unacceptable, and it is unacceptable
for Congress to continue running from these
problems without consideration for America’s
future. This budget represents hope, oppor-
tunity, and a positive vision for the future.

The budget we reported from the Budget
Committee last week represents an historic
change in the direction our country is headed.
It moves us from the path of increasing debt
and inefficient, big centralized government to-
ward a government that is smaller, more de-
centralized and efficient and a country that will
be more productive, with a higher rate of net
savings and a higher standard of living. It is a
budget that outlines a positive future for our
country, a future filled with hope and oppor-
tunity. We cannot continue on our current
spending binge.

The public debt now totals almost $4.8 tril-
lion—about $19,000 for every man, woman
and child in the United States. A large part of
our taxes go to the interest payments on this
debt, $235 billion—$643 million per day—this
year alone. Interest payments on the Federal
debt are behind only Social Security and Na-
tional Defense as the third largest single ex-
penditure in this budget. By 1997, Americans
could be paying more for the debt than for de-
fense.

Without the spending changes in this budg-
et, the national debt is projected to reach al-
most $7.5 trillion by the year 2005, with inter-
est payments of $412 billion. Unless we con-
trol spending now, servicing the national debt
will crowd out all other priorities in the Federal
budget.

Last fall the American people made a
choice and gave Republicans a majority in
Congress. They did so because they did not
want the status quo, they wanted responsible,

positive change. Most of all, they wanted Con-
gress to quit ducking the tough issues and to
take action. This budget fulfills our promise to
provide that positive, responsible change.

Unfortunately, when the President submitted
his budget this year, he punted, ducking all
the tough choices.

My friends on the other side of the aisle
who opposed the constitutional amendment to
balance the budget said they agreed with the
goal, but they did not want to change the Con-
stitution to force balanced budget. Faced with
a budget that will be balanced, these same
Democrats say they do not like it. It is now
clear that Democrats who opposed the bal-
anced budget amendment really opposed bal-
anced budgets period.

Out budget tackles the tough issues head
on. Our budget problems will not go away. In
fact, each year we avoid making tough
choices, they get even more difficult.

While the committee’s budget is tough, it
also is fair. Overall, Federal spending will con-
tinue to increase, but the rate of growth will
slow to allow revenues to catch up. Every part
of the country is affected. No group or pro-
gram is unaffected. It affects our urban areas,
as well as our rural areas.

The critics will say the public will not accept
it. Those critics are wrong. The American peo-
ple are prepared for change as long as they
know it was fairly and thoughtfully arrived at
by their elected representatives. They are will-
ing to put up with these changes because they
know in the long run the changes are nec-
essary to ensure the American dream—that
each generation will do better than their par-
ents, that America will remain the land of hope
and opportunity.

This budget plan will make this country
stronger for our generation, and for genera-
tions to come. A balanced budget will produce
lower interest rates, higher productivity, im-
proved purchasing power, reduced inflation,
and accelerated long-term growth. With this
proposal, we are setting the stage for a higher
standard of living for all of our children and
our children’s children.

Total government taxes per household,
measured in 1990 dollars, were $18,500 in
1994, nearly three times their level in 1950.
Federal taxes as a share of median income
have risen from 5 percent in 1950 to 15 per-
cent in 1970 to 24.5 percent in 1995. If taxes
today were at the same level as they were in
1970, the average family would keep $4,000 a
year more of their take-home pay.

Americans are paying for the debt in other
ways. Government borrowing competes with
the private sector in the credit markets, forcing
interest rates higher. Interest rates would be 2
percentage points lower if the budget were
balanced. That means a 30-year mortgage on
a $150,000 home costs $74,000 more today
over the life of the loan than it would if the
budget were balanced. Auto and consumer
loans also would be more affordable.

Balancing the budget and the accompanying
2 percent interest rate reduction would create
4.25 million more jobs over the next 10 years,
and increase per capita income by 16.1 per-
cent. The Congressional Budget Office says a
balanced budget would redirect resources
from consumption to investment, increasing
the Nation’s capital stock and national wealth.

Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan
testified to the Budget Committee in March
that the economic benefits of a balanced

budget would be startling. ‘‘I think that produc-
tivity would accelerate,’’ Greenspan said, ‘‘the
inflation rate would be subdued . . . the gen-
eral state of financial markets would be far
more solid, and the underlying outlook would
be generally improved for long-term economic
growth. Real incomes . . . would significantly
improve, long-term interest rates would fall
significantly, and they [most Americans] would
look forward to their children doing better than
they.’’

The committee’s budget is a gateway to a
future filled with hope and opportunity. It pre-
sents a new vision of government. It begins to
move authority out of Washington and will
help empower every individual American. It
gives the relief for America’s families. It pro-
tects Social Security. It saves Medicare from
bankruptcy, spends 80 billion more—almost 4
percent more while increasing per beneficiary
Medicare spending from the current $4,700 to
$6,400 per year.

By adopting the committee’s budget today,
we will have kept our word to the American
people and met the challenge they placed be-
fore us. When I put my daughters to bed to-
morrow night I will know that we have done
the morally right thing and helped pave the
way for prosperity for them and for all future
generations.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes and 30 seconds to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from New York
[Mrs. LOWEY].

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I just
hung up the phone on Minnie Wilensky
from Queens County. She cannot even
watch this debate because she cannot
afford cable. You can talk about big
numbers and little numbers and how
we have to raise it and cut it. All she
knows is that her copayments are
going to go up and her premiums are
going to go up and she will not get a
cost-of-living increase in Social Secu-
rity. And Minnie Wilensky, who is
making constant choices about wheth-
er she buys the chicken or whether she
cannot buy the chicken, because she
lives on $11,000 a year, I just want to
tell you the story because it is not a
number in your statistics. Minnie lives
in Queens County and she knows it is
going to cost her more and she is going
to pay more for the choice of doctor
and more premiums and more
deductibles, and that is what she
knows.

Day after day we have heard how the
Republicans have kept their promises
to the American people. One after an-
other the Republicans told us that
promises made are promises kept. Well,
Mr. Chairman, today we learn that Re-
publican promises made are Republican
promises broken, a promise broken to a
person like Minnie Wilensky from
Queens County. Now, Speaker GINGRICH
and the Republican majority promised
that they would not cut her Social Se-
curity benefits, but they are going to
cut her COLA. They promised not to
cut her Medicare, but they are going to
raise her fees that she is going to have
to pay. What is the truth? What does
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the new budget say? The Republican
budget does cut $24 billion from Social
Security. Seniors who have worked
hard their whole lives will lose hun-
dreds of dollars in Social Security ben-
efits. Social Security is a contract. The
Republican majority has been saying
that for years. They said they would
not touch it. Well, they have, they
have broken that contract into pieces.
They are proposing the largest Medi-
care cut in history, close to $300 bil-
lion.

The bill will cost individual seniors
over $1,000 more a year for Medicare
benefits by the year 2002. How will this
affect real people like Minnie
Wilensky? She has a heart condition.
She has glaucoma. She and so many
other seniors in my district cannot af-
ford what they are already paying in
prescription copayments and
deductibles. How are they possibly
going to afford these increases?

As I mentioned, she lives on $11,600 a
year. She was telling me, ‘‘I am grate-
ful for what I have got, but I have to
make choices. If I have to buy more
medicine, I cannot buy the chicken. If
I have to buy more in a grocery store,
I have to constantly make those
choices.’’
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How can she possibly afford these in-
creases? And she is also worried about
her generation; she is worried about
her grandchildren, not only her own
generation. She worries that her grand-
children will not be able to afford to go
to college. She told me that with the
average increase of $5,000 which is pro-
posed in this budget, they are not
going to be able to go to college.

Mr. Chairman, the Republican budget
breaks faith with the millions of Amer-
ican seniors, like Minnie Wilensky,
who depend on Medicare and Social Se-
curity. This is how the Republicans
kept their promise, cutting Medicare,
cutting Social Security, cutting edu-
cation.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
PARKER].

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

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

Mr. PARKER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to say to the gentlewoman
from New York, where did Minnie get
this information about there is not
going to be as much Medicare, their
money is going to be cut, she is going
to have to pay more? Where on Earth?
Did you tell her this personally?

The other thing I would like to say,
since you did not yield me any time, I
will not yield you any now, but the
other thing I wanted to say is simply
this: You are complaining about a cut
in Social Security that does not exist,
and yet in 1993, you voted for the Clin-

ton tax bill that actually did, in fact,
cut Social Security by $26 billion. You
cannot have it the both ways.

I thank the gentleman.
Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, it will

come as no surprise to anybody in this
body that I rise to express my unbend-
ing and total support for the Kasich
budget resolution reported by the
House Committee on the Budget.

There is not a person in this body
who does not have at the very core of
their being the best interests of this
Nation at heart. There is not a Member
of this body on either side of the aisle
who does not want this Nation to grow
and to prosper and to achieve what it
has always achieved, and that is being
a world leader and standing for what is
right.

The real question that we have is not
whether we want what is best for this
country, but how we can best achieve
those goals. For a long time we have
spent our time talking about programs
and how much each of us cares about
people. Politically, we all attack each
other blindly.

For instance, in the past, it was not
true when some Republicans attacked
Democrats saying they were not patri-
otic for their stand on one issue or the
other. It is equally untrue when Demo-
crats point to Republicans and say
they do not care. They do care. I think
we all care.

But how do we get to that point
where fiscal responsibility brings this
Nation back into the mainstream? It
would have been unheard of even a year
ago for anyone to say that we would be
moving toward a balanced budget by
the year 2002.

I am in my fourth term and I had
thought it would never happen. I had
reached the point of believing it just
could not happen. I think the key has
been to have a date certain because it
forces the issue. We are now in a situa-
tion where we must move to a date cer-
tain—2002—and the debate has shifted
from not whether the budget should be
in balance but how and what priorities
should be established to get the budget
in balance. That is a major shift in the
thought processes that occur on Cap-
itol Hill.

I want to express my appreciation to
JOHN KASICH, chairman of the House
Budget Committee, and all of the Re-
publican members who invited me to
work with them in developing this
budget. There was a tremendous
amount of give-and-take. And I believe
we have developed a product that
makes sense and puts us on that road.
Granted, we have the Senate which has
a different version. We have different
versions here in the House. But I firm-
ly believe that the path we are taking
as members of the Budget Committee
in passing out this piece of legislation
is the correct path.

Now there are those that say, ‘‘Well,
the cuts are so horrendous—draconian
in nature.’’ Please understand that the
amount of money the Federal Govern-
ment spends will continue to rise. Each

year it will continue to increase. The
Federal Government will spend more
money next year than it will this year.
It will spend more in 2002 than it has
ever spent before. What we are trying
to do is slow down the rate of growth.

I know that a lot of discussion has
taken place on programs such as Medi-
care. But the system is going broke.
Something must be done to change the
direction of Medicare or it will not be
there. And it is important for the
American people to understand that
everyone must participate.

One of the major arguments that I
had on the committee with other mem-
bers, those on the Republican side, is
that they wanted to exempt Social Se-
curity. I have a problem with that. I
believe that senior citizens care about
this country as much as we do, and I
believe that they be given the oppor-
tunity to participate—that everyone
should be treated the same. But, the
Republicans won that argument. Social
Security is untouched in this budget.

I am not suggesting elimination or
the cutting of Social Security. What I
want them to do is to participate in an
equal way in which everyone is treated
the same. That is fairness. I believe
that instead of us trying to scare peo-
ple and put them in a position of being
afraid that the money they have come
to depend on will be cut out, that they
need to look at this process from the
standpoint of purchasing power and the
economic stability of our Nation.

When Alan Greenspan came to our
committee, he made the statement
that not since World War I has our
economy ever experienced the pluses of
a balanced budget, that we have never
experienced what the positive aspects
can be for this Nation if we are at a
balanced budget. We need to look to
the future. We need to look and see ex-
actly what the pluses are going to be
for everybody. And it is just like my
friend PETE GEREN has said, it is like
finding the cure for cancer—but nobody
wants to talk about the cure. All they
want to do is talk about the chemo-
therapy you have to go through in
order to get to wholeness.

Well, there is pain in this budget. No
one with any common sense in this
country has ever felt or ever said that
we can resolve our financial situation
and get back into a surplus without
pain. We did not get into it overnight,
and we are not going to get out of it
overnight. And we all have to accept
some responsibility for that. This is
the first step on that road.

Many people have said they have a
problem as far as the tax decrease. But
2 years ago, we had a tax increase that
I voted against. I did not feel that we
should go in that direction. I felt that
we should cut spending first. I believe
that we need to roll it back. The bill 2
years ago was a tax increase of $246 bil-
lion over 5 years. The tax cut that we
have in this package is $281 billion over
7 years. I believe this tax cut will re-
lieve some of the pain during readjust-
ment. But more than that I believe
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that this budget puts in place a system
where we are on the glide slope to a
balanced budget, and that we can make
a difference.

In the words of the ultimate Repub-
lican Abraham Lincoln, ‘‘There are few
things wholly evil or wholly good. Al-
most everything, especially of Govern-
ment policy, is an inseparable
compound of the two, so that our best
judgment of the preponderance be-
tween them is continually demanded.’’

Alan Greenspan said that all the talk
about the next generation not having a
better standard of living than the pre-
vious generation will be gone if we are
on a line to a balanced budget. If suc-
cessful, we will unleash the power of
our economy, the most powerful now,
the most powerful that has ever been
in the history of the world. An econ-
omy that can do phenomenal astound-
ing things. We have to release the re-
strictions placed on us by the deficit
and the debt. If you look at fairness,
everyone participates. It is a fair budg-
et. It is a hard budget. But it has to be
hard in order to make it work.

For a long time, there have been
many of us who have been pushing for
us to get out fiscal house in order. The
amazing thing about it is that if we
had done this 10 years ago, it would
have been so much easier. We could
have made the necessary changes—we
did not do it. Many people blame Ron-
ald Reagan and the early 1980’s. That
is, to some degree, true. There were
problems back then—things were not
handled right by either the Repub-
licans or Democrats. But I think we
need to go back further than that, back
to the mid 1960’s when we put entitle-
ment programs on automatic pilot and
Congress abdicated its responsibility.

Compound interest is a fascinating
thing when we put all these entitle-
ment programs on automatic pilot, we
abdicated our responsibility. What hap-
pened was we just sat back and our
debt reached a trillion dollars by the
time we reached the 1980’s. And when
you start dealing with figures like
that, you see growth that is devastat-
ing. Now we are approaching $5 trillion
in debt.

We cannot sustain the debt that we
have and the growth in deficit that we
have. It cannot be sustained. And from
a generational standpoint, when you
look at our kids and our grandchildren,
in order to maintain the programs that
are in place, if the status quo exists,
they are going to be paying from 75 to
84 percent of their salaries to the Fed-
eral Government just to maintain the
programs that are there.

It has not worked. The status quo is
destroying us. And just like when
many Republicans believed we must
throw more and more money at De-
fense, that wasn’t the answer. We wast-
ed a lot of money. The same is true of
throwing more and more money at so-
cial programs, where a lot of them
don’t do any good. It is not working.
We must change.

All of us care. All of us want to do
what’s right. All of us love this Nation.
But I believe the real choice is whether
we really want a balanced budget. Do
we really want it? Are we willing to
pay the price to get to that point? You
will vote for any bill that you want.
But, in the final analysis, the bill that
has been reported out of the Budget
Committee, is going to be the bill that
is going to make it or not.

I believe it is going to make it this
week. And if you really believe in a
balanced budget, if you really believe
that we must change the course of this
Nation, if you really believe that we
need fiscal responsibility to come back
in and be an integral part of our deci-
sionmaking, if you really believe we
need to take the first step to let the
American people know we are serious
about this problem, then you must
vote for this.

I know all the political arguments. I
know a lot of people are going to be
calling. I know that a lot of people are
going to be upset. In fact, I think ev-
eryone is going to be upset before it is
all over with. But it is about time. It is
about time that everyone in this coun-
try got upset. It is about time that
they realize we need to do something.
It is about time they decided that they
need to participate. The time has
come. And I am very happy to be able
to vote for this budget.

I am glad that I have been permitted
to be here on this historic week, to par-
ticipate in this process where we can
actually make a difference—a true dif-
ference for this country where I can
look at my children and say I had a
part in changing the direction of this
country. And I did not worry about the
political ramifications and I did not
worry about my political future—I did
what I felt was necessary.

That is what I want each of you to
do. I want you to search your heart and
do what you feel is right. If you dis-
agree, then disagree; you have every
right to disagree. But if you are like
me and you feel that the time is come
to change the course of this Nation, I
ask you to join me and proudly vote for
this budget.

Earlier I quoted President Lincoln,
let me close with these words from
John F. Kennedy:

. . . Democracy means much more than
popular government and majority rule, much
more than a system of political techniques
to flatter or deceive powerful blocs of voters.
. . . The true democracy, living and growing
and inspiring, puts its faith in the people—
faith that the people will not simply elect
men who will represent their views ably and
faithfully, but also elect men who will exer-
cise their conscientious judgment—faith
that the people will not condemn those
whose devotion to principle leads them to
unpopular courses, but will reward courage,
respect honor and ultimately recognize
right.

I ask each of you to please join with
me. Let us pass the committee budg-
et—it is the right thing to do.

b 1715

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20
seconds to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. LOWEY].

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I just
think it is important for me to respond
to the gentleman from Ohio who asked
me how Minnie Wilensky from Queens
County knew about the increase in the
deductible, the increase and the
copayment, and I think it is very im-
portant that we be honest in this de-
bate. I say to the gentleman, page 5,
page 18 of your budget, Mr. KASICH,
talks about——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
LOWEY] has expired.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. WATERS].

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, the
senior citizens in my district are in
fundamental opposition to the Repub-
lican budget, and I rise to support
them.

All is not well in America today. The
wages of working people are stagnant.
Corporations downsize or flee our
shores altogether in search of cheap
labor. Fewer workers have pensions to
look forward to in old age and employ-
ers seek to squeeze employee health
benefits.

Tragically, this budget does not ad-
dress those fundamental problems. In-
stead, it would cut taxes for the rich,
and—amazingly—it would pay for those
tax cuts by cutting Medicare.

This Republican budget is an assault
on the Medicare Program. We have a
compact with our senior citizens. Be-
tween Social Security and Medicare,
this country has reduced elderly pov-
erty, tended to the sick, and assisted in
long-term care for our mothers, our fa-
thers, and our grandparents. With this
budget, Mr. Chairman, all this could
come to an end.

To our shock, this Republican budget
would destroy years of trust between
the Federal Government and seniors.
The $283 billion in Medicare cuts would
have several different consequences.
Many costs that are currently paid by
the Medicare Program would probably
be shifted to Medicare beneficiaries in
the form of higher premiums, deduc-
tions, and coinsurance payments, such
as the proposed 20 percent home health
coinsurance.

Let me share the story of my friend
and constituent, Mrs. Pat Eastman.
Mrs. Eastman is a World War II vet-
eran. She is 82 years old and lives
alone. Mrs. Eastman has numerous
medical problems. While she is a vet-
eran, she does not qualify for medical
service through the VA because she is
not 50 percent service-connected dis-
abled. Mrs. Eastman has to pay some-
one to transport her back and forth to
the VA for outpatient care. She has to
pay a copayment for her medications.
Recently, Mrs. Eastman was hospital-
ized for severe infections from Ecoli
bacteria.
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Since her discharge from the hos-

pital, Mrs. Eastman has had to rely on
the services of a visiting home nurse
who comes to her home three times a
week. Without these home health serv-
ices, paid for by Medicare, Mrs. East-
man would have had to remain in the
hospital or be transferred to a skilled
nursing facility.

Mrs. Eastman has a long history of
service to the Los Angeles community
as well. She was a vote registrar. She
sat on street corners and helped reg-
ister people to vote. She continues to
be a member of our California senior
legislature. Pat Eastman has devoted
her life to making her community and
her country better.

It is estimated that approximately 3.8 million
Medicare beneficiaries will use home health
services, in 1996. Under current law, these
services are covered by Medicare. If Repub-
licans have their way, Mrs. Eastman and the
other Medicare beneficiaries will have to pay
an additional $900 out-of-pocket for home
health services; this amount will rise to $1,200
in 2002. This 20-percent coinsurance will not
save money or reduce Medicare costs. It will
simply drive many Medicare beneficiaries into
nursing homes because they will not be able
to afford the home health services that would
enable them to remain at home.

At age 82, after all the hoopla surrounding
the 50th anniversary of V–E Day, this heroic
World War II veteran should not be aban-
doned.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman,
these budgets are going to cut seniors,
workers, farmers, pensions, economic
development, community development,
roads, bridges, highways, wastewater
treatment plants, sewer projects, all in
America. These budgets will still pro-
vide billions and billions of dollars for
the defense of Japan, Germany, Eu-
rope, even money for Russia. There is
not one penny, one penny in cuts, for
either Israel or Egypt, not one penny.
We have a budget in America, my col-
leagues, that will not touch Israel, will
not touch Egypt, takes care of Japan
and Germany, but no one in America is
free from the ax.

I will have no part of it. I am going
to vote ‘‘no’’ on every one of these
budgets because to me they are not an
American budget, and, by God, where is
the Democrat Party?

Mr. Chairman, I say to my col-
leagues, ‘‘I don’t blame the Repub-
licans. I commend you for some dis-
cipline. But what you’re disciplining is
the American people. We shouldn’t be
closing bases in America. Close the
bases overseas. We got troops falling
out of chairs over there without arm
rests. Bring them home. Let them cash
their check in America.’’

I am not voting for any of this. None
of this is worth my vote, and I think
the Democrat Party better start work-
ing out a budget before we are a minor-
ity party for a damn long time.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN].

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, let me
start out by saying that my perspec-
tive on this is a little bit different than
a lot of the other Members here.

Earlier today, when I was back in my
office working on this, I had a chance
to watch some of the debate, and I
heard some of the Members on the
other side of the aisle come back and
say, ‘‘Well, you voted to raise taxes
that amount in your district time and
time again.’’ As one of the new Mem-
bers here, obviously I was not here dur-
ing the last bill, but let me go back to
1981, when I was a college student and
we started down this road by spending
too much money, not cutting spending,
and cutting taxes primarily for the
wealthy, and not being willing to pay
for it. Yes, we ran up a $4 trillion debt,
and that is not fair to the American
people, but this budget is not fair ei-
ther. We should balance the budget but
not do it this way.

This is not fair. Just like 1981, Mr.
Chairman, we are going to cut taxes for
the wealthy, but now we are going to
pay for it by cutting Medicare and
Medicaid, and in particular cutting
Medicare which people have paid for.
We are going to change the rules on
them. Many seniors are going to see
themselves paying higher deductibles,
higher premiums, higher co-payments.
Over 21⁄2 million Texans will pay more
than $4,000 over the next few years for
the same benefit. If that is not a cut, it
certainly is a bad deal.

Seniors will definitely lose their
choice under the Republican plan, the
choice to choose their doctor. I do not
think that is what they want. The Re-
publican budget will also cut the Med-
icaid program by 184 billion over 7
years. This is a 30-percent cut that will
not just hurt the poor, but it will hurt
the children.

We heard a lot of talk about the chil-
dren. My friend, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. LAZIO], talked about his
two children. I, too, have two young
children who are preschoolers. Last
Christmas my youngest daughter got
sick. I rushed her to Texas Children’s
Hospital at 11 o’clock at night to see a
doctor in an emergency room which is
full of children from all walks of life in
the Houston area. Texas Children’s
Hospital, which is the premier chil-
dren’s institution in the Southwest,
funds 48 percent of their budget for
Medicaid funds to pay for dispropor-
tionate care for neonatal costs, and
this budget would cut it and would cut
it across the board.

So we talk about the children and
what we are doing to protect them, but
we are going to cut the children under
this budget, and we are going to cut it
and use the money to pay for tax cuts
for the wealthiest, and that is simply
imprudent, and it is wrong.

This budget will not just cut seniors,
but it will also cut the research that
we do at our hospitals. How can we

have a better health care system if we
are willing to stop the research we do?
How can we say we are going to provide
better health care for Americans when
we do not want to provide the dollars
so we have residents so we can create
more doctors? We have talked about
the need for more primary care doc-
tors, but we are not going to get them
under this budget because we are going
to cut the funding for it. That makes
no sense whatsoever.

Let us balance the budget, yes. But
let us do it fairly. This budget is not
fair. It does not address the problems
fairly. There is a tax cut for the
wealthy which we cannot afford, and it
makes the middle class pay for it.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD].

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to denounce the Republican
plan to pay for tax cuts for the wealthy
by destroying Medicaid: our country’s
ultimate health care safety net.

To fund their $340 billion tax cut for
the wealthiest Americans, Republicans
intend to slash the Medicaid benefits of
32 million Americans, 65 percent of
whom are children and the elderly.

Tragically, their proposals ignore the
human costs.

Republicans say they are increasing
the Medicaid budget by 4 percent. What
they do not say is that this meager in-
crease is insufficient to offset the rapid
growth of the elderly, the young, and
the alarming rise of health care costs.

Under their proposal, the youngest
Americans will suffer grievously.

During 1988 to 1991, poor children re-
ceiving medicaid coverage increased
from 54.3 to 63.6 percent. This trend is
projected to continue upward into the
21st century.

At present, Medicaid offsets the loss
of private health coverage during eco-
nomic downturns, giving millions of
children coverage when parents are
laid off.

The Republicans budget proposal,
however, makes no allowances for cov-
erage during economic decline. There-
fore, when parents lose their jobs chil-
dren will suffer without health cov-
erage.

Without sufficient Medicaid funding,
more than 3.7 million senior citizens
currently receiving health services
from Medicaid will also suffer.

In my district families like Forest
and Ruth Haver are concerned about
their health care future.

The Havers, in their eighties, living
on a fixed income, are worried that the
cuts will make them unable to afford
the health problems which have left
Ruth homebound.

Steve, their only child and a local
fire captain, is willing to do all he can
financially.

He also worries whether that will be
enough if his parents’ benefits are cut.

The Medicaid safety net is vital to
the health of older women, for it is
women who bear the brunt of Repub-
lican cuts. Consider that: Women are 75
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percent of all nursing home residents
aged 65 and older and are more likely
than men to have chronic disabling
conditions; and, that women 75 or older
have an average annual income of only
$9,170—one-third the annual cost of
most nursing homes.

To cap Medicaid spending at 4 per-
cent, Republicans will leave millions of
children, low-income elderly, and par-
ticularly women, without critical
health services.

We must not sacrifice our Nation’s
children, seniors, and families to bene-
fit the wealthy. I urge the defeat of the
Republican budget resolution.

b 1730

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair’s math
was in error. At the present time the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO]
has 95 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] has 93.5
minutes remaining.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Florida [Mrs. MEEK], a
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et.

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I am new to the Committee on
the Budget. I commend the integrity
and demonstrated brilliance of our
chairman, Mr. KASICH. I commend the
coolness and calmness under duress of
my ranking member, Mr. SABO. I do
not care, I am calling this entire thing
the Kasich manifesto. He is behind all
of this. He is a brilliant man, but he
has not been to some of the places I
have been, Mr. Chairman. He has not
had those experiences.

I have heard today about misplaced
compassion. There is no such thing as
misplaced compassion. He met a couple
in the hall that thanked him for trying
to balance the budget. But he has not
heard from the old lady in North
Miami who said to me not ‘‘Thank you,
CARRIE MEEK,’’ but ‘‘Why? Why is it
that the budget has to be balanced on
our backs?’’ I said, ‘‘Well, I voted
against the balanced budget amend-
ment because I felt it would be bal-
anced on your backs.’’

Then as I talked to a young student
who came here in a wheelchair to say
to me ‘‘I need help,’’ and he asked me
also, why? I ask Mr. KASICH, why? Why
do we have to balance the budget on
the backs of these people?

I hear all the numbers. I hear all the
rebuttals. I see all the charts. But it is
one thing that they do not answer:
Why is the budget being cut the way it
is?

Yes, we will work toward a balanced
budget. But does it have to be done on
the backs of poor people for the benefit
of the rich? I want to say to each one
of you, you cannot block grant your re-
sponsibility. You can block grant a lot
of other things, but you cannot block
grant your responsibility. You cannot
block grant a method of providing

quality care for the poor and the elder-
ly population.

You have poor folks back home. You
also have elderly people back home
who cannot pay for the care they are
going to need in the nursing homes.
These are your mothers, these are your
fathers, these are your disabled chil-
dren. So you cannot balance that
through a block grant program.

I feel that this is a concern which
Congress has to keep. You cannot abdi-
cate that responsibility. You cannot
pass it off to the States. This is your
responsibility, to take care of the peo-
ple who are being taken care of
through Medicaid. There is no other
way.

I want you to say no to this budget,
because what this budget does is it for-
gets about certain beneficiaries, lab-
oratory services and x ray services, im-
munization, prenatal and nursing home
care. You are thinking you can block
grant Medicaid. You cannot do it. You
want to save $5 billion over the next 7
years or so. Over $180 billion in cuts
have to be absorbed by the States. I
wan to say to you, Mr. Chairman, and
the admirable Mr. KASICH, it cannot be
done.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
MYRICK] a former mayor and a member
of the Committee on the Budget.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Chairman, we
hear a lot about what is wrong with
this budget, and I would like to talk a
little bit about what is right with this
budget.

Mr. Chairman, we feel that we have a
moral responsibility to leave this world
better than when we found it, and part
of this is taking on that responsibility
for our children’s future and looking at
what we are going to leave them. In
putting together this budget, it was
not just quickly put together. There is
much thought that has gone into this.
It has gone by line by line and program
by program, agency by agency, and
said is it necessary? Is there a better
way to do it? Is it worth spending our
children’s future?

I came here because of 6 grand-
children. In addition, I look after a 92-
year-old elderly lady who has no family
who is in a nursing home. So I am very
familiar with what people are going
through. We are handling that in our
own family right now.

But we are doing a lot of things that
are necessary in my district, and peo-
ple are telling me it is necessary, we
want you to do it. And I want to talk
a little bit about some of the things
the changes that need to be done.

We are cutting foreign aid by $29 bil-
lion and eliminating a lot of wasteful
programs. We are keeping our promise
not to touch Social Security. There are
not going to be any changes in Social
Security coming up. We are block
granting job training, because there
are 163 different job training programs
right now. It is very confusing. They do
not all work. So we are finding how all

this can work together and saying let
us take the duplication out and really
make it reach the people who need the
job training.

We are eliminating some depart-
ments, Education, Commerce, and En-
ergy, because there is a lot of wasteful
bureaucratic structure there. There are
over 71 duplicative programs in com-
merce throughout Government. That is
ridiculous. It is a waste of money.

We also are terminating and
privatizing 284 programs, 13 agencies,
and 69 commissions. Sure, there are
good changes, but it is a better way to
spend our tax dollars. Privatizing is
the way to go. We are privatizing Gen-
eral Services, Public Broadcasting,
other things that can carry their
weight only the open market, and look-
ing for a better way to deliver the serv-
ices.

We are stopping a lot of the Federal
subsidies to business and industries,
things they do not need Government
help on. They do it themselves.

So the bottom line is, we are looking
at this responsibly. We care about what
is going to happen. We care about
where our children and our grand-
children are going to end up. And we
want to make Government work bet-
ter, and let the people at home make
their decisions and let them keep the
money in their own pocket. They can
spend it better than the Federal Gov-
ernment can.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. BEVILL].

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

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, the
Committee on the Budget proposal to
slash Medicare will put thousands of
Alabama senior citizens in jeopardy.
Many of them already have to choose
between paying for food and paying for
medicine. This dilemma will only get
worse.

The Committee on the Budget has
proposed to carve huge holes in the
safety net which many elderly people
depend on. Those who are teetering on
the edge are more likely to fall
through the cracks under this proposal.

Ruby Swann, of Glencoe, AL, broke
her leg a year ago and had to have a
knee replacement this year. She is a
widow, 76 years old, who lives on her
Social Security. She told me people
like her are just scared to death over
this proposal, and I believe her.

Jessie Box, a 78-year-old widow from
Etowah County, depends on her Social
Security. She suffers with arthritis.
She had a similar experience. These
women are not alone, and under the
House Committee on the Budget’s pro-
posal, the average Alabama beneficiary
will pay about $3,561 more out-of-pock-
et over the next 7 years. Those who use
home health care will pay an estimated
$900 more for their services in 1996.

I have voted for every deficit reduc-
tion bill in recent history here in the
House. But I will not vote for this bill,



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H 5141May 17, 1995
produced by the majority party, which
will put the financial burden on those
who can least afford it, our senior citi-
zens. It is just not right, and my col-
leagues know it.

Mr. Chairman, I am strongly opposed
to this, and I urge my colleagues to de-
feat this budget measure.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. I would just like to
point out to the gentleman that in Ala-
bama, the amount of money it gets is
$3 billion under our plan. By the year
2002 it will get $4.3 billion. I point out
to the gentleman from Alabama that
the per beneficiary amount is $4,800.
Under our plan it goes to $6,361.

Mr. Chairman, only in this town do
you call an increase in spending cut.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas Mr. PETE GEREN.

(Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank my friend for yield-
ing.

The low point in my service as a
Member of Congress was March 17, 1994,
when the balanced budget amendment
went down by 18 votes. A dozen Mem-
bers who cosponsored the balanced
budget amendment were persuaded at
the last minute to vote against it, and
they did, and they brought it down.

It hit me that day that if a dozen
Members were willing to suffer the em-
barrassment of voting against a bill
that they had their name on, that they
cosponsored, that forces behind deficit
spending were so powerful that they
would always win. The future would al-
ways lose. Political reality was that
the status quo, the deficit, would al-
ways win. The arguments might
change, but the results were always the
same.

It hit me that day that what the cyn-
ics had always said was true, that ev-
erybody says they want a balanced
budget, but no one is willing to do
what it takes to get there. Everyone
wants to go to heaven, nobody wants to
die.

I concluded that we in Congress are
doing nothing more than rearranging
the deck chairs on the Titanic, and I
wondered what we were doing here.

With those facts, it was simple and
depressing arithmetic: The United
States was going to go broke. Not now,
not today, but later, and with cer-
tainty. Now little more than a year
later we are going to pass a balanced
budget. The cynics were wrong. We can
do it. We will do it. The debate is not
if, the debate is how.

My colleagues, this is a great day. I
do not care if your greatest concern is
education, transportation, defense,
childhood nutrition, health care in gen-
eral, Medicare specifically, the path we
have been on is going to destroy it.
There will not be less Medicare, there
will be none. Eventually the debt on

and the interest on it will destroy ev-
erything worthwhile that Government
can do. That is simple arithmetic, and
a year ago that seemed inevitable. To-
morrow we change course.

Who wins? All Americans. It is not
the greedy versus the generous, men
versus women, rich versus poor, young
versus old, have versus have-nots. As
some of my colleagues would charac-
terize it, everybody wins. A balanced
budget means a brighter today and it
means a brighter tomorrow.

Is the coalition plan perfect? No. Is
the Kasich plan perfect? No. There are
differences in the two, but they agree
on the most important point: They bal-
ance the budget. A year ago a balanced
budget was a pipe dream. Tomorrow,
thanks to some courageous Members,
it is a reality.

Some of my colleagues attacked
these balanced budget provisions as
mean-spirited and cruel. As compared
to what? Mr. Chairman, the present
course is cruel. The status quo is cruel.
To beggar the future, to condemn fu-
ture generations to financial ruin, is
cruel, it is wrong.

Balancing the budget is tough, hard-
er than I ever imagined it would be.
But it is not cruel, it is good, it is fair,
it is the right thing to do, and tomor-
row we will do it.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr.
FILNER].

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

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the Republican
budget resolution.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposition to
the Republican budget resolution for fiscal
year 1996.

I am filled both with awe and with sadness
today. I am indeed awed by the tenacity, the
discipline, and the enthusiasm of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle. Their
zeal and determination in their quest for a bal-
anced budget must be admired.

But I am also saddened. Would that they
were a bit more compassionate, less greedy,
more even-handed, less protective of special
interests in their budget.

Let us take a closer look at this budget they
are proposing.

Cuts for students from preschool through
college, cuts for veterans, cuts for seniors,
cuts for arts and culture, cuts for farmers, cuts
for the working poor, cuts for middle-income
Americans. Cuts for everyone except the
wealthy and special interests.

Take one example: It seems that veterans—
yes, our Nations’ veterans—have been singled
out for cuts beyond those proposed for other
major national programs. I fail to understand
how we can repay the very people who fought
for our country with massive cuts to the medi-
cal care and benefits they were promised. Vet-
erans Secretary Jesse Brown estimates that
this budget will eliminate treatment for 1 mil-
lion veterans a year and will require the clo-
sure of almost 40 hospitals. And, maybe sad-
dest of all, it will cut programs to help home-
less veterans get back into jobs and produc-
tive lives.

Another example: Of the programs targeted
for elimination, over half are in education—
from the smallest Cabinet Department which
receives only 2 percent of the Federal budget.
In fact, the Department of Education itself is
scheduled for elimination under this proposal.
Do we care about our children? Don’t we
know that a good education is the key to a
good life?

Several million students will lose access to
educational opportunities beyond high school
due to reductions in Federal scholarship and
grant programs. And with the elimination of
the in-school interest exemption, the debt bur-
den for students with loans could rise 20 to 50
percent.

This resolution attempts to control Medicare
spending when it is widely acknowledged that
Medicare can only be fixed in the context of
overall health care reform. If this budget reso-
lution becomes law, the result will be higher
premiums, higher co-pays, and higher
deductibles for senior citizens under Medicare.
Already, many seniors are choosing between
food and medicine, heat and in-home nursing
care. In addition, reducing the Federal Gov-
ernment’s COLA formula is a back-door way
of cutting Social Security benefits.

Lower and middle-income Americans seem
not to count in this budget. By contrast, the
wealthiest Americans and corporations not
only are spared the wrath but are rewarded
with tax cuts.

We do not have to cut programs that are
the heart of what our country stands for in
order to balance the budget. I recently intro-
duced legislation to close a glaring loophole
for a few giant mutual life insurance compa-
nies. Do you know that these companies have
been paying no tax on earnings from business
activity since approximately 1986? My bill, co-
sponsored by Congresswoman HELEN
CHENOWETH, would reduce the deficit and, at
the same time, require no new funding, attack
no one’s programs, and raise no new taxes.

What it does is close a $2 billion loophole—
that is $2 billion per year. Closing this loop-
hole would require only that these companies
pay their fair share—and, at the same time,
the Nation’s small insurance companies would
be helped by our efforts and would receive
significant tax relief.

I cannot in good conscience vote to slash
money from the earned-income tax credit
which says that if you work, you should not
have to live in poverty. I cannot in good con-
science vote to slash low-income heating sub-
sidies, Head Start, college loans, veterans’
health care—when $2 billion corporate loop-
holes exist.

If we pass this budget, we will be trading
one deficit for another—we will produce a defi-
cit of compassion, a deficit of spirit. As a
country, we are losing our soul.

We will be telling our children, you don’t
matter. We will be telling our seniors, you
don’t matter. We will be telling students and
veterans, you don’t matter. We will be telling
hard-working, middle-class Americans, you
don’t matter.

I would say to my fellow colleagues that we
all do matter. I urge you to vote against this
budget resolution.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. PETERSON].

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, I was 1 of the 72 Democrats
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who supported the balanced budget
amendment earlier this year. Then, as
now, I firmly believed that we must
put our fiscal house in order. We must
control spending. We must reduce the
deficit. If we do not, quite simply the
quality of lie of all citizens, rich, poor,
it matters not, we are all in this to-
gether, we all lose.

Let me say again, unequivocally,
that to preserve the American dream,
we must balance the budget. But, as
with all things, there is a right way
and a wrong way. Today I rise in sup-
port of the alternative budget sup-
ported by my colleague from Texas,
Mr. STENHOLM, and the gentleman from
Utah, Mr. ORTON.

b 1745

A level-headed approach to deficit re-
duction, it requires sacrifices from ev-
eryone. Our friends on the other side
have couched their arguments essen-
tially without detail, looking only to-
ward the end product, which is the bal-
anced budget.

Well, now that we agree on the end,
let us look at the means. The Demo-
cratic alternative balances the budget
and reduces the national debt $160 bil-
lion lower than the Republican plan. In
the process of balancing the budget,
however, we restore funding to guaran-
teed student loans, areas of education,
health research, and economic develop-
ment.

So we can all agree on the benefits on
deficit reduction for future genera-
tions. The Republican plan, however,
would take and place that same gen-
eration at risk by cutting student
loans, underfunding Head Start, abol-
ishing the Department of Education,
and cutting funding for immunization
and child care.

Under the Democratic plan, everyone
is asked to sacrifice, but we also recog-
nize the need to invest in America and
in our future.

The real choice tomorrow will not be
between balancing the budget or con-
tinuing deficit spending. The choice
will be how do we want to balance the
budget.

I say we have a responsibility to act
responsibly and to support the alter-
native budget proposed by the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] and
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON].

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes and 30 seconds to the distin-
guished gentleman from Cleveland, OH
[Mr. HOKE], a member of the Commit-
tee on the Budget.

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

We are going to spend $11.5 to $12
trillion over the next 5 years. I have
never seen from the other side a glass
more half empty than in the character-
izations that we have heard about it. It
is just, it is stunning. Let us talk about
some of the positives.

Church bells should peal from all
over this Nation tomorrow as we do
something that has not been done in 26
years. This is a cause for a celebration.

What does it mean? It means that our
streets are going to be safer. It means
that there are going to be greater op-
portunities for our children. It means
that there will be more jobs. We are
saving Medicare. We are preserving the
blessings of liberty to ours and to our
posterity. This is a time to celebrate.

I was asked by the chairman of this
distinguished committee to head up
the internatonal affairs function work-
ing group, and I want to report to this
House and to the American people that
we have done exactly what they want-
ed to do. We have done with foreign aid
exactly what the American people have
called on us to do for a long time, and
that is to make some significant, sig-
nificant realignments with respect to
what we are doing.

We are talking about a reduction of
$29 billion over 7 years from programs
that are in the international functions.
It means about a 22 to 23 percent reduc-
tion in spending in that area.

Let us talk specifically about some of
the things that we are doing. We are
reducing subsidies for the Export-Im-
port Bank and for the Trade and Devel-
opment Agency, and we are privatizing
the Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration, that is OPIC. That is com-
monly known to many people as cor-
porate subsidies or also known as cor-
porate welfare.

We are ceasing supporting the Inter-
national Development Agency, IDA. We
are reforming the Multinational Devel-
opment Bank. We are eliminating the
United States Information Agency’s
cultural and educational exchanges,
and we are terminating the overseas
nonmilitary broadcasting.

We are also reforming and we are re-
structuring the State Department by
absorbing ACDA, the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency and the Agency
for International Development. We are
completely revamping. In fact what we
are doing with the State Department,
we are doing exactly what the Presi-
dent’s advisors had said to do, and then
backed away from it the very last
minute.

We are making the changes that
America wants and we are doing it not
just for this Congress but for the future
generations, for the children.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me and very ably leading the Com-
mittee on the Budget. My remarks will
warrant no applause and certainly
arouse not much interest other than
simply some boredom. Because I come
simply to tell the truth about Medi-
care, part A and part B.

When you get your form in the mail
and senior citizens look at it, they see
part A and part B. The hospital insur-
ance program, part A, pays for in-pa-
tient hospital care and other related
care for those age 65 and older and for
the long-term disabled.

Hospital insurance is financed pri-
marily by payroll taxes with the taxes

paid by current workers and their em-
ployers used mainly to benefit current
beneficiaries. Income not currently
needed to pay benefits and related ex-
penses is held in the HI Trust Fund. So
those working today pay for those
needing today.

Why is it in trouble? Interestingly
enough, it is in trouble for a good rea-
son. They are increasing the number of
elderly, our elderly population is grow-
ing. What do the Republicans want to
do? Cap the program at 5 percent
growth when the number of bene-
ficiaries are growing in proportion.
What kind of a reasoned brainstorm is
that?

In 1994, 32 million seniors and 4 mil-
lion disabled cost $104.5 billion, only
$95.3 billion was put in of 141 million
workers. The real issue is that what
the medical trustees have suggested is
the reason we have some sort of short
range financial inadequacy is because
seniors are growing, elderly popu-
lations are growing. Let us fix Medi-
care, not cut it.

My constituent, Viola Smith, 71
years old, Houston resident, arthritic
Medicare recipient has said, Please, do
all that you can to stop the harsh cuts
of the Medicare program. I will not
make it without my benefits.

Folks, this is smoke and mirrors. The
reason why we are talking about finan-
cial instability is because our senior
population is growing. If you cut $283
billion with a growing senior popu-
lation, what sense does it make?

I am here simply to tell the truth.
Let us fix Medicare and let us not
break it.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL].

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, we are
confronting here an interesting exer-
cise in which relatively few choices
exist with regard to the Members of
this body. The measure before us, the
base measure, is fiscally irresponsible
in the extreme. It places the respon-
sibility for drawing down the deficit
squarely on the backs of the most vul-
nerable portions of our society: chil-
dren, veterans, senior citizens.

Here are some of the cuts that are
proposed: $280 billion reduction in Med-
icare. This will require senior citizens
to pay an additional $1,060 in out-of-
pocket expenses in the year 2002.

Earlier today a Member on the other
side of the aisle asked how anyone
could characterize Medicare cuts as
being draconian. I would simply quote
that the distinguished current chair-
man of the Committee on Commerce
charged that these cuts in the last ses-
sion were draconian. These reductions
are, those reductions were two-thirds
below those suggested today.

The resolution targets seniors by
cutting senior citizens COLAs by $24
billion between fiscal year 1999 and the
year 2002. This will reduce the average
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senior’s benefits each year by about
$240. The resolution before us also re-
duces Medicaid by about $184 billion.
These changes will limit access to
health care for many older Americans
and threaten their financial security.
They will also result in seniors being
ejected from nursing homes.

It is clear that the Nation has to re-
duce the budget deficit. It is a threat
to our long-term economic strength.
However, attacking the most vulner-
able, dealing with those who have con-
cerns and who indeed are our future is
unwise. Reducing the educational op-
portunities of our youngsters is per-
haps one of the most foolish kinds of
raids on good investment practices and
good economic policies this country
can make.

The benefits, however, that will be
accrued from this proposal are those
few in this country who already have
plenty. Better than half the benefits in
the $350 billion tax cut package that
are before us in this legislation or will
later come will go to Americans earn-
ing more than $100,000 a year.

During today’s debate, my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle have fre-
quently asserted that the buildup of
the national debt over the last 14 years
is the fault of the Democrats. Nothing
is further from the truth. An examina-
tion will show that my Republican col-
leagues and indeed Presidents Bush and
Reagan submitted and supported budg-
ets wildly out of balance, and they
made inaccurate assumptions and in-
cluded asterisks to indicate that there
might be some savings appearing at
some future time.

The Democratic Congress has cut
every one of those budgets save one. In-
deed the Congress saved some $49 bil-
lion that was suggested for expenditure
by the prior administrations.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
outrage.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposition to
House Concurrent Resolution 67, the budget
resolution for fiscal year 1996.

This measure is fiscally irresponsible in the
extreme. It places the responsibility for draw-
ing down the deficit squarely on the backs of
the most vulnerable in this Nation—children,
veterans and seniors.

The harsh cuts that have been proposed in-
clude:

A $280 billion reduction in Medicare. This
will require seniors to pay an additional $1,060
in out-of-pocket expenses in 2002.

Earlier today a Member on the other side of
the aisle asked ‘‘How anyone could character-
ize the Medicare cuts being proposed as dra-
conian?’’ I would remind him that the distin-
guished chairman of the Commerce Commit-
tee, the committee charged with making these
cuts, characterized the Medicare savings in-
cluded in the 1993 budget as draconian.
These reductions were a full two-thirds below
those being considered today.

The resolution also targets seniors by cut-
ting Social Security COLAs by $24 billion be-
tween fiscal year 1999 and fiscal year 2002.
This will decrease the average yearly benefit
by $240.

The resolution before us also reduces Med-
icaid by $184 billion.

These changes will limit the access to
health care for many older Americans and
threaten their financial security. They will also
result in seniors being knocked out of nursing
homes.

We clearly must work to reduce the deficit
which poses a threat to our long-term eco-
nomic strength. However, as we work to pre-
vent future generations from being saddled
with enormous debt burdens, it is imperative
that we proceed in a responsible and fair man-
ner. The budget resolution that the majority
has introduced clearly does not meet this
standard.

As I mentioned the cuts in this resolution fall
hardest on those who most deserve our sup-
port. Yet, the benefits are localized to the
lucky few in this Nation who already have
plenty. Better than half of the benefits of the
$350 billion tax cut package that has been in-
cluded go to Americans earning more than
$100,000 a year.

During today’s debate, my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle have frequently as-
serted that the buildup in the national debt
over the last 14 years is the fault of the Demo-
crats. I believe an examination of recent his-
tory shows that the memories of my Repub-
lican colleagues, with respect to this matter,
are very convenient.

For 12 years, Presidents Reagan and Bush
submitted budget proposals with rosy eco-
nomic scenarios, inaccurate assumptions and
asterisks instead of savings. While both called
for a balanced budget, both submitted budgets
grossly out of balance and left it to Congress
to cut their requests. Congress did so in every
year save one. In fact, the Congress appro-
priated almost $30 billion less than both Presi-
dents requested.

Now we are hearing that the administration
is not committed to deficit reduction. This
strikes me as peculiar indeed in light of the
fact that our President, unlike his prede-
cessors, had done more than just talk about
deficit reduction.

Two years ago when the President came
forward with a very successful budget plan, a
Republican alternative was nowhere to be
found. Instead we heard fearful cries that the
Clinton budget would lead to near term eco-
nomic calamity.

Our distinguished speaker asserted that the
budget plan would lead to a recession and ac-
tually increase the deficit.

And, our majority leader classified it as job-
killer in the short run.

Despite the unwillingness of a single Repub-
lican to vote for the plan, it was passed and
signed into law. The successes it has contrib-
uted to speak for themselves. Better than
$700 billion in deficit reduction; the creation of
close to 7 million jobs; and a tax cut for 20
million low-income working families. Yet, only
the richest 2 percent have been asked to pay
more in taxes.

Now we are being asked to consider a
package that takes a completely different ap-
proach. An approach, which I might add mir-
rors the failed supply-side economic policies of
the Reagan and Bush years.

It targets those who have been hurt most by
trickle down policies—the low-income and
middle-class families of this Nation. Over the
past 15 years this group has seen their annual
incomes stagnate and in many cases decline.
The wealthy however have enjoyed unprece-
dented gains.

Mr. Chairman, this Voodoo Economics II
budget plan does not represent a constructive
and sound proposal for bringing the deficit
down further. I urge my colleagues to vote
against the resolution.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, only in
Washington is an increase in spending
a cut. In Michigan, to the gentleman
that just spoke, we are going to spend
44 percent more in Medicare, the per
beneficiary is going to go from $4,600 to
$6,100. The gentlewoman before talked
about it being a cut when we are in-
creasing Medicare in Texas 53 percent.
The per beneficiary is going to go from
$5,000 to $6,600 per beneficiary.

Only in Washington is an increase in
spending a cut.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Washington [Ms.
DUNN].

(Ms. DUNN of Washington asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.)

Ms. DUNN of Washington. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in favor of the Kasich budg-
et.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from the State of New Jersey
[Mrs. ROUKEMA].

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in, qualified, support of House Con-
current Resolution 67, the Budget Com-
mittee’s version of a fiscal year 1996
budget resolution in this historic de-
bate we are holding today.

For the first time in more than a
generation, the House of Representa-
tives is debating a series of budget res-
olutions that all share a common trait:
the Federal Government’s budget will
be balanced by the year 2002.

The goal of a balanced budget is not
an abstract exercise that some econo-
mists or ‘‘green-eyed shade types’’
thought-up in their ivory tower.

It is an essential economic tool to
get the savings and capital investment
we desperately need for research and
development, and new plant and equip-
ment to rebuild the American econ-
omy; keep us competitive in the global
economy and create the good jobs at
good wages we need for this generation
and those to come.

Obviously, the various budget plans
we will consider this week have dif-
ferent funding priorities—but that is
exactly what the democratic process is
all about, and it is a tribute to the dili-
gence of many Members of Congress
that we have several different paths we
can choose from in order to reach the
goal of a balanced Federal budget.

Earlier this year, as I have repeat-
edly in the past, I voted in support of a
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution. I did so because I believe
that our country’s long-term economic
health demands that the Federal Gov-
ernment’s fiscal house be put in order.
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While the balanced budget amend-

ment was narrowly defeated in the
Senate, the need for Congress to do the
right thing, and enact legislation that
brings the budget into balance, re-
mains as strong today as it was then.

President Clinton’s own budget plan,
which was released only 4 months ago,
projects $200 billion annual budget defi-
cits as far into the future as the eye
can see.

This, despite his own successful ef-
forts in 1993 to enact a $500 billion defi-
cit reduction package on top of the $500
billion deficit reduction package that
President Bush negotiated in 1990.

An objective analysis of this situa-
tion can lead to only one conclusion:
our current budget is fundamentally
and completely out-of-whack.

Our interest payments on the public
debt, currently exceed $200 billion a
year, and are projected to increase to a
mind-boggling $310 billion within the
next 4 years.

If nothing is done, our country is
headed for a fiscal disaster.

At the same time, in order to avoid
this calamity, balancing the budget
will require everyone in the United
States to share some of the sacrifice
associated with reducing the Federal
Government’s projected increases in
spending by roughly $1 trillion over the
next 7 years.

While I recognize that the opponents
of House Concurrent Resolution 67 can
point to this detail or that detail as
unacceptable, but the fact remains
that the Budget Committee’s plan does
not give anyone a ‘‘free ride’’ as we
struggle toward a balanced budget.

The defense budget will have to take
its fair share of the necessary spending
reductions. No department can be ex-
empt.

The domestic discretionary budget,
which provides funds for most Federal
education, housing, environmental, and
health programs, will have to make
due with $190 billion less over the next
7 years than originally anticipated.

The non-health care entitlement pro-
grams, such as Federal employees’ pen-
sions, crop subsidies, and welfare pro-
grams to name just a few, are facing
$220 billion less in funding than origi-
nally assumed.

And Medicare and Medicaid, the Fed-
eral health care programs for the elder-
ly and low-income respectively, will be
asked to make due with $470 billion in
less spending than current budget
trends allow for.

Without question, this area of sav-
ings raises the most concern, and I
must state my healthy skepticism
about how much can, or should, be ac-
complished in the near-term.

Some of the recommendations that
have been discussed in recent weeks
will be subject to intense analysis by
this Member of Congress as the House
Ways and Means Committee wrestles
with the reconciliation instructions it
will receive from this document.

But, absent some significant reform
what will happen to the Medicare and
Medicaid Programs?

Well, for the second year in a row,
the trustees for the Medicare Program
have concluded that the program will
go bankrupt in 7 years if nothing is
changed.

Clearly, strong action and bold lead-
ership is needed to ensure that our el-
derly will be able to receive necessary
medical treatment through the Medi-
care Program, and that Medicare will
be there for many hard-working fami-
lies who will become eligible for Medi-
care in the next 10 or 20 years.

I, for one, support the establishment
of a bi-partisan blue ribbon medicare
commission—modeled after the very
successful Greenspan Commission on
Social Security in the mid-1980s—to
make recommendations for preserving
and protecting this vital program,
which the Congress should enact con-
fident that there is not any hidden po-
litical agenda to the recommendations.

All too often, members have implied
that there can be short-term ‘‘quick
fixes’’ to the program’s current struc-
ture. There are no easy, quick fixes
here.

In talking about preserving and pro-
tecting Medicare’s long-term solvency,
let us do it right with the least amount
of partisan wrangling as possible.

While the Budget Committee’s plan
does call for some dramatic changes to
these programs, we must keep in mind
that the alternative is completely un-
acceptable: a bankrupted Medicare
Program that does not help the elderly
and is not there for anyone else either.

With respect to the ongoing efforts to pro-
vide middle class families with some tax relief,
I supported H.R. 1215 earlier this year be-
cause it contained many elements, such as
expanded individual retirement accounts, cap-
ital gains tax relief, expanded capital invest-
ment deductions for small businesses, of a
‘‘Save and Invest in America Agenda’’, which
I have long advocated.

Indeed, I was one of a small group of Re-
publicans that petitioned our leadership to
defer any tax reductions until we had certified
that the budget was, in fact, going to be bal-
anced. Unfortunately, these preconditions are
not included in the Budget Committee’s plan.

It is for this reason that I strongly prefer the
budget plan drafted by the Budget Committee
chairman in the other body, Senator PETE DO-
MENICI.

However, we must be mindful that the
House Budget Committee’s changes in the
Tax Code do result in lower Federal revenues
in the short-term, which in turn requires that
the Congress cut spending further in order to
offset these losses.

Currently, the Budget Committee plan pro-
vides for $350 in additional spending cuts over
7 years to compensate for the tax relief pack-
age.

Perhaps when the conference committee
meets to reconcile the House and Senate
budget resolutions, they can reach a com-
promise that provides needed ‘‘Save and In-
vest in America’’ tax changes without requiring
almost $400 billion in additional spending cuts
to compensate for them.

Nevertheless, I will vote in support of House
passage for this measure because it is impor-
tant to keep this process moving forward, not-
withstanding these concerns.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, approving the
Budget Committee’s proposal represents the
first step in our annual budget process. The
13 regular appropriations bills, combined with
an omnibus budget reconciliation package, will
be where the nitty-gritty details of this budget
plan are hashed-out.

That process will not be without difficulty,
but as we prepare to enact legislation that bal-
ances the Federal budget we should not kid
ourselves into thinking that it will be easy to
do. At the same time, we should acknowledge
the terrible cost to our Nation if we do nothing.

Balancing the Federal budget is essential to
protect our Nation’s long-term financial health,
and to ensure that the country our children
and grandchildren inherit is as great as the
one our parents gave us.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr.
GALLEGLY].

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

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, I
stand in strong support of this budget.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. MENENDEZ].

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

b 1800

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

Mr. Chairman, why are the Repub-
licans proposing a cut of $282 billion to
Medicare?

They tell us it is to save Medicare
from bankruptcy. But nobody has
asked why the plan to save Medicare is
in the budget. Could we not save Medi-
care with another bill?

In fact, they tried it yesterday. Their
solution was to vote on a bill that
would ask the Medicare trustees to
come up with a plan to save Medicare
from bankruptcy. But if they are ask-
ing the trustees to come up with a
plan, what is it that we are voting on
today? Do they have a plan, or do they
not?

It turns out that one of the trustees
has already given an estimate of how
much spending would have to be re-
duced in order to save Medicare from
bankruptcy. Asked during testimony
before the Senate Budget Committee
how much it would take to make the
fund solvent by 2002, public trustee
Stanford G. Ross answered that it
would take about $130 billion in cuts.

So again, why are the Republicans
proposing a cut of $282 billion to Medi-
care?

What are their plans for the other
$150 billion?

The answer is, they are giving it
away through tax cuts to the wealthy.

Once again, they are cutting an extra
$150 billion from Medicare to pay for
tax cuts for the wealthy. This while
some Republicans are busy telling sen-
iors that Medicare isn’t sacred, and
that they should tighten their belts.
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Mr. Chairman, my mother knows just

what it means to have to tighten her
belt. She has worked all her life, for
years and years in a factory in New
Jersey. Today, Medicare pays for her
health care. What do such huge num-
bers in the Republican budget mean to
her? Lower coverage, higher
copayments, and higher out-of-pocket
expenses overall. On average, over
$1,000 a year more from her pocket.

My mother is lucky. If increased
health care costs make it impossible to
make ends meet, she has a family she
can turn to for help.

But what happens to those seniors
who do not? Do they just tighten their
belts a little more?

Who are tightening their belts with
this plan, Mr. Chairman? How does a
capital gains tax cut tighten anyone’s
belt? The top 12 percent of earners in
this country are going to share in over
75 percent of the benefits from that tax
cut, thanks to the extra $150 billion
seniors are forking over. That is what
this budget is all about; seniors tight-
ening their belts, while Wall Street
wonders take their swollen checks to
the bank.

Mr. Chairman, let me say to my Re-
publican colleagues, they cannot tell
my mother or any other senior citizen
in New Jersey or in the Nation that
this is not going to cost them one sin-
gle dime more from their pocket. It is
going to cost them very significantly,
no matter what they read.

As it relates to the other thing they
keep referring to, the 1993 deficit re-
duction vote, let me say that in my
district, that meant over 50,000 families
in my district got a tax cut, so they
should keep reading their figures, but
be honest to the seniors in this coun-
try. It is going to cost them more, and
they are cutting in a manner that is
disproportionate and unfair to people
who have worked a lifetime. Vote
against this budget.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. SMITH], a distinguished member of
the Committee on the Budget and
chairman of one of our task forces.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is relevant
to note that my colleague who just
spoke voted for the Clinton tax hike of
1993, and it cost his district $431 mil-
lion. I think it is also regrettable he
voted against the balanced budget
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, on the Committee on
the Budget’s way to balancing the
budget in 7 years, and increasing the
amount that Medicare beneficiaries are
going to receive by 33 percent, we have
also made Congress and Government
tighten its belt first. For example, we
have eliminated 3 unnecessary Cabinet
departments, we have stopped 284 big
Government programs, we have elimi-
nated 69 wasteful commissions, and
eliminated 13 agencies, as well. We
have also eliminated the favorable pen-

sion treatment Members of Congress
and congressional staff used to receive.
We make permanent the one-third cut
in congressional committee staff. We
kept our promise. We made permanent
a 15-percent cut in White House staff.
We helped the President keep his prom-
ise.

Mr. Chairman, we also discarded
needless bureaucracy. For example, we
ended 69 unnecessary big Government
commissions, including the Fasteners
Advisory Commission, the Dance Advi-
sory Panel, and we also reduced all
Government agency overhead and indi-
rect cost.

Mr. Chairman, the House has a his-
toric opportunity we have not had in a
quarter century. For the first time in
25 years, we can give our children a
better future, restore the American
dream, and end the slide in living
standards. Finally, after too many
unkept promises, too many tax in-
creases, too many false starts, and too
little will to do the right thing, Con-
gress will keep its word. This week we
have a real life proposal that restrains
the growth in Government’s budget to
increase the size of the family’s budget.

Since 1969, the last time our Federal
budget was balanced, this Government
has run up a $4.7 trillion debt. Our an-
nual deficits of $176 billion plus raise
interest rates by an average of 2 per-
cent. That means our deficit costs the
typical homeowner tens of thousands
of dollars. It also slows growth, closes
small businesses, and destroys jobs.

In 1950 the Government took $1 out of
every $20 earned by the American fam-
ily. Today it takes $1 out of every $4
our family has earned. The combina-
tion of local, State, and Federal taxes
now consumes 40 percent of the typical
family’s income, an all-time record
high. That is wrong. Remember, it is
not the Government’s money to take,
it is the family’s money to keep.

A lot of scare tactics and dema-
goguery are being used today. Some on
the other side of the aisle have tried to
frighten seniors, students, and others.
These naysayers turn American
against American, grandparent against
grandchild, employer against em-
ployee, and retiree against worker, but
the American people know better. The
people who do the work, pay the taxes,
raise the children, and care for the
grandchildren will not be divided, one
against another. It is not the worker
versus the boss, or the young against
the old, it is the working and earning
class against the taxing and spending
class.

This past November the working and
earning class spoke loudly and clearly.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
OLVER], a member of the committee.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, Republicans are cut-
ting Medicare for 35 million American

elder citizens and giving tax breaks to
the wealthiest Americans and the most
privileged Americans. This budget res-
olution includes, on the one hand, $280
billion in cuts in Medicare for elders,
and on the other hand, $340 billion in
tax cuts, mostly going to the richest
Americans.

The cold numbers are almost too
large to understand, but I met with
Ruth Jackson on Monday. She lives in
Holyoke, MA. She is 77 years old. She
has diabetes. Her eyesight is too poor
to be able to give her own insulin
shots.

She has arthritis. she moves around
poorly, with a walker. She lives in the
smallest public housing unit available,
and this grandmother is the rock on
which two of her grandchildren, a
grandson in fifth grade and a grand-
daughter in fifth grade, depend in their
broken family. One of them actually
lives with her every day. She lives on
Social Security and has nothing else.
She has a visiting nurse who comes in
and provides her 7 days a week for 15
minutes or half an hour an insulin
shot. She has 2 to 4 hours a day of per-
sonal care.

Mr. Chairman, this Republican reso-
lution increases her Medicare costs by
about $4,000, and cuts her home health
care. She cannot live independently.
She cannot be the stable base for her
grandchildren if she is forced into a
nursing home. There are millions of
Americans 72, 77, 85, mostly surviving
women who are like Ruth Jackson, one
way or the other. They lose their per-
sonal care, housing, home heating,
drugs under this resolution.

Mr. Chairman, the Republicans prom-
ised to give big tax cuts for the
wealthiest Americans and the most
privileged Americans, so they are keep-
ing a promise that every American
working person knows, that the rich
are going to get richer under this deal.
In fact, we all, deep in our hearts, un-
derstand that these Republican policies
do in fact make the rich richer.

However, are we Americans willing
to take hundreds of billions of dollars
from our elders on Medicare, our most
vulnerable and poorest elder citizens,
our unemployed and our very poorest,
whose only medical care comes from
Medicaid, so that those richest Ameri-
cans can have a tax cut, and therefore
be a great deal richer? I hope not. I
hope we will vote against this resolu-
tion, and vote for the coalition resolu-
tion in its place.

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

Mr. KOLBE. I yield 30 seconds to the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to point out to the gentleman that
we are spending more money on Medi-
care. In Massachusetts, we will be
spending 40 percent more in the next 7
years on Medicare. The amount per
beneficiary is going to go up from
$5,900 to $7,814. Only in Washington,
only in Washington, when you spend
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more money, do people call it a cut. We
are going to improve this system.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 3 minutes so I can ask the gen-
tleman from Connecticut a question.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] is recog-
nized for 3 minutes.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I am just
curious. Clearly these Medicare cuts,
whatever they are, in the gentleman’s
resolution are going to pay for a sub-
stantial tax cut, but I am just curious,
he has not given me my Minnesota
number. Give me my Minnesota num-
ber. Then I would like to hear the Con-
necticut number.

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

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman
from Connecticut.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, let me
just ask the gentleman, does he not un-
derstand when you are spending more
money, you are spending more money?

Mr. SABO. I fully understand what
the gentleman is saying.

Mr. SHAYS. I just need to know that
that is the case.

Mr. SABO. I would just simply say to
the gentleman, Mr. Chairman, I am
amazed to hear how simple and easy it
is going to be to modify the Medicare
Program.

I am just curious, what is the number
for Minnesota?

Mr. SHAYS. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, in Minnesota the
gentleman has an amount of money for
Medicare now of $2 billion 429.

Mr. SABO. What is the per recipient
number?

Mr. SHAYS. It will go up $3 billion
400. It will go up 40 percent.

Mr. SABO. Just so the gentleman
knows my question, what is the per re-
cipient number in Minnesota?

Mr. SHAYS. The per recipient num-
ber in Minnesota, given that they are
getting 40 percent more in the next 7
years, it is presently $3,840. It goes up
to $5,000 per beneficiary.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I would
ask the gentleman, what is the number
in Connecticut?

Mr. SHAYS. If the gentleman will
yield further, in Connecticut we are
given from the Federal Government in
Medicare $2.5 billion, and it goes up to
$3.6 billion. That is a 40 percent in-
crease. We are equal. Per beneficiary it
is $5,135, and that will go up to $6,782
per beneficiary, per beneficiary.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I am just
curious how the gentleman from Con-
necticut is going to deal with this sig-
nificant difference in cost between the
State of Minnesota and the State of
Connecticut. We provide good quality
health care, substantially less, and
what I hear is the recipients, the reim-
bursement in Connecticut is substan-
tially higher than it is in Minnesota.

Mr. SHAYS. I want to make sure I
understand the gentleman. The gen-
tleman says in Minnesota he provides
good health care. I think we do in Con-
necticut, as well. In both instances, we

are getting 40 percent more in the next
7 years.

Mr. SABO. The gentleman from Con-
necticut is receiving, as I heard, over
$1,000 more per recipient.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA], chair-
man of the Subcommittee on the Inte-
rior of the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, let me
preface my remarks by saying that I
applaud the hard work that has gone
into producing this budget resolution,
a resolution that puts us on a path to
a balanced budget. I want to particu-
larly recognize my colleague from
Ohio, the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, Mr. KASICH, for his unwavering
dedication to the balanced budget ob-
jective. He has never lost sight of the
finish line and while I may not person-
ally agree with all of the assumptions
in this resolution I plan to support this
budget because I too believe the goal of
a balanced budget must be paramount.
I would like to discuss one of the as-
pects of the proposed budget resolution
that concerns me and that is the as-
sumption that the functions of the De-
partment of Energy should be phased
out. Many of these functions are im-
portant to the future of this Nation. It
is our responsibility to do these in the
most cost-effective way possible.

The argument for phasing out the
Department is based on the assumption
that it was solely created to deal with
an energy crisis the country experi-
enced in the 1970’s. The crisis no longer
exists and therefore the rationale for
the functions of the Department no
longer exists.

It is unwise, for us as a nation, to be
so complacent as to assume that an-
other energy crisis is not only not a
probability, but not even a possibility.
Just 4 short years ago—in the action
Desert Storm—we put over 400,000
American men and women into harms
way to protect the availability of en-
ergy resources that we are once again
taking for granted.

Much of the work the Department or
its successor organizations is doing, in
partnership with American industries,
is the very reason we can hope to avoid
a future energy crisis and, I would
argue, that the money spent on those
research, development, and demonstra-
tion projects is far more cost effective
than putting American lives at risk to
protect Persian Gulf oilfields.

A recent op-ed piece written by
former President Reagan’s Energy Sec-
retary, Don Hodel, ‘‘Forebodings of An-
other Oil Shortage,’’ put it starkly:

America is sleepwalking into a disaster.
Within the next two years, we will experi-
ence another oil shock.

According to the former secretary
the threat of this crisis once again
comes from the unstable Persian Gulf
which currently supplies 44 percent of

United States oil imports. The recent
DOE annual energy outlook projects
this figure rising to more than 65 per-
cent by the year 2010. Saudi Arabia
alone supplied almost 19 percent of the
United States import market last year
and provided over 25 percent as re-
cently as 1992. The stability in that re-
gion is once again in question.

In February of this year the Presi-
dent concurred with the Department of
Commerce’s finding that the Nation’s
growing reliance on imports of crude
oil and refined petroleum products
threaten the Nation’s security. In 1993
U.S. oil imports surpassed the 1977—a
time of crisis—record level by 1.8 per-
cent. The warning signs are clear and
yet today we are sending signals that
either we do not believe a crisis is a
possibility or that energy is not a criti-
cal commodity.

My second point relates to the actual
programs and mission of the Depart-
ment or its successors and their impact
on our international posture in terms
of maintaining and improving our glob-
al competitiveness and our goal of con-
tinuing to grow the economy. To be
truly strong, the American economy
must be efficient, clean and fueled by
stable and affordable supplies of en-
ergy. Assuring this supply and improv-
ing efficiencies and environmental per-
formance of our energy resources is one
of the important missions of our en-
ergy policy. Many of the energy pro-
grams are cost shared partnerships
with U.S. industries that hold the key
to achieving these goals.

Just last week I received a letter
from one of the participants in just
such a partnership. The company, a
small one located in Cleveland, OH is
attempting to develop and commer-
cialize a process for the recovery of us-
able materials from salt cake, a waste
produced by the aluminum industry.
Commercialization of this technology
would not only reduce the operating
costs in the aluminum industry
through reduced energy expenditures,
but it would also eliminate the 550,000
tons of salt cake that are presently
being landfilled in the U.S. each year.
This small company is cost sharing in
excess of 70 percent of the total project
cost with the Department. As the
President of this company concluded in
his letter to me, this research is ‘‘criti-
cal to the development of new tech-
nologies by American companies such
as ours.’’

Despite the fact that each of us is
heavily reliant on energy in our daily
lives, it is one of those luxuries that is
easy to ignore as long as it is plentiful
and reasonably priced. In the not too
distant past, energy was an after-
thought in economic planning. Today,
energy is a principal factor in any busi-
ness strategy and American businesses
today are cognizant of the importance
of energy in their bottom line and are
constantly working to reduce energy
costs to maintain or improve their
competitiveness.
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Transportation is one good example.

It is a key industry and a key compo-
nent in our overall energy equation ac-
counting for 27 percent of our total en-
ergy consumption and 66 percent of the
total petroleum use. Moreover, 97 per-
cent of the transportation sector’s en-
ergy demands are satisfied by petro-
leum. Clearly to reduce our dependence
on oil imports it is imperative that we
change the transportation sector’s en-
ergy demand patterns. The programs
funded in my subcommittee’s jurisdic-
tion, in partnership with DOE are ad-
dressing that issue. These programs are
projected to reduce oil imports by 2.3
million barrels a day by the year 2000
cresting a savings for drivers and a
trade deficit reduction of $47 million
per year.

Energy use is an environmental issue
as well. The production and use of en-
ergy cause more environmental dam-
age than any other human activity in
the world today. Without significant
changes in energy sources and con-
sumption patterns, the problem will
worsen. Without cleaner energy
sources and technologies, worsening
environmental problems can be ex-
pected to lead to regulatory actions
that can severely hamper economic
growth.

I have repeatedly said during my sub-
committee’s hearings that what the
November election was about was not
abolishing government, but making it
work more efficiently and more effec-
tively. I am persuaded that many De-
partments and Agencies a healthy dose
of streamlining and downsizing and I
am equally persuaded that they are
getting the message. For example the
Secretary or DOE recently announced
a proposed $14 billion contribution to
deficit reduction over the next 5 years.
I applaud these initiatives and I am
committed to working with the Agen-
cies such as DOE or its successors to
make those promised savings a reality.

I believe there are core, fundamental
missions in the field of Energy. With
respect to the programs I am most fa-
miliar with those missions involve pro-
moting, in partnership with U.S. indus-
tries, fundamental science and tech-
nology advances which will help keep
us competitive in a global economy
and which provide the long-term basis
for economic growth, job creation and
improved quality of life; and enhancing
our energy security by helping safe-
guard against energy supply disrup-
tions and their associated threats to
the United States.

These missions can be accomplished
in streamlined Departments, and Agen-
cies but may be lost in a costly realign-
ment that could be necessitated by
their complete dismantlement. Energy
is the lifeblood of a strong expanding
economy that is essential if we are to
be successful in balancing the budget.

Public-private partnerships can do
much to reduce the cost of government
while maintaining our technological
leadership and making our programs
very cost effective.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK],
a very hardworking member of the
committee.

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

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Chairman, I
would just like to make a couple of
quick comments and then talk briefly
about the agency elimination that we
have been talking about in the overall
budget package.

Mr. Chairman, I hear a lot of com-
ments about, well, we are cutting taxes
and that is wrong, we should not be
cutting taxes, that the American peo-
ple need to pay all this money into the
Government.

I make the simple point, and I ask
the American people that are watching
and listening, do you know how long
today you work to pay the taxes at all
levels, Federal, State, local, all levels
combined?

The answer is, you work until May 5.
You just passed Tax Freedom Day that
you work. I think if you get back a lit-
tle bit of that, that is your money, and
you are working hard enough and long
enough for the Government.

The other thing I hear a lot is people
saying, well, we are not spending
enough on Government programs. In-
deed, many of these programs are very
good programs, very worthwhile pro-
grams. But I simply point out that
around the turn of the century, the
Federal Government as a percentage of
this economy was roughly 3 percent of
this economy. That is what it was. It
was 3 percent. Now it is 23 percent of
this overall economy.

Overall I would like to point out, we
are eliminating in our budget package
three Cabinet level agencies, or pro-
pose, Departments of Commerce, En-
ergy, and Education. We are following
a process and a procedure here.

This is not just a thing of, OK, we are
going to go in and eliminate them com-
pletely and they are out of there, they
are gone. We are thinking this through
and asking the questions of how can we
do this better? How can the American
people get these services? We are going
through a process of asking, can we lo-
calize these services, send it back to
the State and local units of govern-
ment?

Do we privatize? Are these services
that can be done better in the private
sector? Can we be more efficient by
doing it there? Can we consolidate,
within other Federal agencies and pro-
grams, services that are currently done
somewhere else? We have 17 agencies
doing trade promotion. Do we need
that many of them? Can we consoli-
date?

What can we eliminate? What serv-
ices and programs have done their job
and it is time to move on, particularly
at a time that we state clearly and un-
equivocally to the American people, we
are broke.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. JOHNSTON].

Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to talk about
Medicaid. I have a homemade chart up
here dealing with where we are today,
with where we will be in 7 years under
the Republican program. I have enti-
tled it ‘‘Unfunded Mandates.’’

The bottom line here is where the
Republicans go today at $120 billion up
to $150 billion. The next line, though, is
growth plus inflation. We go up here,
so we start out at 4 percent behind.

Let me draw another line here. This
line here is Texas, New York, Florida,
Arizona, and the growth States. The
average growth State is between 10 and
13 percent. When you have block grants
to these States to take care of Medic-
aid patients, this is a gross unfunded
mandate. You are sticking the States
worse than anything we have ever
done.

Most people think Medicaid is for the
indigent. Over half of the payments for
Medicaid go to senior citizens for nurs-
ing homes, and when you are in these
States in the South, this is an explod-
ing figure.

The gentleman from Connecticut
[Mr. SHAYS] can get up and give us any
number he wants to, but that number
will not anywhere match the figure
that these growth States are going to
have to pay from today until 2002. I
think it is grossly unfair. I think it is
a demagogical denial here of what you
are doing to these States that have ex-
ploding populations, and they are going
to go bankrupt before you ever talk
about the Federal Government.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. MILLER], a distinguished member
of the Committee on the Budget and
the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, we have heard nothing but distor-
tions and scare tactics coming from
the Democrats about Medicare, but I
am not surprised. The sad fact is they
have no ideas of their own and no plan
to restore Medicare to solvency. They
have nothing left to do but misrepre-
sent Republican plans to save Medicare
from bankruptcy. That is bad news for
America’s seniors.

According to today’s Washington
Post, the Clinton White House and the
congressional Democrats have made a
conscious political decision to defend
the status quo, to delay change and
distort the facts. Like Nero was watch-
ing Rome, the Democrats are fiddling,
polling, and politicking while the Med-
icare trust fund burns. That is just sad
and it is dead flat wrong.

Here is the bottom line. The Repub-
lican budget resolution restores Medi-
care, saving the trust fund from bank-
ruptcy. In 2002, Medicare spending will
be $1,600 higher for each beneficiary
under the Republican plan. Under the
Democratic budget, in 2002 the Medi-
care fund goes bankrupt, zero, it is
broke.
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Don’t be confused by the Democrats’

distortions. Restoring Medicare has
nothing to do with the tax provisions
in the contract. Yes, we return a small
portion of each working American’s
hard-earned tax dollars to the family
budget, but with or without the tax
cuts, Medicare will go bankrupt if we
follow the Democrats’ status quo plan.

That is not DAN MILLER speaking or
NEWT GINGRICH speaking, this is the
public trustees of the Medicare Pro-
gram, including members of the Presi-
dent’s own Cabinet.

Here is what the trustees say: ‘‘The
Medicare Program is clearly
unsustainable in its present form. It is
now clear that Medicare reform needs
to be addressed urgently.’’

One more time: There are two
choices. Under the Republican budget
resolution, in 2002 the Medicare spend-
ing will be $1,600 higher for each bene-
ficiary, restoring the Medicare trust
fund to solvency. Under the Clinton
Democrat budget, in 2002 the Medicare
trust fund goes bankrupt.

Let’s save Medicare. Support the Re-
publican budget resolution.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr.
POMEROY].

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, why
are the Republicans proposing to slash
Medicare and Medicaid to pay for tax
cuts benefiting America’s most privi-
leged?

Throughout the afternoon, we have
seen abject efforts of denial of the cuts
by the gentleman from Connecticut
[Mr. SHAYS], the task force Chair,
jumping up and citing increased fund-
ing and saying only in Washington
could this be determined a cut. I have
never heard a more blatant distortion
on the floor of this House.

The fact of the matter is that the
funding does not keep up with the in-
creasing costs in health care. Let me
cite a figure that might be of interest
to the gentleman from Connecticut
himself, because under the cuts pro-
posed, in Connecticut each senior citi-
zen will pay more out of pocket, $3,885
cumulatively through 2002, under the
plan advanced. That to the seniors of
Connecticut I would suggest is a real,
real cut, one that hits right in the
pocketbook. The Medicaid figures are
even worse.

In the Republican cuts for Medicaid
in the out years, they allow a 4 percent
adjustment in Medicaid funding. There
will be a 3-percent growth in enroll-
ment in Medicaid, which means they
allow the cost of medicine to go up 1
percent per year.

What do we know about Medicaid and
medical inflation? It is rising at an
amount dramatically higher than that,
and it is going to rip benefits away
from the children and the disabled and
the elderly that depend on Medicaid
funding.

This chart reveals what a vicious hit
it will be to kids. An additional 6.7 mil-
lion kids will lose their coverage under

the Medicaid proposals advanced in the
Republican budget. That to the gen-
tleman I would suggest is a very real,
a very meaningful cut to children.

For senior citizens it is equally dev-
astating. Seniors receiving long-term
care in nursing homes across this coun-
try will find the costs of their care ris-
ing much faster than the Medicaid pay-
ments to fund them. In fact, if you
look over 5 years, an additional 1.7 mil-
lion senior citizens requiring long-term
care assistance will be deprived of Med-
icaid coverage under their plan. Those
are real cuts.

You may in budget chicanery try to
gloss over what you are doing to peo-
ple, but let me tell you, you are taking
coverage away from children and you
are taking coverage away from senior
citizens in nursing homes, and you are
doing it primarily to pay for tax cuts
for the rich.

Mr. Chairman, at this point in time I
yield to the gentleman from Connecti-
cut, if he would like to ask me any
questions about North Dakota. Does
the gentleman from Connecticut care
to respond?

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I will be
happy to use some of the gentleman’s
time to correct some of his comments.

Mr. POMEROY. If the gentleman
does not have a question about North
Dakota, I will reclaim my time.

The gentleman’s own seniors in Con-
necticut will lose $3,800 under their
proposal, a fact he ought to be aware
of.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, this budget is not just about the
Federal Government’s fiscal strategy,
the way we keep our books. It is about
America’s future. It is about creating
job growth and opportunities for our
kids and our grandkids, about making
our communities a better place to live
and work and raise our families. Cer-
tainly it is about our future prosperity
and our future safety.

Mr. Chairman, 2 years ago in 1993,
this House, this Chamber, passed a
large tax increase, approximately $248
billion over the 5 years of the budget.
The decision from our conference was,
should we give some of that tax in-
crease back, and should we do it in a
way that is going to stimulate job
growth? We did that. One of the ele-
ments was my neutral cost recovery
bill, that allows businesses to deduct
the cost of the tools and equipment
they buy as a business expense.

Let me tell Members what econo-
mists say is going to result from that
kind of Tax Code change. They say the
GDP of this country will increase al-
most $3 trillion, it will increase 3 mil-
lion jobs with an average salary in-
crease of $3,540.

Mr. Chairman, as we look at how we
are cutting this budget, everybody is
going to realize some pain. I hear so
much talk about criticizing the cuts. It
is so much easier to tear down a house

than it is to build a house. We are try-
ing to build that house in a budget that
is going to help future generations. I
would hope all Members would contrib-
ute in a positive way to how they think
we can improve this budget, not simply
criticize every element of every cut,
Mr. Chairman, as we look at transpor-
tation, as we look at the infrastructure
we have built over the years.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. WOOLSEY].

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, ear-
lier this year, I visited school lunch
programs in my district, and learned
something which the authors of this
budget obviously have not thought
about. Because child after child said to
me, ‘‘Congresswoman WOOLSEY, I can’t
concentrate when I’m hungry.’’ ‘‘I
can’t learn when I’m hungry.’’

Obviously, first-and-second graders
know better than the authors of this
budget that, if you enter the classroom
hungry, you will not be ready to learn.

During one of my visits, a teacher in
Marin County—one of the most afflu-
ent counties in America—told me that,
recently, she had a class lesson asking
her 1st grade students what their top
three wishes were, and why, the top
wish of two-thirds of her students was
for more food for their family, because
they were hungry.

Well, get ready to have trouble con-
centrating and learning, and get ready
to be hungry, because this budget cuts
$19 billion form nutrition programs in
order to pay for a tax break for
wealthy special interests.

Members on the other side argue that
taking $19 billion away form child nu-
trition programs is not a big deal, in
fact, they claim they are not even cut-
ting child nutrition programs, but sim-
ply reducing the rate of increase. We
hear Republicans say over and over
again that ‘‘only in Washington do peo-
ple call a reduction in the rate of in-
crease a cut.’’

Well, the children in Marin County,
who wish for food for their families,
would see it differently. They would
say that only in Washington do people
call ‘‘taking school lunches away from
children a ‘‘reduction in the rate of in-
crease.’’

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this budget resolution.

b 1830

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA].

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished chairman for
yielding me this time.

I have been sitting here now for a
couple of hours and I was waiting and
wondering when the school lunch de-
bate was going to come up. And you
are absolutely right that only in Wash-
ington would we describe a 41⁄2-percent
increase each year for the next 5 years
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as a cut. It is unbelievable. We are in-
creasing funding for the school lunch
programs and we are calling it a cut.

But I think it is important as we
take a look at what we are actually
doing here. We are doing something
that is important for the future of our
children. This House has used this card
for the last 25 years to build up a $4.7
trillion deficit for each of our kids.
That is totally inappropriate. We need
to get spending under control, and we
are doing it. We put together a plan to
get a balanced budget within 7 years. It
is the right thing to do; it is the thing
that we have to do for our kids.

What we are tying to do in this plan
is we want to get the Federal Govern-
ment away from so many things that
happen in the private sector. It is not
important to have a Federal bureau-
crat between a child and their school
lunch. It is not important to have a
Federal bureaucrat between a landlord
and their tenant. It is not important to
have a Federal bureaucrat between a
customer and a vendor. That is not the
right place for the Federal Government
to be. Those things happen very effec-
tively and efficiently in the private
sector. We reach out and we help those
that need help. but we do not need to
have Federal bureaucrats in all of
these places, it is not the right way to
go, it is not the right direction.

What we are doing in many of these
areas is we are fixing programs that
are broke. Job training, we are going
at an area where, yes, we have to edu-
cate and train people.

This Congress has put together 153
different training programs, 153 dif-
ferent Federal bureaucracies of Federal
bureaucrats between an individual who
needs skills and an education process.
It is absolutely ludicrous to have 153
programs. We are going to put that
into four block grants. It is going to be
efficient and much more effective than
the system that we have today.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BROWN].

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Chairman, the proponents of this
budget plan argue fervently that its
end result—a balanced budget by the
year 2002—will produce economic pros-
perity and better living standards for
all Americans. It will not. What the
plan will do is simply substitute for the
budget deficit an investment deficit
that will guarantee the long-term
decay of our economy and our society.

I am most familiar with the impact
of the Republican budget plan on the
civilian research programs under the
Science Committee’s jurisdiction. The
Republican plan would force those R&D
programs to decline by almost $25 bil-
lion over the next 5 years. To put that
number into perspective, public invest-
ment in civilian R&D programs in our
committee’s jurisdiction would fall 25
percent in absolute terms, or 35 percent
in real dollars, in just a few years.

I have included along with my state-
ment a budget table showing the effect
of this budget plan on committee R&D
programs.

The Budget Committee report ac-
companying this bill makes it very
clear how these cuts should be ab-
sorbed. They would have us eliminate
most civilian applied research and
technology development and dem-
onstration work at every Federal de-
partment and agency. Many worth-
while science programs would suffer
huge cuts or be terminated and, inevi-
tably, Federal research labs would also
have to close.

The Republicans reason that massive
public disinvestment in R&D is good
for the country because the private

sector will pick up the slack and make
these investments on its own, provided
they get the deregulation and the tax
breaks the Republicans have promised.
This reasoning is naive and foolish. De-
regulation and tax relief have not suc-
ceeded in raising private R&D invest-
ment in the past, and there is no evi-
dence that it will work in the future.

In fact, even with an R&D tax credit
in place, the private sector has been re-
ducing its long-term R&D investment
over the last 10 years in response to
global competition. A recent survey of
corporate R&D investment conducted
by the Industrial Research Institute
shows that U.S. corporations have re-
duced their long-term R&D from 20 per-
cent to 8 percent of their R&D spending
in the last 10 years. The remaining 92
percent of their R&D spending goes to
short-term applied research with im-
mediate commercial application.

The private sector is reducing their
long-term R&D investment. If the Gov-
ernment also withdraws support for
long-term R&D, as this budget implies,
the consequences will be devastating
and irreversible. The R&D infrastruc-
ture of the United States will be dev-
astated. The result will be fewer sci-
entists and engineers, less innovation
and declining competitiveness in world
markets. I, for one, do not believe the
American people want to throw away
their future simply for shortsighted po-
litical considerations.

Mr. Chairman, time and again today,
my colleagues have warned us that we
must not pass on a legacy of debt to
our children and grandchildren. I
agree, but we are also obliged to under-
take those essential investments in
new knowledge and better educated
human resources that will guarantee
them a bright future. This budget fails
to do that and breaks faith with future
generations.

The chart referred to follows:

KASICH-WALKER BUDGET ASSUMPTIONS—CIVILIAN R&D PROGRAMS IN THE JURISDICTION OF THE HOUSE SCIENCE COMMITTEE
[Budget authority (BA) in millions of dollars]

Budget Function Subcmte Agency Budget Assumptions FY96–00 Change
in BA 1

250 .................................................................. Space ........................................... NASA ............................... Cut Human Space Flight .................................................................................................................................... ¥3,064
Cut Science, Aeronautics, & Technology ........................................................................................................... ¥4,790
Increase Mission Support ................................................................................................................................... 117
Increase Inspector General ................................................................................................................................. 2

250 .................................................................. Basic Research ............................ NSF ................................. Eliminate social R&D ......................................................................................................................................... ¥583
Cut academic infrastructure investment ........................................................................................................... ¥750
Cut major research equipment investment ....................................................................................................... ¥479
Cut S&E; Headquarters relocation ..................................................................................................................... ¥75
Cut education and human resources ................................................................................................................ ¥30

250 .................................................................. Energy & Envir ............................ DOE ................................ Prioritize General Science Activities .................................................................................................................. ¥270
270 .................................................................. Energy & Envir ............................ DOE ................................ Reduce Energy Supply R&D ............................................................................................................................... ¥4,743

Reduce Fossil Energy R&D ................................................................................................................................. ¥1,595
Reduce Energy Conservation Research .............................................................................................................. ¥1,960
Eliminate clean coal technology program ......................................................................................................... ¥864

300 .................................................................. Energy & Envir ............................ NOAA .............................. Reduce Ops, Res, & Facilities ........................................................................................................................... ¥1,369
300 .................................................................. Energy & Envir ............................ EPA ................................. Terminate environmental technology program .................................................................................................. ¥325

Reduce Office of R&D budget ............................................................................................................................ ¥100
370 .................................................................. Technology ................................... DOC ................................ NIST—Increase intramural R&D ........................................................................................................................ 149

NIST—Eliminate extramural R&D (ATP, MEP) ................................................................................................... ¥2,625
NIST—Increase construction funding ................................................................................................................ 32
Eliminate Technology Administration ................................................................................................................. ¥47

400 .................................................................. Technology ................................... DOT ................................. Eliminate Intelligent Vehicle R&D program ....................................................................................................... na
Eliminate High Speed Rail R&D program ......................................................................................................... ¥100

400 .................................................................. Space ........................................... DOT ................................. Rescind funds for NASA Wind Tunnel ............................................................................................................... ¥400
800 .................................................................. Basic Research ............................ OTA ................................. Eliminate OTA ..................................................................................................................................................... ¥104

Total, Science Committee ................. ...................................................... ........................................ ............................................................................................................................................................................. ¥23,973

1 FY1996 through FY2000 cumulative change in new BA relative to FY1995 budget freeze.
Source: House Budget Committee. Democratic staff of the House Science Committee.
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COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE—SUBCOMMITTEE ALLOCATIONS

[Dollars in millions]

Subcommittee Actual FY 95 Pres. FY 96 Walker FY 96 Walker FY 97 Walker FY 98 Walker FY 99 Walker FY 00

Space ......................................................................................................................................................... $14,470 $14,267 $13,395 $13,130 $12,543 $12,043 $11,578
Basic Research ......................................................................................................................................... $3,325 $3,414 1 $180 $3,199 $3,232 $3,270 $3,331
Technology ................................................................................................................................................. $1,421 $1,717 2 $645 $350 $360 $371 $382
Energy/Envir. ............................................................................................................................................. $8,018 $8,579 $6,200 $5,841 $5,645 $5,464 $5,312

Totals ........................................................................................................................................... $27,233 $27,977 $23,620 $22,520 $21,780 $21,148 $20,603

Walker vs. FY95 (percent) ........................................................................................................................ ........................... ........................... ¥13.3 ¥17.3 ¥20.0 ¥22.3 ¥24.3
Walker vs. Clinton FY96 (percent) ............................................................................................................ ........................... ........................... ¥15.6 ¥19.5 ¥22.2 ¥24.4 ¥26.4
Walker vs. Baseline 3 (percent) ................................................................................................................. ........................... ........................... ¥15.8 ¥22.1 ¥26.8 ¥31.0 ¥34.7

1 Includes $26 million in authorized FEMA earthquake programs.
2 Includes $302 million in authorized FAA R&D.
3 Baseline assumes 3 percent annual inflation from 1995–2000.
Source: Chairman, House Committee on Science.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida [Mrs. MEEK].

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, this budget recommends that we
eliminate the Department of Com-
merce. It just does not make sense in
that we need to develop jobs in this
country. If we are ever going to get to
the point where we can develop jobs,
we need the Department of Commerce.
During the last 2 years the Department
helped Americans secure $24.6 billion of
foreign contracts, and for every dollar
spent on the entire budgets of the De-
partment it has returned $6 to the
American economy. That is developing
jobs, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 15 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, the reason why we are
calling for the elimination of the Com-
merce Department is its functions are
performed in 71 other entities of the
Government, and we think it makes
more sense to consolidate that, save
the bureaucracy, and give taxpayers
some of their money back.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER], the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Science.

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

I was interested in the discussion we
just had on the cuts in the science
budgets, and I think it is very impor-
tant to understand what has happened
over the last few years in the name of
science. Much of what we have had in
the science research budgets of this
country have been in a State where
many of them have been nothing but
corporate welfare, and what we have
done is done things in the name of
R&D, in the name of science, and then
found out that where they were going
to was to the richest corporations in
the country.

What we have attempted to do is
prioritize science in this budget. We
have attempted to protect the basic
fundamental research of this country,
and we have done so in the budget. In
fact, basic research actually has a
nominal increase over the 7-year period
from $7.092 billion this year to $7.101
billion in 1996. This includes places like
the National Science Foundation and a
lot of programs in NASA and the De-
partment of Energy.

But where we have the direct indus-
trial and commercial subsidies, we
eliminate those. What we are saying is
let us have real research and develop-
ment in this country; let us not sub-
sidize our biggest corporations and call
it R&D. And the fact is if you take a
look at the chart, the corporate wel-
fare sections of the budget are where
we take the biggest hit.

Out of the total budget over the next
several years, we are going to spend
over $111 billion in the science areas.
Out of $111 billion we ought to be able
to get some quality science. The prob-
lem is we have not been getting quality
science in too many instances. What
we have been getting is big companies
coming in and ripping off taxpayers’
money in the name of things they
wanted to do anyway. We cut that out.
We just say no more. We are going to
eliminate corporate welfare and con-
centrate on those things that the Fed-
eral Government can do best for the
economy, the basic science and fun-
damental research.

So if you take a look at that, what
you find is over the next several years
we will go from $26 billion we are
spending each year on some of these
programs down nominally to about
$23.7 billion. Two-thirds of the cuts,
that is about 9.1 percent, about two-
thirds of that entire cut comes out of
corporate welfare cuts.

If the country wants to have real
science I think that is exactly right,
but the country does not want to do re-
search and development and then find
out that they did not get real research
and development, and this is the exam-
ple of exactly where we think we
should go. We have prioritized science
toward basic fundamental science.

Sure, we are going to have some ap-
plied science; we are going to do some
developmental work and demonstra-
tion work. There is actually a line on
which we can do the kind of research
that this country needs. But we ought
not be funding things that companies
otherwise would do on their own.

And so this budget I think is a lean
budget, but it is one that makes sense
for science. It prioritizes science to-
ward those kinds of things that science
ought to be doing.

The Government is best at doing
basic research, and that is where this
budget puts its emphasis.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to my

good friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

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

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Republican budget
resolution.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposition to
the Republican budget proposal we have be-
fore us today. This is a measure which seeks
to pay for the Republicans’ tax cuts for
wealthy individuals on the backs of those in
need, children and the elderly, at the expense
of sound education, health and welfare bene-
fits. We need to be concerned about the defi-
cits, both the fiscal and human deficits, not
just the bottom line.

I am deeply concerned about our budget
deficit and throughout my career, I have sup-
ported numerous efforts aimed at streamlining
the Federal Government, reducing spending,
eliminating waste and responsibly increasing
revenues in an equitable way. Over the past
2 years, we have made steady progress in
cutting the deficit with nearly $600 billion in
deficit reduction over a 5-year schedule begin-
ning in 1993. We passed the deficit reduction
bill last year without a single Republican vote.

While I support reducing the deficit through
cuts in some programs, the Republican budget
proposal centers on cutting off programs
which invest in the American people, while
providing tax benefits to corporations and
wealthy individuals. In 7 years, in the frame-
work of this bill, or House Concurrent Resolu-
tion the deficit is due, $300 billion. That is the
GOP way to solve the deficit. First things first,
tax breaks for the wealthy Americans, political
promises made and kept 75 percent of the
benefit to corporations and investors in the
final GOP tax policy. One of the most impor-
tant investments our country can make is in
education. But other policies receive short
shrift. Every dollar for education is an invest-
ment in our people in the future of this country
and our national economy. The Republican
approach for the education of the people of
our Nation is mind-boggling. Their blueprint for
the future not only abolishes the Department
of Education, which would leave the U.S. as
one of the few industrialized countries in the
world without a national department or ministry
of education, but proposes to make atrocious
cuts which counter any pretense of deliberate
consideration of public policy. This budget pro-
posal calls for the elimination of about 130
Education department programs, including
Goals: 2000 school reform programs, Chapter
1 Compensatory Education Concentration
grants—which provide funding for areas with
high levels of low-achieving children—and bi-
lingual and immigrant education programs.
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The proposal will eliminate funds used to

make schools across the country safer and
drug free and will dramatically increase costs
for working families by charging all students
interest on their loans while they are in school.
These actions are not just thoughtless, they
are policies ignorant of the problems and
needs of American people today and tomor-
row. At a time when jobs demand more prepa-
ration, cutting education funding is indeed a
losing proposition. We need to support edu-
cation as a budget priority and this bill before
the House has it backward. We need smart
people and smart hardware to face the future
needs of our Nation. That won’t happen with
a negative and indifferent national policy.

This proposed budget pulls the rug out from
under state and local governments, shifting re-
sponsibility away from the Federal Govern-
ment for welfare and child nutrition and by ad-
vocating deep cuts in community develop-
ment, notably the Community Development
Block Grant. The Republican answer is that
cost burdens should be shifted to State and
local governments and the non-profit sector,
which are already operating on overload
today. In other words, a trickle-down tax in-
crease pushed upon the States.

A provision of the budget resolution which
deeply concerns me is the proposal to zero
out the funding for the Low-Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program, otherwise known as
LIHEAP. As a Member from Minnesota, a
State that works and strives to meet people’s
needs with a warm heart. Minnesota is one of
the coldest States in the Nation, I am alarmed
by the potential impact of this ill-advised ac-
tion. In 1994, approximately 6.1 million house-
holds received aid to help cover heating costs
nationwide. Nearly half of these households
contain elderly or handicapped persons—often
on fixed incomes—and about 80 percent earn
less than $10,000 a year. Where are these
people to turn when they no longer can afford
to heat their homes? This pattern is repeated
because of the tenuous situation that many
poor face today.

The Republicans are cutting funds for pro-
grams which provide basic housing for Ameri-
cans in dire need of assistance. They will re-
duce housing assistance for the elderly, for
persons with disabilities, and for other low and
moderate income families, they would elimi-
nate funding for most preservation activities,
and reduce funding for the operations and
modernization of public housing. All of these
proposals mean it will be more difficult for
people to find decent safe affordable housing,
in this time when affordable housing is dwin-
dling, and the demand is growing. These pro-
posals serve notice that the unique programs
that are designed to take the necessary step
for our most vulnerable citizens and to help
working people help themselves, today are
serving as targets for political potshots.

On the environmental front, in addition to
cutting funds for sewage treatment, safe drink-
ing water facilities, soil and water conservation
programs and hazardous waste cleanup, the
Republican budget blueprint advocates allow-
ing oil and gas exploration and drilling on the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge as a way to in-
crease revenues. The Arctic Refuge coastal
plain is a priceless and irreplaceable treasure.
The fate of the coastal plain and its value to
present and future generations as an undis-
turbed, fully-functioning ecosystem have been
the subject of a complex and highly contested

debate for more than a decade. The resolution
of this debate must not be obscurely fore-
ordained through a backdoor effort in the Fed-
eral budget process. It deserves full consider-
ation in the glaring light of public scrutiny.

One of the biggest ironies in the budget res-
olution is the treatment of Medicare. In the ab-
sence of any real health care reforms, Repub-
licans suggest simply slashing Medicare by
$288 billion over the next 7 years. This is a 27
percent cut. This will mean fewer benefits,
higher out-of-pocket costs for seniors, and
less choice of doctors. For my home State,
Minnesota, it has been projected that the Re-
publican budget proposal will cost each senior
an additional $3,557 over the 7-year period
from 1996 to 2002. Nearly 83 percent of Medi-
care benefits go to seniors with incomes of
$25,000 or less, and the proposed reductions
would have a devastating effect on these peo-
ple. Likewise, Medicaid funding, the only major
Federal source of funding for long-term care,
is cut 30 percent by the year 2002. Together
Medicare and Medicaid cuts account for nearly
a third of all savings in the bill. The GOP puts
this in place without a clue of how this cut will
be attained. Health care/Medicare doesn’t
exist in a vacuum. The GOP was quick to
demagog health care reform in 1993–1994.
Now they seek no reform, only a Medicare cut
that will result in a second-rate health care
program for older Americans.

In the last Congress, the Republicans re-
fused to support meaningful comprehensive
health care reform, saying there was no crisis
in health care so why make changes? Today
they have conveniently discovered the Medi-
care Trustees Annual Report and tell us there
is a crisis. Actually the 1995 suggests an im-
provement over 1994. The GOP Congress is
going to solve this health care crisis by cutting
benefits to seniors and reimbursements to
health care providers while providing a gener-
ous tax cut to wealthy Americans and a fund-
ing increase for defense. This is not the ap-
proach that will protect Medicare and the el-
derly and help rationalize and regularize the
health care system.

The Medicare cuts are supposed to save
the program from a projected revenue shortfall
in 2002. However, the cut they want to take
from Medicare to offset the loss of revenue re-
sulting from the Republicans’ tax cuts for
wealthier Americans, is $353 billion over the
next 7 years. Despite the political rhetoric, the
main beneficiaries of these tax changes are
the wealthiest members of our society and
corporate America, with the wealthiest 1.1 mil-
lion Americans receiving a $20,000 tax break.
Further, the budget proposal includes a tax in-
crease which could total as much as $42 bil-
lion, including $17 billion in personal tax in-
creases which result from the 0.6 percent ad-
justment in the Consumer Price Index. The in-
dexing of income tax rates and brackets are
reduced to middle income Americans, not
mind you in the tax package but hidden in this
budget package, and Social Security benefits
are cut with the same COLA sleight of hand.
In fact $24 billion in just 3 years is picked from
the pockets of Social Security recipients.

Even as student loans, housing, and Medi-
care are being cut, the Republican budget
would increase budget authority for defense to
$288 billion and defense outlays to over $280
billion by 2002—billions more than President
Clinton has requested. These large spending
increases for the Pentagon are questionable

not only because we no longer face the threat
of the cold war, but also because the Penta-
gon has admitted its finances are in complete
disarray. In fact, the annual financial state-
ments of 28 of the Pentagon’s 36 departments
are so riddled with flaws and inaccuracies that
the GAO has declared them completely worth-
less. The Pentagon’s own Deputy Inspector
General recently stated that the Department of
Defense pays private contractors $500 million
dollars it does not owe them every year, and
DOD cannot account for $15 billion it has
spent over the past decade. Republicans ap-
parently have no qualms about pouring billions
more taxpayer dollars into a black hole at the
Pentagon, even as they cut funds for cost-ef-
fective social programs which result in eco-
nomic benefits in the future. I fail to under-
stand why in this time of fiscal stringency that
the Pentagon receives $60–$70 billion more.

Mr. Chairman, forging our economic prior-
ities into the next century has been a focal
point of the ongoing debate. I have grave con-
cerns about the direction that this budget is
taking. We ought to be offering hope by ac-
knowledging the reality that the Federal Gov-
ernment must remain a partner for supporting
the basic needs of our citizens, not abandon-
ment. However, what I am seeing is an ero-
sion in support for working families and an
eradication of support for those who cannot
make ends meet in order to give folks making
$200,000 or more a tax break. Republican pri-
orities do not signify political courage, as they
would have us believe, but political pandering.
Republican priorities are focused on change at
the bottom line, producing enough money for
the Republican tax breaks for well off Ameri-
cans, not empowering families. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose this distorted GOP resolu-
tion. And when the political reality meets the
public outrage the tax breaks will stand and
the tax cuts and programs and actions will fal-
ter; the secret plan to cut Medicare, a better
kept secret than the Dead Sea scrolls, will
evaporate in the public outrage at denying
much-needed justified programs and respon-
sibilities.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. MOL-
LOHAN].

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished gentleman
from Minnesota for yielding time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the fiscal year 1996 Republican
budget resolution. Before we vote
today, I believe it is vitally important
for the American people to understand
just what this budget resolution really
does, whose interests it really serves,
and whose it abandons, whose taxes are
cut on the one hand, and whose bene-
fits are cut and eliminated on the
other.

Simply stated, this resolution pro-
poses a major reallocation of resources
among the people of America. If you
are a middle- or lower-income Amer-
ican, can lose big under this resolution.
If you are a high-income American,
you win big under this resolution.

First, the resolution would slash
spending for discretionary programs by
$635 billion over the next 7 years, cut
Medicare by $288 billion, and reduce
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Medicaid by $187 billion. That takes
money out of the pockets of average
Americans.

And second, as if to add insult to in-
jury, money taken out of the pockets
of middle- and lower-income Americans
is immediately used to pay for a tax
cut for the wealthiest Americans.

b 1845

Mr. Chairman, when put in this per-
spective, it should become clear that
the proposal we are voting on today
would literally take from the poor to
give to the rich.

Let us talk about the spending cuts
contained in the plan. The question is
how seriously should they be taken?
How seriously should we take those
spending cuts? And the answer is very
serious. Many vital programs will be
eliminated if this budget resolution,
the one we are voting on here today or
tomorrow, is enacted, and many others
will be cut as much as 40 and 50 per-
cent.

Imagine the average American fam-
ily for a moment, if you will, husband
and wife, both working struggling to
make ends meet, two or three children.
How will they be affected by the cuts
proposed in this resolution? Well, if the
children in this family are receiving
nutritional subsidies at school, they
will see large cuts due to this resolu-
tion. For college-age children in the
family, this resolution proposes to in-
crease costs for a 4-year college loan by
$5,000. If the father or mother relies on
mass transit to get to and from work,
this resolution will, at the least, cause
the fare to go up, and in rural areas
across America, certainly in my State
and, I imagine, many others, may even
eliminate mass transit service. If ei-
ther parent should be laid off or lose
his or her job, this resolution greatly
reduces the resources available for ad-
ditional job training, and if there is an
elderly grandparent, this resolution
will make cuts, real cuts, to programs
which fund long-term care.

Believe me, Mr. Chairman, I could go
on and on. And so while the Republican
proposal may not impose a tax increase
on middle-class America, it certainly
eliminates many of the resources the
average American family currently re-
lies on and has available to it.

And where do those resources go? To
pay for a tax cut for the wealthiest
Americans, Americans who do not need
to take out loans to go to college, who
do not depend on mass transit to go to
work, who do not have children who
rely on school lunches for their daily
nutritional needs.

If fact, the tax cut which is proposed
under this resolution will cost the
American people close to $400 billion
over 7 years, $700 billion over 10 years,
and 51 percent of that tax cut goes to
Americans making over $100,000 a year.

Mr. Chairman, where do those resources
go? To pay for a tax cut for the wealthiest
Americans. Americans who don’t need to take
out loans to go to college, who don’t depend
on mass transit to go to work, who don’t have

children who rely on school lunches for their
daily nutritional needs.

In fact, the tax cut which is provided for
under this resolution will cost the American
people close to $400 billion over the next 7
years—$700 billion over the next 10 years.
Fifty-one percent of the tax cuts in this Repub-
lican proposal will benefit those Americans
making over $100,000 a year—with more than
20 percent going to the top 1 percent of fami-
lies making over $350,000 a year.

Well, this completes the picture—a major
shift in resources from the middle and lower
income folks to wealthy America.

So each and every American must decide if
this resolution—this Republican agenda—is in
his/her own best interest. Someone will benefit
from this proposal—it is just important to know
who that someone is.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on this
resolution.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. AL-
LARD].

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

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, as a member
of the Budget Committee I can say we worked
tirelessly to produce a budget that is fair and
equitable.

The result is a balanced budget in 2002—
just as we promised.

To those who oppose this plan I say, what
is your alternative?

Contrary to what many opponents would like
to have you believe, the Republican budget is
a very Senior friendly budget.

First, as we promised, Social Security is off
the table. No cuts at all to Social Security.

This is the only area of the budget we ex-
empt from cuts.

And with Medicare, we simply slow the
growth to 5 percent a year.

This means we will increase Medicare
spending over 7 years, from $4,700 per bene-
ficiary today to $6,300 per beneficiary in 2002.
This preserves the solvency of Medicare.

Now lets look at the rest of the budget. We
freeze defense, and make clear that defense
spending will continue to undergo the kind of
scrutiny of other aspects of the budget.

Third, we reduce all discretionary spending,
including foreign aid.

We abolish three Cabinet agencies: Com-
merce, Energy, and Education.

This plan also eliminates 283 programs, 14
agencies, and 68 commissions.

Overall this budget simply slows the growth
in spending to just over 2 percent a year. The
difference is that under current forecasts we
grow over 5 percent a year.

Now, what does all this mean to American
families. It means a higher standard of living.

It means families will pay less for their home
mortgage because of lower interest rates. It
means more families will be able to afford col-
lege for their children.

This week’s Time magazine has an excel-
lent article on this topic.

It explains how balancing the budget can
help revive the American Dream.

The article talks about how lower deficits
mean lower interest rates, and therefore more
job creation by U.S. business.

The article provides one very specific exam-
ple of a young couple who are considering a
new home.

Under a mortgage rate of 8 percent, they
would pay $734 a month on a $100,000 mort-
gage. If interest rates are 1 percent lower, this
payment is cut to $665.

This would save $28,000 over the life of the
mortgage. This would be enough to put one of
their future children through a year of college.

Similarly, I have been using the example of
farmers, because there are reductions in agri-
culture subsidies in this budget.

However, it is estimated that a 1.5-percent
reduction in interest rates would save the farm
sector over $10 billion in interest payments on
their debate over 5 years. This more than off-
sets the reduction.

These are examples of what it means to
balance the budget. This is not just an exer-
cise in accounting. It really matters. It will
make a difference in the lives of every Amer-
ican.

It will particularly, make a difference in the
lives of our children and grandchildren. I urge
my colleagues to join me in supporting the first
balanced budget in 33 years.

Mr. Chairman, recently, I received a letter
from a young father in Denver. He wrote on
behalf of his 1-week-old daughter and asked
that I address my response to her. His letter
spoke of the massive debt she is inheriting.
He spoke of how our generation is spending
now, and hoping that later she, and the rest of
our children and grandchildren will pay the
bills.

DEAR MR. ALLARD: Last week my daughter
was born to my wife and I. As I understand
it, she is now responsible for at least a $20,000
share of our national debt. As the recent
commemoration of the fiftieth anniversary
of D-Day demonstrates, our nation has long
been mindful and thankful of the sacrifices
born by past generations. Sacrifices which
preserved and made possible the liberties and
benefits of today. My daughter, in contrast,
faces the opposite.

Instead she must sacrifice in the future, to
pay for the liberties and benefits of the past
generation. I ask you this question because
she will look to me for the answer: Which
benefits enjoyed by past generations should
she keep in mind as she toils to pay their
costs? What entitlements, what projects en-
joyed by your generation will make her sac-
rifice noble and worth it all? What should I
tell her? What would you tell her?

In 2002, this child will be 7 years old. I hope
by then we can guarantee her a balanced
budget and secure future. Tomorrow this
House will decide the answer.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of this
historic budget document.

Throughout the process I had the privilege
of heading up the Natural Resources—
Science Task Force. I was joined in this effort
by SAM BROWNBACK, and BOB WALKER.

This task force included Agriculture, Interior,
Energy, and science programs. Obviously,
many of the issues impact the West, including
my constituents in Colorado.

This is a good budget for the West. Sure,
we make a contribution to the reductions, but
that is fair. I meet with constituents almost
every weekend. They want a balanced budget
and they are willing to do their part.

This is a balanced budget. Urban and rural
areas are both called on to contribute.

The payoff will be substantial.
This budget produces a balanced budget in

2002—just as we promised.
This will be the first balanced budget in 33

years. That’s right, 1969 was the last year the
Federal Government balanced its books.
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Let me go over the highlights of our working

group’s proposals:
AGRICULTURE

We phase down farm subsidies, this is al-
ready a declining baseline.

To offset we reduce regulation, this will be
done in the Farm bill and elsewhere, we are
also reducing the tax burden on farmers with
the capital gains tax cut and estate tax relief.

I think it is very important to note that farm-
ers will benefit greatly from a decline in inter-
est rates that will result from this balanced
budget.

It is estimated that a 1.5-percent reduction
in interest rates means that farmers will save
over $10 billion in interest payments on their
debt over the next 5 years. This more than off-
sets any reduction in subsidies.

ENERGY

Both the Energy Department and the Com-
merce Department are eliminated.

The power marketing Administrations are
privatized, but they are sold only to the pref-
erence power customers, giving more power
to our constituents and protecting against any
rate increase.

The naval petroleum reserves at Elk Hills
are also sold, this is the 10th largest oil field
in the country and there is no reason for the
Federal Government to own it.

Reseach functions are privatized, and all
nuclear cleanup activities will continue at cur-
rent levels.

INTERIOR

There will be a moratorium on new Federal
land purchases. We own enough land already.
In many States out West, more than one-third
of the land is owned by the Federal Govern-
ment.

This map shows why we don’t need to have
the Federal Government buying more land.

As you can see, vast portions of the West
are already owned by the Federal Govern-
ment. All of the area colored in is owned by
the Government.

These are a few examples of the highlights
of our budget.

Make no mistake, we call on every aspect
of the Federal budget to contribute to the sav-
ings in this budget. The only exception is So-
cial Security, which we do not touch at all.

I ask my colleagues to support this historic
budget.

MAY 9, 1995.
Memo
To: Arnie Christenson
Re: the balanced budget amendment and in-

terest savings to farmers.
Attached is a very rough estimate of the

impact of 1.5 percent reduction in interest
rates on farmers costs.

In 1993, Farmers had $141.9 Billion in Out-
standing Debt.

If we assume interest rates of 8 and 7 per-
cent for long term and short term respec-
tively then:

Net Savings from a 1.5 percent reduction:
$2.13 billion or a 5 year very conservative es-
timate of savings of $10.65.

It is interesting to note the Agriculture
Committee is debating over whether to save
$12 billion or $9 billion or $5 billion.

If we don’t balance the Federal budget
then:

Interest rates won’t go down by 1.5 percent
and farmers will spend an additional $10.65 in
interest cost over 5 years.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.

INGLIS], a member of the Committee on
the Budget.

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I find it very interesting the
gentleman from West Virginia just
talked about how it is going to cost the
American people to give a tax cut. I
really do not understand that state-
ment. I wonder if he would like to de-
scribe it for us.

It is going to cost the American peo-
ple to give them a tax cut? He says it
is going to cost some hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars, but actually it is the
other way around.

When the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia voted for the Clinton tax increase
in 1993, he increased taxes in the State
of West Virginia by $356 million, $356
million in increased taxes the people of
West Virginia will pay as a result of
the gentleman’s vote in favor of the
Clinton tax increase. That costs the
American people money. That is a tax
increase.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman,
would the gentleman yield?

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. I
yield to the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Does the gentleman
agree or disagree that over 51 percent
of the tax cut in the Republican pro-
posal will benefit those Americans
making over $100,000 a year?

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. No. I
do not agree.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. You do not agree
that 51 percent of the tax cuts in the
budget proposal benefit those persons
making over $100,000 a year?

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. No;
no, I do not.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. You disagree with
that? Do you agree that more than 20
percent is going to the top 1 percent of
American families?

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. Re-
claiming my time, let me answer the
gentleman. I really cannot figure out
how you refer to our tax cut as a cost
to the American people. We are allow-
ing the American people to keep their
money.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, regular
order.

The CHAIRMAN. Regular order has
been demanded.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. It is a
very important point. It is a very im-
portant difference between the philoso-
phies that are represented here. The
gentleman from West Virginia just de-
scribed a tax cut as costing the Amer-
ican people money. This is a unique
concept. In other words, he assumes
that 100 percent of the American pay-
check belongs to him, and the people
who used to run this place, they as-
sumed that he owns the paychecks of
the people in the fourth District. I as-
sume quite the opposite.

I would point out to you that in quite
contradistinction to your approach, we
believe the American people own their
paychecks. And we should own only

such sums as we need to run the gov-
ernment.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 15 seconds to just point out the
chart in the front shows that those
people below $75,000 get 74 percent of
the family tax credit. The figures,
frankly, speak for themselves.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as
she may consume to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON].

(Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I submit my remarks at this
point. I rise in strong support of reach-
ing a balanced budget by the year 2002,
under the solid work of the Committee
on the Budget and the leadership of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH].

Mr. Chairman, I rise to congratulate
the Budget Committee for its fine work
in putting together a budget resolution
that for the first time in many years
puts us on a path toward balancing the
budget. I am pleased to support this
resolution, because I believe it is im-
perative that Congress regain control
over our spending practices and leave
our children an economically strong
America.

The process that we undertake today
will not be easy. Indeed, the cuts that
are going to be necessary to bring our
budget into balance will be painful in
some instances. And while I do not
agree with every line item in the Budg-
et Committee’s resolution, and will
fight hard in the weeks ahead to shape
appropriations bills that meet our tar-
gets, I support it as a fair and honest
document from which the House can
start its deliberations on spending.

In 1993, gross interest payments
equalled $293 billion, greater than the
total outlays of the Federal Govern-
ment in 1974. If we continue current
policies into the next century, we will
be forced to enact fully $500 billion in
deficit reduction each year just to re-
strain the deficit to 3 percent of gross
domestic product.

For too long, this Congress has chosen to
continue the status quo, pushing this Nation
further and further into debt and forcing the re-
sults of overspending today on the genera-
tions of tomorrow. The budget was last bal-
anced in 1969, an entire generation ago. As
representatives of the American people, we
have no choice but to start on the course of
fiscal responsibility. And that is what this
budget resolution before us today sets out to
do.

There are two areas on which I would like
to focus my remarks today: Medicare and the
Commerce Department.

I cannot stress how important it is to reform
our Medicare system. This budget resolution
addresses head-on the impending Medicare
crisis facing senior constituents. We must take
steps now to shore up Medicare financing and
benefits to keep our Medicare promise to to-
day’s beneficiaries—seniors—who will need
these health benefits 10 years from now.

Our friends on the other side of the aisle tell
you that we are ‘‘cutting Medicare, slashing
the benefits.’’ This is simply not true. We will
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increase Medicare spending over the next 7
years by 45 percent. We will spend $1,500
more on each beneficiary 7 years from now.
How can anyone call this a cut?

But keeping Medicare merely solvent is not
all we must do. We will make Medicare work
smarter, and serve seniors better, just as em-
ployers have been successful in bringing down
costs and increasing quality and consumer
satisfaction.

And we will let seniors choose how to use
their Medicare dollars to join plans that cover
prevention, that cover prescription drugs or
home care, that provide benefits and individual
senior desires.

This budget proposal for Medicare rep-
resents a tremendous challenge, but, it gives
us a great opportunity as well.

Second, while I support the budget resolu-
tion’s cuts in spending growth, I oppose elimi-
nating support for U.S. exports, and the thou-
sands of American jobs they create every
year. Proposals in this budget to eliminate and
cut trade and export enhancement programs,
while well-intended, are shortsighted and ig-
nore our dependence on U.S. exports as the
fastest growing component of GDP, growing
21⁄2 times faster than the overall economy.
The continued globalization of business, and
the global shift toward market-oriented econo-
mies will create substantial new opportunities
for U.S. goods and services abroad. To ac-
cess these markets, it is imperative that the
United States maintain or create a Cabinet-
level agency dedicated to coordinating these
vital export and import finance and promotion
programs. Eliminating the functions of the
Commerce Department will certainly not en-
hance job growth in this fast-growing area of
our economy, though many of the savings pro-
posed in Commerce are thoughtful and meri-
torious.

Again, Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
House Congressional Resolution 67 and urge
my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. BUNNING],
a member of both the Committee on
the Budget and the Committee on
Ways and Means.

(Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky asked
and was given consideration to revise
and extend his remarks.)

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

I rise in strong support of the Repub-
lican budget resolution and urge my
colleagues to support it as well.

We promised that we would produce a
proposal that would lead to a balanced
budget by the year 2002, and we did it.
We promised the American people that
we would produce a budget that pro-
vided them with much-needed tax re-
lief, and we did it. And, finally, we
promised that we would produce a
budget that protects Social Security
trust fund moneys and protects Social
Security benefits, and we did it.

And as chairman of the Social Secu-
rity Subcommittee, I am proud to say
we are not going to touch those funds.
Our budget fully preserves and protects
Social Security.

Our budget assumes absolutely no
changes, no changes of any kind in the

Social Security program, no COLA
cuts, no benefit cuts, no tax increases.

Unfortunately, there are those who
prefer the status quo and who are will-
ing to resort to all sorts of fear-
mongering and false statements de-
signed to frighten our senior citizens.
They used these tactics to help kill, at
least temporarily, the balanced budget
amendment in the Senate. They sug-
gest that a balanced budget amend-
ment would result in cuts in the Social
Security benefits.

Our budget resolution today proves
them exactly wrong. We can, and we
will, balance the budget without dam-
aging Social Security.

In fact, the majority proposal today
would actually strengthen Social Secu-
rity. As it stands now, the greatest sin-
gle threat to the long-term solvency of
the Social Security system is the con-
tinued runaway Federal spending. A
balanced budget is the greatest guaran-
tee possible that the promise of Social
Security will be kept.

A balanced budget is the best long-
term protection that we can offer for
the Social Security trust funds, and
our budget will put us on a realistic
path to a balanced budget.

If you want to vote to preserve and
strengthen Social Security, you can
vote for the majority budget and feel
very comfortable that you are doing
the right thing. So do the right thing
and support the majority’s budget pro-
posal.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as the may consume to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES].

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

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Republican resolu-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, the $1.4 trillion budget plan,
which the Republicans claim will reduce the
deficit, represents a major assault on Amer-
ican families. Under their plan, our colleagues
on the other side of the aisle have dem-
onstrated a callous disregard for the most vul-
nerable in our society. The Republicans have
launched an attack on those in the dawn of
life—our children; those in the twilight of life—
the elderly; and those who are in the shadow
of life—the sick, the needy, and the handi-
capped.

The Republican budget threatens the quality
of life for the vast majority of Americans. My
congressional district and similar communities
across the Nation cannot absorb budget cuts
that take meals from our children; and health
care and heating assistance from our elderly.
We cannot enact a budget that forces hard-
working families to choose between paying a
mortgage or purchasing health care coverage
for their children.

Mr. Chairman, Americans are tuned in to
this important budget debate. I have received
letters from directors of hospitals, community
health care centers, and others. They offer
concrete evidence regarding the enormous toll
the Republican budget would take on our
communities.

Just recently, I heard from two organizations
in my congressional district regarding the

budget cuts. These institutions are highly re-
spected and noted for their service to the
community. Mr. Richard B. Hogg who serves
as senior vice president for financial manage-
ment at Mount Sinai Hospital, shared with me
his concern that the hospital’s ability to con-
tinue to provide essential services will be se-
verely threatened. Mr. Hogg states in his let-
ter, ‘‘* * * to drastically cut the social and
health care needs to those most in need is un-
conscionable.’’

The director of nursing at Health Hill Hos-
pital, Loretta C. Pierce, expressed her concern
regarding cuts to the Medicaid Program, and,
in particular, the damage it poses to children’s
health. She writes, ‘‘Medicaid is more than a
health care program for poor people * * * it is
insurance for children with very special health
care needs * * * even if their families have
low or moderate incomes.’’

I want to commend Mount Sinai and Health
Hill Hospitals for taking a leadership role in
addressing these important issues. As a
strong health advocate, I share their concern
that the Republican budget cuts pose a threat
to the health of our Nation.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong opposi-
tion to House Concurrent Resolution 67, the
budget resolution for fiscal year 1996. The Re-
publicans’ budget plan as proposed is out-
rageous and extremely harmful to America’s
families and working citizens.

If enacted, the $1.4 trillion budget will dras-
tically slash everything from child nutrition
services to assisted housing, to health care, to
education. No one is safe. Everyone will suffer
under this budget proposal.

Those most in need would be hardest hit,
including nearly cuts to assisted housing for
homeless, poor, disabled, and elderly Ameri-
cans. In addition to abolishing the Department
of Education, the Republican budget would
also eliminate funding for TRIO and Howard
University, one of the Nation’s leading institu-
tions of higher education. Funding would be
severely slashed for financial aid, programs for
the disadvantaged, and other elementary and
secondary education initiatives.

Mr. Chairman, our Nation’s most vulnerable
citizens must not be forced to carry the weight
of the Republicans’ $360 billion tax cut for the
wealthy on their backs. There is no compas-
sion in this budget measure, and in fact, the
drastic cuts in quality of life programs defy
common sense.

The bill would cut Medicare by $288 billion
and Medicaid by $187 billion. The cuts in
these two health care programs alone would
account for about one-third of the total reduc-
tion in spending. If the Medicare cuts become
law, seniors would see 40 to 50 percent of
their cost-of-living adjustment consumed by in-
creases in their health care costs.

Mr. Chairman, I know the people of my dis-
trict cannot carry this burden. The Republican
budget would weaken the foundation of our
economy and place our children’s future at
risk. House Concurrent Resolution 67 is bla-
tantly irresponsible. On behalf of our Nation’s
children, working families, and the elderly, this
bill must be defeated. I ask my colleagues to
join me in voting against House Concurrent
Resolution 67.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. STENHOLM].

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I am

happy to rise today in a moment that
I did not think would ever come, that
we would be debating not whether to
balance the budget, but how to do it. I
commend the chairman of the Commit-
tee on the Budget, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KASICH], my ex-chairman,
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
SABO], and others who have dem-
onstrated quite an amount of sincerity
in their different approaches.

My chief regret today is that, I say
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA-
SICH], I have not been able to stand
shoulder to shoulder with you in the
argument today as we have in the past.
But we have some sincere differences
with the budget that you present
today.

I sincerely believe that the cuts that
you have proposed, cuts in the rate of
increase that you have proposed in the
Medicare and Medicaid area, are too se-
vere for my rural district. I believe
that sincerely. I believe that you be-
lieve that is not. But I think it is a big
problem.

But that is not what I choose to talk
about today. What I choose to talk
about today is the misrepresentation
that is occurring at home in my dis-
trict, that is occurring by the so-called
Americans for a Balanced Budget, who
are circulating radio advertisements
and other statements in which they say
Congressmen who claim to support a
balanced budget amendment and vote
against the Kasich plan will lose all
claim to the title of being pro-balanced
budget, and also saying in this news re-
lease that the Democrats in Congress
have not even offered a budget of their
own.

Well, ladies and gentlemen, that is
not a true statement. The Congres-
sional Black Caucus has offered a budg-
et, and the coalition has offered a
budget that the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. GEPHARDT] will be proposing
tomorrow.

Misrepresentation is occurring on all
sides, and that should not be happen-
ing.

I wonder why our coalition budget is
not credible when we cut spending $18.2
billion more in the first 2 years, in
which you have to vote those cuts be-
fore you run for reelection. Why are we
not credible?

I wish that you in your budget had
done more up front than what you have
done. We do. We propose the spending
cuts now, not later.

It was interesting, when we debated
in the Committee on the Budget, we
were saying early on 7-year budget,
you said you could not do it. You had
to do it in a 5-year budget. Now we are
saying we are going to do it in a 7-year
budget, but you take $18 billion more
spending in the first 2 years when we
can not assume it.

I really worry about this one: Having
been here in 1981, when we voted tax
cuts, promising spending cuts that we
never got to, here we go again. We are
doing two reconciliations. We are going

to reconcile the tax cuts. We are going
to have the first reconciliation with
the tax cuts and the so-called easier
spending cuts, which there is no such
thing. We are going to do that one
first. Then we are going to postpone
the tough spending cuts for September.
We have been down that road before.

And the budget that we propose that
will be voted on tomorrow, I submit to
you, is more credible in another way,
because we will have at the end of our
7 years in the coalition budget $160 bil-
lion less debt for those children and
grandchildren that we have been talk-
ing about. Why does that make us less
credible than you?

Let us conduct the debate in such a
manner in which we recognize there is
a difference of priorities. We will argue
ours tomorrow. We think we have a
better set, and we believe the American
people also agree that we should cut
spending first and then cut taxes after
we have shown that we have got 218
votes, 51 votes, in the House and Sen-
ate, to do that which we say we are
going to do.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF], a
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the budget. I think it
is fair.

Let me take my hat off and pay spe-
cial commendation to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH], to his staff,
and to the members of the Committee
on the Budget.

In the Book of Esther in the Old Tes-
tament, they said Esther was sent just
for a time just like this. Perhaps JOHN
and the others on the Committee on
the Budget have been sent for a time
like this.

I have given the speech over and over
in the last several years about my five
children and how important it was to
balance the budget. I have heard Mem-
bers on both sides give the same
speech.

I believe that the Kasich budget is
fair. Clearly, we have to remember the
poor, and I believe that we will remem-
ber the poor. But, clearly, this is the
time, and if we do not do it now, will it
be any easier, as the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] talked, next
year or the year after? Clearly, it will
not be.

We can argue about where we cut
within the parameters of the budget,
but, frankly, we cannot argue should
we balance the budget, because we
clearly should.

b 1900
In closing, one of the leading news-

papers in my district the 10th District
of Virginia, the Winchester Star, re-
cently editorialized on the balanced
budget effort with these words:

And so at this time, perhaps it is best for
us to draw upon the wisdom of pamphleteer

Thomas Paine, who penned these immortal
words in the darkest hours of the Revolu-
tion: ‘‘These are the times that try men’s
souls. The summer soldier and the sunshine
patriot will, in this crisis, shrink from the
service of his country; but he that stands it
now, deserves the love and thanks of man
and woman.’’

For the GOP, which has presented the first
balanced budget plan in a quarter-century,
this is definitely no time for ‘‘summer sol-
diers.’’ For a monumental battle, with sig-
nificant ramifications for the future, will
soon be enjoined.

I strongly urge Members on both
sides to put aside our differences and,
whatever we do, to make sure when we
leave tomorrow night we have passed
the balanced budget, not only for our
generation but, more important, for fu-
ture generations.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the fiscal
year 1996 budget resolution. I first want to
congratulate Budget Committee Chairman
JOHN KASICH for his yeoman work to bring the
House to this point in its history today. This is
truly a historic day. The people’s house is
poised to secure the financial future of this
Nation and I want to be on record in support
of leading this Nation to a balanced budget by
the year 2002.

I recognize that there are differences of
opinion on the direction we should take and
the budget numbers we should use in reach-
ing the goal of a balanced budget. But there
should be no difference of opinion on the need
for this Nation’s financial house to be solvent;
on the need to secure a prosperous future for
our children, their children, and generations of
Americans to come.

I believe this blueprint for a balanced federal
budget by the year 2002 will help secure that
future and in so doing protect elderly citizens,
protect middle class Americans, and protect
future generations.

There are many politically expedient state-
ments being made today on what this budget
does and does not do and about whom this
budget hurts and helps. We have heard the
statements that this budget callously targets
the vulnerable and less fortunate in our soci-
ety, that this budget cuts programs that benefit
the poor and elderly to pay for tax cuts for the
rich. My colleagues, that broken record some
in this House keep spinning is becoming tired
and worn rhetoric. I certainly would not be
supporting any effort to balance the budget on
the backs of the most needy of our citizens.
Indeed, none of us would.

The American people are tired of the carp-
ing and sniping and rhetoric. They want ac-
tion. They want this House to work together in
a bipartisan way to reduce the Federal deficit,
stop the hemorrhaging national debt, and bal-
ance this Nation’s budget.

One of the leading newspapers in the 10th
District of Virginia, The Winchester Star, re-
cently editorialized on the balanced budget ef-
fort with these words:

And so at this time, perhaps it is best for
us to draw upon the wisdom of pamphleteer
Thomas Paine, who penned these immortal
words in the darkest hours of the Revolu-
tion: ‘‘These are the times that try men’s
souls. The summer soldier and the sunshine
patriot will, in this crisis, shrink from the
service of his country; but he that stands it
now, deserves the love and thanks of man
and woman.’’

For the GOP, which has presented the first
balanced budget plan in a quarter-century,



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 5156 May 17, 1995
this is definitely no time for ‘summer sol-
diers.’ For a monumental battle, with sig-
nificant ramifications for the future, will
soon be enjoined.

Mr. Chairman, I call on all our colleagues to
not shrink from their responsibilities to the citi-
zens of this Nation, to not be summer soldiers.
I ask every member of this House to join in
this historic opportunity to put this Nation on
the right fiscal track and secure the financial
future of America.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. LARGENT], a very distin-
guished freshman member of the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to, first of all, commend the
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget. Some folks may not know that
he has a reputation of throwing nickels
around like manhole covers, and to the
American taxpayers I say, ‘‘You should
be pleased that a gentleman with such
a reputation is the guardian of the Fed-
eral purse strings.’’

I also want to remind Members in
this body and American taxpayers once
again that over 300 Members in this
Chamber voted for a balanced budget.
66 Senators voted for a balanced budg-
et. 81 percent of all Americans believe
that the Federal Government should
balance their books.

Mr. Chairman, I think the attitude
and the mood of the American citizens
was best reflected by a farmer in
central Oklahoma that I had a chance
to visit with in January. When I asked
him the question, ‘‘Should the Federal
Government have to balance its
books,’’ he very pointedly and very
briefly replied.

He said, ‘‘Well, I have to, and so
should the Federal Government,’’ and I
could not agree any more.

I say to the gentleman from Ohio,
‘‘Chairman KASICH, I would say to you
that the greatest compliment that is
paid to this budget document that you
have laid down before us to bring us to
a zero by the year 2002, an historic doc-
ument, that the greatest compliment
that has been paid to it has been the
breath of rhetorical blabber about this
particular budget because everybody is
going to feel the pain. There is some-
thing there for everybody, and I think
in that respect that it earns a great
deal of credibility that we all have to
earn.’’

As my dad told me, that it was belt-
tightening time, believe me it is time
to tighten the belt on the bloated belly
of the Federal Government.

Finally, I just would like to quote a
few statistics, and I am ever mindful of
the fact that it was in Washington, DC,
that the saying originated that figures
lie and liars figure, and so I am careful
when I throw around figures myself.
But I would remind all of my col-
leagues that the tax cuts that are
found within the Contract With Amer-
ica, that 70 percent of the taxpayers
that will benefit from the capital gains
tax cut are citizens who earned $50,000
or less, 70 percent of the people who

benefit from capital gains earn less
than $50,000, and families with children
that earn $25,000 or less will totally
wipe out any tax bill to the Federal
Government.

Also, I would remind my colleagues
that the chart that was up here earlier,
that 74 percent of the beneficiaries of
the family tax cut earn less, less than
$75,000, and let me say to my col-
leagues, ‘‘You don’t need a CPA to fig-
ure it out.’’

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from New York [Ms. SLAUGH-
TER], an active member of our Commit-
tee on the Budget.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman,
this is Ruth Lowenguth. She lives in
my district, is a constituent of mine.
She is 83 years old.

Now, I know she does not like it, but
we are hearty people in Rochester, and
she is also testament to our extraor-
dinary health care system there. But
Ruth, like 80 percent of the Medicare
home care health users, will be living
on a fixed income of less than $15,000 a
year. Three-quarters of the people in
that category are over age 75, and two-
thirds of them are elderly women.

Now, Mrs. Lowenguth has a small
pension and a modest Social Security
check, and she pays all health costs
that are not covered by Medicare. That
is only about half of the health care ex-
penses. If she had to pay 20 percent
more to get home health care, it would
be an additional $1,200 a year for her.
She cannot spend that money then on
housing, or food, or prescription drugs,
or other necessities. It is $1,200 that she
and millions of other women on fixed
incomes just cannot afford.

Why are they faced with this threat?
Because Republicans want to cut Medi-
care to give a tax break to the very
wealthy.

Another thing that is very concern-
ing to me, Mr. Chairman, is the
amount of money that I think we may
be losing from women’s health care, an
initiative that is long overdue, and it is
only 4 years old. We have been able to
provide quite a bit of money that was
never there before. Actually, it looks
like quite a bit compared to zero for
breast cancer research, and we have
systematically tried to put more and
more in. We cannot turn back on that
commitment now because breast can-
cer kills one American woman every 12
minutes; more than 40,000 of them will
die this year.

Mr. Chairman, all women are at risk
of getting breast cancer. More than 70
percent have no known risk factor, and
the incidence has doubled in the last 30
years, so much more research is need-
ed. But it is not likely to happen. A 5-
percent cut in funding for the National
Institutes of Health would mean that
research on breast cancer, ovarian can-
cer, cervical cancer, and a host of other
diseases will be competing for scarce
dollars, and we could lose ground on
very important progress.

For the first time, mortality rates
are declining among breast cancer. If

this program stalls from lack of fund-
ing, what will my Republican col-
leagues say to the women who will be
diagnosed during the 1990’s?

Mr. Chairman, I urge all of my col-
leagues to think of the mothers,
women, sisters, all their relatives back
in their district, and think about this
and vote ‘‘no.’’

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I point
out to the gracious gentlewoman from
New York [Ms. SLAUGHTER] that Medi-
care spending in the great State of New
York is now $14 billion. It is going to
rise to $19 billion in the next 7 years, a
36-percent increase. The per-bene-
ficiary cost is going to go from $5,312 to
over $7,000 per beneficiary.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds before yielding to the
gentleman from New Hampshire.

Mr. Chairman, the gentlewoman just
talked about the cuts in research in
breast cancer and other kinds of NIH
research. I think it is important to
note that NIH has more than doubled
in the last 10 years. The cut we are
talking about is less than—only 5 per-
cent, and it is impossible that every
one of the programs she listed could be
in jeopardy when we are talking about
a 5-percent cut.

Mr. Chairman, we are making sure
that the kind of research that we have
been doing will be ongoing.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished freshman gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. BASS].

Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Kasich budget.

Mr. Chairman, I have been sitting
here for the last 41⁄2 hours listening to
this debate, and I took up my pen and
pencil and calculated that we have run
up an additional debt of $168.89 million
since this debate began. That is debt
that will be paid by every existing tax-
payer and every taxpayer who will
come ahead of us. This is unacceptable.

Mr. Chairman, on November 8, the
American people said that they had
had enough of a Congress that holds its
head high in arrogance and tells the
people of America what they need and
what they want and steals money out
of their pockets and the pockets of
their children to pay for programs, and
then today we sit here talking about
not whether we have a balanced budg-
et, but how to balance the budget, and
we hear the old guard, the keepers of
the bureaucracy, the protectors of the
old order, talk about the programs that
they want to preserve, the programs
that they want to protect, the pro-
grams that they know have not
worked, the programs that have built
bureaucracies in this country year
after year after year.

I am a new Member of Congress, and
I have stood by for the last 4 or 5 years
and watched these chronic deficits rise
year after year. What business do we
think we have as Congressmen running
these deficits for no reason? There is
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no war. There is no economic emer-
gency. Even in the 1970’s we were given
excuses by the President and the ma-
jority at that time. It is time, and the
American people have told us, to bal-
ance this budget and do it now, and
that is what the Kasich budget does.

My colleagues, let history judge this
Congress and its achievements, not on
the hard choices that we all have to
make, but by what our actions do for
our children and our children’s chil-
dren.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 15 seconds.

Simple fact:
Over 76 percent of the dollar benefit

of the capital gains tax change in the
Republican proposal goes to people
with incomes over $100,000 a year.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, why
have the Republicans cut Medicare as
they are doing here in this budget? Of
course, it is to finance a tax break for
the privileged few.

Now, June Cox is a woman in any dis-
trict. I met with her and about 200
older Austin citizens last Saturday.
They are concerned about seeing the
budget balanced as much as anybody in
this room, but they do not think we
have to balance it with a sick tax on
our seniors, and there is something else
that I had hoped I would not have to
show in the course of this debate. It is
another picture, and I would like my
colleagues to focus on it. This is it.

I say to my colleagues, If you’ll look
real closely at it, you will see through
this time of the debate every single
thing that our Republican colleagues
have told us about, specifically what it
is they’re going to do in imposing new
out-of-pocket costs on America’s sen-
iors. That is to say, if you look closely,
you won’t see the doubling of the de-
ductible. That bothers Jean Cox, and, if
you look closely, you won’t see the new
out-of-pocket expenses when Jean
Cox’s doctor tells her she has to go to
the lab, and, if you look closely, you
won’t see the new out-of-pocket ex-
penses that Jean Cox will have if she
needs specialized nursing care. No, you
won’t even see the increase in the de-
ductible, because only in Washington
would someone have the audacity to
come and tell the senior citizens of
America that they’re doing more, that
they’re spending trillions and millions
and billions of dollars more to help
them out. But they stop to think about
it from the perspective of the senior
citizen. Jean Cox doesn’t have a lot of
understanding about trillions and bil-
lions of dollars, but, you know, to her
and those 200 people I talked to in Aus-
tin, $20 extra a month is a lot of
money. Doubling the deductible is a lot
of money, and that is why, when they
go through their reams have charts and
when they take all the luminaries and
all the number-crunchers of the Repub-
lican Party and they put them alto-
gether, they haven’t come out with a

chart that shows anything other than
this.

Mr. Chairman, I challenge them. I
say, come forward with your plan.
Where is the plan. Where is the infor-
mation for the American people as to
what you’re going to do to their out-of-
pocket expenses in Texas, or Connecti-
cut, or anyplace else, because we
haven’t heard one word. Ms. Cox and
others who are watching, we haven’t
heard one word about what’s going to
happen to the out-of-pocket expenses of
these seniors, and it’s about time we
hear something about it.

My colleagues, the basic difference,
as we approach this debate, is that we
Democrats believe that Medicare is re-
liant on a trust fund, not a slush fund,
to pay for tax breaks for the rich.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
admonish Members to address their re-
marks to the Chair rather than to the
TV audience or anyone else, as is re-
quired by the rules.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I was sit-
ting in the Committee on the Budget
when the gentleman from Texas spoke
about a secret plan, and I began to look
at this blank sheet, and I thought,
well, this blank sheet is the President’s
balanced budget plan, and I thought,
no, no, that is not what it is. It is his
plan to save Medicare. It is blank. It
goes bankrupt in 7 years. And we are
going to save it, even if the gentleman
from Texas does not want us to.

b 1915

Now, the challenge that we have is
that the gentleman makes up numbers.
He says we are going to do all these
things. What he does not realize is no,
what we are going to do is allow bene-
ficiaries choice, which they do not have
now. We are going to allow the private
sector to give them rebates, which they
do not have now. Some beneficiaries
will actually get money from Medicare
because the private sector will be able
to offer it to them.

We think it is incredible that we
have allowed Medicare and Medicaid to
rise at 10 percent when the private sec-
tor is rising at 4 percent. We would like
to get Medicare and Medicaid into the
21st century and be able to provide
choice. In Texas, Medicare is going to
go up 50 percent. Only in Washington is
an increase in spending called a cut.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER], vice
chairman of the committee.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, we
have heard a lot of talk out here about
tax cuts for the rich. Let us get the
facts on the table. The fact is that 70
percent of all the taxpayers who are
going to benefit from the capital gains
tax cuts will have incomes of less than
$50,000. Families with children earning
less than $25,000 a year will have their
entire Federal income tax liability

eliminated by the $500 per child tax
credit. Families of incomes of $30,000
will have 48 percent, or nearly half, of
their Federal income tax liability
ended. Seventy-four percent of the
beneficiaries of the $500 per child tax
credit will be families with incomes
below $75,000.

There is a big difference between Re-
publicans and Democrats. Democrats
believe that if you make $25,000 a year,
you are rich, and you ought to have
your taxes increased. If you make
$30,000 a year, you are rich, and you
ought to have your taxes increased.
That is what Democrats believe. When
they talk about the rich here on the
floor, they are talking about people
making $25,000 and $30,000 a year, who
they believe ought to be tax poor. We
think they ought to have their taxes
eliminated.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from Guam
[Mr. UNDERWOOD].

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

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong opposition to the budget
resolution.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to H. Con.
Res. 67, the budget resolution, not because
deep budget cuts have to be made, but be-
cause these budget cuts are being used to fi-
nance tax cuts for the wealthy on the backs of
school children and the elderly.

Of all things to use to balance the budget,
gutting educational programs and elderly
health care should be the last thing this Nation
should do.

The reversal of the national effort to improve
our schools through Goals 2000, Improving
America’s Schools, School-to-Work, and other
Department of Education programs in this
budget would have serious consequences in
school districts all across America. And I know
that it would adversely affect efforts on Guam
to raise the standards of our own schools.
What happened to all those politicians who
used to complain that Johnny can’t read?
Under this budget, poor Johnny still can’t read,
Johnny can’t get a decent school lunch, John-
ny will not be prepared to get a job, and John-
ny’s mom won’t be able to pay her medical
bills.

And if your name is Juan, the cuts are par-
ticularly egregious. The elimination of all bilin-
gual education programs is especially mean-
spirited. I, for one, do not believe this to be a
budget cut, it is social engineering at its
worst—and this, from conservatives who
would decry any social engineering at all. It is
trying to legislate that all schoolchildren who
need help in language skills would be denied
help because they are different, and their fam-
ilies are different. It is legislating that all kids
should have been born speaking English, and
its just too bad if they were unfortunate
enough to have been born into a family that
has preserved its own cultural heritage.

I also oppose the efforts to cut Medicare
benefits for the elderly in order to balance a
budget based on tax cuts for the wealthy. All
the denial cannot erase the basic fact that this
is exactly what this budget does.

Mr. Chairman, we all realize that tough deci-
sions must be made. We just do not agree
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that the toughest part of balancing the budget
would fall to the most vulnerable Americans,
the schoolchildren and the elderly of this coun-
try. The lawyers and the wealthy are over rep-
resented in this Congress, but who will stand
up for the children and the elderly?

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN].

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the budget that my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle,
the Republican side, are offering.

Now, a few minutes ago, the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma said that it is
time for America to tighten its belt.
Now, surely there are many Americans
who can tighten their belt, but I am
here to talk for a moment about my
constituent, Mrs. Arlene Farwell, who
if she is asked to tighten here belt any
more is going to find it pretty tough to
breathe.

She is a senior, she is retired, she is
disabled. Because of a bureaucratic
snafu, she is paying more than $80 a
month for her Medicare part B. And if
the deductibles and the copayments
and the premiums go up any more, she
simply is going to have nowhere to
turn. She put it really very well for me
today when she said, ‘‘There is just too
much month left at the end of the
money.’’

So I say to my colleagues, Medicare
badly needs reform, and all Members
understand that. But there is a right
way to do it and a wrong way to do it.
And I would submit that cutting Medi-
care spending, as the Republican budg-
et does, by 15 percent, without saying
how you are going to do it and still
protecting Mrs. Farwell, is the wrong
way to go.

Now, many of my colleagues on the
Republican side have some interesting
theories about managed care. The
irony is over a 20 year period, we have
made many of those theories work. In
Portland, OR, we have the highest per-
centage of managed care now in the
country among seniors in our area. It
is close to 50 percent. But you cannot
turn the system around on a dime.

What is going to happen to the sen-
iors of our country, and I have seen
this again and again since my days as
co-director of the Gray Panthers, when
you theorize about Medicare, as the
Republicans do, what happens in re-
ality is the seniors get more
copayments, more deductibles, more
premiums, while everybody waits to
see if the great theories are ever going
to pan out.

So I offer to my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle that if rescuing
part A of the Medicare trust fund is
really what you seek to do, let us
honor the Speaker’s pledge to deal with
this outside the budget. If that is the
principal concern of my colleagues on
this side of the aisle, let us work to-
gether on a bipartisan basis to deal
with this, as Speaker GINGRICH sug-
gested, outside the budget.

I think there are many Members on
both sides of the aisle who would like

to take that route rather than the
route my colleagues on the Republican
side propose, which is to reduce Medi-
care spending 15 percent, try to turn
this system around on a dime, and still
protect seniors.

I would also offer to my colleagues,
and we heard some testimony on this
yesterday in the Subcommittee on
Oversight and Investigation, that if
you try to turn the system around on a
dime and make the savings you are
talking about overnight, what is going
to happen is you are going to create
juicy new opportunities for fraud and
abuse.

If you do not believe that is going to
happen, go talk to the people of south
Florida, because when they tried to go
to managed care overnight, when they
tried some of the ideas that the Repub-
licans are talking about advocating
now, what happened was the sleazy rip-
off artists, who are already exploiting
the program, and we certainly agree on
that, saw a great new opportunity, and
instead of producing savings, we saw
more waste, fraud and abuse. If you
look at south Florida, you will see how
it happened.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, I want to respond to
something the gentleman from Oregon
said. The fact of the matter is that we
tried to do exactly what the gentleman
was talking about. We tried it on the
floor yesterday, to get some rec-
ommendations to this body as to how
we should solve the problem, and by a
vote that unfortunately was a major-
ity, but it was not enough to get the
two-thirds on the suspension, this body
rejected the idea we should ask the
trustees who have the fiduciary respon-
sibility for the trust fund to give us
some recommendations about how we
save it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
RADANOVICH], a distinguished freshman
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, in
the election in 1994 the American pub-
lic sent a strong message to Congress,
and that was they wanted a smaller,
less intrusive Federal Government.

Mr. Chairman, the 1996 budget resolu-
tion is a manifestation of that man-
date. The Federal Government has got-
ten too large, and we have made it
smaller and less intrusive by transfer-
ring power from Washington to the
State and local level. We have also
privatized many functions of Federal
Government that frankly should never
have been started here in the first
place.

I believe the American people are
willing and able to rise to this new
level of expectation. The American
public is not stupid. I think it is arro-
gant to assume that the people of this
country are not capable of taking re-
sponsibility for themselves, for their
families, and for their communities.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Missouri [Ms. MCCARTHY].

(Ms. MCCARTHY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. MCCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, why
are Republicans cutting Medicare to
pay for tax breaks for the privileged
few? That’s the question my constitu-
ents like Joan and Dale Hunt are ask-
ing. Republicans started by taking
school lunches from children, and now
they are going after our senior’s Medi-
care. I am committed to balancing our
budget by downsizing government, and
by streamlining and eliminating Fed-
eral programs which have outlived
their usefulness. I have not committed
to balancing the budget by slashing
funding in Medicare by $283 billion and
Medicaid by $184 billion. We have a
moral obligation with our seniors. Sen-
iors who have worked hard all their
lives, and through their sacrifice and
toil, have made this the greatest Na-
tion in the world now are finding out
to their amazement that Republican
promises to protect their entitlement
were empty promises—and simply a
ploy to provide a $353 billion dollar
giveaway to the wealthy.

For our seniors, medical care out-of-
pocket expenditures have ballooned to
21 percent of their disposable income.
These two constituents, Joan and Dale
Hunt of Raytown, have visited with me
and have expressed their concerns with
the Republican’s proposed cuts in Med-
icare. The Hunts, in their early 70’s, re-
main active in their church and con-
tinue to volunteer to make our com-
munity better. Dale was a meat-cutter
at our local Kroger grocery store for 45
years, and Joan worked at numerous
jobs to raise their son and to make
ends meet. Last year they had $4,300 in
out-of-pocket medical expenses. These
two seniors, who have worked hard all
their lives and played by the rules are
realizing that their very subsistence is
at stake. They have a very limited dis-
cretionary income and have been un-
able to buy needed medical supplies.
The Hunts live on a fixed income and
have put off buying hearing aids and
glasses for Dale and needed dental
work for Joan. They have instead fixed
their furnace. Now with the Republican
budget proposals the Hunts will pay
$3,500 more for out-of-pocket expenses
over the next 7 years. $3,500 dollars
may not seem like very much. For the
Hunts, glasses, hearing aids and dental
work will again have to be put off,
their budget will be faced with addi-
tional cuts; will they be able to fix
their furnace the next time it breaks,
and will they be able to buy the nec-
essary medicines, or the necessary food
to keep them healthy?

I am committed to making the dif-
ficult choices necessary to balance the
Federal budget, but I will not be party
to a balanced budget formula which
gives tax breaks to those most advan-
taged, while slashing the programs of
our parents—the seniors. Take your
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tax breaks off the table and we will
work together to leave a legacy to our
children we can be proud of, and not a
legacy which impoverishes the elderly.
I will not forget the Hunts whose love
has endured. Joan has given up the no-
tion of replacing her lost wedding band,
and the Hunts have given up traveling
to be with their son and grand-
children—they are luxuries they can no
longer afford. We must not give up on
the Hunts, and 36 million seniors like
the Hunts who live on a day by day
basis to meet their basic needs of food,
medicine, and shelter. Is this the
American Dream promised by the Re-
publicans? If hope is a number in the
GOP budget math, I must declare that
in my district, reality springs eternal—
we can’t make it on hope alone. Keep
your promise and give up your tax
breaks for the wealthy.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman. I, with all sincerity,
thank the gentlewoman from Missouri.
It is important we keep our promises. I
am looking at quote after quote where
she says we need to balance the Fed-
eral budget, and that is what we are
doing. This is our opportunity.

In Missouri, we give $3.7 billion to
Missouri in Medicare funding. It is
going to go up to $5.2 billion. It is an
increase of 39 percent. The per bene-
ficiary of individuals in Missouri get
$4,493. That is going to go up to nearly
$6,000, an increase per beneficiary. Cut-
ting school lunch, it is going to go up
4.5 percent. It is an increase.

Only in Washington will the gentle-
woman say that an increase in spend-
ing in Medicare, an increase in spend-
ing in school lunch, is a cut. Only in
Washington.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT].

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I did not
realize this was poster day on the Poto-
mac or I would have had these blown
up. These are the most important con-
stituents that one could have. These
are my three children. This is Jessica
and John and Luke, and it is their fu-
ture that we are talking about today
and the nurture of millions of other
children and grandchildren in this
country.

My daughter is 14. If we cannot bal-
ance the budget by 2002 and it takes us
as long to get out of this debt as it did
to get in it, she is going to be 53 years
old. We have literally passed on the
problems of this generation to the
next.

Are we committed to balancing the
budget? We are on this side of the aisle.
We have a plan to eliminate the De-
partment of Energy as a Cabinet-level
position. This is a historical event be-
cause we have never eliminated a Cabi-
net-level department in the history of
this country.
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But it is time to trade in this 1970’s

tax guzzler. And how did Secretary
O’Leary and President Clinton re-
spond? They said they are going to cut
14.1 billion over the next 5 years, but
yet next year’s budget has an increase
of $337 million.

Even Vice President GORE, in his
reinventing government group, has
said that the largest part of the De-
partment of Energy, the environmental
management group, is missing 20 per-
cent of their milestones. They are 40
percent inefficient. And he said that it
is going to cost taxpayers $70 billion
over the next 30 years if we do not do
something about it.

Mr. Chairman, this must stop. We
need to balance the budget. We need to
honor our children’s future. We need to
turn the lights out at the Department
of Energy.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maine [Mr. BALDACCI].

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentlewoman from Mis-
souri [Ms. MCCARTHY].

Ms. MCCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to point out that in the fig-
ures on Missouri which were discussed
just briefly, the loss to Missouri in rev-
enue would be $5.2 billion. That aver-
ages out to $3,004 per senior on their
Medicaid cuts, Medicare cuts.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me. I thought this docu-
ment from the Committee on the Budg-
et would be helpful in clarifying the
loss to my State and the loss to indi-
vidual seniors.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, there
are approximately 199,000 Medicare re-
cipients in the State of Maine; 21,000 of
those recipients in Maine are at or
below the poverty level. The question
is not to balance the budget. The ques-
tion is to balance the budget and offer
$300 billion in tax breaks.

When you stop and think of the lady
in Old Town, ME, that confronted me
and said she could not afford her pre-
scription drugs and she was forced to
cut the tablets in half because she
could not afford it, asking her to dou-
ble the out-of-pocket expenses to have
a $300 billion tax cut; talking to the el-
derly couple in Lewiston, ME, who are
getting divorced because they cannot
afford their prescription drugs, so they
qualify for the Medicaid Program,
which is being cut; telling that to these
people beyond the charts that are being
offered, those are the real people who
these figures are impacting.

And then talking to the elderly in
my State who are in nursing homes
who because of new cost-effective regu-
lations are being analyzed and at the
age of 92 being told to leave nursing
homes and to go into group homes,
that is really what is going on out
there.

I think when people get to be the age
of 65, that we want to be very careful
with how we handle their health care.
Those are the people that have the

Contract With America. Sixty years
ago when Franklin Delano Roosevelt
established those contracts of Social
Security and then Medicare and Medic-
aid later on, those are the compacts
that have given our seniors a lift up
out of poverty so that they can live
their life in dignity. Those are the peo-
ple who really society will be judged
by.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

I would just like to point out to the
gentleman from Maine that, when we
talk about these cuts on senior citi-
zens, he is right, of course, because the
Republican budget proposal with all
the tax cuts that we have provided will
provide $154 million to the senior citi-
zens only of the State of Maine in tax
reductions. That is savings by chang-
ing the earnings test for senior citizens
and of course the reduction in the in-
come tax on Social Security benefits.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
METCALF].

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Chairman, we do
have to balance the budget, and this
plan that we have is a start toward bal-
ancing the budget by the year 2000 or
2002. Today, $1,000 per person, men,
women, and children, $1,000 per person
per year is spent in paying the interest
on the debt. Imagine what your family
would do with $1,000 per person.

In 1997, the interest on the debt will
pass, it will pass defense. It will then
be the largest single expenditure in the
Federal budget. Paying perpetual in-
terest on a permanent debt is an abso-
lutely ridiculous way to use tax
money.

I think that the way we should look
at each expenditure is in this light: Is
this expenditure important enough to
borrow the money, because we do not
have money anymore, we have debt; is
it important enough to borrow the
money and then force our children and
grandchildren to reduce their standard
of living enough to pay the interest on
the debt for the rest of their natural
lives? If it is that important, if each
spending item is that important, then
we should do it. And if it is not that
important, we should have the courage
and the ability to just say this is some-
thing we will not afford until after the
budget is balanced.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON].

(Mrs. CLAYTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Maine
[Mr. BALDACCI].

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, as far
as the tax cuts that are being provided,
I was told by the majority staff on the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight that, if the unfunded man-
date legislation was in fact effective,
the tax cut would be the first issue
that would go through that because in
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my State it is going to cost $370 mil-
lion over that 10-year period in loss of
revenues to my State, if the unfunded
mandate legislation was in effect at
the time that these tax cuts are being
talked about.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I also
want to add that the billions that the
majority wish to spend on the wealthy
through a tax break is more than
enough to spend for the Medicare Pro-
gram. So indeed, if we had a problem, a
part of that problem is being exacer-
bated by the additional cost that we
have are having for the expense.

I want to bring to your attention
people who do not understand big dol-
lars tax breaks. This is a lady by the
name of Carlene Neese. She is in North
Carolina. She is the wife of an Alz-
heimer’s patient who knows what it
means to have assistance in her care.
In fact, what she has is the home
health program which comes once a
week and additional help with that
particular patient. As her husband gets
to the end of his dreaded disease, she
knows that that pain will be greater
because she will have to bear that. She
herself has no income. And without in-
creased income, she would be paying
more for her health care.

However, I want you to know, Mrs.
Neese is not alone. She is typical of
many people in my State. She is alone
in the suffering that she must share. In
fact, I had a mother of a 75-year-old
Alzheimer’s patient to wrote to say,
You should just imagine what it is to
spoon feed my mother and have her to
take at least 2 minutes to chew that
food to understand what that pain
means and to know what it means, that
stress on my family, that many of my
family needs are going unmet.

I had a 75-year-old widow of an Army
person who has served this Nation well,
75 years old. She said, I thank God that
I have the ability to work. In the job
she is working in now, she has worked
there for the last 15 years. Really what
she says, I hope that when I retire I
will have enough resources to take care
of myself without being a burden to my
family.

I tell you, the majority plan does not
allow for her to have that assurance. In
fact, she is working extra time.

In fact, the question has to be raised,
why is the majority giving such a big
tax break while making the poor suf-
fer? If you are to give such a big tax
break, why do you not make it even?
We want a balanced budget, but we
need to balance our priorities. There
are thousands and thousands of people
who will pay extra because of this plan.

In my rural county, there are 13 hos-
pitals that if this plan goes up, they
will be paying big bucks.

Mr. Chairman, this is the wrong way
to go. Balancing the budget is one
thing, but balancing our priorities is
right.

Mr. Chairman, the billions the majority wants
to spend on a tax cut for the wealthy could
fully pay for the reductions they want to make
in the Medicare Program.

Why is the majority willing to sacrifice senior
citizens to satisfy affluent citizens?

More importantly, what will this policy of
helping the rich and hurting the less well off
really mean for America?

The answer is—we don’t know, and they
don’t know. We don’t know and they don’t
know because the majority is yet to tell us—
in detail—how the $283 billion reduction in
Medicare spending, over the next 7 years, will
occur.

But, we can make some reasonable as-
sumptions based upon prior action.

We know that the reductions the majority
proposes in Medicare and Medicaid are bigger
than reductions in these programs at any
other time in history.

We know that every hospital in the United
States that serve Medicare patients—including
the 13 hospitals that serve 28 rural counties in
my congressional district—will lose money; big
time; up to $1,300 for every Medicare patient
served, over 5 years.

We know that, under the plan of the majority
budget, senior citizens will pay $1,060 more
for their health care costs by the year 2002.

Most can barely afford health care now.
Many will have to choose between heat and

health, a warm coat or a trip to the doctor—
and some may even have to choose between
eating and health.

More than 8 out of every 10 seniors who re-
ceive Medicare benefits have incomes of
$25,000 or less.

Mr. Chairman, we know that Carlene Neese,
a 77-year-old woman from North Carolina, is
the primary caregiver for her husband, who
has suffered from Alzheimer’s disease since
1986. He also has a Foley catheter.

We know that the home care the Neese
family gets once a week to change the cath-
eter, and the aide who comes out three times
a week, is threatened by the majority’s budget
plan.

As Mr. Neese enters the end stages of his
dreaded illness, the strain on Mrs. Neese will
be obvious and perhaps overwhelming.

Mrs. Neese’s dilemma is repeated again
and again, throughout my congressional dis-
trict.

There is a 75-year-old mother, also suffering
from Alzheimer’s disease.

Her daughter writes to me in her effort to
secure some help with the care of her mother,
‘‘Imagine me giving Mom a spoonful of food
and having her take 15 minutes to swallow.’’

The daughter goes on, ‘‘Other family com-
mitments are putting a great strain on my
household. Hurried meals, neglected laundry
and [ignored] housekeeping,’’ are typical in
this family.

And then there is Beulah McDonald of
Kinston, NC.

She is 72 years old. Her husband served
this Nation in the military for two decades.

Ms. McDonald told me, ‘‘I have to work.’’
She gets a little Social Security and a small

stipend from her husband’s military retirement.
Now that she is over 65, with the limited

amount she now gets from Medicare, and the
deduction from the private insurance she must
pay for—this 72-year-old woman, who has
worked in her present job for 15 years—told
me, ‘‘When I retire, I don’t know how I will
make it.’’

Beulah McDonald, who has done everything
right in her life said finally, ‘‘Thank God, I am
healthy enough to work.’’

With this budget plan, the majority is sac-
rificing senior citizens to satisfy affluent citi-
zens.

They go too far.
The billions they want to spend on the

wealthy could more than pay for the cuts they
want to make in Medicare.

Mr. Chairman, let’s balance the budget, but,
let’s balance our priorities first.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOX], a
freshman Member.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to note for the RECORD
that for the citizens of North Carolina
who are senior citizens, $805 million of
tax reductions will take place as a re-
sult of what this Congress has already
instituted.

I think we should note now for those
who are listening from their offices or
here on the floor that we already have
in the 104th Congress made great
strides for our senior citizens. First, we
have lowered the senior citizens tax
burdens by repealing over a 5-year pe-
riod the Clinton tax increase on Social
Security retirees.

Second, we have eliminated the pen-
alties for working seniors. We have
raised the $11,280 Social Security earn-
ings limit to $30,000 over 5 years. Be-
yond that, we have also ensured access
to long-term health care insurance by
easing the financial drain on seniors
and their families by making private
long-term care insurance more readily
available and allowing accelerated
death benefits to be paid tax free. In
addition, we have caring for parents at
home by providing $500 tax credit to
families who care for a dependent el-
derly at home.

Social Security we know in this Con-
gress is off the table. We have said that
and that is the case. Medicare will go
bankrupt by 2002, if we do nothing.
Therefore, we feel that Medicare must
be preserved, protected, and improved.

What you will hear from the other
side of the aisle is some false charges.
False charge No. 1, you are cutting
Medicare to pay for tax cuts for the
rich. Wrong. The facts are clear. The
Medicare trust fund is going bankrupt.
You can pull out all the tax cuts from
the Republican budget and Medicare
still goes bankrupt in 2002. The Medi-
care trust fund is financed by payroll
taxes and the Clinton administration
itself has said that the trust funds will
go bankrupt. The Republican budget
will save Medicare from bankruptcy.

False charge No. 2, your plan for
Medicare for the seniors will pay much,
much more for fewer and fewer services
under our plan. Wrong. A 40-percent in-
crease in Medicare spending is not a
slash. The Republican plan allows for a
$1,600 per recipient increase in spend-
ing.

Therefore, I say vote for the budget.
Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Arkansas [Mrs. LINCOLN].

(Mrs. LINCOLN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)
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Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. Chairman, I yield

to the gentlewoman from North Caro-
lina [Mrs. CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to make a correction and in-
sert, according to the figures that we
have on the budget side of the minor-
ity, the average senior citizen’s income
and cost of care over a 7-year period
would be $3,000 and my State would
have to pay an additional $6 billion
over that same period of time. So your
figures are certainly in contrast to
mine, I want to add for the RECORD, so
we have a balance of what the truth is
here.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to express my strong support for
the Stenholm-Orton substitute to the
budget resolution for fiscal year 1996
and I applaud our colleagues for their
hard work. I am a strong supporter of
a balanced budget and I applaud the
progress that we make today toward
eliminating the deficit. However, we
must ensure fairness and equity in
achieving a balanced budget. The
American public is ready to tighten its
belt as long as we all shoulder part of
the load fairly. The coalition alter-
native budget is based on equity.

Our budget substitute would ease the
burden on rural Americans. Our pro-
posal restores $114 billion in Medicare
spending, as well as $50 billion in Med-
icaid spending. Farmers would receive
$12.9 billion more over the next 7 years
under the Stenholm-Orton budget. We
maintain our commitment to our coun-
try’s future by restoring $35 billion in
funding to education and training pro-
grams, and $18.7 billion in guaranteed
student loans. We ease the burden on
rural economic development. We also
include the alternative welfare reform
plan offered earlier this year by myself
and others. And, most importantly, we
would still achieve a balanced budget
in 7 years with lower interest pay-
ments than under the leadership pro-
posal.
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The Republican leadership’s bill re-
serves the greatest amount of spending
cuts for the last two years, that is
what we leave for our children and our
children’s children, while the Sten-
holm-Orton substitute spreads out
those cuts more evenly over the entire
7 years. This means lower national
debt, and therefore less burden, on the
future of America.

We also avoid the risk that future
congresses might not be willing to
make the tough cuts. I am a strong
supporter of tax relief, but in order to
achieve it, the committee bill has come
down too hard on agriculture, edu-
cation, job training, and Medicare,
among other things. We first need to
ensure the future of our children, and
then give tax relief to ourselves.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support the Stenholm-Orton sub-
stitute, because it provides the most
fair and equitable solution to achieve a
balanced budget.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute, just to respond to the
comments that were just made.

First, Mr. Chairman, we are hearing
from one side that we do not have any
plan at all. A blank piece of paper was
held up. We do not have any plan, we
cannot see what the Republicans are
talking about on Medicare. Now we
hear the specific figures of what the
Medicare cuts are going to mean in
terms of additional costs.

Which way is it? Do we know the spe-
cific dollars or do we not? Which way is
it? I would point out the gentlewoman
from Arkansas has been talking about
the alternative budget proposal that
they are going to have, but it does not
include any of the tax relief for senior
citizens; and for the State of Arkansas,
our tax cuts would mean $257 million
less taxes for senior citizens in the
State of Arkansas.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WELDON].

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

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, we have heard some case
studies of families. I have one family
we have not heard about yet that I
would like to discuss. I would like to
talk about Rosie Watson of Lake Prov-
idence, LA.

Rosie is a 45-year-old mother, com-
mon-law mother of seven kids. She has
been able to get her doctor to declare
that she is too stressed out to work, so
she receives $343 a month in income
from the taxpayers. Her husband, who
weighs over 300 pounds, has been able
to get his doctor to declare that he is
unable to work, so he gets $343 a
month.

They have seven kids. Rosie spent 17
years in getting all of her kids quali-
fied as not working up to their age
level in school. Guess what? The tax-
payers are footing a check each month
for all seven kids in an amount over
$400.

Mr. Chairman, this one family gets
$46,716 a year under their system, a sys-
tem they do not want to change, that
we are going to reform. Why have we
not heard about that family, or the
tens of thousands of families all across
America who are abusing the taxpayers
in this country?

Rosie was interviewed by the Balti-
more Sun, who did this exposé. The re-
porter said ‘‘What do you do with the
money?’’ She said, ‘‘I can tell you, each
month I take $120 and give it to four of
my kids,’’ and her quote is ‘‘Being the
age they is, and being out with their
little girlfriends, they need that money
to spend on them.’’

I do not have constituents in my dis-
trict who can give their teenage kids
$30 a month, let alone from the tax-
payers. The Members want to keep the
system intact? Our budget changes
Supplemental Security Income and
stop this abuse. Where are the exam-
ples on the other side, of the families

who are ripping off the taxpayers?
Where are the examples of what they
have done to try to change the system
for the past 40 years?

I can tell the Members, as the young-
est of nine kids with an 84-year-old
mother on Social Security and Medi-
care, I do not want to hurt her one bit.
As a 7-year public school teacher who
spent more time overseeing school
lunches than anybody on the other
side, I do not want the School Lunch
Program cut, but stop the rhetoric
when we are trying to solve the prob-
lem and be fair with the way we deal
with people.

Once again, I ask my colleagues on
the other side, where are the tens of
thousands of stories about the Rosie
Watsons ripping off $47,000 a year in
taxpayers’ money, who the Baltimore
Sun has said will never get off the sys-
tem? That is what we are trying to
change, and we are going to do it, with
or without your cooperation.

Mr. Chairman, I include for the
RECORD the article from the Tampa
Tribune to which I referred earlier:

[From the Tampa Tribune, Feb. 13, 1995]

HERE’S A GRAND LITTLE STORY TO STIR YOUR
BLOOD ON A MONDAY MORNING

How does an unemployed family in Lake
Providence, LA, qualify for $46,716 a year in
tax-free cash from the federal government?

The Baltimore Sun, in a special report, de-
tails one woman’s crusade to win disability
benefits and gives a rare insight into a wel-
fare system infuriatingly out of control.

Rosie Watson, the Sun reports, gets $343.50
a month in disability payments because a
judge found her too stressed-out to work.
Her common-law husband, at 386 pounds, was
ruled too fat to work, so he gets $343.50 a
month too.

Their seven children ages 13 to 22, have all
failed to demonstrate ‘‘age-appropriate be-
havior,’’ so each of them qualifies for pay-
ments of $458 a month. What the welfare
world calls ‘‘crazy checks.’’

The Sun’s description of Watson’s persist-
ent efforts over many years to convince so-
cial workers and judges that various mem-
bers of her family are incapable of support-
ing themselves reveals serious flaws in the
welfare system, flaws that account for the
nation’s increasingly hostile opinion of it.

‘‘I got nothing to hide,’’ the woman told
the Sun, and allowed reporters to visit her in
her modest home, even opened her Social Se-
curity records to them. The inescapable con-
clusion is that the problems lie with the sys-
tem, not with people like Watson who, like
good attorneys, endeavor to make their best
case.

Watson’s quest began in 1975 when she
tried and failed to convince Social Security
officials she couldn’t work.

In 1978 she told officials that her second
child, at age 4, was a threat to other children
and should receive financial aid. They didn’t
buy it, but she kept up, applying again and
again until, in 1984, Social Security officials
agreed that he had behavior problems. A few
years later she received a $10,000 check after
it was decided he should have been declared
disabled four years earlier.

In all, the family has received $37,000 in
retroactive payments, part of $1.4 billion in
retroactive checks mailed after the Supreme
Court in 1990 gave children increased rights
to disability payments.

After 15 years of relentless applications,
Rosie Watson has had all her children put on
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disability payments. The youngest child,
now 13, attends elementary school, where the
principal complains that the quest for ‘‘crazy
checks’’ is undermining academic standards.
The children don’t want to fail but perform
poorly to please their parents, he says.

Not true, says Watson.
‘‘I ain’t never told any of them to act crazy

and get some money,’’ she said. ‘‘Social Se-
curity will send you to their own doctor.
They’re not fooled because those doctors
read your mind. They know what you can do
and not do.’’

The Sun discovered that one doctor found
a Watson boy had ‘‘strong anti-social fea-
tures in his personality and is volatile and
explosive.’’ And, ‘‘he said he does not want
work.’’

Apparently, unless government rules are
changed, he will never have to get a job.

Here is the Sun’s description of what
Mother Watson does with the 3,893 worth of
monthly checks:

‘‘As soon as she extracts the nine checks
from the [post office] box, she cashes them.
She gives the full amount to Sam, 21, and
Cary, 22, the father of two children who have
moved out of the house since being awarded
benefits. The remainder is used for the other
children and household expenses.

‘‘Most of the money goes for the children
to ‘see that they have what’s needed,’ the
woman says. ‘‘With what’s left, I pay bills
and buy food.’’

‘‘One need is $120 allowances for George,
David, 17, Willie, 18, and Danny, 19.

‘‘Being the age they is and being out there
with their little girlfriends, they need the
money,’’ she says.

The checks are sent because of a disability
but there is no requirement that the money
be spent to try to overcome that disability,
the Sun reports. The family’s medical needs
are taken care of through Medicaid, the
value of which the newspaper did not at-
tempt to calculate.

The reporters had a little trouble deter-
mining exactly what Rosie Watson’s disabil-
ity is.

In 1974 she said she couldn’t work because
of high blood pressure, heart trouble and bad
nerves, and was rejected. In 1975 she reported
it was anemia, dizziness, nerves and bad kid-
neys, and was rejected. In 1976 she blamed
low blood pressure and heart problems, was
rejected and gave up for a while.

In 1964 she applied again complaining of
stomach problems, epilepsy and sinus trou-
ble. In 1985 the list included ‘‘female prob-
lems,’’ and an examining doctor concluded:
‘‘This is a 34-year-old black female who had
seven children under 12 years of age, and al-
coholic husband and no money, who com-
plains of insomnia, crying spells, depres-
sion.’’

She appealed that rejection to a judge who
determined her unable to cope with the
‘‘stresses of any type of competitive employ-
ment,’’ and the checks began to flow. Two
years later, a judge ruled her husband dis-
abled because he was obese.

The newspaper concludes that the Watson
family likely will remain on welfare perma-
nently, with the children moving directly
onto the adult rolls.

What did Congress intend when it created
such a program that rewards failure more
richly than the competitive market can re-
ward hard work?

What it got was places like Lake Provi-
dence, where ‘‘crazy checks’’ have become
important parts of the town’s culture and
economy.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN].

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEVIN. I am glad to yield to the
gentlewoman from Arkansas.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. Chairman, to my
friend on the other side, I think it is
important to point out, especially for
those watching, the tax break goes to
the 13 percent of the top bracket of
those in Arkansas. Most notably in my
district, with an average income of less
than $12,000, roughly, it is not quite a
lot. Basically the gentleman is taking
from those middle income and lower
incomes in the Medicare divisions,
where I have above 10 percent of the
national average in the elderly.

I thank the gentleman.
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I would

say to the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia, he should read the bill that the
Democrats put together on welfare re-
form. We address the problems in SSI
directly. We believe in reform. The
issue is whether we want to be blind
about it, and strike out wildly, or
know what we are doing.

The problem with the Republican
budget is this. I think for legislators
there is a responsibility. If you pro-
pose, you should disclose, and you do
not. You have this figure for Medicare,
and do not tell the public what will be
the consequences. In that sense, it is
deceitful. Being bold and not abiding
by the facts is foolishness, and it sells
short America.

Mr. Chairman, in terms of Medicare,
if we assume beneficiaries will pay 50
percent of these cuts, we end up with a
cut or a cost for every senior of over
$2,500 in Michigan. In Connecticut, it is
$3,800. In Arizona, it is $3,300 is the av-
erage out of-pocket impact. If we say
that there is not going to be any im-
pact on beneficiaries, read the commu-
nication of the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS] which lays out
the options. It is not in the budget res-
olution. It talks about the impact on
Seniors, and what kind of impact there
might be in terms of deductibles, and
in terms of copay.

Mr. Chairman, I want to go beyond,
for a moment, the impact on seniors,
and talk about the impact on health
care generally, because again, you pro-
pose but you do not disclose. The letter
of the gentleman from Connecticut
[Mr. SHAYS] says one of the ways to
make up this huge, huge cut in Medi-
care is to cut direct and indirect medi-
cal education in disproportionate
share.

These are not only urban hospitals,
these are suburban hospitals. The pro-
posal here is to cut, or at least this is
the suggestion, one of the 3 options, $6
billion in direct costs, $21 billion in in-
direct costs, and $28 billion in dis-
proportionate share.

For the hospitals in the area I rep-
resent, the district and beyond it, for
the University of Michigan, it is a
major cut. For the Detroit Medical
Center it is a major cut. For the subur-
ban Beaumont Hospital, it is a major
cut. This will affect health care across
the board.

Be honest, tell people that it is not
just a large number, but health care is
going to be impacted for seniors, and
also for the hospitals for whom Medi-
care has been a proxy in terms of resi-
dency programs and disproportionate
shares.

There has been a lot of talk about
the boldness, but boldness without hon-
esty is recklessness. That is the trou-
ble with this budget, it does not tell
the public what is likely to happen.
That is why I oppose the Republican
majority proposal.

Mr. Chairman, we can do better. We
must reform Medicare. We must make
some changes, but we have to, as we
leap, let America look into what will
be the meaning of it. I therefore oppose
the majority proposal.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. The mystery is over. Fi-
nally we have someone explaining how
they made up their numbers. I am
happy to know how the gentleman
made up his numbers. He basically said
if spending is going to decrease from 10
percent to an increase of 5 percent, he
said beneficiaries are going to pay half
of it, and providers are going to pay
the other half.

The gentleman makes one astonish-
ing assumption: his astonishing as-
sumption is that the increase in spend-
ing for Medicare patients and Medicaid
patients has to be 10 percent. Why does
the gentleman make that assumption?
Why do we make the assumption that
Medicare and Medicaid can continue to
go at 10 percent, when the private sec-
tor is going at 4 percent? We make it a
very real assumption.

We are going to give beneficiaries
new services. We are going to allow the
private sector to offer a whole host of
them. Beneficiaries are going to see
their costs not increase to 10 percent.
They will not have to pay these absurd
increases that this side of the aisle has
suggested.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. MARTINI],
a freshman Member.

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Chairman, over
the last several days, and in anticipa-
tion of this historic vote, I have asked
myself repeatedly, after all the debate
is said and done, and I am sure those
listening to this debate will ask the
same thing, what is it that we are try-
ing to do here in the House?

The answer, quite simply, is in vot-
ing for a balanced budget, we are bring-
ing some discipline to a body which for
too long has ignored the fundamental
principle of fiscal responsibility. We
are trying to bring accountability to a
budget process run amok with neglect
and abuse.

After years of overspending and pil-
ing up debt on the backs of our chil-
dren, the budget we will vote on tomor-
row will finally put us on a track to-
ward erasing the Federal deficit and
preserving the American dream for fu-
ture generations.
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Mr. Chairman, recently an auto me-

chanic in my district came up to me
and reminded me of a television com-
mercial of years ago, a very effective
and albeit a very applicable commer-
cial to this situation that we are debat-
ing here today. He recalled the image
of the mechanic standing in the garage
in his greasy coveralls, holding an oil
filter, and warning all of us that we
can take some remedial measures now
at a very small cost, or pay him a
much larger sum later at a far greater
sacrifice.

Millions of Americans learned that
simple lesson and the importance of
that lesson early on when it comes to
caring for their car engines. Similarly,
the engine of government cannot long
sustain years of neglect and abuse
without, like the engine of your car,
coming to a grinding halt.

Mr. Chairman, if we do as prior con-
gresses have done all too long and
avoid these much needed remedial
steps, we will shortly be faced with a
fiscal crisis of unsolvable proportions,
with all the grave consequences related
thereto.

Congress, I say, can no longer avoid
its responsibilities. Our Nation faces a
challenge, and this body has been elect-
ed to meet that challenge. We must, I
say, vote for a balanced budget tomor-
row.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. KIM].

(Mr. KIM asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIM. Mr. Chairman, I have been
listening to my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle talk about how this
budget proposal will hurt our children.
They want us to believe that govern-
ment subsidies are the only way our
children will succeed in life.

Let me share with the Members a lit-
tle bit about my story. When I came to
this country, I was dirt poor. I did not
know about the government subsidy
programs, welfare, student loans,
AFDC. Instead, I did it on my own. I
worked full-time, and I went to college,
with three children. It was not easy. It
took hard work and sacrifice, but it
can be done. I repeat, in America, it
can be done without government sub-
sidy. You can get a decent education
without the government subsidy, I can
tell you that.

Let us be realistic. Limiting the
growth of Federal spending to 3 percent
a year is not the end of the world. We
are not eliminating all subsidy pro-
grams, for heaven’s sakes. All we are
doing is slowing down the growth of
the out of control government spend-
ing. In fact, Federal spending will still
grow by $400 billion over 7 years under
our plan anyway.

b 2020

Let us end this overblown rhetoric on
this issue. Yes, we will be asking a few
individuals to rely on themselves in-
stead of the government, but overall,

most worthwhile Federal programs will
continue to grow under the Republican
budget plan.

And in the process, maybe we can re-
store the tradition of self-reliance in
this country.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FAZIO].

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

Mr. FAZIO of California. I am de-
lighted to yield to my friend, the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I want to
say to my good friend from Connecti-
cut [Mr. SHAYS], I think there is an un-
derstanding that there has to be con-
sideration of where Medicare is going,
but what bothers me is your message
is, and I have heard the Speaker say it
to seniors, you are going to get more
by our providing less money, and it is
not true.

The document that the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] put together,
and you do not find in the budget reso-
lution, provides for expanded Medicare
coinsurance. It would cost seniors $44
billion over 7 years. And the direct
medical and indirect medical education
costs, this is what it would mean, and
I will just take a second for hospitals
in Michigan in my area, for Beaumont
it would mean three-fifths would be cut
per year, for the Detroit Medical Cen-
ter about the same, $17 million, and
there would be a like cut for the Ann
Arbor Medical Center.

So tell the facts, tell the truth to the
American public.

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

Mr. FAZIO of California. I am more
than happy to yield to my friend, the
gentleman from Connecticut, if he
wishes to engage in debate.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, let me
just say to the gentleman from Michi-
gan I have tremendous respect for him
and I know his question is very sincere.
It is really an issue of whether you be-
lieve Medicare and Medicaid spending
should and will continue to grow at 10
percent.

No, we do not think that we are
going to improve service by providing
less. We believe we can provide less by
improving service.

Mr. LEVIN. Let me just respond.
Mr. FAZIO of California. I am happy

to yield to the gentleman from Michi-
gan.

Mr. LEVIN. If I may respond, do not
just talk about 10 percent. Tell people
what it means if you go less. Acknowl-
edge in your letter that there would be
cuts in indirect, direct medical edu-
cation, a disproportionate share that
comes to $50 billion or more for hos-
pitals in suburban and urban areas, and
tell the seniors that there may well be
an increase in their coinsurance of $44
billion over 7 years. Do not just say
you are cutting from 10 to 7. Tell peo-
ple what it means to them, to them.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Billions,
and trillions, and we talk about words

that are jargon in the medical-indus-
trial complex.

What I would really like to do is talk
about the Hopkins family in my dis-
trict. Mrs. Hopkins is 69 years old. She
and her husband have been married for
40 years. He works part time at a
McDonald’s in order to make their So-
cial Security payment go a little fur-
ther. He has been doing that now for 5
years.

He worked for a small business that
does not provide him any pension. He is
now solely dependent on his work in
his later years and his Social Security.
That is all that they have to live on.

The good news is at the moment they
do not have any copayments under
Medicare, and they certainly could not
afford them. They have a rental cost in
the amount of $490 a month. They can
barely pay that as it is. If they were to
have to pay another $2,000, $1,000 for
each of them on their Medicare, it
would put them not in a precarious
economic state, it would ruin them.

These are people who have worked all
of their lives and do not deserve that
kind of treatment. Mrs. Hopkins has a
heart condition. She has asthma. She
has arthritis. She has to pay for her
own medicine. That is about $200 a
month. She and her husband can barely
afford that as it is, but they do not
have a choice. Nobody else is going to
pick up their prescription costs; they
have to have their medication.

Mrs. Hopkins was telling me the
other day she was required to go to the
hospital. She is pleased that the ambu-
lance and the hospital were paid for,
but she said they asked me to pick up
another $130 for 20 pills, and she does
not know where she is going to come
up with that money. Does she cut the
food? She cannot cut her rent; she has
to pay her electric bill. They have not
bought clothing in a long time. That is
not a place to go for extra money.

She said yesterday to me, ‘‘Leave our
Medicare alone. We could not make it
without Medicare. My last trip to the
hospital just about broke us.’’

So Mr. Chairman, I have to ask how
can we in good conscience lower the
standard of living for people who are
already struggling at the same time
providing tax breaks which go, in my
opinion, largely to people in our soci-
ety who have had the best of the last 15
years, the top 20 percent who are doing
well?

The gentleman from Oklahoma said
do not worry America, we are spread-
ing the pain. Well, I understand that
there is a lot of pain being spread
around. What I am frustrated about is
the fact that there is not much spread-
ing around of the gain.

This is all part of a totality here. As
the gentlewoman from North Carolina
said, if we did not have the tax cuts in
this budget resolution, we would not
need to be cutting the Hopkins’ Medi-
care benefits. We can reform Medicare,
we can take a comprehensive approach
and help everyone whose costs have
been going up in the health care field,
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but we are taking I think an approach
which is unfair, which gives new mean-
ing to the word mean-spirited. We had
a gentleman from California send us a
note on the Internet. He said the Re-
publicans are giving new meaning to
the word mean-spirited and they are
doing it in the old-fashioned way, they
are earning it.

Well, ladies and gentlemen, I hope
people will think twice before they de-
cide to vote for this budget resolution,
because, in fact, it is the least fair I
have seen in 16 years in this Congress.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Let us spend just a second here talk-
ing about what we are trying to do
with Medicare, and as I explained ear-
lier to the people in the Chamber, we
are going to go from $924 billion in
spending over the last 7 years to al-
most $1.6 trillion. Now some people in
the Congress would like us to spend
$1.8 trillion. If we do that of course the
system goes bankrupt and there will
not be benefits for anybody.

In the private sector they were grow-
ing at enormous rates and guess what
happened, guess what was happening to
American businesses? They were going
bankrupt, they were becoming less
competitive. So guess what they did.
They decided to use innovations, they
decided to use creativity. And what
were they able to achieve? They were
able to achieve an increase in medical
costs, yes, costs were still going up,
but from double digits down to single
digits, and what did they do in the
process, they kept their companies
from going bankrupt, they improved
the quality of medical care for their
employees, and they have high cus-
tomer satisfaction. That is what hap-
pened.

Now where are we? We are growing at
101⁄2 percent ion Medicare. The program
is going bankrupt. So what do we
choose to do? We choose to go from $924
billion to almost $1.6 trillion in Medi-
care funding. And how are we going to
have a Medicare Program at $1.6 tril-
lion over the next 7 years? Well, we are
going to study the private sector that
has guaranteed choice, high quality,
and high customer satisfaction. And
guess what, we will keep the program
from going bankrupt. And under our
plan, of course, we will go from $4,800
behind each Medicare recipient to
$6,400 behind each Medicare recipient,
and guess what? We will maintain
choice, we will have high quality, and
we will save the system from going
bankrupt.

Now those people that want to run
around and talk about bankrupting the
system, they are not just going to
bankrupt the system of Medicare, they
are going to bankrupt America.

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

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut.

Mr. SHAYS. I would like to ask the
gentleman, when it goes bankrupt, how
are you able to pay the beneficiaries?

Mr. KASICH. Well, you cannot pay
the beneficiaries anything, but if you
want to scare people, you go out and
throw all of these numbers around.

I am going to tell you the facts. If we
do not get the program under control,
it goes bankrupt. Not only does that
program go bankrupt, but so does it
threaten the long-term financial sta-
bility of this Nation. We have no right,
we have no right to pile debt, red ink
on the backs of our children. That is
why we are going to do the responsible
thing.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. FAZIO].

Mr. FAZIO of California. I just want-
ed to ask the chairman of the commit-
tee, the Hippocratic Oath says when
you are providing health care, do no
harm first. Can the gentleman tell me
why we decided to give the 13 percent
of our elderly who are at the top of the
income strata a tax break earlier this
year, and encompass that in this budg-
et by directly undermining the Medi-
care trust fund before we even began to
talk about the crisis that seems to be
suddenly consuming the majority?

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

Mr. FAZIO of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. KASICH. The gentleman was so
quick to punish people when he raised
taxes on them. What we are attempting
to do is to cancel out the huge tax in-
creases and the big Government pro-
grams that you had.

And let me say to the gentleman we
have a number of provisions in here
that are designed to give people a bet-
ter life, families a better life, Social
Security recipients more earning
power.

Mr. FAZIO of California. The gen-
tleman has not really responded to my
point. The point is you are undermin-
ing the Medicare trust fund and you
are doing it in a way that advantages
the very wealthiest seniors and asking
all of the rest to pay another $1,000 a
year.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY].

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

Mr. Chairman, let me simply say
there are four reasons to vote against
this bill.

The first is that it simply is not
going to balance the budget. I have
been here before. I remember in 1981
when we had a wizard by the name of
Stockman. Now we have a different
wizard, but the results are going to be
the same.

Mr. Stockman told the Congress just
follow Reagan’s lead, you can have it
all, baby, you can cut the taxes, you
can double military spending, and you
will still balance the budget in 4 years,
and you know what, they only missed
by a couple hundred billion dollars.

So then we had Gramm-Rudman No.
1, Gramm—Rudman No. 2, Gramm-

Rudman No. 3, all multiyear promises,
going to balance the budget, baby. And
guess what happened? They missed
three more times.

Now we are in here with the fifth
multiyear promise. And do not take
my word for it, read the Wall Street
Journal, that well-known left-wing
newspaper. And what do they talk
about? They talk about the fact that
this package is back-loaded, small tax
cuts to begin, huge tax cuts in the out
years. I guarantee you, you are not
going to see a balanced budget if we
swallow this prescription. You are
going to see mountains of debt.

The second reason to vote against it,
you have savage cuts to domestic pro-
grams. Do you really know what is
going to happen to the National insti-
tutes of Health and the people who rely
on it for medical research when you
cut it by 5 percent and then freeze it
for 5 years? You erode the purchasing
power of medical research by 25 per-
cent.

What good is that going to do folks
on Medicare and Medicaid, or any other
citizen in this country who is looking
to try to escape some of the most dev-
astating illnesses in the world?

The third reason to vote against this
is simply because you do have these
devastating cuts in Medicare and Med-
icaid. Do you really believe the Amer-
ican public wants to see you make
these kind of reductions so you can
give big, fat tax cuts for people making
between $75,000 and $200,000 a year? I do
not think so.

I would simply say this to the gen-
tleman from Ohio, yes, you have to re-
pair the Medicare trust fund. And yes,
in the context of health care reform
you can talk about reductions that go
at waste and fraud, but I tell you, if
anybody thinks you can cut this much
out of Medicare and Medicaid without
seriously damaging seniors, you are
smoking something that ain’t legal.
You just cannot do it.

The fourth point I would simply
make is that all of these budget
changes are going to make this coun-
try worse in terms of the equitable dis-
tribution of income growth. This chart
shows that from 1950 to 1978 income
growth in this country was shared
across the income spectrum. Whether
you were in the poorest fifth or richest
fifth, you did pretty well.

b 2015

Everybody’s income went up. Here is
what has happened since then. Unless
you belong in the top 20 percent of this
society, you have barely kept up, and if
you are in the middle and below, you
have lost ground dramatically.

These budget cuts, these cuts in Med-
icare, these cuts in Medicaid, these tax
cuts that give two-thirds of the tax
benefits to people making more than
$70,000, and 1 percent of the benefits to
people making less than $20,000, will
make that gap worse. That is typical
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Republican prescription in this coun-
try. People have come to expect the re-
publican Party to support prescriptions
that largely benefit the wealthy.

I hope that the Democratic Party
will not follow suit, and I hope that
well-meaning people on the Republican
side will join us as well in opposing a
plan which makes this situation much
worse.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. HERGER].

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Chairman, as a
small business owner and a father of
nine children, I am concerned about
the future of this Nation. For too long,
Washington has mortgaged the dreams
of our future generations.

For example, a child born today al-
ready owes $187,000 in interest pay-
ments on the $4.8 trillion national
debt.

However, Mr. Chairman, today is the
dawn of a new day in Washington. This
is truly a historic occasion. For the
first time in 26 years, this Congress is
on the verge of enacting a plan to bal-
ance the Federal budget.

Mr. Chairman, this budget is about
beginning to pay off our debts and re-
storing the American dream. It is
about renewing hope for the next gen-
eration and about restoring prosperity
to our communities and the economy.

Mr. Chairman, last fall we made a
promise to the American people to
bring the budget to balance. In this
budget, we keep that promise.

Mr. Chairman, unlike my Democrat
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, this is not an arcane meat ax
budget. Last November, the American
people asked us to streamline govern-
ment and make it more efficient, and
that is exactly what we are doing.
Where we can, we send programs back
to the States and local governments.
We also attempt to eliminate redun-
dant programs.

Under this budget, spending contin-
ues to grow, only it will grow at a slow-
er rate. For example, over the next 7
years this budget pledges to spend an
additional $1.2 trillion.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’
on this budget.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. KOLBE].

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

During the course of the debate this
evening, we have heard from several
speakers who talked about how we are
going to make it impossible for people
to go to school because we are going to
cut off the in-school interest subsidy.
That has been raised on several occa-
sions.

Well, I think it is just worth noting
here what we are talking about in
terms of both the additional cost that
a student will incur as a result of this
interest subsidy not being given to
them during the time they are in
school versus how much that individ-
ual can expect to earn as a result of
getting a college education.

Now, the chart that you have here
shows these two figures. This is on av-
erage the amount, total amount, that a
student will pay in addition, because
we are simply saying you are not going
to pay the interest while you are in
school, we are just going to add it on
and you will pay it when you graduate
from school, and that will add a total,
over the course of paying off that loan,
on average $2,562. Some will pay more,
some will pay less, but that is the aver-
age figure that they will pay. Over the
course of a loan, it works out to some-
where around $35 to $40 a month,
maybe a Big Mac a day or something
like that, during the course of the
month, not even that much, actually,
on a Big Mac.

Here is what the student is going to
earn as a result, additional; this is the
added earnings that a college student
can expect in the course of their life-
time by having a college degree, a 4-
year, a bachelors degree, $525,000.

Do I think that it is unfair to ask the
college student that is going to earn
$525,000 to pay when they graduate that
$2,562 additional interest rather than
saying to the person who is out there,
the young mother or the single parent
who is working, scraping to keep her
kids, take care of clothes, feed her
kids, to the individual, is it fair to say
that the student should be subsidized
and that it should be paid for by the
mother who is out there working, by
the factory worker who is out there
trying to keep his family together, by
the senior citizen who is out there
scraping to pay their taxes so that this
individual who is not going to pay this
while they are in school but is going to
pay it out of their future earnings, do
we think it is unfair that they should
pay that amount against the $525,000
additional earnings that they are going
to have because they have a college de-
gree? I do not think so. And I do not
think the American people think that.

It is curious the people over on the
other side on the one hand want to give
them a subsidy while they are in school
so they can make lots of money, and
then they want to tax them to death as
soon as they finish college so they can
be taxed to death, get them into those
higher brackets and make them pay
more.

Well, it is fair they should pay this
subsidy after they graduate, because
they are going to have higher earnings.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 30 seconds.

I would only suggest to my friend,
the gentleman from Arizona, that when
that person graduates from college and
begins a teaching job, the salary is not
very high, or if they are a social work-
er or if they are a preacher going to a
rural community in this country, end-
less college graduates, they do not
have that big chart of yours when they
finish college. Eventually, we may deal
with that income differential through
progressive income tax, but when they
leave college, that person is not having
that.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
EVANS].

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, Medicare
is a lifeline for 37 million Americans,
providing them the health care they
need that enables them to live longer
without bankrupting them.

Prior to its enactment, seniors often
went without help, causing medical
complications that could have been
prevented and additional costs that
could have been avoided.

Now, the medical care 37 million
Americans depend upon is in jeopardy
due to the Republican budget plan that
cut billions in Medicare to pay for tax
cuts for millionaires. This Republican
budget would fulfill a contract with the
wealthy, but at the expense of breaking
a contract with the elderly. This Re-
publican budget plan would end sen-
iors’ choice in selecting their own hos-
pitals and their own doctors.

This Republican plan would hurt
working families who will have to
cover the costs that their parents can-
not for their medical bills. This Repub-
lican budget plan threatens to close
more hospitals, particularly in rural
and small towns across the country.

America is the world’s richest coun-
try. We can afford to take care of
health care for those who have made
this country great.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the Republican budget plan.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

My friend from Illinois may not real-
ize that under the Republican plan, Il-
linois will get $2.7 billion of additional
dollars in the next 7 years. Their per
beneficiary for Medicare is now $4,500.
It will go to $6,000 per beneficiary, per
beneficiary.

We are not cutting choice for seniors.
We are going to change the system,
allow them to keep what they have, if
they want, but we really believe they
are going to choose to be in programs
that will provide them rebates and give
them other opportunities, and in our
plan we hope that we can allow seniors
to police their bills and get 10 percent
of whatever they find is a mistake.

We are going to open the options. We
are not going to cut. Only in Washing-
ton, only in Washington is an increase
in spending a cut.

Mr. KASICK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. NUSSLE].

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, well, I
thank my good friend, the chairman of
the Committee on the Budget, for
yielding.

You know, folks, we have had about 4
hours of debate now, and we need a lit-
tle bit of a break. We need to take a
break from all the rhetoric and have a
little bit of fun.

The folks listening and the folks here
in the Chamber, we are going to have a
little budget quiz at about halftime. I



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 5166 May 17, 1995
have got some questions for you for the
1996 budget debate quiz.

Question No. 1, here we go, let us
start. You do not need a No. 2 pencil,
just follow along, listen carefully, and
then mark your answers.

The 1996 budget quiz: I will present a
5-year plan to balance the budget. Who
said that? Is it A, Representative MARK
NEUMANN, the budget we will be debat-
ing tomorrow, is it B, Senator PHIL
GRAMM, candidate for President, fine
Senator from Texas? No. It was, C,
President Bill Clinton said, ‘‘I will
present a 5-year plan to balance the
budget.’’ Anybody get that one right?
It is a trick question, a trick question.

Here is question No. 2. Mark your an-
swers. We think the task of balancing
the budget is one that we have to actu-
ally take responsibility for ourselves
and just do it. Who said that? Was it
our fine chairman, JOHN KASICH from
Ohio? It sounds like him, does it not?
Is it B, Senator PETE DOMENICI, from
the Senate Budget Committee? Maybe.
No, wrong again. It was C, Vice Presi-
dent AL GORE said, ‘‘We think it is our
responsibility to balance the budget.’’
Have they taken responsibility? Does
not sound like it to me.

Go on to the third one. Question No.
3, when we have a Medicare Program
that will grow at 11 percent and a Med-
icaid Program that will grow at 16 per-
cent next year, when neither the popu-
lation nor the morbidity statistics af-
fecting those population groups are
growing anywhere like that, we know
we can get savings. Who thought that
we could get savings from the Medicare
and Medicaid Programs? Was it the
AARP? Probably not. Was it the Amer-
ican Hospital Association? That sounds
like them. No, it was C, the First Lady,
Hillary Rodham Clinton, as she testi-
fied before the Senate Committee on
Finance. You did not get that one ei-
ther? I can tell.

Well, we will go on to the final ques-
tion. This is a tough one. Listen care-
fully to this. Today, Medicaid and Med-
icare are growing up at three times the
rate of inflation. We propose to let it
go up at two times the rate of infla-
tion. That is not a Medicaid or Medi-
care cut. So when you hear all of this
business about cuts, let me caution you
that that is not what is going on.

Well, you probably heard a little bit
about that today in the debate. So who
do you think said that? Was it JOHN
KASICH? Sounds like KASICH. Sounds a
lot like KASICH. I have heard you say
that, JOHN.

Is it B, Senator PETE DOMENICI? No,
it was again, C, our President, Bill
Clinton, who knew full well that allow-
ing it to grow at a slower rate than
what it currently is growing now is not
a cut.

So as you listen to the rest of the de-
bate, keep in mind our little 1996 budg-
et debate quiz.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 minute simply to respond to the
latest gentleman and his quiz.

The fact is the Republican proposal
cuts Medicaid expenditures by substan-

tially more than caseload and infla-
tion. The cut is substantially deeper.

The same is true of Medicare. It is
down less than 4 percent, 1 year, with
over a 1 percent caseload, a much deep-
er cut than the President was suggest-
ing in his answer to that question in
the little game by the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. NUSSLE].

Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
WYNN].

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to thank the ranking Member.

As for me, the only thing I can say
about that little quiz was tricks are for
kids.

b 2030

First, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
reiterate the burning question in to-
day’s debate. Why are the Republicans
cutting Medicare to give a tax break to
the wealthy? First, my colleagues, let
us be honest. This debate is not about
whether we need a balanced budget to
protect our children’s future. The
Black Caucus can offer a balanced
budget from the progressive point of
view by closing tax loopholes. On the
conservative side, the Democratic Coa-
lition offered frontloaded budget cuts
to also get to a balanced budget. What
they have in common, however, is that
neither of these Democratic ap-
proaches gut Medicare to give a tax
break to the wealthy.

Here are the facts. There are 37 mil-
lion Medicare recipients 65 years or
older. Their average income is $20,000 a
year. The Republican plan cuts $283 bil-
lion from Medicare and will cost each
Medicare recipient an additional $1,000
by the year 2002. This means larger
copayments, higher deductibles, and
the loss of choice of doctors. Mean-
while, on their side of the ledger in the
Republican plan, 1.1 million Ameri-
cans, wealthy Americans, will get over
$20,000 in tax cuts. These people make
over $200,000 a year. They will get a tax
cut totaling $3.345 billion.

When we talk about Medicare cuts,
the Republicans are quick to say,
‘‘Wait a minute. This isn’t a cut. Sen-
iors will actually get more money in
the year 2002.’’ Yes, but the problem is
that more people will be eligible for
Medicare, and the increased costs of
services will mean that what they are
providing is not enough to solve the
problem. It is like throwing a 20-foot
rope to a man who is drowning 30 feet
from shore. It is not good enough to
say, well the rope is longer than the 15-
foot rope we threw to that other guy
who was drowning.

It is also not good enough to say,
well, somehow services will be cheaper,
and people will be able to get them and
have better choices because they never
explain any of that. They just come be-
fore us with these miraculous cures.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the Repub-
licans tell us we have to do all this be-
cause the Medicare system is going to
be insolvent. Well, last year we said,
‘‘If you want to reform Medicare, you

need a comprehensive approach.’’ They
were not interested. Today we could go
a long way toward solving the Medi-
care problem if we did not have to give
a tax break for the wealthy.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. SHADEGG], a
member of the committee.

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

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, I
think the debate today has been fas-
cinating. It illustrates just how far out
of touch all of this has become. The
American people are screaming for
change. They are fed up with a Federal
Government that is too fat, and too
bloated, and too out of control, and
what we hear on the other side of the
aisle is a litany of defense of the status
quo: This program cannot be cut, that
program cannot be cut, no change.
They like things just as they are. Well,
that is not what the American people
asked for in the election on November
8, and that is not what we came here to
deliver.

I just listened to my distinguished
colleague from the other side who said
that the Medicare Program in our plan
cuts further than it ought to. Well, I
would like to ask the question:

‘‘Precisely what are the proposed
changes in the Medicare plan under
your balanced budget proposal?’’

‘‘Oh, you don’t have a balanced budg-
et proposal. I see; you have the Clinton
proposal, which is grow. You have a
proposal which says, ‘Although the
Medicare system will be bankrupt in
less than 6 years, what we are going to
do about it is play Chicken Little, or
something of that sort, and bury our
head in the sand and do nothing’.’’

Mr. Chairman, the American people
deserve better than that. We have a
Federal Government which is totally
out of touch with the people it governs.

Let me cite some statistics for what
we did and why we did it. The 1963 to
1993 comparison is what I would like to
talk about. Since 1963, Mr. Chairman,
the average weekly wages of a blue col-
lar worker in America are up 398 per-
cent. Average wages, blue collar work-
er, up 398 percent. The Consumer Price
Index is up 458 percent. Let me con-
trast those numbers with the Federal
Government. Federal Government re-
ceipts are up 1,024 percent. Federal
Government expenditures are up 1,241
percent. The deficit, the problem that
they would just as soon ignore, the def-
icit since 1963 is up a staggering, and
listen to this number, 6,102 percent. I
got to ask what would the deficit have
had to increase for our friends on the
other side to say we need to make some
change? I don’t know what it is; I am
still waiting for their balanced budget
plan.

Mr. Chairman, when the average
worker’s wages are up about 400 per-
cent, but Government is up in its re-
ceipts 1,000 percent, its expenditures
1,200 percent, and its deficit 6,000 per-
cent, it is time to act. It is time to act
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responsibly. It is time to bring the
Government’s budget into balance, and
that is what this Republican budget
does.

When I was in Prescott, AZ, at the
field hearing and in Billings, MT, the
American people said they were willing
to participate as long as it was fair.
This measure is fair. I urge its support.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
FATTAH].

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, I think
the real issue here is not the concern,
as the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA-
SICH] suggested, of fiscal bankruptcy,
but moral bankruptcy. The ranking
member comes from an area of the
country in which Hubert Humphrey
came from, and he said that the test of
a civilized society is how we treated
those who are young and those who are
old. I cannot understand all of this ap-
plause and, rah-rah. We cut education
and Medicare programs.

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
WOLF] quoted a little scripture. I guess
one could say, ‘‘We’ll forgive you be-
cause you know not what you do,’’ but
I think the gentleman does understand
exactly what he is doing because with
this same blade that he is cutting Med-
icare he is cutting taxes for the rich,
and so I think that that would prob-
ably not be appropriate.

I serve on the board of Penn State
University on the Subcommittee for
the Hershey Medical School. I spent 10
years on the board of Temple, in our
hospital in Philadelphia. Millions and
millions of dollars of unreimbursed
care, disproportionate share issues.

Mr. Chairman, I would invite Ameri-
cans: ‘‘Don’t listen to the rhetoric on
the Republican side or the Democratic
side. Call your neighborhood hospital.
Call your doctor. You’ll find out. Ask
them what these cuts are really going
to mean because, when you see some-
body jump up and down, make all of
these comments—KASICH, who says he
is for a 6-year, 6-term, limit, is here in
his 7 term, is telling us this is not
going to hurt. I think the truth is
clear, and people need to just reach out
and touch, call their hospital, call
their doctor, and ask them whether
this is really going because it is.’’

In the final analysis, Mr. Chairman,
the real concern for all of America has
to be whether we are going to bankrupt
ourselves as a country morally, if we
are just going to allow seniors to fall
by the wayside and not have the kind
of care they are going to need.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr. KOLBE].

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, we are
coming toward the close of this debate
on general debate on the budget to-
night, and I think it is time for us to
just bring it back and do a little bit of
focusing. We have had a lot of things
said about various things. But I think
a very clear, fundamental, philosophi-
cal difference has been demonstrated

here tonight, and what I hear over and
over again is from the Democratic side
of the aisle, that the tax dollars the
people pay belong to the Government.
They are the Government’s. They are
this Congress’ to use, to decide how
they should be dispensed, about how
they should be disbursed, about how
people should use, what services people
get.

I think Republicans have a different
philosophy. The tax dollars belong to
the people.

I am reminded again of what I said
earlier this evening, that guy down at
the UPS office, at their distribution
center, who said, ‘‘Please go back there
and tell them it’s my money they’re
spending,’’ and I think that is some-
thing we need to keep in mind.

Mr. Chairman, we believe that the
taxes belong to the people and that we
should take only what is essential,
only what is essential for the services
that people must have, and we should
leave the rest with Americans. Most of
all, Mr. Chairman, we should leave
them with a balanced budget because
what we have been doing for a genera-
tion and more, for my generation and
more, is we have been borrowing from
our children and from our grand-
children. We have been borrowing from
the future to pay for the kind of spend-
ing, the spending desires, that we have,
but we are not willing to pay for today.

So, Mr. Chairman, we say, ‘‘Don’t
take the taxes of people, and don’t
spend from the next generation. Bal-
ance the budget.’’ That, my colleagues,
is what we have here tonight. At the
end of 7 years we have a budget that
will be zero in deficit, and we have not
seen that for a long time, since 1969.
That is a long time since we have had
a balanced budget, and I think it is
high time that this Congress got its act
together and balanced that budget, not
for us, but for the future generations,
for the future generations who will
have to bear this increasingly heavy
burden because we cannot control our
appetite for spending.

Yes, the principles of this budget are
relatively simple, the details are very
difficult, and I will acknowledge that,
and I will acknowledge that we will
have differences over where that ought
to be, but we ought to be willing to
agree that we should get to a balanced
budget, and what we do not have here
tonight is any proposal coming from
the Democratic leadership that gets us
to a balanced budget. We do not have
any proposal from the President of the
United States to get us to a balanced
budget. Much as that quiz said, and he
said at the beginning of his term of of-
fice that he would do, that he would
have a plan for a 5-year balanced budg-
et; we do not see it.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. WARD].

(Mr. WARD asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the budget resolution.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ENGEL].

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, just be-
fore the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
NUSSLE] spoke, and in 1991 he came
here to the floor of the House with a
bag on his head, and now he has showed
he is a very good stand-up comic, but
unfortunately the Republican plan is
not very comical. In fact it is down-
right tragic, and the fact of the matter
is that Medicare and Medicaid cuts
count for nearly one-third of the sav-
ings in this bill. The bottom line is not
how much money each State gets and
the fact they might be an increase or a
decrease. The bottom line is by the
year 2002, Mr. Chairman, seniors in the
United States will be getting less
health care coverage and will be paying
more in 2002. That is a fact. The fact of
the matter is that any kind of increase
does not make up for the fact that
there will be more seniors in the pro-
gram and does not make up for the rate
of inflation.

So who is kidding who? A 25-percent
cut in the Medicare Program by the
year 2002 means to the seniors in Amer-
ica fewer benefits, much higher out-of-
pocket costs for seniors and less choice
of doctors, forcing seniors into HMO’s.

Mr. Chairman, my mother who lives
in south Florida is a good case in point,
is petrified about having to be forced
into an HMO. She lives off meager So-
cial Security. There has been no pen-
sion since my dad died, and there have
been millions and millions of senior
citizens just like her, people who spent
$300 and more a month on prescription
drugs and get no help from the Medi-
care Program. What are these people
supposed to do by the year 2002? Choose
between food or choose between stay-
ing alive with medication?

The fact of the matter is that we are
reducing this program, and seniors will
have worse health care in this country.

And Social Security? The Repub-
licans are cutting Social Security by
$24 billion between 1999 and 2002 due to
the cost of living changes.

So this is not very funny. This is life
and death to most people.

b 2045
Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2

minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LAZIO].

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I almost feel like I need to apolo-
gize to my colleagues for being so emo-
tional when I spoke earlier in the day,
but I speak from the heart because I
think this is very much about my chil-
dren and children across my commu-
nity and across America. I want Mem-
bers to take a look, both Republicans
and Democrats, at two of my children,
Molly and Kelsey, one 3 and one is al-
most 2.

I know many Members on both sides
of the aisle have children and grand-
children and may differ on the ulti-
mate issue. But I so believe in this
budget, this mission of getting to a bal-
anced budget, that I reluctantly invoke
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their name and introduce them to you.
They are probably asleep right now
while we are arguing about their fu-
ture, but that is exactly what is at
stake, whether we are going to make
the tough calls to protect them and
others across America like them.

I would like to quote Alan Green-
span, who has been appointed by both
Republicans and Democrats and is re-
spected by both sides of the aisle. The
Federal Reserve Chairman said in tes-
timony:

I think that under a balanced budget, pro-
ductivity would accelerate, the inflation
rate would be subdued, the general state of
financial markets would be far more solid,
and the underlying outlook would be gen-
erally improved for long-term economic
growth. Real incomes would significantly
improve, long-term interest rates would fall
significantly, and most Americans would
look forward to their children doing better
than they.

What better moral message do we
have for America than that we are
going to give our kids the opportunity
to do better than we are doing today.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
[Ms. NORTON].

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

Mr. Chairman, there are no fun and
games in this budget for my constitu-
ents.

There is one sure way to understand
the foolish, heartless, meat-ax docu-
ment that passes for a budget resolu-
tion before us today. Folks who would
begin by cutting their grandmothers’
Medicare to fund tax cuts for the rich,
would cut anyone, anytime, and any-
where.

Well, almost anyone. The Repub-
licans have spared the rich, and they
have spared defense. But they have
sent a search and destroy mission out
to get literally everyone else—espe-
cially the elderly and the poor—but
also, most assuredly working people,
middle-income families, students, kids,
and Federal employees.

The Republican budget resolution
reads like a Who’s Who of the Most
Needy and the Most Deserving. Take
your pick. Does it make any sense in
today’s world to wipe out educational
programs and summer jobs for dis-
advantaged children? How should Afri-
can-Americans regard zeroing out How-
ard University, the flagship university
of Black America? How can working
Americans accept as champions Repub-
licans who propose to completely
eliminate additional unemployment
benefits and training assistance to
workers who lose their jobs—including
the hundreds of thousands of NAFTA
job-losers. And here’s another of the
many zeros in this budget—a zero for
operating assistance for mass transit—
hit the cities, suburbs and the environ-
ment at the same time.

Tell me what sense it makes to throw
people off of welfare and at the same

time cut $21 billion from Earned In-
come Tax Credit for working poor fam-
ilies? Who gains by freezing Head
Start, making for a 26 percent loss?
How many needy students will forego
college because they have to pay $5,000
in interest on their loans while still in
school?

This sampling, courtesy of the GOP,
is not a cruel joke. Nobody laughed on
Monday at my Seniors’ Legislative
Day. The figures told the story. Hurt
everybody, but hurt seniors the most.
Intentionally? Not exactly. Just go
where the money is.

There are only hard ways out of our
untenable deficit. You can’t fix Medi-
care and Medicaid simply by cutting
them. You can fix them only by fixing
the sick system of which they are a
part. Otherwise the system will simply
shift the costs to other Americans.

The shift that is going to hurt Amer-
icans most is the earthquake shift of
necessary costs from the Federal Gov-
ernment to States and localities. Much
that the budget resolution eliminates
still has to be done. The Federal Gov-
ernment with the broadest tax base
may still find relief. But, watch for in-
evitable sales and property tax in-
creases for States and localities.

Call it what you want. A cut by any
other name is still a cut. When you
fund Medicare and school lunches at
less than the cost of inflation, that is a
cut. When you fund foster care and
housing for the elderly at less than the
rapidly growing number of eligibles,
that is a cut.

The Republicans are in a runaway
truck with a driver drunk on cuts at
the wheel. We must do something be-
fore this budget crashes, leaving
human debris in its wake.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, we can
be proud of this balanced budget effort.
It takes us in the right direction. Last
year the American people told us that
the government is too big and it spends
too much, and we have responded to
that in this balanced budget document.
Today, as we brought it forward, we
heard a lot about tax cuts for the rich.
The fact is that our capital gains tax
cuts will give 70 percent of the benefits
to families who make under $50,000.
The fact is our child tax credit will to-
tally eliminate taxes for people who
make $25,000, and will cut by 48 percent
the taxes that are paid by people mak-
ing $30,000. Those are the rich that we
hear about from the other side. It is
$25,000 and $30,000 a year families who
they regard as rich. Our Medicare pro-
gram actually increases every year
under our plan.

But the real choice is this: If you are
a 65 year old person that is retiring
this year and you expect to live 10
more years, and you can certainly ex-
pect to do that, in the last 3 years
under their plan you will have no Medi-
care, because it will be bankrupt.
Under our plan it will continue to in-
crease every year.

The great British statesman Ben-
jamin Disraeli one time said that men
and nations move from bondage to
faith, from faith to courage, from cour-
age to freedom, from freedom to abun-
dance, from abundance to compla-
cency, from complacency to depend-
ency, and from dependency back to
bondage.

Our opponents today advocated the
status quo. Theirs is a prescription for
complacency and dependency. Our pre-
scription begins with faith, hope if you
will, but it is plan that leads us to free-
dom and abundance. The question be-
fore the House tonight and the ques-
tion before the House tomorrow is
whether we will have the courage to go
the route of faith, courage, freedom,
and abundance, for the sake of this
generation, and all future generations.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to my friend, the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. PAYNE].

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I support a balanced budget, and
I support balancing the budget by the
year 2002. The deficit has sapped this
Nation’s productive capacity, hindered
job growth, and mortgaged our future.

The Republican resolution gets us to
a balanced budget by 2002, but it takes
a sharp detour on the long and difficult
road to get there. That detour comes in
the form of a 7-year $285 billion tax
cut.

It is a tax cut that most Americans
don’t want, and that most economists
don’t think we need. It must be fi-
nanced by deep spending reduction in
programs that promote growth and
serve the most vulnerable citizens
among us.

Fortunately, we will have a choice
tomorrow. A budget put forth by the
Democratic Coalition, which I support,
is direct. There are no detours and no
backloaded spending cuts. It is a budg-
et that contains plenty of tough
choices and deep reductions in spend-
ing.

But it does not provide for any ill-
conceived tax cuts. And because it
doesn’t, it is vastly different from the
Republican budget.

Because there are no tax cuts, the
Coalition’s budget spends $112 billion
more for Medicare than does the Re-
publican budget; $6 billion more for
Head Start, job training, and other
education programs’ $6 billion more for
Community Development Block
Grants, the Economic Development Ad-
ministration, and other programs that
promote economic growth and good
jobs in our rural communities; and $11
billion more for child health care and
immunization, rural health care, and
research funding at NIH.

The Coalition’s budget also preserves
the Guaranteed Student Loan Program
in its present form, which assures that
thousands of young Americans will re-
alize the dream of a college education.

And because the Coalition’s budget
doesn’t take us down the road of imme-
diate tax cuts, it not only balances the
budget, but it also projects a total na-
tional debt that is $160 billion lower
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than under the Republican budget in
the year 2002.

The choice is clear. For a budget that
is balanced more fairly, with greater
investment in education and good jobs
for a better future for this country, I
urge my colleagues—Democratic and
Republicans—to vote for the Coalition
Substitute and against the Republican
budget.

The CHAIRMAN. The time remaining
is 31⁄4 minutes for the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SABO], and 61⁄2 minutes
for the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA-
SICH]. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KASICH] has the right to close the gen-
eral debate.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, this is
not fun and games, this is very serious
business, and for any of us. on both
sides of the aisle, we know that and do
not need to be reminded of it. We are
talking about saving this country, and
we have different alternatives for doing
that.

Mr. Chairman, I just hope we do not
waste this opportunity. As I said in the
beginning, I have waited 20 years for
the opportunity to help this country
get its financial house in order. This is
our moment, and this is the moment
we have to seize. We need to get our fi-
nancial house in order for our children
and our children’s children. We need to
slow the growth in spending.

Now, when we talk about Medicare,
because it has come up continually and
we continually hear Members talk
about cuts in Medicare, the previous
Member who spoke, the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia, talked
about cuts in Medicare. And yet in our
plan it goes up 45 percent in the next 7
years.

The gentleman before that from New
York talked about cuts in Medicare,
and yet it goes up 35 percent. The per
beneficiary costs are going to go from
$5,312 to $7,000. We are taking into con-
sideration the increase in beneficiaries
and we are providing more money.

In general, our plan goes from $178 to
$259 billion. I keep saying it, because
anywhere else this is an increase, but
in Washington, among some on that
side, it is a cut.

When we talk about what we are
spending in Medicare, in the last 7
years we spent $925 billion. In the next
7 years we are going to spend $1.6 tril-
lion on Medicare. In this city an in-
crease in spending is called a cut. Only
here.

The per beneficiary expenditure for
all beneficiaries is going to go up from
$48,000 to $63,000 per beneficiary. We are
taking into consideration beneficiaries.
Yes, it is not going to go up 10 percent,
it is going to go up 5 percent. The rea-
son it is going to go up 5 percent is the
fund is projected to be exhausted in the
year 2001 if it goes up 10 percent. If it
goes up at 10 percent, it is exhausted,
and if it is exhausted, we run out of
money. If we run out of money, we can-

not pay beneficiaries. In our plan CBO
points out in the year 2002, 2003, and
2004, we provide more money for bene-
ficiaries in Medicare than letting the
plan go bankrupt. That is obvious, if it
goes bankrupt. We want to change
that.

The bottom line to this debate is we
believe that Medicare recipients de-
serve choice. We believe they deserve
the opportunity to have the same kind
of plans their children and their chil-
dren’s children have. We believe if they
want to join a plan that gives them a
$1,000 rebate, who should they not be
able to join that kind of plan? If they
are given a plan that allows them to be
part of an HMO and save money, why
should they not be allowed? Under our
present system, we do not allow it. If
we think spending is going to go up at
10 percent, then you can say it is a cut.
We know it is going to go up 5.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 13⁄4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. TUCKER].

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Chairman, the
House Republican budget promises to
balance the Federal budget by the year
2002. They say that this is the will of
the American people. But at what cost
must we do this and on whose backs?
Mr. Chairman, I ask, is the Republican
approach consistent with the will of
the American people?

The House Republican budget prom-
ises to cut Medicare funding by $283
billion, education funding by $18.7 bil-
lion, and reduce the Social Security
COLA in 1999 by 0.6 percent, so that
they can balance the Federal budget
and provide a huge tax cut to the rich.
The Republicans’ logic, they say, is
that a huge tax break for the wealthi-
est Americans will be good for the
country and allow savings to invari-
ably trickle down to the rest of the
Americans who live in the real world.

Now, where have we heard that one
before? That is what got us into this
budgetary imbalance in the first place.
Well, thank God for the common sense
of the American people. Thank God
that they are not penny-wise and
pound-foolish.

The Washington Post this week re-
ported that 60 percent of the American
people find that the Republican budget
is objectionable, and 85 percent of
Americans find that they are opposed
to cuts in Medicare.

Mr. Chairman, I must say that the
Republicans on November 8 thought
that they had a mandate, but the
American people have clarified that
mandate. Hands off Medicare, Social
Security, and education. Balance the
budget, yes; but not on the backs of the
least among us. I urge my colleagues to
respond to the will of the American
people and vote ‘‘no’’ on this budgetary
boondoggle.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. SABO] for the balance of his time,
11⁄2 minutes.

Mr. SABO. Let me thank the Chair
for his excellent job in presiding today.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from California [Ms.
PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the ranking member of the Committee
on the Budget for yielding and for his
leadership in representing the values of
our great country on the Committee on
the Budget.

Mr. Chairman, why are we cutting
Medicare benefits in order to give a tax
break to corporations and to the
wealthiest Americans? Three and a half
million senior citizens on Medicare in
California want to know. One of them
is Enola Maxwell, my constituent.
Enola Maxwell is 75 years old. She has
worked for 20 years as the executive di-
rector of the Potrero Hill Neighbor-
hood House, serving the needs of senior
citizens, inner-city youth, and provid-
ing job training for adults.

Enola wants to know, because re-
cently she had a heart attack, and she
said when you get older and this hor-
rible thing happens to you, like a heart
attack, you realize what a wonderful
benefit Medicare is.

b 2100

Medicare paid for Enola’s convales-
cent care. Enola asks, why do the Re-
publicans want to break their promise
to millions of seniors like her. Why in-
deed? They have to do that, they have
to do that in order to make the $300
billion off of seniors in order to pay for
their $300 billion tax break for the
wealthiest Americans; 37 million senior
citizens will lose $900 a year in order to
provide a $20,000 tax break for Ameri-
cans in the highest bracket.

This simply is not fair. The winners
in this deal are the corporations and
the wealthiest Americans. The losers
are the senior citizens. Vote no on the
Republican budget.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] is recognized
for 31⁄2 minutes.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Connecticut
[Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I know
the gracious gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia talked about cutting spending in
California. I would just like to point
out to her, they get $21 billion now and
they will get $31 billion under the Re-
publican plan in the next seven years.
That is a 46 percent increase in Medi-
care. The per beneficiary goes up from
$5,800 to $7,688. Only in Washington is
an increase like this called a cut.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, we come
to the end of the debate tonight. I have
to tell Members that we have been re-
ceiving phone calls from people trying
to tell us how we can argue against
those that have argued for the status
quo. We hear you, America. We know
you want us to do it.

The Committee on the Budget trav-
eled across this great country. And do
you know what people said? ‘‘Just do
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it.’’ Just like that athletic commer-
cial, just do it. And if you will do it, we
will reward you.

I know it has been said that as we
traveled around the country that peo-
ple said, well, we do not need the tax
cuts; we need to balance the budget
first. A lot of people in the press say,
We gotcha, that is what they told you.

No, that is not what they told us.
What they told us was, we want to put
America first. And if we have to give
something up, including some tax re-
lief from this big Government of ours,
we are willing to do it. But the great
news is, America, we can do both. Just
like we told you we would, we can do
both.

We can preserve, we can protect, we
can improve, we can save Medicare
from bankruptcy. We can slow the
growth of entitlement programs and
design much better programs for tril-
lions of dollars of increase. We are
going to get rid of needless bureauc-
racy.

I want to tell you why I keep going
back to this lady in Chicago that I saw
one day. I bought a hot dog, and they
have got great hot dogs in Chicago. I
am watching this lady clean the tables.
And I bet she got up very, very early to
go to work to make a little extra
money for her family. And when we
take money from that lady, when we
take money from any of the working
people of this country, it better be for
the real thing. And what we are about
doing is reinventing Government,
downsizing the Federal Government,
giving control and power and influence
back to people where they live because
they feel now and they know now they
can do better than turning to the bu-
reaucrat in Washington to solve their
problems.

So tonight we are going to go home.
We are going to think about this de-
bate, the majority, the minority. We
have had on our side two tremendous
speakers from the Democrat party, the
gentleman from Mississippi, Mr.
PARKER, and the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. PETE GEREN. Mr. PETE
GEREN was as animated as I have ever
seen him about the joy that he is expe-
riencing about the fact that we are
about to change history.

Tonight when we go to bed, forget
about being Republicans and Demo-
crats, think about making history,
think about saving the future, think
about the next generation and we will
do the right thing.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this Mem-
ber would like to express his support for the
House Budget Committee-approved budget
proposal. Congress must act now to adopt a
plan to balance our Federal budget. If a bal-
anced budget is not adopted, and current pol-
icy is maintained, our Nation’s children will be
left with a country that is fiscally bankrupt. A
balanced budget will ensure that the next gen-
eration will inherit a future that is full of oppor-
tunity.

This Member shares the goals of the budget
committee to eliminate the budget deficit by
the year 2002. The budget proposal offers a

road map to achieve this goal by providing il-
lustrative savings recommendations to the Ap-
propriations Committee and the various au-
thorizing committees, demonstrating that the
budget can be balanced. While this Member
notes that these recommendations included in
the budget proposal are nonbinding, the over-
all spending allocations are in fact real funding
levels which must be adhered to by the Appro-
priations Committee.

This budget proposal offers a common
sense approach that allows spending to con-
tinue to grow, yet at a slower rate. In fact,
Federal spending grows about 3 percent an-
nually under this budget proposal, rising from
$1.588 trillion in fiscal year 1996 to $1.817 tril-
lion in fiscal year 2002.

In addition, this Member would like to com-
mend the House Budget Committee for rec-
ommending the termination of many wasteful
Federal programs. However, this Member
would like to state his concern regarding sev-
eral of the programs suggested for termination
or reduction. These suggestions should be re-
considered during the deliberations that will
take place between now and the start of the
new fiscal year. This Member’s concerns with
the recommendation of the House Budget
Committee are as follows:

Sharp reductions in agricultural commodity
support programs;

Sharp reductions in export promotion, credit
and insurance programs. During the GATT
subsidy phase-down period, this amounts to
something close to a unilateral disarmament
for our export base;

Elimination of such programs as the com-
munity development block grant, HOME, and
the Indian Housing Loan Guarantee Program;

The elimination of several rural health pro-
grams;

Deep reductions in vocational education
programs;

Termination of State student incentive
grants;

Sale of the Western Area Power Administra-
tion;

Elimiantion of section 2 and section 3(b) im-
pact aid programs;

Complete phase-out of Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcasting;

Total phasing out of the entire Amtrak oper-
ating budget.

In linking these concerns I would emphasis
that alternative reductions in other programs
and agencies would be supported by this
Member to meet the budget targets. Having
listed these objectives or concerns to the illus-
trative or suggested House Budget Committee
recommendations, this Member is pleased to
note that the rule contains clarifying language
regarding reductions in agriculture programs.
Included is a commitment to reexamine agri-
cultural policy in 1999 and 2000 if there are
certain negative consequences as a result of
these reductions.

Mr. Chairman, the House Budget Committee
proposal departs from the failed status quo: It
offers bold leadership for a balanced budget
by the year 2002. This proposal is an impor-
tant step in the effort to secure a bright and
prosperous future for our Nation’s children.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to House Concurrent Reso-
lution 67, the Republican leadership budget
resolution for fiscal year 1996.

I believe the Members of this House are
unanimous in agreeing that we must bring the

Federal deficit under control. While there are
differences over whether the budget must be
in absolute balance or whether deficits, and
surpluses, have a role in stabilizing the econ-
omy, getting the deficit down is a universal
goal. We must reduce the amount of debt we
leave to our children.

But there are legitimate questions about
how fast to go, how steep a glideslope is fair
or wise. The Rules Committee’s requirement
that all amendments produce a balanced
budget by fiscal year 2002 limits the proposals
this House may consider to those that slam
the brakes on Federal spending. The result
will be economic whiplash. The Republicans’
budget, which must cut Federal spending
deeply enough to finance tax cuts for corpora-
tions and the wealthy, would aggravate the
whiplash; balancing the budget in 5 years as
in the Solomon-Neumann substitute, would
break the neck.

The most basic function of a compassionate
society—of all its institutions, from its churches
and charities to its national government—is to
protect and nurture the most vulnerable of its
people. It is unconscionable to force a bal-
anced budget when it causes so much pain to
so many in our population.

The only alternative to the Republicans’
budget that is the slightest bit compassionate
is the budget for the caring majority, to be of-
fered by Mr. PAYNE and Mr. OWENS, but even
that had to be developed within the artificial
restraint of balancing the budget by fiscal year
2002.

Mr. Chairman, the priorities in the Repub-
licans’ budget are as wrong-headed as the
rest of their program this year.

We have talked about many of their mis-
placed priorities during House consideration of
the Contract With America, when the House
passed their bills to slash the social safety net,
especially for our children, to disarm our
crime-fighters, to turn environmental policy
over to the polluters, and to give tax cuts to
corporations and the wealthy, among other
things.

Then came the House-passed rescissions
bill, cutting funds for training and employment,
especially summer jobs for youth; for home
energy assistance for the elderly and the poor;
for disease prevention; for a whole range of
education programs; and for basic housing as-
sistance.

The Republicans’ budget assumes all these
cuts and changes and goes after the elderly
as well. There would be cuts in Medicare
spending that will require higher deductibles
and copayments, less care, less choice of
doctors. Medicaid would be a non-entitlement
block grant, threatening both the programs
that help keep the elderly and disabled in their
own homes and the support that provides for
their long-term care without impoverishing
their entire families. And in a few years, the
Republicans assume the Consumer Price
Index will be adjusted, which will cut Social
Security COLA’s and increase indexed taxes.

There is a basic disconnect in the thinking
behind the Republicans’ budget. We must,
they say, balance the budget to ensure our
children’s future. But what sort of future will
they have if we cut spending for maternal and
child health; freeze Head Start; cut day care;
kill reforms and withdraw resources from ele-
mentary and secondary education—especially
from disadvantaged and immigrant children;
end Federal funding of libraries—the most
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basic unit of do-it-yourself, by-your-bootstraps
self-improvement; make higher education
more expensive if not put it entirely out of
reach; shrink job-training programs? What kind
of a future is this for our children?

Mr. Chairman, we have had hours of debate
on this budget resolution and I think the issues
are clear. I wish the arguments from our side
would lead the Republicans to support a more
compassionate Federal budget, but I know the
votes aren’t with us. But I urge my colleagues
to think very hard about what this budget
means. I will certainly oppose it and hope
many of my colleagues will do the same.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, today we are
voting on one thing, a number that represents
total outlays for fiscal year 1996. While the
budget resolution in front of us is 79 pages
long and charts a fiscal course for 7 years, the
only binding element is the 602(a) number for
next fiscal year.

The time for action on reducing our nation’s
deficit is now, and I commend our Budget
Chairman and my friend, JOHN KASICH, for his
leadership in producing a budget resolution
that sets us on a glide path to a balanced
budget by 2002. Without question, the deficit
problem has reached crisis stage, and I be-
lieve that overall, Mr. KASICH’s number is a re-
alistic one which will impose the painful but
not unbearable fiscal restraint we need if we
are ever to regain a measure of control over
our economic destiny.

However, there is a good deal behind the
number that I do not agree with or support.

I do not agree with the tax cut passed by
the House and assumed in this budget resolu-
tion. This tax cut will make it $354 billion hard-
er to reach our goal of balancing the budget
and simply comes at the wrong time. While I
agree with some carefully targeted tax relief
for business which will help the economy grow
and provide necessary jobs such as reduc-
tions in capital gains, enacting a sweeping
package of tax cuts such as this has the po-
tential of overstimulating the economy and
risking even higher interest rates. The
Dominici budget resolution shows us how
much more difficult the tax cuts make bal-
ancing the budget. Senator DOMINICI’s plan,
which does not assume tax cuts, not only bal-
ances the budget in 7 years but saves $200
billion in outlays which could be put toward a
tax cut after the budget is balanced.

I believe that biomedical research must be
one of Congress’s highest priorities in allocat-
ing scarce federal funding. Federally sup-
ported biomedical research creates high-skill
jobs, helps retain our country’s worldwide
leadership in biomedical research, and sup-
ports the biotechnology industry which gen-
erates economic growth and a positive bal-
ance of trade for our country.

In this respect, it is an investment that is
quintessentially, Republican.

Research provides great hope for effectively
treating, curing and eventually preventing dis-
ease and thereby saving our country billions of
dollars in annual health care costs. The devel-
opment of the polio vaccine alone, one of
thousands of discoveries supported by NIH
funding—in terms of health care savings—has
more than paid for our country’s five decades
of investment in Federal biomedical research.
For these reasons, the cuts for NIH des-
ignated in the budget package are, to me, ex-
tremely ill-advised.

Defense spending, in my opinion, is not suf-
ficiently sharing in the burden of reducing our

Federal deficit. While I believe that providing
for our national defense and strengthening our
troop readiness is essential, increasing the
budget authority by $120 billion and the budg-
et outlays by $75 billion cannot be justified in
these times of fiscal restraint. We need to rid
our defense budget of cold war relics which
are no longer militarily relevant, such as the
Seawolf submarine, and focus on meritorious
defense initiatives that will provide for troop
readiness and add to the quality of life for our
military.

In addition, America’s ability to influence the
world and provide necessary leadership is at
its zenith, and further cutting foreign assist-
ance at this stage is the wrong answer. We
have already reduced foreign assistance by
one-third over the last 5 years. Further reduc-
tions in this area, which is less than 1 percent
of our total budget, will undermine our leader-
ship for American values of democracy,
human rights and free market economies at
the exact time when their advancement is
most possible.

I think it would be particularly shortsighted
for Congress to eliminate the Board for Inter-
national Broadcasting and the Voice of Amer-
ica. These two agencies are among the best
vehicles for enhancing our values worldwide.
Radio Free Asia, a part of the BIB, sends a
message of freedom and truth to people in re-
pressive societies and helps these nations
transition into free market democracies.

Finally, I support the elimination of depart-
ments’ agencies, and programs that will assist
the Government in becoming more efficient,
however, I do not want to do so simply as a
symbol. There should be real savings and effi-
ciencies generated in this process.

While my differences with the resolution de-
tails are substantial, I think that JOHN KASICH
and the Budget Committee deserve credit for
having the courage to put us on track to get-
ting our economic house in order.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
to express my strong opposition to the budget
resolution before the Congress today. This is
no time to be providing tax cuts to wealthy in-
dividuals and corporations while hurting the el-
derly, the children, and the working families of
America.

We have heard for so long now the rhetoric
of the Republican majority promote the false
notion that their mission to dismantle the Fed-
eral Government is based on a mandate of
the American people. My constituents, how-
ever, do not want to dismantle the Federal
Government—they want smaller government
that works better and is more efficient. The
American people want wasteful functions and
programs eliminated, they want programs that
work to be left alone, and they want fairness
and equity in the allocation of limited Federal
resources.

The former Democratic majority had been
working to meet this mandate for at least the
4 years prior to last November’s elections. It
passed historic deficit reduction legislation in
1990 and 1993 that set a course for a stable
budget and massive deficit reduction. In 1990,
the Democratic majority broke the partisan
logjam that prevented unified deficit reduction
action on the part of a Democratic Congress
and Republican President. In 1993, despite
not one Republican vote, the Democratic ma-
jority passed legislation that has brought our
deficit down to its lowest level as a percent of
the economy since 1979.

These successes, however, were under-
standably not enough for a public weary of
politicians and the status quo. The American
people said in last year’s elections they want
change faster than Democrats provided. It is
my belief, therefore, that the new Republican
majority had a tremendous opportunity to help
enact much important and needed change.

Mr. Chairman, it now appears that such an
opportunity is lost. It is lost because the Re-
publican Majority not only targeted the wrong
people and programs in their budget, but be-
cause the party is mired in an ideology that
promotes getting rid of critical Federal pro-
grams and which demands tax cuts for the
wealthy. This ideology is driving the Repub-
lican budget decisions to cut Medicare and
Medicaid for the elderly, cut education for our
children, cut job training for our workers, cut
economic development for needy commu-
nities, and provide new tax loopholes to multi-
national corporations and individual million-
aires and billionaires.

In this budget resolution, Republicans have
chosen to target middle-class America without
at least also targeting the hundreds of billions
of dollars lost to this country from corporate
welfare and tax loopholes which benefit the
wealthy. Both liberal and conservative interest
groups have recently put forth detailed and
comprehensive studies of corporate welfare
that should be eliminated. But most proposals
have been completely ignored by this budget
resolution.

Tax loopholes and corporate welfare are not
the only things left untouched. The resolution
also leaves in plae wasteful defense spending
and international programs like the National
Endowment for Democracy that have clearly
outlived their usefulness in the post-cold war
era.

The Republican majority is saying in this
budget it wants a balanced budget by the year
2002 and provide tax cuts to the wealthy, to
fulfill a campaign promise no matter what the
cost. Republicans claim that they are not cut-
ting Medicare and Medicaid, but they are sav-
ing a total of $475 billion in the two programs
over 7 years. That amount of money can be
saved only through program cuts. It is just that
kind of doublespeak that has fostered the high
level of cynicism and distrust of our Govern-
ment.

The cost of this budget resolution is cer-
tainly tremendous. Cuts in Medicare and Med-
icaid could increase out-of-pocket costs to the
elderly by as much as $1,000 per year. Busi-
ness would be forced to cut health insurance
to workers because of higher premiums from
cost-shifting by medical care providers. More
working families will be forced to drop health
insurance altogether.

For hospitals who have a disproportionate
amount of Medicare and Medicaid patients,
many will be forced to close. In my district,
there are a number of hospitals where the per-
centage of patients served by Medicare and
Medicaid exceeds 60 percent. A full 61 per-
cent of Palmerton Hospital patients, 69 per-
cent of patients at Mercy Hospital in Nan-
ticoke, and a staggering 84 percent of
Shamokin Area Community Hospital patients
are served by these programs. I do not think
it is realistic to believe we can impose a 25
percent cut on these hospitals and have them
still remain viable.

Many hospitals will be forced to shift costs
to persons who have insurance because of
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these cuts. As a result, more small businesses
will be forced to cut, or eliminate insurance al-
together for employees. More and more work-
ing families will be forced to chose between
buying insurance and paying rent. I already
have more than 53,000 persons in my district
without health insurance coverage. How many
more of my constituents will lose health care
coverage because of short-sighted Federal
policies and inaction on health care reform?

Sadly, even with the largest budget cuts
coming in the Medicare Program under the
Republican plan we do not even know in what
direction they want to take the program. Under
normal budget processes, it would be the job
of the Committee on Ways and Means to de-
cide precisely how to make the necessary
changes to the program to achieve savings.
Yet the Republican leadership is trying to pass
legislation that would require someone else to
do their dirty work. They are trying to pass the
buck to a group of unelected Medicare Trust-
ees who never, until this Republican Con-
gress, was thought to have the responsibility
to make decisions on preserving the solvency
of the Medicare trust fund.

In another critically important budget area,
Republicans are proposing to eliminate most
of the meager amounts this country spends di-
rectly on economic development. The budget
proposes to eliminate two agencies that play a
critical role in economic development—the
Economic Development Administration [EDA]
and the Appalachian Regional Commission
[ARC]. We spend less on these two agencies
combined than we do on one B–2 bomber.

What have these two agencies done re-
cently for northeastern Pennsylvania? The
EDA has provided money to help build new
buildings in Nanticoke, Wilkes-Barre, and Ha-
zleton, that serve as essential anchors for
economic development and revival in these
struggling towns. Substantial EDA assistance
is in the pipeline for expansion of an industrial
park in Luzerne County.

The EDA and the ARC help northeastern
Pennsylvania and other regions of the country
that are struggling to attract scarce private
economic development assistance. Without
this type of public assistance, smaller areas
will either have to raise money themselves,
which many cannot, or seek assistance from
States, where budgets are already stretched
thin. If we eliminate the EDA and the ARC,
along with cutting community development
block grants and local housing assistance,
small economic markets will be at an even
greater disadvantage tomorrow than they are
today.

Instead of saving economic development
funds from cuts, Republicans provide more tax
cuts and loopholes to the wealthy. Billions of
dollars in new tax writeoffs are being offered
to rich corporations. People making more than
$100,000 a year are being provided the oppor-
tunity to invest in tax-free retirement accounts
and receive massive tax reductions on capital
gains from the sale of stocks and bonds. In
all, the wealthiest Americans will receive a tax
break of $20,000 under the Republican tax
proposals, while the average tax break for
middle-income families will be only $555.

Mr. Chairman, that meager $555 will be off-
set by higher health insurance premiums re-
sulting from Medicare cuts, higher nursing

home costs resulting from Medicaid cuts, and
higher property taxes resulting from cuts in
education and economic development. Middle-
income families are going to be net losers
under this Republican budget resolution.

Mr. Chairman, this budget resolution is bad,
plain and simple. I would urge the Republican
majority to go back to the drawing board, for-
get campaign promises and tax cuts for the
wealthy, and try and work with the President
and Democratic minority to fashion a good
deficit reduction budget resolution. I am con-
fident that working together we can accom-
plish much more than we can working apart.
We must forget partisan politics and get down
to the business of doing what is best for our
country.

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
strong opposition to the House Republican
Budget proposal that will cut Medicare by
$288 billion over 7 years while giving $353 bil-
lion in tax breaks to America’s wealthy.

The Republican proposed Medicare cuts will
cost the average senior citizen in Pennsylva-
nia $1034 in higher out-of-pocket costs when
these cuts are fully implemented. The total
cost to Pennsylvania seniors will be $3,570
over the next seven years. Low-income sen-
iors struggling to pay the rent and put food on
the table will be devastated by these in-
creased costs.

Hitting seniors in Pennsylvania and across
America with these huge increases in Medi-
care out-of-pocket expenses is simply mean-
spirited. House Republicans are proposing
Medicare cuts that are three times the size of
any Medicare spending reduction ever before
approved by Congress. These unjustified Med-
icare cuts far exceed what is needed to en-
sure the solvency of the Medicare hospital
trust fund. Instead, House Republicans are
driven to slash Medicare spending so that they
can pay for $353 billion in tax cuts.

Millions of seniors will pay over $1000 in
new out-of-pocket Medicare expenses while
1.1 million of America’s wealthiest individuals
will receive a $20,000 tax break. The average
income of a senior receiving Medicare is
roughly $17,000. By contrast, upper income
Americans receiving this $20,000 tax break
have an average income of $350,000. Repub-
licans may cry that Democrats are engaging in
class warfare by pointing out these facts but
Americans need to know the truth about the
Republican’s misplaced priorities. It is the
House Republicans in their budget plan that
have chosen to wage warfare on America’s
seniors.

Raiding Medicare to pay for the Repub-
lican’s Contract with America tax cut is an out-
rage. These unprecedented cuts in Medicare
will threaten the quality of health care received
by both seniors and working families as hos-
pitals are forced to layoff health care providers
and close facilities. These Medicare cuts will
fall especially hard on the hospitals in the
Pittsburgh area since this region ranks behind
only Miami in having the largest percentage of
seniors compared to the general population.
Pittsburgh-area hospitals depended on Medi-
care to pay the medical bills for over 37 per-
cent receiving in-patient care.

Mr. Chairman, America’s contract to provide
Social Security and Medicare to seniors and
future retirees is far more important than any

political contract used by Republicans during
the last election. This is not what Americans
voted for last November. Medicare was estab-
lished by Democrats in the 1960’s as a trust
fund and not a slush fund. The House must
reject this mean-spirited attack on the health
benefits of America’s seniors.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Kasich budget resolution and
would like to applaud Chairman KASICH for his
tremendous efforts and the work of his com-
mittee in developing the Republican budget
resolution for fiscal year 1996. I applaud the
chairman for his efforts in the arduous task of
balancing the Federal budget by 2002. We all
have a difficult road ahead of us in attacking
the enormous Federal deficit, and although I
have some differences in how I would achieve
this deficit reduction, I certainly agree that we
need to be fiscally responsible.

For the RECORD, I would like to submit the
attached editorial which appeared in the Tues-
day, May 16 Miami Herald. I call your attention
to the lessons learned in Latin America, where
inflation tamers in countries such as Argen-
tina, Brazil, and Peru continue to win election
or reelection. These leaders took steps to
avoid impending national bankruptcy. A stead-
ily increasing Federal debt in the United
States would not only be destructive, the de-
struction that it would cause would be our re-
sponsibility if we do not act now. The sacrifice
that will be required now is minimal when we
compare it with what would be required later
if we do not act.

We are not talking about the actual cut-
backs in the size of the public sector and the
recessionary increases in taxes that Latin
American-style shock therapies after melt-
downs have entailed.

If we act now, we need only reduce the rate
of growth of the Federal Government. We are
at a fork in the road of our national destiny. If
we embark upon the road sought by those
who want to maintain the status quo, if we
adopt the position of the ostrich and continue
to hide our head in the sand, as the adminis-
tration has done by not submitting a budget
that is balanced at any time in the future, we
will be doing an extraordinary disservice to our
children and to their children.

Again, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I urge
a ‘‘yea’’ vote on the Kasich budget resolution.

[From the Miami Hearld, May 16, 1995]

INFLATION-BUSTER WINS AGAIN

It used to be said of French voters that
they kept their hearts on the left and their
wallets on the right. The seesawing between
heart and wallet tended to have a predictable
outcome at election time: enough change to
keep the romantic passion alive, but with
the bottom line always firmly in control.

Argentine President Carlos Saul Menem’s
solid victory in Sunday’s presidential elec-
tions confirms a significant Latin American
variation on the French theme: Argentines’
fearsome memories of inflation overrode
their other concerns, including some tradi-
tional emotional hot-buttons. A late surge
by challenger Jose Octavio Bordon not only
failed to force a runoff, but actually shriv-
eled as the election hour neared.

Throughout the hemisphere, it seems, in-
flation tamers keep winning elections and
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re-elections. It’s a remarkable departure
from common wisdom, which until recently
maintained that the extreme fiscal severity
of anti-inflation ‘‘shock therapy’’ would in-
duce a backlash of desperate social protest.

That assumption was wrong. Once severe
fiscal measure are implemented, Latin
Americans have endured their high, reces-
sionary price-tag with remarkable fortitude.

Nowhere was this clearer than in Brazil’s
presidential election last year, where former
finance minister Fernando Henrique Cardoso
saw his poll ratings soar in proportion to the
success of his anti-inflation Plan Real. His
charismatic leftist rival could only watch in
impotence as a once-handsome lead slipped
away.

Inflation-taming has been so strongly en-
dorsed by Latin American voters that it has
even conferred a thick Teflon coating on the
neo-liberals of the hard-money school. Both
Peru’s Alberto Fujimori and Mr. Menem
have emerged relatively unscathed from em-
barrassing political accusations, largely be-
cause of their economic successes.

But post-inflation presidents are sure to
face tougher terms. Having rewarded stabil-
ity and fiscal discipline for a long, difficult
spell, Latin American voters will soon take
up once again their long-deferred hopes of
growth, better income distribution, and hon-
est government. The inflation-fighters’ suc-
cess thus far makes those hopes seem more
realistic than before. Before long, though, it
will become clear that politicians can keep
voters hearts only by thickening their wal-
lets.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. FOX of
Pennsylvania), having assumed the
chair, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Chairman
of the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union, reported
that that Committee, having had under
consideration the concurrent resolu-
tion (H. Con. Res. 67) setting forth the
congressional budget for the U.S. Gov-
ernment for the fiscal years 1996, 1997,
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, had come
to no resolution thereon.

(Mr. SABO asked and was given per-
mission to proceed out of order for 1
minute.)

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I have asked
unanimous consent to proceed out of
order for a minute so I might inquire
about plans for tomorrow.

I yield to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. KASICH].

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to the gentleman from Minnesota,
I have been here for 13 years. I have al-
ways wanted to stand here and explain
what the next day’s schedule is, but I
do not quite know what it is. We come
in at 9 a.m.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
KOLBE].

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, it is the
first time that the chairman of the
Committee on the Budget has not had
an answer.

I believe we come in at 9 a.m. We do
recess immediately after morning busi-
ness there for the former Members.

And then we will resume, I presume,
around 10 a.m. And we will go imme-
diately to the three amendments, the
Gephardt amendment is first, followed
by the Neumann-Solomon amendment,
the Black Caucus amendment. And if,
of course, the president’s budget with a
zero deficit is printed in the Congres-
sional Record, it would be made in
order as a fourth amendment.

Mr. SABO. So the Black Caucus is
the last amendment; Solomon is sec-
ond?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, that is
correct. And we do expect a journal
vote tomorrow.

Mr. SABO. At 9 a.m.
Mr. KOLBE. At 9 a.m., 10 a.m. The

journal vote at around 10 a.m.
Mr. SABO. As it relates to the Solo-

mon amendment, do I get the half hour
in opposition to the Solomon amend-
ment?

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

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, some-
one does.

Mr. SABO. Someone does.
Mr. SOLOMON. It probably will be

the gentleman, Mr. Speaker.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks on the concurrent
budget resolution for fiscal year 1996,
and to insert extraneous material
thereon.

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

There was no objection.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1158,
EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS FOR DISASTER
ASSISTANCE AND RESCISSIONS,
FISCAL YEAR 1995

Mr. SOLOMON, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 104–126) on the resolution (H.
Res. 151) waiving points of order
against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 1158) making
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions for additional disaster assistance
and making rescissions for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1995, and for
other purposes, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. FOX
of Pennsylvania). 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.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida [Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

CRIME AND PROPOSED BUDGET
CUTS

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

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, when
U.S. Marshal Robert Forsyth of Au-
gusta, GA was shot and killed in Janu-
ary 1794 while trying to serve court pa-
pers, he became the first peace officer
in the United States to die in the line
of duty. Since then about 13,500 police
officers from all types of law enforce-
ment fields have fallen in the line of
duty.

My district in northern Michigan has
been hard hit by the all-too-common
tragedy of police officer slaying. In the
Upper Peninsula, which has about 3
percent of Michigan’s population, 18
police officers have died since the
1920’s. In 1962, President Kennedy pro-
claimed that for 1 week in the month
of May Americans would commemorate
National Police Week. National Police
Week honors the service related deaths
of law enforcement officers.

As a former state trooper, as an Es-
canaba City police officer, this week
has special meaning for me. And as a
former police officer and now as a leg-
islator, I am particularly concerned
about recent Republican efforts to
weaken legislation designed to reduce
crime in America.

In 1994, Congress passed the toughest
crime bill in this Nation’s history. The
President’s crime bill has several very
important elements designed to fight
crime on our streets. Most impor-
tantly, the crime bill directs that addi-
tional police officers be put on the
streets to fight crime, because there is
no better crime fighting tool than po-
lice officers proactively patrolling our
neighborhoods.

The President’s plan to put 100,000
more police on America’s streets rep-
resents the Federal Government’s larg-
est commitment ever to local law en-
forcement.

The President’s COPS program is al-
ready working. Half of the Nation’s law
enforcement agencies from jurisdic-
tions of all sizes throughout this coun-
try have already received grants to add
17,000 additional police officers. Unfor-
tunately, the new Republican majority
wants to turn back the clock by gut-
ting the most effective element of last
year’s crime bill, the COPS program.

Not only do they want to scrap the
President’s plan to put 100,000 more po-
lice officers on the street, but they also
intend to delete every single preven-
tion program.

Additionally, the Republican budget
measure that we debated here today
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proposes a $5 billion cut in the crime
trust fund over the next 6 years. The
measure directs that the justice assist-
ance grant programs would be consoli-
dated into a single block grant pro-
gram. This plan will only serve to
weaken our crimefighting ability by
taking money away from law enforce-
ment officers.

b 2115
Certainly there is much more Con-

gress can and must do to reduce crime
and violence in this country. Crime
continues to be the number one con-
cern for millions of working families.
That is why it is imperative that Con-
gress not gut the crime bill as a means
of playing partisan politics.

Therefore, I say to my friends on this
side of the aisle, I say to the Repub-
licans, stop playing politics with the
crime bill. Respect the men and women
in law enforcement. Instead of provid-
ing them with a few encouraging words
during National Police Week, give law
enforcement the financial assistance
they need to keep them secure in their
jobs and to keep us all secure in our
neighborhoods.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. FOX
of Pennsylvania). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. SMITH] is recognized for
5 minutes.

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

f

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

[Mr. LIPINSKI 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 California [Mr. HORN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. HORN 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 gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

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

f

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

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

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

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

f

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

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

f

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

[Mr. DeFAZIO 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 Jersey [Mr. MARTINI]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. MARTINI 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 California [Mr. BECERRA]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. BECERRA 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 Georgia [Mr. NORWOOD] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

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

f

MISSISSIPPI AIR NATIONAL
GUARD’S 186TH REFUELING
GROUP RECEIVES HIGHEST IN-
SPECTION RATING

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
share with my colleagues the news that the
Air National Guard’s 186th Air Refueling
Group in Meridian, MS, received an ‘‘outstand-
ing’’ rating after completing an operational
readiness inspection conducted by the Air Mo-
bility Command [AMC].

This is the first time in the history of the Air
Mobility Command that any unit has been
given an ‘‘outstanding’’ rating, which was an-
nounced on May 11 by Lt. Gen. Malcolm Arm-
strong, commander of AMC’s 21st Air Force.

The unit was required to deploy more than
half of its 900 members for the week-long in-
spection At Fort Hood, Texas, along with nine
KC–135 tanker aircraft. They lived and worked
in a wartime scenario during the inspection.
While deployed, the unit was subject to simu-
lated conventional and chemical attack, terror-

ist activity and hostile threats while continuing
to perform its mission of air-to-air refueling of
military aircraft. The AMC inspection team,
composed of active duty members based at
Air Mobility Command headquarters, Scott Air
Force Base, Illinois, tested the unit’s capability
under the same criteria used for inspecting ac-
tive Air Force units. the exercises ran 24
hours a day while the unit was deployed.

Col. Frederick Feinstein, air commander of
the 186th, said, ‘‘This was undoubtedly the fin-
est display of professionalism and dedication
that I have seen from any unit in almost 40
years of military service. Every Member of the
unit had a job to do in this effort and each of
them performed flawlessly.’’

I agree with Colonel Feinstein. This rating
means the 186th was exceptional in all areas
of inspection. That is almost unprecedented
for any unit, active duty, National Guard or
Reserve. It is a credit to the men and women
who make up this unit. Their training and
teamwork came together to put the 186th at
the top of the class.

f

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

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

f

WE MUST PASS OUR BUDGET TO-
MORROW, TO SAVE AMERICA
FROM A MASSIVE DEBT
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. BRYANT] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I come here on this historic
night of American history as someone
who is concerned about a sound and
stable future for this great country.

The massive overspending this Fed-
eral Government has done for the past
few decades has finally caught up with
us, and it’s time we take action to stop
this dangerous spending.

These deficits will cripple our future
generations with a mountain of debt
which they will be forced to pay if we
do nothing to stop this out of control
spending.

Now that Congress has finally real-
ized this problem, it’s time to commit
ourselves to solving it.

We must eliminate these deficits and
balance the budget in order to preserve
a sound, financial future for ourselves,
our children, and many generations to
come.

The Kasich plan we will be voting on
tomorrow to balance the budget is a re-
alistic blueprint for a balanced budget.

If we care about the future of this
country, we must begin to lay the
foundation for a solid economy with
this blueprint and use this map on the
road to a balanced budget.

Recently, Mr. Speaker, I have heard
many false and unfounded attacks
coming from those who are apparently
opposed to balancing the budget.

We heard these same attacks from
the same people who fought H.R. 1215
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and killed the balanced-budget amend-
ment in the Senate.

Now, once again, they are saying we
are going to balance the budget on the
backs of senior citizens by cutting
medicare and Social Security.

And so I would like to set the record
straight on exactly what we are going
to do about medicare and Social Secu-
rity.

First, we’re not touching Social Se-
curity to balance the budget. Period.
That charge is simply untrue.

In fact, the only ‘‘cut’’ that Social
Security will experience is a cut in the
current administration’s tax hike on
Social Security benefits.

So I’m having a hard time com-
prehending the accusation that we’re
‘‘cutting’’ Social Security when all
we’re really doing is providing tax re-
lief for Social Security benefits.

Second, as everyone in this Chamber
is well aware, medicare is going to be
bankrupt in 7 years.

I know everyone has heard this state-
ment time and again recently, but it’s
certainly worth repeating.

For the second year in a row, the
president’s Medicare board of trustees
has stated that under current spending
projections, Medicare will be bankrupt
in 7 short years.

There is no disputing this inescap-
able fact, and we are taking the lead to
prevent that from happening with our
budget.

We have committed ourselves to pre-
venting that from happening by slow-
ing down the rate of growth in Medi-
care, not by cutting it.

Medicare spending is actually going
to increase by over $740 billion over the
next 7 years.

Only in Washington, DC can an in-
crease in spending for a program still
be considered a cut.

The dilemma this Congress faces to-
morrow will set the tone for the future
of this great Nation for many, many
years to come.

We have arrived at a crossroads, and
we must rise to this historical occasion
armed with a vision for the well-being
of our future generations whose hopes
to realize the American dream are in
the balance.

A vote against the majority’s budget
tomorrow will signify failure to uphold
our responsibility to the millions of
Americans who sent us here to get
Washington out of their wallets.

Many millions of Americans are de-
pending on us tomorrow to do the right
thing to prevent their future from
heading down the wrong road of mas-
sive debt.

We must not fail to deliver the Amer-
ican people a sound future.

We must pass our budget tomorrow.

f

EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED
BUDGET ON TAXES AND MEDI-
CARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Minnesota

[Mr. GUTKNECHT] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, I
have listened and I assume most of the
Members have listened today to the de-
bate. I have found it particularly inter-
esting, and I would like to share some
of my time with the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA] tonight.

I would like to also share with the
Members and those who may be watch-
ing at home from, and I hope this is
not an ethical violation because I get
no residuals from this book, but this is
a book that I read during the district
work period that was written by my
predecessor, Tim Penny. I commend it
to all of the Members, and other people
who are interested in the budget debate
that is going on, because I think it is
very instructive. He has an awful lot to
say. I would like to share some of those
things with the body tonight.

First of all, Mr. Speaker, after listen-
ing to some of the debate earlier today,
I just wanted to talk a little bit, too,
about one of the things we have heard
so much about in the last 2 or 3 days,
and that is the tax cuts for the
wealthy.

I’m not particularly good in math,
and I do not serve on the Committee on
Ways and Means. I did serve on the
Committee on Ways and Means when I
was in the State legislature back in
Minnesota, so I have a little bit of un-
derstanding.

However, based on what I do under-
stand about the tax cuts that we passed
earlier this year, about 75 percent,
about three-quarters of the benefits of
the family tax credit, will go to fami-
lies earning $75,000 a year or less. Per-
haps in some places of this great Na-
tional people earning $75,000 are consid-
ered rich, but I do not think in most
places families earning $75,000 and less
are necessarily considered rich.

Another part of that tax cut proposal
that I think is important that will ulti-
mately lead to economic growth is the
cut in the capital gains tax rate. Rep-
resenting an awful lot of farmers and
small businesses in my district, I think
I do understand something about cap-
ital gains taxes. As a matter of fact,
one of the things I really understand is
that 44 percent of the people who get
stuck with a capital gains tax are rich
for one day during their life, the day
they sell their farm or sell their busi-
ness.

I do not think, back where I come
from in Minnesota, when a farmer who
has worked hard all of his life and sells
his farm, does he really consider him-
self rich? Obviously, in economic
terms, in real dollar terms, many peo-
ple would say that when you sell a
farm for half a million dollars or what-
ever the particular price of that farm,
you would say that they are rich, but
these are people who have worked hard,
who have lived poor all of their lives,
who have made their payments, who
have paid their taxes, and all of a sud-
den, because on one particular day

they sell an asset, they get stuck with
a capital gains tax.

I think if people will think about
that in those kinds of terms, I think
they will look at this whole thing and
say ‘‘Wait a second, we are not talking
about tax cuts for the rich.’’

Second, I wanted to talk a little bit
about Medicare tonight, because I
think there has also been a good deal of
misunderstanding and disinformation
spread about what we are doing with
Medicare. It has been alluded to earlier
today, but I would call attention to the
Members and folks around the country
to an article that appeared, I believe,
in today’s Investors’ Business Daily. In
that, there is a quotation that just lit-
erally jumps off the page.

It says:
Today, Medicaid and Medicare are going up

at 3 times the rate of inflation. We propose
to let it go up at 2 times the rate of infla-
tion. That is not a Medicare or Medicaid cut.
So when you hear all this business about
cuts, let me caution you that this is not
what is going on. We are going to have to in-
crease Medicare and Medicaid at a reduced
rate of growth.

Now, I did not say that, NEWT GING-
RICH did not say that. That came from
Bill Clinton. I think that is what we
are doing. We are not talking about
cutting Medicare, we are talking about
reducing the rate of growth.

Mr. Speaker, I also served back in
Minnesota on the Health and Human
Services Committee in the State legis-
lature. I remember just 2 years ago
when we were talking about health
care and how much health care costs
were going up, everyone predicted that
we were going to see double-digit in-
creases in the cost of health care for
the next 5 or 6 years.

In the private sector, and I visited
during the district work period with a
number of health care providers, with
representatives of some of the biggest
insurance companies and HMO’s in the
State of Minnesota, they assured me
that what is happening in the private
sector, because of some of the changes
and reforms that are going on with
more managed care and preferred pro-
vider networks, we are seeing health
care costs virtually at or below the in-
flation rate. We are seeing health care
costs going up at less than 3 percent in
the State of Minnesota.

Using the mathematics that we have
heard about today and the last several
days, we could assume that some of the
health care providers in the State of
Minnesota could be saying ‘‘Compared
to what we thought health care was
going to go up, we are seeing a 7 to 8
percent cut, because we thought health
care costs were going to go up by 10
percent, but because of market-based
reforms that are happening without
the Clinton health care reform plan,
without a whole lot of Government
intervention, we are seeing health care
inflation rates going down by about
one-third or less of what they were ex-
pected to be.’’ So using the arithmetic
and some of the rhetoric we have heard
today, I think we could say that we
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have seen dramatic cuts in health care
in Minnesota.

Somehow, providers, hospitals and
others, are adjusting to this new sys-
tem. My sense is that if we allow some
real reform in health care, in the Medi-
care system, that we can easily live
within the guidelines that have been
proposed by the House Committee on
the Budget.

I just want to say that by just assum-
ing that this is going to go up by 101⁄2
percent per year, if we assumed it was
going to go up 16 percent per year, then
obviously you could say that this is a
12-percent cut, or some other number.
However, the truth of the matter is
that we know that health care costs
can be controlled by the private sector,
because it is happening.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I will yield
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
HOEKSTRA], who has some remarks per-
haps to share with us.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Perhaps we can get
into a little bit of a dialog, because I
think it is very instructive to under-
stand what we are talking about with
Medicare, Mr. Speaker, and also when
we take a look at what we do with the
rest of the budget. If we take a look at
and listen to much of the rhetoric that
has gone on during this 6 to 7 hours of
debate that we had today, you would
think that we were dramatically cut-
ting the budget.

In reality, the standard that we are
setting for the Federal Government to
get to a balanced budget, you know, I
came out of the private sector, and this
is my third year here. The aggressive
posture that we are going to take to
get to a balanced budget is something
that the private sector would look at
and they would basically laugh at.
They would say ‘‘This is an aggressive
plan to get to a balanced budget under
the dire circumstances that you are
under right now? You have a $4.7 tril-
lion debt. A child born this year, in
their lifetime, if we do not change how
we spend and tax, would have to pay
what, $187,000 as their share of interest
in the debt, and you are going to slow
the growth of Federal Government to 3
percent per year?’’

During the break I had an oppor-
tunity to go to a number of companies
in my district. I listened to what they
had done. You gave some examples
about what they had done to control
health care costs. I looked, and they
explained to me what they had done to
control product costs. There was a
company in my district that, through
participative management, employee
involvement, creative thinking, new
technology, new thinking about new
ways to do things, for 12 years they
have not had a price increase on their
product, so they now are exporting
around the world, because they have
been able to control costs, not at a rate
equal to inflation, but at a rate 3 or 4
percent below inflation, reducing costs
every year, reducing actual costs.

There was another company in my
district that made an electronic com-

ponent. In the early 80’s they were
making it for $44. The Japanese came
in and said ‘‘We have taken a look at
this part and we can build it for $13.’’
The company got together, they got to-
gether with the management and the
employees, and today they are building
it for less than what the Japanese
quoted to them in the early 1980’s, so
they took a $44 part and they are now
building it for less than $12.

Here we are in Washington, the only
thing, the thing we are going to do is
slow the growth to 3 percent. I really
believe that much of what has been ap-
plied in the private sector can and
should be applied to Washington, and
that what we are looking at doing to
balance the budget is not that unrea-
sonable and is very, very doable.

I think we can do it like we did it
with the Contract With America. The
Contract With America said ‘‘We are
going to do this within 100 days,’’ and
we did it within 93. I think if we ener-
gize Federal employees, build a part-
nership with State and local govern-
ments, build a partnership with people
at the local level, and come together
on this budget issue, we can improve
performance, we can deliver a better
solution to the American people, and
we can balance the budget, and we can
balance it quicker than 7 years if we
focus and recognize that it has to be
done.
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Mr. GUTKNECHT. The private sector
is a great example, and I have had the
same story told to me around the dis-
trict where people found themselves
under competitive pressure. They have
found a way to increase productivity or
do something to reduce their costs. It
has happened in big business and small
business.

I have one particularly fairly large
business in my district that was facing
very competitive measures and in a dif-
ficult situation, and they went in and
it was not easy but they found ways to
produce their products at a much lower
cost today than they had 3 or 4 years
ago.

Incidentally, that same company has
found ways to cut their health care
costs. Now that has meant that, you
know, perhaps there are fewer visits to
the doctor, it may means some other
things, it may mean managed care in
some respects. I am not sure what all
they have done, but the point is neces-
sity is the mother of invention. That is
the way the free enterprise system
worked.

The problem in Washington is the so-
lution to every problem seems to be
more money, and the only way we can
get control of the problem is with more
money. But the truth of the matter is
I think the American people are saying
if we are talking about this program or
that or another program that enough is
enough; you have enough tax revenue,
you are going to have to figure out how
to make this thing work. And I think if
we work together I think we can.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman
will yield, we are really talking about
the future of America. We are talking
about security for seniors and we are
talking about opportunities for our
kids.

You know Alan Greenspan came in
and said here was his vision of the ben-
efits of balancing the budget: Children
will have a higher standard of living
than their parents, part of the Amer-
ican dream; there will be improve-
ments in the purchasing power of
everybody’s incomes; there will be a
rise in productivity, a reduction in in-
flation, strengthening of financial mar-
kets, acceleration of long-term eco-
nomic growth, and a significant drop in
long-term interest rates. This is going
to benefit everybody in this country,
just getting back to a basis where we
have fiscal soundness, good fiscal pol-
icy, get to a balanced budget, and I
think one of the goals and objectives
which we had, which we put into the
budget resolution during the debate in
the Budget Committee is saying as we
move to a balanced budget we cannot
forget the fact that when we get to a
balanced budget we need to develop a
surplus, because balancing the budget
is not good enough. We need to make
the next step, which is developing a
surplus and putting a plan in place to
actually pay down the debt. The old
American saying is what, we used to
pay off the mortgage and give our chil-
dren the farm. If Congress keeps going
the way that it had been going, what
we were going to do was sell the farm
and give our kids the mortgage.

We are now, tomorrow, we are going
to start that historic process that we
are going to go through the next 6
months. We are going to put in a bal-
anced budget plan for 7 years which is
going to guide the authorizing and the
appropriations committees so that by
the end of this year we will have put a
plan in place in May, and for the next
6 months we will manage our fiscal re-
sources to hit that plan.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. The interesting
thing to me, and you alluded to it, I
was home this weekend and talked to
some constituents and tried to explain
essentially what the outline of the
budget plan was going to be, and the
people that I talked to said, you mean
that is all there is. As a matter of fact,
a few of them said we expected real
cuts. We expected you to really cut
programs and what you are talking
about does not sound like the kind of
cuts that we were expecting. As a mat-
ter of fact, I think my own sense is
that the American people, at least out
there in the great Midwest, are fully
prepared for more, to shoulder more of
the responsibility in terms of some of
these reductions in spending than I
think this budget is proposing. As a
matter of fact, some I think may actu-
ally see this budget resolution as a bit
too timid.
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Mr. HOEKSTRA. Maybe too timid,

but I think they will look at the poli-
cies in place and ask how are we chang-
ing decisionmaking here in Washing-
ton, moving more decisionmaking back
to empowering the individuals. What is
the $500-per-child tax credit? It is just
a basic recognition that a family and
parents are a better place to make de-
cisions on how to spend that $500 than
sending that money to Washington.

We are returning power and control
to the States and localities, bringing
decisionmaking back close to the prob-
lems, fine tuning the solutions for the
specific problems within the graphic
area.

My district is nine counties, it is a
medium-sized district, but the prob-
lems in the southern part of the dis-
trict or characteristics of the southern
part of the district are very, very dif-
ferent than the northern part of the
district. But what we are finding today
is the decisions are all made here in
Washington for a number of programs,
whether it is school lunch, whether it
is public housing, the decisions are
made here in Washington. What we are
trying to do is move decisions locally.
We want to move a Federal bureaucrat
from being between a child and a
school lunch, let that decision be made
at the local or State level. We want to
move the Federal bureaucrat in Wash-
ington away from being the connecting
point between a tenant and a landlord.
Why is a Federal bureaucrat trying to
make those arrangements? Same thing,
we are proposing eliminating the Com-
merce Department. Why do we need a
Federal bureaucrat in Washington
being between a customer and a poten-
tial vendor? It does not make any
sense. That is not a good use of our re-
source, so we are moving power back to
States and localities. We are at the
same time discarding needless bureauc-
racies, eliminating duplication and
waste.

One area where we really are cutting,
where the number is actually going to
be less, it is a true cut, it is a cut as de-
fined in the rest of America, and here
in Washington now it also means a cut,
is the foreign aid. That will be I think
an absolute reduction of somewhere in
the neighborhood of 30 or 35 percent.

We are reducing corporate subsidies.
We are going after just about every
area of the budget, except Social Secu-
rity. We are promoting personal re-
sponsibility. The end result is we are
all coming together in a plan to save
the future and save the future for our
kids.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I went through a
sales training program many years
ago. I did not sell insurance, but it was
actually designed for insurance sales-
men, and I never forget the story they
used to use, some of the salesmen used
to use where they would bring with
them a marble, it was a marble, a Ping-
Pong ball, a baseball, and a bowling
ball and they would tell potential cus-
tomers, you know, if you buy your in-
surance now it will be like carrying

around this marble. You can put it in
your pocket and you will barely know
it is there. But if you wait another 10
years and buy that insurance, it is
going to be like carrying that ping-
pong ball, and if you wait 10 years after
that it is going to be more like carry-
ing that baseball, and it gets real dif-
ficult to carry it around in your pock-
et. But if you wait until you are about
ready for retirement, its going to be
like carrying around that bowling ball.
That is what we are talking in the Fed-
eral budget. The sooner we get started
in solving the problem, the less pain in
terms of solution. If we wait another 5
years, I think everybody knows, the
American people know if we wait an-
other 5 years, whether we are talking
about Medicare or impending bank-
ruptcy or whether we are talking about
the growing national debt, if we wait
another 5 years the problem is going to
be just that much more difficult to
solve, and so rather than having to
carry around a ping-pong ball in your
pockets we are going to have a bowling
ball, and the weight of that ball is
going to be hung around the necks of
our children.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. We know what the
statistics are. We know within 7 years
Medicare will be bankrupt. We know if
we do not change our spending prior-
ities that by the year 2012 all the reve-
nues we collect in taxes will be used to
pay for two things: entitlements, and
that thing that returns so much value
to the country, interest on the debt. I
mean that is just money that is gone
away. You know, in 2012 we could be
talking about student loans; there will
not be any money for them. We can
talk about building highways; there
will not be any money. We talk about
national defense; there will not be any
money, unless, what? We ask the
American people to share more of their
income with us. What is it, the
generational accounting which came
out in the President’s budget a year
ago said if we continue at taxing and
spending or spending at this rate, the
next generation could see an effective
tax rate of 84 percent. Which means
that for young people going out and
working, for anybody going out and
working, 84 cents would come to Wash-
ington or, yes, and you would get to
keep 16 cents of it for yourself, which
means Tax Freedom Day would move
to somewhere in November.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Thanksgiving.
Mr. HOEKSTRA. At least we would

have something else to be very thank-
ful for, that we only had to work until
Thanksgiving to pay the Government
their share to keep the Government
running and we could then work from
Thanksgiving to the first of the year.

We need to be moving in the other di-
rection of getting to the balanced
budgets and paying the debt down.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I was going to
share one of the stories I tell a lot of
folks. When I graduated, most people
do not remember who the speaker was
at their commencement address when

they graduated from college, I do not
remember his name, but I remember
who it was and what he talked about
that day. It was the director of the
United States Census, and I graduated
from college, I was 22 years old, grad-
uated in 1973. I was born in 1951. And he
said something interesting talking
about demographics, and I think it is
very important, I think the American
people need to understand this. I was
born in 1951, and he told us that day at
our graduation that there were more
kids born in 1951 than any other single
year. He said, ‘‘You are the peak of the
baby boomers, and that is going to be
important as you go through your life,
whether people are selling insurance or
encyclopedias or automobiles,’’ and
you can see that reflected in the adver-
tising. But I think we need to think
about this as well. Those baby boomers
are going to start retiring at about the
year 2011 or 2012, and I think the Amer-
ican people need to be reminded that if
we have a problem now with Medicare,
if Medicare is on the verge of bank-
ruptcy now, and will be insolvent by
the year 2002, imagine, the people we
are dealing with here are people who
were born essentially during World War
II, and the birth rate during World War
II was incredibly low. Imagine what is
going to happen to us when the baby
boomers start to retire in the year 2010
and 2011, and that is why it is critical
in my opinion we have real Medicare
reform and begin the process this year.
I think if we do we can guarantee Medi-
care will be there for baby boomers and
beyond. If we do not, I think it is pret-
ty certain it will not be. I think there
is growing concern among people my
age that the sins of our fathers are now
being visited upon us and will ulti-
mately be visited upon our children.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. The demographics
do not work in your favor, but I think
as we talk about reforming Medicare
we are talking about putting in place a
number of policies and practices that
have already worked and are working
in the private sector.

Medicare basically has not been re-
formed or enhanced or modified or had
any creative thinking applied to it for
the last the 20 to 25 years, and we are
still allowing spending per beneficiary,
spending per person receiving Medicare
is going to increase by somewhere be-
tween 33 to 40 percent depending upon
what State you are in, but on average
we are spending $4,800 per person in
1995. We are allowing within this budg-
et to be spending up to $6,400 on aver-
age per person by the year 2002. That
gives us a lot of leeway to examine
what is going on in the private sector,
to reform and enhance Medicare to
take a look at the discrepancies by
State.

I think one of the speakers today
made the comparison about what you
spend per person on Medicare in Min-
nesota, which has a fabulous health
care system, and compare it I think it
was somewhere in the neighborhood of
$3,000, going up to something like $5,000
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compared to the expenditures in Con-
necticut, which was like $5,000 going up
to somewhere near $6,000 to $7,000, and
saying you know we can take a look
and what we need to be doing is taking
a look at the different programs in dif-
ferent States and say what are the dy-
namics in this State that are driving
costs to this level and to be very effi-
cient and effective, and there are some
things in these areas that we can learn
and transfer to the high-cost States be-
cause like I said, Minnesota, my area,
I think we are at about two-thirds of
the national average for many of the
health care costs.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, rep-
resenting Connecticut, I just wanted to
correct the numbers that you just
talked about with regard to Connecti-
cut. There are over 503,906 Medicare en-
rollees in Connecticut, and in fact what
would be the case is that they would
pay $1,167 more in the year 2002 alone,
and $3,885 more over the next 7 years.
Overall, just so that the record will
show, the State of Connecticut would
lose $1.2 billion in Medicare funding in
2002 alone and $4.1 billion over 7 years.

So I just wanted to present that in
terms of the record on this issue. I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Reclaiming my
time, and I think the gentleman over
here said at the end of 7 years the pro-
gram goes bankrupt, then we will not
pay any benefits at all if we do not
make any changes. I think that is the
issue we are talking about, and all of
this is built on assumptions. If you as-
sume there can be no changes in all of
this, this assumes there can be no
changes in the way the Medicare sys-
tem is managed.

Ms. DELAURO. You know, there is.
Mr. GUTKNECHT. Reclaiming my

time, we assumed in the State of Min-
nesota a couple years ago that health
care costs were going to continue to go
up at double-digit inflation rates.
Without any significant reform in the
Federal level we have demonstrated
that that was not necessarily the case.
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That is the issue. The system can be
reformed. Medicare, in my opinion, is
the worst of all worlds. What you have
is a fee-for-service system that cranks
down fees. We have cost controls in a
fee-for-service system. That is a pre-
scription for disaster. That is why you
see the Medicare system going up as
fast as it is going without any changes.

I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. The fallacy of every-
thing they are talking about is the fact
they go out to the year 2002. Where
they have all the figures they run up.
The whole system collapses, and people
end up with nothing, or, and this is
what we suspect is really the agenda of
the other side, they come back to the

employers and the employees, and they
say the whole system is collapsing, we
now have to ante up. That is a 125-per-
cent increase on both employers and
employees at that point and a 300-per-
cent increase in copayments for the
beneficiary in order to maintain the
system they now say we ought not
touch, there ought not to be any
change.

They are willing to risk bankruptcy
of the Medicare system. That is what
they have said all day long on the
floor, that bankruptcy is an option, be-
cause they keep talking about figures
that drive the system into bankruptcy.

I think most Americans looking at it
think that bankrupting the Medicare
system in order to serve political pur-
poses is a tragedy. It just makes no
sense whatsoever.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR].

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague
for yielding.

I would just like to ask the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, who on the
floor, you just alleged that someone on
this floor on our side of the aisle made
a statement that we were for bankrupt-
ing Medicare. Who did that?

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will
yield.

Mr. BONIOR. That is an outrageous
statement. No one on this side of the
aisle made that statement.

Mr. WALKER. You did not listen
very carefully. What I said was all of
the assumptions that were used on the
floor today were predicated on the fact
we only had to worry about the system
out until 2002, and that all the figures
you used that you call cuts in Medicare
are, in fact, cuts off of a baseline that
drives the system into bankruptcy, and
so, therefore, my point is that the as-
sumption that you are raising is that
we can continue to spend at the
present rates, which we know all know,
according to the trustees’ report,
drives the system into bankruptcy, and
so my point is that virtually your en-
tire argument on your side today was
predicated on the fact you are willing
to allow the system to go bankrupt.

Mr. BONIOR. If the gentleman will
yield on that point, I would like to re-
spond.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Let me respond.
Let me just say again, we did not make
this up. We did not write the report.
And we read today in the paper this
quote: ‘‘Today Medicaid and Medicare
are going up at 3 times the rate of in-
flation.’’ That is absolutely true. We
propose to let it go up at 2 times the
rate of inflation. That is not Medicare
or Medicaid cut.

So, when you hear all of this about
cuts, let me caution you that this is
not what is going on. I did not say
that. We did not say that. Although we
are saying that that is what President
Clinton said just last year. And so all
of this scare-mongering that is going
on over the Medicare issue, we believe,

and I think you would agree, that this
system can be reformed, we can control
costs if we put the right incentives. It
is happening in the private sector
today. That is what this debate is
about, and I think what the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] is
saying, is some people are saying it
cannot be reformed, it must be allowed
to continue to grow at exponential
rates and that ultimately it will just
go bankrupt, and then we will figure
out how to do something different.

But if we make the changes this
year, we can avoid bankruptcy. We can
protect, we can preserve, in fact, we be-
lieve you can improve the Medicare
system, provide better care to the sen-
ior citizens, keep the system solvent
and really have a system we can all be
proud of. It is happening today in the
private sector, and those who say it
cannot happen in Medicaid and Medi-
care I think are arguing against the
facts that are happening every day out
in the private sector.

I yield to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. HOEKSTRA].

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

What we have been doing for the last
number of months, actually what we
started doing in 1993, we came forward
with a budget alternative, major con-
flict within our conference, but we said
we wanted to stand for a budget alter-
native and we wanted to have a docu-
ment out there that said that is who
we are and what we stand for, and we
presented a very credible alternative
budget.

We did the same thing in 1994. And
what both of those budgets did is they
prepared us to be able to lead in 1995 to
present a credible budget, to present a
solid plan to get us to a balanced budg-
et by the year 2002, to save the future
for our kids, and we have a President
who, running for election, promised
that he would be driving toward a bal-
anced budget, and we started the budg-
et debate in the Committee on the
Budget in 1995. What did we see, we saw
more of the same, continuing $200 bil-
lion deficits, no plan to save Medicare,
no plan to drive down the deficit. As a
matter of fact, we saw exploding defi-
cits as you went out 5, 6, and 7 years.

So what we have done is we have put
together, we have put down on paper,
we are out here saying we have a plan.
Remember when people used to say,
‘‘Why don’t those guys stand for any-
thing?’’ For 3 years we have dem-
onstrated, and now we are going to
have the opportunity to drive a plan
that does exactly what we have been
talking about: Tax relief for families, a
balanced budget. We do go through;
you know, we eliminate three Cabinet
departments. We eliminate the Energy
Department, we eliminate the Com-
merce Department, we eliminated Edu-
cation, areas where we do not think
the Federal Government has a primary
role in setting policy. We eliminate 284
programs.
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In many cases, right now, and in the

Economic and Educational Opportuni-
ties Committee, I think is a great ex-
ample, we are going through a process
right now where we have something
like 153 different job training pro-
grams. Take a look at this from a
consumer standpoint. You are an
American citizen out there, and you
are taking a look and saying, ‘‘I need
some help to acquire new skills,’’ rec-
ognizing that jobs are changing, tech-
nology is changing, ‘‘I need some
help.’’ You look at this, and you say,
‘‘Whoa, where do I go? There are 153
different programs? What little box do
I fit into? Am I a displaced worker? Am
I a senior? Am I somebody right out of
school? Where is a box?’’ That does not
work.

What we are doing is we are consoli-
dating that back down into four block
grants. The money goes back to the
States so that for west Michigan they
can design a training program in con-
junction with the industry and the peo-
ple in west Michigan and the local col-
leges to put together a program that
works for west Michigan. They can go
to Detroit, which has different prob-
lems, very different opportunities.
They can develop a program for De-
troit. They can build off of successes in
Detroit. They can go to Minnesota, and
the Governor there can put together a
program.

What we have done is we have basi-
cally eliminated, you know, again we
are eliminating that bureaucrat in
Washington that is standing between
an individual and that person’s need to
get new skills, to make them more em-
ployable in higher paying jobs.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. So much of what
we have seen in the development of the
bureaucratic welfare state and all the
Federal programs, I think they all
started with good intentions, the prob-
lem is they are all built on the basic
premise the Federal Government
knows best. I think what we are really
seeing is the dabate between those peo-
ple who believe the Federal Govern-
ment is too big, spends too much, is
too bureaucratic, has too many rules,
and those who believe the status quo
has to be defended.

What we have said from the very
beginnning, and I think the American
people said last November the status
quo should not live there anymore, it is
time for some real changed and to
shake up Washington, and to that end,
that is what we are going.

I want to just remind Members of
some campaign promises a few years
ago. One was to end welfare as we know
it. The second was to balance the budg-
et within 5 years. And the third was to
provide a tax cut for the middle class.

You know, it has been amazing to me
the harsh tone of some of the rhetoric
around here over the last several
weeks, because in many respects what
we are really trying to do is to help
President Clinton keep some of those
campaign promises, because that is es-
sentially what we are trying to do.

And, frankly, we would expect a little
more cooperation from 1600 Pennsylva-
nia Avenue than we have had, because
when you look at our program, it basi-
cally is to end welfare as we know it,
to balance the budget. I personally
would like to do it in 5 years. I am will-
ing to live with 7. I plan to vote for the
Neumann budget. I think it can be
done, and to provide tax cuts for the
middle class. We want to keep the
economy going. We want to provide
more hope, growth and opportunity in
the private sector. Those are the things
we really want.

I yield maybe for some last com-
ments to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. HOEKSTRA], and then we will finish
up and give the other folks a chance at
this.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I think, you know,
in summary, you said exactly what the
key building blocks of what our plan
are, much of which were outlined in
the 1992 election campaign, where at
one time they were part of President
Clinton’s agenda, tax relief, reforming
welfare, and balancing the budget,
three components of this plan.

The reason they are so important is
what we talked about earlier. This is
the type of plan that really puts Amer-
ica back on the right road. I mean it is
going to mean 7 hard years of work
just doing this plan. It does not mean
we have implemented it. We now are
going to have to hold our feet to the
fire to actually go through and make
the tough decisions each and every
year to stick to this plan, but it is a
wonderful start.

I think for you as a freshman, the
first budget proposal that you are
going to have an opportunity not only
to vote on but the first one that you
are going to have an opportunity to
pass, because I do believe we will pass
it tomorrow, I mean I think tomorrow
will be a historic day where we actu-
ally now lay out that plan. We vote on
it, and we will pass it, and we will pass
it in a bipartisan way.

We are laying the long-term founda-
tion for the contract with our children,
saying this is the America that we
want to leave you, one that is fiscally
sound, one that will be on a road to
balancing the budget and one that will
also then enable us to start the discus-
sion about how we are going to pay
down the debt.

We are going to cut spending. We are
returning power to families. We are
protecting Social Security. We are pre-
serving and protecting and improving
Medicare, and the most important
thing, not only do we have the right vi-
sion for what we want to accomplish, I
believe that tomorrow and actually
what we have done for the first 41⁄2
months of this year, we have a vision
for America, and now we are also pro-
viding the leadership to actually im-
plement it.

We need much more than vision. I
think, you know, we were talking
about 1992. Anybody can have a vision.
What you have to have is you have to

have the courage and the demonstrated
leadership and the capability to lead to
make that vision a reality.

So now we are reaching for that vi-
sion. We are putting that vision in
place for a balanced budget, for more
economic opportunity, for a better fu-
ture for our kids, and as we start mov-
ing there, we can actually start ex-
panding our vision for even more im-
provement in America and a better fu-
ture, so that I think that is a great
way to start, and we could not have
done it without 73 new freshmen here
to join us, and thank you very much
for all that you have contributed to
help make these first 5 months such a
historic opportunity not only for the
House of Representatives but for all of
America.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.
Mr. GUTKNECHT. I thank the gen-

tleman from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA].
I want to close with a few quotes,

some of them from this book, which, as
I say, I read during the district work
period, and I found it very insightful
and instructive.

I know that some of the Members
around here will read this, and there
are some things in it that are brutally
honest, particularly by Washington
standards, about the culture of Wash-
ington and some of the things that
have happened, and part of the reason
we have some of the problems in Wash-
ington we do have.

But let me just read one of the
quotes that he opens chapter 3 with,
and it is from Thomas Jefferson. He
said:

I, however, place the economy among the
first and most important Republican virtues,
and public debt as the greatest of the dan-
gers to be feared, and to preserve their inde-
pendence, we must not let our rulers load us
with perpetual debt. We must make our elec-
tion between economy and liberty or profu-
sion and servitude.

I think Jefferson said it so well, and
then Tim Penny goes on and begins his
chapter with these sentences, and I
think it really got to me. He said:

This republic is entering its 219th year, and
remains the most admired and copied form of
government in the world. For 192 of 219 of
those years, this government shared some-
thing that no longer exists, an ethic of fru-
gality.

I think that is what we are really
trying to put back in this government,
an ethic of frugality.

If you few look at the back of the
book, on the back page there is a
quotation I paraphrase only slightly,
from former Senator Paul Tsongas,
from the State of Massachusetts, and I
love this. He says, ‘‘When the inevi-
table consequences of massive debt are
visited upon our children, they will ask
us why and how it was allowed to hap-
pen. There will be no good reason to
the why.’’

But I think the Members in this body
will know how.

The Chinese philosopher, Lao Tsu,
said, ‘‘The journey of a thousand
leagues begins with a single step’’.

Tomorrow, as my colleague said, we
have an opportunity, in fact I think we
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have an obligation to take the first
giant step toward balancing this mas-
sive Federal budget and bringing this
debt into line.
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I think we owe it to ourselves, we

owe it to our fellow citizens, but most
importantly I think we owe it to our
children and grandchildren. I think it
is time for a little common sense here
in Washington. I think it is time for us
to begin the process of living up to our
obligation, and I think it is time for us
to balance the budget. I think the
American people are way out in front
of us, I think they expect no less, and
I think tomorrow we will make good on
that pledge and we will begin that
process.

f

THE BUDGET VERSUS OUR
SENIORS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. FOX
of Pennsylvania). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of May 12, 1995, the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR]
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to be joined this evening by
some very good friends, and we are
going to talk about this budget, and we
are going to talk about the Medicare
system. I am joined by the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI],
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Ms. DELAURO], and the gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. Speaker, let me just answer—I
want to answer my friends from the
other side of the aisle when they were
speaking, and I have the opportunity
to do so now. They talked about the
issue of the Medicare trust fund and
about its bankruptcy. It should be duly
noted that less than 2 months ago, on
this very floor, every single Republican
voted for a tax bill that took $87 billion
out of that same Medicare trust fund in
order to pay, in order to pay, for a tax
break for the wealthiest people in our
society, and that is what happened.

Now it is rather disturbing to hear
them say that they are going to fix
this. They were not for the Medicare
program in 1965. They have not been
for fixing it or doing anything about it
since. In fact, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARMEY] and the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH], their
leaders, have said repeatedly on occa-
sions, recent occasions, that they
wanted to change the nature of the sys-
tem, and, by golly, they certainly are.

Let me, if I could, switch gears a lit-
tle bit and talk about the people who
are affected here.

Mr. Speaker, it was 50 years ago this
week that America defeated Nazi Ger-
many in World War II, and all over
American and all over Europe we cele-
brated that day by remembering the
brave men and women on both the bat-
tlefront and on the home front who led
this country to victory.

As my colleagues know, looking at
pictures of our parents and grand-

parents taken back then, they were so
young, and they were so full of life, it
is hard to believe that they would ever
grow old. But they have.

The generation that beat Hitler, that
built our economy, that raised our
families, are now America’s senior citi-
zens, and today many of them are liv-
ing on fixed incomes. Their Social Se-
curity check is the only thing that
many older Americans have each
month to pay their rent, to pay their
heating bill, to pay for their food, and
medicine and their doctor bills. For
most of them it is not easy. They have
to struggle to make ends meet.

But today, instead of trying to make
it a little easier for them, to help them
through a very difficult time in their
life, the Republicans in the Congress
are trying to make living very hard for
them.

Mr. Speaker, as I said a little earlier,
this comes down to one very, very
basic and simple question: ‘‘Do you
think we should cut Medicare, Medic-
aid, and Social Security in order to pay
for tax cuts for the very privileged
few?’’ In the next few days we are going
to see a lot of charts and numbers on
this floor, and we saw them today, but
this debate is not just about numbers.
It is about people, it is about people,
people like this lady right here, Mar-
garet Lesley, who I have a picture of.

Margaret is a proud senior citizen
and a dear friend of mine who lives in
my district. Fifty-one years ago she
was known to her friends as Maggie the
Riveter, and she was young, she an-
swered the call of this country. She
helped build the B–29’s that helped the
Allies win the Second World War.

Like most of her generation, Mr.
Speaker, today Margaret lives on So-
cial Security. After paying for her
rent, and her medicine, and her Medi-
care premium, and her medigap pre-
mium, she is left at the end of the
month with $130, and with that she has
to pay for her food, her heat, the bills
that she has, or perhaps some little
extra that she desires, and she strug-
gles mightily to make ends meet.

But instead of trying to make
Margaret’s life a little easier, this Re-
publican budget is going to make it a
heck of a lot harder. The budget before
us today will take $240 out of
Maragaret’s Social Security check, and
over the next 7 years it will take $3,500
out of her pocket to pay for Medicare,
and then the last year that money will
amount to over a thousand dollars.

Now they are not doing that to bal-
ance the budget or to cut the deficit.
The Republicans are cutting Medicare
for Margaret for one reason and one
reason only, and that is to pay for tax
breaks for the wealthiest people in our
society and the wealthiest corporations
in America.

Now something they did not show
you on the other side of the aisle, but
I will. It is a piece that was in the Wall
Street Journal after we passed the tax
bill. The Wall Street Journal said, and
I quote, ‘‘The tax bill could mean a

windfall for the well off,’’ and then it
goes on. ‘‘It could turn out to be the
biggest tax savings bonanza in years
for upper-income Americans.’’ Boy, you
bet it could turn out to be the biggest
income savings because indeed that is
exactly what is happening. And if you
are a wealthy corporation, you do not
have to pay any taxes at all.

The last time the Republicans were
in power, in the early 1980’s, if you
looked at the 250 largest corporations
in America, 130 of them paid no taxes
for at least 1 year; in the early 1980’s,
no taxes at all. It was such an outrage
that the people in this Chamber, Re-
publicans and Democrats, even Presi-
dent Reagan, decided we would change
it we would change it so they pay at
least a minimum, and it became law.
And now in the bill that we passed less
than 2 months ago the Republicans
have repealed the law, and now major
corporations all over this country, the
largest ones, will get away without
paying any taxes at all, and you know
who is going to have to pick up the
rest.

Now did the Republicans target the
200 billion we dole out in corporate tax
breaks ever year? We dole out over $200
billion in tax loopholes to the largest
corporations in America. You want ex-
amples? A 4.3 billion every year in agri-
cultural irrigation subsidies to the
largest corporate farmers in America;
1.2 billion a year in mining subsidies to
the mining companies for royalties on
public lands. And it is endless. Do they
do anything about that? No, they did
not touch it, did not touch it. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER], the
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, would not have anything to
do with it.

Now did the Republicans target the
billionaires who give up their U.S. citi-
zenship in order to avoid paying taxes?
I know that sounds like who would do
that? We have people who have done it,
who have avoided paying taxes by giv-
ing up their U.S. citizenships, and they
are very wealthy people, and the drain
on the Treasury for those people over
10 years is about $3.6 billion I ask, ‘‘Can
you imagine giving up your citizenship
in order to avoid paying taxes?’’

The country in which Margaret and
others defended, these businesses, with
the hard work of men and women in
this country, provided for these mil-
lionaires and billionaires, and all of a
sudden they do not want to make their
fair share.

The Republicans could have gotten
rid of that, and they said no. They ar-
gued and protected these people, except
for five of them. Five Republicans said
this is outrageous. The rest, 225 of
them, stood up and said, ‘‘we’re for
you. No, indeed we will not touch your
tax break.’’ Instead they are targeting
senior citizens like Margaret.

And just do not take my word for it.
The New York Times revealed the con-
tents of a secret memo that the Repub-
licans circulated, and in that memo,
under the Republican plan Medicare
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deductibles will double, premiums will
go up to 50 percent, copayments will
increase, care will be rationed, and the
choice of doctors will be limited.

We just heard the gentleman from
the Republican side of the aisle a few
minutes ago talking about changing
the Medicare system. What he was al-
luding to was this memo; what he was
alluding to is, if you want to keep your
own doctor that you have confidence
in, it is going to probably cost you an
extra $2,000 to $3,000 a year because you
are going to have to pay an extra pre-
mium above the extra premium that
they are going to charge you for that
privilege.

Now, Mr. Speaker, my colleagues,
this is not going to just affect senior
citizens. How is the average working
family going to pay for the cost of car-
ing for their parents and grandparents?
And I would tell my colleagues, ‘‘Don’t
come to the floor and tell us you’re
trying to save the Medicare system. As
Margaret Lesley says, Republicans
haven’t cared about Medicare for 30
years, and we’re not about to believe
you now, and she was absolutely right,
absolutely right.’’

I should tell Margaret the other bad
news here and all the seniors in Amer-
ica. It is that there is a cut in your So-
cial Security in their budget. Yes, it is
going to cost Margaret hundreds, if not
thousands, of dollars by the end of the
decade because of what they will do to
her cost of living.

Mr. Speaker, this debate is not just
about numbers. It is about basic dig-
nity. People like Margaret Lesley
stood by this country in time of peace,
and they stood by it in time of war, and
it is important for us to stand by them
today. That is a sacred promise that we
made to Medicare, and it is time that
we lived up to the promise. But this
budget has broken that promise, and at
the end of the day senior citizens and
working families throughout this coun-
try will be asking one basic question,
one question: Why are Republicans cut-
ting Medicare, and cutting Medicaid,
and cutting Social Security in order to
give a tax break to the wealthiest peo-
ple in our society?

We are talking about 1.1 million peo-
ple in the United States that will be
getting a $20,000 tax cut. These are peo-
ple who make over $230,000 a year. That
is the amount of money basically that
the tax cut provides for these people
that they are using to cut Medicare.

That is what this is all about, this
debate. It is the shifting of the wealth
of the country away from our seniors,
away from middle working class fami-
lies and shifting it all the way up to
the top.

I say to my colleagues, people wonder
why can’t I make it? Since 1979, since
1979, 98 percent of all income growth in
the U.S. has gone to the top 20 percent
of the people. Ninety-eight percent;
that means 80 percent are standing
still or they are going down in their
purchasing power. This budget assaults
that proposition is a way that I haven’t

seen in my years in public life, and it
seems to me that, as Members of this
body who care about this program, and
care about our elderly people, and care
about people like Margaret who went
on line when the country called in the
1940’s, that it is time for us to stand up
for them today.

Mr. Speaker, I would be delighted to
engage my friends and colleagues and
get their views on this. I know the gen-
tlewoman from California [Ms. PELOSI]
has also a similar experience, and I
would yield to her for any comments
she might have now.
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Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman
for yielding and for his very important
statement on what this budget debate
is about. I think it is important to re-
turn to your point about the cut in So-
cial Security, because while the cuts in
Medicare are clear and obvious, it is
also important for seniors to under-
stand that with the increased
copayment that they are going to have
to pay and other out-of-pocket ex-
penses, their Social Security benefits
and any cost of living adjustment in
their Social Security benefits will be
eaten up by the increase in the Medi-
care out-of-pocket they will have to
pay.

As you know, Mr. Whip, the Urban
Institute projects that about 21 percent
of seniors’ income is spent on health
care.

Mr. BONIOR. The highest of any
group, as I understand it.

Mr. PELOSI. In our State of Califor-
nia, it is even higher. That is hard to
believe, but it is. So seniors living on
fixed incomes, with this being a big
part of their budget and the highest of
any Americans, what they have to pay
for health care, the very idea that
someone can say we are not touching
Social Security, it is just like saying I
am not going to touch your food budg-
et, I am just going to double your rent.
Where do you end up at the end of the
day?

I think the point that you make
about the impact on Social Security
and the disposable income that seniors
would have is a very important one for
our seniors to know. Not only is this an
attack on Medicare, but it is a back-
door attack on Social Security.

Mr. BONIOR. And they promised us
they were not going to touch Social Se-
curity. They promised us that. Here
they are on the floor attacking Social
Security, attacking the COLAs of peo-
ple who depend upon it. These are peo-
ple who need medicine, who cannot get
medicine because we do not have a pre-
scription drug program in this country,
who need long-term care and home
health care, and we cannot get a decent
proposal to add on to the Medicare sys-
tem to deal with those particular prob-
lems.

They were successful, I regret to say,
in deep-sixing some of the decent pro-
posals we had for elderly with regard to
providing them with prescription drug

care, so they do not have to make the
terrible choice between the medicine
they need or the food or heat they need
in their homes. They were responsible
for making the terrible choice that
these folks have now with regard to
their long-term care and their home
health care, that choice put before
them, either that or not providing for
their relatives, by killing basically
health care last year.

Now they are back at it again. After
the election they are here. Not only
have they taken an assault on the sen-
iors of this country by deep-sixing any
health care reform, now they come
here and they want to go after not only
Medicare, but, as the gentlewoman
from California states, Social Security.

I yield to my friend from Connecti-
cut.

Ms. DELAURO. I think your point at
the outset of your remarks bears re-
peating, which is that these are folks
who for the last several days have been
talking about saving the Medicare sys-
tem, when they have not really cared
much about the Medicare system at
all. Just a few weeks ago, as you point-
ed out, they took $87 billion out of the
trust fund over a 10-year period of
time, without blinking an eye. They
did not want to debate it, did not talk
about it.

This was their crown jewel, their
whole tax cut and their tax break plan.
And now they are here trying to pull
another fast one on the American pub-
lic. And I think that they worked hard
today on this floor to hoodwink the
American people, and people that I rep-
resent, and they are here in this photo-
graph with us tonight on this floor and
here earlier today, Julius and Dottie,
who are people who have served this
Nation, and our Republican colleagues
are trying to fool these folks into
thinking they are not cutting their
Medicare payments, and then back-
door them with their Social Security
payments.

The fact is, the facts just speak for
themselves. The article that you re-
ferred to, and they do not want to
admit it, our Republican colleagues do
not want to admit it, from the New
York Times, which says they there are
confidential documents from the House
Committee on the Budget tht show
that the Republicans are recommend-
ing changes that would increase the
deductibles, that would increase pre-
miums. The deductible increase would
go from $100 to $150 in 1996, and more
every single year after that, because
that would rise with inflation. But
what they do not want to do is to have
the benefits rise with inflation. They
refuse to do that, but the costs will rise
with inflation.

Mr. BONIOR. How about the pre-
miums? What are the premium rates?

Ms. DELAURO. The premiums will go
up nearly double. They will go to $84 in
the year 2002, and that means seniors
will pay $456 more a year than they do
today. It is really incredible. In Con-
necticut, in my state, you will see that
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the enrollees, Medicare enrollees, will
pay an additional $1,167 every year,
and, over 7 years, $3,800. They also put
on, and I would just ask my colleagues
to comment on this, a 20 percent sick
tax on home health care and on labora-
tory tests. I do not know about you,
but lots of the seniors that I know go
for substantial laboratory tests. Cer-
tainly the Ruskins do. Julian and
Dottie go for lots of laboratory tests.
Imagine what that means in terms of
having to have a 20 percent tax put on
them for those tests.

The other point that our colleagues
do not want to mention is the whole
issue of choice and choice of doctors.

Mr. BONIOR. That is a big, big issue.
I mean, how many of us here have rel-
atives and parents who really depend
upon a certain doctor for their serv-
ices. And under this plan that the Re-
publicans have, they are moving people
into health maintenance organizations,
managed care, HMO’s, where you will
not have a choice. And they may pre-
serve a choice in the bill, but you are
going to have to pay an extra, and I
forgot what the memo said, but I think
it is a substantial amount of money.
We are talking an additional $1 or $2
thousand just in order to have that
choice, I think.

So it really stretches what in fact
these folks can indeed bear.

I yield to my friend from Vermont to
join in on this, if he cares to.

Mr. SANDERS. Thank you very
much. I did not bring any photographs
of Vermonters with me, but I can tell
you that I have attended many meet-
ings at senior citizen centers through-
out the State of Vermont, and I can
tell you right now, and many people
who are not senior citizens do not un-
derstand, oh, if somebody has Medi-
care, they have everything they need.
No problem. They are fully covered.
But you understand that with Medi-
care, people are paying sizeable pre-
miums. Often they have to take out
what is called Medigap insurance in ad-
dition to that. And despite that, Medi-
care does not cover prescription drugs.

So right now in the State of Ver-
mont, many, many people say, ‘‘I have
to make a choice between heating my
home in the wintertime, it gets very
cold in Vermont in the wintertime, or
coming up with the money to pay my
prescription drugs.’’

Now what will happen to those people
if they are forced to pay larger pre-
miums or more out-of-pocket expenses?
God only knows, but it will certainly
be a very terrible day for them.

I think the main point that I would
like to make in this discussion, and
you have already made the point, is
that we all recognize that this country
has a serious deficit and a serious na-
tional debt. Our Republican friends
have not told us, however, how giving
huge tax breaks to the wealthiest peo-
ple in this country is going to move us
forward toward balancing the budget.

What we are talking about is a tax
bill in which half of the tax breaks go

to people making $100,000 a year or
more. Further, 25 percent of the tax
breaks go to people making $200,000 a
year or more, and the wealthiest 1 per-
cent get more in tax breaks than the
bottom 60 percent.

Mr. BONIOR. That is a staggering
statistic. I think it bears repeating
again, the last one.

Mr. SANDERS. Let’s repeat it again.
At a time when the rich are getting
richer, when the middle class is shrink-
ing, and poverty is increasing, the
wealthiest 1 percent get more in tax
breaks than do the bottom 60 percent.

There is another point that needs to
be made, and I do not think it was cov-
ered very well this afternoon. And that
is we should ask ourselves how did we
get into the position of having a $4.7
trillion national debt? How did it hap-
pen? I think everybody in this room
understands that in the 1980’s the na-
tional debt took off. It went from $1
trillion to over $4 trillion.

What our friends in the Republican
Party forgot to mention is that be-
tween 1981 and 1992, the wealthiest 1
percent of the population received $1.5
trillion in tax breaks. Let me say it
again. Between 1981 and 1992, the
wealthiest 1 percent of the population
received $1.5 trillion in tax breaks. Be-
tween those tax breaks, between in-
creased military spending, the country
in fact ran up a large national debt.

It seems to me that the way you
solve the problem is not to give more
tax breaks to the people who are pri-
marily responsible for causing the na-
tional debt in the first place, and it
seems to me to be grossly unfair to be
going after the working people and the
low income people whose incomes have
significantly declined over the last 18
years. So this continues the Robin
Hood proposal in reverse. We take from
working people and low income people
and we give to the rich. I think that is
the essence of what this proposal is
about.

Ms. PELOSI. If the gentleman will
yield on that point, it is very interest-
ing to hear this debate, because as you
say, it is very familiar. Increase de-
fense spending, give tax breaks to the
wealthiest Americans, and the benefits
will trickle down. And here we are
again, as Yogi Berra would say, it is
deja vu all over again. What is interest-
ing about it, and it is a real tribute to
President Clinton, is this is the first
year, the 1995 fiscal year budget we are
in now, is the first time since the 1960’s
that we have a budget that has an oper-
ating surplus. President Clinton has
saved $50 billion.

In other words, the revenues coming
in are $50 billion more than what is
being spent by the Federal Govern-
ment, except we have to pay for the
trickle-down economics of the eighties,
a $240 to $250 billion interest on the na-
tional debt. So we consequently have a
$190 to $200 billion deficit this year.

But President Clinton is the first
President since the sixties to have a
budget that takes in more money than

it spends except for that interest. I
think that is important to note, be-
cause our colleagues on the other side
of the aisle in the Republican majority
keep saying what is President Clinton
doing. President Clinton is moving to-
ward reducing the national deficit and
the national debt.

Mr. BONIOR. When the President
took office, the annual deficit was
about $360 billion. After we passed our
budget bill during the first term, the
historic vote we had on this floor, that
debt, annual debt, has been decreasing
to the point of $165 billion. That is a
$200 billion difference. We are on a
glide path to getting there. But you
cannot give tax breaks to the wealthi-
est people in our society, and ask peo-
ple like Margaret and people from Con-
necticut and the lovely lady that you
have next to you there.

Ms. PELOSI. Enola Maxwell.
Mr. BONIOR. From San Francisco.

Why do not you tell us about her.
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Ms. PELOSI. I talked earlier about

her on the floor debate. This is Enola
Maxwell. She is 75 years old. For 20
years she has been the executive direc-
tor of the Petrillo Hill, serving meals
to senior citizens, meeting the needs of
inner city youths and helping with
community services in that way.

Enola had a heart attack recently,
and I read her statement earlier about
what a comfort Medicare was in every
possible way, the confidence that her
benefits would be there.

She asked the question: ‘‘Why would
the Republicans want to give a tax
break to the wealthiest Americans and
America’s corporations, and have that
tax break be paid for by reducing the
Medicare benefits to America’s senior
citizens? That is breaking a promise to
America’s citizens.’’

Further to that point, I think it is
important to focus on what it is they
are proposing. In their restructuring
options, they are talking about re-
structuring the traditional fee-for-
service plan. The option lists 35 rec-
ommendations, which include increas-
ing beneficiaries’ out of pocket ex-
penses, copayments, premiums,
deductibles, and cutting payments to
providers, hospitals, and doctors.

It is interesting on that point, be-
cause their own Members, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky, JIM BUNNING
on the Committee on Ways and Means,
has said ‘‘Of course I think everybody,
if they tell the truth, realizes we can-
not keep cutting the reimbursement
for doctors and hospitals without de-
stroying the quality of health care.
The savings aren’t real anyway. The
costs are just shifted out of the Gov-
ernment’s budget into the private sec-
tor.’’

Then, in addition to that, their other
options include ‘‘replace the current
benefits with a voucher.’’ Listen to this
one. ‘‘Instead of receiving approved
services, as needed, seniors would re-
ceive a fixed voucher amount to pur-
chase their health insurance. Federal
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costs are limited by the amount of the
voucher, although a catastrophic cap of
$10,000 per beneficiary is rec-
ommended.’’ Imagine that.

Mr. BONIOR. You can eat $10,000 up
in a very, very short time.

Ms. PELOSI. Anyone who has been to
the hospital knows that. Then they say
‘‘expand managed care options cur-
rently available. Increase beneficiaries’
out of pocket.’’ Increasing beneficiaries
out of pocket is in every option, so peo-
ple have to know that.

‘‘In nonmanaged care settings, limit
providers’ benefits and enforce spend-
ing limits.’’ AARP has said that sen-
iors are being asked to: ‘‘Seniors are
being asked to pay a 50 percent in-
crease in Medicare part B.’’ That was
not AARP. AARP was saying that the
Republican budget will mean an in-
crease of $3,000 over the next 7 years
for a Medicare beneficiary, $3,000 over
the next 7 years. Where are these peo-
ple going to get it, and why? To give a
tax break to the corporations and the
wealthiest Americans.

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Ms.
DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. That is what I find so
disingenuous about the arguments the
Republicans have made all day today
on the floor of the House. They talk
about that there is—they talk about
Medicare increasing, and that these
out of pocket costs we are making up.
Their plan does not keep up with infla-
tion. It does not allow for increased en-
rollment in the program.

It is a very similar argument, if you
will recall, that they made on the
school lunch issue, where they said
that they were going up 41⁄2 percent,
but in fact the program increases 61⁄2
percent, so, by just very basic subtrac-
tion, you have a 2-percent shortfall.

It is their same argument here, but
what in fact it is, and it is the height
of hypocrisy, to claim that they are
not making the cut. We have all lis-
tened to them on the floor of this
House. They have argued over and over
again, and you mentioned, my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Califor-
nia, mentioned the defense budget.
They have talked about the defense
budget over and over again, that it is
being cut, when you treat defense in
the same way, in the very, very same
way.

When the defense budget goes up, but
not enough to keep up with the cost of
a weapons system, the Republicans call
it ‘‘a cut,’’ over and over and over
again. That is why they have called for
an increase in this budget for defense.
When the defense budget goes up, but
not enough to maintain the same troop
levels that we have, the Republicans
call it a cut. Why is it that now, in this
debate, when Medicare spending does
not keep up with inflation, and it does
not keep up with the health care costs,
or the increase in enrollment, do they
say this is not a cut? It is hypocrisy
and it is disingenuous, and we have to
keep getting this message out to the
American public.

Mr. BONIOR. Because these people
are not their constituencies.

Ms. DELAURO. That is right.
Mr. SANDERS. We have touched on

the fact that these cuts will be dev-
astating for Medicare recipients, they
will be devastating for Medicaid recipi-
ents, they will be devastating for So-
cial Security recipients.

Let us also mention, especially those
of us from the cold weather States,
that they propose to eliminate, cut
completely, the fuel assistance pro-
gram, LIHEAP, of which 40 percent of
the recipients of senior citizens. That
means in the State of Vermont or in
the State of Michigan, when the weath-
er gets pretty cold and we have low-in-
come senior citizens who need help to
pay their fuel bills, it is gone. What
happens to those people?

We should also point out that such
wonderful programs as RSVP are elimi-
nated. The Foster Grandparent Pro-
gram is eliminated. Also, we should un-
derstand that at a time when every-
body in America understands that this
Nation needs to be competitive in the
global market, that we need to have
the best educated work force in the
world, major, major cuts in education.

What a stupid approach, cutting your
nose off to spite your face. Among
other things, what this Republican pro-
posal does is cut student loans by $33
billion. In the State of Vermont right
now we have thousands of families, and
I have had hearings on this, people are
working 50 or 60 hours a week to send
their kids to college. The cost of col-
lege is going off the wall.

If we cut back on those student
loans, there will be hundreds of thou-
sands of young people all over America
who will never have the opportunity to
go to college. To do this in order to
give tax breaks to the wealthiest peo-
ple in America is very wrong.

Mr. BONIOR. Just on the student
loan point, because I do not want to
leave that without, I think, adding my
own concerns here, all of us, I think,
the gentlewoman from California [Ms.
PELOSI], the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO], and myself,
we have had hearings and forums in
our districts where we have brought
students in to talk to them. You are
absolutely right, they being stretched
because of the higher cost of tuition
and housing. Fewer and fewer are going
to college today because of that.

Along come the Republicans, and
what do they want to do? They want to
cut out student loan programs in this
country. Basically, what they are basi-
cally doing away with is the interest
subsidy program that we have, that if
you take student loan out, you do not
have to pay back until 6 months after
you graduate. You do not have to pay
on the interest. They are saying you
have to start paying from the moment
you take the loan out, and what that
does is it adds to the debt load of these
people, and it will cost them an addi-
tional, in my State, over $4,000 a year,
and in some States over $5,000—excuse

me, not a year, $4,000 over the value of
the loan, $4,000 extra dollars. That is
going to discourage literally millions
of kids from going on.

Ms. PELOSI. If the gentleman will
yield on that point, Ms. Maxwell works
with inner city youth, that is just on
this point, and some of us got together,
Ms. DELAURO, the women Members of
Congress, and we had a press con-
ference last week right before Mother’s
Day on this very point, Medicare and
student loans, saying that his was the
anti-family Mother’s Day gift of the
Republicans to America’s mothers, be-
cause if you are in your forties and fif-
ties, and many of us in this body are,
and many of the people in America are,
you are worried about the health of
your parents and you are worried about
the education of your children, so these
two issues are such anti-family initia-
tives on the part of Republicans, sand-
wiching in——

Mr. BONIOR. Squeezing people.
Ms. PELOSI. Squeezing middle-aged

and middle-income people who cer-
tainly want their children to be inter-
ested, and now they cannot get the de-
ferred interest, so it makes their op-
tions less desirable, and at the same
time, being worried about trying to
help their parents meet their health
care needs. The whole thing is anti-
family. That is what is so tragic about
it all, because the Medicare issue is not
about seniors only, it is about the
whole family.

Mr. SANDERS. If the gentleman will
yield, when we are talking about edu-
cation, we are not just talking about
student loans. Let us be clear about
that. We are talking about massive
cutbacks in virtually every Federal
educational program: Goals 2000, the
trio program, Title I, school-to-work,
student incentive grants, Head Start.
Is there any debate that Head Start has
been enormously successful in allowing
low-income kids to do better in school,
to stay in school, to get a shot at life?

Mr. BONIOR. No debate at all, none
at all. It has been hailed for its value.

Mr. SANDERS. Major cuts there, and
cuts in the safe- and drug-free schools.
Here you have schools all over America
and in the State of Vermont working
extremely hard to keep kids off of
drugs, to keep kids in schools. These
programs are working. They are going
to be cut. What a wonderful idea to
give up on these kids, let them turn to
drugs, and then we spend tens of thou-
sands of dollars keeping them in jail.

Mr. BONIOR. They are doing all of
this, school-to-work, drug-free schools,
student loans, and all the other pro-
grams that you talked about, Goals
2000, and they are doing that, they are
cutting these programs, in order to
give a tax cut to the wealthiest people
in America, a tax break to those people
who are making incredible amounts of
money. We are talking about $200,000 a
year.

Mr. SANDERS. If the gentleman will
yield, here is another cut, and it really
refers to his original statement, where



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 5184 May 17, 1995
he talked about a woman who, during
World War II, worked in the assembly
lines in order to defeat Hitler.

During World War II we had millions
of men and women who not only
worked in the assembly lines, they
were fighting all over the world against
fascism. This budget makes significant
cuts in veterans’ programs. The bill
passed by the House Committee on the
Budget would, over a 7-year period, re-
duce veterans’ programs by $8.3 billion.
The Senate Committee on the Budget,
in fact, would reduce veterans’ benefits
by $15.1 billion.

Among other cuts would be an in-
crease in the prescription drug
copayment from $2 to $8. The House
bill would also reduce the COLA on
veterans’ compensation. It would also
eliminate the Veterans’ Employment
Program under the Job Partnership
Training Act; the disabled outreach
program. Boy, we are getting really
tough.

Mr. BONIOR. The real tragedy of all
this is that people are probably saying
‘‘We have to get control over this defi-
cit. What are you going to do?’’ The
problem is, they are doing this in order
to provide tax cuts for the wealthiest
people in our society, and they do not
touch any of the corporate welfare.

There is over $225 billion worth of
corporate welfare in our Federal budg-
et. They leave it alone. They leave it
alone. They do not touch it. Instead,
they go after veterans, they go after
education programs, they go after
Margaret’s Social Security and her
Medicare.

Ms. DELAURO. We are talking about
veterans and Medicare and veterans’
programs, and I just want to make ref-
erence, I have talked about Julius and
Dorothy Ruskin from West Haven, Con-
necticut, earlier today. I think what
we are all doing when we talk about
the people who are our constituents,
and people who are our friends, as well,
people that we know—these people are
not just names, they are folks that we
know—that they exemplify what is at
stake in the whole debate here.

Let me just say that these are two
wonderful people, Julius and Dottie.
They have given a lifetime of service to
this country. Just on the veterans’
issue, and I say this to my colleague
from Vermont, Julius was an anti-
aircraft gunner on Iwo Jima during
World War II. He received the Bronze
Star for his service.

These two wonderful people met each
other in New Haven shortly after he
came back from the war, and then they
were married 5 months later. Dottie
worked as a bookkeeper all of her life.
Julius worked for 26 years in the
Pirelli and the Armstrong Tire Com-
pany; once again, wherever it was need-
ed in our Nation’s service to deal with
that industry.

I will tell you what Julius has said,
and I quote him, ‘‘These are not the
golden years.’’ They are dealing with
taking Medicare, Social Security, vet-
erans’ benefits from these folks. It is

unfair. These should be the golden
years for Maggie and for Enola and for
the Ruskins, but that is not the case.

I worry about, and I know that my
colleagues here worry about that. Re-
tirement today is often not golden at
all. I think I remember my mother say-
ing one time, she is 81 years old and re-
lies on Social Security and on Medi-
care, that ‘‘These are not the golden
years but the lead years,’’ and I think
this is what our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle have tried to do
to folks that we represent here tonight.

Mr. BONIOR. The argument they are
making is, they are doing it for their
kids and grandkids so we can get this
budget deficit in order. What they do
not tell you is, they are doing it for the
wealthiest people in our society, giving
them a tax break. They are doing it for
the largest corporations and multi-
national corporations by making sure
they do not pay taxes. They are doing
it for large corporations by making
sure they do not touch any of the tax
loopholes or tax expenditures that are
out there for them.

The thing that I think drives me to
despair more than anything else is the
fact, as my friend, the gentleman from
Vermont, has just said, they have cut
out—they have cut their nose off in
front of themselves in terms of what is
good for the country. It is the invest-
ment in our kids and in their edu-
cation. It is the best thing we have
done.

When Margaret and her peers and Ju-
lius and his peers came home from that
war, this Congress provided them with
the G.I. Bill of Rights. It was one of the
best investments this Nation has ever
seen. People got an education, they
grew intellectually and they grew fi-
nancially as the country grew through
the fifties and sixties. Here we are in
this budget, cutting back on that op-
portunity for young people in order to
pay for tax cuts for the very wealthiest
people and the largest multinational
corporations.

b 2245
Ms. PELOSI. If the gentleman will

yield on that last point, because I
think the arguments that our col-
leagues make about children and their
futures, of course we are all interested
in children, but it would ring a little
truer if they were not putting forth a
$300 billion tax break for the wealthiest
Americans and the corporations. It is
exactly the amount of money they
have to cut out of Medicare to pay for
that, and they had choices.

As you know, there was a debate in
their caucus about whether the tax
break should go up to $95,000 a year or
to $200,000 a year, the tax break, $500
tax break per child, and it went all the
way up to $200,000 a year tax break at
the same time giving a tax break and
cutting education for our children who
need a boost.

But in addition to that, and the gen-
tleman referred to this and I want to
emphasize it again, the Wall Street
Journal the other day said:

Estimates vary on exactly how much the
government gives up in revenue as a result of
corporate tax breaks. But most budget ex-
perts say it exceeds $200 billion over 5 years.
The House Budget Committee went as far as
targeting a specific list of $25 billion in tax
breaks over 7 years, but the plan collapsed
last week after it was denounced by the
chairman of the Ways and Means committee.

So, again they had another oppor-
tunity to make a little cut, almost a
10- or 11-percent cut in those tax
breaks, and they rejected it again, in-
stead choosing to cut benefits rather
than tax breaks.

Mr. SANDERS. If the gentleman will
yield, the gentlewoman from California
points out that at a time when the
wealthiest people and the largest cor-
porations receive far more welfare than
do the poor in terms of tax breaks and
subsidies, when that corporate welfare
is well documented they did not have
the guts to go after those people, but
they do have the guts to go after the
children, after the homeless, after the
elderly, after the veterans.

There is another area that has not
gotten a whole lot of discussion.

Mr. BONIOR. There is a reason for
that and I think we should talk about
it.

Mr. SANDERS. Let us talk about it.
Mr. BONIOR. Because some of the

people that we are talking about here
today and some of the kids we are talk-
ing about do not have the high-powered
lawyers and the lobbyists to represent
them. The corporations do, the
wealthiest people in this country do.

Special interests have had a dramatic
impact on this debate and what is in
this budget and if you ever doubted it,
just look at the tax breaks and who
they go to, just look at how they ig-
nored the tax expenditures and loop-
holes for the wealthiest corporations in
America and in the world, and just see
what they did to our veterans, to our
seniors, and to our kids.

Ms. DeLAURO. If the gentleman will
yield, I think it is worth repeating just
how outrageous it was what happened
here a month ago with the repealing of
the alternate minimum tax. And my
colleagues from Michigan mentioned
that. That was the tax put in by Ron-
ald Reagan saying to the richest cor-
porations in this Nation you have an
obligation to pay taxes to this Nation.
No one was complaining about that
tax. Everyone felt it was fair and equi-
table, and the Republicans repealed it.

It is $16.9 billion over the next 5
years, which says that the richest cor-
porations in this Nation have a zero
tax obligation to this country, and it is
wrong, and that should not happen be-
cause they do have the lobbyists and
the special interests that represent
them in this body today more than
they have at any other time in the his-
tory of this Nation.

Mr. BONIOR. And they go after a pro-
gram like School to Work, and the gen-
tleman mentioned it. Most of our kids
do not go on to college, they go to high
school and they elect to get out in the
work world and make a living, as many
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as three-quarters of them do. This
School to Work Program matches kids
in school with the work world and
matches the business people who are
out there and looking for good employ-
ees and puts them in contact with the
kids in school, and they develop a bond
and a relationship and schedule and
work habits and education habits to
match what is out in the country. It is
a wonderful program modeled after
something done in Germany that
works very, very well. Everybody is
pleased with it, the community I rep-
resent is pleased with it, the commu-
nity college systems are just en-
thralled with the opportunity to work
into that system, and of course the
high schools which it affects most are
thrilled about the promise this holds.
And $60 billion you mentioned for the
alternative minimum tax, this is like a
drop in the bucket of that amount and
they wiped it out.

Mr. SANDERS. If the gentleman will
yield, let us recapitulate here: Huge
tax breaks for the wealthiest individ-
uals in America, doing away with cor-
porate taxes for some of the largest
and most profitable corporations in
America, and savage cutbacks for the
most vulnerable in this country.

I think unless one is very naive, I
think we can understand why these
things happen. And they happen for
reasons like an event that took place
in this city some 3 months ago, and I
know my colleagues here remember
the event. The Republican Party held a
little fund raiser, just a little ordinary
dinner that folks came to.

Mr. BONIOR. How much were the
tickets?

Mr. SANDERS. I think $1,000 a plate
with gratuities included, and they pro-
vided an extra cup of coffee for free.

Ms. DELAURO. I believe it was
$50,000 a plate.

Mr. SANDERS. That was for another
one; that was for the right-wing tele-
vision network, but this was for poor
folks, only $1,000 a plate. And I think
at the end of that night they walked
away with $11 million.

Now why would the largest corpora-
tions in America and the wealthiest
people in this country contribute to
the party? And they doing it because
they believe in the Democratic spirit
and they just wanted to get involved?
Maybe, but I do not think so. I think
that there are very smart people who
made an investment. They invested in
the Republican Party, and the last sev-
eral months we have seen why they in-
vested. It is a very good investment to
buy a ticket for a thousand bucks at a
dinner and find out your corporation
does not have to pay anything in taxes,
or if you are making $200,000 a year
your are going to pay $11,000 less in
taxes.

But, interestingly enough, the aver-
age working persons did not go to that
dinner, and you know what the average
working person got? Among many
other devastating cuts, the Republican
proposal cuts back, eliminates, not

cuts back, eliminates unemployment
insurance-extended benefits. Many
areas all over this country where un-
employment is very, very high, we
have recessions, things get bad, what
the Republicans proposal does is make
it impossible for a worker to get
unemployement after 13 weeks.

What do you do then? Well, how come
they go cut and the rich got tax
breaks? Maybe it has something to do
that tens of millions of dollars that are
now flooding into the Republican Party
from some of the wealthiest people in
America.

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague.
Ms. PELOSI. I would like to talk

about what this means in California in
terms of giving these tax breaks to the
wealthiest, cutting Medicare benefits
to our seniors in California $3.6 mil-
lion. Medicare beneficiaries will lose in
the year 2002 alone, in that year alone
$11.8 billion, in that 1 year alone. And
between now and then the figure is
$37.8 billion over 7 years.

That is devastating. That means they
are paying more out of pocket for fewer
services. This whole thing is about val-
ues. Who do we tax, what do we spend
it on? That is the budget debate, and I
do not think it is a statement of our
country’s values, and most people in
the country’s values to say we would
rather give more tax breaks to people
who have so much on the backs of our
poorest folks.

I want to say something before you
yield to Congresswoman DELAURO. She
and Congressman DAVID OBEY have
been the two champions, and there are
others who work with you on protect-
ing LIHEAP funding. ROSA, I do not
want to get in ROSA DELAURO’s way
when somebody goes after LIHEAP. It
is important to seniors and people in
her State and she has been an incred-
ible champion on that issue.

Ms. DELAURO. We have cold winters
in Connecticut; you have them in
Michigan and in Vermont.

Mr. BONIOR. We have a wonderful
LIHEAP program in Michigan. The
utility companies work very hard.

Ms. DELAURO. They do.
Mr. BONIOR. They are pleased with

it and it helps literally tens of thou-
sands of low-income seniors who would
have no other way to pay their bills.

Ms. DELAURO. I just wanted to
make a comment, and this was in the
New York Times on May 2, it says let’s
separate the facts from the political
claims and counterclaims.

As a practical matter the Federal budget
cannot be balanced the way the Republicans
are talking about in 7 years as the Repub-
licans promised without deep cuts in pro-
jected spending for Medicare.

They would like to hide this fact, but
it is the case.

Cuts of this magnitude would raise
the cost of health insurance to millions
of retirees or reduce the services avail-
able to them. And a quote from Stan-
ley Colender, director, Federal budget
policy at Price Waterhouse, an ac-
counting firm that said, ‘‘realistically

there is no way to come close to bal-
ancing the budget without cutting
Medicare, Medicare benefits.’’ Our Re-
publican colleagues are trying to hide
the fact that they are cutting benefits
for tax breaks. No one has suggested
that there are not reforms to be made
in Medicare, and we can do that. We
can deal with the fraud in the system
and we can do some other things, but
they cut first and reform second.

I tell you, take a look at it and listen
to what they are talking about, what
has happened to our priorities in this
country when the majority in this body
is putting the whole issue of the cor-
porate tax interests, those loopholes,
those breaks ahead of the care and the
health care needs of the people that we
have talked about tonight and the peo-
ple that we represent, people like Ju-
lius and Dottie Ruskin. I think that is
the basic argument, what the Repub-
licans have done, and they do not want
to own up to it.

Mr. BONIOR. Somebody on this floor,
I think it was DICK DURBIN who gave an
eloquent speech this afternoon and he
talked about a constituent who was I
believe 72 years old and who gave so
much to this country, and his work and
his service to this country in time of
war, and basically DICK was saying
that this is really an American hero,
and I think we would all agree this
evening the four people we have talked
about here specifically are really
American heroes. They were there
when their country needed them on the
homefront as well as the battlefront.
They have been pillars of their commu-
nities. They are wonderful people, love-
ly neighbors, and for us to treat them
in their twilight years in such a shabby
way in this budget I think speaks to
what you said, Ms. PELOSI, in our val-
ues system. What is our values system?
The budget is about our value system
that expresses who we are, what we be-
lieve in, and what we are willing to
stand up and fight for, and we saw
today who they are willing to stand
and fight for. They have fought for the
wealthiest folks in our society at the
expense of our veterans, at the expense
of these four lovely people and the ex-
pense of our many young people who
are trying to get an education to make
a go of it.

So I thank my colleagues for partici-
pating tonight and I yield to them.

Ms. PELOSI. I would like to make
one point, because I know the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] has
been a leader in fighting for real health
care reform in this body. Congress-
woman DELAURO said we do have to
make some reforms in the Medicare
system. That does not mean we lessen
the benefits and increase the
copayments on the beneficiaries. But
we do have to make some change in the
delivery and the financing of health
care reform. President Clinton had a
proposal for real health care reform.
We have to have that. That is the way
we are going to stop the rising cost of
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health care entitlements and the im-
pact on the national budget. We all
want to be fiscally responsible, reduce
the deficit, have Medicare and quality
health care for all Americans. But we
cannot do that the way the Repub-
licans are proposing. And we want to
keep our people healthy.

And just in closing I want to point
out one other cut they are making, bil-
lions of dollars in cuts in the National
Institutes of Health, where we do the
breast cancer research, all kinds of
prostate cancer research, AIDS re-
search, you name it, any illness that
you can name that has gotten atten-
tion: Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s disease,
the rest of it, so in every way that you
would measure the health and well-
being of a population, they have under-
mined and attacked in this.

b 2300

And I hope the American people will
respond appropriately.

I thank the gentleman.
Mr. SANDERS. If the gentleman

would yield, I just very briefly say this:
Today we heard from our Republican
friends that they had a mandate. Let
us not forget that in the November
elections, 62 percent of the people did
not vote, did not vote.

We can turn this around. We can win
this fight. We can stop these devastat-
ing cuts and this transfer of wealth to
the upper-income people. We can do it,
but we cannot do it with Members of
Congress alone. We are going to need
the help of millions and millions of
American citizens who are fighting
hard to maintain their standard of liv-
ing.

So if you do not think it is right that
we give huge tax breaks to the rich and
cut back on a zillion programs that af-
fect the children and the old and work-
ing people and students, if you think
that is wrong, we are going to need
your help.

So let us stand up together and let us
fight back. Let us get a little justice in
America.

Ms. DELAURO. Just one comment. I
was struck today by a letter that I was
shown by another Michigander, the
gentlewoman from Michigan [Ms. RIV-
ERS] our colleague, and she showed me
a letter that she received from a senior
citizen in her district about the cuts,
and it was a very poignant comment
that this individual made.

Lynn showed it to me, and she said,
‘‘Read this.’’ And the woman said,
‘‘Maybe I have lived too long.’’ An in-
dictment of our values and what this
Nation and this country is all about
when this woman writes and says,
‘‘Maybe I have lived too long,’’ be-
cause, ‘‘you are cutting my Medicare,
my Social Security,’’ and we are pro-
viding tax breaks for the richest in this
country. It was a sad commentary, and

I think one that struck me very hard,
and I think says a lot about what this
debate is about.

Mr. BONIOR. Let me just end with a
little story to follow up what BERNIE
just said about getting involved.

I am always reminded of that story
about Senator BILL BRADLEY, who was
at a dinner one evening. The Senator
was eating. The waiter came by and
put a pat of butter on the bread plate.
The Senator turned to the waiter and
said, ‘‘Can I have two pats of butter,
please?’’ The waiter said, ‘‘Sorry, one
pat per person.’’ On hearing this, the
MC for the evening gets up and walks
over to the waiter, and he said, ‘‘Maybe
you do not know who this is. This is
Senator BILL BRADLEY, NBA basketball
star, Rhodes Scholar, maybe future
President of the United States.’’ The
waiter turned to the MC and says,
‘‘Well, maybe you don’t know who I
am.’’ And the MC says, ‘‘Well, in fact,
I don’t know who you are. Who are
you?’’ The waiter said, ‘‘I am the guy
who controls the butter.’’

Well, the point is that everybody
controls a piece of the butter, a piece
of the action, but you have got to
make your voices known, and you have
got to speak up and you have got to be
clear and articulate and passionate
about it, because when you are, then
people like Margaret and the wonderful
people we have talked about today will
have the decent break in our society
they were promised.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. FOX
of Pennsylvania). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of May 12, 1995, the
gentleman from California [Mr. RIGGS]
is recognized for 60 minutes.

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

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. FIELDS] is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

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

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. BONO (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today, on account of recov-
ery from surgery.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today, on
account of personal business.

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 Ms. PELOSI) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. STUPAK, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BECERRA, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MONTGOMERY, for 5 minutes,

today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. SOLOMON) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. NORWOOD, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BROWNBACK, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee, for 5 min-

utes, 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 Ms. PELOSI) and to include ex-
traneous matter:

Mr. ACKERMAN.
Mr. STARK in two instances.
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.
Mr. COLEMAN.
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota.
Mrs. KENNELLY.
Mr. SCHUMER.
Mr. LIPINSKI.
Mr. ROSE.
Mrs. MALONEY in three instances.
Mr. STUPAK.
Ms. WATERS.
Mr. LAFALCE.
Mr. KANJORSKI.
Mr. BISHOP.
Ms. SLAUGHTER.
Mr. BONIOR.
Mr. COLEMAN.
Ms. FURSE.
Ms. VELÁZQUEZ.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. SOLOMON) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. PACKARD.
Mr. MARTINI in two instances.
Mr. MOORHEAD.
Mr. SHAW in two instances.
Mrs. CHENOWETH.
Mr. SCHIFF in two instances.
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 2 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, May 18, 1995, at 9 a.m.
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Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized by various committees of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives during the first quarter of 1995 in connection with official foreign travel, pursuant to Public Law 95–384, as
well as the 1994 and first and second quarter 1995 reports of various miscellaneous groups, U.S. House of Representatives,
concerning foreign currencies expended by them in connection with official foreign travel, are as follows:

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JANUARY 1 AND MARCH 31
1995.

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Hon. Thomas Foglietta .............................................. 2/25 2/27 ................................................................. Haiti 456.00 ................... 1,036.95 ................... ................... ................... 1,492.95

Committee total ........................................... ............. ................. ................................................................. ................... 456.00 ................... 1,036.95 ................... ................... ................... 1,492.95

Surveys and Investigations staff:
Joseph R. Fogarty ............................................. 2/25 3/4 Italy ......................................................... ................... 1,244.75 ................... 3,443.75 ................... ................... 68.36 4,756.86
Michael O. Glynn .............................................. 1/25 1/28 Cuba ........................................................ ................... 468.13 ................... 476.00 ................... 46.50 ................... 990.63
Terrence E. Hobbs ............................................ 2/25 3/4 Italy ......................................................... ................... 1,244.75 ................... 3,443.75 ................... 79.56 ................... 4,768.06
Robert H. Pearre .............................................. 2/17 2/26 Neth. Antilles .......................................... ................... 1,362.50 ................... 1,164.95 ................... 61.43 ................... 2,588.88
Robert J. Reitwiesner ....................................... 2/25 3/1 Italy ......................................................... ................... 573.25 ................... 2,285.75 ................... 59.56 ................... 2,918.56
R.W. Vandergrift ............................................... 1/25 1/27 Cuba ........................................................ ................... 413.50 ................... 476.00 ................... 8.69 ................... 898.19
T.P. Wyman ...................................................... 2/17 2/26 Neth. Antilles .......................................... ................... 1,350.00 ................... 1,071.95 ................... 410.96 ................... 2,832.91
H.C. Young ....................................................... 2/17 2/26 Neth. Antilles .......................................... ................... 1,362.50 ................... 1,071.95 ................... 102.31 ................... 2,536.76

Committee total ........................................... ............. ................. ................................................................. ................... 8,019.38 ................... 13,434.10 ................... 837.37 ................... 22,290.85

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

BOB LIVINGSTON,
Chairman, Apr. 25, 1995.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JANUARY 1 AND MARCH
31, 1995.

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Hon. Douglas Bereuter .............................................. 3/10 3/11 Haiti ........................................................ ................... 150.00 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 150.00
Hon. Corrine Brown ................................................... 3/10 3/11 Haiti ........................................................ ................... 354.00 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 354.00
Hon. James Clyburn .................................................. 3/10 3/11 Haiti ........................................................ ................... 354.00 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 354.00
Hon. John Conyers ..................................................... 3/10 3/11 Haiti ........................................................ ................... 150.00 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 150.00
Scott Feeney .............................................................. 2/17 2/20 Panama ................................................... ................... 328.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 328.00

Commercial airfare .......................................... ............. ................. ................................................................. ................... ................... ................... 331.95 ................... ................... ................... 331.95
Mark Gage ................................................................. 1/11 1/19 Russia ..................................................... ................... 2,350.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 2,350.00

Commercial airfare .......................................... ............. ................. ................................................................. ................... ................... ................... 3,409.95 ................... ................... ................... 3,409.95
Richard Garon ........................................................... 3/10 3/11 Haiti ........................................................ ................... 4 254.00 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 254.00
Hon. Benjamin Gilman .............................................. 3/10 3/11 Haiti ........................................................ ................... 150.00 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 150.00
Hon. Earl Hilliard ...................................................... 3/10 3/11 Haiti ........................................................ ................... 354.00 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 354.00
Hon. Maurice Hinchey ............................................... 3/10 3/11 Haiti ........................................................ ................... 354.00 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 354.00
Hon. Peter King ......................................................... 2/25 2/26 Ireland ..................................................... ................... 4 458.58 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 458.58

Commercial airfare .......................................... ............. ................. ................................................................. ................... ................... ................... 750.95 ................... ................... ................... 750.95
Willie Lobo ................................................................. 3/10 3/11 Haiti ........................................................ ................... 354.00 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 354.00
Hon. Michael McNulty ............................................... 3/10 3/11 Haiti ........................................................ ................... 354.00 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 354.00
Hon. Robert Menendez .............................................. 2/25 2/26 Ireland ..................................................... ................... 558.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 558.00

Commercial airfare .......................................... ............. ................. ................................................................. ................... ................... ................... 750.95 ................... ................... ................... 750.95
Lester Munson ........................................................... 1/14 1/15 Kenya ....................................................... ................... 1,000.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,000.00

1/16 1/17 Rwanda ................................................... ................... 0.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 0.00
1/18 1/18 Kenya ....................................................... ................... 0.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 0.00
1/19 1/21 Ethiopia ................................................... ................... 0.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 0.00

Commercial airfare .......................................... ............. ................. ................................................................. ................... ................... ................... 4,503.45 ................... ................... ................... 4,503.45
Roger Noriega ........................................................... 3/10 3/11 Haiti ........................................................ ................... 354.00 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 354.00
Hon. Jack Reed ......................................................... 3/10 3/11 Haiti ........................................................ ................... 150.00 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 150.00
Philip Remler ............................................................ 1/11 1/19 Russia ..................................................... ................... 4 2,100.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 2,100.00

Commercial airfare .......................................... ............. ................. ................................................................. ................... ................... ................... 3,409.95 ................... ................... ................... 3,409.95
Daniel Restrepo ......................................................... 2/17 2/20 Panama ................................................... ................... 328.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 328.00

Commercial airfare .......................................... ............. ................. ................................................................. ................... ................... ................... 331.95 ................... ................... ................... 331.95
3/10 3/13 Haiti ........................................................ ................... 568.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 568.00

Commercial airfare .......................................... ............. ................. ................................................................. ................... ................... ................... 326.95 ................... ................... ................... 326.95
Maurice Tamargo ...................................................... 1/14 1/15 Kenya ....................................................... ................... 1,637.42 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,637.42

1/16 1/17 Rwanda ................................................... ................... 0.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 0.00
1/18 1/18 Kenya ....................................................... ................... 0.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 0.00
1/19 1/21 Ethiopia ................................................... ................... 0.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 0.00

Commercial airfare .......................................... ............. ................. ................................................................. ................... ................... ................... 4,503.45 ................... ................... ................... 4,503.45
Bennie Thompson ...................................................... 3/10 3/11 Haiti ........................................................ ................... 354.00 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 354.00
Maxine Waters ........................................................... 3/10 3/11 Haiti ........................................................ ................... 150.00 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 150.00

Committee total ........................................... ............. ................. ................................................................. ................... 13,164.00 ................... 18,319.55 ................... ................... ................... 31,483.55

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.
4 Denotes refund of unused per diem.

BENJAMIN A. GILMAN,
Chairman, Apr. 28, 1995.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JANUARY 1 AND MARCH
31, 1995.

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Hon. Norman Sisisky ................................................. 2/3 2/5 Germany .................................................. ................... 492.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 492.00
Hon. Gene Taylor ....................................................... 2/17 2/20 Panama ................................................... ................... 467.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 467.00
Peter M. Steffes ........................................................ 2/17 2/20 Panama ................................................... ................... 467.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 467.00
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Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Committee total ........................................... ............. ................. ................................................................. ................... 1,426.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,426.00

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.s. currency is used, enter amount expended.

FLOYD SPENCE,
Chairman, Apr. 24, 1995.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMISSION ON SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN EUROPE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN
JANUARY 1 AND MARCH 31, 1995.

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

John Finerty ............................................................... ............. 3/2 United States .......................................... ................... ................... ................... 3,213.45 ................... ................... ................... 3,213.45
3/3 3/6 Estonia .................................................... ................... 387.00 ................... ................... ................... 316.00 ................... 703.00
3/6 3/7 United Kingdom ...................................... ................... 251.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 251.00

Janice Helwig ............................................................ ............. 1/10 United States .......................................... ................... ................... ................... 2,322.85 ................... ................... ................... 2,322.85
1/11 2/13 Austria ..................................................... ................... 6,459.82 ................... ................... ................... 65.95 ................... 6,525.77

............. 2/27 United States .......................................... ................... ................... ................... 2,879.25 ................... ................... ................... 2,879.25
2/28 4/14 Austria ..................................................... ................... 7,571.89 ................... ................... ................... 197.29 ................... 7,769.18

............. ................. ................................................................. ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 3 854.81
Michael Ochs ............................................................ ............. 1/31 United States .......................................... ................... ................... ................... 5,536.55 ................... ................... ................... 5,536.55

2/1 2/2 Germany .................................................. ................... 214.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 214.00
2/2 2/7 Kyrgyzstan ............................................... ................... 726.00 ................... ................... ................... 200.00 ................... 926.00
2/7 2/9 Kazakhstan .............................................. ................... 458.99 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 458.00

Hon. Bill Richardson ................................................. ............. 3/16 United States .......................................... ................... ................... ................... 4,797.95 ................... ................... ................... 4,797.95
3/17 3/19 Serbia-Montenegro .................................. ................... 300.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 300.00

Dorothy Taft .............................................................. ............. 1/10 United States .......................................... ................... ................... ................... 1,367.85 ................... ................... ................... 1,367.85
1/11 1/15 Austria ..................................................... ................... 538.00 ................... ................... ................... 41.00 ................... 579.00

Samuel Wise ............................................................. ............. 1/10 United States .......................................... ................... ................... ................... 1,367.85 ................... ................... ................... 1,367.85
1/11 1/14 Austria ..................................................... ................... 437.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 437.00

Committee total ........................................... ............. ................. ................................................................. ................... 17,342.71 ................... 21,485.75 ................... 1,675.05 ................... 40,503.51

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Quarterly shared administrative costs for participation in the U.S. delegation to the OSCE (Vienna, Austria).

CHRISTOPHER SMITH,
Apr. 28, 1995.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, BRITISH AMERICAN PARLIAMENTARY GROUP, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JANUARY 1 AND
DECEMBER 31, 1994.

Name of member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Hon. Tom Lantos ....................................................... 5/5 5/8 Bermuda ................................................. ................... 737.43 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 737.43
Austin Murphy ........................................................... 5/5 5/8 Bermuda ................................................. ................... 520.28 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 520.28
Hon. Sherwood Boehlert ............................................ 5/5 5/8 Bermuda ................................................. ................... 719.33 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 719.33
Tom Lewis ................................................................. 5/5 5/8 Bermuda ................................................. ................... 727.88 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 727.88
Alex McMillian ........................................................... 5/5 5/8 Bermuda ................................................. ................... 688.23 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 688.23
Sherry Blankenship ................................................... 5/5 5/8 Bermuda ................................................. ................... 703.11 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 703.11
John Mackey .............................................................. 5/5 5/8 Bermuda ................................................. ................... 780.86 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 780.86
Amy Thompson .......................................................... 5/5 5/8 Bermuda ................................................. ................... 639.00 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 639.30
Peter Abbruzzese ....................................................... 5/5 5/8 Bermuda ................................................. ................... 688.23 ................... (3) ................... ................... ................... 688.23

Commercial airfair ........................................... 5/5 5/8 Bermuda .................................................. ................... 265.00 ................... 206.95 ................... ................... ................... 471.95
5/5 5/8 Bermuda ................................................. ................... 102.20 ................... 4 565.95 ................... ................... ................... 668.15

Delegation expenses: Representational .................... 5/5 5/8 Bermuda ................................................. ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 5,957.84 ................... 5,957.84

Committee total ........................................... ............. ................. ................................................................. ................... 6,571.85 ................... 772.90 ................... 5,957.84 ................... 13,302.59

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.
4 Purchased one-way ticket for Mr. Murphy.

LEE H. HAMILTON,
Apr. 28, 1995.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY, DELEGATION TO FRANCE AND BELGIUM, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED
BETWEEN FEBRUARY 17 AND FEBRUARY 22, 1995.

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Hon. Doug Bereuter .................................................... 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................
2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46

Hon. Gerald Solomon .................................................. 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................
2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46

Hon. Tom Bliley .......................................................... 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................
2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46

Hon. Jan Meyers ......................................................... 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................
2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46

Hon. Floyd Spence ...................................................... 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................
2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46

Hon. Marge Roukema ................................................. 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................
2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46

Hon. Herb Bateman .................................................... 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................
2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46

Hon. Paul Gillmor ....................................................... 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................
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Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46
Hon. Cardiss Collins ................................................... 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................

2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46
Hon. Bill Richardson .................................................. 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................

2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46
Hon. Mike Parker ........................................................ 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................

2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46
Hon. Eliot Engel .......................................................... 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................

2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46
John Herzberg ............................................................. 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................

2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46
Michael Ennis ............................................................. 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................

2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46
Jo Weber ..................................................................... 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................

2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46
Martin Sletzinger ........................................................ 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................

2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46
Ron Lasch ................................................................... 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................

2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46
Marcia Smith .............................................................. 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................

2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46
Linda Pedigo ............................................................... 2/17 2/18 France .................................................... ................... 834.46 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ...................

2/18 2/22 Belgium ................................................. ................... 606.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 1,440.46

Committee total ............................................ ............. ................. ................................................................ ................... $27,368. 74 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... $27,368. 74

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

DOUG BEREUTER,
Mar. 13, 1995.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY, DELEGATION TO TURKEY AND THE BALTICS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED
BETWEEN APRIL 8 AND APRIL 15, 1995.

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency

Hon. Doug Bereuter .................................................... 4/8 4/10 Turkey .................................................... ................... 350.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 350.00
4/10 4/11 Macedonia ............................................. ................... 196.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 196.00
4/11 4/12 Romania ................................................ ................... 298.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 298.00
4/12 4/15 Latvia ..................................................... ................... 756.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 756.00

Hon. Gerald Solomon .................................................. 4/8 4/10 Turkey .................................................... ................... 350.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 350.00
4/10 4/11 Macedonia ............................................. ................... 196.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 196.00
4/11 4/12 Romania ................................................ ................... 298.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 298.00
4/12 4/15 Latvia ..................................................... ................... 756.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 756.00

Hon. Tom Bliley .......................................................... 4/8 4/10 Turkey .................................................... ................... 350.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 350.00
4/10 4/11 Greece .................................................... ................... 202.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 202.00

Commercial airfare ............................................ ............. ................. ................................................................ ................... ................... ................... 1,011.15 ................... ................... ................... 1,011.15
John Herzberg ............................................................. 4/8 4/10 Turkey .................................................... ................... 350.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 350.00

4/10 4/11 Greece .................................................... ................... 202.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 202.00
Commercial airfare ............................................ ............. ................. ................................................................ ................... ................... ................... 1,011.15 ................... ................... ................... 1,011.15

Michael Ennis ............................................................. 4/9 4/10 Greece .................................................... ................... 222.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 222.00
4/10 4/11 Macedonia ............................................. ................... 206.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 206.00
4/11 4/12 Romania ................................................ ................... 298.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 298.00
4/12 4/15 Latvia ..................................................... ................... 774.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 774.00

Commercial airfare ............................................ ............. ................. ................................................................ ................... ................... ................... 1,305.70 ................... ................... ................... 1,305.70
Kristi Walseth ............................................................. 4/9 4/10 Greece .................................................... ................... 222.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 222.00

4/10 4/11 Macedonia ............................................. ................... 206.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 206.00
4/11 4/12 Romania ................................................ ................... 298.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 298.00
4/12 4/15 Latvia ..................................................... ................... 774.00 ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 774.00

Commercial airfare ............................................ ............. ................. ................................................................ ................... ................... ................... 1,305.70 ................... ................... ................... 1,305.70

Committee total ............................................ ............. ................. ................................................................ ................... 7,304,00 ................... 4,633.70 ................... ................... ................... 11,937.70

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

DOUG BEREUTER,
Apr. 26, 1995.

h

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

879. A letter from the General Counsel of
the Department of Defense, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend the
Army National Guard Combat Readiness Re-
form Act of 1992 and to make certain provi-
sions of such act applicable to the Selected
Reserve of the Army, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on National Security.

880. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting
a report on the Corporation’s efforts to
maximize the efficient utilization of the re-
sources of the private sector, pursuant to 12

U.S.C. 1827; to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

881. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting notification of a proposed man-
ufacturing license agreement for production
of major military equipment with Australia
(Transmittal No. DTC–23–95), pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

882. A letter from the Chairman, Farm
Credit System Insurance Corporation, trans-
mitting a report of activities under the Free-
dom of Information Act for calendar year
1994, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(e); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.

883. A letter from the Deputy Associate Di-
rector for Compliance, Department of the In-
terior, transmitting notification of proposed
refunds of excess royalty payments in OCS

areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1339(b); to the
Committee on Resources.

884. A letter from the Chairman, Interstate
Commerce Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s 108th annual report which
summarizes its activities during fiscal year
1994, pursuant to Public Law 96–448, section
217(c)(1) (94 Stat. 1925); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

885. A letter from the General Counsel of
the Department’s of the Treasury and Hous-
ing and Urban Development, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation entitled, ‘‘Fed-
eral Home Loan Bank System Restructuring
and Modernization Act of 1995’’; jointly, to
the Committees on Banking and Financial
Services and the Judiciary.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. DREIER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 151. Resolution waiving points of
order against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 1158) making emer-
gency supplemental appropriations for addi-
tional disaster assistance and making rescis-
sions for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1995, and for other purposes (Rept. 104–126).
Referred to the House Calendar.

f

SUBSEQUENT ACTION ON A
REPORTED BILL

Under clause 5 of rule X the following
action was taken by the Speaker:

The Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union discharged, and referred
to the Committee on Science for a period
ending not later than June 30, 1995, H.R. 1175
for consideration of such provisions of the
bill and amendment as fall within the juris-
diction of the Committee on Science pursu-
ant to clause 1(n), rule X.

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. CRANE (for himself and Mr.
RANGEL):

H.R. 1654. A bill to renew the Generalized
System of Preferences; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. COMBEST:
H.R. 1655. A bill to authorize appropria-

tions for fiscal year 1996 for intelligence and
intelligence-related activities of the U.S.
Government, the Community Management
Account, and the Central Intelligence Agen-
cy Retirement and Disability System, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
telligence (Permanent Select).

By Ms. FURSE (for herself and Mr.
NETHERCUTT):

H.R. 1656. A bill to provide for an increase
in funding for the conduct and support of di-
abetes-related research by the National In-
stitutes of Health; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mr. GONZALEZ (by request):
H.R. 1657. A bill to restructure and modern-

ize the Federal Home Loan Bank System; to
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

By Mr. HUNTER:
H.R. 1658. A bill to enhance border security

in the vicinity of San Diego, CA, through the
construction and improvement of physical
barriers at the U.S. border and through the
forward deployment of Border Patrol agents
to the border; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. MOORHEAD (for himself and
Mrs. SCHROEDER):

H.R. 1659. A bill to amend title 35, United
States Code, to establish the Patent and
Trademark Office as a Government corpora-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts:
H.R. 1660. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to eliminate the marriage
penalty under the one-time exclusion of gain
on the sale of a principal residence by an in-
dividual who has attained age 55; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SHAW:
H.R. 1661. A bill to permit partnership and

S corporations to elect taxable years other
than required years; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. SHAW (for himself, Mrs. KEN-
NELLY, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Mr. ZIMMER, Mrs.
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. GEP-
HARDT, Mr. GOSS, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mrs.
MALONEY, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. CLYBURN, and Mr.
NADLER):

H.R. 1662. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a credit against
income tax to individuals who rehabilitate
historic homes or who are the first pur-
chasers of rehabilitated historic homes for
use as a principal residence; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SKEEN (for himself, Mr. SCHAE-
FER, and Mr. CRAPO):

H.R. 1663. A bill to amend the Waste Isola-
tion Pilot Plant Land Withdrawal Act; to
the Committee on Commerce, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on National Security,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. STARK:
H.R. 1664. A bill to provide for demonstra-

tion projects to test whether enrollment in
the supplemental security income program
can be significantly increased by offering
nonprofit organizations financial incentives
to engage in outreach; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 1665. A bill to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act to provide for findings of presump-
tive disability under title II of such act in
the same manner and to the same extent as
is currently applicable under title XVI of
such act; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, and in addition to the Committee on
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. STUPAK:
H.R. 1666. A bill to amend the act of Octo-

ber 21, 1970, establishing the Sleeping Bear
Dunes National Lakeshore to permit certain
persons to continue to use and occupy cer-
tain areas within the lakeshore, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. CALLAHAN (for himself, Mr.
STUMP, Mr. EVERETT, and Mr. TRAFI-
CANT):

H.J. Res. 88. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that no person born
in the United States be a U.S. citizen on ac-
count of birth in the United States unless a
parent is a U.S. citizen at the time of the
birth; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:
H. Con. Res. 68. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of the Congress that Fed-
eral tax law should be clarified to allow a
reasonable charitable tax deduction for the
reasonable and necessary expenses of Alaska
Native subsistence whaling captains; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TORRES:
H. Res. 152. Resolution expressing the sense

of the House of Representatives that the
President should develop a strategy to bring
the United States back into active and full
membership in the United Nations Edu-
cational, Scientific, and Cultural Organiza-
tion; to the Committee on International Re-
lations.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori-
als were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

83. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
House of Representatives of the State of Ha-
waii, relative to an integrated pest manage-
ment control program to prevent the spread
of the Brown Tree Snake; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

84. Also, memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Hawaii, relative
to urging the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture to consider the effect of and exclude
the State of Hawaii from Federal legislation
that would have a detrimental impact on Ha-
waii’s environment; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

85. Also, memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Hawaii, relative
to urging the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture to exclude Hawaii from any Federal
legislation that would create exceptions
from the Honeybee Act of 1922, as amended;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

86. Also, memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Hawaii, relative
to memorializing the Congress of the United
States to propose and submit to the several
States an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States that would provide that no
Federal tax shall be imposed for the period
before the date of the enactment of the ret-
roactive tax; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 70: Mr. DORNAN.
H.R. 72: Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. HASTINGS of

Florida, Mrs. THURMAN, and Mr. CANADY.
H.R. 73: Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. HASTINGS of

Florida, Mrs. THURMAN, and Mr. CANADY.
H.R. 89: Mr. KLUG.
H.R. 103: Mr. BONIOR, Mr. NADLER, and Mr.

PETERSON of Minnesota.
H.R. 109: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, and Mr.

HASTINGS of Florida.
H.R. 236: Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey.
H.R. 240: Mr. BEVILL and Mr. STUPAK.
H.R. 333: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia.
H.R. 353: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida and Mr.

ROMERO-BARCELO.
H.R. 390: Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 399: Mr. VISCLOSKY and Mr. BOUCHER.
H.R. 468: Ms. RIVERS, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr.

WATTS of Oklahoma.
H.R. 598: Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. STOCKMAN,

Mr. COBURN, Mr. WELDON of Florida, and Mr.
PETERSON of Minnesota.

H.R. 677: Mr. COYNE, Mr. CHRISTENSEN, and
Mr. GEJDENSON.

H.R. 682: Mr. HOSTETTLER.
H.R. 733: Ms. ESHOO and Mr. FARR.
H.R. 783: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida and Mr.

BUYER.
H.R. 789: Mr. LOBIONDO.
H.R. 892: Mr. STUMP, Mr. ROHRABACHER,

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr. HEFLEY,
and Mrs. CHENOWETH.

H.R. 950: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.
H.R. 966: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. FRAZER, Mr.

EVANS, and Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey.
H.R. 969: Mr. JACOBS, Mr. MINETA, Mr.

MEEHAN, Mrs. MORELLA, and Ms. VELAZQUEZ.
H.R. 972: Mr. CALLAHAN.
H.R. 973: Mr. CALLAHAN.
H.R. 1021: Mr. VISCLOSKY.
H.R. 1023: Mr. CUNNINGHAM and Mr. VIS-

CLOSKY.
H.R. 1090: Mr. QUILLEN and Mr. STEARNS.
H.R. 1104: Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. SMITH of

Michigan, and Mr. CRAPO.
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H.R. 1118: Mr. KINGSTON.
H.R. 1119: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. CAMP, and Mrs.

MORELLA.
H.R. 1138: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts and

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 1229: Ms. ESHOO and Ms. LOWEY.
H.R. 1242: Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. HOKE, Mr. JEF-

FERSON, and Mr. CRAMER.
H.R. 1272: Ms. LOWEY and Mr. MARTINEZ.
H.R. 1299: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,

Mr. KLECZKA, and Mr. MORAN.
H.R. 1352: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr.

FOLEY, Mr. GORDON, Mr. TAYLOR of North
Carolina, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. CASTLE, Mr.
UPTON, Mr. CHRYSLER, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. SISI-
SKY, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. WOLF,
Ms. PRYCE, Mr. JACOBS, and Mr. HAYES.

H.R. 1385: Mr. FILNER.
H.R. 1448: Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas and

Mr. MORAN.
H.R. 1540: Mr. HUNTER, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mrs.

COLLINS of Illinois, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. LIPIN-
SKI, Mr. WOLF, Mr. WALSH, and Mr. HOLDEN.

H.R. 1542: Mr. WELLER, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.
POSHARD, and Mr. EVANS.

H.R. 1560: Mr. MARTINEZ and Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY.

H.R. 1578: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.
H.R. 1594: Mr. LINDER, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr.

SHADEGG, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
ARCHER, Mr. HAYWORTH, and Mr. HANCOCK.

H.R. 1627: Mr. HAYES and Mr. PETERSON of
Minnesota.

H. Con. Res. 8: Mr. SAXTON.
H. Con. Res. 12: Ms. DUNN of Washington.
H. Con. Res. 63: Ms. DUNN of Washington

and Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
H. Con. Res. 66: Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. FORBES,

Mr. CRANE, Mr. FUNDERBURK, Mr. FAWELL,
Mr. NORWOOD, and Mr. BURR.

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. Con. Res. 32: Mr. MCNULTY.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 1561
OFFERED BY: MR. GILMAN

(Committee Amendment in the Nature of a
Substitute)

AMENDMENT NO. 1: Strike all after the en-
acting clause and insert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘American
Overseas Interests Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 2. ORGANIZATION OF ACT INTO DIVISIONS;

TABLE OF CONTENTS.
(a) DIVISIONS.—This Act is organized into

three divisions as follows:
(1) Division A—Consolidation of Foreign

Affairs Agencies.
(2) Division B—Foreign Relations Author-

izations.
(3) Division C—Foreign Assistance Author-

izations.
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-

tents for this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title.
Sec. 2. Organization of Act into divisions;

table of contents.
DIVISION A—CONSOLIDATION OF

FOREIGN AFFAIRS AGENCIES
TITLE I—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 101. Short title.
Sec. 102. Congressional findings.

Sec. 103. Purposes.
Sec. 104. Definitions.

TITLE II—UNITED STATES ARMS
CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

CHAPTER 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 201. Effective date.
Sec. 202. References in title.
CHAPTER 2—ABOLITION OF UNITED STATES

ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY
AND TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS TO SECRETARY
OF STATE

Sec. 211. Abolition of United States Arms
Control and Disarmament
Agency.

Sec. 212. Transfer of functions to Secretary
of State.

CHAPTER 3—REORGANIZATION OF DEPARTMENT
OF STATE RELATING TO FUNCTIONS TRANS-
FERRED UNDER THIS TITLE

Sec. 221. Reorganization plan.
Sec. 222. Coordinator for arms control and

disarmament.
CHAPTER 4—CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

Sec. 241. References.
Sec. 242. Repeal of establishment of agency.
Sec. 243. Repeal of positions and offices.
Sec. 244. Transfer of authorities and func-

tions under the Arms Control
and Disarmament Act to the
Secretary of State.

Sec. 245. Conforming amendments.
TITLE III—UNITED STATES

INFORMATION AGENCY
CHAPTER 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 301. Effective date.

CHAPTER 2—ABOLITION OF UNITED STATES IN-
FORMATION AGENCY AND TRANSFER OF FUNC-
TIONS TO SECRETARY OF STATE

Sec. 311. Abolition of United States Informa-
tion Agency.

Sec. 312. Transfer of functions to Secretary
of State.

CHAPTER 3—REORGANIZATION OF DEPARTMENT
OF STATE RELATING TO FUNCTIONS TRANS-
FERRED UNDER THIS TITLE

Sec. 321. Reorganization plan.
Sec. 322. Principal officers.

CHAPTER 4—CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

Sec. 341. References.
Sec. 342. Abolition of Office of Inspector

General of the United States
Information Agency and trans-
fer of functions to Office of In-
spector General of the Depart-
ment of State.

Sec. 343. Amendments to title 5.
Sec. 344. Amendments to United States In-

formation and Educational Ex-
change Act of 1948.

Sec. 345. Amendments to the Mutual Edu-
cational and Cultural Exchange
Act of 1961 (Fulbright-Hays
Act).

Sec. 346. International broadcasting activi-
ties.

Sec. 347. Television broadcasting to Cuba.
Sec. 348. Radio broadcasting to Cuba.
Sec. 349. National Endowment for Democ-

racy.
Sec. 350. United States scholarship program

for developing countries.
Sec. 351. Fascell Fellowship Board.
Sec. 352. National Security Education

Board.
Sec. 353. Center for Cultural and Technical

Interchange between North and
South.

Sec. 354. East-West Center.
Sec. 355. Mission of the Department of

State.
Sec. 356. Consolidation of administrative

services.
Sec. 357. Grants.

Sec. 358. Ban on domestic activities.
Sec. 359. Conforming repeal to the Arms

Control and Disarmament Act.
Sec. 360. Repeal relating to procurement of

legal services.
Sec. 361. Repeal relating to payment of sub-

sistence expenses.
Sec. 362. Conforming amendment to the

Seed Act.
Sec. 363. International Cultural and Trade

Center Commission.
Sec. 364. Foreign Service Act of 1980.
Sec. 365. Au pair programs.
Sec. 366. Exchange program with countries

in transition from totalitarian-
ism to democracy.

Sec. 367. Edmund S. Muskie Fellowship pro-
gram.

Sec. 368. Implementation of convention on
cultural property.

Sec. 369. Mike Mansfield Fellowships.

TITLE IV—AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

CHAPTER 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 401. Effective date.
Sec. 402. References in title.

CHAPTER 2—ABOLITION OF THE AGENCY FOR
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TRANS-
FER OF FUNCTIONS TO SECRETARY OF STATE

Sec. 411. Abolition of Agency for Inter-
national Development and the
International Development Co-
operation Agency.

Sec. 412. Transfer of functions to Secretary
of State.

CHAPTER 3—REORGANIZATION OF DEPARTMENT
OF STATE RELATING TO FUNCTIONS TRANS-
FERRED UNDER THIS TITLE

Sec. 421. Reorganization plan.
Sec. 422. Principal officers.

CHAPTER 4—CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

Sec. 441. References.
Sec. 442. Abolition of Office of Inspector

General of the Agency for
International Development and
transfer of functions to Office
of Inspector General of the De-
partment of State.

Sec. 443. Abolition of Chief Financial Officer
of the Agency for International
Development and transfer of
functions to Chief Financial Of-
ficer Department of State.

Sec. 444. Amendments to title 5, United
States Code.

Sec. 445. Public Law 480 program.

TITLE V—TRANSITION

Sec. 501. Reorganization authority.
Sec. 502. Transfer and allocation of appro-

priations and personnel.
Sec. 503. Incidental transfers.
Sec. 504. Effect on personnel.
Sec. 505. Voluntary separation incentives.
Sec. 506. Savings provisions.
Sec. 507. Property and facilities.
Sec. 508. Authority of Secretary to facilitate

transition.
Sec. 509. Recommendations for additional

conforming amendments.
Sec. 510. Final report.
Sec. 511. Severability.

DIVISION B—FOREIGN RELATIONS
AUTHORIZATIONS

TITLE XX—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 2001. Short title.
Sec. 2002. Definitions.

TITLE XXI—AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR DEPARTMENT OF
STATE AND CERTAIN INTERNATIONAL
AFFAIRS FUNCTIONS AND ACTIVITIES

CHAPTER 1—AUTHORIZATIONS OF
APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 2101. Administration of Foreign Affairs.
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Sec. 2102. International organizations, pro-

grams, and conferences.
Sec. 2103. International commissions.
Sec. 2104. Migration and refugee assistance.
Sec. 2105. Certain other international affairs

programs.
Sec. 2106. United States informational, edu-

cational, and cultural pro-
grams.

Sec. 2107. United States arms control and
disarmament.

TITLE XXII—DEPARTMENT OF STATE
AUTHORITIES AND ACTIVITIES

CHAPTER 1—AUTHORITIES AND ACTIVITIES

Sec. 2201. Revision of Department of State
rewards program.

Sec. 2202. Authorities of Secretary of State.
Sec. 2203. Buying power maintenance ac-

count.
Sec. 2204. Expenses relating to certain inter-

national claims and proceed-
ings.

Sec. 2205. Consolidation of United States
diplomatic missions and con-
sular posts.

Sec. 2206. Denial of passports to
noncustodial parents subject to
state arrest warrants in cases
of nonpayment of child support.

Sec. 2207. Capital investment fund.
Sec. 2208. Efficiency in procurement.
Sec. 2209. Training.
Sec. 2210. Lease-purchase agreements.

CHAPTER 2—CONSULAR AUTHORITIES OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Sec. 2231. Surcharge for processing certain
machine readable visas.

Sec. 2232. Fingerprint check requirement.
Sec. 2233. Use of certain passport processing

fees for enhanced passport serv-
ices.

Sec. 2234. Consular officers.
CHAPTER 3—REFUGEES AND MIGRATION

Sec. 2251. United States emergency refugee
and migration assistance fund.

Sec. 2252. Persecution for resistance to coer-
cive population control meth-
ods.

Sec. 2253. Report to congress concerning
Cuban emigration policies.

Sec. 2254. United States policy regarding the
involuntary return of refugees.

Sec. 2255. Extension of certain adjudication
provisions.

TITLE XXIII—ORGANIZATION OF THE DE-
PARTMENT OF STATE; DEPARTMENT
OF STATE PERSONNEL; THE FOREIGN
SERVICE

CHAPTER 1—ORGANIZATION OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Sec. 2301. Coordinator for counterterrorism.
Sec. 2302. Special envoy for Tibet.
Sec. 2303. Establishment of Coordinator for

Human Rights and Refugees,
Bureau of Refugee and Migra-
tion Assistance, and Bureau of
Democracy, Human Rights, and
Labor.

Sec. 2304. Elimination of statutory estab-
lishment of certain positions of
the Department of State.

Sec. 2305. Establishment of Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Human Re-
sources.

Sec. 2306. Authority of United States perma-
nent representative to the Unit-
ed Nations.

CHAPTER 2—PERSONNEL OF THE DEPARTMENT
OF STATE; THE FOREIGN SERVICE

Sec. 2351. Authorized strength of the For-
eign Service.

Sec. 2352. Repeal of authority for Senior
Foreign Service performance
pay.

Sec. 2353. Recovery of costs of health care
services.

TITLE XXIV—UNITED STATES PUBLIC DI-
PLOMACY: AUTHORITIES AND ACTIVI-
TIES FOR UNITED STATES INFORMA-
TIONAL, EDUCATIONAL, AND CUL-
TURAL PROGRAMS

CHAPTER 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 2401. Elimination of permanent author-
ization.

Sec. 2402. Extension of au pair programs.
Sec. 2403. Educational and cultural ex-

changes with Hong Kong.
Sec. 2404. Conduct of certain educational

and cultural exchange pro-
grams in Asia.

Sec. 2405. Educational and cultural ex-
changes and scholarships for
Tibetans and Burmese.

Sec. 2406. Availability of Voice of America
and Radio Marti multilingual
computer readable text and
voice recordings.

Sec. 2407. Retention of interest.
Sec. 2408. USIA office in Pristina, Kosova.

CHAPTER 2—INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING

Sec. 2431. Expansion of Broadcasting Board
of Governors.

Sec. 2432. Plan for Radio Free Asia.
Sec. 2433. Pilot project for freedom broad-

casting to Asia.
TITLE XXV—INTERNATIONAL

ORGANIZATIONS AND COMMISSIONS
CHAPTER 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 2501. International Boundary and Water
Commission.

CHAPTER 2—UNITED NATIONS AND AFFILIATED
AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS

Sec. 2521. Reform in budget decisionmaking
procedures of the United Na-
tions and its specialized agen-
cies.

Sec. 2522. Limitation on contributions to
the United Nations or United
Nations affiliated organiza-
tions.

Sec. 2523. Report on UNICEF.
Sec. 2524. United Nations budgetary and

management reform.
TITLE XXVI—FOREIGN POLICY

PROVISIONS
CHAPTER 1—MISCELLANEOUS FOREIGN POLICY

PROVISIONS

Sec. 2601. Taiwan Relations Act.
Sec. 2602. Bosnia Genocide Justice Act.
Sec. 2603. Expansion of Commission on Secu-

rity and Cooperation in Europe.
CHAPTER 2—RELATING TO THE UNITED STATES-

NORTH KOREA AGREED FRAMEWORK AND THE
OBLIGATIONS OF NORTH KOREA UNDER THAT
AND PREVIOUS AGREEMENTS WITH RESPECT
TO THE DENUCLEARIZATION OF THE KOREAN
PENINSULA AND DIALOGUE WITH THE REPUB-
LIC OF KOREA

Sec. 2641. Findings.
Sec. 2642. Clarification of nuclear non-

proliferation obligations of
North Korea under the agreed
framework.

Sec. 2643. Role of the Republic of Korea
under the agreed framework.

Sec. 2644. Further steps to promote United
States security and political in-
terests with respect to North
Korea.

Sec. 2645. Restrictions on assistance to
North Korea and the Korean pe-
ninsula energy development or-
ganization.
CHAPTER 3—BURMA

Sec. 2651. United States policy concerning
the dictatorship in Burma.

CHAPTER 4—TORTURE

Sec. 2661. Definitions.
Sec. 2662. United States policy with respect

to the involuntary return of
persons subjected to torture.

TITLE XXVII—CONGRESSIONAL
STATEMENTS

Sec. 2701. Inter-American organizations.
Sec. 2702. Territorial integrity of Bosnia and

Herzegovina.
Sec. 2703. The Laogai system of political

prisons.
Sec. 2704. Concerning the use of funds to fur-

ther normalize relations with
Vietnam.

Sec. 2705. Declaration of Congress regarding
United States Government
human rights policy toward
China.

Sec. 2706. Concerning the United Nations
Voluntary Fund for Victims of
Torture.

Sec. 2707. Recommendations of the Presi-
dent for reform of war powers
resolution.

Sec. 2708. Conflict in Kashmir.
Sec. 2709. United States relations with the

Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia (FYROM).

Sec. 2710. Sense of the Congress relating to
Indonesia.

Sec. 2711. Displaced persons.

DIVISION C—FOREIGN ASSISTANCE
AUTHORIZATIONS

Sec. 3001. Short title.
Sec. 3002. Declaration of policy.

TITLE XXXI—DEFENSE AND SECURITY
ASSISTANCE

CHAPTER 1—MILITARY AND RELATED
ASSISTANCE

SUBCHAPTER A—FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING
PROGRAM

Sec. 3101. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 3102. Administrative expenses.
Sec. 3103. Assistance for Israel.
Sec. 3104. Assistance for Egypt.
Sec. 3105. Loans for Greece and Turkey.
Sec. 3106. Terms of loans.
Sec. 3107. Nonrepayment of grant assistance.
Sec. 3108. Additional requirements.

SUBCHAPTER B—OTHER ASSISTANCE

Sec. 3121. Defense drawdown special authori-
ties.

Sec. 3122. Stockpiles of defense articles.
Sec. 3123. Transfer of excess defense articles.
Sec. 3124. Nonlethal excess defense articles

for Albania.

CHAPTER 2—INTERNATIONAL MILITARY
EDUCATION AND TRAINING

Sec. 3141. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 3142. Assistance for Indonesia.
Sec. 3143. Additional requirements.

CHAPTER 3—ANTITERRORISM ASSISTANCE

Sec. 3151. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 3152. Antiterrorism training assistance.
Sec. 3153. Research and development ex-

penses.

CHAPTER 4—NARCOTICS CONTROL ASSISTANCE

Sec. 3161. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 3162. Additional requirements.
Sec. 3163. Notification requirement.
Sec. 3164. Waiver of restrictions for narcot-

ics-related economic assist-
ance.

CHAPTER 5—NONPROLIFERATION AND
DISARMAMENT FUND

Sec. 3171. Nonproliferation and Disar-
mament Fund.

CHAPTER 6—OTHER PROVISIONS

Sec. 3181. Standardization of congressional
review procedures for arms
transfers.

Sec. 3182. Standardization of third country
transfers of defense articles.

Sec. 3183. Increased standardization, ration-
alization, and interoperability
of assistance and sales pro-
grams.
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Sec. 3184. Repeal of price and availability re-

porting requirement relating to
proposed sale of defense articles
and services.

Sec. 3185. Definition of significant military
equipment.

Sec. 3186. Requirements relating to the Spe-
cial Defense Acquisition Fund.

Sec. 3187. Cost of leased defense articles that
have been lost or destroyed.

Sec. 3188. Designation of major non-NATO
allies.

Sec. 3189. Certification thresholds.
Sec. 3190. Competitive pricing for sales of

defense articles and services.
Sec. 3191. Depleted uranium ammunition.
Sec. 3192. End-use monitoring of defense ar-

ticles and defense services.
Sec. 3193. Brokering activities relating to

commercial sales of defense ar-
ticles and services.

TITLE XXXII—ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
CHAPTER 1—ECONOMIC SUPPORT ASSISTANCE

Sec. 3201. Economic support fund.
Sec. 3202. Assistance for Israel.
Sec. 3203. Assistance for Egypt.
Sec. 3204. International Fund for Ireland.
Sec. 3205. Law enforcement assistance.
CHAPTER2—ASSISTANCEFORPRIVATESECTOR

PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES

Sec. 3211. Private sector enterprise funds.
Sec. 3212. Micro- and small enterprise devel-

opment credits.
Sec. 3213. Microenterprise development

grant assistance.
CHAPTER 3—DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

SUBCHAPTER A—DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE
AUTHORITIES

Sec. 3221. Authorizations of appropriations.
Sec. 3222. Assistance for child survival ac-

tivities, Vitamin A Deficiency
Program, and related activities.

Sec. 3223. Assistance for family planning.
Sec. 3224. Assistance for the independent

states of the former Soviet
Union.

Sec. 3225. Development Fund for Latin
America and the Caribbean.

Sec. 3226. Effectiveness of United States de-
velopment assistance.

Sec. 3227. Funding for private and voluntary
organizations and cooperatives.

Sec. 3228. Sense of the Congress relating to
United States cooperatives and
credit unions.

SUBCHAPTER B—OPERATING EXPENSES

Sec. 3231. Operating expenses generally.
Sec. 3232. Operating expenses of the office of

the inspector general.
CHAPTER 4—PUBLIC LAW 480

Sec. 3241. Levels of assistance for title II.
Sec. 3242. Authorization of appropriations

for title III.
CHAPTER 5—HOUSING GUARANTEE PROGRAM

Sec. 3251. Authorization of appropriations
for administrative expenses.

Sec. 3252. Additional requirements.
CHAPTER 6—PEACE CORPS

Sec. 3261. Peace Corps.
Sec. 3262. Activities of the Peace Corps in

the former Soviet Union.
Sec. 3263. Prohibition on use of funds for

abortions.
CHAPTER 7—INTERNATIONAL DISASTER

ASSISTANCE

Sec. 3271. Authority to provide reconstruc-
tion assistance.

Sec. 3272. Authorizations of appropriations.
CHAPTER 8—OTHER PROVISIONS

Sec. 3281. Exemption from restrictions on
assistance through nongovern-
mental organizations.

Sec. 3282. Funding requirements relating to
United States private and vol-
untary organizations.

Sec. 3283. Documentation requested of pri-
vate and voluntary organiza-
tions.

Sec. 3284. Foreign government parking fines.
Sec. 3285. Human rights reports.
Sec. 3286. Deobligation of certain unex-

pended economic assistance
funds.

TITLE XXXIII—REGIONAL PROVISIONS
Sec. 3301. Prohibition on assistance to for-

eign governments providing as-
sistance to Cuba.

Sec. 3302. Assistance for Nicaragua.
Sec. 3303. Sense of the Congress regarding

relations with Burma.
Sec. 3304. Debt restructuring for Egypt.
Sec. 3305. Prohibition on assistance to for-

eign governments providing as-
sistance to Iran.

Sec. 3306. Assistance for Pakistan.
Sec. 3307. Return of military equipment of

Pakistan.
Sec. 3308. Eligibility of Panama under Arms

Export Control Act.
Sec. 3309. Future of the United States mili-

tary presence in Panama.
Sec. 3310. Peace and stability in the South

China Sea.
Sec. 3311. Sense of the Congress regarding

narcotics control efforts of Co-
lombia.

Sec. 3312. Notification of arms sales to Saudi
Arabia.

Sec. 3313. Assistance for Zaire.
TITLE XXXIV—SPECIAL AUTHORITIES

AND OTHER PROVISIONS
CHAPTER 1—SPECIAL AUTHORITIES

Sec. 3401. Enhanced transfer authority.
Sec. 3402. Authority to meet unanticipated

contingencies.
Sec. 3403. Special waiver authority.
Sec. 3404. Termination of assistance.

CHAPTER 2—OTHER PROVISIONS

Sec. 3411. Congressional presentation doc-
uments.

Sec. 3412. Prohibition on assistance to for-
eign governments engaged in espionage
against the United States.

Sec. 3413. Debt restructuring for foreign
assistance.

Sec. 3414. Debt buybacks or sales for debt
swaps.

Sec. 3415. Impact on jobs in the United
States.

Sec. 3416. Prohibition on assistance to for-
eign governments that export lethal
military equipment to countries sup-
porting international terrorism.

Sec. 3417. Prohibition on assistance to
countries that consistently oppose the
United States position in the United
Nations General Assembly.

Sec. 3418. Limitation on assistance to
countries that restrict the transport or
delivery of United States humanitarian
assistance.

Sec. 3419. Prohibition on assistance to for-
eign governments, private and vol-
untary organizations, and other enti-
ties that inhibit United States-sup-
ported demining operations and activi-
ties.

CHAPTER 3—REPEALS

Sec. 3421. Repeal of obsolete provisions.
TITLE XXXV—EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 3501. Effective date.
DIVISION A—CONSOLIDATION OF

FOREIGN AFFAIRS AGENCIES
TITLE I—GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE.
This division may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign

Affairs Agencies Consolidation Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 102. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.

The Congress makes the following findings:

(1) With the end of the Cold War, the inter-
national challenges facing the United States
have changed, but the fundamental national
interests of the United States have not. The
security, economic, and humanitarian inter-
ests of the United States require continued
American engagement in international af-
fairs. The leading role of the United States
in world affairs will be as important in the
twenty-first century as it has been in the
twentieth.

(2) The United States budget deficit re-
quires that the foreign as well as the domes-
tic programs and activities of the United
States be carefully reviewed for potential
savings. Wherever possible, foreign programs
and activities must be streamlined, managed
more efficiently, and adapted to the require-
ments of the post-Cold War era.

(3) In order to downsize the foreign pro-
grams and activities of the United States
without jeopardizing United States interests,
strong and effective leadership will be re-
quired. As the official principally responsible
for the conduct of foreign policy, the Sec-
retary of State must have the authority to
allocate efficiently the resources within the
international affairs budget. As a first step
in the downsizing process, the proliferation
of foreign affairs agencies that occurred dur-
ing the Cold War must be reversed, and the
functions of these agencies must be restored
to the Secretary of State.

(4) A streamlined and reorganized foreign
affairs structure under the strengthened
leadership of the Secretary of State can
more effectively promote the international
interests of the United States in the next
century than the existing structure.
SEC. 103. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this division are—
(1) to consolidate and reinvent foreign af-

fairs agencies of the United States within
the Department of State;

(2) to provide for the reorganization of the
Department of State to maximize the effi-
cient use of resources, eliminate redundancy
in functions, effect budget savings, and im-
prove the management of the State Depart-
ment;

(3) to strengthen—
(A) the coordination of United States for-

eign policy; and
(B) the leading role of the Secretary of

State in the formulation and articulation of
United States foreign policy; and

(4) to abolish, not later than March 1, 1997,
the United States Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency, the United States Informa-
tion Agency, the International Development
Cooperation Agency, and the Agency for
International Development.
SEC. 104. DEFINITIONS.

The following terms have the following
meaning for the purposes of this division:

(1) The term ‘‘AID’’ means the Agency for
International Development.

(2) The term ‘‘ACDA’’ means the United
States Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency.

(3) The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’’ means the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee of Foreign
Relations of the Senate.

(4) The term ‘‘Department’’ means the De-
partment of State.

(5) The term ‘‘Federal agency’’ has the
meaning given to the term ‘‘agency’’ by sec-
tion 551(1) of title 5, United States Code.

(6) The term ‘‘function’’ means any duty,
obligation, power, authority, responsibility,
right, privilege, activity, or program.

(7) The term ‘‘office’’ includes any office,
administration, agency, institute, unit, orga-
nizational entity, or component thereof.

(8) The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of State.
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(9) The term ‘‘USIA’’ means the United

States Information Agency.

TITLE II—UNITED STATES ARMS
CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY

CHAPTER 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 201. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), this title, and the amend-
ments made by this title, shall take effect—

(1) March 1, 1997; or
(2) on such earlier date as the President

shall determine to be appropriate and an-
nounce by notice published in the Federal
Register, which date may be not earlier than
60 calendar days (excluding any day on which
either House of Congress is not in session be-
cause of an adjournment sine die) after the
President has submitted a reorganization
plan to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees pursuant to section 221.

(b) REORGANIZATION PLAN.—Section 221
shall take effect on the date of enactment of
this Act.
SEC. 202. REFERENCES IN TITLE.

Except as specifically provided in this
title, whenever in this title an amendment
or repeal is expressed in terms of an amend-
ment to, or repeal of, a provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to a
provision of the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Act.

CHAPTER 2—ABOLITION OF UNITED
STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISAR-
MAMENT AGENCY AND TRANSFER OF
FUNCTIONS TO SECRETARY OF STATE

SEC. 211. ABOLITION OF UNITED STATES ARMS
CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT
AGENCY.

The United States Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency is abolished.
SEC. 212. TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS TO SEC-

RETARY OF STATE.
There are transferred to the Secretary of

State all functions of the Director of the
United States Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency and all functions of the
United States Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency and any officer or compo-
nent of such agency under any statute, reor-
ganization plan, Executive order, or other
provision of law before the effective date of
this title, except as otherwise provided in
this title.

CHAPTER 3—REORGANIZATION OF DE-
PARTMENT OF STATE RELATING TO
FUNCTIONS TRANSFERRED UNDER THIS
TITLE

SEC. 221. REORGANIZATION PLAN.
(a) SUBMISSION OF PLAN.—Not later than

March 1, 1996, the President, in consultation
with the Secretary and the Director of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
shall transmit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a reorganization plan pro-
viding for—

(1) the abolition of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency in accordance with
this title;

(2) the transfer to the Department of State
of the functions and personnel of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency consistent
with the provisions of this title; and

(3) the consolidation, reorganization, and
streamlining of the Department upon the
transfer of functions under this title in order
to carry out such functions.

(b) PLAN ELEMENTS.—The plan under sub-
section (a) shall—

(1) identify the functions of the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency that will be
transferred to the Department under the
plan;

(2) identify the personnel and positions of
the Agency (including civil service person-
nel, Foreign Service personnel, and

detailees) that will be transferred to the De-
partment, separated from service with the
Agency, or be eliminated under the plan, and
set forth a schedule for such transfers, sepa-
rations, and terminations;

(3) identify the personnel and positions of
the Department (including civil service per-
sonnel, Foreign Service personnel, and
detailees) that will be transferred within the
Department, separated from service with the
Department, or eliminated under the plan,
and set forth a schedule for such transfers,
separations, and terminations;

(4) specify the consolidations and reorga-
nization of functions of the Department that
will be required under the plan in order to
permit the Department to carry out the
functions transferred to the Department
under the plan;

(5) specify the funds available to the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency that will
be transferred to the Department as a result
of the transfer of functions of the Agency to
the Department;

(6) specify the proposed allocations within
the Department of unexpended funds trans-
ferred in connection with the transfer of
functions under the plan; and

(7) specify the proposed disposition of the
property, facilities, contracts, records, and
other assets and liabilities of the Agency in
connection with the transfer of the functions
of the Agency to the Department.

(c) ASSISTANT SECRETARY POSITIONS.—The
plan under subsection (a) shall provide for an
appropriate number of Assistant Secretaries
of State to carry out the functions trans-
ferred to the Department under this title.
SEC. 222. COORDINATOR FOR ARMS CONTROL

AND DISARMAMENT.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF COORDINATOR FOR

ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT.—Section
1(e) of the State Department Basic Authori-
ties Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2651a(e)) is amend-
ed by adding after paragraph (4) the follow-
ing new paragraph:

‘‘(5) COORDINATOR FOR ARMS CONTROL AND
DISARMAMENT.—

‘‘(A) There shall be within the office of the
Secretary of State a Coordinator for Arms
Control and Disarmament (hereafter in this
paragraph referred to as the ‘‘Coordinator’’
who shall be appointed by the President, by
and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate. The Coordinator shall report directly to
the Secretary of State.

‘‘(B)(i) The Coordinator shall perform such
duties and exercise such power as the Sec-
retary of State shall prescribe.

‘‘(ii) The Coordinator shall be responsible
for arms control and disarmament matters.
The Coordinator shall head the Bureau of
Arms Control and Disarmament.

‘‘(C) The Coordinator shall have the rank
and status of Ambassador-at-Large. The Co-
ordinator shall be compensated at the an-
nual rate of basic pay in effect for a position
at level IV of the Executive Schedule under
section 5314 of title 5, United States Code, or,
if the Coordinator is appointed from the For-
eign Service, the annual rate of pay which
the individual last received under the For-
eign Service Schedule, whichever is great-
er.’’.

(b) PARTICIPATION IN MEETINGS OF NA-
TIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL.—Section 101 of the
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 402)
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing new subsection:

‘‘(i) The Coordinator for Arms Control and
Disarmament may, in the role of advisor to
the National Security Council on arms con-
trol and disarmament matters, and subject
to the direction of the President, attend and
participate in meetings of the National Se-
curity Council.’’.

(c) TRANSITION PROVISION.—The President
may appoint the individual serving as Direc-

tor of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency on the day before the effective date
of this title, or such other officials appointed
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate and serving within the Department of
State or the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency on the day before the effective date
of this title as the President considers appro-
priate, to serve as the acting Coordinator for
Arms Control and Disarmament until an in-
dividual is appointed to that office in accord-
ance with section 1(e)(5) of the State Depart-
ment Basic Authorities Act of 1956, as
amended by this Act.
CHAPTER 4—CONFORMING AMENDMENTS
SEC. 241. REFERENCES.

Any reference in any statute, reorganiza-
tion plan, Executive order, regulation, agree-
ment, determination, or other official docu-
ment or proceeding to—

(1) the Director of the United States Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency or any
other officer or employee of the United
States Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency shall be deemed to refer to the Sec-
retary of State; and

(2) the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency shall be deemed to
refer to the Department of State.
SEC. 242. REPEAL OF ESTABLISHMENT OF AGEN-

CY.
Section 21 of the Arms Control and Disar-

mament Act (22 U.S.C. 2561; relating to the
establishment of the agency) is repealed.
SEC. 243. REPEAL OF POSITIONS AND OFFICES.

The following sections of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Act are repealed:

(1) Section 22 (22 U.S.C. 2562; relating to
the Director).

(2) Section 23 (22 U.S.C. 2563; relating to
the Deputy Director).

(3) Section 24 (22 U.S.C. 2564; relating to
Assistant Directors).

(4) Section 25 (22 U.S.C. 2565; relating to
bureaus, offices, and divisions).

(5) Section 50 (22 U.S.C 2593; relating to the
ACDA Inspector General).
SEC. 244. TRANSFER OF AUTHORITIES AND FUNC-

TIONS UNDER THE ARMS CONTROL
AND DISARMAMENT ACT TO THE
SECRETARY OF STATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Arms Control and
Disarmament Act (22 U.S.C. 2551 et seq.) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Agency’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Department’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘Director’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Secretary’’.

(b) PURPOSE.—Section 2 (22 U.S.C. 2551) is
repealed.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—Section 3 (22 U.S.C. 2552)
is amended by striking paragraph (c) and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(c) The term ‘Department’ means the De-
partment of State.

‘‘(d) The term ‘Secretary’ means the Sec-
retary of State.’’.

(d) SCIENTIFIC AND POLICY ADVISORY COM-
MITTEE.—Section 26(b) (22 U.S.C. 2566(b)) is
amended by striking ‘‘, the Secretary of
State, and the Director’’ and inserting ‘‘and
the Secretary of State’’.

(e) PRESIDENTIAL SPECIAL REPRESENTA-
TIVES.—Section 27 (22 U.S.C. 2567) is amended
by striking ‘‘, acting through the Director’’.

(f) PROGRAM FOR VISITING SCHOLARS.—Sec-
tion 28 (22 U.S.C. 2568) is amended—

(1) in the second sentence, by striking
‘‘Agency’s activities’’ and inserting ‘‘Depart-
ment’s arms control, nonproliferation, and
disarmament activities’’; and

(2) in the fourth sentence, by striking ‘‘,
and all former Directors of the Agency’’.

(g) POLICY FORMULATION.—Section 33(a) (22
U.S.C. 2573(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘shall
prepare for the President, the Secretary of
State,’’ and inserting ‘‘shall prepare for the
President’’.
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(h) NEGOTIATION MANAGEMENT.—Section 34

(22 U.S.C. 2574) is amended—
(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘the

President and the Secretary of State’’ and
inserting ‘‘the President’’; and

(2) by striking subsection (b).
(i) VERIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE.—Section

37(d) (22 U.S.C. 2577(d)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘Director’s designee’’ and inserting
‘‘Secretary’s designee’’.

(j) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Section 41 (22
U.S.C. 2581) is repealed.

(k) SECURITY REQUIREMENTS.—Section 45
(22 U.S.C. 2585) is amended by striking sub-
sections (a), (b), and (d).

(l) USE OF FUNDS.—Section 48 (22 U.S.C.
2588) is repealed.

(m) ANNUAL REPORT.—Section 51(a) (22
U.S.C. 2593a(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘the
Secretary of State,’’.

(n) REQUIREMENT FOR AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS.—Section 53 (22 U.S.C. 2593c)
is repealed.

(o) ON-SITE INSPECTION AGENCY.—Section
61 (22 U.S.C. 2595) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘United
States Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Department of
State’’; and

(2) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘the Unit-
ed States Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency and’’.
SEC. 245. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.

(a) ARMS EXPORT CONTROL ACT.—The Arms
Export Control Act is amended—

(1) in section 36(b)(1)(D) (22 U.S.C.
2776(b)(1)(D)), by striking ‘‘Director of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency in
consultation with the Secretary of State
and’’ and inserting ‘‘Secretary of State in
consultation with’’;

(2) in section 38(a)(2) (22 U.S.C. 2778(a)(2))—
(A) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘Di-

rector of the United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, taking into ac-
count the Director’s’’ and inserting ‘‘Sec-
retary of State, taking into account the Sec-
retary’s’’; and

(B) in the second sentence, by striking
‘‘The Director of the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency is authorized, whenever
the Director’’ and inserting ‘‘The Secretary
of State is authorized, whenever the Sec-
retary’’;

(3) in section 42(a) (22 U.S.C. 2791(a))—
(A) in paragraph (1)(C), by striking ‘‘Direc-

tor of the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Sec-
retary of State’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2)—
(i) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘Direc-

tor of the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Sec-
retary of State’’; and

(ii) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘Di-
rector of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency is authorized, whenever the Direc-
tor’’ and inserting ‘‘Secretary of State,
whenever the Secretary’’;

(4) in section 71(a) (22 U.S.C. 2797(a)), by
striking ‘‘, the Director of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency,’’ and inserting ‘‘,
Secretary of State,’’;

(5) in section 71(b)(1) (22 U.S.C. 2797(b)(1)),
by striking ‘‘Director of the United States
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency’’
and inserting ‘‘Secretary of State’’;

(6) in section 71(b)(2) (22 U.S.C. 2797(b)(2))—
(A) by striking ‘‘Director of the United

States Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Secretary of State’’;
and

(B) by striking ‘‘, or the Director’’;
(7) in section 71(c) (22 U.S.C. 2797(c)), by

striking ‘‘Director of the United States Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency,’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Secretary of State’’; and

(8) in section 73(d) (22 U.S.C. 2797(d)), by
striking ‘‘Director of the United States Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Secretary of State’’.

(b) UNITED STATES INSTITUTE OF PEACE
ACT.—Section 1706(b) of the United States In-
stitute of Peace Act (22 U.S.C. 4605(b)) is
amended—

(1) by striking out paragraph (3);
(2) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5)

as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; and
(3) in paragraph (4) (as redesignated by

paragraph (2)), by striking ‘‘Eleven’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Twelve’’.

(c) THE ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954.—The
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 is amended—

(1) in section 57 b. (42 U.S.C. 2077(b))—
(A) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘the

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,’’,
and

(B) in the second sentence, by striking
‘‘the Director of the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency,’’; and

(2) in section 123 (42 U.S.C. 2153)—
(A) in subsection a. (in the text after para-

graph (9)—
(i) by striking ‘‘and in consultation with

the Director of the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency (‘the Director’)’’, and

(ii) by striking ‘‘and the Director’’ and in-
serting ‘‘and the Secretary of Defense’’,

(B) in subsection d., in the first proviso, by
striking ‘‘Director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Sec-
retary of Defense’’, and

(C) in the first undesignated paragraph fol-
lowing subsection d., by striking ‘‘the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency,’’.

(d) THE NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION ACT
OF 1978.—The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act
of 1978 is amended—

(1) in section 4, by striking paragraph (2);
(2) in section 102, by striking ‘‘the Sec-

retary of State, and the Director of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency’’ and in-
serting ‘‘and the Secretary of State’’; and

(3) in section 602(c), by striking ‘‘the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency,’’.

(e) TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE.—Title 5,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) in section 5313, by striking ‘‘Director of
the United States Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency.’’;

(2) in section 5314, by striking ‘‘Deputy Di-
rector of the United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency.’’; and

(3) in section 5315, by striking ‘‘Assistant
Directors, United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency (4).’’.
TITLE III—UNITED STATES INFORMATION

AGENCY
CHAPTER 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 301. EFFECTIVE DATE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subsection (b), this title, and the amend-
ments made by this title, shall take effect—

(1) March 1, 1997; or
(2) on such earlier date as the President

shall determine to be appropriate and an-
nounce by notice published in the Federal
Register, which date may be not earlier than
60 calendar days (excluding any day on which
either House of Congress is not in session be-
cause of an adjournment sine die) after the
President has submitted a reorganization
plan to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees pursuant to section 321.

(b) REORGANIZATION PLAN.—Section 321
shall take effect on the date of enactment of
this Act.
CHAPTER 2—ABOLITION OF UNITED

STATES INFORMATION AGENCY AND
TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS TO SEC-
RETARY OF STATE

SEC. 311. ABOLITION OF UNITED STATES INFOR-
MATION AGENCY.

The United States Information Agency is
abolished.

SEC. 312. TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS TO SEC-
RETARY OF STATE.

There are transferred to the Secretary of
State all functions of the Director of the
United States Information Agency and all
functions of the United States Information
Agency and any officer or component of such
agency under any statute, reorganization
plan, Executive order, or other provision of
law before the effective date of this title, ex-
cept as otherwise provided in this title.
CHAPTER 3—REORGANIZATION OF DE-

PARTMENT OF STATE RELATING TO
FUNCTIONS TRANSFERRED UNDER THIS
TITLE

SEC. 321. REORGANIZATION PLAN.
(a) SUBMISSION OF PLAN.—Not later than

March 1, 1996, the President, in consultation
with the Secretary and the Director of the
United States Information Agency, shall
transmit to the appropriate congressional
committees a reorganization plan providing
for—

(1) the abolition of the United States Infor-
mation Agency in accordance with this title;

(2) the transfer to the Department of State
of the functions and personnel of the United
States Information Agency consistent with
the provisions of this title; and

(3) the consolidation, reorganization, and
streamlining of the Department upon the
transfer of functions under this title in order
to carry out such functions.

(b) PLAN ELEMENTS.—The plan under sub-
section (a) shall—

(1) identify the functions of the United
States Information Agency that will be
transferred to the Department under the
plan;

(2) identify the personnel and positions of
the Agency (including civil service person-
nel, Foreign Service personnel, and
detailees) that will be transferred to the De-
partment, separated from service with the
Agency, or be eliminated under the plan, and
set forth a schedule for such transfers, sepa-
rations, and terminations;

(3) identify the personnel and positions of
the Department (including civil service per-
sonnel, Foreign Service personnel, and
detailees) that will be transferred within the
Department, separated from service with the
Department, or eliminated under the plan,
and set forth a schedule for such transfers,
separations, and terminations;

(4) specify the consolidations and reorga-
nization of functions of the Department that
will be required under the plan in order to
permit the Department to carry out the
functions transferred to the Department
under the plan;

(5) specify the funds available to the Unit-
ed States Information Agency that will be
transferred to the Department as a result of
the transfer of functions of the Agency to
the Department;

(6) specify the proposed allocations within
the Department of unexpended funds trans-
ferred in connection with the transfer of
functions under the plan; and

(7) specify the proposed disposition of the
property, facilities, contracts, records, and
other assets and liabilities of the Agency in
connection with the transfer of the functions
of the Agency to the Department.

(c) ASSISTANT SECRETARY POSITIONS.—The
plan under subsection (a) shall provide for an
appropriate number of Assistant Secretaries
of State to carry out the functions trans-
ferred to the Department under this title.
SEC. 322. PRINCIPAL OFFICERS.

(a) UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE FOR PUBLIC
DIPLOMACY.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Section 1(b) of the
State Department Basic Authorities Act of
1956 (22 U.S.C. 2651a(b) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘There’’ and inserting the
following:
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‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There’’; and
(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) UNDER SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC DIPLO-

MACY.—There shall be in the Department of
State an Under Secretary for Public Diplo-
macy who shall have responsibility to assist
the Secretary and the Deputy Secretary in
the formation and implementation of United
States public diplomacy policies and activi-
ties, including international educational and
cultural exchange programs, information,
and international broadcasting.’’.

(2) TRANSITION PROVISION.—The President
may appoint the individual serving as Direc-
tor of the United States Information Agency
on the day before the effective date of this
title, or such other official appointed by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate
and serving within the Department of State
or the United States Information Agency as
the President considers appropriate, to serve
as the acting Under Secretary for Public Di-
plomacy until an individual is appointed to
that office in accordance with section
(1)(b)(1) of the State Department Basic Au-
thorities Act of 1956, as amended by this Act.

(b) ASSISTANT SECRETARIES.—
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Section 1(c) of the

State Department Basic Authorities Act of
1956 (22 U.S.C. 2651a(c)) is amended by adding
after paragraph (2) the following:

‘‘(3) ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR ACADEMIC
PROGRAMS AND CULTURAL EXCHANGES.—There
shall be in the Department of State an As-
sistant Secretary for Academic Programs
and Cultural Exchanges who shall report to
the Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy.

‘‘(4) ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR INFORMA-
TION, POLICY, AND PROGRAMS.—There shall be
in the Department of State an Assistant Sec-
retary for Information, Policy, and Pro-
grams who shall report to the Under Sec-
retary for Public Diplomacy.’’.

(2) TRANSITION PROVISION.—The President
may appoint such officials appointed by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate
and serving within the Department of State
or the United States Information Agency as
the President considers appropriate to serve
as the acting Assistant Secretary for Aca-
demic Programs and Cultural Exchanges and
to serve as the acting Assistant Secretary
for Information, Policy, and Programs until
individuals are appointed to those offices in
accordance with section 1(c)(1) of the State
Department Basic Authorities Act of 1956, as
amended by this Act.
CHAPTER 4—CONFORMING AMENDMENTS
SEC. 341. REFERENCES.

Any reference in any statute, reorganiza-
tion plan, Executive order, regulation, agree-
ment, determination, or other official docu-
ment or proceeding to—

(1) the Director of the United States Infor-
mation Agency, the Director of the Inter-
national Communication Agency, or any
other officer or employee of the United
States Information Agency shall be deemed
to refer to the Secretary of State; and

(2) the United States Information Agency,
USIA, or the International Communication
Agency shall be deemed to refer to the De-
partment of State.
SEC. 342. ABOLITION OF OFFICE OF INSPECTOR

GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
INFORMATION AGENCY AND TRANS-
FER OF FUNCTIONS TO OFFICE OF
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DE-
PARTMENT OF STATE.

(a) ABOLITION OF OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GEN-
ERAL OF THE USIA.—

(1) The Office of Inspector General of the
United States Information Agency is abol-
ished.

(2) Section 11 of the Inspector General Act
of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) is amended—

(A) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘, the Of-
fice of Personnel Management or the United

States Information Agency’’ and inserting
‘‘or the Office of Personnel Management’’;
and

(B) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘the Unit-
ed States Information Agency,’’.

(3) Section 5315 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by striking the following:

‘‘Inspector General, United States Infor-
mation Agency.’’.

(b) FUNCTIONS OF OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GEN-
ERAL OF THE UNITED STATES INFORMATION
AGENCY TRANSFERRED TO OFFICE OF INSPEC-
TOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
STATE.—There are transferred to the Office
of the Inspector General of the Department
of State the functions that the Office of In-
spector General of the United States Infor-
mation Agency exercised before the effective
date of this title (including all related func-
tions of the Inspector General of the United
States Information Agency).

(c) TRANSFER AND ALLOCATIONS OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS AND PERSONNEL.—The Director of
the Office of Management and Budget, in
consultation with the Secretary of State, is
authorized to make such incidental disposi-
tions of personnel, assets, liabilities, grants,
contracts, property, records, and unexpended
balances of appropriations, authorizations,
allocations, and other funds held, used, aris-
ing from, available to, or to be made avail-
able in connection with such functions, as
may be necessary to carry out the provisions
of this section.
SEC. 343. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 5.

Title 5, United States Code, is amended—
(1) in section 5313, by striking ‘‘Director of

the United States Information Agency.’’;
(2) in section 5315, by striking ‘‘Deputy Di-

rector of the United States Information
Agency.’’; and

(3) in section 5316, by striking ‘‘Deputy Di-
rector, Policy and Plans, United States In-
formation Agency.’’ and striking ‘‘Associate
Director (Policy and Plans), United States
Information Agency.’’.
SEC. 344. AMENDMENTS TO UNITED STATES IN-

FORMATION AND EDUCATIONAL EX-
CHANGE ACT OF 1948.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section, the United States In-
formation and Educational Exchange Act of
1948 (22 U.S.C. 1431 et seq.) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘United States Information
Agency’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘Department of State’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘Director of the United
States Information Agency’’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘Secretary of State’’;

(3) by striking ‘‘Director’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Secretary of State’’;

(4) by striking ‘‘USIA’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Department of State’’;
and

(5) by striking ‘‘Agency’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Department of State’’.

(b) SATELLITE AND TELEVISION BROAD-
CASTS.—Section 505 of the United States In-
formation and Educational Exchange Act of
1948 (22 U.S.C. 1464a) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Director of the United
States Information Agency’’ each of the four
places it appears and inserting ‘‘Secretary of
State’’;

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘To be ef-
fective, the United States Information Agen-
cy’’ and inserting ‘‘To be effective in carry-
ing out this subsection, the Department of
State’’;

(3) by striking ‘‘USIA–TV’’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘DEPARTMENT OF
STATE–TV’’; and

(4) by striking subsection (e).
(c) UNITED STATES ADVISORY COMMISSION

ON PUBLIC DIPLOMACY.—Section 604 of the
United States Information and Educational
Exchange Act of 1948 (22 U.S.C. 1469) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (c)(1)—
(A) by striking ‘‘the Director of the United

States Information Agency,’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘Director or the Agency,

and shall appraise the effectiveness of poli-
cies and programs of the Agency’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘Secretary of State or the Department of
State, and shall appraise the effectiveness of
the information, educational, and cultural
policies and programs of the Department’’;

(2) in subsection (c)(2)—
(A) in the first sentence by striking ‘‘the

Secretary of State, and the Director of the
United States Information Agency’’ and in-
serting ‘‘and the Secretary of State’’;

(B) in the second sentence by striking ‘‘by
the Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘by the Depart-
ment of State’’; and

(C) by striking ‘‘Director for effectuating
the purposes of the Agency’’ and inserting
‘‘Secretary for effectuating the information,
educational, and cultural functions of the
Department’’;

(3) in subsection (c)(3), by striking ‘‘pro-
grams conducted by the Agency’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘information, educational, and cultural
programs conducted by the Department of
State’’; and

(4) in subsection (c)(4), by striking ‘‘Direc-
tor of the United States Information Agen-
cy’’ and inserting ‘‘Secretary of State’’.
SEC. 345. AMENDMENTS TO THE MUTUAL EDU-

CATIONAL AND CULTURAL EX-
CHANGE ACT OF 1961 (FULBRIGHT-
HAYS ACT).

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Mutual Educational
and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2451 et seq.) is amended by striking ‘‘Direc-
tor of the International Communication
Agency’’ and ‘‘Director’’ each place either
term appears and inserting ‘‘Secretary of
State’’.

(b) REPEAL OF DEFUNCT ADVISORY COMMIS-
SIONS.—Section 106 of such Act (22 U.S.C.
2456) is amended by striking subsection (c).

(c) BUREAU OF EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL
AFFAIRS.—Section 112 of the Mutual Edu-
cational and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961
(22 U.S.C. 2460) is amended—

(1) by striking the first sentence of sub-
section (a);

(2) by striking ‘‘Bureau’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Department of State’’;
and

(3) by striking subsection (e).
SEC. 346. INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING AC-

TIVITIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Foreign

Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years
1994 and 1995 (Public Law 103–236) is amend-
ed—

(1) in section 305(b)(1), by striking ‘‘Agen-
cy’s’’ and inserting ‘‘Department’s’’;

(2) in section 306, by striking ‘‘, acting
through the Director of the United States In-
formation Agency,’’ and inserting ‘‘, acting
through the Under Secretary of State for
Public Diplomacy,’’;

(3) by striking ‘‘Director of the United
States Information Agency’’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘Secretary of State’’;

(4) by striking all references to ‘‘United
States Information Agency’’ that were not
stricken in paragraph (3) and inserting ‘‘De-
partment of State’’;

(5) by striking ‘‘Bureau’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Office’’; and

(6) in section 305(a)(1), by striking ‘‘title,’’
and inserting ‘‘title (including activities of
the Voice of America previously carried out
by the United States Information Agency),’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO TITLE 5.—
Section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, is
amended by striking ‘‘Director of the Inter-
national Broadcasting Bureau, the United
States Information Agency’’ and inserting
‘‘Director of the International Broadcasting
Office, the Department of State’’.
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SEC. 347. TELEVISION BROADCASTING TO CUBA.

(a) AUTHORITY.—Section 243(a) of the Tele-
vision Broadcasting to Cuba Act (as con-
tained in part D of title II of Public Law 101–
246) (22 U.S.C. 1465bb(a)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘United States Information Agency
(hereafter in this part referred to as the
‘Agency’)’’ and inserting ‘‘Department of
State (hereafter in this part referred to as
the ‘Department’)’’.

(b) TELEVISION MARTI SERVICE.—Section
244 of such Act (22 U.S.C. 1465cc) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by amending the first sentence to read

as follows: ‘‘The Secretary of State shall ad-
minister within the Voice of America the
Television Marti Service.’’; and

(B) in the third sentence, by striking ‘‘Di-
rector of the United States Information
Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Secretary of State’’;

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) in the subsection heading, by striking

‘‘USIA’’ and inserting ‘‘DEPARTMENT OF
STATE’’,

(B) by striking ‘‘Agency facilities’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Department facilities’’; and

(C) by striking ‘‘United States Information
Agency Television Service’’ and inserting
‘‘Department of State Television Service’’;
and

(3) in subsection (c)—
(A) by striking ‘‘USIA AUTHORITY.—The

Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘SECRETARY OF STATE
AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of State’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘Agency’’ the second place
it appears and inserting ‘‘Secretary of
State’’.

(c) ASSISTANCE FROM OTHER GOVERNMENT
AGENCIES.—Section 246 of such Act (22 U.S.C.
1465dd) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘United States Information
Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Department of
State’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘the Agency’’ and inserting
‘‘the Department’’.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 247(a) of such Act (22 U.S.C.
1465ee(a)) is repealed.
SEC. 348. RADIO BROADCASTING TO CUBA.

(a) FUNCTIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
STATE.—Section 3 of the Radio Broadcasting
to Cuba Act (22 U.S.C. 1465a) is amended—

(1) in the section heading, by striking
‘‘UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY’’ and
inserting ‘‘DEPARTMENT OF STATE’’;

(2) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘United
States Information Agency (hereafter in this
Act referred to as the ‘Agency’)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘Department of State (hereafter in this
Act referred to as the ‘Department’)’’; and

(3) in subsection (f), by striking ‘‘Director
of the United States Information Agency’’
and inserting ‘‘Secretary of State’’.

(b) CUBA SERVICE.—Section 4 of such Act
(22 U.S.C. 1465b) is amended—

(1) by amending the first sentence to read
as follows: ‘‘The Secretary of State shall ad-
minister within the Voice of America the
Cuba Service (hereafter in this section re-
ferred to as the ‘Service’).’’; and

(2) in the third sentence, by striking ‘‘Di-
rector of the United States Information
Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Secretary of State’’.

(c) ASSISTANCE FROM OTHER GOVERNMENT
AGENCIES.—Section 6 of such Act (22 U.S.C.
1465d) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by striking ‘‘United States Information

Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Department of
State’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘the Agency’’ and inserting
‘‘the Department’’; and

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking ‘‘The Agency’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘The Department’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘the Agency’’ and inserting

‘‘the Secretary of State’’.

(d) FACILITY COMPENSATION.—Section 7 of
such Act (22 U.S.C. 1465e) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘the
Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘the Department’’;
and

(2) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘Agency’’
and inserting ‘‘Department’’.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 8 of such Act (22 U.S.C. 1465f) is
amended—

(1) by striking subsections (a) and (b) and
inserting the following:

‘‘(a) The amount obligated by the Depart-
ment of State each fiscal year to carry out
this Act shall be sufficient to maintain
broadcasts to Cuba under this Act at rates
no less than the fiscal year 1985 level of obli-
gations by the former United States Infor-
mation Agency for such broadcasts.’’; and

(2) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (b).
SEC. 349. NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR DEMOC-

RACY.
(a) GRANTS.—Section 503 of Public Law 98–

164, as amended (22 U.S.C. 4412) is amended—
(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by striking ‘‘Director of the United

States Information Agency’’ and inserting
‘‘Secretary of State’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘the Agency’’ and inserting
‘‘the Department of State’’; and

(C) by striking ‘‘the Director’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘the Secretary of State’’; and

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘United
States Information Agency’’ and inserting
‘‘Department of State’’.

(b) AUDITS.—Section 504(g) of such Act (22
U.S.C. 4413(g)) is amended by striking ‘‘Unit-
ed States Information Agency’’ and inserting
‘‘Department of State’’.

(c) FREEDOM OF INFORMATION.—Section 506
of such Act (22 U.S.C. 4415) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking ‘‘Director’’ each of the

three places it appears and inserting ‘‘Sec-
retary’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘of the United States Infor-
mation Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘of State’’;
and

(2) in subsection (c)—
(A) in the subsection heading by striking

‘‘USIA’’ and inserting ‘‘DEPARTMENT OF
STATE’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘Director’’ each of the
three places it appears and inserting ‘‘Sec-
retary’’;

(C) by striking ‘‘of the United States Infor-
mation Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘of State’’;
and

(D) by striking ‘‘United States Information
Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Department of
State’’.
SEC. 350. UNITED STATES SCHOLARSHIP PRO-

GRAM FOR DEVELOPING COUN-
TRIES.

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORITY.—Section 603 of
the Foreign Relations Authorization Act,
Fiscal Years 1986 and 1987 (22 U.S.C. 4703) is
amended by striking ‘‘United States Infor-
mation Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Department
of State’’.

(b) GUIDELINES.—Section 604(11) of such
Act (22 U.S.C. 4704(11)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘United States Information Agency’’ and
inserting ‘‘Department of State’’.

(c) POLICY REGARDING OTHER INTER-
NATIONAL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS.—Section
606(b) of such Act (22 U.S.C. 4706(b)) is
amended—

(1) in the subsection heading, by striking
‘‘USIA’’ and inserting ‘‘STATE DEPARTMENT’’;
and

(2) by striking ‘‘Director of United States
Information Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Sec-
retary of State’’.

(d) GENERAL AUTHORITIES.—Section 609(e)
of such Act (22 U.S.C. 4709(e)) is amended by
striking ‘‘United States Information Agen-
cy’’ and inserting ‘‘Department of State’’.

SEC. 351. FASCELL FELLOWSHIP BOARD.
Section 1003(b) of the Fascell Fellowship

Act (22 U.S.C. 4902(b)) is amended—
(1) in the text above paragraph (1), by

striking ‘‘9 members’’ and inserting ‘‘8 mem-
bers’’;

(2) by striking paragraph (3); and
(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-

graph (3).
SEC. 352. NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION

BOARD.
Section 803 of the Intelligence Authoriza-

tion Act, Fiscal Year 1992 (50 U.S.C. 1903(b))
is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking paragraph (6); and
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (7) and (8)

as paragraphs (6) and (7); and
(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘sub-

section (b)(7)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection
(b)(6)’’.
SEC. 353. CENTER FOR CULTURAL AND TECH-

NICAL INTERCHANGE BETWEEN
NORTH AND SOUTH.

Section 208 of the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act, Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993
(22 U.S.C. 2075) is amended by striking ‘‘Di-
rector of the United States Information
Agency’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘Secretary of State’’.
SEC. 354. EAST-WEST CENTER.

(a) DUTIES.—Section 703 of the Mutual Se-
curity Act of 1960 (22 U.S.C. 2055) is amend-
ed—

(1) in the text above paragraph (1), by
striking ‘‘Director of the United States In-
formation Agency (hereinafter referred to as
the ‘Director’)’’ and inserting ‘‘Secretary of
State (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Sec-
retary’)’’; and

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘establish-
ment and’’.

(b) ADMINISTRATION.—Section 704 of such
Act (22 U.S.C. 2056) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Director of the United
States Information Agency’’ and inserting
‘‘Secretary of State’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘Director’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Secretary’’.
SEC. 355. MISSION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF

STATE.
Section 202 of the Foreign Relations Au-

thorization Act, Fiscal Year 1979 (22 U.S.C.
1461–1) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘mis-
sion of the International Communication
Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘mission of the De-
partment of State in carrying out its infor-
mation, educational, and cultural func-
tions’’;

(2) in the second sentence, in the text
above paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘Inter-
national Communication Agency’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Department of State’’;

(3) in paragraph (1)(B), by striking ‘‘Agen-
cy’’ and inserting ‘‘Department’’; and

(4) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘mission of
the Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘mission de-
scribed in this section’’.
SEC. 356. CONSOLIDATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE

SERVICES.
Section 23(a) of the State Department

Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C.
2695(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(including’’ and all that
follows through ‘‘Agency)’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘other such agencies’’ and
inserting ‘‘other Federal agencies’’.
SEC. 357. GRANTS.

Section 212 of the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act, Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993
(22 U.S.C. 1475h) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘United
States Information Agency’’ and inserting
‘‘Department of State, in carrying out its
international information, educational, and
cultural functions,’’;



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 5198 May 17, 1995
(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘United

States Information Agency’’ and inserting
‘‘Department of State’’;

(3) in subsection (c)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘United

States Information Agency shall substan-
tially comply with United States Informa-
tion Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Department of
State, in carrying out its international in-
formation, educational, and cultural func-
tions, shall substantially comply with De-
partment of State’’; and

(B) in paragraphs (2) and (3)—
(i) by striking ‘‘United States Information

Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Department of
State’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘Agency’’ each of the
places it appears and inserting ‘‘Depart-
ment’’; and

(4) by striking subsection (d).
SEC. 358. BAN ON DOMESTIC ACTIVITIES.

Section 208 of the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act, Fiscal Years 1986 and 1987
(22 U.S.C. 1461–1a) is amended—

(1) by striking out ‘‘United States Informa-
tion Agency’’ each of the two places it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Department of State’’;
and

(2) by inserting ‘‘in carrying out its inter-
national information, educational, and cul-
tural activities’’ before ‘‘shall be distrib-
uted’’.
SEC. 359. CONFORMING REPEAL TO THE ARMS

CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT ACT.
Section 34(b) of the Arms Control and Dis-

armament Act (22 U.S.C. 2574(b)) is repealed.
SEC. 360. REPEAL RELATING TO PROCUREMENT

OF LEGAL SERVICES.
Section 26(b) of the State Department

Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C.
2698(b)) is repealed.
SEC. 361. REPEAL RELATING TO PAYMENT OF

SUBSISTENCE EXPENSES.
Section 32 of the State Department Basic

Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2704) is
amended by striking the second sentence.
SEC. 362. CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO THE

SEED ACT.
Section 2(c) of the Support for East Euro-

pean Democracy (SEED) Act of 1989 (22
U.S.C. 5401(c)) is amended in paragraph (17)
by striking ‘‘United States Information
Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Department of
State’’.
SEC. 363. INTERNATIONAL CULTURAL AND

TRADE CENTER COMMISSION.
Section 7(c) of the Federal Triangle Devel-

opment Act (40 U.S.C. 1106(c)) is amended—
(1) in the text above subparagraph (A), by

striking ‘‘15 members’’ and inserting ‘‘14
members’’;

(2) by striking subparagraph (F); and
(3) by redesignating subparagraphs (G)

through (J) as subparagraphs (F) through (I),
respectively.
SEC. 364. FOREIGN SERVICE ACT OF 1980.

(a) OTHER AGENCIES UTILIZING SERVICE.—
Section 202(a) of the Foreign Service Act of
1980 (22 U.S.C. 3922(a)) is amended by striking
paragraph (1).

(b) BOARD OF THE FOREIGN SERVICE.—Sec-
tion 210 of such Act (22 U.S.C. 3930) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘the United States Informa-
tion Agency, the United States International
Development Cooperation Agency,’’.
SEC. 365. AU PAIR PROGRAMS.

Section 8 of the Eisenhower Exchange Fel-
lowship Act of 1990 (Public Law 101–454) is
amended by striking ‘‘Director of the United
States Information Agency’’ and inserting
‘‘Secretary of State’’.
SEC. 366. EXCHANGE PROGRAM WITH COUNTRIES

IN TRANSITION FROM TOTALI-
TARIANISM TO DEMOCRACY.

Section 602 of the National and Commu-
nity Service Act of 1990 (22 U.S.C. 2452a) is
amended—

(1) in the second sentence of subsection (a),
by striking ‘‘United States Information
Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Department of
State’’; and

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking ‘‘appropriations account of

the United States Information Agency’’ and
inserting ‘‘appropriate appropriations ac-
count of the Department of State’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘and the United States In-
formation Agency’’.
SEC. 367. EDMUND S. MUSKIE FELLOWSHIP PRO-

GRAM.
Section 227 of the Foreign Relations Au-

thorization Act, Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993
(22 U.S.C. 2452 note) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘United States Information
Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Department of
State’’; and

(2) by striking subsection (d).
SEC. 368. IMPLEMENTATION OF CONVENTION ON

CULTURAL PROPERTY.
Title III of the Convention on Cultural

Property Implementation Act (19 U.S.C. 2601
et seq.) is amended by striking ‘‘Director of
the United States Information Agency’’ each
place it appears and inserting ‘‘Secretary of
State’’.
SEC. 369. MIKE MANSFIELD FELLOWSHIPS.

Section 252(a) of the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995
(22 U.S.C. 6101(a)) is amended by striking
‘‘Director of the United States Information
Agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Secretary of State’’.
TITLE IV—AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL

DEVELOPMENT
CHAPTER 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 401. EFFECTIVE DATE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subsection (b), this title, and the amend-
ments made by this title, shall take effect—

(1) on March 1, 1997; or
(2) on such earlier date as the President

shall determine to be appropriate and an-
nounce by notice published in the Federal
Register, which date may be not earlier than
60 calendar days (excluding any day on which
either House of Congress is not in session be-
cause of an adjournment sine die) after the
President has submitted a reorganization
plan to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees pursuant to section 421.

(b) REORGANIZATION PLAN.—Section 421
shall take effect on the date of enactment of
this Act.
SEC. 402. REFERENCES IN TITLE.

Except as specifically provided in this
title, whenever in this title an amendment
or repeal is expressed in terms of an amend-
ment to, or repeal of, a provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to a
provision of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961.
CHAPTER 2—ABOLITION OF THE AGENCY

FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
AND TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS TO SEC-
RETARY OF STATE

SEC. 411. ABOLITION OF AGENCY FOR INTER-
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND THE
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT CO-
OPERATION AGENCY.

The Agency for International Development
and the International Development Coopera-
tion Agency are abolished.
SEC. 412. TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS TO SEC-

RETARY OF STATE.
There are transferred to the Secretary of

State all functions of the Administrator of
the Agency for International Development
and the Director of the International Devel-
opment Cooperation Agency and all func-
tions of the Agency for International Devel-
opment and the International Development
Cooperation Agency and any officer or com-
ponent of such agencies under any statute,
reorganization plan, Executive order, or

other provision of law before the effective
date of this title, except as otherwise pro-
vided in this title.
CHAPTER 3—REORGANIZATION OF DE-

PARTMENT OF STATE RELATING TO
FUNCTIONS TRANSFERRED UNDER THIS
TITLE

SEC. 421. REORGANIZATION PLAN.
(a) SUBMISSION OF PLAN.—Not later than

March 1, 1996, the President, in consultation
with the Secretary and the Administrator of
the Agency for International Development,
shall transmit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a reorganization plan pro-
viding for—

(1) the abolition of the Agency for Inter-
national Development in accordance with
this title;

(2) the transfer to the Department of State
of the functions and personnel of the Agency
for International Development consistent
with the provisions of this title; and

(3) the consolidation, reorganization, and
streamlining of the Department upon the
transfer of functions under this title in order
to carry out such functions.

(b) PLAN ELEMENTS.—The plan under sub-
section (a) shall—

(1) identify the functions of the Agency for
International Development that will be
transferred to the Department under the
plan;

(2) identify the personnel and positions of
the Agency (including civil service person-
nel, Foreign Service personnel, and
detailees) that will be transferred to the De-
partment, separated from service with the
Agency, or be eliminated under the plan, and
set forth a schedule for such transfers, sepa-
rations, and terminations;

(3) identify the personnel and positions of
the Department (including civil service per-
sonnel, Foreign Service personnel, and
detailees) that will be transferred within the
Department, separated from service with the
Department, or eliminated under the plan,
and set forth a schedule for such transfers,
separations, and terminations;

(4) specify the consolidations and reorga-
nization of functions of the Department that
will be required under the plan in order to
permit the Department to carry out the
functions transferred to the Department
under the plan;

(5) specify the funds available to the Agen-
cy for International Development that will
be transferred to the Department under this
title as a result of the transfer of functions
of the Agency to the Department;

(6) specify the proposed allocations within
the Department of unexpended funds trans-
ferred in connection with the transfer of
functions under the plan; and

(7) specify the proposed disposition of the
property, facilities, contracts, records, and
other assets and liabilities of the Agency in
connection with the transfer of the functions
of the Agency to the Department.

(c) ASSISTANT SECRETARY POSITIONS.—The
plan under subsection (a) shall provide for an
appropriate number of Assistant Secretaries
of State to carry out the functions trans-
ferred to the Department under this title.
SEC. 422. PRINCIPAL OFFICERS.

(a) UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE FOR DEVEL-
OPMENT AND ECONOMIC AFFAIRS.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Section 1(b) of the
State Department Basic Authorities Act of
1956 (22 U.S.C. 2651a(b)) is amended by adding
after paragraph (2) the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(3) UNDER SECRETARY FOR DEVELOPMENT
AND ECONOMIC AFFAIRS.—There shall be in the
Department of State an Under Secretary for
Development and Economic Affairs who
shall assist the Secretary and the Deputy
Secretary in the formation and implementa-
tion of United States policies and activities
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concerning international development and
economic affairs.’’.

(b) TRANSITION PROVISION.—The President
may appoint the individual serving as Ad-
ministrator of the Agency for International
Development on the day before the effective
date of this title, or such other official ap-
pointed by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate and serving within the Depart-
ment of State or the Agency for Inter-
national Development as the President con-
siders appropriate, to serve as the acting
Under Secretary for Development and Eco-
nomic Affairs until an individual is ap-
pointed to that office in accordance with sec-
tion 1(b)(1) of the State Department Basic
Authorities Act of 1956, as amended by this
Act.

CHAPTER 4—CONFORMING AMENDMENTS
SEC. 441. REFERENCES.

Any reference in any statute, reorganiza-
tion plan, Executive order, regulation, agree-
ment, determination, or other official docu-
ment or proceeding to—

(1) the Administrator of the Agency for
International Development, or any other of-
ficer or employee of the Agency for Inter-
national Development shall be deemed to
refer to the Secretary of State;

(2) the Director or any other officer or em-
ployee of the International Development Co-
operation Agency (IDCA) shall be deemed to
refer to the Secretary of State; or

(3) the Agency for International Develop-
ment, AID, the agency primarily responsible
for administering part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, or the International De-
velopment Cooperation Agency (IDCA) shall
be deemed to refer to the Department of
State.
SEC. 442. ABOLITION OF OFFICE OF INSPECTOR

GENERAL OF THE AGENCY FOR
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
AND TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS TO
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL OF
THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE.

(a) ABOLITION OF OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GEN-
ERAL OF THE AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DE-
VELOPMENT.—The Office of Inspector General
of the Agency for International Development
is abolished.

(b) AMENDMENTS TO THE INSPECTOR GEN-
ERAL ACT OF 1978.—The Inspector General
Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) is amended as fol-
lows:

(1) Section 8A is repealed.
(2) Section 11(1) is amended by striking

‘‘the Administrator of the Agency for Inter-
national Development,’’.

(3) Section 11(2) is amended by striking
‘‘the Agency for International Develop-
ment,’’.

(c) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 5, UNITED STATES
CODE.—Section 5315 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by striking the following:
‘‘Inspector General, Agency for International
Development.’’.

(d) FUNCTIONS OF OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GEN-
ERAL OF THE AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DE-
VELOPMENT TRANSFERRED TO OFFICE OF IN-
SPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
STATE.—There are transferred to the Office
of Inspector General of the Department of
State the functions that the Office of Inspec-
tor General of the Agency for International
Development exercised before the effective
date of this title (including all related func-
tions of the Inspector General of the Agency
for International Development).

(e) TRANSFER AND ALLOCATIONS OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS AND PERSONNEL.—The Inspector
General of the Department of State, is au-
thorized to make such incidental disposi-
tions of personnel, assets, liabilities, grants,
contracts, property, records, and unexpended
balances of appropriations, authorizations,
allocations, and other funds held, used, aris-

ing from, available to, or to be made avail-
able in connection with such functions, as
may be necessary to carry out the provisions
of this section.
SEC. 443. ABOLITION OF CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFI-

CER OF THE AGENCY FOR INTER-
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND
TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS TO CHIEF
FINANCIAL OFFICER DEPARTMENT
OF STATE.

(a) ABOLITION OF OFFICE OF CHIEF FINAN-
CIAL OFFICER OF THE AGENCY FOR INTER-
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT.—The Office of Chief
Financial Officer of the Agency for Inter-
national Development is abolished.

(b) AMENDMENT TO TITLE 31, UNITED STATES
CODE.—Section 901(b)(2) of title 31, United
States Code, is amended by striking subpara-
graph (A).

(c) FUNCTIONS OF OFFICE OF CHIEF FINAN-
CIAL OFFICER OF THE AGENCY FOR INTER-
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT TRANSFERRED TO OF-
FICE OF CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER OF THE DE-
PARTMENT OF STATE.—There are transferred
to the Office of Chief Financial Officer of the
Department of State the functions that the
Office of Chief Financial Officer of the Agen-
cy for International Development exercised
before the effective date of this title (includ-
ing all related functions of the Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the Agency for International
Development).

(d) TRANSFER AND ALLOCATIONS OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS AND PERSONNEL.—The Director of
the Office of Management and Budget, in
consultation with the Secretary of State, is
authorized to make such incidental disposi-
tions of personnel, assets, liabilities, grants,
contracts, property, records, and unexpended
balances of appropriations, authorizations,
allocations, and other funds held, used, aris-
ing from, available to, or to be made avail-
able in connection with such functions, as
may be necessary to carry out the provisions
of this section.
SEC. 444. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 5, UNITED

STATES CODE.
Title 5, United States Code, is amended—
(1) in section 5313, by striking ‘‘Adminis-

trator, Agency for International Develop-
ment.’’;

(2) in section 5314, by striking ‘‘Deputy Ad-
ministrator, Agency for International Devel-
opment.’’;

(3) in section 5315—
(A) by striking ‘‘Assistant Administrators,

Agency for International Development (6).’’;
and

(B) by striking ‘‘Regional Assistant Ad-
ministrators, Agency for International De-
velopment (4).’’; and

(4) in section 5316 by striking ‘‘General
Counsel of the Agency for International De-
velopment.’’.
SEC. 445. PUBLIC LAW 480 PROGRAM.

The Agricultural Trade Development and
Assistance Act of 1954 (Public Law 83–480; 7
U.S.C. 1691 et seq.) is amended by striking
‘‘Administrator’’ each place it appears and
inserting ‘‘Under Secretary of State for De-
velopment and Economic Affairs’’.

TITLE V—TRANSITION
SEC. 501. REORGANIZATION AUTHORITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-
ized, subject to the requirements of this divi-
sion, to allocate or reallocate any function
transferred to the Department under any
title of this division among the officers of
the Department, and to establish, consoli-
date, alter, or discontinue such organiza-
tional entities within the Department as
may be necessary or appropriate to carry out
any reorganization under this division, but
the authority of the Secretary under this
section does not extend to—

(1) the abolition of organizational entities
or officers established by this Act or any
other Act; or

(2) the alteration of the delegation of func-
tions to any specific organizational entity or
officer required by this Act or any other Act.

(b) REQUIREMENTS AND LIMITATIONS ON RE-
ORGANIZATION PLANS.—A reorganization plan
pursuant to any title of this division may
not have the effect of—

(1) creating a new executive department;
(2) continuing a function beyond the period

authorized by law for its exercise or beyond
the time when it would have terminated if
the reorganization had not been made;

(3) authorizing an agency to exercise a
function which is not authorized by law at
the time the plan is transmitted to Congress;

(4) creating a new agency which is not a
component or part of an existing executive
department or independent agency; or

(5) increasing the term of an office beyond
that provided by law for the office.
SEC. 502. TRANSFER AND ALLOCATION OF AP-

PROPRIATIONS AND PERSONNEL.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this Act, the personnel employed in
connection with, and the assets, liabilities,
contracts, property, records, and unexpended
balance of appropriations, authorizations, al-
locations, and other funds employed, held,
used, arising from, available to, or to be
made available in connection with the func-
tions and offices, or portions thereof trans-
ferred by any title of this division, subject to
section 1531 of title 31, United States Code,
shall be transferred to the Secretary for ap-
propriate allocation.

(b) LIMITATION ON USE OF TRANSFERRED
FUNDS.—Unexpended and unobligated funds
transferred pursuant to any title of this divi-
sion shall be used only for the purposes for
which the funds were originally authorized
and appropriated.

(c) AUTHORIZED STRENGTH OF THE FOREIGN
SERVICE.—When an agency is abolished under
this division, the limitations for fiscal years
1996 and 1997 under section 2351 of this Act on
the members of the Foreign Service author-
ized to be employed by such agency shall be
added to the limitations under such section
which apply to the Department of State.
SEC. 503. INCIDENTAL TRANSFERS.

The Director of the Office of Management
and Budget, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of State, is authorized to make such
incidental dispositions of personnel, assets,
liabilities, grants, contracts, property,
records, and unexpended balances of appro-
priations, authorizations, allocations, and
other funds held, used, arising from, avail-
able to, or to be made available in connec-
tion with such functions, as may be nec-
essary to carry out the provisions of any
title of this division. The Director of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of State, shall pro-
vide for the termination of the affairs of all
entities terminated by this division and for
such further measures and dispositions as
may be necessary to effectuate the purposes
of any title of this division.
SEC. 504. EFFECT ON PERSONNEL.

(a) EXECUTIVE SCHEDULE POSITIONS.—Ex-
cept as otherwise provided in this division,
any person who, on the day preceding the
date of the abolition of an agency the func-
tions of which are transferred under any
title of this division, held a position com-
pensated in accordance with the Executive
Schedule prescribed in chapter 53 of title 5,
United States Code, and who, without a
break in service, is appointed in the Depart-
ment to a position having duties comparable
to the duties performed immediately preced-
ing such appointment shall continue to be
compensated in such new position at not less
than the rate provided for such previous po-
sition, for the duration of the service of such
person in such new position.
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(b) TERMINATION OF CERTAIN POSITIONS.—

Positions whose incumbents are appointed
by the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, the functions of which
are transferred by any title of this division,
shall terminate on the effective date of that
title.

(c) EXCEPTED SERVICE.—(1) Subject to para-
graph (2), in the case of employees occupying
positions in the excepted service or the Sen-
ior Executive Service, any appointment au-
thority established pursuant to law or regu-
lations of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment for filling such positions shall be trans-
ferred.

(2) The Department of State may decline a
transfer of authority under paragraph (1)
(and the employees appointed pursuant
thereto) to the extent that such authority
relates to positions excepted from the com-
petitive service because of their confidential,
policy-making, policy-determining, or pol-
icy-advocating character, and noncareer po-
sitions in the Senior Executive Service
(within the meaning of section 3132(a)(7) of
title 5, United States Code).

(d) EMPLOYEE BENEFIT PROGRAMS.—(1) Any
employee accepting employment with the
Department of State as a result of a transfer
pursuant to any title of this division may re-
tain for 1 year after the date such transfer
occurs membership in any employee benefit
program of the former agency, including in-
surance, to which such employee belongs on
the date of the enactment of this Act if—

(A) the employee does not elect to give up
the benefit or membership in the program;
and

(B) the benefit or program is continued by
the Secretary of State.

(2) The difference in the costs between the
benefits which would have been provided by
such agency or entity and those provided by
this section shall be paid by the Secretary of
State. If any employee elects to give up
membership in a health insurance program
or the health insurance program is not con-
tinued by the Secretary of State, the em-
ployee shall be permitted to select an alter-
nate Federal health insurance program with-
in 30 days of such election or notice, without
regard to any other regularly scheduled open
season.

(e) SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE.—Any em-
ployee in the career Senior Executive Serv-
ice who is transferred pursuant to any title
of this division shall be placed in a position
at the Department of State which is com-
parable to the position the employee held in
the agency.

(f) ASSIGNMENTS.—(1) Transferring employ-
ees shall be provided reasonable notice of
new positions and assignments prior to their
transfer pursuant to any title of this divi-
sion.

(2) Foreign Service personnel transferred
to the Department of State pursuant to any
title of this division shall be eligible for any
assignment open to Foreign Service person-
nel within the Department for which such
transferred personnel are qualified.

(g) TREATMENT OF PERSONNEL EMPLOYED IN
TERMINATED FUNCTIONS.—The provisions of
this subsection shall apply with respect to
officers and employees of the agencies iden-
tified in section 505(b) whose employment is
terminated as a result of the abolition of the
agency or the reorganization and consolida-
tion of functions of the Department of State
under any title of this division:

(1) Under such regulations as the Office of
Personnel Management may prescribe, the
head of any agency in the executive branch
may appoint in the competitive service any
person who is certified by the head of the
former agency as having served satisfac-
torily in the former agency and who passes
such examination as the Office of Personnel

Management may prescribe. Any person so
appointed shall, upon completion of the pre-
scribed probationary period, acquire a com-
petitive status.

(2) The head of any agency in the executive
branch having an established merit system
in the excepted service may appoint in such
service any person who is certified by the
head of the former agency as having served
satisfactorily in the former agency and who
passes such examination as the head of such
agency in the executive branch may pre-
scribe.

(3) Any appointment under this subsection
shall be made within a period of one year
after completion of the appointee’s service in
the former agency.

(4) Any law, Executive order, or regulation
which would disqualify an applicant for ap-
pointment in the competitive service or in
the excepted service concerned shall also dis-
qualify an applicant for appointment under
this subsection.
SEC. 505. VOLUNTARY SEPARATION INCENTIVES.

(a) AUTHORITY TO PAY INCENTIVES.—The
head of an agency referred to in subsection
(b) may pay voluntary incentive payments to
employees of the agency in order to avoid or
minimize the need for involuntary separa-
tions from the agency as a result of the abo-
lition of the agency and the reorganization
and consolidation of functions of the Depart-
ment of State under any title of this divi-
sion.

(b) COVERED AGENCIES.—Subsection (a) ap-
plies to the following agencies:

(1) The Department of State.
(2) The United States Arms Control and

Disarmament Agency.
(3) The United States Information Agency.
(4) The Agency for International Develop-

ment.
(c) PAYMENT REQUIREMENTS.—The head of

an agency shall pay voluntary separation in-
centive payments in accordance with the
provisions of section 3 of the Federal
Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994 (Public
Law 103–226; 108 Stat. 111), except that an
employee of the agency shall be deemed to
be eligible for payment of a voluntary sepa-
ration incentive payment under that section
if the employee separates from service with
the agency during the period beginning on
the date of enactment of this Act and end-
ing—

(1) in the case of an agency referred to in
paragraph (2), (3), or (4) of subsection (b), on
the date of the abolition of that agency
under this division; and

(2) in the case of the Department of State,
on September 30, 1997.

(d) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.—The au-
thority of the head of an agency to authorize
payment of voluntary separation incentive
payments under this section shall expire
on—

(1) in the case of an agency referred to in
paragraph (2), (3), or (4) of subsection (b), on
the date of the abolition of that agency
under this division; and

(3) in the case of the Department of State,
September 30, 1997.

(e) BUDGET ACT COMPLIANCE.—Any new
spending authority (within the meaning of
section 401 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974) which is provided under this section
shall be effective for any fiscal year only to
the extent or in such amounts as are pro-
vided in advance in appropriations Acts.

(f) EFFECT OF SUBSEQUENT EMPLOYMENT
WITH THE GOVERNMENT.—An employee who
has received a voluntary separation incen-
tive payment under this section and accepts
employment with the Government of the
United States within 5 years after the date
of the separation on which the payment is
based shall be required to repay the entire

amount of the incentive payment to the
agency that paid the incentive payment.

(g) ADDITIONAL AGENCY CONTRIBUTIONS TO
THE RETIREMENT FUND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any other
payments which it is required to make under
subchapter III of chapter 83 or chapter 84 of
title 5, United States Code, in fiscal years
1996, 1997, and 1998 each agency under sub-
section (b) of this section shall, before the
end of each such fiscal year, remit to the Of-
fice of Personnel Management for deposit in
the Treasury of the United States for credit
of the Civil Service Retirement and Disabil-
ity Fund an amount equal to the product
of—

(A) the number of employees of such agen-
cy who, as of March 31st of such fiscal year,
are subject to subchapter III of chapter 83 or
chapter 84 of such title; multiplied by

(B) $80.
(2) REGULATIONS.—The Director of the Of-

fice of Personnel Management may prescribe
any regulations necessary to carry out this
subsection.
SEC. 506. SAVINGS PROVISIONS.

(a) CONTINUING LEGAL FORCE AND EFFECT.—
All orders, determinations, rules, regula-
tions, permits, agreements, grants, con-
tracts, certificates, licenses, registrations,
privileges, and other administrative ac-
tions—

(1) that have been issued, made, granted, or
allowed to become effective by the Presi-
dent, any Federal agency or official thereof,
or by a court of competent jurisdiction, in
the performance of functions that are trans-
ferred under any title of this division; and

(2) that are in effect at the time such title
takes effect, or were final before the effec-
tive date of such title and are to become ef-
fective on or after the effective date of such
title,
shall continue in effect according to their
terms until modified, terminated, super-
seded, set aside, or revoked in accordance
with law by the President, the Secretary, or
other authorized official, a court of com-
petent jurisdiction, or by operation of law.

(b) PENDING PROCEEDINGS.—(1) The provi-
sions of any title of this division shall not af-
fect any proceedings, including notices of
proposed rulemaking, or any application for
any license, permit, certificate, or financial
assistance pending on the effective date of
any title of this division before any depart-
ment, agency, commission, or component
thereof, functions of which are transferred
by any title of this division. Such proceed-
ings and applications, to the extent that
they relate to functions so transferred, shall
be continued.

(2) Orders shall be issued in such proceed-
ings, appeals shall be taken therefrom, and
payments shall be made pursuant to such or-
ders, as if this Act had not been enacted. Or-
ders issued in any such proceedings shall
continue in effect until modified, termi-
nated, superseded, or revoked by the Sec-
retary, by a court of competent jurisdiction,
or by operation of law.

(3) Nothing in this Act shall be deemed to
prohibit the discontinuance or modification
of any such proceeding under the same terms
and conditions and to the same extent that
such proceeding could have been discon-
tinued or modified if this Act had not been
enacted.

(4) The Secretary is authorized to promul-
gate regulations providing for the orderly
transfer of proceedings continued under this
subsection to the Department.

(c) NO EFFECT ON JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS.—
Except as provided in subsection (e)—

(1) the provisions of this Act shall not af-
fect suits commenced prior to the effective
date of this Act, and
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(2) in all such suits, proceedings shall be

had, appeals taken, and judgments rendered
in the same manner and effect as if this Act
had not been enacted.

(d) NON-ABATEMENT OF PROCEEDINGS.—No
suit, action, or other proceeding commenced
by or against any officer in the official ca-
pacity of such individual as an officer of any
department or agency, functions of which
are transferred by any title of this division,
shall abate by reason of the enactment of
this Act. No cause of action by or against
any department or agency, functions of
which are transferred by any title of this di-
vision, or by or against any officer thereof in
the official capacity of such officer shall
abate by reason of the enactment of this Act.

(e) CONTINUATION OF PROCEEDING WITH SUB-
STITUTION OF PARTIES.—If, before the date on
which any title of this division takes effect,
any department or agency, or officer thereof
in the official capacity of such officer, is a
party to a suit, and under this Act any func-
tion of such department, agency, or officer is
transferred to the Secretary or any other of-
ficial of the Department, then such suit shall
be continued with the Secretary or other ap-
propriate official of the Department sub-
stituted or added as a party.

(f) REVIEWABILITY OF ORDERS AND ACTIONS
UNDER TRANSFERRED FUNCTIONS.—Orders and
actions of the Secretary in the exercise of
functions transferred under any title of this
division shall be subject to judicial review to
the same extent and in the same manner as
if such orders and actions had been by the
agency or office, or part thereof, exercising
such functions immediately preceding their
transfer. Any statutory requirements relat-
ing to notice, hearings, action upon the
record, or administrative review that apply
to any function transferred by any title of
this division shall apply to the exercise of
such function by the Secretary.
SEC. 507. PROPERTY AND FACILITIES.

The Secretary of State shall review the
property and facilities transferred to the De-
partment under this division to determine
whether such property and facilities are re-
quired by the Department.
SEC. 508. AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY TO FACILI-

TATE TRANSITION.

Prior to, or after, any transfer of a func-
tion under any title of this division, the Sec-
retary is authorized to utilize—

(1) the services of such officers, employees,
and other personnel of an agency with re-
spect to functions that will be or have been
transferred to the Department by any title
of this division; and

(2) funds appropriated to such functions for
such period of time as may reasonably be
needed to facilitate the orderly implementa-
tion of any title of this division.
SEC. 509. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL

CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.

The Congress urges the President, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of State and
the heads of other appropriate agencies, to
develop and submit to the Congress rec-
ommendations for such additional technical
and conforming amendments to the laws of
the United States as may be appropriate to
reflect the changes made by this division.
SEC. 510. FINAL REPORT.

Not later than October 1, 1998, the Presi-
dent, in consultation with the Secretary of
the Treasury and the Director of the Office
of Management and Budget shall submit to
the appropriate congressional committees a
report which provides a final accounting of
the finances and operations of the United
States Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, the United States Information
Agency, and the Agency for International
Development.

SEC. 511. SEVERABILITY.
If a provision of this division or its applica-

tion to any person or circumstance is held
invalid, neither the remainder of this divi-
sion nor the application of the provision to
other persons or circumstances shall be af-
fected.

DIVISION B—FOREIGN RELATIONS
AUTHORIZATIONS

TITLE XX—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 2001. SHORT TITLE.

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign
Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years
1996 and 1997’’.
SEC. 2002. DEFINITIONS.

The following terms have the following
meaning for the purposes of this division:

(1) The term ‘‘AID’’ means the Agency for
International Development.

(2) The term ‘‘ACDA’’ means the United
States Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency.

(3) The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’’ means the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee of Foreign
Relations of the Senate.

(4) The term ‘‘Department’’ means the De-
partment of State.

(5) The term ‘‘Federal agency’’ has the
meaning given to the term ‘‘agency’’ by sec-
tion 551(1) of title 5, United States Code.

(6) The term ‘‘function’’ means any duty,
obligation, power, authority, responsibility,
right, privilege, activity, or program.

(7) The term ‘‘office’’ includes any office,
administration, agency, institute, unit, orga-
nizational entity, or component thereof.

(8) The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of State.

(9) The term ‘‘USIA’’ means the United
States Information Agency.
TITLE XXI—AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-

PRIATIONS FOR DEPARTMENT OF
STATE AND CERTAIN INTERNATIONAL
AFFAIRS FUNCTIONS AND ACTIVITIES

CHAPER 1—AUTHORIZATIONS OF
APPROPRIATIONS

SEC. 2101. ADMINISTRATION OF FOREIGN AF-
FAIRS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
The following amounts are authorized to be
appropriated for the Department of State
under ‘‘Administration of Foreign Affairs’’
to carry out the authorities, functions, du-
ties, and responsibilities in the conduct of
the foreign affairs of the United States and
for other purposes authorized by law, includ-
ing the diplomatic security program:

(1) DIPLOMATIC AND CONSULAR PROGRAMS.—
(A) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

For ‘‘Diplomatic and Consular Programs’’, of
the Department of State $1,728,797,000 for the
fiscal year 1996 and $1,676,903,000 for the fiscal
year 1997.

(B) LIMITATION.—Of the amounts author-
ized to be appropriated by subparagraph (A),
$5,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and $5,000,000 for
fiscal year 1997 are authorized to be appro-
priated only for the purpose of processing
immigrant visas for persons who are outside
their countries of nationality, have asserted
a fear of returning to their countries of na-
tionality and a credible basis for such fear,
and for whom immigrant visas are currently
available.

(2) SALARIES AND EXPENSES.—
(A) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

For ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’, of the Depart-
ment of State $366,276,000 for the fiscal year
1996 and $355,287,000 for the fiscal year 1997.

(B) LIMITATION.—Of the amounts author-
ized to be appropriated by subparagraph (A),
$11,900,000 for fiscal year 1996 and $11,900,000
for fiscal year 1997 are authorized to be ap-
propriated only for salaries and expenses of

the Bureau of Refugee and Migration Assist-
ance.

(3) CAPITAL INVESTMENT FUND.—For ‘‘Cap-
ital Investment Fund’’, of the Department of
State $20,000,000 for the fiscal year 1996 and
$20,000,000 for the fiscal year 1997.

(4) ACQUISITION AND MAINTENANCE OF BUILD-
INGS ABROAD.—For ‘‘Acquisition and Mainte-
nance of Buildings Abroad’’, $391,760,000 for
the fiscal year 1996 and $391,760,000 for the
fiscal year 1997.

(5) REPRESENTATION ALLOWANCES.—For
‘‘Representation Allowances’’, $4,780,000 for
the fiscal year 1996 and $4,780,000 for the fis-
cal year 1997.

(6) EMERGENCIES IN THE DIPLOMATIC AND

CONSULAR SERVICE.—For ‘‘Emergencies in the
Diplomatic and Consular Service’’, $6,000,000
for the fiscal 1996 and $6,000,000 for the fiscal
year 1997.

(7) OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL.—For
‘‘Office of the Inspector General’’, $23,469,000
for the fiscal year 1996 and $23,469,000 for the
fiscal year 1997.

(8) PAYMENT TO THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE IN

TAIWAN.—For ‘‘Payment to the American In-
stitute in Taiwan’’, $15,165,000 for the fiscal
year 1996 and $14,710,000 for the fiscal year
1997.

(9) PROTECTION OF FOREIGN MISSIONS AND

OFFICIALS.—For ‘‘Protection of Foreign Mis-
sions and Officials’’, $9,579,000 for the fiscal
year 1996 and $9,579,000 for the fiscal year
1997.

(10) REPATRIATION LOANS.—For ‘‘Repatri-
ation Loans’’, $776,000 for the fiscal year 1996
and $776,000 for the fiscal year 1997, for ad-
ministrative expenses.

SEC. 2102. INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS,
PROGRAMS, AND CONFERENCES.

(a) ASSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTER-
NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS.—There are author-
ized to be appropriated for ‘‘Contributions to
International Organizations’’, $873,505,000 for
the fiscal year 1996 and $867,050,000 for the
fiscal year 1997 for the Department of State
to carry out the authorities, functions, du-
ties, and responsibilities in the conduct of
the foreign affairs of the United States with
respect to international organizations and to
carry out other authorities in law consistent
with such purposes.

(b) VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTER-
NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated for
‘‘Voluntary Contributions to International
Organizations’’, $309,375,000 for the fiscal
year 1996 and $302,902,000 for the fiscal year
1997.

(2) LIMITATIONS.—
(A) UNICEF.—
(i) Of the amounts authorized to be appro-

priated under paragraph (1), $103,000,000 for
fiscal year 1996 and $103,000,000 for fiscal year
1997 is authorized to be appropriated only for
the United Nations Children’s Fund
(UNICEF).

(ii) For fiscal year 1996, not more than 25
percent of the amount under clause (i) may
be made available to the United Nations
Children’s Fund (UNICEF) until 30 days after
the submission to Congress of the report re-
quired by section 2523.

(B) INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGEN-
CY.—

(i) Of the amounts authorized to be appro-
priated under paragraph (1), $43,000,000 for
each of fiscal years 1996 and 1997 is author-
ized to be appropriated only for the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).

(ii) Amounts under clause (i) are author-
ized to be made available to the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency only if the
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Secretary determines and reports to the ap-
propriate congressional committees that Is-
rael is not being denied its right to partici-
pate in the activities of the International
Atomic Energy Agency.

(C) WAR CRIMES TRIBUNAL FOR THE FORMER
YUGOSLAVIA.—Of the amounts authorized to
be appropriated under paragraph (1),
$15,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and $15,000,000
for fiscal year 1997, or 25 percent of the budg-
et for the tribunal for each such fiscal year,
whichever amount is less, are authorized to
be made available for the United Nations
Voluntary Fund for the United Nations
International Criminal Tribunal for the
Former Yugoslavia, located at The Hague,
Netherlands.

(D) WORLD FOOD PROGRAM.—Of the
amounts authorized to be appropriated under
paragraph (1), $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1996
and $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1997 are author-
ized to be appropriated only for the World
Food Program.

(E) UNITED NATIONS VOLUNTARY FUND FOR
VICTIMS OF TORTURE.—Of the amounts au-
thorized to be appropriated under paragraph
(1) $1,500,000 for fiscal year 1996 and $3,000,000
for fiscal year 1997 are authorized to be ap-
propriated only for the United Nations Vol-
untary Fund for Victims of Torture.

(F) UNITED NATIONS POPULATION FUND.—
(i) Of the amounts authorized to be appro-

priated under paragraph (1) not more than
$25,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1996
and 1997 shall be available for the United Na-
tions Population Fund (UNFPA).

(ii) Of the amount made available for the
United Nations Population Fund under
clause (i)—

(I) for fiscal year 1996, not more than 50
percent of such amount may be disbursed to
the Fund before March 1, 1996; and

(II) for fiscal year 1997, not more than 50
percent of such amount may be disbursed to
the Fund before March 1, 1997.

(iii) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, none of the funds made available for
the United Nations Population Fund shall be
available for the United States proportionate
share for activities in the People’s Republic
of China.

(iv)(I) Not later than February 15, 1996, and
February 15, 1997, the Secretary of State
shall submit a report indicating the amount
that the United Nations Population Fund is
budgeting for activities in the People’s Re-
public of China for 1996 or 1997, as appro-
priate, to the Committee on International
Relations and the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate.

(II) Before March 1, for each of the fiscal
years 1996 and 1997, if the United Nations
Population Fund is budgeting an amount in
excess of $7,000,000 for activities in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, a sum equal to the
amount in excess of $7,000,000 shall be de-
ducted from amounts otherwise available for
payment to the United Nations Population
Fund.

(v) Amounts made available for the United
Nations Population Fund under clause (i)
may only be paid to the Fund if—

(I) the Fund maintains such amounts in a
separate account from other funds; and

(II) the Fund does not commingle amounts
provided under clause (i) with other funds.

(G) ORGANIZATION FOR AMERICAN STATES.—
Of the amounts authorized to be appro-
priated under paragraph (1), $15,000,000 for
fiscal year 1996 and $15,000,000 for fiscal year
1997 are authorized to be appropriated only
for the Organization for American States.

(H) LIMITATION CONCERNING USE OF FUNDS
UNDER SECTION 307 OF THE FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1961.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law or of this Act, none of

the funds authorized to be appropriated
under paragraph (1) are authorized to be ap-
propriated for the United States propor-
tionate share, in accordance with section
307(c) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
for any programs identified in section 307, or
for Libya, Iran, or any Communist country
listed in section 620(f) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961.

(I) UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT PRO-
GRAM.—

(i) TOTAL LIMITATION.—Of the amounts au-
thorized to be appropriated under paragraph
(1), for each of the fiscal years 1996 and 1997
not to exceed $70,000,000 shall be available for
the United Nations Development Program.

(ii) BURMA.—
(I) Subject to subclauses (II) and (III), for

each of the fiscal years 1996 and 1997 none of
the funds made available for United Nations
Development Program (or United Nations
Development Program—Administered
Funds) shall be available for programs and
activities in or for Burma.

(II) Of the amount made available for Unit-
ed Nations Development Program (and Unit-
ed Nations Development Program—Adminis-
tered Funds) for fiscal year 1996, $18,200,000 of
such amount shall be disbursed only if the
President certifies to the Congress that the
United Nations Development Program has
terminated its activities in and for Burma.

(III) Of the amount made available for
United Nations Development Program (and
United Nations Development Program—Ad-
ministered Funds) for fiscal year 1997,
$25,480,000 shall be disbursed only if the
President certifies to the Congress that the
United Nations Development Program has
terminated its activities in and for Burma.

(3) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts au-
thorized to be appropriated under paragraph
(1) are authorized to remain available until
expended.

(c) ASSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS FOR INTER-
NATIONAL PEACEKEEPING ACTIVITIES.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated for
‘‘Contributions for International Peacekeep-
ing Activities’’, $445,000,000 for the fiscal
year 1996 and $345,000,000 for the fiscal year
1997 for the Department of State to carry out
the authorities, functions, duties, and re-
sponsibilities in the conduct of the foreign
affairs of the United States with respect to
international peacekeeping activities and to
carry out other authorities in law consistent
with such purposes.

(2) LIMITATION.—None of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated under paragraph (1)
may be made available for contributions to
the United Nations Protection Force unless
the President determines and reports to the
Congress during the calendar year in which
the funds are to be provided that—

(A) the Government of Bosnia and
Herzegovina supports the continued presence
of the United Nations Protection Force with-
in its territory;

(B) the United Nations Protection Force is
effectively carrying out its mandate under
United Nations Security Council resolutions
761, 776, 781, 786, and 836, and is effectively
encouraging compliance with United Nations
Security Council resolutions 752, 757, 770, 771,
787, 820, and 824.

(C) the United Nations Protection Force is
providing full cooperation and support con-
sistent with its mandate to the efforts of the
United Nations War Crimes Tribunal for the
former Yugoslavia to investigate war crimes
and to apprehend and prosecute suspected
war criminals;

(D) the United Nations Protection Force is
providing full cooperation and support con-
sistent with its mandate to United States
diplomatic, military, and relief personnel in
Bosnia; and

(E) the United Nations Protection Force
has investigated and taken appropriate ac-
tion against any United Nations Protection
Force personnel or units suspected of partici-
pating in illegal or improper activities, such
as black marketeering, embezzlement, expro-
priation of property, and assaults on civil-
ians.

(d) PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS.—There are
authorized to be appropriated for ‘‘Peace-
keeping Operations’’, $68,260,000 for the fiscal
year 1996 and $68,260,000 for the fiscal year
1997 for the Department of State to carry out
section 551 of Public Law 87–195.

(e) INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCES AND CON-
TINGENCIES.—

(1) GENERAL PROVISION.—There are author-
ized to be appropriated for ‘‘International
Conferences and Contingencies’’, $5,000,000
for the fiscal year 1996 and $6,000,000 for the
fiscal year 1997 for the Department of State
to carry out the authorities, functions, du-
ties, and responsibilities in the conduct of
the foreign affairs of the United States with
respect to international conferences and con-
tingencies and to carry out other authorities
in law consistent with such purposes.

(2) CONDITIONAL AUTHORITY.—
(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), in addi-

tion to such amounts as are authorized to be
appropriated under paragraph (1), there is
authorized to be appropriated for ‘‘Inter-
national Conferences and Contingencies’’,
$1,000,000 for the fiscal year 1996 for the De-
partment of State to carry out the authori-
ties, functions, duties, and responsibilities in
the conduct of the foreign affairs of the Unit-
ed States with respect to international con-
ferences and contingencies and to carry out
other authorities in law consistent with such
purposes.

(B) The authorization of appropriations
under subparagraph (A) shall take effect
only after the Secretary of State certifies to
the appropriate congressional committees
with respect to any United Nations Fourth
Conference on Women that is held in Beijing
that—

(i) no funds of the Department of State
were expended for travel by any United
States official or delegate to the Fourth
World Conference on Women, to be held in
Beijing, August and September 1995, or

(ii)(I) that the United States vigorously
urged the United Nations to grant accredita-
tion to a wide range of nongovernmental or-
ganizations, including United States-based
groups representing Taiwanese and Tibetan
women, in accordance with relevant inter-
national standards and precedents;

(II) that the United States pressed the
Government of China to issue visas equitably
to representatives of accredited nongovern-
mental organizations;

(III) that the United States encouraged the
Government of China and the United Nations
to provide the accredited nongovernmental
organizations with access to the main con-
ference site that is substantially equivalent
in manner and degree to access afforded at
previous major United Nations conferences;

(IV) that the United States delegation to
the Fourth World Conference on Women vig-
orously and publicly supported access by rep-
resentatives of accredited nongovernmental
organizations to the conference, especially
with respect to United States nongovern-
mental organizations;

(V) that the United States delegation to
the Fourth World Conference on Women vig-
orously promoted universal respect for inter-
nationally recognized human rights, includ-
ing the rights of women; and

(VI) that, if the goals of subparagraphs (I),
(II), or (III) were not fully accomplished, the
United States issued a formal, public, pro-
test to the United Nations for such a depar-
ture from accepted international standards.
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(f) FOREIGN CURRENCY EXCHANGE RATES.—

In addition to amounts otherwise authorized
to be appropriated by subsections (a) and (b)
of this section, there are authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as may be necessary
for each of the fiscal years 1996 and 1997 to
offset adverse fluctuations in foreign cur-
rency exchange rates. Amounts appropriated
under this subsection shall be available for
obligation and expenditure only to the ex-
tent that the Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget determines and certifies
to Congress that such amounts are necessary
due to such fluctuations.
SEC. 2103. INTERNATIONAL COMMISSIONS.

The following amounts are authorized to
be appropriated under ‘‘International Com-
missions’’ for the Department of State to
carry out the authorities, functions, duties,
and responsibilities in the conduct of the for-
eign affairs of the United States and for
other purposes authorized by law:

(1) INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER
COMMISSION, UNITED STATES AND MEXICO.—For
‘‘International Boundary and Water Commis-
sion, United States and Mexico’’—

(A) for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’ $13,858,000
for the fiscal year 1996 and $12,472,000 for the
fiscal year 1997; and

(B) for ‘‘Construction’’ $10,393,000 for the
fiscal year 1996 and $9,353,000 for the fiscal
year 1997.

(2) INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY COMMISSION,
UNITED STATES AND CANADA.—For ‘‘Inter-
national Boundary Commission, United
States and Canada’’, $740,000 for the fiscal
year 1996 and $666,000 for the fiscal year 1997.

(3) INTERNATIONAL JOINT COMMISSION.—For
‘‘International Joint Commission’’, $3,500,000
for the fiscal year 1996 and $3,195,000 for the
fiscal year 1997.

(4) INTERNATIONAL FISHERIES COMMIS-
SIONS.—For ‘‘International Fisheries Com-
missions’’, $14,669,000 for the fiscal year 1996
and $13,202,000 for the fiscal year 1997.
SEC. 2104. MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSIST-

ANCE.
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSISTANCE.—
(A) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There are authorized to be appropriated for
‘‘Migration and Refugee Assistance’’ for au-
thorized activities, $560,000,000 for the fiscal
year 1996 and $590,000,000 for the fiscal year
1997.

(B) LIMITATION.—None of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated by this section are
authorized to be appropriated for salaries
and administrative expenses of the Bureau of
Migration and Refugee Assistance.

(2) REFUGEES RESETTLING IN ISRAEL.—There
are authorized to be appropriated $80,000,000
for the fiscal year 1996 and $80,000,000 for the
fiscal year 1997 for assistance for refugees re-
settling in Israel from other countries.

(3) HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE FOR DIS-
PLACED BURMESE.—There are authorized to
be appropriated $1,500,000 for the fiscal year
1996 and $1,500,000 for the fiscal year 1997 for
humanitarian assistance, including but not
limited to food, medicine, clothing, and med-
ical and vocational training to persons dis-
placed as a result of civil conflict in Burma,
including persons still within Burma.

(4) RESETTLEMENT OF VIETNAMESE, LAO-
TIANS, AND CAMBODIANS.—There are author-
ized to be appropriated $30,000,000 for fiscal
year 1996 for the admission and resettlement
of persons who—

(A) are or were nationals and residents of
Vietnam, Laos, or Cambodia;

(B) are within a category of aliens referred
to in section 599D(b)(2)(C) of the Foreign Op-
erations, Export Financing, and Related Pro-
grams Appropriations Act, 1990 (Public Law
101–167); and

(C) are or were at any time after January
1, 1989, residents of refugee camps in Hong

Kong, Thailand, Indonesia, Malaysia, or the
Philippines.

(b) GENERAL LIMITATIONS.—None of the
funds authorized to be appropriated by sub-
section (a) are authorized to be available for
any program or activity that provides for,
promotes, or assists in the repatriation of
any person to Vietnam, Laos, or Cambodia,
unless the President has certified that—

(1) all persons described in subsection (a)(4)
who were residents of refugee camps as of
July 1, 1995, have been offered resettlement
outside their countries of nationality;

(2) all nationals of Vietnam, Laos, or Cam-
bodia who were residents of refugee camps as
of July 1, 1995, who are not persons described
in subsection (a)(4) have, at any time after
such date, either had access to a process for
the determination of whether they are refu-
gees, or been offered resettlement outside
their countries of nationality; and

(3) the process referred to in paragraph (2)
is genuinely calculated to determine wheth-
er each applicant is a refugee, and that the
procedures, standards, and personnel em-
ployed in such process ensure that the risk
of return to persecution is no greater than in
the process available under United States
law to persons physically present in the
United States.

(c) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds appro-
priated pursuant to subsection (a) are au-
thorized to be available until expended.

(d) REFUGEE CAMP DEFINED.—For the pur-
poses of this section, the term ‘‘refugee
camp’’ means any place in which people who
left Vietnam, Cambodia, or Laos are housed
or held by a government or international or-
ganization, regardless of the designation of
such place by such government or organiza-
tion.
SEC. 2105. CERTAIN OTHER INTERNATIONAL AF-

FAIRS PROGRAMS.
The following amounts are authorized to

be appropriated for the Department of State
to carry out the authorities, functions, du-
ties, and responsibilities in the conduct of
the foreign affairs of the United States and
for other purposes authorized by law:

(1) ASIA FOUNDATION.—For ‘‘Asia Founda-
tion’’, $10,000,000 for the fiscal year 1996 and
$9,000,000 for the fiscal year 1997.
SEC. 2106. UNITED STATES INFORMATIONAL,

EDUCATIONAL, AND CULTURAL PRO-
GRAMS.

The following amounts are authorized to
be appropriated to carry out international
information activities and educational and
cultural exchange programs under the Unit-
ed States Information and Educational Ex-
change Act of 1948, the Mutual Educational
and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961, Reorga-
nization Plan Number 2 of 1977, the United
States International Broadcasting Act of
1994, the Radio Broadcasting to Cuba Act,
the Television Broadcasting to Cuba Act, the
Board for International Broadcasting Act,
the Inspector General Act of 1978, the North/
South Center Act of 1991, the National En-
dowment for Democracy Act, and to carry
out other authorities in law consistent with
such purposes:

(1) SALARIES AND EXPENSES.—For ‘‘Salaries
and Expenses’’, $450,645,000 for the fiscal year
1996 and $428,080,000 for the fiscal year 1997.

(2) TECHNOLOGY FUND.—For ‘‘Technology
Fund’’ for the United States Information
Agency, $5,050,000 for the fiscal year 1996 and
$5,050,000 for the fiscal year 1997.

(3) EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL EXCHANGE
PROGRAMS.—

(A) FULBRIGHT ACADEMIC EXCHANGE PRO-
GRAMS.—For the ‘‘Fulbright Academic Ex-
change Programs’’, $117,484,200 for the fiscal
year 1996 and $113,680,800 for the fiscal year
1997.

(B) SOUTH PACIFIC EXCHANGES.—For the
‘‘South Pacific Exchanges’’, $900,000 for the

fiscal year 1996 and $900,000 for the fiscal
year 1997.

(C) EAST TIMORESE SCHOLARSHIPS.—For the
‘‘East Timorese Scholarships’’, $800,000 for
the fiscal year 1996 and $800,000 for the fiscal
year 1997.

(D) CAMBODIAN SCHOLARSHIPS.—For the
‘‘Cambodian Scholarships’’, $141,000 for the
fiscal year 1996 and $141,000 for the fiscal
year 1997.

(E) TIBETAN EXCHANGES.—For the ‘‘Edu-
cational and Cultural Exchanges with Tibet’’
under section 236 of the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995
(Public Law 103–236), $500,000 for the fiscal
year 1996 and $500,000 for the fiscal year 1997.

(F) OTHER PROGRAMS.—For ‘‘Hubert H.
Humphrey Fellowship Program’’, ‘‘Edmund
S. Muskie Fellowship Program’’, ‘‘Inter-
national Visitors Program’’, ‘‘Mike Mans-
field Fellowship Program’’, ‘‘Claude and Mil-
dred Pepper Scholarship Program of the
Washington Workshops Foundation’’, ‘‘Citi-
zen Exchange Programs’’, ‘‘Congress-Bundes-
tag Exchange Program’’, ‘‘Newly Independ-
ent States and Eastern Europe Training’’,
‘‘Institute for Representative Government’’,
and ‘‘Arts America’’, $87,265,800 for the fiscal
year 1996 and $87,341,400 for the fiscal year
1997.

(4) INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING ACTIVI-
TIES.—

(A) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For ‘‘International Broadcasting Activities’’,
$321,191,000 for the fiscal year 1996, and
$286,191,000 for the fiscal year 1997.

(B) LIMITATION.—Of the amounts author-
ized to be appropriated under subparagraph
(A) $3,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and $3,000,000
for fiscal year 1997 are authorized to be ap-
propriated only to carry out the Pilot
Project for Freedom Broadcasting to Asia
authorized by section 2443.

(C) VOICE OF AMERICA FARSI SERVICE.—Of
the amounts authorized to be appropriated
under subparagraph (A) $1,873,521 for the fis-
cal year 1996 and $1,873,521 for the fiscal year
1997 are authorized to be appropriated only
to carry out the Voice of America Farsi
Service.

(5) RADIO CONSTRUCTION.—For ‘‘Radio Con-
struction’’, $75,164,000 for the fiscal year 1996,
and $67,647,000 for the fiscal year 1997.

(6) RADIO FREE ASIA.—For ‘‘Radio Free
Asia’’, $10,000,000 for the fiscal year 1996 and
$10,000,000 for the fiscal year 1997.

(7) BROADCASTING TO CUBA.—For ‘‘Broad-
casting to Cuba’’, $24,809,000 for the fiscal
year 1996 and $24,809,000 for the fiscal year
1997.

(8) OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL.—For
‘‘Office of the Inspector General’’, $4,300,000
for the fiscal year 1996 and $3,870,000 for the
fiscal year 1997.

(9) CENTER FOR CULTURAL AND TECHNICAL
INTERCHANGE BETWEEN EAST AND WEST.—For
‘‘Center for Cultural and Technical Inter-
change between East and West’’, $15,000,000
for the fiscal year 1996 and $10,000,000 for the
fiscal year 1997.

(10) NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR DEMOC-
RACY—For ‘‘National Endowment for Democ-
racy’’, $34,000,000 for the fiscal year 1996 and
$34,000,000 for the fiscal year 1997.

(11) CENTER FOR CULTURAL AND TECHNICAL
INTERCHANGE BETWEEN NORTH AND SOUTH.—
For ‘‘Center for Cultural and Technical
Interchange between North and South’’
$4,000,000 for the fiscal year 1996 and $3,000,000
for the fiscal year 1997.
SEC. 2107. UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND

DISARMAMENT.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out the purposes of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Act—

(1) $44,000,000 for the fiscal year 1996 and
$40,500,000 for the fiscal year 1997; and



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 5204 May 17, 1995
(2) such sums as may be necessary for each

of the fiscal years 1996 and 1997 for increases
in salary, pay, retirement, other employee
benefits authorized by law, and to offset ad-
verse fluctuations in foreign currency ex-
change rates.

TITLE XXII—DEPARTMENT OF STATE
AUTHORITIES AND ACTIVITIES
CHAPTER 1—AUTHORITIES AND

ACTIVITIES
SEC. 2201. REVISION OF DEPARTMENT OF STATE

REWARDS PROGRAM.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 36 of the State

Department Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22
U.S.C. 2708) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 36. DEPARTMENT OF STATE REWARDS PRO-

GRAM.
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—(1) There is estab-

lished a program for the payment of rewards
to carry out the purposes of this section.

‘‘(2) The rewards program established by
this section shall be administered by the
Secretary of State, in consultation, where
appropriate, with the Attorney General.

‘‘(b) PURPOSE.—(1) The rewards program es-
tablished by this section shall be designed to
assist in the prevention of acts of inter-
national terrorism, international narcotics
trafficking, and other related criminal acts.

‘‘(2) The Secretary of State may pay a re-
ward to any individual who furnishes infor-
mation leading to—

‘‘(A) the arrest or conviction in any coun-
try of any individual for the commission of
an act of international terrorism against a
United States person or United States prop-
erty;

‘‘(B) the arrest or conviction in any coun-
try of any individual conspiring or attempt-
ing to commit an act of international terror-
ism against a United States person or United
States property;

‘‘(C) the arrest or conviction in any coun-
try of any individual for committing, pri-
marily outside the territorial jurisdiction of
the United States, any narcotics-related of-
fense if that offense involves or is a signifi-
cant part of conduct that involves—

‘‘(i) a violation of United States narcotics
laws and which is such that the individual
would be a major violator of such laws; or

‘‘(ii) the killing or kidnapping of—
‘‘(I) any officer, employee, or contract em-

ployee of the United States Government
while such individual is engaged in official
duties, or on account of that individual’s of-
ficial duties, in connection with the enforce-
ment of United States narcotics laws or the
implementing of United States narcotics
control objectives; or

‘‘(II) a member of the immediate family of
any such individual on account of that indi-
vidual’s official duties, in connection with
the enforcement of United States narcotics
laws or the implementing of United States
narcotics control objectives; or

‘‘(iii) an attempt or conspiracy to commit
any of the acts described in clause (i) or (ii);
or

‘‘(D) the arrest or conviction in any coun-
try of any individual aiding or abetting in
the commission of an act described in sub-
paragraphs (A) through (C); or

‘‘(E) the prevention, frustration, or favor-
able resolution of an act described in sub-
paragraphs (A) through (C).

‘‘(c) COORDINATION.—(1) To ensure that the
payment of rewards pursuant to this section
does not duplicate or interfere with the pay-
ment of informants or the obtaining of evi-
dence or information, as authorized to the
Department of Justice, the offering, admin-
istration, and payment of rewards under this
section, including procedures for—

‘‘(A) identifying individuals, organizations,
and offenses with respect to which rewards
will be offered;

‘‘(B) the publication of rewards;
‘‘(C) offering of joint rewards with foreign

governments;
‘‘(D) the receipt and analysis of data; and
‘‘(E) the payment and approval of pay-

ment,

shall be governed by procedures developed by
the Secretary of State, in consultation with
the Attorney General.

‘‘(2) Before making a reward under this
section in a matter over which there is Fed-
eral criminal jurisdiction, the Secretary of
State shall advise and consult with the At-
torney General.

‘‘(d) FUNDING.—(1) There is authorized to
be appropriated to the Department of State
from time to time such amounts as may be
necessary to carry out the purposes of this
section, notwithstanding section 102 of the
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal
Years 1986 and 1987 (Public Law 99–93).

‘‘(2) No amount of funds may be appro-
priated which, when added to the amounts
previously appropriated but not yet obli-
gated, would cause such amounts to exceed
$15,000,000.

‘‘(3) To the maximum extent practicable,
funds made available to carry out this sec-
tion should be distributed equally for the
purpose of preventing acts of international
terrorism and for the purpose of preventing
international narcotics trafficking.

‘‘(4) Amounts appropriated to carry out the
purposes of this section shall remain avail-
able until expended.

‘‘(e) ADDITIONAL FUNDING.—(1) In extraor-
dinary circumstances and when it is impor-
tant to the national security of the United
States, the Secretary of State may use fees
collected for processing machine readable
nonimmigrant visas and machine readable
combined border crossing identification
cards and nonimmigrant visas pursuant to
section 140 of the Foreign Relations Author-
ization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995 (Pub-
lic Law 103–236; 8 U.S.C. 1351 note) to carry
out the purposes of this section, subject to
the limitation contained in subsection (d)(2).

‘‘(2) The authority contained in paragraph
(1) may be used only if the Secretary notifies
the appropriate congressional committees 15
days in advance in accordance with regular
reprogramming procedures. Such notifica-
tion shall contain a detailed justification of
the circumstances necessitating the use of
such fees for the purposes of this section.

‘‘(f)— LIMITATION AND CERTIFICATION.—(1) A
reward under this section may not exceed
$2,000,000.

‘‘(2) A reward under this section of more
than $100,000 may not be made without the
approval of the President or the Secretary of
State.

‘‘(3) Any reward granted under this section
shall be approved and certified for payment
by the Secretary of State.

‘‘(4) The authority of paragraph (2) may
not be delegated to any other officer or em-
ployee of the United States Government.

‘‘(5) If the Secretary determines that the
identity of the recipient of a reward or of the
members of the recipient’s immediate family
must be protected, the Secretary may take
such measures in connection with the pay-
ment of the reward as he considers necessary
to effect such protection.

‘‘(g) INELIGIBILITY.—An officer or employee
of any governmental entity who, while in the
performance of his or her official duties, fur-
nishes information described in subsection
(b) shall not be eligible for a reward under
this section.

‘‘(h) REPORTS.—(1) Not later than 30 days
after paying any reward under this section,
the Secretary of State shall submit a report
to the appropriate congressional committees
with respect to such reward. The report,

which may be submitted on a classified basis
if necessary, shall specify the amount of the
reward paid, to whom the reward was paid,
and the acts with respect to which the re-
ward was paid. The report shall also discuss
the significance of the information for which
the reward was paid in dealing with those
acts.

‘‘(2) Not later than 60 days after the end of
each fiscal year, the Secretary of State shall
submit an annual report to the appropriate
congressional committees with respect to
the operation of the rewards program au-
thorized by this section. Such report shall
provide information on the total amounts
expended during such fiscal year to carry out
the purposes of this section, including
amounts spent to publicize the availability
of rewards. Such report shall also include in-
formation on all requests for the payment of
rewards under this section, including the
reasons for the denial of any such requests.

‘‘(i) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section—
‘‘(1) the term ‘appropriate congressional

committees’ means the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate;

‘‘(2) the term ‘act of international terror-
ism’ includes, but is not limited to—

‘‘(A) any act substantially contributing to
the acquisition of unsafeguarded special nu-
clear material (as defined in section 830(8) of
the Nuclear Proliferation Prevention Act of
1994) or any nuclear explosive device (as de-
fined in section 830(4) of that Act) by an indi-
vidual, group, or non-nuclear weapon state
(as defined in section 830(5) of that Act); and

‘‘(B) any act, as determined by the Sec-
retary of State, which materially supports
the conduct of international terrorism, in-
cluding the counterfeiting of United States
currency or the illegal use of other monetary
instruments by an individual, group, or
country supporting international terrorism
as determined for purposes of section 6(j) of
the Export Administration Act of 1979;

‘‘(3) the term ‘United States narcotics
laws’ means the laws of the United States for
the prevention and control of illicit traffic in
controlled substances (as such term is de-
fined for purposes of the Controlled Sub-
stances Act); and

‘‘(4) the term ‘member of the immediate
family’ includes—

‘‘(A) a spouse, parent, brother, sister, or
child of the individual;

‘‘(B) a person to whom the individual
stands in loco parentis; and

‘‘(C) any other person living in the individ-
ual’s household and related to the individual
by blood or marriage.’’.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that the Secretary of State
should pursue additional means of funding
the program established by section 36 of the
State Department Basic Authorities Act of
1956 (22 U.S.C. 2708), including the authority
to seize and dispose of assets used in the
commission of any offense under sections
1028, 1541 through 1544, and 1546 of title 18,
United States Code, and to retain the pro-
ceeds derived from the disposition of such as-
sets, or to participate in asset sharing pro-
grams conducted by the Department of Jus-
tice, to carry out the purposes of section 36
of that Act.
SEC. 2202. AUTHORITIES OF SECRETARY OF

STATE.
Section 203(4) of the State Department

Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C.
4303(4)) is amended in the third sentence by
striking ‘‘should’’ both places it appears and
inserting ‘‘shall’’.
SEC. 2203. BUYING POWER MAINTENANCE AC-

COUNT.
Section 24(b)(7) of the State Department

Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C.
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2696(b)(7)) is amended by striking subpara-
graph (D).
SEC. 2204. EXPENSES RELATING TO CERTAIN

INTERNATIONAL CLAIMS AND PRO-
CEEDINGS.

(a) RECOVERY OF CERTAIN EXPENSES.—The
Department of State Appropriation Act, 1937
(49 Stat. 1321, 22 U.S.C. 2661, as amended by
section 142(b) of the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act, Fiscal Years 1988 and 1989
(Public Law 100–204)) is amended in the fifth
undesignated paragraph under the heading
entitled ‘‘INTERNATIONAL FISHERIES COMMIS-
SION’’ by striking ‘‘extraordinary’’.

(b) PROCUREMENT OF SERVICES.—Section
38(c) of the State Department Basic Authori-
ties Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2710(c)) is amended
in the first sentence by inserting ‘‘personal
and’’ before ‘‘other support services’’.
SEC. 2205. CONSOLIDATION OF UNITED STATES

DIPLOMATIC MISSIONS AND CON-
SULAR POSTS.

(a) CONSOLIDATION PLAN.—The Secretary of
State shall develop a worldwide plan for the
consolidation, wherever practicable, on a re-
gional or areawide basis, of United States
missions and consular posts abroad.

(b) CONTENTS OF PLAN.—The plan shall—
(1) identify specific United States diplo-

matic missions and consular posts for con-
solidation;

(2) identify those missions and posts at
which the resident ambassador would also be
accredited to other specified states in which
the United States either maintained no resi-
dent official presence or maintained such a
presence only at staff level; and

(3) provide an estimate of—
(A) the amount by which expenditures

would be reduced through the reduction in
the number of United States Government
personnel assigned abroad;

(B) the reduction in the costs of maintain-
ing United States properties abroad; and

(C) the amount of revenues generated to
the United States through the sale or other
disposition of United States properties asso-
ciated with the posts to be consolidated
abroad.

(c) TRANSMITTAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of State shall transmit a copy
of the plan to the appropriate congressional
committees.
SEC. 2206. DENIAL OF PASSPORTS TO

NONCUSTODIAL PARENTS SUBJECT
TO STATE ARREST WARRANTS IN
CASES OF NONPAYMENT OF CHILD
SUPPORT.

The Secretary of State is authorized to
refuse to issue a passport or to revoke, re-
strict, or limit a passport in any case in
which the Secretary of State determines or
is informed by competent authority that the
applicant or passport holder is a
noncustodial parent who is the subject of an
outstanding State warrant of arrest for
nonpayment of child support, where the
amount in controversy is not less than
$10,000.
SEC. 2207. CAPITAL INVESTMENT FUND.

Section 135 of the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995
(22 U.S.C. 2684a) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a) by inserting ‘‘and en-
hancement’’ after ‘‘procurement’’;

(2) in subsection (c) by striking ‘‘are au-
thorized to’’ and inserting ‘‘shall’’;

(3) in subsection (d) by striking ‘‘for ex-
penditure to procure capital equipment and
information technology’’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘‘for purposes of subsection (a)’’;
and

(4) by amending subsection (e) to read as
follows:

‘‘(e) REPROGRAMMING PROCEDURES.—Funds
credited to the Capital Investment Fund
shall not be available for obligation or ex-

penditure except in compliance with the pro-
cedures applicable to reprogrammings under
section 34 of the State Department Basic Au-
thorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2710).’’.
SEC. 2208. EFFICIENCY IN PROCUREMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—To the maximum extent
practicable, United States Government agen-
cies performing functions at diplomatic and
consular posts abroad shall avoid duplicative
acquisition actions.

(b) AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, a contract awarded in
accordance with the Competition in Con-
tracting Act by an agency of the United
States Government performing functions at
diplomatic and consular posts abroad may be
amended without competition to permit
other such United States Government agen-
cies to obtain goods or services under such
contract, if unit prices are not increased as
a result of any such amendment.
SEC. 2209. TRAINING.

Section 701 of the Foreign Service Act of
1980 (22 U.S.C. 4021) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (d)(4) as
subsection (g); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-
lowing new subsections:

‘‘(e)(1) The Secretary of State is authorized
to provide appropriate training through the
institution to employees of any United
States company engaged in business abroad,
and to the families of such employees, when
such training is in the national interest of
the United States.

‘‘(2) In the case of any company under con-
tract to provide services to the Department
of State, the Secretary of State is authorized
to provide job-related training to any com-
pany employee who is performing such serv-
ices.

‘‘(3) Training under this subsection shall be
on a reimbursable or advance-of-funds basis.
Such reimbursements or advances shall be
credited to the currently applicable appro-
priation account.

‘‘(4) Training under this subsection is au-
thorized only to the extent that it will not
interfere with the institution’s primary mis-
sion of training employees of the Depart-
ment and of other agencies in the field of for-
eign relations.

‘‘(f)(1) The Secretary of State is authorized
to provide on a reimbursable basis foreign
language training programs to Members of
Congress and officers and employees of Con-
gress.

‘‘(2) Reimbursements under this sub-
section, to the extent practicable, should be
equivalent to the rate of reimbursement
charged other agencies of the United States
Government for comparable training.

‘‘(3) Reimbursements collected under this
subsection shall be credited to the currently
available applicable appropriation account.

‘‘(4) Training under this subsection is au-
thorized only to the extent that it will not
interfere with the institution’s primary mis-
sion of training employees of the Depart-
ment and of other agencies in the field of for-
eign relations.’’.
SEC. 2210. LEASE-PURCHASE AGREEMENTS.

Whenever the Department of State enters
into lease-purchase agreements involving
property in foreign countries pursuant to
section 1 of the Foreign Service Buildings
Act (22 U.S.C. 292), budget authority shall be
scored on an annual basis over the period of
the lease in an amount equal to the annual
lease payments.
CHAPTER 2—CONSULAR AUTHORITIES OF

THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE
SEC. 2231. SURCHARGE FOR PROCESSING CER-

TAIN MACHINE READABLE VISAS.
Section 140(a) of the Foreign Relations Au-

thorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995
(Public Law 103—236) is amended—

(1) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3) and
inserting the following:

‘‘(2) For fiscal years 1996 and 1997, not more
than $250,000,000 in fees collected under the
authority of paragraph (1) shall be deposited
as an offsetting collection to any Depart-
ment of State appropriation to recover the
costs of the Department of State’s border se-
curity program, including the costs of—

‘‘(1) installation and operation of the ma-
chine readable visa and automated name-
check process;

‘‘(2) improving the quality and security of
the United States passport;

‘‘(3) passport and visa fraud investigations;
and

‘‘(4) the technological infrastructure to
support and operate the programs referred to
in paragraphs (1) through (3).
Such fees shall remain available for obliga-
tion until expended.

‘‘(3) For any fiscal year, fees collected
under the authority of paragraph (1) in ex-
cess of the amount specified for such fiscal
year under paragraph (2) shall be deposited
in the general fund of the Treasury as mis-
cellaneous receipts.’’; and

(2) by striking paragraph (5).
SEC. 2232. FINGERPRINT CHECK REQUIREMENT.

Section 140 of the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995
(Public Law 103-236; 8 U.S.C. 1182 note) as
amended by section 505 of the Department of
State and Related Agencies Appropriation
Act, Fiscal Year 1995 (Public Law 103-317) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(h) FINGERPRINT CHECK REQUIREMENT.—If
a visa applicant is determined to have a
criminal history record under subsection
(d)(1), has been physically present in the
United States, and is more than 16 years of
age, the applicant shall provide a fingerprint
record for submission with the application,
at no cost to the Department of State. The
Department of State shall submit such fin-
gerprint record to the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation for analysis to determine wheth-
er the applicant has been convicted of a fel-
ony under State or Federal law in the United
States.’’.
SEC. 2233. USE OF CERTAIN PASSPORT PROCESS-

ING FEES FOR ENHANCED PASS-
PORT SERVICES.

For each of the fiscal years 1996 and 1997, of
the fees collected for expedited passport
processing and deposited to an offsetting col-
lection pursuant to the Department of State
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act for
Fiscal Year 1995 (Public Law 103—317; 22
U.S.C. 214), 10 percent shall be available only
for enhancing passport services for United
States citizens, improving the integrity and
efficiency of the passport issuance process,
improving the secure nature of the United
States passport, investigating passport
fraud, and deterring entry into the United
States by terrorists, drug traffickers, or
other criminals.
SEC. 2234. CONSULAR OFFICERS.

(a) PERSONS AUTHORIZED TO ISSUE REPORTS
OF BIRTH ABROAD.—Section 33 of the State
Department Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22
U.S.C. 2705) is amended in paragraph (2) by
inserting ‘‘(or any United States citizen em-
ployee of the Department of State des-
ignated by the Secretary of State to adju-
dicate nationality abroad pursuant to such
regulations as the Secretary may prescribe)’’
after ‘‘consular officer’’.

(b) PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO CONSULAR
OFFICERS.—Section 31 of the Act of August
18, 1856 (Rev. Stat. 1689, 22 U.S.C. 4191), is
amended by inserting ‘‘and to such other
United States citizen employees of the De-
partment of State as may be designated by
the Secretary of State pursuant to such reg-
ulations as the Secretary may prescribe’’
after ‘‘such officers’’.
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CHAPTER 3—REFUGEES AND MIGRATION

SEC. 2251. UNITED STATES EMERGENCY REFU-
GEE AND MIGRATION ASSISTANCE
FUND.

(a) LIMITATION ON TRANSFERS FROM EMER-
GENCY FUND.—Section 2(c) of the Migration
and Refugee Assistance Act of 1962 (22 U.S.C.
2601(c)) is amended by adding after paragraph
(3) the following:

‘‘(4) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, the President shall notify the ap-
propriate congressional committees not less
than 15 days before transferring or otherwise
making available amounts from the United
States Emergency Refugee and Migration
Assistance Fund under paragraph (1).’’.

(b) NOTIFICATION OF EXPENDITURES FROM
FUND.—Section 2(d) of the Migration and
Refugee Assistance Act of 1962 (22 U.S.C.
2601(c)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(d)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
and notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, the President shall notify the ap-
propriate congressional committees at least
15 days in advance of the obligation or ex-
penditure of sums from the United States
Emergency Refugee and Migration Assist-
ance Fund under subsection (c).

‘‘(2) Notwithstanding the notification re-
quirement of paragraph (1), the President
may obligate and expend sums from the
United States Emergency Refugee and Mi-
gration Assistance Fund if the President de-
termines, and promptly certifies to the ap-
propriate congressional committees, that
unforseen emergency circumstances require
the immediate obligation of sums from such
fund. Any such certification shall fully in-
form such committees of the amount and use
of such sums from the Fund.

‘‘(3) For purposes of this section, the term
‘appropriate congressional committees’
means the Committee on International Rela-
tions and the Committee on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Committee on Appropriations of the Sen-
ate.’’.
SEC. 2252. PERSECUTION FOR RESISTANCE TO

COERCIVE POPULATION CONTROL
METHODS.

Section 101(a)(42) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(42)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘For purposes of determinations under this
Act, a person who has been forced to abort a
pregnancy or to undergo involuntary steri-
lization, or who has been persecuted for fail-
ure or refusal to undergo such a procedure or
for other resistance to a coercive population
control program, shall be deemed to have
been persecuted on account of political opin-
ion, and a person who has a well founded fear
that he or she will be forced to undergo such
a procedure or subjected to persecution for
such failure, refusal, or resistance shall be
deemed to have a well founded fear of perse-
cution on account of political opinion.’’.
SEC. 2253. REPORT TO CONGRESS CONCERNING

CUBAN EMIGRATION POLICIES.
Beginning 3 months after the date of the

enactment of this Act and every subsequent
6 months, the President shall transmit a re-
port to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees concerning the methods employed
by the Government of Cuba to enforce the
United States—Cuba agreement of Septem-
ber 1994 to restrict the emigration of the
Cuban people from Cuba to the United
States, and the treatment by the Govern-
ment of Cuba of persons who have been re-
turned to Cuba pursuant to the United
States—Cuba agreement of May 1995. Each
report transmitted pursuant to this section
shall include a detailed account of United
States efforts to monitor such enforcement
and treatment.

SEC. 2254. UNITED STATES POLICY REGARDING
THE INVOLUNTARY RETURN OF REF-
UGEES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—No funds authorized to be
appropriated by this Act shall be available to
involuntarily return any person to a country
in which the person has a well founded fear
of persecution on account of race, religion,
nationality, membership in a particular so-
cial group, or political opinion, or promote
or assist such involuntary return.

(b) INVOLUNTARILY RETURN DEFINED—As
used in this section, the term ‘‘involuntarily
return’’ means to take action by which it is
reasonably foreseeable that a person will be
required to return to a country against the
person’s will, regardless of whether such re-
turn is induced by physical force and regard-
less of whether the person is physically
present in the United States.
SEC. 2255. EXTENSION OF CERTAIN ADJUDICA-

TION PROVISIONS.
The Foreign Operations, Export Financing,

and Related Programs Appropriations Act,
1990 (Public Law 101—167) is amended—

(1) in section 599D (8 U.S.C. 1157 note)—
(A) in subsection (b)(3), by striking ‘‘and

1996’’ and inserting ‘‘1996, and 1997’’; and
(B) in subsection (e), by striking out ‘‘Oc-

tober 1, 1996’’ each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘October 1, 1997’’; and

(2) in section 599E (8 U.S.C. 1255 note) in
subsection (b)(2), by striking out ‘‘September
30, 1996’’ and inserting ‘‘September 30, 1997’’.
TITLE XXIII—ORGANIZATION OF THE DE-

PARTMENT OF STATE; DEPARTMENT OF
STATE PERSONNEL; THE FOREIGN
SERVICE

CHAPTER 1—ORGANIZATION OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

SEC. 2301. COORDINATOR FOR COUNTER-
TERRORISM.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Section 1(e) of the
State Department Basic Authorities Act of
1956 (22 U.S.C. 2651a(e)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘In’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(1) In’’; and
(2) by inserting at the end the following:
‘‘(2) COORDINATOR FOR

COUNTERTERRORISM.—
‘‘(A) There shall be within the office of the

Secretary of State a Coordinator for
Counterterrorism (hereafter in this para-
graph referred to as the ‘Coordinator’) who
shall be appointed by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate.

‘‘(B)(i) The Coordinator shall perform such
duties and exercise such power as the Sec-
retary of State shall prescribe.

‘‘(ii) The principal duty of the Coordinator
shall be the overall supervision (including
policy oversight of resources) of inter-
national counterterrorism activities. The
Coordinator shall be the principal advisor to
the Secretary of State on international
counterterrorism matters. The Coordinator
shall be the principal counterterrorism offi-
cial within the senior management of the
Department of State and shall report di-
rectly to the Secretary of State.

‘‘(C) The Coordinator shall have the rank
and status of Ambassador-at-Large. The Co-
ordinator shall be compensated at the an-
nual rate of basic pay in effect for a position
at level IV of the Executive Schedule under
section 5314 of title 5, United States Code, or,
if the Coordinator is appointed from the For-
eign Service, the annual rate of pay which
the individual last received under the For-
eign Service Schedule, whichever is greater.

‘‘(D) For purposes of diplomatic protocol
among officers of the Department of State,
the Coordinator shall take precedence after
the Secretary of State, the Deputy Secretary
of State, and the Under Secretaries of State
and shall take precedence among the Assist-

ant Secretaries of State in the order pre-
scribed by the Secretary of State.’’.

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—Section 161 of the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995
(P.L. 103-236) is amended by striking sub-
section (e).

(c) TRANSITION PROVISION.—The individual
serving as Coordinator for Counterterrorism
of the Department of State on the day before
the effective date of this division may con-
tinue to serve in that position.
SEC. 2302. SPECIAL ENVOY FOR TIBET.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The Government of the People’s Repub-
lic of China withholds meaningful participa-
tion in the governance of Tibet from Tibet-
ans and has failed to abide by its own con-
stitutional guarantee of autonomy for Tibet-
ans.

(2) The Government of the People’s Repub-
lic of China is responsible for the destruction
of much of Tibet’s cultural and religious her-
itage since 1959 and continues to threaten
the survival of Tibetan culture and religion.

(3) The Government of the People’s Repub-
lic of China, through direct and indirect in-
centives, has established discriminatory de-
velopment programs which have resulted in
an overwhelming flow of Chinese immigrants
into Tibet, including those areas incor-
porated into the Chinese provinces of
Sichuan, Yunnan, Gansu, and Quinghai in re-
cent years, and have excluded Tibetans from
participation in important policy decisions,
further threatening traditional Tibetan life.

(4) The Government of the People’s Repub-
lic of China denies Tibetans their fundamen-
tal human rights, as reported in the Depart-
ment of State’s Country Reports on Human
Rights Practices for 1995.

(5) The President and the Congress have
determined that the promotion of human
rights in Tibet and the protection of Tibet’s
religion and culture are important elements
in United States-China relations and have
urged senior members of the Government of
the People’s Republic of China to enter into
substantive negotiations on these matters
with the Dalai Lama or his representative.

(6) The Dalai Lama has repeatedly stated
his willingness to begin substantive negotia-
tions without preconditions.

(7) The Government of the People’s Repub-
lic of China has failed to respond in a good
faith manner by reciprocating a willingness
to begin negotiations without preconditions,
and no substantive negotiations have begun.

(b) UNITED STATES SPECIAL ENVOY FOR
TIBET.—Section 1(e) of the State Department
Basic Authorities Act (U.S.C. 2651a(e)) is
amended by adding after paragraph (2) the
following new paragraph:

‘‘(3) UNITED STATES SPECIAL ENVOY FOR
TIBET.—

‘‘(A) There shall be within the Department
of State a United States Special Envoy for
Tibet, who shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate. The United States Special Envoy
for Tibet shall hold office at the pleasure of
the President.

‘‘(B) The United States Special Envoy for
Tibet shall have the personal rank of ambas-
sador.

‘‘(C) The United States Special Envoy for
Tibet is authorized and encouraged—

‘‘(i) to promote substantive negotiations
between the Dalai Lama or his representa-
tives and senior members of the Government
of the People’s Republic of China;

‘‘(ii) to promote good relations between the
Dalai Lama and his representatives and the
United States Government, including meet-
ing with members or representatives of the
Tibetan government-in-exile; and
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‘‘(iii) to travel regularly throughout Tibet

and Tibetan refugee settlements.
‘‘(D) The United States Special Envoy for

Tibet shall—
‘‘(i) consult with the Congress on policies

relevant to Tibet and the future and welfare
of all Tibetan people;

‘‘(ii) coordinate United States Government
policies, programs, and projects concerning
Tibet; and

‘‘(iii) report to the Secretary of State re-
garding the matters described in section
536(a)(2) of the Foreign Relations Authoriza-
tion Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995 (Public
Law 103–236).’’.
SEC. 2303. ESTABLISHMENT OF COORDINATOR

FOR HUMAN RIGHTS AND REFU-
GEES, BUREAU OF REFUGEE AND MI-
GRATION ASSISTANCE, AND BUREAU
OF DEMOCRACY, HUMAN RIGHTS,
AND LABOR.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF COORDINATOR FOR
HUMAN RIGHTS AND REFUGEES.—

Section 1(e) of the State Department Basic
Authorities Act (22 U.S.C. 2651a(e)) is amend-
ed by adding after paragraph (3) the follow-
ing new paragraph:

‘‘(4) COORDINATOR FOR HUMAN RIGHTS AND
REFUGEES.—

‘‘(A) There shall be within the office of the
Secretary of State a Coordinator for Human
Rights and Refugees (hereafter in this para-
graph referred to as the ‘Coordinator’) who
shall be appointed by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate.
The Coordinator shall report directly to the
Secretary of State.

‘‘(B) The Coordinator shall be responsible
for matters pertaining to human rights, refu-
gees, and humanitarian affairs (including
matters relating to prisoners of war and
members of the United States Armed Forces
missing in action) in the conduct of foreign
policy. The Coordinator shall head the Bu-
reau of Refugee and Migration Assistance
and the Bureau of Democracy, Human
Rights, and Labor.

‘‘(C) The Coordinator shall have the rank
and status of Ambassador-at-Large. The Co-
ordinator shall be compensated at the an-
nual rate of basic pay in effect for a position
at level IV of the Executive Schedule under
section 5314 of title 5, United States Code, or,
if the Coordinator is appointed from the For-
eign Service, the annual rate of pay which
the individual last received under the For-
eign Service Schedule, whichever is greater.

‘‘(D) For purposes of diplomatic protocol
among officers of the Department of State,
the Coordinator shall take precedence after
the Secretary of State, the Deputy Secretary
of State, and the Under Secretaries of State
and shall take precedence among the Assist-
ant Secretaries of State in the order pre-
scribed by the Secretary of State.’’.

(b) TERMINATION OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF STATE FOR DEMOCRACY, HUMAN RIGHTS,
AND LABOR.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1(c) of the State
Department Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22
U.S.C. 2651a(c)) is amended by striking para-
graph (2).

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 is amended—

(A) in section 116(c) (22 U.S.C. 2151n), by
striking ‘‘Assistant Secretary of State for
Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor’’ and
inserting ‘‘Secretary’’;

(B) in sections 502B, 502B, and 505(g)(4)(A)
by striking ‘‘, prepared with the assistance
of the Assistant Secretary of State for De-
mocracy, Human Rights, and Labor,’’; and

(C) in section 573(c) by striking ‘‘Assistant
Secretary of State for Democracy, Human
Rights, and Labor’’ and inserting ‘‘Secretary
of State’’.

(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF BUREAU OF REFUGEE
AND MIGRATION ASSISTANCE AND BUREAU OF

DEMOCRACY, HUMAN RIGHTS, AND LABOR.—
Section 1 of the State Department Basic Au-
thorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2651a) is
amended by adding after subsection (e) the
following new subsection:

‘‘(f) ESTABLISHMENT OF CERTAIN BUREAUS,
OFFICES, AND OTHER ORGANIZATIONAL ENTI-
TIES WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE.—

‘‘(1) BUREAU OF REFUGEE AND MIGRATION AS-
SISTANCE.—There is established within the
Department of State the Bureau of Refugee
and Migration Assistance which shall assist
the Secretary of State in carrying out the
Migration and Refugee Assistance Act of
1962. The Bureau shall be headed by the Co-
ordinator for Human Rights and Refugees.

‘‘(2) BUREAU OF DEMOCRACY, HUMAN RIGHTS,
AND LABOR.—There is established within the
Department of State the Bureau of Democ-
racy, Human Rights, and Labor. The Bureau
shall be headed by the Coordinator for
Human Rights and Refugees. The Bureau
shall continuously observe and review all
matters pertaining to human rights and hu-
manitarian affairs (including matters relat-
ing to prisoners of war and members of the
United States Armed Forces missing in ac-
tion) in the conduct of foreign policy includ-
ing the following:

‘‘(A) Gathering detailed information re-
garding humanitarian affairs and the observ-
ance of and respect for internationally recog-
nized human rights in each country to which
the requirements of section 116 and 502B of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 are rel-
evant.

‘‘(B) Preparing the statements and reports
to Congress required under section 502B of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.

‘‘(C) Making recommendations to the Sec-
retary of State regarding compliance with
sections 116 and 502B of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961, and as part of the Bureau’s
overall policy responsibility for the creation
of United States Government human rights
policy, advising the Secretary on the policy
framework under which section 116(e)
projects are developed and consulting with
the Secretary on the selection and imple-
mentation of such projects.

‘‘(D) Performing other responsibilities
which serve to promote increased observance
of internationally recognized human rights
by all countries.’’.
SEC. 2304. ELIMINATION OF STATUTORY ESTAB-

LISHMENT OF CERTAIN POSITIONS
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE.

(a) ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE FOR
SOUTH ASIAN AFFAIRS.—Section 122 of the
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal
Years 1992 and 1993 (22 U.S.C. 2652b) is re-
pealed.

(b) DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE
FOR BURDENSHARING.—Section 161 of the For-
eign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal
Years 1994 and 1995 (22 U.S.C. 2651a note) is
amended by striking subsection (f).

(c) ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR OCEANS AND
INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL AND SCI-
ENTIFIC AFFAIRS.—Section 9 of the Depart-
ment of State Appropriations Authorization
Act of 1973 (22 U.S.C. 2655a) is repealed.
SEC. 2305. ESTABLISHMENT OF ASSISTANT SEC-

RETARY OF STATE FOR HUMAN RE-
SOURCES.

Section 1(c) of the State Department Basic
Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2651a(c)) is
amended by adding after paragraph (1) the
following new paragraph:

‘‘(2) ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR HUMAN RE-
SOURCES.—There shall be in the Department
of State an Assistant Secretary for Human
Resources who shall be responsible to the
Secretary of State for matters relating to
human resources including the implementa-
tion of personnel policies and programs with-
in the Department of State and inter-
national affairs functions and activities car-

ried out through the Department of State.
The Assistant Secretary shall have substan-
tial professional qualifications in the field of
human resource policy and management.’’.
SEC. 2306. AUTHORITY OF UNITED STATES PER-

MANENT REPRESENTATIVE TO THE
UNITED NATIONS.

Section 2(a) of the United Nations Partici-
pation Act of 1945 (22 U.S.C. 287(a)) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘hold office at the pleasure of
the President’’ and inserting ‘‘serve at the
pleasure of the President and subject to the
direction of the Secretary of State’’.
CHAPTER 2—PERSONNEL OF THE DE-

PARTMENT OF STATE; THE FOREIGN
SERVICE

SEC. 2351. AUTHORIZED STRENGTH OF THE FOR-
EIGN SERVICE.

(a) END FISCAL YEAR 1996 LEVELS.—The
number of members of the Foreign Service
authorized to be employed as of September
30, 1996—

(1) for the Department of State, shall not
exceed 9,000, of whom not more than 720 shall
be members of the Senior Foreign Service;

(2) for the United States Information Agen-
cy, shall not exceed 1,150, of whom not more
than 165 shall be members of the Senior For-
eign Service; and

(3) for the Agency for International Devel-
opment, not to exceed 1,800, of whom not
more than 240 shall be members of the Senior
Foreign Service.

(b) END FISCAL YEAR 1997 LEVELS.—The
number of members of the Foreign Service
authorized to be employed as of September
30, 1997—

(1) for the Department of State, shall not
exceed 8,800, of whom not more than 680 shall
be members of the Senior Foreign Service;

(2) for the United States Information Agen-
cy, not to exceed 1,100 of whom not more
than 160 shall be members of the Senior For-
eign Service; and

(3) for the Agency for International Devel-
opment, not to exceed 1,775 of whom not
more than 230 shall be members of the Senior
Foreign Service.

(c) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this
section, the term ‘‘members of the Foreign
Service’’ is used within the meaning of such
term under section 103 of the Foreign Service
Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C 3903), except that such
term does not include—

(1) members of the Service under para-
graphs (6) and (7) of such section;

(2) members of the Service serving under
temporary resident appointments abroad;

(3) members of the Service employed on
less than a full-time basis;

(4) members of the Service subject to in-
voluntary separation in cases in which such
separation has been suspended pursuant to
section 1106(8) of the Foreign Service Act of
1980; and

(5) members of the Service serving under
non-career limited appointments.

(d) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—(1) Subject to
paragraph (2), the President may waive any
limitation under subsection (a) or (b) to the
extent that such waiver is necessary to carry
on the foreign affairs functions of the United
States.

(2) Not less than 15 days before the Presi-
dent exercises a waiver under paragraph (1),
such agency head shall notify the Chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate and the Chairman of the Commit-
tee on International Relations of the House
of Representatives. Such notice shall include
an explanation of the circumstances and ne-
cessity for such waiver.
SEC. 2352. REPEAL OF AUTHORITY FOR SENIOR

FOREIGN SERVICE PERFORMANCE
PAY.

(a) REPEAL.—Section 405 of the Foreign
Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 3965) is re-
pealed.
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(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 2 of

the Foreign Service Act of 1980 is amended in
the table of contents by striking the item re-
lated to section 405.
SEC. 2353. RECOVERY OF COSTS OF HEALTH

CARE SERVICES.
(a) AUTHORITIES.—Section 904 of the For-

eign Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 4084) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a) by—
(A) striking ‘‘and’’ before ‘‘members of the

families of such members and employees’’;
and

(B) by inserting immediately before the pe-
riod ‘‘, and for care provided abroad) such
other persons as are designated by the Sec-
retary of State, except that such persons
shall be considered persons other than cov-
ered beneficiaries for purposes of subsections
(g) and (h)’’;

(2) in subsection (d) by inserting ‘‘, subject
to the provisions of subsections (g) and (h)’’
after ‘‘treatment’’; and

(3) by adding the following new sub-
sections:

‘‘(g)(1) In the case of a person who is a cov-
ered beneficiary, the Secretary of State is
authorized to collect from a third-party
payer the reasonable costs incurred by the
Department of State on behalf of such person
for health care services to the same extent
that the covered beneficiary would be eligi-
ble to receive reimbursement or indemnifica-
tion from the third-party payer for such
costs.

‘‘(2) If the insurance policy, plan, contract,
or similar agreement of that third-party
payer includes a requirement for a deduct-
ible or copayment by the beneficiary of the
plan, then the Secretary of State may col-
lect from the third-party payer only the rea-
sonable costs of the care provided less the
deductible or copayment amount.

‘‘(3) A covered beneficiary shall not be re-
quired to pay any deductible or copayment
for health care services under this sub-
section.

‘‘(4) No provision of any insurance, medical
service, or health plan contract or agree-
ment having the effect of excluding from
coverage or limiting payment of charges for
care in the following circumstances shall op-
erate to prevent collection by the Secretary
of State under paragraph (1)—

‘‘(A) care provided directly or indirectly by
a governmental entity;

‘‘(B) care provided to an individual who has
not paid a required deductible or copayment;
or

‘‘(C) care provided by a provider with
which the third-party payer has no partici-
pation agreement.

‘‘(5) No law of any State, or of any political
subdivision of a State, and no provision of
any contract or agreement shall operate to
prevent or hinder recovery or collection by
the United States under this section.

‘‘(6) As to the authority provided in para-
graph (1) of this subsection—

‘‘(A) the United States shall be subrogated
to any right or claim that the covered bene-
ficiary may have against a third-party
payer;

‘‘(B) the United States may institute and
prosecute legal proceedings against a third-
party payer to enforce a right of the United
States under this subsection; and

‘‘(C) the Secretary may compromise, set-
tle, or waive a claim of the United States
under this subsection.

‘‘(7) The Secretary shall prescribe regula-
tions for the administration of this sub-
section and subsection (h). Such regulations
shall provide for computation of the reason-
able cost of health care services.

‘‘(8) Regulations prescribed under this sub-
section shall provide that medical records of
a covered beneficiary receiving health care

under this subsection shall be made avail-
able for inspection and review by representa-
tives of the payer from which collection by
the United States is sought for the sole pur-
pose of permitting the third party to verify—

‘‘(A) that the care or services for which re-
covery or collection is sought were furnished
to the covered beneficiary; and

‘‘(B) that the provisions of such care or
services to the covered beneficiary meets cri-
teria generally applicable under the health
plan contract involved, except that this
paragraph shall be subject to the provisions
of paragraphs (2) and (4).

‘‘(9) Amounts collected under this sub-
section or under subsection (h) from a third-
party payer or from any other payer shall be
deposited as an offsetting collection to any
Department of State appropriation and shall
remain available until expended.

‘‘(10) For purposes of this section—
‘‘(A) the term ‘covered beneficiary’ means

an individual eligible to receive health care
under this section whose health care costs
are to be paid by a third-party payer under a
contractual agreement with such payer;

‘‘(B) the term ‘services’, as used in ‘health
care services’ includes products; and

‘‘(C) the term ‘third-party payer’ means an
entity that provides a fee-for-service insur-
ance policy, contract, or similar agreement
through the Federal Employees Health Bene-
fit program, under which the expenses of
health care services for individuals are paid.

‘‘(h) In the case of a person, other than a
covered beneficiary, who receives health care
services pursuant to this section, the Sec-
retary of State is authorized to collect from
such person the reasonable costs of health
care services incurred by the Department of
State on behalf of such person. The United
States shall have the same rights against
persons subject to the provisions of this sub-
section as against third-party payers covered
by subsection (g).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (a) shall
take effect October 1, 1996.
TITLE XXIV—UNITED STATES PUBLIC DI-

PLOMACY: AUTHORITIES AND ACTIVI-
TIES FOR UNITED STATES INFORMA-
TIONAL, EDUCATIONAL, AND CULTURAL
PROGRAMS

CHAPTER 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 2401. ELIMINATION OF PERMANENT AU-

THORIZATION.
Section 208 of the Foreign Relations Au-

thorization Act, Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993 is
amended by striking subsection (e).
SEC. 2402. EXTENSION OF AU PAIR PROGRAMS.

Section 8 of the Eisenhower Exchange Fel-
lowship Act of 1990 (Public Law 101–454) is
amended in the last sentence by striking
‘‘fiscal year 1995’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal year
1997’’.
SEC. 2403. EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL EX-

CHANGES WITH HONG KONG.
The Director of the United States Informa-

tion Agency shall conduct programs of edu-
cational and cultural exchange between the
United States and the people of Hong Kong.
SEC. 2404. CONDUCT OF CERTAIN EDUCATIONAL

AND CULTURAL EXCHANGE PRO-
GRAMS IN ASIA.

In carrying out programs of educational
and cultural exchange in Hong Kong, China,
Vietnam, Cambodia, Tibet, Burma, and East
Timor, the Director of the United States In-
formation Agency shall take appropriate
steps to provide opportunities for participa-
tion in such programs to human rights and
democracy leaders of such countries and per-
sons who are nationals but not residents of
such countries.
SEC. 2405. EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL EX-

CHANGES AND SCHOLARSHIPS FOR
TIBETANS AND BURMESE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF EDUCATIONAL AND
CULTURAL EXCHANGE FOR TIBETANS.—The Di-

rector of the United States Information
Agency shall establish programs of edu-
cational and cultural exchange between the
United States and the people of Tibet. Such
programs shall include opportunities for
training and, as the Director considers ap-
propriate, may include the assignment of
personnel and resources abroad.

(b) SCHOLARSHIPS FOR TIBETANS AND BUR-
MESE.—

(1) For each of the fiscal years 1996 and
1997, at least 30 scholarships shall be made
available to Tibetan students and profes-
sionals who are outside Tibet, and at least 15
scholarships shall be made available to Bur-
mese students and professionals who are out-
side Burma.

(2) WAIVER.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply
to the extent that the Director of the United
States Information Agency determines that
there are not enough qualified students to
fulfill such allocation requirement.

(3) SCHOLARSHIP DEFINED.—For the pur-
poses of this section, the term ‘‘scholarship’’
means an amount to be used for full or par-
tial support of tuition and fees to attend an
educational institution, and may include
fees, books, and supplies, equipment required
for courses at an educational institution, liv-
ing expenses at a United States educational
institution, and travel expenses to and from,
and within, the United States.
SEC. 2406. AVAILABILITY OF VOICE OF AMERICA

AND RADIO MARTI MULTILINGUAL
COMPUTER READABLE TEXT AND
VOICE RECORDINGS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section
208 of the Foreign Relations Authorization
Act, Fiscal Years 1986 and 1987 (22 U.S.C.
1461–1a) and the second sentence of section
501 of the United States Information and
Educational Exchange Act of 1948 (22 U.S.C.
1461), the Director of the United States Infor-
mation Agency is authorized to make avail-
able, upon request, to the Linguistic Data
Consortium of the University of Pennsylva-
nia computer readable multilingual text and
recorded speech in various languages. The
Consortium shall, directly or indirectly as
appropriate, reimburse the Director for any
expenses involved in making such materials
available.

(b) TERMINATION.—Subsection (a) shall
cease to have effect 5 years after the date of
the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 2407. RETENTION OF INTEREST.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, with the approval of the National En-
dowment for Democracy, grant funds made
available by the National Endowment for De-
mocracy may be deposited in interest-bear-
ing accounts pending disbursement and any
interest which accrues may be retained by
the grantee and used for the purposes for
which the grant was made.
SEC. 2408. USIA OFFICE IN PRISTINA, KOSOVA.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE.—The Direc-
tor of the United States Information Agency
shall seek to establish an office in Pristina,
Kosova, for the following purposes:

(1) Disseminating information about the
United States.

(2) Promoting discussions on human rights,
democracy, rule of law, and conflict resolu-
tion.

(3) Facilitating United States private sec-
tor involvement in educational and cultural
activities in Kosova.

(4) Advising the United States Government
with respect to public opinion in Kosova.

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
April 1 of each year until subsection (a) has
been fully implemented, the Director of the
United States Information Agency shall sub-
mit a detailed report on developments relat-
ing to the implementation of subsection (a)
to the appropriate congressional commit-
tees.
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CHAPTER 2—INTERNATIONAL

BROADCASTING
SEC. 2431. EXPANSION OF BROADCASTING BOARD

OF GOVERNORS.
Section 304(b) of the United States Inter-

national Broadcasting Act of 1994 (22 U.S.C.
6203) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘9’’ and in-
serting ‘‘11’’;

(2) in paragraph (1)(A) by striking ‘‘8’’ and
inserting ‘‘10’’; and

(3) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘4’’ and in-
serting ‘‘5’’.
SEC. 2432. PLAN FOR RADIO FREE ASIA.

Section 309(c) of the United States Inter-
national Broadcasting Act (22 U.S.C. 6208(c))
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(c) SUBMISSION OF PLAN.—Not later than
90 days after the date of the enactment of
the Foreign Relations Authorization Act,
Fiscal Years 1996 and 1997, the Director of
the United States Information Agency shall
submit to the Congress a detailed plan for
the establishment and operation of Radio
Free Asia in accordance with this section.
Such plan shall include the following:

‘‘(1) A description of the manner in which
Radio Free Asia would meet the funding lim-
itations provided in subsection (d)(4).

‘‘(2) A description of the numbers and
qualifications of employees it proposes to
hire.

‘‘(3) How it proposes to meet the technical
requirements for carrying out its respon-
sibilities under this section.’’.
SEC. 2433. PILOT PROJECT FOR FREEDOM

BROADCASTING TO ASIA.
(a) AUTHORITY.—The Director of the United

States Information Agency shall make
grants for broadcasting to the People’s Re-
public of China, Burma, Cambodia, Laos,
North Korea, Tibet, and Vietnam. Such
broadcasting shall provide accurate and
timely information, news, and commentary
about events in the respective countries of
Asia and elsewhere, and shall be a forum for
a variety of opinions and voices from within
Asian nations whose people do not fully
enjoy freedom of expression.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of such grants
shall be to provide such broadcasting on an
interim basis during the period before Radio
Free Asia becomes fully operational.

(c) APPLICATIONS.—In considering applica-
tions for grants, the Director of the United
States Information Agency shall give strong
preference to entities which (1) take advan-
tage of the expertise of political and reli-
gious dissidents and pro-democracy and
human rights activists from within the coun-
tries to whom broadcasting is directed, in-
cluding exiles from these countries; and (2)
take advantage of contracts or similar ar-
rangements with existing broadcast facili-
ties so as to provide immediate broadcast
coverage with low overhead.

(d) PLAN.—Not later than 30 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Direc-
tor of the United States Information Agency
shall submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a plan for implementing
this section which shall include details con-
cerning timetable for implementation, grant
criteria, and grant application procedures.
The procedures and timetable should be de-
signed to ensure that grantees will begin
broadcasting not later than 120 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

TITLE XXV—INTERNATIONAL
ORGANIZATIONS AND COMMISSIONS
CHAPTER 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 2501. INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND
WATER COMMISSION.

The Act of May 13, 1924 (49 Stat. 660, 22
U.S.C. 277–277f), is amended in section 3 (22
U.S.C. 277b) by adding at the end the follow-
ing new subsection:

‘‘(d) Pursuant to the authority of sub-
section (a) and in order to facilitate further
compliance with the terms of the Convention
for Equitable Distribution of the Waters of
the Rio Grande, May 21, 1906, United States-
Mexico, the Secretary of State, acting
through the United States Commissioner of
the International Boundary and Water Com-
mission, may make improvements to the Rio
Grande Canalization Project, originally au-
thorized by the Act of August 29, 1935 (49
Stat. 961). Such improvements may include
all such works as may be needed to stabilize
the Rio Grande in the reach between the
Percha Diversion Dam in New Mexico and
the American Diversion Dam in El Paso.’’.
CHAPTER 2—UNITED NATIONS AND AF-

FILIATED AGENCIES AND ORGANIZA-
TIONS

SEC. 2521. REFORM IN BUDGET DECISIONMAK-
ING PROCEDURES OF THE UNITED
NATIONS AND ITS SPECIALIZED
AGENCIES.

(a) ASSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS.—Of amounts
authorized to be appropriated for ‘‘Assessed
Contributions to International Organiza-
tions’’ by this Act, the President may with-
hold 20 percent of the funds appropriated for
the United States assessed contribution to
the United Nations or to any of its special-
ized agencies for any calendar year if the
United Nations or any such agency has failed
to implement or to continue to implement
consensus-based decisionmaking procedures
on budgetary matters which assure that suf-
ficient attention is paid to the views of the
United States and other member states that
are the major financial contributors to such
assessed budgets.

(b) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.—The President
shall notify the Congress when a decision is
made to withhold any share of the United
States assessed contribution to the United
Nations or its specialized agencies pursuant
to subsection (a) and shall notify the Con-
gress when the decision is made to pay any
previously withheld assessed contribution. A
notification under this subsection shall in-
clude appropriate consultation between the
President (or the President’s representative)
and the Committee on International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate.

(c) CONTRIBUTIONS FOR PRIOR YEARS.—Sub-
ject to the availability of appropriations,
payment of assessed contributions for prior
years may be made to the United Nations or
any of its specialized agencies notwithstand-
ing subsection (a) if such payment would fur-
ther United States interests in that organi-
zation.

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
February 1 of each year, the President shall
submit to the appropriate congressional
committees a report concerning the amount
of United States assessed contributions paid
to the United Nations and each of its special-
ized agencies during the preceding calendar
year.
SEC. 2522. LIMITATION ON CONTRIBUTIONS TO

THE UNITED NATIONS OR UNITED
NATIONS AFFILIATED ORGANIZA-
TIONS.

The United States shall not make any vol-
untary or assessed contribution—

(1) to any affiliated organization of the
United Nations which grants full member-
ship as a state to any organization or group
that does not have the internationally recog-
nized attributes of statehood, or

(2) to the United Nations, if the United Na-
tions grants full membership as a state in
the United Nations to any organization or
group that does not have the internationally
recognized attributes of statehood,
during any period in which such membership
is effective.

SEC. 2523. REPORT ON UNICEF.
Not later than December 31, 1995, the Sec-

retary of State shall transmit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a report on
(1) the progress of UNICEF toward effective
financial, program, and personnel manage-
ment; (2) the progress of UNICEF in shifting
its health, child survival, and maternal sur-
vival programs toward efficient and low-
overhead contractors, with particular em-
phasis on nongovernmental organizations;
and (3) the extent to which UNICEF has dem-
onstrated its commitment to its traditional
mission of child health and welfare and re-
sisted pressure to become involved in func-
tions performed by other United Nations
agencies.
SEC. 2524. UNITED NATIONS BUDGETARY AND

MANAGEMENT REFORM.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The United Nations Par-

ticipation Act of 1945 (22 U.S.C. 287 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:

‘‘SEC. 10. (a) WITHHOLDING OF CONTRIBU-
TIONS RELATED TO THE ROLE OF THE INSPEC-
TOR GENERAL OF THE UNITED NATIONS.—

‘‘(1) ASSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS FOR REGULAR
UNITED NATIONS BUDGET.—For fiscal year 1996
and for each subsequent fiscal year, 20 per-
cent of the amount of funds made available
for that fiscal year for United States as-
sessed contributions for the regular United
Nations budget shall be withheld from obli-
gation and expenditure unless a certification
for that fiscal year has been made under sub-
section (b).

‘‘(2) ASSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS FOR UNITED
NATIONS PEACEKEEPING.—For fiscal year 1996
and for each subsequent fiscal year, 50 per-
cent of the amount of funds made available
for that fiscal year for United States as-
sessed contributions for United Nations
peacekeeping activities shall be withheld
from obligation and expenditure unless a
certification for that fiscal year has been
made under subsection (b).

‘‘(3) VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS FOR UNITED
NATIONS PEACEKEEPING.—For fiscal year 1996
and for each subsequent fiscal year, the
United States may not pay any voluntary
contribution to the United Nations for inter-
national peacekeeping activities unless a
certification for that fiscal year has been
made under subsection (b).

‘‘(b) CERTIFICATION.—The certification re-
ferred to in subsection (a) for any fiscal year
is a certification by the President to the
Congress, submitted on or after the begin-
ning of that fiscal year, of each of the follow-
ing:

‘‘(1) The United Nations has an independ-
ent office of Inspector General to conduct
and supervise objective audits, inspections,
and investigations relating to programs and
operations of the United Nations.

‘‘(2) The United Nations has an Inspector
General who was appointed by the Secretary
General with the approval of the General As-
sembly and whose appointment was made
principally on the basis of the appointee’s in-
tegrity and demonstrated ability in account-
ing, auditing, financial analysis, law, man-
agement analysis, public administration, or
investigation.

‘‘(3) The Inspector General is authorized
to—

‘‘(A) make investigations and reports re-
lating to the administration of the programs
and operations of the United Nations;

‘‘(B) have access to all records, documents,
and other available materials relating to
those programs and operations;

‘‘(C) have direct and prompt access to any
official of the United Nations; and

‘‘(D) have access to all records and officials
of the specialized agencies of the United Na-
tions.
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‘‘(4) The United Nations has fully imple-

mented, and made available to all member
states, procedures that effectively protect
the identity of, and prevent reprisals
against, any staff member of the United Na-
tions making a complaint or disclosing in-
formation to, or cooperating in any inves-
tigation or inspection by, the United Nations
Inspector General.

‘‘(5) The United Nations has fully imple-
mented procedures that ensure compliance
with recommendations of the United Nations
Inspector General.

‘‘(6) The United Nations has required the
United Nations Inspector General to issue an
annual report and has ensured that the an-
nual report and all other reports of the In-
spector General are made available to the
General Assembly without modification.

‘‘(7) The United Nations has provided, and
is committed to providing, sufficient budg-
etary resources to ensure the effective oper-
ation of the United Nations Inspector Gen-
eral.’’.

(b) WITHHOLDING OF CONTRIBUTIONS RELAT-
ED TO CONTRACTING OF THE UNITED NA-
TIONS.—The United Nations Participation
Act of 1945 (22 U.S.C. 287 et seq.) is further
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:

‘‘SEC. 11. (a) WITHHOLDING OF CONTRIBU-
TIONS RELATED TO TIMELY NOTICE OF CON-
TRACT OPPORTUNITIES AND CONTRACT
AWARDS.—

‘‘(1) WITHHOLDING OF ASSESSED CONTRIBU-
TIONS FOR REGULAR UNITED NATIONS BUDGET.—
For fiscal year 1997 and for each subsequent
fiscal year, 10 percent of the amount of funds
made available for that fiscal year for Unit-
ed States assessed contributions for the reg-
ular United Nations budget shall be withheld
from obligation and expenditure unless a
certification for that fiscal year has been
made under paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) CERTIFICATION.—The certification re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) for any fiscal year
is a certification by the President to the
Congress, submitted on or after the begin-
ning of that fiscal year, that the United Na-
tions has implemented a system requiring
(A) prior notification for the submission of
all qualified bid proposals on all United Na-
tions procurement opportunities over
$100,000 and (B) a public announcement of the
award of any contract over $100,000. To the
extent practicable, notifications shall be
made in the Commerce Business Daily.

‘‘(b) WITHHOLDING OF CONTRIBUTIONS RE-
LATED TO DISCRIMINATION AGAINST COMPANIES
WHICH CHALLENGE CONTRACT AWARDS.—

‘‘(1) WITHHOLDING OF ASSESSED CONTRIBU-
TIONS FOR REGULAR UNITED NATIONS BUDGET.—
For fiscal year 1997 and for each subsequent
fiscal year, 10 percent of the amount of funds
made available for that fiscal year for Unit-
ed States assessed contributions for the reg-
ular United Nations budget shall be withheld
from obligation and expenditure unless a
certification for that fiscal year has been
made under paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) CERTIFICATION.—The certification re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) for any fiscal year
is a certification by the President to the
Congress, submitted on or after the begin-
ning of that fiscal year, that the procure-
ment regulations of the United Nations pro-
hibit punitive actions such as the suspension
of contract eligibility for contractors who
challenge contract awards or complain about
delayed payments.

‘‘(c) WITHHOLDING OF CONTRIBUTIONS RE-
LATED TO ESTABLISHMENT OF A UNITED NA-
TIONS CONTRACT REVIEW PROCESS.—

‘‘(1) WITHHOLDING OF ASSESSED CONTRIBU-
TIONS FOR REGULAR UNITED NATIONS BUDGET.—
For fiscal year 1998 and for each subsequent
fiscal year, 10 percent of the amount of funds
made available for that fiscal year for Unit-

ed States assessed contributions for the reg-
ular United Nations budget shall be withheld
from obligation and expenditure unless a
certification for that fiscal year has been
made under paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) CERTIFICATION.—The certification re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) for any fiscal year
is a certification by the President to the
Congress, submitted on or after the begin-
ning of that fiscal year, that the United Na-
tions has established a contract review proc-
ess for contracts over $100,000 and a process
to assure unsuccessful bidders a timely op-
portunity to challenge awards for contracts
over $100,000 such bidders consider to have
been made improperly.’’.

(c) PROCUREMENT INFORMATION.—Section
4(d) of the United Nations Participation Act
of 1945 (22 U.S.C. 287b(d)), as amended by sec-
tion 407 of the Foreign Relations Authoriza-
tion Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995 (Public
Law 103-236) is amended in paragraph (2)(B)
by inserting before the period ‘‘, including
local procurement contracts’’.

TITLE XXVI—FOREIGN POLICY
PROVISIONS

CHAPTER 1—MISCELLANEOUS FOREIGN
POLICY PROVISIONS

SEC. 2601. TAIWAN RELATIONS ACT.
(a) APPLICABILITY.—Section 3 of the Tai-

wan Relations Act (22 U.S.C. 3302) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(d) The provisions of subsections (a) and
(b) supersede any provision of the Joint Com-
munique of the United States and China of
August 17, 1982.’’.

(b) VISITS TO THE UNITED STATES BY OFFI-
CIALS OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE REPUBLIC
OF CHINA ON TAIWAN.—Section 4 of the Tai-
wan Relations Act (22 U.S.C. 3303) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(e) The Congress finds and declares that
there are no legitimate foreign policy
grounds for preventing members of the gov-
ernment chosen by the people of Taiwan
from making private visits to the United
States. Accordingly, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, no official of the gov-
ernment of the Republic of China on Taiwan
may be excluded from the United States on
the basis of a determination by the Sec-
retary of State that the entry or proposed
activities in the United States of such indi-
vidual would have potentially serious ad-
verse foreign policy consequences for the
United States.’’.
SEC. 2602. BOSNIA GENOCIDE JUSTICE ACT.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the ‘‘Bosnia Genocide Justice Act’’.

(b) POLICY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with inter-

national law, it is the policy of the United
States to bring to justice persons responsible
for genocide, war crimes, crimes against hu-
manity and other serious violations of inter-
national humanitarian law committed in the
territory of the former Yugoslavia since 1991.

(2) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—The Congress
urges the President—

(A) to collect or assist appropriate organi-
zations and individuals to collect relevant
data on these crimes committed in the
former Yugoslavia;

(B) to share such data with the War Crimes
Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia estab-
lished by the Security Council of the United
Nations;

(C) to assist United Nations efforts to in-
vestigate, prosecute, and try those respon-
sible for genocide, war crimes, crimes
against humanity and other serious viola-
tions of international humanitarian law
committed in the territory of the former
Yugoslavia since 1991;

(D) to submit to the Congress implement-
ing legislation to enable compliance with re-
quests and orders of the tribunal; and

(E) to support the ongoing work of the Tri-
bunal through adequate financial contribu-
tions to the United Nations Voluntary Fund
for the War Crimes Tribunal for the former
Yugoslavia for 1996 and 1997.

(c) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Beginning 6
months after the date of enactment of this
Act, and every 6 months thereafter during
fiscal years 1996 and 1997, the President shall
submit a report describing the steps taken to
implement the provisions of this section to
the appropriate congressional committees.
SEC. 2603. EXPANSION OF COMMISSION ON SECU-

RITY AND COOPERATION IN EU-
ROPE.

Section 3(a) of the Act entitled ‘‘An Act to
establish a Commission on Security and Co-
operation in Europe’’, approved June 3, 1976
(22 U.S.C. 3003) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a) by striking ‘‘twenty-
one’’ and inserting ‘‘twenty-nine’’; and

(2) by striking paragraphs (1) and (2) and
inserting the following:

‘‘(1) Thirteen Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives appointed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives. Seven Members
shall be selected from the majority party
and six Members shall be selected, after
consulation with the minority leader of the
House, from the minority party.

‘‘(2) Thirteen Members of the Senate ap-
pointed by the President of the Senate.
Seven Members shall be selected from the
majority party of the Senate, after consulta-
tion with the majority leader, and six Mem-
bers shall be selected, after consultation
with the minority leader of the Senate, from
the minority party.’’.
CHAPTER 2—RELATING TO THE UNITED

STATES-NORTH KOREA AGREED FRAME-
WORK AND THE OBLIGATIONS OF
NORTH KOREA UNDER THAT AND PRE-
VIOUS AGREEMENTS WITH RESPECT TO
THE DENUCLEARIZATION OF THE KO-
REAN PENINSULA AND DIALOGUE WITH
THE REPUBLIC OF KOREA

SEC. 2641. FINDINGS.
The Congress makes the following findings:
(1) The United States-Democratic People’s

Republic of Korea Agreed Framework (here-
after in this chapter referred to as the
‘‘Agreed Framework’’), entered into on Octo-
ber 21, 1994, between the United States and
North Korea, requires North Korea to stop
and eventually dismantle its graphite-mod-
erated nuclear reactor program and related
facilities, and comply fully with its obliga-
tions under the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera-
tion of Nuclear Weapons, in exchange for al-
ternative energy sources, including interim
supplies of heavy fuel oil for electric genera-
tors and more proliferation-resistant light
water reactor technology.

(2) The Agreed Framework also commits
North Korea to ‘‘consistently take steps to
implement the North-South Joint Declara-
tion on the Denuclearization of the Korean
Peninsula’’ and ‘‘engage in North-South’’
dialogue with the Republic of Korea.

(3) The Agreed Framework does not indi-
cate specific criteria for full normalization
of relations between the United States and
North Korea, and does not link the sequenc-
ing of actions in the Agreed Framework with
any time-frame for carrying out the provi-
sions of the North-South Joint Declaration
on the Denuclearization of the Korean Pe-
ninsula and carrying out the dialogue be-
tween North Korea and the Republic of
Korea.

(4) The commitment by North Korea to
carry out the letter and spirit of the Agreed
Framework has been put into doubt by ac-
tions of North Korea since October 21, 1994,
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including the suspected diversion of United
States heavy fuel oil in apparent contraven-
tion of the agreed purpose of the interim fuel
deliveries, the refusal to accept light water
reactors from the Republic of Korea, the
harsh denunciations of the Government of
the Republic of Korea, and other actions con-
trary to the commitment by North Korea to
engage in a dialogue with such Government,
and the continued conduct of provocative, of-
fensive oriented military exercises.

(5) The nuclear threat posed by North
Korea is just one of a number of security
concerns of the United States arising out of
the policies of North Korea.
SEC. 2642. CLARIFICATION OF NUCLEAR NON-

PROLIFERATION OBLIGATIONS OF
NORTH KOREA UNDER THE AGREED
FRAMEWORK.

It is the sense of the Congress that in dis-
cussions or negotiations with the Govern-
ment of North Korea pursuant to the imple-
mentation of the United States-Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea Agreed Frame-
work entered into on October 21, 1994, the
President should uphold the following mini-
mum conditions relating to nuclear non-
proliferation:

(1) All spent fuel from the graphite-mod-
erated nuclear reactors and related facilities
of North Korea should be removed from the
territory of North Korea as is consistent
with the Agreed Framework.

(2) The International Atomic Energy Agen-
cy should have the freedom to conduct any
and all inspections that it deems necessary
to fully account for the stocks of plutonium
and other nuclear materials in North Korea,
including special inspections of suspected
nuclear waste sites, before any nuclear com-
ponents controlled by the Nuclear Supplier
Group Guidelines are delivered for a light
water reactor for North Korea.

(3) The dismantlement of all declared
graphite-based nuclear reactors and related
facilities in North Korea, including reproc-
essing units, should be completed in accord-
ance with the Agreed Framework and in a
manner that effectively bars in perpetuity
any reactivation of such reactors and facili-
ties.

(4) The United States should suspend ac-
tions described in the Agreed Framework if
North Korea reloads its existing 5 megawatt
nuclear reactor or resumes construction of
nuclear facilities other than those permitted
to be built under the Agreed Framework.
SEC. 2643. ROLE OF THE REPUBLIC OF KOREA

UNDER THE AGREED FRAMEWORK.
It is further the sense of the Congress that

the Republic of Korea should play the
central role in the project to provide light
water reactors to North Korea under the
Agreed Framework.
SEC. 2644. FURTHER STEPS TO PROMOTE UNITED

STATES SECURITY AND POLITICAL
INTERESTS WITH RESPECT TO
NORTH KOREA.

It is further the sense of the Congress that,
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the President should not take further steps
toward upgrading diplomatic relations with
North Korea beyond opening liaison offices
or relaxing trade and investment barriers
imposed against North Korea without—

(1) action by the Government of North
Korea to engage in a North-South dialogue
with the Government of the Republic of
Korea;

(2) significant progress toward implemen-
tation of the North-South Joint Declaration
on the Denuclearization of the Korean Pe-
ninsula; and

(3) progress toward the achievement of sev-
eral long-standing United States policy ob-
jectives regarding North Korea and the Ko-
rean Peninsula, including—

(A) reducing the number of military forces
of North Korea along the Demilitarized Zone

and relocating such military forces away
from the Demilitarized Zone;

(B) prohibiting any movement by North
Korea toward the deployment of an inter-
mediate range ballistic missile system; and

(C) prohibiting the export by North Korea
of missiles and other weapons of mass de-
struction, including related technology and
components.
SEC. 2645. RESTRICTIONS ON ASSISTANCE TO

NORTH KOREA AND THE KOREAN
PENINSULA ENERGY DEVELOPMENT
ORGANIZATION.

Chapter 1 of part III of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:
‘‘SEC. 620G. ASSISTANCE TO NORTH KOREA AND

THE KOREAN PENINSULA ENERGY
DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION.

‘‘No assistance may be provided under this
Act or any other provision of law to North
Korea or the Korean Peninsula Energy De-
velopment Organization unless—

‘‘(1) such assistance is provided in accord-
ance with all requirements, limitations, and
procedures otherwise applicable to the provi-
sion of such assistance for such purposes; and

‘‘(2) the President—
‘‘(A) notifies the congressional committees

specified in section 634A(a) of this Act prior
to the obligation of such assistance in ac-
cordance with the procedures applicable to
reprogramming notifications under that sec-
tion, irrespective of the amount of the pro-
posed obligation of such assistance; and

‘‘(B) determines and reports to such com-
mittees that the provision of such assistance
is vital to the national interests of the Unit-
ed States.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 620G of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as added by
subsection (a), applies with respect to assist-
ance provided to North Korea or the Korean
Peninsula Energy Development Organization
on or after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

CHAPTER 3—BURMA
SEC. 2651. UNITED STATES POLICY CONCERNING

THE DICTATORSHIP IN BURMA.
(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense

of the Congress that the President should
take steps to encourage the United Nations
Security Council to—

(1) impose an international arms embargo
on Burma;

(2) affirm support for human rights and the
protection of all Karen, Karenni, and other
minorities in Burma;

(3) condemn Burmese officials responsible
for crimes against humanity;

(4) take steps to encourage multilateral as-
sistance programs for refugees from Burma
in Thailand and India; and

(5) reduce United Nations activities in
Burma, including UNDP (United Nations De-
velopment Program), UNICEF (United Na-
tions Children’s Fund), UNFPA (United Na-
tions Family Planning Agency), World
Health Organization (WHO), Food and Agri-
culture Organization (FAO), and UNIDCP
(United Nations International Drug Control
Program) activities.

(b) REDUCTION IN DIPLOMATIC PRESENCE.—It
is the sense of the Congress that the Presi-
dent should reduce the diplomatic presence
of the United States in Burma by reducing
the total number of the members of the For-
eign Service stationed in Burma on the date
of enactment of this Act.

CHAPTER 4—TORTURE
SEC. 2661. DEFINITIONS.

(a) TORTURE.—As used in this chapter, the
term ‘‘torture’’ means any act by which se-
vere pain or suffering, whether physical or
mental, is intentionally inflicted on a person
for such purposes as obtaining from the per-

son or a third person information or a con-
fession, punishing the person for an act the
person or a third person has committed or is
suspected of having committed, or intimi-
dating or coercing the person or a third per-
son, or for any reason based on discrimina-
tion of any kind, when such pain or suffering
is inflicted by, at the instigation of, or with
the consent or acquiescence of a public offi-
cial or other person acting in an official ca-
pacity. It does not include pain or suffering
arising only from, inherent in, or incidental
to lawful sanctions.

(b) SUBSTANTIAL GROUNDS FOR BELIEVING.—
As used in this chapter, the term ‘‘substan-
tial grounds for believing’’ means substan-
tial evidence.

(c) IN DANGER OF BEING SUBJECTED TO TOR-
TURE.—As used in this chapter, the term ‘‘in
danger of being subjected to torture’’ means
circumstances in which a reasonable person
would fear subjection to torture.

(d) INVOLUNTARILY RETURN.—As used in
this chapter, the term ‘‘involuntarily re-
turn’’ means to take action by which it is
reasonably foreseeable that a person will be
required to return to a country against the
person’s will, regardless of whether such re-
turn is induced by physical force and regard-
less of whether the person is physically
present in the United States.
SEC. 2662. UNITED STATES POLICY WITH RE-

SPECT TO THE INVOLUNTARY RE-
TURN OF PERSONS SUBJECTED TO
TORTURE.

No funds authorized to be appropriated by
this Act are authorized to be available to
expel, extradite, or otherwise involuntarily
return a person to a country in which there
are substantial grounds for believing the per-
son would be in danger of being subjected to
torture, or to support, promote, or assist
such involuntary return.

TITLE XXVII—CONGRESSIONAL
STATEMENTS

SEC. 2701. INTER-AMERICAN ORGANIZATIONS.
Taking into consideration the long-term

commitment by the United States to the af-
fairs of this Hemisphere and the need to
build further upon the linkages between the
United States and its neighbors, the Sec-
retary of State, in allocating the level of re-
sources for international organizations,
should pay particular attention to funding
levels of the Inter-American organizations.
SEC. 2702. TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY OF BOSNIA

AND HERZEGOVINA.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings:
(1) The sovereign and independent state of

Bosnia-Herzegovina was formally recognized
by the United States of America on April 7,
1992.

(2) The sovereign and independent state of
Bosnia-Herzegovina was admitted as a full
participating State of the Conference on Se-
curity and Cooperation in Europe on April
30, 1992.

(3) The sovereign and independent state of
Bosnia-Herzegovina was admitted as a Mem-
ber state of the United Nations on May 22,
1992.

(4) The United States has declared its de-
termination to respect and put into practice
the Declaration on Principles Guiding Rela-
tions between Participating States con-
tained in the Final Act of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe.

(5) Each of the principles has been violated
during the course of war in Bosnia-
Herzegovina: sovereign equality and respect
for the rights inherent in sovereignty, re-
fraining from the threat or use of force; in-
violability of frontiers; territorial integrity
of States; peaceful settlement of disputes;
nonintervention in internal affairs; respect
for human rights and fundamental freedoms,
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including the freedom of thought, con-
science, religion or belief; equal rights and
self-determination of peoples; cooperation
among States; and fulfillment in good faith
of obligations under international law.

(6) Principle II of the Final Act commits
the participating States to ‘‘refrain from any
manifestation of force for the purpose of in-
ducing another participating State to re-
nounce the full exercise of its sovereign
rights’’.

(7) Principle III of the Final Act commits
the participating States to ‘‘refrain from any
demand for, or act of, seizure and usurpation
of part or all of the territory of any partici-
pating State’’.

(8) Principle IV of the Final Act commits
the participating States to ‘‘respect the ter-
ritorial integrity of each of the participating
States’’ and ‘‘refrain from any action incon-
sistent with the purposes and principles of
the Charter of the United Nations against
the territorial integrity, political independ-
ence or the unity of any participating
State’’.

(9) The Charter of Paris for a New Europe
commits the participating States ‘‘to co-
operate in defending democratic institutions
against activities which violate the inde-
pendence, sovereign equality, or territorial
integrity of the participating States’’.

(10) The Helsinki Document 1992 reaffirms
‘‘the validity of the guiding principles and
common values of the Helsinki Final Act and
the Charter of Paris, embodying responsibil-
ities of States towards each other and of gov-
ernments towards their own people’’ which
serve as the ‘‘collective conscience of our
community’’.

(11) The Charter of the United Nations
calls upon Member states to respect the ter-
ritorial integrity and political independence
of any state in keeping with the Purposes of
the United Nations.

(12) The sovereign and independent state of
Bosnia-Herzegovina has been and continues
to be subjected to armed aggression Bosnian
Serb forces, Croatian Serb forces, and others
in violation of Final Act and the Charter.

(13) Unchecked armed aggression and geno-
cide threatens the lives of innocent civilians
as well as the very existence of the sovereign
and independent state of Bosnia-
Herzegovina.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that the United States should
refuse to recognize the incorporation of any
of the territory of Bosnia-Herzegovina into
the territory of any neighboring state or the
creation of any new state or states within
the borders of Bosnia-Herzegovina resulting
from the threat or use of force, coercion, or
any other means inconsistent with inter-
national law.
SEC. 2703. THE LAOGAI SYSTEM OF POLITICAL

PRISONS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The Chinese gulag, known as the
Laogai, was created as a primary means of
political repression and control when the
Communists assumed power in China in 1949.

(2) The Laogai has caused millions of peo-
ple to suffer grave human rights abuses over
the past 46 years, including countless deaths.

(3) The Laogai continues to be used to in-
carcerate unknown numbers of ordinary citi-
zens for political reasons, including workers,
students, intellectuals, religious believers,
and Tibetans.

(4) So-called ‘‘thought reform’’ is a stand-
ard practice of Laogai officials, and reports
of torture are routinely received by human
rights organizations from Laogai prisoners
and survivors.

(5) Negotiations about unfettered access to
Laogai prisoners between the Chinese Gov-

ernment and the International Red Cross
have ceased.

(6) The Laogai is in reality a huge system
of forced labor camps in which political and
penal criminals are slave laborers producing
an array of products for export throughout
the world, including the United States.

(7) The Chinese Government continues to
maintain, as part of its official propaganda
and in defiance of significant evidence to the
contrary gathered by many human rights or-
ganizations, that the Laogai is a prison sys-
tem like any other in the world.

(8) Testimony delivered before the Sub-
committee on International Operations and
Human Rights of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives has documented human rights
abuses in the Laogai which continue to this
day.

(9) The American people have repeatedly
expressed their abhorrence of forced labor
camps systems, whether they be operated by
the Nazis, Soviet Communists, or any other
political ideology.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that the President should—

(1) publicly condemn the continued exist-
ence of the Laogai, and call upon the Gov-
ernment of the People’s Republic of China to
dismantle it, and release all of its political
prisoners; and

(2) instruct the appropriate diplomatic rep-
resentatives of the United States to cause a
resolution condemning the Laogai to be put
before the United Nations Human Rights
Commission and work for its passage.
SEC. 2704. CONCERNING THE USE OF FUNDS TO

FURTHER NORMALIZE RELATIONS
WITH VIETNAM.

It is the sense of the Congress that none of
the funds authorized to be appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
obligated or expended to further normalize
diplomatic relations between the United
States and Vietnam, until Vietnam—

(1) releases all of its political and religious
prisoners;

(2) accounts for American POWs and MIAs
from the Vietnam War;

(3) holds democratic elections; and
(4) institutes policies which protect human

rights.
SEC. 2705. DECLARATION OF CONGRESS REGARD-

ING UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
HUMAN RIGHTS POLICY TOWARD
CHINA.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) According to the 1994 State Department
Country Reports on Human Rights Practices
there continue to be ‘‘widespread and well-
documented human rights abuses in China,
in violation of internationally accepted
norms . . . (including) arbitrary and lengthy
incommunicado detention, torture, and mis-
treatment of prisoners. The regime contin-
ued severe restrictions on freedoms of
speech, press assembly and association, and
tightened controls on the exercise of these
rights during 1994. Serious human rights
abuses persisted in Tibet and other areas
populated by ethnic minorities’’.

(2) The President, in announcing his deci-
sion on Most Favored Nation trading status
for China in May 1994 stated that, ‘‘China
continues to commit very serious human
rights abuses. Even as we engage the Chinese
on military, political, and economic issues,
we intend to stay engaged with those in
China who suffer from human rights abuses.
The United States must remain a champion
of their liberties’’.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that the President should take
the following actions:

(1) Decline the invitation to visit China
until and unless there is dramatic overall

progress on human rights in China and Tibet
and communicate to the Government of
China that such a visit cannot take place
without such progress. Indications of overall
progress would include the release of hun-
dreds of political, religious, and labor activ-
ists; an agreement to allow unhindered con-
fidential access to prisoners by international
humanitarian agencies; enactment of major
legal reforms such as an end to all restric-
tions on the exercise of freedom of religion,
revocation of the 1993 state security law, and
the abolition of all so-called ‘‘counter-revo-
lutionary’’ crimes; an end to forced abortion,
forced sterilization, and the provision by
government facilities of human fetal re-
mains for consumption as food; and a deci-
sion to allow unrestricted access to Tibet by
foreign media and international human
rights monitors.

(2) Seek to develop an agreement on a mul-
tilateral strategy to promote human rights
in China with other members of the G–7, be-
ginning with the meeting of the G–7 indus-
trial partners scheduled for June 1995 in
Halifax, Nova Scotia. Such an agreement
should include efforts to encourage greater
cooperation by the Government of China
with the human rights rapporteurs and
working groups of the United Nations
Human Rights Commission, as well as bilat-
eral and multilateral initiatives to secure
the unconditional release of imprisoned
peaceful pro-democracy advocates such as
Wei Jingsheng.

(3) Instruct the United States delegates to
the United Nations Fourth World Conference
on Women in September 1995 to vigorously
and publicly support nongovernmental orga-
nizations that may be subjected to harass-
ment or to restrictions or limitations on
their activities, access to the media, or to
channels of communication during the con-
ference by the Government of China and to
protest publicly and privately any actions by
the Government of China aimed at punishing
or repressing Chinese citizens who seek to
peacefully express their views or commu-
nicate with foreign citizens or media during
or following the United Nations Conference.

(4) Extend an invitation to the Dalai Lama
to visit Washington, District of Columbia, in
1995.

(c) UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT HUMAN
RIGHTS POLICY TOWARD CHINA.—It shall be
the policy of the United States Government
to continue to promote internationally rec-
ognized human rights and worker rights in
China and Tibet. The President shall submit
the following reports on the formulation and
implementation of United States human
rights policy toward China and the results of
that policy to the International Relations
Committee of the House of Representatives :

(1) Not later than 90 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the President shall
report on the status of the ‘‘new United
States Human Rights Policy for China’’ an-
nounced by the President on May 26, 1994, in-
cluding an assessment of the implementa-
tion and effectiveness of the policy in bring-
ing about human rights improvements in
China and Tibet, with reference to the fol-
lowing specific initiatives announced on that
date:

(A) High-level dialogue on human rights.
(B) Voluntary principles in the area of

human rights for United States businesses
operating in China.

(C) Increased contact with and support for
groups and individuals in China promoting
law reform and human rights.

(D) Increased exchanges to support human
rights law reform in China.

(E) The practice of all United States offi-
cials who visit China to meet with the broad-
est possible spectrum of Chinese citizens.
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(F) Increased efforts to press United States

views on human rights in China at the Unit-
ed Nations, the United Nations Human
Rights Commission, and other international
organizations.

(G) A plan of international actions to ad-
dress Tibet’s human rights problems and to
promote substantive discussions between the
Dalai Lama and the Chinese Government.

(H) Efforts to use the 1995 United Nations
Women’s Conference in Beijing to expand
freedoms of speech, association, and assem-
bly, as well as the rights of women, in China.

(I) An information strategy for promoting
human rights by expanding Chinese and Ti-
betan language broadcasts on the Voice of
America and establishing Radio Free Asia.

(J) Encouraging the Chinese Government
to permit international human rights groups
to operate in and visit China.

The report required by this paragraph shall
also assess the progress, if any, of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China toward ending forced
abortion, forced sterilization, and other coer-
cive population control practices.

(2) Not later than 120 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the President shall
report on the status of Chinese Government
compliance with United States laws prohib-
iting the importation into the United States
of forced labor products, including (but not
limited to) a complete assessment and report
on the implementation of the Memorandum
of Understanding signed by the United
States and China in 1992. The report shall in-
clude (but not be limited to) the following:

(A) All efforts made by the United States
Customs Service from 1992 until the date of
the report to investigate forced labor exports
and to conduct unannounced unrestricted in-
spections of suspected forced labor sites in
China, and the extent to which Chinese au-
thorities cooperated with such investiga-
tions.

(B) Recommendations of what further
steps might be taken to enhance United
States effectiveness in prohibiting forced
labor exports to the United States from
China.
SEC. 2706. CONCERNING THE UNITED NATIONS

VOLUNTARY FUND FOR VICTIMS OF
TORTURE.

It is the sense of the Congress that the
President, acting through the United States
Permanent Representative to the United Na-
tions, should—

(1) request the United Nations Voluntary
Fund for Victims of Torture—

(A) to find new ways to support and protect
treatment centers that are carrying out re-
habilitative services for victims of torture;
and

(B) to encourage the development of new
such centers;

(2) use the voice and vote of the United
States to support the work of the Special
Rapporteur on Torture and the Committee
Against Torture established under the Con-
vention Against Torture and Other Cruel, In-
human or Degrading Treatment or Punish-
ment; and

(3) use the voice and vote of the United
States to establish a country rapporteur or
similar procedural mechanism to investigate
human rights violations in a country if ei-
ther the Special Rapporteur or the Commit-
tee Against Torture indicates that a system-
atic practice of torture is prevalent in that
country.
SEC. 2707. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE PRESI-

DENT FOR REFORM OF WAR POW-
ERS RESOLUTION.

It is the sense of the Congress that the
President should transmit to the Congress
recommendations for reform of the War Pow-
ers Resolution (50 U.S.C. 1541 et seq.) in order
to permit the Congress and the President to

more effectively fulfill their constitutional
responsibilities with respect to the deploy-
ment of United States Armed Forces abroad.
SEC. 2708. CONFLICT IN KASHMIR.

It is the sense of the Congress that the
United States reiterates the need for all par-
ties to the conflict in Kashmir to enter into
negotiations and resolve the conflict peace-
fully. The Congress urges the executive
branch to work with all parties to facilitate
a peaceful negotiated settlement of the
Kashmir conflict.
SEC. 2709. UNITED STATES RELATIONS WITH THE

FORMER YUGOSLAV REPUBLIC OF
MACEDONIA (FYROM).

It is the sense of the Congress that the
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
(FYROM) should be eligible for all United
States foreign assistance programs, includ-
ing programs of the Export-Import Bank and
the Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion, if the government continues to respect
the rights of all ethnic minorities.
SEC. 2710. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS RELATING

TO INDONESIA.
It is the sense of the Congress that—
(1) the United States should continue to

urge progress in promotion and protection of
internationally recognized human rights by
the Government of Indonesia;

(2) in its bilateral relations with the Gov-
ernment of Indonesia, the United States
should place a high priority on public and
private efforts to urge the Government of In-
donesia to take specific steps to remove re-
strictions of freedom of expression and asso-
ciation, to allow freedom of the press, to
allow freedom of religion, to end arbitrary
arrests and torture and ill-treatment, to
cease official attacks on nongovernmental
organizations, to end the widespread denial
of worker rights, and to hold members of the
military accountable for human rights
abuses;

(3) with respect to the situation in East
Timor, the United States should call on the
Government of Indonesia to make public the
complete findings of the investigations into
the killings of unarmed civilians in Liquica
on January 12, 1995, including the reports of
the Army Council of Military Honor and the
findings of the National Human Rights Com-
mission, and that those responsible for the
killings be identified and brought to justice;

(4) the United States should continue to
press the Government of Indonesia to fully
comply with the 1994 and 1995 recommenda-
tions of the United Nations Human Rights
Commission regarding the need for a full ac-
counting of the Dili incident of November
1991;

(5) the United States should urge the Gov-
ernment of Indonesia to allow independent
human rights monitoring organizations and
foreign journalists unhindered access to East
Timor;

(6) the United States should urge the Gov-
ernment of Indonesia to respect free practice
of religion, including Christianity, in Indo-
nesia, including East Timor; and

(7) the President should instruct the Unit-
ed States delegates to the annual Indonesia
aid consortium donor meeting in July 1995 to
again raise concerns about human rights vio-
lations in Indonesia, including restrictions of
freedom of the press, attacks on nongovern-
mental organizations, and widespread viola-
tions of human rights in East Timor.
SEC. 2711. DISPLACED PERSONS.

It is the sense of the Congress that of the
amounts made available to the United Na-
tions Development Program (and United Na-
tions Development Program-Administered
Funds), at least $20,000,000 for fiscal year 1996
and $20,000,000 for fiscal year 1997 should be
available for programs and services con-
ducted in cooperation with the International

Organization for Migration, the Inter-
national Committee for the Red Cross, and
nongovernmental organizations, for persons
who are displaced within their countries of
nationality.

DIVISION C—FOREIGN ASSISTANCE
AUTHORIZATIONS

SEC. 3001. SHORT TITLE.
This division may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign

Aid Reduction Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 3002. DECLARATION OF POLICY.

The Congress declares the following:
(1) United States leadership overseas must

be maintained to support our vital national
security, economic, and humanitarian inter-
ests.

(2) As part of this leadership, United States
foreign assistance programs are essential to
support these national interests.

(3) However, United States foreign assist-
ance programs can be responsibly reduced
while maintaining United States leadership
overseas.

TITLE XXXI—DEFENSE AND SECURITY
ASSISTANCE

CHAPTER 1—MILITARY AND RELATED
ASSISTANCE

Subchapter A—Foreign Military Financing
Program

SEC. 3101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated for

grant assistance under section 23 of the
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2763) and
for the subsidy cost, as defined in section
502(5) of the Federal Credit Reform Act of
1990, of direct loans under such section—

(1) $3,284,440,000 for fiscal year 1996; and
(2) $3,240,020,000 for fiscal year 1997.

SEC. 3102. ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.
Of the amounts made available for fiscal

years 1996 and 1997 for assistance under the
‘‘Foreign Military Financing Program’’ ac-
count under section 23 of the Arms Export
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2763), not more than
$24,020,000 for each such fiscal year may be
made available for necessary expenses for
the general costs of administration of mili-
tary assistance and sales, including expenses
incurred in purchasing passenger motor vehi-
cles for replacement for use outside the Unit-
ed States.
SEC. 3103. ASSISTANCE FOR ISRAEL.

(a) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.—Of the amounts
made available for fiscal years 1996 and 1997
for assistance under the ‘‘Foreign Military
Financing Program’’ account under section
23 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C.
2763), not less than $1,800,000,000 for each
such fiscal year shall be available only for
Israel.

(b) TERMS OF ASSISTANCE.—
(1) GRANT BASIS.—The assistance provided

for Israel for each fiscal year under sub-
section (a) shall be provided on a grant basis.

(2) EXPEDITED DISBURSEMENT.—Such assist-
ance shall be disbursed—

(A) with respect to fiscal year 1996, not
later than 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1996, or by October 31, 1995, which-
ever is later; and

(B) with respect to fiscal year 1997, not
later than 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1997, or by October 31, 1996, which-
ever is later.

(3) ADVANCED WEAPONS SYSTEMS.—To the
extent that the Government of Israel re-
quests that funds be used for such purposes,
funds described in subsection (a) shall, as
agreed by the Government of Israel and the
Government of the United States, be avail-
able for advanced weapons systems, of which
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not less than $475,000,000 for each fiscal year
shall be available only for procurement in Is-
rael of defense articles and defense services,
including research and development.

(c) FOREIGN MILITARY SALES.—Section
21(h) of the Arms Export Control Act (22
U.S.C. 2761(h)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by inserting ‘‘or the
Government of Israel’’ after ‘‘North Atlantic
Treaty Organization’’; and

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘or to any
member government of that Organization if
that Organization or member government’’
and inserting ‘‘, any member government of
that Organization, or the Government of Is-
rael, if the Organization, member govern-
ment, or Government of Israel, as the case
may be,’’.
SEC. 3104. ASSISTANCE FOR EGYPT.

(a) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.—Of the amounts
made available for fiscal years 1996 and 1997
for assistance under the ‘‘Foreign Military
Financing Program’’ account under section
23 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C.
2763), not less than $1,300,000,000 for each
such fiscal year shall be available only for
Egypt.

(b) TERMS OF ASSISTANCE.—The assistance
provided for Egypt for each fiscal year under
subsection (a) shall be provided on a grant
basis.
SEC. 3105. LOANS FOR GREECE AND TURKEY.

Of the amounts made available for fiscal
year 1996 under section 23 of the Arms Export
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2763)—

(1) not more than $26,620,000 shall be made
available for the subsidy cost, as defined in
section 502(5) of the Federal Credit Reform
Act of 1990, of direct loans for Greece; and

(2) not more than $37,800,000 shall be made
available for such subsidy cost of direct
loans for Turkey.
SEC. 3106. TERMS OF LOANS.

Section 31(c) of the Arms Export Control
Act (22 U.S.C. 2771(c)) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(c) Loans available under section 23 shall
be provided at rates of interest that are not
less than the current average market yield
on outstanding marketable obligations of
the United States of comparable matu-
rities.’’.
SEC. 3107. NONREPAYMENT OF GRANT ASSIST-

ANCE.
Section 23 of the Arms Export Control Act

(22 U.S.C. 2763) is amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

‘‘(f) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this section, the President shall not re-
quire repayment of any assistance provided
on a grant basis under this section to a for-
eign country or international organization.’’.
SEC. 3108. ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.

(a) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR PROCURE-
MENT OF DEFENSE ARTICLES, SERVICES, AND
DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION SERVICES NOT
SOLD BY U.S. GOVERNMENT.—Section 23 of
the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2763),
as amended by this Act, is further amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(g) Funds made available to carry out
this section for a fiscal year may be made
available to a foreign country or inter-
national organization for the purpose of fi-
nancing the procurement of defense articles,
defense services, and design and construction
services that are not sold by the United
States Government under this Act only—

‘‘(1) with respect to a country that is a
member country of the North Atlantic Orga-
nization, a major non-NATO ally, or Jordan
for which assistance was justified under this
section in the annual congressional presen-
tation documents under section 634 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 for that fiscal
year; and

‘‘(2) if such country or international orga-
nization enters into an agreement with the
United States Government that specifies the
terms and conditions under which such pro-
curements shall be financed with such
funds.’’.

(b) AUDIT OF CERTAIN PRIVATE FIRMS.—Sec-
tion 23 of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2763), as amend-
ed by this Act, is further amended by adding
at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(h) For each fiscal year, the Secretary of
Defense, as requested by the Director of the
Defense Security Assistance Agency, shall
conduct audits on a nonreimbursable basis of
private firms that have entered into con-
tracts with foreign governments under which
defense articles, defense services, or design
and construction services are to be procured
by such firms for such governments from fi-
nancing under this section for such fiscal
year.’’.

(c) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR THE
TRANSPORT OF AIRCRAFT TO COMMERCIAL
ARMS SALES SHOWS.—Section 23 of such Act
(22 U.S.C. 2763), as amended by this Act, is
further amended by adding at the end the
following new subsection:

‘‘(i) Funds made available to carry out this
section may not be used to facilitate the
transport of aircraft to commercial arms
sales shows.’’.

(d) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENT WITH RE-
SPECT TO CASH FLOW FINANCING.—Section 23
of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2763), as amended by
this Act, is further amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

‘‘(j)(1) For each country and international
organization that has been approved for cash
flow financing under this section, any letter
of offer and acceptance or other purchase
agreement, or any amendment thereto, for a
procurement of defense articles, defense
services, or design and construction services
in excess of $100,000,000 that is to be financed
in whole or in part with funds made avail-
able under this Act or the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 shall be submitted to the
congressional committees specified in sec-
tion 634A(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 in accordance with the procedures appli-
cable to reprogramming notifications under
that section.

‘‘(2) For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘cash flow financing’ has the meaning
given such term in the second subsection (d)
of section 25.’’.

(e) LIMITATIONS ON USE OF FUNDS FOR DI-
RECT COMMERCIAL CONTRACTS.—Section 23 of
such Act (22 U.S.C. 2763), as amended by this
Act, is further amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

‘‘(k) Of the amounts made available for a
fiscal year to carry out this section, not
more than $100,000,000 for such fiscal year
may be made available for countries other
than Israel and Egypt for the purpose of fi-
nancing the procurement of defense articles,
defense services, and design and construction
services that are not sold by the United
States Government under this Act.’’.

(f) USE OF FUNDS FOR DEMINING ACTIVI-
TIES.—Section 23 of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2763),
as amended by this Act, is further amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(l) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, funds made available to carry out
this section may be used for demining activi-
ties, and may include activities implemented
through nongovernmental and international
organizations.’’.

Subchapter B—Other Assistance
SEC. 3121. DEFENSE DRAWDOWN SPECIAL AU-

THORITIES.
(a) UNFORESEEN EMERGENCY DRAWDOWN.—

Section 506(a)(1) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2318(a)(1)) is amended

by striking ‘‘$75,000,000’’ and inserting
‘‘$100,000,000’’.

(b) ADDITIONAL DRAWDOWN.—Section 506 of
such Act (22 U.S.C. 2318) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2)(A), by striking ‘‘de-
fense articles from the stocks’’ and all that
follows and inserting the following: ‘‘articles
and services from the inventory and re-
sources of any agency of the United States
Government and military education and
training from the Department of Defense,
the President may direct the drawdown of
such articles, services, and military edu-
cation and training—

‘‘(i) for the purposes and under the authori-
ties of—

‘‘(I) chapter 8 of part I (relating to inter-
national narcotics control assistance);

‘‘(II) chapter 9 of part I (relating to inter-
national disaster assistance); or

‘‘(III) the Migration and Refugee Assist-
ance Act of 1962; or

‘‘(ii) for the purpose of providing such arti-
cles, services, and military education and
training to Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos as
the President determines are necessary—

‘‘(I) to support efforts to locate and repa-
triate members of the United States Armed
Forces and civilians employed directly or in-
directly by the United States Government
who remain unaccounted for from the Viet-
nam War; and

‘‘(II) to ensure the safety of United States
Government personnel engaged in such coop-
erative efforts and to support Department of
Defense-sponsored humanitarian projects as-
sociated with such efforts.’’;

(2) in subsection (a)(2)(B), by striking
‘‘$75,000,000’’ and all that follows and insert-
ing ‘‘$150,000,000 in any fiscal year of such ar-
ticles, services, and military education and
training may be provided pursuant to sub-
paragraph (A) of this paragraph—

‘‘(i) not more than $75,000,000 of which may
be provided from the drawdown from the in-
ventory and resources of the Department of
Defense;

‘‘(ii) not more than $75,000,000 of which
may be provided pursuant to clause (i)(I) of
such subparagraph; and

‘‘(iii) not more than $15,000,000 of which
may be provided to Vietnam, Cambodia, and
Laos pursuant to clause (ii) of such subpara-
graph.’’; and

(3) in subsection (b)(1), by adding at the
end the following: ‘‘In the case of drawdowns
authorized by subclauses (I) and (III) of sub-
section (a)(2)(A)(i), notifications shall be pro-
vided to those committees at least 15 days in
advance in accordance with the procedures
applicable to reprogramming notifications
under section 634A.’’.

(c) NOTICE TO CONGRESS OF EXERCISE OF
SPECIAL AUTHORITIES.—Section 652 of such
Act (22 U.S.C. 2411) is amended by striking
‘‘prior to the date’’ and inserting ‘‘before’’.
SEC. 3122. STOCKPILES OF DEFENSE ARTICLES.

(a) LIMITATION ON VALUE OF ADDITIONS.—
Section 514(b)(1) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2321h(b)(1)) is amended
by inserting ‘‘or in the implementation of
agreements with Israel’’ after ‘‘North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization’’.

(b) ADDITIONS IN FISCAL YEARS 1996 AND
1997.—Section 514(b)(2) of such Act (22 U.S.C.
2321h(b)(2)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2)(A) The value of such additions to
stockpiles of defense articles in foreign coun-
tries shall not exceed $50,000,000 for each of
the fiscal years 1996 and 1997.

‘‘(B) Of the amount specified in subpara-
graph (A) for each of the fiscal years 1996 and
1997, not more than $40,000,000 may be made
available for stockpiles in the Republic of
Korea and not more than $10,000,000 may be
made available for stockpiles in Thailand.’’.

(c) LOCATION OF STOCKPILES OF DEFENSE
ARTICLES.—Section 514(c) of such Act (22
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U.S.C. 2321h(c)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(c) LOCATION OF STOCKPILES OF DEFENSE
ARTICLES.—

‘‘(1) LIMITATION.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), no stockpile of defense arti-
cles may be located outside the boundaries of
a United States military base or a military
base used primarily by the United States.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply with respect to stockpiles of defense
articles located in the Republic of Korea,
Thailand, any country that is a member of
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, any
country that is a major non-NATO ally, or
any other country the President may des-
ignate. At least 15 days before designating a
country pursuant to the last clause of the
preceding sentence, the President shall no-
tify the congressional committees specified
in section 634A(a) in accordance with the
procedures applicable to reprogramming no-
tifications under that section.’’.
SEC. 3123. TRANSFER OF EXCESS DEFENSE ARTI-

CLES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 516 of the Foreign

Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2321j) is
amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 516. AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER EXCESS DE-

FENSE ARTICLES.
‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The President is au-

thorized to transfer excess defense articles
under this section to countries for which re-
ceipt of such articles was justified pursuant
to the annual congressional presentation
documents for military assistance programs,
or for programs under chapter 8 of part I of
this Act, submitted under section 634 of this
Act, or for which receipt of such articles was
separately justified, for the fiscal year in
which the transfer is authorized.

‘‘(b) LIMITATIONS ON TRANSFERS.—The
President may transfer excess defense arti-
cles under this section only if—

‘‘(1) such articles are drawn from existing
stocks of the Department of Defense;

‘‘(2) funds available to the Department of
Defense for the procurement of defense
equipment are not expended in connection
with the transfer;

‘‘(3) the transfer of such articles will not
have an adverse impact on the military read-
iness of the United States;

‘‘(4) with respect to a proposed transfer of
such articles on a grant basis, such a trans-
fer is preferable to a transfer on a sales
basis, after taking into account the potential
proceeds from, and likelihood of, such sales,
and the comparative foreign policy benefits
that may accrue to the United States as the
result of a transfer on either a grant or sales
basis;

‘‘(5) the President determines that the
transfer of such articles will not have an ad-
verse impact on the national technology and
industrial base, and particularly, will not re-
duce the opportunities of entities in the na-
tional technology and industrial base to sell
new or used equipment to the countries to
which such articles are transferred; and

‘‘(6) the transfer of such articles is consist-
ent with the policy framework for the East-
ern Mediterranean established under section
620C of this Act.

‘‘(c) TERMS OF TRANSFERS.—
‘‘(1) NO COST TO RECIPIENT COUNTRY.—Ex-

cess defense articles may be transferred
under this section without cost to the recipi-
ent country.

‘‘(2) PRIORITY.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the delivery of excess de-
fense articles under this section to member
countries of the North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization (NATO) on the southern and south-
eastern flank of NATO and to major non-
NATO allies on such southern and southeast-
ern flank shall be given priority to the maxi-

mum extent feasible over the delivery of
such excess defense articles to other coun-
tries.

‘‘(d) WAIVER OF REQUIREMENT FOR REIM-
BURSEMENT OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE EX-
PENSES.—Section 632(d) shall not apply with
respect to transfers of excess defense articles
(including transportation and related costs)
under this section.

‘‘(e) TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED
COSTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense may not be expended for
crating, packing, handling, and transpor-
tation of excess defense articles transferred
under the authority of this section.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—The President may pro-
vide for the transportation of excess defense
articles without charge to a country for the
costs of such transportation if—

‘‘(A) it is determined that it is in the na-
tional interest of the United States to do so;

‘‘(B) the recipient is a developing country
receiving less than $10,000,000 of assistance
under chapter 5 of part II of this Act (relat-
ing to international military education and
training) or section 23 of the Arms Export
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2763; relating to the
Foreign Military Financing program) in the
fiscal year in which the transportation is
provided;

‘‘(C) the total weight of the transfer does
not exceed 25,000 pounds; and

‘‘(D) such transportation is accomplished
on a space available basis.

‘‘(f) ADVANCE NOTIFICATION TO CONGRESS
FOR TRANSFER OF CERTAIN EXCESS DEFENSE
ARTICLES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The President may not
transfer excess defense articles that are sig-
nificant military equipment (as defined in
section 47(9) of the Arms Export Control Act)
or excess defense articles valued (in terms of
original acquisition cost) at $7,000,000 or
more, under this section or under the Arms
Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2751 et seq.)
until 15 days after the date on which the
President has provided notice of the pro-
posed transfer to the congressional commit-
tees specified in section 634A(a) in accord-
ance with procedures applicable to
reprogramming notifications under that sec-
tion.

‘‘(2) CONTENTS.—Such notification shall in-
clude—

‘‘(A) a statement outlining the purposes
for which the article is being provided to the
country, including whether such article has
been previously provided to such country;

‘‘(B) an assessment of the impact of the
transfer on the military readiness of the
United States;

‘‘(C) an assessment of the impact of the
transfer on the national technology and in-
dustrial base, and particularly, the impact
on opportunities of entities in the national
technology and industrial base to sell new or
used equipment to the countries to which
such articles are to be transferred; and

‘‘(D) a statement describing the current
value of such article and the value of such
article at acquisition.

‘‘(g) AGGREGATE ANNUAL LIMITATION.—The
aggregate value of excess defense articles
transferred to countries under this section in
any fiscal year may not exceed $350,000,000.

‘‘(h) CONGRESSIONAL PRESENTATION DOCU-
MENTS.—Documents described in subsection
(a) justifying the transfer of excess defense
articles shall include an explanation of the
general purposes of providing excess defense
articles as well as a table which provides an
aggregate annual total of transfers of excess
defense articles in the preceding year by
country in terms of offers and actual deliv-
eries and in terms of acquisition cost and
current value. Such table shall indicate

whether such excess defense articles were
provided on a grant or sale basis.

‘‘(i) EXCESS COAST GUARD PROPERTY.—For
purposes of this section, the term ‘excess de-
fense articles’ shall be deemed to include ex-
cess property of the Coast Guard, and the
term ‘Department of Defense’ shall be
deemed, with respect to such excess prop-
erty, to include the Coast Guard.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) ARMS EXPORT CONTROL ACT.—Section

21(k) of the Arms Export Control Act (22
U.S.C. 2761(k)) is amended by striking ‘‘the
President shall’’ and all that follows and in-
serting the following: ‘‘the President shall
determine that the sale of such articles will
not have an adverse impact on the national
technology and industrial base, and particu-
larly, will not reduce the opportunities of en-
tities in the national technology and indus-
trial base to sell new or used equipment to
the countries to which such articles are
transferred.’’.

(2) REPEALS.—The following provisions of
law are hereby repealed:

(A) Section 502A of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2303).

(B) Sections 517 through 520 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2321k
through 2321n).

(C) Section 31(d) of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act (22 U.S.C. 2771(d)).
SEC. 3124. NONLETHAL EXCESS DEFENSE ARTI-

CLES FOR ALBANIA.
Notwithstanding section 516(e) of the For-

eign Assistance Act of 1961, during each of
the fiscal years 1996 and 1997, funds available
to the Department of Defense may be ex-
pended for crating, packing, handling, and
transportation of nonlethal excess defense
articles transferred under the authority of
section 516 of such Act to Albania.

CHAPTER 2—INTERNATIONAL MILITARY
EDUCATION AND TRAINING

SEC. 3141. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated

$39,781,000 for each of the fiscal years 1996
and 1997 to carry out chapter 5 of part II of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2347 et seq.).
SEC. 3142. ASSISTANCE FOR INDONESIA.

Funds made available for fiscal years 1996
and 1997 to carry out chapter 5 of part II of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2347 et seq.) may be obligated for Indonesia
only for expanded military and education
training that meets the requirements of
clauses (i) through (iv) of the second sen-
tence of section 541 of such Act (22 U.S.C.
2347).
SEC. 3143. ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Section 541 of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2347) is amended in the second sentence in
the matter preceding clause (i) by inserting
‘‘and individuals who are not members of the
government’’ after ‘‘legislators’’.

(b) TEST PILOT EXCHANGE TRAINING.—Sec-
tion 544 of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2347c) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘In carrying out this chap-
ter’’ and inserting ‘‘(a) In carrying out this
chapter’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(b) The President may provide for the at-
tendance of foreign military and civilian de-
fense personnel at test pilot flight schools in
the United States without charge, and with-
out charge to funds available to carry out
this chapter (notwithstanding section 632(d)
of this Act), if such attendance is pursuant
to an agreement providing for the exchange
of students on a one-for-one basis each fiscal
year between those United States test pilot
flight schools and comparable flight test
pilot schools of foreign countries.’’.
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(c) ASSISTANCE FOR CERTAIN FOREIGN COUN-

TRIES.—Chapter 5 of part II of such Act (22
U.S.C. 2347 et seq.) is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 546. ASSISTANCE FOR CERTAIN FOREIGN

COUNTRIES.
‘‘Of the amounts made available for a fis-

cal year for assistance under this chapter,
not more than $300,000 for such fiscal year
may be made available for assistance on a
grant basis for any high-income foreign
country for military education and training
of military and related civilian personnel of
such country if such country agrees to pro-
vide for the transportation and living allow-
ances of such military and related civilian
personnel.’’.

CHAPTER 3—ANTITERRORISM
ASSISTANCE

SEC. 3151. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to

be appropriated $20,000,000 for fiscal year 1996
and $25,000,000 for fiscal year 1997 to carry
out chapter 8 of part II of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2349aa et seq.).

(b) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts
authorized to be appropriated under sub-
section (a) are authorized to remain avail-
able until expended.
SEC. 3152. ANTITERRORISM TRAINING ASSIST-

ANCE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 571 of the Foreign

Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2349aa) is
amended by striking ‘‘Subject to the provi-
sions of this chapter’’ and inserting ‘‘Not-
withstanding any other provision of law that
restricts assistance to foreign countries
(other than sections 502B and 620A of this
Act)’’.

(b) LIMITATIONS.—Section 573 of such Act
(22 U.S.C. 2349aa–2) is amended—

(1) in the heading, by striking ‘‘specific au-
thorities and’’;

(2) by striking subsection (a);
(3) by redesignating subsections (b)

through (f) as subsections (a) through (e), re-
spectively; and

(4) in subsection (c) (as redesignated)—
(A) by striking paragraphs (1) and (2);
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3)

through (5) as paragraphs (1) through (3), re-
spectively; and

(C) by amending paragraph (2) (as redesig-
nated) to read as follows:

‘‘(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), funds made available to carry out this
chapter shall not be made available for the
procurement of weapons and ammunition.

‘‘(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply to
small arms and ammunition in categories I
and III of the United States Munitions List
that are integrally and directly related to
antiterrorism training provided under this
chapter if, at least 15 days before obligating
those funds, the President notifies the appro-
priate congressional committees specified in
section 634A of this Act in accordance with
the procedures applicable to reprogramming
notifications under such section.

‘‘(C) The value (in terms of original acqui-
sition cost) of all equipment and commod-
ities provided under this chapter in any fis-
cal year may not exceed 25 percent of the
funds made available to carry out this chap-
ter for that fiscal year.’’.

(c) ANNUAL REPORT.—Section 574 of such
Act (22 U.S.C. 2349aa–3) is hereby repealed.

(d) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—Section 575
(22 U.S.C. 2349aa–4) and section 576 (22 U.S.C.
2349aa–5) of such Act are redesignated as sec-
tions 574 and 575, respectively.
SEC. 3153. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT EX-

PENSES.
Funds made available for fiscal years 1996

and 1997 to carry out chapter 8 of part II of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2349aa et seq.; relating to antiterrorism as-

sistance) may be made available to the Tech-
nical Support Working Group of the Depart-
ment of State for research and development
expenses related to contraband detection
technologies or for field demonstrations of
such technologies (whether such field dem-
onstrations take place in the United States
or outside the United States).

CHAPTER 4—NARCOTICS CONTROL
ASSISTANCE

SEC. 3161. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to

be appropriated $213,000,000 for each of the
fiscal years 1996 and 1997 to carry out chapter
8 of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291 et seq.).

(b) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts
authorized to be appropriated under sub-
section (a) are authorized to remain avail-
able until expended.
SEC. 3162. ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.

(a) POLICY AND GENERAL AUTHORITIES.—
Section 481(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act
(22 U.S.C. 2291(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—
(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (D)

through (F) as subparagraphs (E) through
(G), respectively; and

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the
following new subparagraph:

‘‘(D) International criminal activities, par-
ticularly international narcotics trafficking,
money laundering, and corruption, endanger
political and economic stability and demo-
cratic development, and assistance for the
prevention and suppression of international
criminal activities should be a priority for
the United States.’’; and

(2) in paragraph (4), by adding before the
period at the end the following: ‘‘, or for
other related anticrime purposes’’.

(b) CONTRIBUTIONS AND REIMBURSEMENT.—
Section 482(c) of that Act (22 U.S.C. 2291a(c))
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘CONTRIBUTION BY RECIPIENT
COUNTRY.—To’’ and inserting ‘‘CONTRIBU-
TIONS AND REIMBURSEMENT.—(1) To’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:

‘‘(2)(A) The President is authorized to ac-
cept contributions from other foreign gov-
ernments to carry out the purposes of this
chapter. Such contributions shall be depos-
ited as an offsetting collection to the appli-
cable appropriation account and may be used
under the same terms and conditions as
funds appropriated pursuant to this chapter.

‘‘(B) At the time of submission of the an-
nual congressional presentation documents
required by section 634(a), the President
shall provide a detailed report on any con-
tributions received in the preceding fiscal
year, the amount of such contributions, and
the purposes for which such contributions
were used.

‘‘(3) The President is authorized to provide
assistance under this chapter on a reimburs-
able basis. Such reimbursements shall be de-
posited as an offsetting collection to the ap-
plicable appropriation and may be used
under the same terms and conditions as
funds appropriated pursuant to this chap-
ter.’’.

(c) IMPLEMENTATION OF LAW ENFORCEMENT
ASSISTANCE.—Section 482 of such Act (22
U.S.C. 2291a) is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsections:

‘‘(f) TREATMENT OF FUNDS.—Funds trans-
ferred to and consolidated with funds appro-
priated pursuant to this chapter may be
made available on such terms and conditions
as are applicable to funds appropriated pur-
suant to this chapter. Funds so transferred
or consolidated shall be apportioned directly
to the bureau within the Department of
State responsible for administering this
chapter.

‘‘(g) EXCESS PROPERTY.—For purposes of
this chapter, the Secretary of State may use
the authority of section 608, without regard
to the restrictions of such section, to receive
nonlethal excess property from any agency
of the United States Government for the pur-
pose of providing such property to a foreign
government under the same terms and condi-
tions as funds authorized to be appropriated
for the purposes of this chapter.’’.

(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—(1) Section
489 of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2291h) is amended—

(A) in the section heading, by striking ‘‘for
fiscal year 1995’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘(a) INTERNATIONAL NAR-
COTICS CONTROL STRATEGY REPORT.—’’; and

(C) by striking subsections (b) and (c).
(2) Section 489A of such Act (22 U.S.C.

2291i) is hereby repealed.
(e) CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.—(1) Sec-

tion 490 of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2291j) is
amended—

(A) in the section heading by striking ‘‘for
fiscal year 1995’’; and

(B) by striking subsection (i).
(2) Section 490A of such Act (22 U.S.C.

2291k) is hereby repealed.
SEC. 3163. NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The authority of section
1003(d) of the National Narcotics Control
Leadership Act of 1988 (21 U.S.C. 1502(d)) may
be exercised with respect to funds authorized
to be appropriated pursuant to the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.)
and with respect to the personnel of the De-
partment of State only to the extent that
the appropriate congressional committees
have been notified 15 days in advance in ac-
cordance with the reprogramming proce-
dures applicable under section 634A of that
Act (22 U.S.C. 2394).

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’’ means the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions and the Committee on Appropriations
of the Senate.
SEC. 3164. WAIVER OF RESTRICTIONS FOR NAR-

COTICS-RELATED ECONOMIC AS-
SISTANCE.

For each of the fiscal years 1996 and 1997,
narcotics-related assistance under part I of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2151 et seq.) may be provided notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law that restricts
assistance to foreign countries (other than
section 490(e) or section 502B of that Act (22
U.S.C. 2291j(e) and 2304)) if, at least 15 days
before obligating funds for such assistance,
the President notifies the appropriate con-
gressional committees (as defined in section
481(e) of that Act (22 U.S.C. 2291(e))) in ac-
cordance with the procedures applicable to
reprogramming notifications under section
634A of that Act (22 U.S.C. 2394).

CHAPTER 5—NONPROLIFERATION AND
DISARMAMENT FUND

SEC. 3171. NONPROLIFERATION AND DISAR-
MAMENT FUND.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated $25,000,000 for each of the fis-
cal years 1996 and 1997 to carry out bilateral
and multilateral nonproliferation and disar-
mament activities for the independent states
of the former Soviet Union, countries other
than the independent states of the former
Soviet Union, and international organiza-
tions under section 504 of the Freedom for
Russia and Emerging Eurasian Democracies
and Open Markets Support Act of 1992 (22
U.S.C. 5854).

(b) SUPERSEDES OTHER LAWS.—Funds made
available for fiscal years 1996 and 1997 under
the authority of section 504 of the Freedom
for Russia and Emerging Eurasian Democ-
racies and Open Markets Support Act of 1992
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(22 U.S.C. 5854) may be used notwithstanding
any other provision of law.

(c) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts
authorized to be appropriated under sub-
section (a) are authorized to remain avail-
able until expended.

CHAPTER 6—OTHER PROVISIONS
SEC. 3181. STANDARDIZATION OF CONGRES-

SIONAL REVIEW PROCEDURES FOR
ARMS TRANSFERS.

(a) THIRD COUNTRY TRANSFERS UNDER FMS
SALES.—Section 3(d)(2) of the Arms Export
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2753(d)(2)) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘, as
provided for in sections 36(b)(2) and 36(b)(3) of
this Act’’;

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘law’’
and inserting ‘‘joint resolution’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(C) If the President states in his certifi-

cation under subparagraph (A) or (B) that an
emergency exists which requires that con-
sent to the proposed transfer become effec-
tive immediately in the national security in-
terests of the United States, thus waiving
the requirements of that subparagraph, the
President shall set forth in the certification
a detailed justification for his determina-
tion, including a description of the emer-
gency circumstances which necessitate im-
mediate consent to the transfer and a discus-
sion of the national security interests in-
volved.

‘‘(D)(i) Any joint resolution under this
paragraph shall be considered in the Senate
in accordance with the provisions of section
601(b) of the International Security Assist-
ance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976.

‘‘(ii) For the purpose of expediting the con-
sideration and enactment of joint resolu-
tions under this paragraph, a motion to pro-
ceed to the consideration of any such joint
resolution after it has been reported by the
appropriate committee shall be treated as
highly privileged in the House of Representa-
tives.’’.

(b) THIRD COUNTRY TRANSFERS UNDER COM-
MERCIAL SALES.—Section 3(d)(3) of such Act
(22 U.S.C. 2753(d)(3)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(3)’’;
(2) in the first sentence—
(A) by striking ‘‘at least 30 calendar days’’;

and
(B) by striking ‘‘report’’ and inserting

‘‘certification’’; and
(3) by striking the last sentence and insert-

ing the following: ‘‘Such certification shall
be submitted—

‘‘(i) at least 15 calendar days before such
consent is given in the case of a transfer to
a country which is a member of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization or Australia,
Japan, or New Zealand; and

‘‘(ii) at least 30 calendar days before such
consent is given in the case of a transfer to
any other country,
unless the President states in his certifi-
cation that an emergency exists which re-
quires that consent to the proposed transfer
become effective immediately in the na-
tional security interests of the United
States. If the President states in his certifi-
cation that such an emergency exists (thus
waiving the requirements of clause (i) or (ii),
as the case may be, and of subparagraph (B))
the President shall set forth in the certifi-
cation a detailed justification for his deter-
mination, including a description of the
emergency circumstances which necessitate
that consent to the proposed transfer become
effective immediately and a discussion of the
national security interests involved.

‘‘(B) Consent to a transfer subject to sub-
paragraph (A) shall become effective after
the end of the 15-day or 30-day period speci-
fied in subparagraph (A)(i) or (ii), as the case

may be, only if the Congress does not enact,
within that period, a joint resolution prohib-
iting the proposed transfer.

‘‘(C)(i) Any joint resolution under this
paragraph shall be considered in the Senate
in accordance with the provisions of section
601(b) of the International Security Assist-
ance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976.

‘‘(ii) For the purpose of expediting the con-
sideration and enactment of joint resolu-
tions under this paragraph, a motion to pro-
ceed to the consideration of any such joint
resolution after it has been reported by the
appropriate committee shall be treated as
highly privileged in the House of Representa-
tives.’’.

(c) COMMERCIAL SALES.—Section 36(c)(2) of
such Act (22 U.S.C. 2753(c)(2)) is amended by
amending subparagraphs (A) and (B) to read
as follows:

‘‘(A) in the case of a license for an export
to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization,
any member country of that Organization or
Australia, Japan, or New Zealand, shall not
be issued until at least 15 calendar days after
the Congress receives such certification, and
shall not be issued then if the Congress,
within that 15-day period, enacts a joint res-
olution prohibiting the proposed export; and

‘‘(B) in the case of any other license, shall
not be issued until at least 30 calendar days
after the Congress receives such certifi-
cation, and shall not be issued then if the
Congress, within that 30-day period, enacts a
joint resolution prohibiting the proposed ex-
port.’’.

(d) COMMERCIAL MANUFACTURING AGREE-
MENTS.—Section 36(d) of such Act (22 U.S.C.
2753(d)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(d)’’;
(2) by striking ‘‘for or in a country not a

member of the North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) A certification under this subsection

shall be submitted—
‘‘(A) at least 15 days before approval is

given in the case of an agreement for or in a
country which is a member of the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization or Australia,
Japan, or New Zealand; and

‘‘(B) at least 30 days before approval is
given in the case of an agreement for or in
any other country;

unless the President states in his certifi-
cation that an emergency exists which re-
quires the immediate approval of the agree-
ment in the national security interests of
the United States.

‘‘(3) If the President states in his certifi-
cation that an emergency exists which re-
quires the immediate approval of the agree-
ment in the national security interests of
the United States, thus waiving the require-
ments of paragraph (4), he shall set forth in
the certification a detailed justification for
his determination, including a description of
the emergency circumstances which neces-
sitate the immediate approval of the agree-
ment and a discussion of the national secu-
rity interests involved.

‘‘(4) Approval for an agreement subject to
paragraph (1) may not be given under section
38 if the Congress, within the 15-day or 30-
day period specified in paragraph (2)(A) or
(B), as the case may be, enacts a joint resolu-
tion prohibiting such approval.

‘‘(5)(A) Any joint resolution under para-
graph (4) shall be considered in the Senate in
accordance with the provisions of section
601(b) of the International Security Assist-
ance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976.

‘‘(B) For the purpose of expediting the con-
sideration and enactment of joint resolu-
tions under paragraph (4), a motion to pro-
ceed to the consideration of any such joint
resolution after it has been reported by the

appropriate committee shall be treated as
highly privileged in the House of Representa-
tives.’’.

(e) GOVERNMENT-TO-GOVERNMENT LEASES.—
(1) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW PERIOD.—Sec-

tion 62 of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2796a) is amend-
ed—

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘Not less
than 30 days before’’ and inserting ‘‘Before’’;

(B) in subsection (b)—
(i) by striking ‘‘determines, and imme-

diately reports to the Congress’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘states in his certification’’; and

(ii) by adding at the end of the subsection
the following: ‘‘If the President states in his
certification that such an emergency exists,
he shall set forth in the certification a de-
tailed justification for his determination, in-
cluding a description of the emergency cir-
cumstances which necessitate that the lease
be entered into immediately and a discussion
of the national security interests involved.’’;
and

(C) by adding at the end of the section the
following:

‘‘(c) The certification required by sub-
section (a) shall be transmitted—

‘‘(1) not less than 15 calendar days before
the agreement is entered into or renewed in
the case of an agreement with the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization, any member
country of that Organization or Australia,
Japan, or New Zealand; and

‘‘(2) not less than 30 calendar days before
the agreement is entered into or renewed in
the case of an agreement with any other or-
ganization or country.’’.

(2) CONGRESSIONAL DISAPPROVAL.—Section
63(a) of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2796b(a)) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘(a)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘(a)’’;
(B) by striking out the ‘‘30 calendar days

after receiving the certification with respect
to that proposed agreement pursuant to sec-
tion 62(a),’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘the
15-day or 30-day period specified in section
62(c) (1) or (2), as the case may be,’’; and

(C) by striking paragraph (2).
(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section apply with respect to
certifications required to be submitted on or
after the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 3182. STANDARDIZATION OF THIRD COUN-

TRY TRANSFERS OF DEFENSE ARTI-
CLES.

Section 3 of the Arms Export Control Act
(22 U.S.C. 2753) is amended by inserting after
subsection (a) the following new subsection:

‘‘(b) The consent of the President under
paragraph (2) of subsection (a) or under para-
graph (1) of section 505(a) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (as it relates to subpara-
graph (B) of such paragraph) shall not be re-
quired for the transfer by a foreign country
or international organization of defense arti-
cles sold by the United States under this Act
if—

‘‘(1) such articles constitute components
incorporated into foreign defense articles;

‘‘(2) the recipient is the government of a
member country of the North Atlantic Trea-
ty Organization, the Government of Aus-
tralia, the Government of Japan, or the Gov-
ernment of New Zealand;

‘‘(3) the United States-origin components
are not—

‘‘(A) significant military equipment (as de-
fined in section 47(9));

‘‘(B) defense articles for which notification
to Congress is required under section 36(b);
and

‘‘(C) identified by regulation as Missile
Technology Control Regime items; and

‘‘(4) the foreign country or international
organization provides notification of the
transfer of the defense articles to the United
States Government not later than 30 days
after the date of such transfer.’’.
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SEC. 3183. INCREASED STANDARDIZATION, RA-

TIONALIZATION, AND INTEROPER-
ABILITY OF ASSISTANCE AND SALES
PROGRAMS.

Paragraph (6) of section 515(a) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2321i(a)(6)) is amended by striking ‘‘among
members of the North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization and with the Armed Forces of
Japan, Australia, and New Zealand’’.
SEC. 3184. REPEAL OF PRICE AND AVAILABILITY

REPORTING REQUIREMENT RELAT-
ING TO PROPOSED SALE OF DE-
FENSE ARTICLES AND SERVICES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 28 of the Arms
Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2768) is hereby
repealed.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 36(b)
of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2776(b)) is amended by
striking paragraph (4) of such section.
SEC. 3185. DEFINITION OF SIGNIFICANT MILI-

TARY EQUIPMENT.

Section 47 of the Arms Export Control Act
(22 U.S.C. 2794) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘and’’ at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(9) ‘significant military equipment’
means articles—

‘‘(A) for which special export controls are
warranted because of the capacity of such ar-
ticles for substantial military utility or ca-
pability; and

‘‘(B) identified on the United States Muni-
tions List.’’.
SEC. 3186. REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO THE

SPECIAL DEFENSE ACQUISITION
FUND.

(a) ELIMINATION OF ANNUAL REPORT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 53 of the Arms Ex-

port Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2795b) is hereby
repealed.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
51(a)(4) of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2795(a)(4)) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘(a)’’; and
(B) by striking subparagraph (B).
(b) RETURN OF CERTAIN AMOUNTS IN FUND

TO THE TREASURY.—During fiscal year 1996
the President shall return $6,281,000 to the
miscellaneous receipts account of the Treas-
ury from collections into the Special Defense
Acquisition Fund pursuant to section 51(b) of
the Arms Export Control Act in addition to
the amount of such collections to be re-
turned for such fiscal year as indicated in
the President’s budget of the United States
Government for fiscal year 1996.
SEC. 3187. COST OF LEASED DEFENSE ARTICLES

THAT HAVE BEEN LOST OR DE-
STROYED.

Section 61(a)(4) of the Arms Export Control
Act (22 U.S.C. 2796(a)(4)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘and the replacement cost’’ and all that
follows and inserting the following: ‘‘and, if
the articles are lost or destroyed while
leased—

‘‘(A) in the event the United States intends
to replace the articles lost or destroyed, the
replacement cost (less any depreciation in
the value) of the articles; or

‘‘(B) in the event the United States does
not intend to replace the articles lost or de-
stroyed, an amount not less than the actual
value (less any depreciation in the value)
specified in the lease agreement.’’.
SEC. 3188. DESIGNATION OF MAJOR NON-NATO

ALLIES.
(a) DESIGNATION.—
(1) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.—Chapter 2 of part

II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2311 et seq.), as amended by this Act,
is further amended by adding at the end the
following new section:

‘‘SEC. 517. DESIGNATION OF MAJOR NON-NATO
ALLIES.

‘‘(a) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.—The President
shall notify the Congress in writing at least
30 days before—

‘‘(1) designating a country as a major non-
NATO ally for purposes of this Act and the
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2751 et
seq.); or

‘‘(2) terminating such a designation.
‘‘(b) INITIAL DESIGNATIONS.—Australia,

Egypt, Israel, Japan, the Republic of Korea,
and New Zealand shall be deemed to have
been so designated by the President as of the
effective date of this section, and the Presi-
dent is not required to notify the Congress of
such designation of those countries.’’.

(2) DEFINITION.—Section 644 of such Act (22
U.S.C. 2403) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(q) ‘Major non-NATO ally’ means a coun-
try which is designated in accordance with
section 517 as a major non-NATO ally for
purposes of this Act and the Arms Export
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2751 et seq.).’’.

(3) EXISTING DEFINITIONS.—(A) The last sen-
tence of section 21(g) of the Arms Export
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2761(g)) is repealed.

(B) Section 65(d) of such Act is amended—
(i) by striking ‘‘or major non-NATO’’; and
(ii) by striking out ‘‘or a’’ and all that fol-

lows through ‘‘Code’’.
(b) COOPERATIVE TRAINING AGREEMENTS.—

Section 21(g) of the Arms Export Control Act
(22 U.S.C. 2761(g)) is amended in the first sen-
tence by striking ‘‘similar agreements’’ and
all that follows through ‘‘other countries’’
and inserting ‘‘similar agreements with
countries’’.
SEC. 3189. CERTIFICATION THRESHOLDS.

(a) INCREASE IN DOLLAR THRESHOLDS.—The
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2751 et
seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 3(d) (22 U.S.C. 2753(d))—
(A) in paragraphs (1) and (3), by striking

‘‘$14,000,000’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘$25,000,000’’; and

(B) in paragraphs (1) and (3), by striking
‘‘$50,000,000’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘$75,000,000’’;

(2) in section 36 (22 U.S.C. 2776)—
(A) in subsections (b)(1), (b)(5)(C), and

(c)(1), by striking ‘‘$14,000,000’’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘$25,000,000’’;

(B) in subsections (b)(1), (b)(5)(C), and
(c)(1), by striking ‘‘$50,000,000’’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘$75,000,000’’; and

(C) in subsections (b)(1) and (b)(5)(C), by
striking ‘‘$200,000,000’’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘$300,000,000’’; and

(3) in section 63(a) (22 U.S.C. 2796b(a))—
(A) by striking ‘‘$14,000,000’’ and inserting

‘‘$25,000,000’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘$50,000,000’’ and inserting

‘‘$75,000,000’’.
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by subsection (a) apply with respect to
certifications submitted on or after the date
of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 3190. COMPETITIVE PRICING FOR SALES OF

DEFENSE ARTICLES AND SERVICES.
(a) COSTING BASIS.—Section 22 of the Arms

Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2762) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(d) COMPETITIVE PRICING.—Procurement
contracts made in implementation of sales
under this section for defense articles and
defense services wholly paid from funds
made available on a nonrepayable basis shall
be priced on the same costing basis with re-
gard to profit, overhead, independent re-
search and development, bid and proposal,
and other costing elements, as is applicable
to procurements of like items purchased by
the Department of Defense for its own use.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE AND IMPLEMENTING
REGULATIONS.—Section 22(d) of the Arms Ex-

port Control Act, as added by subsection
(a)—

(1) shall take effect on the 60th day follow-
ing the date of the enactment of this Act;

(2) shall be applicable only to contracts
made in implementation of sales made after
such effective date; and

(3) shall be implemented by revised pro-
curement regulations, which shall be issued
prior to such effective date.
SEC. 3191. DEPLETED URANIUM AMMUNITION.

Chapter 1 of part III of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370 et seq.), as
amended by this Act, is further amended by
adding at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 620H. DEPLETED URANIUM AMMUNITION.

‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), none of the funds made avail-
able to carry out this Act or any other Act
may be made available to facilitate in any
way the sale of M–833 antitank shells or any
comparable antitank shells containing a de-
pleted uranium penetrating component to
any country other than—

‘‘(1) a country that is a member of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization;

‘‘(2) a country that has been designated as
a major non-NATO ally (as defined in section
644(q)); or

‘‘(3) Taiwan.
‘‘(b) EXCEPTION.—The prohibition con-

tained in subsection (a) shall not apply with
respect to the use of funds to facilitate the
sale of antitank shells to a country if the
President determines that to do so is in the
national security interest of the United
States.’’.
SEC. 3192. END-USE MONITORING OF DEFENSE

ARTICLES AND DEFENSE SERVICES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Arms Export Control

Act (22 U.S.C.2751 et seq.) is amended by in-
serting after chapter 3 the following new
chapter:
‘‘CHAPTER 3A—END-USE MONITORING OF

DEFENSE ARTICLES AND DEFENSE
SERVICES

‘‘SEC. 40A. END-USE MONITORING OF DEFENSE
ARTICLES AND DEFENSE SERVICES.

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF MONITORING PRO-
GRAM.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to improve ac-
countability with respect to defense articles
and defense services sold, leased, or exported
under this Act or the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.), the Secretary
of State shall establish a program which pro-
vides for the end-use monitoring of such arti-
cles and services.

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS OF PROGRAM.—To the
extent practicable, such program—

‘‘(A) shall provide for the end-use monitor-
ing of defense articles and defense services in
accordance with the standards that apply for
identifying high-risk exports for regular end-
use verification developed under section
38(g)(7) of this Act (commonly referred to as
the ‘Blue Lantern’ program); and

‘‘(B) shall be designed to provide reason-
able assurance that—

‘‘(i) the recipient is complying with the re-
quirements imposed by the United States
Government with respect to use, transfers,
and security of defense articles and defense
services; and

‘‘(ii) such articles and services are being
used for the purposes for which they are pro-
vided.

‘‘(b) CONDUCT OF PROGRAM.—In carrying
out the program established under sub-
section (a), the Secretary shall ensure that
the program—

‘‘(1) provides for the end-use verification of
defense articles and defense services that in-
corporate sensitive technology, defense arti-
cles and defense services that are particu-
larly vulnerable to diversion or other mis-
use, or defense articles or defense services
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whose diversion or other misuse could have
significant consequences; and

‘‘(2) prevents the diversion (through re-
verse engineering or other means) of tech-
nology incorporated in defense articles.

‘‘(c) MONITORING RESPONSIBILITIES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Pursuant to subsection

(a), sections 3 and 38 of this Act, and sections
505, 622, and 623 of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, the Secretary of State, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Defense and
officials of appropriate other Federal agen-
cies, shall provide for the monitoring of de-
fense articles and defense services described
in subsection (a).

‘‘(2) ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL.—Upon the re-
quest of the Secretary of State, the Sec-
retary of Defense or the Secretary of the
Treasury, as the case may be, shall provide
to the agency primarily responsible for the
licensing of exports under this section, on a
nonreimbursable basis, personnel with appro-
priate expertise to assist in the end-use mon-
itoring and enforcement functions under this
section and section 38 of this Act.

‘‘(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
6 months after the date of the enactment of
the Foreign Aid Reduction Act of 1995, and
annually thereafter as a part of the annual
congressional presentation documents sub-
mitted under section 634 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, the President shall
transmit to the Congress a report describing
the actions taken to implement this section.

‘‘(e) THIRD COUNTRY TRANSFERS.—For pur-
poses of this section, defense articles and de-
fense services sold, leased, or exported under
this Act or the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.) includes defense
articles and defense services that are trans-
ferred to a third country or other third
party.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATES.—Section 40A of the
Arms Export Control Act, as added by sub-
section (a), applies with respect to defense
articles and defense services provided before
or after the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 3193. BROKERING ACTIVITIES RELATING TO

COMMERCIAL SALES OF DEFENSE
ARTICLES AND SERVICES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 38(b)(1)(A) of the
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C.
2778(b)(1)(A)) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘As
prescribed in regulations’’ and inserting ‘‘(i)
As prescribed in regulations’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
clause:

‘‘(ii)(I) As prescribed in regulations issued
under this section, every person (other than
an officer or employee of the United States
Government acting in official capacity) who
engages in the business of brokering activi-
ties with respect to the manufacture, export,
import, or transfer of any defense article or
defense service designated by the President
under subsection (a)(1), or in the business of
brokering activities with respect to the man-
ufacture, export, import, or transfer of any
foreign defense article or defense service (as
defined in subclause (IV)), shall register with
the United States Government agency
charged with the administration of this sec-
tion, and shall pay a registration fee which
shall be prescribed by such regulations.

‘‘(II) Such brokering activities shall in-
clude the financing, transportation, freight
forwarding, or the taking of any other action
that facilitates the manufacture, export, or
import of a defense article or defense service.

‘‘(III) No person may engage in the busi-
ness of brokering activities without a li-
cense, issued in accordance with this Act, ex-
cept that no license shall be required for
such activities undertaken by or for an agen-
cy of the United States Government—

‘‘(aa) for official use by an agency of the
United States Government; or

‘‘(bb) for carrying out any foreign assist-
ance or sales program authorized by law and
subject to the control of the President by
other means.

‘‘(IV) For purposes of this clause, the term
‘foreign defense article or defense service’ in-
cludes any non-United States defense article
or defense service of a nature described on
the United States Munitions List regardless
of whether such article or service is of Unit-
ed States origin or whether such article or
service contains United States origin compo-
nents.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 38(b)(1)(A)(ii)
of the Arms Export Control Act, as added by
subsection (a), shall apply with respect to
brokering activities engaged in on or after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

TITLE XXXII—ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
CHAPTER 1—ECONOMIC SUPPORT

ASSISTANCE
SEC. 3201. ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND.

Section 532(a) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2346a(a)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(a) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President to carry out the pur-
poses of this chapter $2,356,378,000 for fiscal
year 1996 and $2,283,478,000 for fiscal year
1997.’’.
SEC. 3202. ASSISTANCE FOR ISRAEL.

(a) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.—Of the amounts
made available for fiscal years 1996 and 1997
for assistance under chapter 4 of part II of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2346 et seq.; relating to the economic support
fund), not less than $1,200,000,000 for each
such fiscal year shall be available only for
Israel.

(b) TERMS OF ASSISTANCE.—
(1) CASH TRANSFER.—The total amount of

funds allocated for Israel for each fiscal year
under subsection (a) shall be made available
on a grant basis as a cash transfer.

(2) EXPEDITED DISBURSEMENT.—Such funds
shall be disbursed—

(A) with respect to fiscal year 1996, not
later than 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1996, or by October 31, 1995, which-
ever is later; and

(B) with respect to fiscal year 1997, not
later than 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1997, or by October 31, 1996, which-
ever is later.

(3) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.—In exercis-
ing the authority of this subsection, the
President shall ensure that the amount of
funds provided as a cash transfer to Israel
does not cause an adverse impact on the
total level of nonmilitary exports from the
United States to Israel.
SEC. 3203. ASSISTANCE FOR EGYPT.

(a) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.—Of the amounts
made available for fiscal years 1996 and 1997
for assistance under chapter 4 of part II of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2346 et seq.; relating to the economic support
fund), not less than $815,000,000 for each such
fiscal year shall be available only for Egypt.

(b) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.—In exercis-
ing the authority of this section, the Presi-
dent shall ensure that the amount of funds
provided as a cash transfer to Egypt does not
cause an adverse impact on the total level of
nonmilitary exports from the United States
to Egypt.
SEC. 3204. INTERNATIONAL FUND FOR IRELAND.

(a) FUNDING.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts made

available for fiscal years 1996 and 1997 for as-
sistance under chapter 4 of part II of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2346 et

seq.; relating to the economic support fund),
not more than $29,600,000 for fiscal year 1996
and not more than $19,600,000 for fiscal year
1997 shall be available for the United States
contribution to the International Fund for
Ireland in accordance with the Anglo-Irish
Agreement Support Act of 1986 (Public Law
99–415).

(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts made avail-
able under paragraph (1) are authorized to
remain available until expended.

(b) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—
(1) PURPOSES.—Section 2(b) of the Anglo-

Irish Agreement Support Act of 1986 (Public
Law 99-415; 100 Stat. 947) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new sentences:
‘‘United States contributions shall be used in
a manner that effectively increases employ-
ment opportunities in communities with
rates of unemployment significantly higher
than the local or urban average of unemploy-
ment in Northern Ireland. In addition, such
contributions shall be used to benefit indi-
viduals residing in such communities.’’.

(2) CONDITIONS AND UNDERSTANDINGS.—Sec-
tion 5(a) of such Act is amended—

(A) in the first sentence—
(i) by striking ‘‘The United States’’ and in-

serting the following:
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The United States’’;
(ii) by striking ‘‘in this Act may be used’’

and inserting the following: ‘‘in this Act—
‘‘(A) may be used’’;
(iii) by striking the period and inserting ‘‘;

and’’; and
(iv) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B) may be provided to an individual or

entity in Northern Ireland only if such indi-
vidual or entity is in compliance with the
principles of economic justice.’’; and

(B) in the second sentence, by striking
‘‘The restrictions’’ and inserting the follow-
ing:

‘‘(2) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—The re-
strictions’’.

(3) PRIOR CERTIFICATIONS.—Section 5(c)(2)
of such Act is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘prin-
ciple of equality’’ and all that follows and in-
serting ‘‘principles of economic justice;
and’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (B), by inserting before
the period at the end the following: ‘‘and will
create employment opportunities in regions
and communities of Northern Ireland suffer-
ing the highest rates of unemployment’’.

(4) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Section 6 of such Act
is amended—

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and’’ at
the end;

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking the period
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(4) each individual or entity receiving as-
sistance from United States contributions to
the International Fund has agreed in writing
to comply with the principles of economic
justice.’’.

(5) DEFINITIONS.—Section 8 of such Act is
amended—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’ at
the end;

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking the period
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:

‘‘(3) the term ‘Northern Ireland’ includes
the counties of Antrim, Armagh, Derry,
Down, Tyrone, and Fermanagh; and

‘‘(4) the term ‘principles of economic jus-
tice’ means the following principles:

‘‘(A) Increasing the representation of indi-
viduals from underrepresented religious
groups in the workforce, including manage-
rial, supervisory, administrative, clerical,
and technical jobs.
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‘‘(B) Providing adequate security for the

protection of minority employees at the
workplace.

‘‘(C) Banning provocative sectarian or po-
litical emblems from the workplace.

‘‘(D) Providing that all job openings be ad-
vertised publicly and providing that special
recruitment efforts be made to attract appli-
cants from underrepresented religious
groups.

‘‘(E) Providing that layoff, recall, and ter-
mination procedures do not favor a particu-
lar religious group.

‘‘(F) Abolishing job reservations, appren-
ticeship restrictions, and differential em-
ployment criteria which discriminate on the
basis of religion.

‘‘(G) Providing for the development of
training programs that will prepare substan-
tial numbers of minority employees for
skilled jobs, including the expansion of exist-
ing programs and the creation of new pro-
grams to train, upgrade, and improve the
skills of minority employees.

‘‘(H) Establishing procedures to assess,
identify, and actively recruit minority em-
ployees with the potential for further ad-
vancement.

‘‘(I) Providing for the appointment of a
senior management staff member to be re-
sponsible for the employment efforts of the
entity and, within a reasonable period of
time, the implementation of the principles
described in subparagraphs (A) through
(H).’’.

(6) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall take effect 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 3205. LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts made
available for fiscal years 1996 and 1997 for as-
sistance under chapter 4 of part II of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2346 et
seq.; relating to the economic support fund),
not more than $12,000,000 for each such fiscal
year shall be available for law enforcement
assistance under chapter 8 of part I of such
Act (22 U.S.C. 2291 et seq.).

(b) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts made avail-
able under subsection (a) are authorized to
remain available until expended.

CHAPTER 2—ASSISTANCE FOR PRIVATE
SECTOR PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES

SEC. 3211. PRIVATE SECTOR ENTERPRISE FUNDS.
The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22

U.S.C. 2151 et seq.) is amended by inserting
after section 601 the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 601A. PRIVATE SECTOR ENTERPRISE

FUNDS.
‘‘(a) AUTHORITY.—(1) The President may

provide funds and support to Enterprise
Funds designated in accordance with sub-
section (b) that are or have been established
for the purposes of promoting—

‘‘(A) development of the private sectors of
eligible countries, including small busi-
nesses, the agricultural sector, and joint
ventures with United States and host coun-
try participants; and

‘‘(B) policies and practices conducive to
private sector development in eligible coun-
tries;

on the same basis as funds and support may
be provided with respect to Enterprise Funds
for Poland and Hungary under the Support
for East European Democracy (SEED) Act of
1989 (22 U.S.C. 5401 et seq.).

‘‘(2) Funds may be made available under
this section notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law.

‘‘(b) COUNTRIES ELIGIBLE FOR ENTERPRISE
FUNDS.—(1) Except as provided in paragraph
(2), the President is authorized to designate
a private, nonprofit organization as eligible
to receive funds and support pursuant to this

section with respect to any country eligible
to receive assistance under part I of this Act
in the same manner and with the same limi-
tations as set forth in section 201(d) of the
Support for East European Democracy
(SEED) Act of 1989 (22 U.S.C. 5421(d)).

‘‘(2) The authority of paragraph (1) shall
not apply to any country with respect to
which the President is authorized to des-
ignate an enterprise fund under section
498B(c) or section 498C of this Act or section
201 of the Support for East European Democ-
racy (SEED) Act of 1989 (22 U.S.C. 5421).

‘‘(c) TREATMENT EQUIVALENT TO ENTER-
PRISE FUNDS FOR POLAND AND HUNGARY.—Ex-
cept as otherwise specifically provided in
this section, the provisions contained in sec-
tion 201 of the Support for East European De-
mocracy (SEED) Act of 1989 (22 U.S.C. 5421)
(excluding the authorizations of appropria-
tions provided in subsection (b) of that sec-
tion) shall apply to any Enterprise Fund
that receives funds and support under this
section. The officers, members, or employees
of an Enterprise Fund that receive funds and
support under this section shall enjoy the
same status under law that is applicable to
officers, members, or employees of the En-
terprise Funds for Poland and Hungary under
section 201 of the Support for East European
Democracy (SEED) Act of 1989 (22 U.S.C.
5421).

‘‘(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this section,
the requirement of section 201(p) of the Sup-
port for East European Democracy (SEED)
Act of 1989 (22 U.S.C. 5421(p)), that an Enter-
prise Fund shall be required to publish an
annual report not later than January 31 each
year, shall not apply with respect to an En-
terprise Fund that receives funds and sup-
port under this section for the first twelve
months after it is designated as eligible to
receive such funds and support.

‘‘(e) FUNDING.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts made available

for a fiscal year to carry out chapter 1 of
part I of this Act (relating to development
assistance) and to carry out chapter 4 of part
II of this Act (relating to the economic sup-
port fund) shall be available for such fiscal
year to carry out this section, in addition to
amounts otherwise available for such pur-
poses.

‘‘(2) AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT.—In addition to
amounts available under paragraph (1) for a
fiscal year, amounts made available for such
fiscal year to carry out chapter 10 of part I
of this Act (relating to the Development
Fund for Africa) shall be available for such
fiscal year to carry out this section with re-
spect to countries in Africa.’’.
SEC. 3212. MICRO- AND SMALL ENTERPRISE DE-

VELOPMENT CREDITS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 108 of the Foreign

Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151f) is
amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 108. MICRO- AND SMALL ENTERPRISE DE-

VELOPMENT CREDITS.
‘‘(a) FINDINGS AND POLICY.—The Congress

finds and declares that—
‘‘(1) the development of micro- and small

enterprise, including cooperatives, is a vital
factor in the stable growth of developing
countries and in the development and stabil-
ity of a free, open, and equitable inter-
national economic system;

‘‘(2) it is, therefore, in the best interests of
the United States to assist the development
of the private sector in developing countries
and to engage the United States private sec-
tor in that process;

‘‘(3) the support of private enterprise can
be served by programs providing credit,
training, and technical assistance for the
benefit of micro- and small enterprises; and

‘‘(4) programs that provide credit, training,
and technical assistance to private institu-

tions can serve as a valuable complement to
grant assistance provided for the purpose of
benefiting micro- and small private enter-
prise.

‘‘(b) PROGRAM.—To carry out the policy set
forth in subsection (a), the President is au-
thorized to provide assistance to increase the
availability of credit to micro- and small en-
terprises lacking full access to credit, in-
cluding through—

‘‘(1) loans and guarantees to credit institu-
tions for the purpose of expanding the avail-
ability of credit to micro- and small enter-
prises;

‘‘(2) training programs for lenders in order
to enable them to better meet the credit
needs of micro- and small entrepreneurs; and

‘‘(3) training programs for micro- and
small entrepreneurs in order to enable them
to make better use of credit and to better
manage their enterprises.’’.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—(A) There is authorized to

be appropriated to carry out section 108 of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, in addi-
tion to funds otherwise available for such
purposes, $2,000,000 for each of the fiscal
years 1996 and 1997. Funds authorized to be
appropriated under this subsection shall be
made available for the subsidy cost, as de-
fined in section 502(5) of the Federal Credit
Reform Act of 1990, for activities under sec-
tion 108 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961.

(B) In addition, there are authorized to be
appropriated $500,000 for each of the fiscal
years 1996 and 1997 for the cost of training
programs and administrative expenses to
carry out such section.

(2) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts
authorized to be appropriated under para-
graph (1) are authorized to remain available
until expended.
SEC. 3213. MICROENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT

GRANT ASSISTANCE.
Chapter 1 of part I of the Foreign Assist-

ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:
‘‘SEC. 129. MICROENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT

GRANT ASSISTANCE.
‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION.—(1) In carrying out

this part, the administrator of the agency
primarily responsible for administering this
part is authorized to provide grant assist-
ance for programs of credit and other assist-
ance for microenterprises in developing
countries.

‘‘(2) Assistance authorized under paragraph
(1) shall be provided through the following
organizations that have a capacity to de-
velop and implement microenterprise pro-
grams:

‘‘(A) United States and indigenous private
and voluntary organizations.

‘‘(B) United States and indigenous credit
unions and cooperative organizations.

‘‘(C) Other indigenous governmental and
nongovernmental organizations.

‘‘(3) Approximately 50 percent of assistance
authorized under paragraph (1) shall be used
for poverty lending programs which—

‘‘(A) meet the needs of the very poor mem-
bers of society, particularly poor women; and

‘‘(B) provide loans of $300 or less in 1995
United States dollars to such poor members
of society.

‘‘(4) The administrator of the agency pri-
marily responsible for administering this
part shall strengthen appropriate mecha-
nisms, including mechanisms for central
microenterprise programs, for the purpose
of—

‘‘(A) providing technical support for field
missions;

‘‘(B) strengthening the institutional devel-
opment of the intermediary organizations
described in paragraph (2); and
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‘‘(C) sharing information relating to the

provision of assistance authorized under
paragraph (1) between such field missions
and intermediary organizations.

‘‘(b) MONITORING SYSTEM.—In order to
maximize the sustainable development im-
pact of the assistance authorized under sub-
section (a)(1), the administrator of the agen-
cy primarily responsible for administering
this part shall establish a monitoring system
that—

‘‘(1) establishes performance goals for such
assistance and expresses such goals in an ob-
jective and quantifiable form, to the extent
feasible;

‘‘(2) establishes performance indicators to
be used in measuring or assessing the
achievement of the goals and objectives of
such assistance; and

‘‘(3) provides a basis for recommendations
for adjustments to such assistance to en-
hance the sustainable development impact of
such assistance, particularly the impact of
such assistance on the very poor, particu-
larly poor women.’’.
CHAPTER 3—DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

Subchapter A—Development Assistance
Authorities

SEC. 3221. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated the following amounts for
the following purposes (in addition to
amounts otherwise available for such pur-
poses):

(1) DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FUND.—
$858,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1996
and 1997 to carry out sections 103 through 106
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2151a through 2151d).

(2) DEVELOPMENT FUND FOR AFRICA.—
$629,214,000 for each of the fiscal years 1996
and 1997 to carry out chapter 10 of part I of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2293 et seq.).

(3) ASSISTANCE FOR THE INDEPENDENT
STATES OF THE FORMER SOVIET UNION.—
$643,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and $650,000,000
for fiscal year 1997 to carry out programs
under chapter 11 of part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2295 et seq.)
and other related programs.

(4) ASSISTANCE FOR EAST EUROPEAN COUN-
TRIES.—$325,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and
$275,000,000 for fiscal year 1997 for economic
assistance for Eastern Europe and the Baltic
states under the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.) and the Support
for East European Democracy (SEED) Act of
1989 (22 U.S.C. 5401 et seq.).

(5) INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDATION.—
$20,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and $10,000,000
for fiscal year 1997 to carry out section 401 of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1969 (22 U.S.C.
290f).

(6) AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION.—
$10,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and $5,000,000
for fiscal year 1997 to carry out the African
Development Foundation Act (22 U.S.C. 290h
et seq.).

(b) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts
authorized to be appropriated under sub-
section (a) are authorized to remain avail-
able until expended.
SEC. 3222. CHILD SURVIVAL ACTIVITIES, VITAMIN

A DEFICIENCY PROGRAM, AND RE-
LATED ACTIVITIES.

(a) CHILD SURVIVAL ACTIVITIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—(A) Of the amounts made

available to carry out the provisions of law
described in paragraph (2) for fiscal years
1996 and 1997, not less than $280,000,000 for
each such fiscal year shall be made available
only for activities which have a direct meas-
urable impact on rates of child morbidity
and mortality, with a particular emphasis on
delivery of community-based primary health

care and health education services which
benefit the poorest of the poor.

(B) Of the amounts made available under
subparagraph (A) for a fiscal year, not less
than $30,000,000 for such fiscal year shall be
provided to private and voluntary organiza-
tions under the PVO Child Survival grants
program carried out by the agency primarily
responsible for administering part I of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961.

(2) PROVISIONS OF LAW.—The provisions of
law described in this paragraph are the fol-
lowing:

(A) Sections 103 through 106 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151a
through 2151d; relating to the development
assistance fund).

(B) Chapter 10 of part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2293 et seq.; re-
lating to the Development Fund for Africa).

(C) Chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2346 et seq.; re-
lating to the economic support fund).

(D) The ‘‘Multilateral Assistance Initiative
for the Philippines’’ program.

(3) SPECIAL RULE.—Amounts made avail-
able under sections 103 through 106 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 for the Vita-
min A Deficiency Program, part I of such
Act for iodine and iron fortification pro-
grams and for iron supplementation pro-
grams for pregnant women, chapter 9 of part
I of such Act for international disaster as-
sistance, section 104(c) of such Act for inter-
national AIDS prevention and control, and
any other provision of law for migration and
refugee assistance, shall not be included in
the aggregate amounts described in para-
graph (1) for purposes of the requirements
contained in such paragraph.

(b) VITAMIN A DEFICIENCY PROGRAM AND
RELATED ACTIVITIES.—Of the amounts made
available to carry out sections 103 through
106 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2151a through 2151d) for fiscal years
1996 and 1997, not less than $25,000,000 for
each such fiscal year shall be made available
for the Vitamin A Deficiency Program and
for activities relating to iodine deficiency
and other micronutrients.

(c) UNDP/WHO TROPICAL DISEASE PRO-
GRAM.—Of the amounts made available to
carry out section 103 through 106 of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151a
through 2151d) for fiscal years 1996 and 1997,
not less than $15,000,000 for each such fiscal
year shall be made available for the United
Nations Development Program/World Health
Organization Special Program for Research
and Training in Tropical Diseases.
SEC. 3223. ASSISTANCE FOR FAMILY PLANNING.

(a) RESTRICTION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR VOL-
UNTARY POPULATION PLANNING.—Section
104(b) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
(22 U.S.C. 2151b(b)) is amended by inserting
after the first sentence the following new
sentence: ‘‘Such assistance shall be available
only for voluntary family planning projects
which offer, either directly or through refer-
ral to, or information about access to, a
broad range of family planning methods and
services.’’

(b) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR VOL-
UNTARY POPULATION PLANNING TO ORGANIZA-
TIONS OR PROGRAMS SUPPORTING OR PARTICI-
PATING IN THE MANAGEMENT OF ABORTION OR
INVOLUNTARY STERILIZATION PROGRAMS.—
Section 104(b) of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2151b(b)),
as amended by subsection (a), is further
amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘In
order to’’ and inserting ‘‘(1) In order to’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(2) None of the funds made available to
carry out this subsection may be made avail-
able to any organization or program which,

as determined by the President, supports or
participates in the management of a pro-
gram of coercive abortion or involuntary
sterilization.’’.

(c) PROHIBITION ON DISCRIMINATION WITH
RESPECT TO GRANTS FOR NATURAL FAMILY
PLANNING.—Section 104(b) of such Act (22
U.S.C. 2151b(b)), as amended by subsections
(a) and (b), is further amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(3) In providing grants for natural family
planning under this subsection, the adminis-
trator of the agency primarily responsible
for administering this part shall not dis-
criminate against applicants because of any
religious or conscientious commitment by
such applicants to offer only natural family
planning services.’’.

(d) CLARIFICATION WITH RESPECT TO PROHI-
BITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR ABORTIONS.—
Section 104(f)(1) of such Act (22 U.S.C.
2151b(f)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘None of the funds’’ and in-
serting ‘‘(A) None of the funds’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(B) For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘motivate’ shall not be construed to
prohibit the provision, consistent with local
law, of information and counseling concern-
ing all pregnancy options, including abor-
tion.’’.
SEC. 3224. ASSISTANCE FOR THE INDEPENDENT

STATES OF THE FORMER SOVIET
UNION.

(a) CONDITIONS ON ASSISTANCE.—Section
498A(b) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
(22 U.S.C. 2295a(b)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the
end;

(2) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-
graph (10); and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

‘‘(5) for the Government of Russia, unless
the President certifies to the Congress that
such Government—

‘‘(A) is pursuing, without preconditions, an
immediate and permanent ceasefire, and is
pursuing a negotiated settlement to the con-
flict in the Russian Federation Republic of
Chechnya;

‘‘(B) is taking steps to provide unhindered
access to the region of Chechnya and sur-
rounding areas of the Russian Federation by
elected officials of the Russian Federation
and by independent Russian media;

‘‘(C) is cooperating with the Organization
for Security and Cooperation in Europe and
other appropriate international organiza-
tions in undertaking steps to investigate and
prosecute any and all individuals, including
members of the Russian armed forces and in-
ternal security agencies, who may be respon-
sible for atrocities, war crimes, or crimes
against humanity in the region of Chechnya;

‘‘(D) is cooperating with the Assistance
Group of the Organization on Security and
Cooperation in Europe established in
Chechnya in fulfilling that mission’s man-
date;

‘‘(E) is cooperating in assuring the
unhindered delivery of humanitarian assist-
ance to the civilian population in Chechnya;

‘‘(F) has made the fullest possible account-
ing of all persons currently detained by Rus-
sian military or security forces as a result of
the conflict in Chechnya and has allowed ac-
cess to those individuals by the Inter-
national Committee of the Red Cross;

‘‘(G) is taking steps to repatriate refugees
and displaced persons wishing to return to
Chechnya; and

‘‘(H) is taking steps to hold free and fair
elections in Chechnya, based on the prin-
ciples of the Organization on Security and
Cooperation in Europe and conducted in the
presence of foreign and domestic observers;
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except that this paragraph shall not apply to
the provision of such assistance for purposes
of humanitarian, disaster, and refugee relief
or assisting democratic political reform and
rule of law activities, provision of technical
assistance for safety upgrade of civilian nu-
clear power plants, and assisting in the cre-
ation of private sector and nongovernmental
organizations that are independent of gov-
ernment ownership and control;

‘‘(6) for the government of any independent
state that has agreed to provide nuclear re-
actor components to Iran, unless the Presi-
dent determines that the sale of such compo-
nents to Iran includes safeguards that are
consistent with the national security objec-
tives of the United States and the concerns
of the United States with respect to non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons technology,
except that this paragraph shall not apply to
the provision of such of assistance for pur-
poses of—

‘‘(A) humanitarian, disaster, and refugee
relief; or

‘‘(B) assisting democratic political reform,
rule of law activities, and the creation of pri-
vate sector and nongovernmental organiza-
tions that are independent of government
ownership and control;

‘‘(7) for the government of any independent
state that the President determines directs
any action in violation of the territorial in-
tegrity or national sovereignty of any other
new independent state, except that this para-
graph shall not apply to the provision of
such assistance for purposes of—

‘‘(A) humanitarian, disaster, and refugee
relief; or

‘‘(B) assisting democratic political reform,
rule of law activities, and the creation of pri-
vate sector and nongovernmental organiza-
tions that are independent of government
ownership and control;

‘‘(8) for the purpose of enhancing the mili-
tary capability of any independent state, ex-
cept that this paragraph shall not apply to
demilitarization, defense conversion or non-
proliferation programs, or programs to sup-
port troop withdrawal including through the
support of an officer resettlement program,
and technical assistance for the housing sec-
tor;

‘‘(9) for the Government of Russia if the
President determines that Government—

‘‘(A) is not making progress in implement-
ing comprehensive economic reforms based
on market principles, including fostering
private ownership, the repayment of com-
mercial debt, the respect of commercial con-
tracts, the equitable treatment of foreign
private investment; or

‘‘(B) applies or transfers assistance pro-
vided under this chapter to any entity for
the purpose of expropriating or seizing own-
ership or control of assets, investments, or
ventures; or’’.

(b) ASSISTANCE THROUGH THE PRIVATE SEC-
TOR.—Section 498B(a) of such Act (22 U.S.C.
2295b(a)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a) ASSISTANCE THROUGH THE PRIVATE
SECTOR.—Assistance under this chapter shall
be provided, to the maximum extent feasible,
through the private sector, including private
and voluntary organizations and other non-
governmental organizations functioning in
the independent states of the former Soviet
Union.’’.

(c) WAIVER OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS.—Sec-
tion 498B(j)(1) of such Act (22 U.S.C.
2295b(j)(1)) is amended in the matter preced-
ing subparagraph (A)—

(1) by striking ‘‘for fiscal year 1993 by this
chapter’’ and inserting ‘‘to carry out this
chapter’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘appropriated for fiscal year
1993’’.

SEC. 3225. DEVELOPMENT FUND FOR LATIN
AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN.

Part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
(22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.) is amended by adding
at the end the following new chapter:
‘‘CHAPTER 12—DEVELOPMENT FUND FOR

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN
‘‘SEC. 499. STATEMENT OF POLICY.

‘‘The Congress declares the following:
‘‘(1) The historic, economic, political, and

geographic relationships among the coun-
tries of the Western Hemisphere are unique
and of continuing special significance.

‘‘(2) Following the historic Summit of the
Americas and the passage of the North
American Free Trade Agreement, the coun-
tries of the Western Hemisphere have moved
steadfastly toward economic and political
integration.

‘‘(3) The interests of the countries of the
Western Hemisphere are more interrelated
than ever, and sound economic, social, and
democratic progress in each of the countries
continues to be of importance to all coun-
tries, and lack of it in any country may have
serious repercussions in others.

‘‘(4) For the peoples of Latin America and
the Caribbean to progress within the frame-
work of social justice, respect for human
rights, political democracy, and market-ori-
ented economies, there is a compelling need
for the achievement of social and economic
advancement and the consolidation of politi-
cal democracy and the rule of law adequate
to meet the legitimate aspirations of the in-
dividual citizens of the countries of Latin
America and the Caribbean for a better way
of life.

‘‘(5) The prosperity, security, and well-
being of the United States is linked directly
to peace, prosperity, and democracy in Latin
America and the Caribbean.

‘‘(6) Democratic values are dominant
throughout Latin America and the Carib-
bean region and nearly all governments in
such region have come to power through
democratic elections.

‘‘(7) Nonetheless, existing democratic gov-
ernments and their supporting institutions
remain fragile and face critical challenges,
including, in particular, the consolidation of
civilian control of such governments and in-
stitutions, including control of the military,
the consolidation or establishment of inde-
pendent judicial institutions and of the rule
of law, and where appropriate, the decen-
tralization of government.

‘‘(8) In adherence to free market principles,
it is essential to promote economic growth
with equity—enlarging employment and de-
cisionmaking opportunities and the provi-
sion of basic social services for traditionally
marginalized groups, such as indigenous mi-
norities, women, and the poor—and to pro-
tect and promote workers rights.

‘‘(9) By supporting the purposes and objec-
tives of sustainable development and apply-
ing such purposes and objectives to Latin
America and the Caribbean, the Develop-
ment Fund for Latin America and the Carib-
bean can advance the national interests of
the United States and can directly improve
the lives of the poor, encourage broad-based
economic growth while protecting the envi-
ronment, build human capital and knowl-
edge, support participation in democracy,
and promote peace and justice in Latin
America and the Caribbean.
‘‘SEC. 499A. AUTHORIZATION OF ASSISTANCE.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The President is author-
ized to provide assistance for Latin America
and the Caribbean to promote democracy,
sustainable development, and economic
growth in Latin America and the Caribbean.

‘‘(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Assistance
under this chapter shall be provided on such
terms and conditions as the President may
determine.

‘‘SEC. 499B. AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts made

available to carry out the provisions of law
described in subsection (b) for fiscal year 1996
and for each succeeding fiscal year, not less
than an amount requested by the President
and approved by the Congress in appropria-
tions Acts shall be made available to carry
out this chapter.

‘‘(b) PROVISIONS OF LAW.—The provisions of
law described in this subsection are the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(1) Sections 103 through 106 of this Act
(relating to the development assistance
fund).

‘‘(2) Chapter 8 of this part (relating to
international narcotics control).

‘‘(3) Chapter 4 of part II of this Act (relat-
ing to the economic support fund).

‘‘(4) Chapter 5 of part II of this Act (relat-
ing to international military education and
training).

‘‘(5) Titles II and III of the Agricultural
Trade Development and Assistance Act of
1954.

‘‘(6) The ‘Foreign Military Financing Pro-
gram’ under section 23 of the Arms Export
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2763).

‘‘(c) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts made avail-
able under this section are authorized to re-
main available until expended.’’.
SEC. 3226. EFFECTIVENESS OF UNITED STATES

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE.
Chapter 1 of part I of the Foreign Assist-

ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2251 et seq.), as
amended by this Act, is further amended by
adding at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 130. EFFECTIVENESS OF UNITED STATES

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE.
‘‘(a) REPORTS.—Not later than December

31, 1996, and December 31 of each third year
thereafter, the President shall transmit to
the Congress a report which analyzes, on a
country-by-country basis, the impact and ef-
fectiveness of the United States development
assistance provided during the preceding
three fiscal years. Each report shall include
the following for each recipient country:

‘‘(1) An analysis of the impact of United
States development assistance during the
preceding three fiscal years on development
in that country, with a discussion of the
United States interests that were served by
the assistance. Such analysis shall be done
on a sector-by-sector basis to the extent pos-
sible and shall identify any economic policy
reforms which were promoted by the assist-
ance. Such analysis shall—

‘‘(A) include a description, quantified to
the extent practicable, of the specific objec-
tives the United States sought to achieve in
providing development assistance for that
country; and

‘‘(B) specify the extent to which those ob-
jectives were not achieved, with an expla-
nation of why they were not achieved.

‘‘(2) A description of the amount and na-
ture of development assistance provided by
other donors during the preceding three fis-
cal years, set forth by development sector to
the extent possible.

‘‘(3) A discussion of the commitment of the
host government to addressing the country’s
needs in each development sector, including
a description of the resources devoted by
that government to each development sector
during the preceding three fiscal years.

‘‘(4) A description of the trends, both favor-
able and unfavorable, in each development
sector.

‘‘(5) Statistical and other information nec-
essary to evaluate the impact and effective-
ness of United States development assistance
on development in the country.

‘‘(b) LISTING OF MOST AND LEAST SUCCESS-
FUL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.—Each report re-
quired by this section shall identify—
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‘‘(1) those five countries in which United

States development assistance has been most
successful; and

‘‘(2) those five countries in which United
States development assistance has been least
successful.
For each country listed pursuant to para-
graph (2), the report shall explain why the
assistance was not more successful and shall
specify what the United States has done as a
result.

‘‘(c) REPORT TO BE A SEPARATE DOCU-
MENT.—Each report required by this section
shall be submitted to the Congress as a sepa-
rate document.

‘‘(d) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the terms ‘United States development assist-
ance’ and ‘development assistance’ means as-
sistance under this chapter.’’.
SEC. 3227. FUNDING FOR PRIVATE AND VOL-

UNTARY ORGANIZATIONS AND CO-
OPERATIVES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—For each of the fiscal
years 1996 and 1997, the President shall allo-
cate an aggregate amount to private and vol-
untary organizations and cooperatives under
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2151 et seq.) and the Support for East Euro-
pean Democracy (SEED) Act of 1989 which,
at a minimum, is equal to the aggregate
amount allocated to such organizations and
cooperatives under such Acts for fiscal year
1994.

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘private and voluntary orga-
nization’’ means a private nongovernmental
organization which—

(1) is organized under the laws of a coun-
try;

(2) receives funds from private sources;
(3) operates on a not-for-profit basis with

appropriate tax-exempt status if the laws of
the country grant such status to not-for-
profit organizations;

(4) is voluntary in that it receives vol-
untary contributions of money, time, or in-
kind support from the public; and

(5) is engaged or intends to be engaged in
voluntary, charitable, development, or hu-
manitarian assistance activities.
SEC. 3228. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS RELATING

TO UNITED STATES COOPERATIVES
AND CREDIT UNIONS.

It is the sense of the Congress that—
(1) United States cooperatives and credit

unions can provide an opportunity for people
in developing countries to participate di-
rectly in democratic decisionmaking for
their economic and social benefit through
ownership and control of business enter-
prises and through the mobilization of local
capital and savings; and

(2) such organizations should be utilized in
fostering democracy, free markets, commu-
nity-based development, and self-help
projects.

Subchapter B—Operating Expenses
SEC. 3231. OPERATING EXPENSES GENERALLY.

Section 667(a)(1) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2427(a)(1)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(1) $465,774,000 for fiscal year 1996 and
$419,196,000 for fiscal year 1997 for necessary
operating expenses of the agency primarily
responsible for administering part I of this
Act (other than the office of the inspector
general of such agency); and’’.
SEC. 3232. OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE OFFICE

OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL.
Section 667(a) of the Foreign Assistance

Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2427(a)), as amended by
this Act, is further amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (3);

(2) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (1); and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(2) $35,206,000 for fiscal year 1996 and
$31,685,000 for fiscal year 1997 for necessary
operating expenses of the office of the in-
spector general of such agency; and’’.

CHAPTER 4—PUBLIC LAW 480
SEC. 3241. LEVELS OF ASSISTANCE FOR TITLE II.

Section 204(a) of the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1724(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(E), by striking ‘‘for fis-
cal year 1995’’ and inserting ‘‘for each of the
fiscal years 1995 through 1997’’; and

(2) in paragraph (2)(E), by striking ‘‘for fis-
cal year 1995’’ and inserting ‘‘for each of the
fiscal years 1995 through 1997’’.
SEC. 3242. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

FOR TITLE III.
No funds are authorized to be appropriated

for either of the fiscal years 1996 and 1997 for
the provision of agricultural commodities
under title III of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1727 et seq.).

CHAPTER 5—HOUSING GUARANTEE
PROGRAM

SEC. 3251. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FOR ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Subject to paragraph
(2), there are authorized to be appropriated
$7,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and $6,000,000 for
fiscal year 1997 for administrative expenses
to carry out guaranteed loan programs under
sections 221 and 222 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2181 and 2182).

(2) Amounts authorized to be appropriated
under paragraph (1) may be made available
only for—

(A) administrative expenses incurred with
respect to guaranties issued before the date
of the enactment of this Act; or

(B) expenses incurred with respect to ac-
tivities related to the collection of amounts
paid by the United States in the discharge of
liabilities under guaranties issued under sec-
tion 222 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
(22 U.S.C. 2182).

(b) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts authorized to
be appropriated under subsection (a) are au-
thorized to remain available until expended.
SEC. 3252. ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.

(a) EXPIRATION OF AUTHORITY.—Section
222(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
(22 U.S.C. 2182(a)) is amended by striking the
third sentence and inserting the following:
‘‘No guaranties may be issued under this sec-
tion on or after the date of the enactment of
the Foreign Aid Reduction Act of 1995.’’.

(b) CANCELLATION OF CERTAIN EXISTING
GUARANTIES.—Section 222 of such Act (22
U.S.C. 2182) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (k) as sub-
section (d); and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(e) The President shall cancel all guaran-
ties issued under this section with respect to
which eligible investors have not (before the
date of the enactment of the Foreign Aid Re-
duction Act of 1995) applied such guaranties
to loans for projects under this title.’’.

(c) PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE FOR ENTI-
TIES IN DEFAULT AND CERTAIN OTHER ENTI-
TIES.—Section 620 of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2370)
is amended by inserting after subsection (u)
the following new subsection:

‘‘(v)(1) Subject to paragraph (2), no assist-
ance shall be furnished under this Act to any
entity that—

‘‘(A) fails to make timely payments on
loans with respect to which guaranties have
been issued under title III of chapter 2 of
part I of this Act (relating to housing and
other credit guaranty programs); or

‘‘(B) causes amounts (including amounts
for administrative expenses) to be paid by
the United States in the discharge of liabil-

ities under guaranties issued under such
title, unless such entity has reimbursed the
United States for such amounts.

‘‘(2) The President may waive the prohibi-
tion in paragraph (1) with respect to an en-
tity if the President determines that it is in
the national interest of the United States to
furnish assistance under this Act to such en-
tity.’’.

CHAPTER 6—PEACE CORPS
SEC. 3261. PEACE CORPS.

Section 3(b) of the Peace Corps Act (22
U.S.C. 2502(b)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(b)(1) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out the purposes of this Act
$219,745,000 for each of the fiscal years 1996
and 1997.

‘‘(2) Amounts authorized to be appro-
priated under paragraph (1)—

(1) with respect to fiscal year 1996 are au-
thorized to remain available until September
30, 1997; and

(2) with respect to fiscal year 1997 are au-
thorized to remain available until September
30, 1998.’’.
SEC. 3262. ACTIVITIES OF THE PEACE CORPS IN

THE FORMER SOVIET UNION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts made

available for fiscal years 1996 and 1997 to
carry out chapter 11 of part I of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2295 et seq.;
relating to assistance for the independent
states of the former Soviet Union), not more
than $11,600,000 for each such fiscal year shall
be available for activities of the Peace Corps
in the independent states of the former So-
viet Union (as defined in section 3 of the
Freedom for Russia and Emerging Eurasian
Democracies and Open Markets Support Act
of 1992).

(b) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts made avail-
able under subsection (a)—

(1) with respect to fiscal year 1996 are au-
thorized to remain available until September
30, 1997; and

(2) with respect to fiscal year 1997 are au-
thorized to remain available until September
30, 1998.
SEC. 3263. PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR

ABORTIONS.
Section 15 of the Peace Corps Act (22

U.S.C. 2514) is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

‘‘(e) Funds made available for the purposes
of this Act may not be used to pay for abor-
tions.’’.

CHAPTER 7—INTERNATIONAL DISASTER
ASSISTANCE

SEC. 3271. AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE RECON-
STRUCTION ASSISTANCE.

Section 491 of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2292) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘and reha-
bilitation’’ and inserting ‘‘, rehabilitation,
and reconstruction’’; and

(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘and reha-
bilitation’’ and inserting ‘‘, rehabilitation,
and reconstruction’’.
SEC. 3272. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS.
Section 492(a) of such Act (22 U.S.C.

2292a(a)) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(a) There are authorized to be appro-

priated to the President to carry out section
491, in addition to funds otherwise available
for such purposes, $200,000,000 for each of the
fiscal years 1996 and 1997.’’.

CHAPTER 8—OTHER PROVISIONS
SEC. 3281. EXEMPTION FROM RESTRICTIONS ON

ASSISTANCE THROUGH NON-
GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS.

Section 123(e) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151u(e)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(e)(1) Subject to paragraph (3), restric-
tions contained in this Act or any other pro-
vision of law with respect to assistance for a
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country shall not be construed to restrict as-
sistance under this chapter, chapter 10, or
chapter 11 of this part in support of pro-
grams of nongovernmental organizations.

‘‘(2) The President shall take into consider-
ation, in any case in which a restriction on
assistance for a country would be applicable
but for this subsection, whether assistance
for programs of nongovernmental organiza-
tions is in the national interest of the United
States.

‘‘(3) Whenever the authority of this sub-
section is used to furnish assistance for a
program of a nongovernmental organization,
the President shall notify the congressional
committees specified in section 634A(a) of
this Act in accordance with procedures appli-
cable to reprogramming notifications under
that section. Such notification shall describe
the program assisted, the assistance pro-
vided, and the reasons for furnishing such as-
sistance.’’.
SEC. 3282. FUNDING REQUIREMENTS RELATING

TO UNITED STATES PRIVATE AND
VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 123(g) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2151u(g)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(g) Funds made available to carry out
this chapter or chapter 10 of this part may
not be made available to any United States
private and voluntary organization, except
any cooperative development organization,
that obtains less than 20 percent of its total
annual financial support for its international
activities from sources other than the Unit-
ed States Government.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) applies with respect
to funds made available for programs of any
United States private and voluntary organi-
zation on or after the date of the enactment
of this Act.
SEC. 3283. DOCUMENTATION REQUESTED OF PRI-

VATE AND VOLUNTARY ORGANIZA-
TIONS.

Section 620 of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370), as amended by this
Act, is further amended by inserting after
subsection (v) (as added by this Act) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(w) None of the funds made available to
carry out this Act shall be available to any
private and voluntary organization which—

‘‘(1) fails to provide upon timely request
any document, file, or record necessary to
the auditing requirements of the agency pri-
marily responsible for administering part I
of this Act; or

‘‘(2) is not registered with the agency pri-
marily responsible for administering part I
of this Act.’’.
SEC. 3284. FOREIGN GOVERNMENT PARKING

FINES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of part III of

the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2351 et seq.), as amended by this Act, is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section:
‘‘SEC. 620I. FOREIGN GOVERNMENT PARKING

FINES.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—An amount equivalent

to 110 percent of the total unpaid fully adju-
dicated parking fines and penalties owed to
the District of Columbia, Virginia, Mary-
land, and New York by the government of a
foreign country as of the end of a fiscal year,
as certified to the President by the chief ex-
ecutive officer of each State or District,
shall be withheld from obligation for such
country out of funds available in the next
fiscal year to carry out part I of this Act,
until the requirement of subsection (b) is
satisfied.

‘‘(b) REQUIREMENT.—The requirement of
this subsection is satisfied when the Sec-
retary of State determines and certifies to

the appropriate congressional committees
that such fines and penalties are fully paid
to the governments of the District of Colum-
bia, Virginia, Maryland, and New York.

‘‘(c) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—For purposes of this section,
the term ‘appropriate congressional commit-
tees’ means the Committee on International
Relations and the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Committee on Appropriations of the Sen-
ate.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to fines certified as of the end of fiscal
year 1995 or any fiscal year thereafter.
SEC. 3285. HUMAN RIGHTS REPORTS.

(a) SECTION 116 REPORT.—Section 116(d) of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2151n) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and’’ at
the end;

(2) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (5); and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

‘‘(3) the votes of each member of the Unit-
ed Nations Commission on Human Rights on
all country-specific and thematic resolutions
voted on at the Commission’s annual session
during the period covered during the preced-
ing year;

‘‘(4) the extent to which each country has
extended protection to refugees, including
the provision of first asylum and resettle-
ment; and’’.

(b) SECTION 502B REPORT.—Section 502B(b)
of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2304(b)) is amended by
adding after the second sentence the follow-
ing new sentence: ‘‘Each report under this
section shall list the votes of each member of
the United Nations Commission on Human
Rights on all country-specific and thematic
resolutions voted on at the Commission’s an-
nual session during the period covered dur-
ing the preceding year.’’.
SEC. 3286. DEOBLIGATION OF CERTAIN UNEX-

PENDED ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
FUNDS.

Chapter 3 of part III of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2401 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 668. DEOBLIGATION OF CERTAIN UNEX-

PENDED ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
FUNDS.

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENT TO DEOBLIGATE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subsection (b) of this section and in para-
graphs (1) and (3) of section 617(a) of this Act,
at the beginning of each fiscal year the
President shall deobligate and return to the
Treasury, any funds described in paragraph
(2) that, as of the end of the preceding fiscal
year, have been obligated for a project or ac-
tivity for a period of more than 3 years but
have not been expended.

‘‘(2) FUNDS.—Paragraph (1) applies to funds
made available for—

‘‘(A) assistance under chapter 1 of part I of
this Act (relating to development assist-
ance), chapter 10 of part I of this Act (relat-
ing to the Development Fund for Africa), or
chapter 4 of part II of this Act (relating to
the economic support fund);

‘‘(B) assistance under the ‘Multilateral As-
sistance Initiative for the Philippines’;

‘‘(C) assistance under the Support for East
European Democracy (SEED) Act of 1989; and

‘‘(D) economic assistance for the independ-
ent states of the former Soviet Union under
this Act or under any other Act authorizing
economic assistance for such independent
states.

‘‘(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The President, on a
case-by-case basis, may waive the require-
ment of subsection (a)(1) if the President de-

termines, and reports to the appropriate con-
gressional committees, that—

‘‘(1) the funds are being used for a con-
struction project that requires more than 3
years to complete; or

‘‘(2) the funds have not been expended be-
cause of unforeseen circumstances, and those
circumstances could not have been reason-
ably foreseen.

‘‘(c) COMMENTS BY INSPECTOR GENERAL.—As
soon as possible after the submission of a re-
port pursuant to subsection (b), the Inspec-
tor General of the agency primarily respon-
sible for administering part I of this Act
shall submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees such comments as the In-
spector General considers appropriate with
regard to the determination described in
that report.

‘‘(d) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—As used in this section, the term ‘ap-
propriate congressional committees’ means
the Committee on International Relations
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Foreign Relations and the Committee on
Appropriations of the Senate.’’.

TITLE XXXIII—REGIONAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 3301. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO FOR-

EIGN GOVERNMENTS PROVIDING AS-
SISTANCE TO CUBA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 620 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370), as
amended by this Act, is further amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(y)(1) No assistance may be provided
under this Act (other than humanitarian as-
sistance and assistance for refugees) for a fis-
cal year to any foreign government that the
President determines has provided economic
assistance to or engaged in nonmarket-based
trade with the Government of Cuba or any
entity controlled by such Government in the
preceding fiscal year.

‘‘(2) The President may waive the require-
ments of paragraph (1) if—

‘‘(A) the President certifies to the congres-
sional committees specified in section 634A
of this Act (in accordance with procedures
applicable to reprogramming of funds under
that section) that the provision of such as-
sistance is vital to the national security of
the United States; or

‘‘(B) the President determines and reports
to the Congress that the Government of
Cuba has met the requirements contained in
section 1708 of the Cuban Democracy Act of
1992 (22 U.S.C. 6001 et seq.).

‘‘(3) Not later than February 1st each year,
the President shall prepare and transmit to
the appropriate congressional committees a
report containing a list of all foreign govern-
ments that the President has determined
have provided economic assistance to or en-
gaged in nonmarket-based trade with the
Government of Cuba in the preceding fiscal
year.

‘‘(4) For purposes of this subsection—
‘‘(A) the term ‘appropriate congressional

committees’ means the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions and the Committee on Appropriations
of the Senate;

‘‘(B) the term ‘humanitarian assistance’
means food (including the monetization of
food), clothing, medicine, and medical sup-
plies; and

‘‘(C) the term ‘nonmarket-based trade’ in-
cludes exports, imports, exchanges, or other
trade arrangements under which goods or
services are provided on terms more favor-
able than those generally available in appli-
cable markets or for comparable commod-
ities, including—
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‘‘(i) exports to the Government of Cuba on

terms that involve a grant, concessional
price, guaranty, insurance, or subsidy;

‘‘(ii) imports from the Government of Cuba
at preferential tariff rates; and

‘‘(iii) exchange arrangements that include
advance delivery of commodities, arrange-
ments in which the Government of Cuba is
not held accountable for unfulfilled exchange
contracts, and arrangements under which
such Government does not pay appropriate
transportation, insurance, or finance costs.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the prohibition on assistance
to a foreign government contained in section
620(y) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
as added by subsection (a), shall apply only
with respect to assistance provided in fiscal
years beginning on or after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

(2) EXCEPTION.—In the case of the fiscal
year in which this Act is enacted, such pro-
hibition shall apply with respect to the obli-
gation or expenditure of assistance on or
after the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 3302. ASSISTANCE FOR NICARAGUA.

(a) RESTRICTIONS.—Amounts made avail-
able for fiscal years 1996 and 1997 for assist-
ance under chapter 1 of part I of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.;
relating to development assistance) or chap-
ter 4 of part II of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2346 et
seq.; relating to the economic support fund),
including any unobligated balances of prior
appropriations, may only be made available
to the Government of Nicaragua if the Sec-
retary of State determines and certifies to
the appropriate congressional committees
that—

(1) a full and independent investigation has
been completed of the weapons caches dis-
covered after the May 23, 1993, Santa Rosa
arms cache explosion, including an inves-
tigation of passports, identity papers, and
other documents found at weapons sites indi-
cating the existence of a terrorist or kidnap-
ping ring and whether the terrorist network
was involved in the February 1993 World
Trade Center bombing;

(2) prosecutions have been initiated
against all individuals, including govern-
ment officials and members of the armed
forces or security forces of Nicaragua, identi-
fied in the investigation described in para-
graph (1);

(3) Nicaragua has made substantial
progress in meeting the requirements set
forth in section 527 of the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995
(relating to expropriation of United States
property);

(4) substantial progress has been made in
the timely implementation of all rec-
ommendations made by the Tripartite Com-
mission with respect to individuals respon-
sible for assassinations, including the imme-
diate suspension of all individuals from the
Sandinista Army and security forces who
were named in such recommendations, and
the expeditious prosecution of such individ-
uals;

(5) all individuals responsible for the mur-
ders of Jean Paul Genie, Arges Sequeira, and
Enrique Bermudez have been removed from
the military and security forces of Nica-
ragua, and judicial proceedings against these
individuals have been initiated;

(6) specific changes have been implemented
which have resulted in verifiable civilian
control over the Sandinista military, secu-
rity forces, and police; and

(7) genuine, effective, and concrete reforms
in the Nicaraguan judicial system have been
initiated.

(b) CONTENTS OF CERTIFICATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—A certification made pur-

suant to subsection (a) shall include a de-

tailed accounting of all evidence in support
of the determinations listed in paragraphs (1)
through (7) of such subsection.

(2) FORM.—A certification made pursuant
to subsection (a) shall be submitted in un-
classified form, and, to the extent necessary,
classified form.

(c) EXCEPTION TO RESTRICTIONS.—The re-
strictions on the availability of funds in sub-
section (a) shall not apply to support for—

(1) programs facilitating the resolution of
United States citizen property claims;

(2) the International Commission for Sup-
port and Verification of the Organization of
American States for human rights monitor-
ing, related assistance programs or election
observation;

(3) independent human rights groups in
Nicaragua;

(4) programs intended to ensure free and
fair elections in Nicaragua;

(5) democracy-building programs adminis-
tered through the National Endowment for
Democracy and related nongovernmental
groups; or

(6) programs to promote civilian control of
the military.

(d) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—For purposes of this section,
the term ‘‘appropriate congressional com-
mittees’’ means the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions and the Committee on Appropriations
of the Senate.
SEC. 3303. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING

RELATIONS WITH BURMA.
It is the sense of the Congress that—
(1) official United States trade delegations

to Burma should be indefinitely suspended;
(2) visits to Burma by senior officials of

the United States Government should be
minimized until Aung San Suu Kyi is re-
leased from house arrest;

(3) the Secretary of Labor should submit to
the Congress a report on labor practices in
Burma so that Members of Congress can bet-
ter inform constituents, including stock-
holders and business leaders of the United
States companies which transact commerce
with Burma, on labor conditions in that
country;

(4) the Secretary of State should submit to
the Congress a report on resource exploi-
tation and environmental degradation in
Burma;

(5) no assistance should be used for cooper-
ative counternarcotics efforts between the
United States and members of the State Law
and Order Restoration Committee (SLORC)
regime;

(6) the United States should discourage the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN) from including the SLORC regime
in ASEAN activities;

(7) the Secretary of State should submit to
the Congress a report which outlines a strat-
egy for encouraging democratic transition in
Burma; and

(8) the United States should encourage its
allies to restrict the relations of such allies
with Burma in accordance with this section.
SEC. 3304. DEBT RESTRUCTURING FOR EGYPT.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The Government of Egypt owes the
United States Government over $6,000,000,000
from prior economic assistance credit pro-
grams.

(2) Current annual debt service payments
by Egypt to the United States are approxi-
mately $270,000,000, will climb in the near fu-
ture to $350,000,000, and will continue until
the year 2021.

(3) Egypt’s debt service to the United
States results in reduced investment capital
and slower economic growth in Egypt.

(4) Restructuring Egypt’s debt burden, and
buying down Egypt’s debt, could substan-
tially reduce over time Egypt’s requirement
for economic assistance.

(5) Addressing Egypt’s debt burden is in
the mutual interest of Egypt and the United
States.

(b) REPORT.—(1) Not later than January 31,
1996, the Secretary of State and the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall develop and sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittee options to restructure Egypt’s debt,
and buy down, over a period of time through
the use of funds authorized to be appro-
priated under chapter 4 of part II of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2346 et
seq.; relating to the economic support fund),
all outstanding debt owed by the Govern-
ment of Egypt to the United States Govern-
ment, including debt owed under develop-
ment assistance, agriculture, Export-Import
Bank, and Commodity Credit Corporation
credit programs.

(2) The Secretary of State and the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall develop the op-
tions required by paragraph (1) in such a way
as to enable the United States to reduce as-
sistance to Egypt in the future under chap-
ter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2346 et seq.; relating to the
economic support fund). In the development
of such options, the Secretaries shall consult
with the Secretary of Commerce for the pur-
pose of determining the impact of the op-
tions required under paragraph (1) on the
level of United States exports to Egypt.

(3) For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘‘appropriate congressional commit-
tees’’ means the Committee on International
Relations and the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate.
SEC. 3305. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO FOR-

EIGN GOVERNMENTS PROVIDING AS-
SISTANCE TO IRAN.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Iran is engaged in an intensive effort to
develop nuclear weapons and some nations
have indicated that they are prepared to co-
operate with Iran in the nuclear field.

(2) The possession of nuclear weapons by
Iran would represent a serious threat to the
peace and security of the entire Middle East
region and an extremely serious challenge to
United States interests in that region.

(3) The United States places the highest
priority on denying to Iran the capability to
produce nuclear weapons and systems for the
delivery of nuclear weapons and other weap-
ons of mass destruction.

(4) The sale or transfer to Iran by any
other government or with the permission of
any other government of technology that
may be critical for Iran to develop or deploy
nuclear weapons is a serious threat to United
States interests.

(b) ADMISSION TO NATO.—It is the sense of
the Congress that the United States should
vigorously oppose the accession to the North
Atlantic Treaty and the admission to the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization of any
country which sells or licenses for sale any
nuclear or dual-use technology or any mili-
tary weapons, equipment, ammunition or
munitions of any kind, including any item
included on any lists covered by the Missile
Technology Control Regime, to Iran or to
any country which the Secretary of State
has determined repeatedly provides support
for acts of international terrorism pursuant
to section 6(j) of the Export Administration
Act of 1979.

(c) PROHIBITION ON UNITED STATES ASSIST-
ANCE.—No assistance authorized to be appro-
priated by this Act or any other Act may be
provided by any agency of the United States
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Government to the government of any coun-
try which sells or licenses for sale any nu-
clear or dual-use technology or any military
weapons, equipment, ammunition or muni-
tions of any kind, including any item in-
cluded on any lists covered by the Missile
Technology Control Regime, to Iran or to
any other country which the Secretary of
State has determined repeatedly provides
support for acts of international terrorism
pursuant to section 6(j) of the Export Admin-
istration Act of 1979.

(d) EXCEPTIONS.—The prohibition in sub-
section (c) shall not apply to—

(1) assistance provided to Russia, Belarus,
Ukraine, or Kazakhstan under the authori-
ties of the Soviet Nuclear Threat Reduction
Act of 1991 (title II of Public Law 102–228; 105
Stat. 1691); and

(2) assistance provided under chapter 11 of
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
(22 U.S.C. 2295 et seq.; relating to assistance
for the independent states of the former So-
viet Union) for the purposes of—

(A) humanitarian, disaster, or refugee re-
lief; or

(B) assisting democratic political reform
and rule of law activities, and assisting in
the creation of private sector and nongovern-
mental organizations that are independent of
government ownership and control.
SEC. 3306. ASSISTANCE FOR PAKISTAN.

Section 620E(e) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2375(e)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘No assistance shall’’ and
inserting ‘‘(1) Except as provided in para-
graph (2), no assistance shall’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(2)(A) Assistance in support of nongovern-
mental organizations or microenterprises
under chapter 1 of part I of this Act (relating
to development assistance) and assistance
under the provisions of law described in sub-
paragraph (B) may be made available for
Pakistan.

‘‘(B) The provisions of law described in this
subparagraph are the following:

‘‘(i) Title IV of chapter 2 of part I of this
Act (relating to the Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation).

‘‘(ii) Chapter 8 of part I of this Act (relat-
ing to international narcotics control).

‘‘(iii) Chapter 5 of part II of this Act (relat-
ing to international military education and
training).

‘‘(iv) Chapter 8 of part II of this Act (relat-
ing to antiterrorism assistance).

‘‘(v) Any provision of law under which as-
sistance is available to carry out the follow-
ing activities:

‘‘(I) Aviation safety.
‘‘(II) Immigration and customs procedures.
‘‘(III) Peacekeeping.
‘‘(IV) Promotion of trade and investment

interests of the United States.
‘‘(C) Assistance described in subparagraph

(B)(iii) may be made available for Pakistan
under this paragraph for fiscal year 1997 and
each subsequent fiscal year only if the Presi-
dent certifies to the Congress for such fiscal
year that the Government of Pakistan is
fully cooperating with United States
counter-narcotics assistance programs and
policies.’’.
SEC. 3307. RETURN OF MILITARY EQUIPMENT OF

PAKISTAN.
It is the sense of the Congress that—
(1) the inability of the President since Oc-

tober 1, 1990, to make the necessary certifi-
cation under section 620E(e) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (relating to the nu-
clear activities of Pakistan) has prevented
the delivery of military aircraft for which
Pakistan made nonrefundable cash payments
to contractors and unnecessarily com-
plicated the achievement of United States

foreign policy and nonproliferation objec-
tives in South Asia;

(2) in the absence of a Presidential certifi-
cation for Pakistan under section 620E(e) of
such Act, the United States should make a
determined effort to find a third party buyer
for the such military aircraft and should re-
imburse Pakistan with any proceeds derived
from a sale to such third party, up to the
amount paid by Pakistan for such military
aircraft; and

(3) with respect to other military equip-
ment imported into the United States from
Pakistan prior to May 1, 1991, for repair or
modification by the Department of Defense,
the return of such military equipment, in-
cluding spare parts thereof, or equivalent
equipment or spare parts originally owned
by another country, does not constitute a
transfer of military equipment under the
terms of section 620E(e) of such Act, provided
such military equipment or spare parts are
returned in an unrepaired state or without
modifications for which they were originally
imported into the United States.
SEC. 3308. ELIGIBILITY OF PANAMA UNDER ARMS

EXPORT CONTROL ACT.
The Government of the Republic of Pan-

ama shall be eligible to purchase defense ar-
ticles and defense services under the Arms
Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2751 et seq.),
except as otherwise specifically provided by
law.
SEC. 3309. FUTURE OF THE UNITED STATES MILI-

TARY PRESENCE IN PANAMA.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings:
(1) The Panama Canal is a vital strategic

asset to the United States, its allies, and the
world.

(2) The Treaty on the Permanent Neutral-
ity and Operation of the Panama Canal
signed on September 7, 1977, provides that
Panama and the United States have the re-
sponsibility to assure that the Panama
Canal will remain open and secure.

(3) Such Treaty also provides that each of
the two countries shall, in accordance with
their respective constitutional processes, de-
fend the Canal against any threat to the re-
gime of neutrality, and consequently shall
have the right to act against any aggression
or threat directed against the Canal or
against the peaceful transit of vessels
through the Canal.

(4) The United States instrument of ratifi-
cation of such Treaty includes specific lan-
guage that the two countries should consider
negotiating future arrangements or agree-
ments to maintain military forces necessary
to fulfill the responsibility of the two coun-
tries of maintaining the neutrality of the
Canal after 1999.

(5) The Government of Panama, in the bi-
lateral Protocol of Exchange of instruments
of ratification, expressly ‘‘agreed upon’’ such
arrangements or agreements.

(6) The United States Navy depends upon
the Panama Canal for rapid transit in times
of emergency, as demonstrated during World
War II, the Korean War, the Vietnam con-
flict, the Cuban Missile Crisis, and the Per-
sian Gulf conflict.

(7) Drug trafficking and money laundering
have proliferated in the Western Hemisphere
since the Treaty on the Permanent Neutral-
ity and Operation of the Panama Canal was
signed on September 7, 1977, and such traf-
ficking and laundering poses a grave threat
to peace and security in the region.

(8) Certain facilities now utilized by the
United States Armed Forces in Panama are
critical to combat the trade in illegal drugs.

(9) The United States and Panama share
common policy goals such as strengthening
democracy, expanding economic trade, and
combating illegal narcotics throughout
Latin America.

(10) The Government of Panama has dis-
solved its military forces and has maintained
only a civilian police organization to defend
the Panama Canal against aggression.

(11) Certain public opinion polls in Panama
suggest that many Panamanians desire a
continued United States military presence in
Panama.

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that—

(1) the President should negotiate a new
base rights agreement with the Government
of Panama—

(A) to allow the stationing of United
States Armed Forces in Panama beyond De-
cember 31, 1999; and

(B) to ensure that the United States will be
able to act appropriately, consistent with
the Panama Canal Treaty, the Treaty Con-
cerning the Permanent Neutrality and Oper-
ation of the Panama Canal, and the resolu-
tions of ratification thereto, for the purpose
of assuring that the Panama Canal shall re-
main open, neutral, secure, and accessible;
and

(2) the President should consult with the
Congress throughout the negotiations de-
scribed in paragraph (1).
SEC. 3310. PEACE AND STABILITY IN THE SOUTH

CHINA SEA.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-

lowing:
(1) The South China Sea is a critically im-

portant waterway through which 25 percent
of the world’s ocean freight and 70 percent of
Japan’s energy supplies transit.

(2) The South China Sea serves as a crucial
sea lane for United States Navy ships mov-
ing between the Pacific and Indian Oceans,
particularly in time of emergency.

(3) There are a number of competing
claims to territory in the South China Sea.

(4) The 1992 Manila Declaration adhered to
by the Association of South East Asian Na-
tions, the Socialist Republic of Vietnam, and
the People’s Republic of China calls for all
claimants to territory in the South China
Sea to resolve questions of boundaries
through peaceful negotiations.

(5) The legislature of the People’s Republic
of China has declared the entire South China
Sea to be Chinese territorial waters.

(6) The armed forces of the People’s Repub-
lic of China have asserted China’s claim to
the South China Sea through the kidnapping
of citizens of the Republic of the Philippines
and the construction of military bases on
territory claimed by the Philippines.

(7) These acts of aggression committed by
the armed forces of the People’s Republic of
China against citizens of the Philippines are
contrary to both international law and to
peace and stability in East Asia.

(b) POLICY DECLARATIONS.—The Congress—
(1) declares the right of free passage

through the South China Sea to be vital to
the national security interests of the United
States, its friends, and allies;

(2) declares that any attempt by a
nondemocratic power to assert, through the
use of force or intimidation, its claims to
territory in the South China Sea to be a
matter of grave concern to the United
States;

(3) calls upon the Government of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China to adhere faithfully
to its commitment under the Manila Dec-
laration of 1992; and

(4) calls upon the President to review the
defense needs of democratic countries with
claims to territory in the South China Sea.
SEC. 3311. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING

NARCOTICS CONTROL EFFORTS OF
COLOMBIA.

It is the sense of the Congress that—
(1) relations between the United States and

Colombia are at a critical stage, particularly
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following the President’s March 1, 1995, deci-
sion to grant the Government of Colombia a
national interest waiver in the 1994 narcotics
certification determination;

(2) the Government of Colombia has under-
taken efforts toward the elimination of drug
trafficking organizations, especially the
powerful ‘‘kingpins’’ based in Cali;

(3) important advances need to be taken to
dismantle the operations of criminal enter-
prises in Colombia which seek to corrupt
government institutions;

(4) the Government of Colombia should be
encouraged to complete specific, attainable
objectives in its overall narcotics control
strategy, including—

(A) the arrest and prosecution of the ac-
knowledged leaders of the Cali drug organi-
zation;

(B) the imposition of tougher sentencing of
drug traffickers to ensure that such traffick-
ers serve sentences commensurate with their
crimes;

(C) the expeditious passage of legislation
to criminalize money laundering;

(D) the aggressive eradication of illicit
crops, including coca opium, and marijuana;

(E) the elimination of the industrial infra-
structure of the narcotics trade, including
laboratories, precursor chemicals, and air-
craft;

(F) the destruction of the internal narcot-
ics distribution export system, including the
use of airports, rivers, and ports for such sys-
tem;

(G) the elimination of the island of San
Andres as a illegal narcotics transshipment
point; and

(H) the end of the current policy of the
Government of Colombia under which key
drug traffickers are given lenient sentences
in return for their surrender;

(5) the Secretary of State should make the
issue of illicit narcotics the highest foreign
policy priority of the United States with re-
spect to relations with key illicit drug tran-
sit and producing nations, such as Colombia;
and

(6) the Secretary of State should request
our European allies to join the United States
in sending a clear message to Colombia on
the importance of attaining these
counternarcotics goals and objectives in the
shortest possible time so that reductions in
United States foreign assistance will not be
necessary in the future.

SEC. 3312. NOTIFICATION OF ARMS SALES TO
SAUDI ARABIA.

(a) NOTIFICATION.—Until the certification
under subsection (b) is submitted to the Con-
gress, section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export
Control Act shall be applied to sales of Saudi
Arabia by substituting in the first sentence
‘‘0’’ for $50,000,000, ‘‘0’’ for $200,000,000, and
‘‘0’’ for $14,000,000.

(b) CERTIFICATION.—Subsection (a) shall
cease to apply if and when the Secretary of
State certifies and reports in writing to the
Congress that the unpaid claims of American
firms against the Government of Saudi Ara-
bia that are described in the June 30, 1993, re-
port by the Secretary of Defense pursuant to
section 9140(c) of the Department of Defense
Appropriations Act, 1993 (Public Law 102–396;
106 Stat. 1939), including the additional
claims noticed by the Department of Com-
merce on page 2 of that report, have been re-
solved satisfactorily.

SEC. 3313. ASSISTANCE FOR ZAIRE.

(a) SECURITY ASSISTANCE.—Assistance may
not be transferred to the Government of
Zaire for each of the fiscal years 1996 and
1997—

(1) under chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2346 et seq.;
relating to the economic support fund);

(2) under chapter 5 of part II of that Act (22
U.S.C. 2347 et seq.; relating to international
military education and training); or

(3) from the ‘‘Foreign Military Financing
Program’’ account under section 23 of the
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2763).

(b) DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE.—Assistance
under chapter 1 of part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.; re-
lating to development assistance) or chapter
10 of such part (22 U.S.C. 2293 et seq.; relating
to the Development Fund for Africa) for each
of the fiscal years 1996 and 1997 shall not be
transferred to the Government of Zaire.
TITLE XXXIV—SPECIAL AUTHORITIES AND

OTHER PROVISIONS
CHAPTER 1—SPECIAL AUTHORITIES

SEC. 3401. ENHANCED TRANSFER AUTHORITY.
Section 610 of the Foreign Assistance Act

of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2360) is amended to read as
follows:
‘‘SEC. 610. TRANSFER BETWEEN ACCOUNTS.

‘‘(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—Whenever the
President determines it to be necessary for
the purposes of this Act or the Arms Export
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2751 et seq.), not to ex-
ceed 20 percent of the funds made available
to carry out any provision of this Act (ex-
cept funds made available pursuant to title
IV of chapter 2 of part I) or section 23 of the
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2763)—

‘‘(1) may be transferred to, and consoli-
dated with, the funds in any other account or
fund available to carry out any provision of
this Act; and

‘‘(2) may be used for any purpose for which
funds in that account or fund may be used.

‘‘(b) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF INCREASE.—
The total amount in the account or fund for
the benefit of which transfer is made under
subsection (a) during any fiscal year may not
be increased by more than 20 percent of the
amount of funds otherwise made available.

‘‘(c) NOTIFICATION.—The President shall no-
tify in writing the congressional committees
specified in section 634A at least fifteen days
in advance of each such transfer between ac-
counts in accordance with procedures appli-
cable to reprogramming notifications under
such section.’’.
SEC. 3402. AUTHORITY TO MEET UNANTICIPATED

CONTINGENCIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of part III of

the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 is amend-
ed by inserting after section 610 (22 U.S.C.
2360) the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 610A. AUTHORITY TO MEET UNANTICI-

PATED CONTINGENCIES.
‘‘(a) AUTHORITY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to provide for

any unanticipated contingency in the pro-
grams, projects, or activities for which as-
sistance is provided under this Act, the
President is authorized to use funds made
available to carry out any provision of this
Act (other than chapter 1 or chapter 10 of
part I of this Act) for the purpose of provid-
ing assistance authorized by any other provi-
sion of this Act in accordance with the provi-
sions applicable to the furnishing of such as-
sistance.

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—The authority of para-
graph (1) may not be used to authorize the
use of more than $40,000,000 in any fiscal
year.

‘‘(b) SUPERSEDES OTHER LAWS.—Funds
made available under the authority of this
section may be used notwithstanding any
other provision of law.

‘‘(c) NOTIFICATION OF CONGRESS.—
‘‘(1) NOTIFICATION.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the President shall notify the
congressional committees specified in sec-
tion 634A(a) at least 15 days before obligating
any funds under this section in accordance
with the procedures applicable to

reprogramming notifications under section
634A(a).

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—The President may waive
the requirement contained in paragraph (1) if
the President determines that complying
with such requirement would pose a substan-
tial risk to human health or welfare. If the
President exercises the waiver under the pre-
ceding sentence, the President shall notify
the congressional committees specified in
section 634A(a) as early as practicable, but in
no event later than 3 days after the date on
which the President took the action to
which such notification requirement was ap-
plicable.’’.

(b) REPEAL.—Chapter 5 of part I of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2261; re-
lating to contingencies) is hereby repealed.
SEC. 3403. SPECIAL WAIVER AUTHORITY.

Section 614 of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2364) is amended to read as
follows:
‘‘SEC. 614. SPECIAL WAIVER AUTHORITY.

‘‘(a) AUTHORITY.—The President may pro-
vide assistance and make loans under the
provisions of law described in subsection (b),
notwithstanding any other provision of law,
if the President determines that to do so is
vital to the national interests of the United
States.

‘‘(b) LAWS WHICH MAY BE WAIVED.—The
provisions of law described in this subsection
are—

‘‘(1) this Act;
‘‘(2) the Arms Export Control Act (22

U.S.C. 2751 et seq.);
‘‘(3) any provision of law authorizing the

provision of assistance to foreign countries
or making appropriations for such assist-
ance; and

‘‘(4) any other provision of law that re-
stricts the authority to provide assistance or
make loans under a provision of law de-
scribed in paragraph (1), (2), or (3).

‘‘(c) CONSULTATION WITH CONGRESS.—Be-
fore exercising the authority under sub-
section (a), the President shall consult with,
and shall provide a written policy justifica-
tion to the Committee on International Re-
lations and the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate.

‘‘(d) NOTIFICATION TO CONGRESS.—A deter-
mination under subsection (a) shall be effec-
tive only if the President notifies the con-
gressional committees specified in sub-
section (c) in writing of that determination.

‘‘(e) ANNUAL CEILINGS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The authority of this

section may not be used in any fiscal year to
authorize—

‘‘(A) more than $750,000,000 in sales or
leases to be made under the Arms Export
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2751 et seq.);

‘‘(B) the use of more than $250,000,000 of
funds made available under this Act or the
Arms Export Control Act; or

‘‘(C) the use of more than $100,000,000 of for-
eign currencies accruing under this Act or
any other provision of law.

‘‘(2) SALES UNDER THE ARMS EXPORT CON-
TROL ACT.—If the authority of this section is
used both to authorize a sale or lease under
the Arms Export Control Act and to author-
ize funds to be used under this Act with re-
spect to the financing of that sale or lease,
then the use of the funds shall be counted
against the limitation in paragraph (1)(B)
and the portion, if any, of the sale or lease
which is not so financed shall be counted
against the limitation in paragraph (1)(A).

‘‘(3) LEASES.—For purposes of paragraph
(1)(A) the replacement cost, less any depre-
ciation in the value, of the defense articles
authorized to be leased shall be counted
against the limitation in that paragraph.
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‘‘(4) COUNTRY LIMITS.—(A) Not more than

$75,000,000 of the $250,000,000 limitation pro-
vided in paragraph (1)(B) may be allocated to
any one country in any fiscal year unless
that country is a victim of active aggression.

‘‘(B) Not more than $500,000,000 of the ag-
gregate limitation of $1,000,000,000 provided
in paragraph (1)(A) and (1)(B) may be allo-
cated to any one country in any fiscal
year.’’.
SEC. 3404. TERMINATION OF ASSISTANCE.

Section 617 of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2367) is amended to read as
follows:
‘‘SEC. 617. TERMINATION OF ASSISTANCE.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) In order to ensure
the effectiveness of assistance provided
under this Act, funds made available under
this Act to carry out any program, project,
or activity of assistance shall remain avail-
able for obligation for a period not to exceed
8 months after the date of termination of
such assistance for the necessary expenses of
winding up such programs, projects, or ac-
tivities and, notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds so obligated may remain
available until expended.

‘‘(2) Funds obligated to carry out any pro-
gram, project, or activity of assistance be-
fore the effective date of the termination of
such assistance are authorized to be avail-
able for expenditure for the necessary ex-
penses of winding up such programs,
projects, and activities, notwithstanding any
provision of law restricting the expenditure
of funds, and may be reobligated to meet any
other necessary expenses arising from the
termination of such assistance.

‘‘(3) The necessary expenses of winding up
programs, projects, and activities of assist-
ance include the obligation and expenditure
of funds to complete the training or studies
outside their countries of origin of students
whose course of study or training program
began before assistance was terminated.

‘‘(b) LIABILITY TO CONTRACTORS.—For the
purpose of making an equitable settlement
of termination claims under extraordinary
contractual relief standards, the President is
authorized to adopt as a contract or other
obligation of the United States Government,
and assume (in whole or in part) any liabil-
ities arising thereunder, any contract with a
United States or third-country contractor to
carry out any program, project, or activity
of assistance under this Act that was subse-
quently terminated pursuant to law.

‘‘(c) GUARANTEE PROGRAMS.—Provisions of
this or any other Act requiring the termi-
nation of assistance under this Act shall not
be construed to require the termination of
guarantee commitments that were entered
into before the effective date of the termi-
nation of assistance.’’.

CHAPTER 2—OTHER PROVISIONS
SEC. 3411. CONGRESSIONAL PRESENTATION DOC-

UMENTS.
Section 634 of the Foreign Assistance Act

of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2394) is amended to read as
follows:
‘‘SEC. 634. CONGRESSIONAL PRESENTATION DOC-

UMENTS.
‘‘(a) REQUIREMENT FOR SUBMISSION.—As

part of the annual requests for enactment of
authorizations and appropriations for foreign
assistance programs for each fiscal year, the
President shall prepare and transmit to the
Congress annual congressional presentation
documents for the programs authorized
under this Act and the Arms Export Control
Act (22 U.S.C. 2751 et seq.).

‘‘(b) MATERIALS TO BE INCLUDED.—The doc-
uments submitted pursuant to subsection (a)
shall include—

‘‘(1) the rationale for the allocation of as-
sistance or contributions to each country,
regional, or centrally funded program, or or-
ganization, as the case may be;

‘‘(2) a description of how each such pro-
gram or contribution supports the objectives
of this Act or the Arms Export Control Act,
as the case may be;

‘‘(3) a description of planned country, re-
gional, or centrally funded programs or con-
tributions to international organizations and
programs for the coming fiscal year; and

‘‘(4) for each country for which assistance
is requested under this Act or the Arms Ex-
port Control Act—

‘‘(A) the total number of years since 1946
that the United States has provided assist-
ance;

‘‘(B) the total amount of bilateral assist-
ance provided by the United States since
1946, including the principal amount of all
loans, credits, and guarantees; and

‘‘(C) the total amount of assistance pro-
vided to such country from all multilateral
organizations to which the United States is
a member, including all international finan-
cial institutions, the United Nations, and
other international organizations.

‘‘(c) GRADUATION FROM DEVELOPMENT AS-
SISTANCE.—

‘‘(1) DETERMINATION.—As part of the con-
gressional presentation documents transmit-
ted to the Congress under this section, the
Secretary of State shall make a separate de-
termination for each country identified in
such documents for which bilateral develop-
ment assistance is requested, estimating the
year in which each such country will no
longer be receiving bilateral development as-
sistance.

‘‘(2) DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE DEFINED.—
For purposes of this section, the term ‘devel-
opment assistance’ means assistance under—

‘‘(A) chapter 1 of part I of this Act;
‘‘(B) chapter 10 of part I of this Act;
‘‘(C) chapter 11 of part I of this Act; and
‘‘(D) the Support for East European De-

mocracy (SEED) Act of 1989 (22 U.S.C. 5401 et
seq.).’’.
SEC. 3412. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO FOR-

EIGN GOVERNMENTS ENGAGED IN
ESPIONAGE AGAINST THE UNITED
STATES.

Chapter 1 of part III of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370 et seq.), as
amended by this Act, is further amended by
adding at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 620J. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO

FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS ENGAGED
IN ESPIONAGE AGAINST THE UNIT-
ED STATES.

‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.—None of the funds made
available to carry out this Act or the Arms
Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2751 et seq.)
(other than humanitarian assistance or as-
sistance for refugees) may be provided to any
foreign government which the President de-
termines is engaged in intelligence activities
within the United States harmful to the na-
tional security of the United States.

‘‘(b) PERIODIC REPORTS.—Beginning one
year after the date of enactment of this sec-
tion, and annually thereafter, the President
shall prepare and transmit to the Committee
on Foreign Relations and the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence of the Senate and the
Committee on International Relations and
the Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the House of Representatives a re-
port, in classified and unclassified forms,
listing all foreign governments which the
President determines are conducting intel-
ligence activities within the United States
harmful to the national security of the Unit-
ed States.

‘‘(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘humanitarian assistance’ means
food (including the monetization of food),
clothing, medicine, and medical supplies.’’.
SEC. 3413. DEBT RESTRUCTURING FOR FOREIGN

ASSISTANCE.
Chapter 1 of part III of the Foreign Assist-

ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370 et seq.), as

amended by this Act, is further amended by
adding at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 620K. SPECIAL DEBT RELIEF FOR POOR

COUNTRIES.
‘‘(a) AUTHORITY TO REDUCE DEBT.—The

President may reduce amounts owed to the
United States Government by a country de-
scribed in subsection (b) as a result of—

‘‘(1) loans or guarantees issued under this
Act; or

‘‘(2) credits extended or guarantees issued
under the Arms Export Control Act (22
U.S.C. 2751 et seq.).

‘‘(b) COUNTRY DESCRIBED.—A country de-
scribed in this subsection is a country—

‘‘(1) with a heavy debt burden that is eligi-
ble to borrow from the International Devel-
opment Association but not from the Inter-
national Bank for Reconstruction and Devel-
opment (commonly referred to as an ‘IDA-
only’ country); and

‘‘(2) the government of which—
‘‘(A) does not have an excessive level of

military expenditures;
‘‘(B) has not repeatedly provided support

for acts of international terrorism; and
‘‘(C) is cooperating with the United States

on international narcotics control matters;
‘‘(3) (including the military or other secu-

rity forces of such government) does not en-
gage in a consistent pattern of gross viola-
tions of internationally recognized human
rights; and

‘‘(4) is not prohibited from receiving assist-
ance described in section 527(a) of the For-
eign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal
Years 1994 and 1995 by reason of such section.

‘‘(c) LIMITATIONS.—The authority under
subsection (a) may be exercised—

‘‘(1) only to implement multilateral offi-
cial debt relief ad referendum agreements
(commonly referred to as ‘Paris Club Agreed
Minutes’); and

‘‘(2) only to the extent that appropriations
for the cost of the modification, as defined in
section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, are made in advance.

‘‘(d) CERTAIN PROHIBITIONS INAPPLICABLE.—
A reduction of debt pursuant to the exercise
of authority under subsection (a)—

‘‘(1) shall not be considered assistance for
purposes of any provision of law limiting as-
sistance to a country; and

‘‘(2) may be exercised notwithstanding sec-
tion 620(r) of this Act or any comparable pro-
vision of law.

‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to

be appropriated to the President for the pur-
pose of carrying out this section $7,000,000 for
each of the fiscal years 1996 and 1997.

‘‘(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts authorized to
be appropriated under paragraph (1) are au-
thorized to remain available until ex-
pended.’’.
SEC. 3414. DEBT BUYBACKS OR SALES FOR DEBT

SWAPS.
Part IV of the Foreign Assistance Act of

1961 (22 U.S.C. 2430 et seq.) is amended by
adding at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 711. AUTHORITY TO ENGAGE IN DEBT

BUYBACKS OR SALES.
‘‘(a) LOANS ELIGIBLE FOR SALE, REDUCTION,

OR CANCELLATION.—
‘‘(1) AUTHORITY TO SELL, REDUCE, OR CANCEL

CERTAIN LOANS.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the President may, in ac-
cordance with this section, sell to any eligi-
ble purchaser any concessional loan or por-
tion thereof made before January 1, 1995, to
the government of any eligible country pur-
suant to this Act, or on receipt of payment
from an eligible purchaser, reduce or cancel
such loan or portion thereof, only for the
purpose of facilitating—

‘‘(A) debt-for-equity swaps, debt-for-devel-
opment swaps, or debt-for-nature swaps; or
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‘‘(B) a debt buyback by an eligible country

of its own qualified debt, only if the eligible
country uses an additional amount of the
local currency of the eligible country, equal
to not less than 40 percent of the price paid
for such debt by such eligible country, or the
difference between the price paid for such
debt and the face value of such debt, to sup-
port activities that link conservation and
sustainable use of natural resources with
local community development, and child sur-
vival and other child development, in a man-
ner consistent with sections 707 through 710,
if the sale, reduction, or cancellation would
not contravene any term or condition of any
prior agreement relating to such loan.

‘‘(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the
President shall, in accordance with this sec-
tion, establish the terms and conditions
under which loans may be sold, reduced, or
canceled pursuant to this section.

‘‘(3) ADMINISTRATION.—The Facility shall
notify the administrator of the agency pri-
marily responsible for administering part I
of this Act of purchasers that the President
has determined to be eligible, and shall di-
rect such agency to carry out the sale, re-
duction, or cancellation of a loan pursuant
to this section. Such agency shall make an
adjustment in its accounts to reflect the
sale, reduction, or cancellation.

‘‘(4) LIMITATION.—The authorities of this
subsection shall be available only to the ex-
tent that appropriations for the cost of the
modification, as defined in section 502 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, are made
in advance.

‘‘(b) DEPOSIT OF PROCEEDS.—The proceeds
from the sale, reduction, or cancellation of
any loan sold, reduced, or canceled pursuant
to this section shall be deposited in an ac-
count or accounts established in the Treas-
ury for the repayment of such loan.

‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE PURCHASERS.—A loan may be
sold pursuant to subsection (a)(1)(A) only to
a purchaser who presents plans satisfactory
to the President for using the loan for the
purpose of engaging in debt-for-equity swaps,
debt-for-development swaps, or debt-for-na-
ture swaps.

‘‘(d) DEBTOR CONSULTATIONS.—Before the
sale to any eligible purchaser, or any reduc-
tion or cancellation pursuant to this section,
of any loan made to an eligible country, the
President shall consult with the country
concerning the amount of loans to be sold,
reduced, or canceled and their uses for debt-
for-equity swaps, debt-for-development
swaps, or debt-for-nature swaps.

‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For the sale, reduction,

and cancellation of loans or portions thereof
pursuant to this section, there are author-
ized to be appropriated to the President
$3,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1996 and
1997.

‘‘(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts authorized to
be appropriated under paragraph (1) are au-
thorized to remain available until ex-
pended.’’.
SEC. 3415. IMPACT ON JOBS IN THE UNITED

STATES.
Section 636 of the Foreign Assistance Act

of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2396) is amended by adding
at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(j)(1) Funds made available to carry out
the provisions of this Act may not be made
available to provide—

‘‘(A) any financial incentive to a business
enterprise located in the United States for
the purpose of inducing that enterprise to re-
locate outside the United States if such in-
centive or inducement is likely to reduce the
number of individuals employed in the Unit-
ed States by that enterprise because that en-
terprise would replace production in the

United States with production outside the
United States;

‘‘(B) assistance for the purpose of estab-
lishing or developing in a foreign country
any export processing zone or designated
area in which the tax, tariff, labor, environ-
ment, and safety laws of that country do not
apply, in part or in whole, to activities car-
ried out within that zone or area, unless the
President determines and certifies that such
assistance is not likely to cause a loss of jobs
within the United States; or

‘‘(C) subject to paragraph (2), assistance for
any project or activity that contributes to
the violation of internationally recognized
workers rights (as defined in section 502(a)(4)
of the Trade Act of 1974) of workers in the
foreign country, including in any designated
zone or area in that country.

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1)(C) shall not apply with
respect to the provision of assistance for the
informal sector, microenterprises and small-
scale enterprises, and small-holder agri-
culture of the foreign country.’’.
SEC. 3416. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO FOR-

EIGN GOVERNMENTS THAT EXPORT
LETHAL MILITARY EQUIPMENT TO
COUNTRIES SUPPORTING INTER-
NATIONAL TERRORISM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 620 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2370), as
amended by this Act, is further amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(z)(1) No assistance may be provided
under this Act or the Arms Export Control
Act to any foreign government that provides
lethal military equipment to a country, the
government of which the Secretary of State
has determined pursuant to section 40(d) of
the Arms Export Control Act is a govern-
ment that has repeatedly provided support
for acts of international terrorism.

‘‘(2) The prohibition under paragraph (1)
with respect to a foreign government shall
terminate 12 months after the date on which
that government ceases to provide such le-
thal military equipment.

‘‘(3) The President may waive the require-
ments of paragraph (1) if the President deter-
mines that the provision of such assistance
is important to the national security inter-
ests of the United States.

‘‘(4) Whenever the waiver of paragraph (3)
is exercised, the President shall prepare and
transmit to the appropriate congressional
committees a report with respect to the fur-
nishing of such assistance. Such report shall
include a detailed explanation of the assist-
ance to be provided, including the estimated
dollar amount of such assistance, and an ex-
planation of how the assistance furthers the
national interests of the United States.

‘‘(5) For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘appropriate congressional committees’
means the Committee on International Rela-
tions and the Committee on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Committee on Appropriations of the Sen-
ate.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 620(z) of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as added by
subsection (a), applies with respect to lethal
military equipment provided pursuant to a
contract entered into on or after the date of
enactment of this Act.
SEC. 3417. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO

COUNTRIES THAT CONSISTENTLY
OPPOSE THE UNITED STATES POSI-
TION IN THE UNITED NATIONS GEN-
ERAL ASSEMBLY.

(a) PROHIBITION.—United States assistance
may not be provided to a country that con-
sistently opposed the United States position
in the United Nations General Assembly dur-
ing the most recent session of the General
Assembly.

(b) CHANGE IN GOVERNMENT.—If—
(1) the Secretary of State determines that,

since the beginning of the most recent ses-
sion of the General Assembly, there has been
a fundamental change in the leadership and
policies of the government of a country to
which the prohibition in subsection (a) ap-
plies, and

(2) the Secretary believes that because of
that change the government of that country
will no longer consistently oppose the United
States position in the General Assembly,
the Secretary may exempt that country
from that prohibition. Any such exemption
shall be effective only until submission of
the next report under section 406 of the For-
eign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal
Years 1990 and 1991. The Secretary shall sub-
mit to the Congress a certification of each
exemption made under this subsection. Such
certification shall be accompanied by a dis-
cussion of the basis for the Secretary’s deter-
mination and belief with respect to such ex-
emption.

(c) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of
State may waive the requirement of sub-
section (a) if the Secretary determines and
reports to the Congress that despite the
United Nations voting pattern of a particu-
lar country, the provision of United States
assistance to that country is necessary to
promote United States foreign policy objec-
tives.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section—
(1) the term ‘‘consistently opposed the

United States position’’ means that the
country’s votes in the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly coincided with the United
States position less than 25 percent of the
time, using for this purpose the overall per-
centage-of-voting coincidences set forth in
the annual report submitted to the Congress
pursuant to section 406 of the Foreign Rela-
tions Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1990
and 1991;

(2) the term ‘‘most recent session of the
General Assembly’’ means the most recently
completed plenary session of the General As-
sembly for which overall percentage-of-vot-
ing coincidences is set forth in the most re-
cent report submitted to the Congress pursu-
ant to section 406 of the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1990 and
1991; and

(3) the term ‘‘United States assistance’’
means assistance under—

(A) chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (relating to the economic
support fund),

(B) chapter 5 of part II of that Act (relat-
ing to international military education and
training), or

(C) the ‘‘Foreign Military Financing Pro-
gram’’ account under section 23 of the Arms
Export Control Act,
except that such term does not include as-
sistance under chapter 8 of part I of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (relating to inter-
national narcotics control) or assistance
under chapter 8 of part II of such Act (relat-
ing to antiterrorism assistance).

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section takes ef-
fect upon the date of the submission to the
Congress of the report pursuant to section
406 of the Foreign Relations Authorization
Act, Fiscal Years 1990 and 1991, that is re-
quired to be submitted by March 31, 1996.
SEC. 3418. LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO COUN-

TRIES THAT RESTRICT THE TRANS-
PORT OR DELIVERY OF UNITED
STATES HUMANITARIAN ASSIST-
ANCE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The United States Federal budget defi-
cit and spending constraints require the
maximum efficiency in the usage of United
States foreign assistance.
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(2) The delivery of humanitarian assistance

to people in need is consistent with the fun-
damental values of our Nation and is an im-
portant component of United States foreign
policy.

(3) As a matter of principle and in further-
ance of fiscal prudence, the United States
should seek to promote the delivery of hu-
manitarian assistance to people in need in a
manner that is both timely and cost effec-
tive.

(4) Recipients of United States assistance
should not hinder or delay the transport or
delivery of United States humanitarian as-
sistance to other countries.

(b) PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE.—Section
620 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2370), as amended by this Act, is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(aa)(1) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, United States assistance may
not be made available for any country whose
government prohibits or otherwise restricts,
directly or indirectly, the transport or deliv-
ery of United States humanitarian assist-
ance.

‘‘(2) The prohibition on United States as-
sistance contained in paragraph (1) shall not
apply if the President determines and noti-
fies the Congress in writing that providing
such assistance to a country is in the na-
tional security interest of the United States.

‘‘(3) A suspension or termination of United
States assistance for any country under
paragraph (1) shall cease to be effective when
the President certifies in writing to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate that such country is no longer pro-
hibiting or otherwise restricting, either di-
rectly or indirectly, the transport or deliv-
ery of United States humanitarian assist-
ance.

‘‘(4)(A) At the time of the annual budget
submission to Congress, the President shall
submit a report to the Congress describing
any information available to the President
concerning prohibitions or restrictions, di-
rect or indirect, on the transport or delivery
of United States humanitarian assistance by
the government of any country receiving or
eligible to receive United States foreign as-
sistance during the current or preceding fis-
cal year.

‘‘(B) The President shall include in the re-
port required by subparagraph (A) a state-
ment as to whether the prohibition in para-
graph (1) is being applied to each country for
which the President has information avail-
able to him concerning prohibitions or re-
strictions, direct or indirect, on the trans-
port or delivery of United States humani-
tarian assistance.

‘‘(5) As used in this subsection, the term
‘United States assistance’ has the same
meaning given that term in section 481(e)(4)
of this Act.’’.
SEC. 3419. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO FOR-

EIGN GOVERNMENTS, PRIVATE AND
VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS, AND
OTHER ENTITIES THAT INHIBIT
UNITED STATES-SUPPORTED DE-
MINING OPERATIONS AND ACTIVI-
TIES.

(a) PROHIBITION.—None of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated by this Act may be
made available to any foreign government,

private and voluntary organization, or any
other entity which the Secretary of State de-
termines inhibits United States-supported
demining operations and activities through
the imposition of discriminatory customs
duties, tariffs, or any other barrier to the
entry of equipment or personnel designated
for use or participation in such operations
and activities.

(b) EXCEPTION.—(1) The prohibition con-
tained in subsection (a) shall not apply with
respect to a foreign government, private and
voluntary organization, or any other entity
if the President determines and reports to
the congressional committees specified in
section 634A of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (in accordance with procedures applica-
ble to reprogramming notifications under
that section) that the provision of assistance
to such government, organization, or other
entity, as the case may be, is important to
the national interest of the United States.

(2) Any determination under paragraph (1)
shall include a detailed justification of how
the provision of assistance furthers United
States national interests.

CHAPTER 3—REPEALS
SEC. 3421. REPEAL OF OBSOLETE PROVISIONS.

(a) 1988 FOREIGN OPERATIONS APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT.—Section 537(h)(2) of the Foreign
Operations, Export Financing, and Related
Programs Appropriations Act, 1988, as in-
cluded in Public Law 100–202, is hereby re-
pealed.

(b) 1987 FOREIGN ASSISTANCE APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT.—Section 539(g)(2) of the Foreign
Assistance and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1987, as included in Public Law 99–
591, is hereby repealed.

(c) 1986 ASSISTANCE ACT.—The Special For-
eign Assistance Act of 1986 is hereby repealed
except for section 1 and section 204.

(d) 1985 ASSISTANCE ACT.—The Inter-
national Security and Development Coopera-
tion Act of 1985 is hereby repealed except for
section 1, section 131, section 132, section 504,
section 505, part B of title V (other than sec-
tion 558 and section 559), section 1302, section
1303, and section 1304.

(e) 1985 JORDAN SUPPLEMENTAL ACT.—The
Jordan Supplemental Economic Assistance
Authorization Act of 1985 is hereby repealed.

(f) 1985 AFRICAN FAMINE ACT.—The African
Famine Relief and Recovery Act of 1985 is
hereby repealed.

(g) 1983 ASSISTANCE ACT.—The Inter-
national Security and Development Assist-
ance Authorization Act of 1983 is hereby re-
pealed.

(h) 1983 LEBANON ASSISTANCE ACT.—The
Lebanon Emergency Assistance Act of 1983 is
hereby repealed.

(i) 1981 ASSISTANCE ACT.—The Inter-
national Security and Development Coopera-
tion Act of 1981 is hereby repealed except for
section 1, section 709, and section 714.

(j) 1980 ASSISTANCE ACT.—The Inter-
national Security and Development Coopera-
tion Act of 1980 is hereby repealed except for
section 1, section 110, section 316, and title V.

(k) 1979 DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE ACT.—
The International Development Cooperation
Act of 1979 is hereby repealed.

(l) 1979 SECURITY ASSISTANCE ACT.—The
International Security Assistance Act of 1979
is hereby repealed.

(m) 1979 SPECIAL SECURITY ASSISTANCE
ACT.—The Special International Security
Assistance Act of 1979 is hereby repealed.

(n) 1978 DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE ACT.—
The International Development and Food As-
sistance Act of 1978 is hereby repealed, ex-
cept for section 1, title IV, and section
603(a)(2).

(o) 1978 SECURITY ASSISTANCE ACT.—The
International Security Assistance Act of 1978
is hereby repealed.

(p) 1977 DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE ACT.—
The International Development and Food As-
sistance Act of 1977 is hereby repealed except
for section 1, section 132(b), and section 133.

(q) 1977 SECURITY ASSISTANCE ACT.—The
International Security Assistance Act of 1977
is hereby repealed.

(r) 1976 SECURITY ASSISTANCE ACT.—The
International Security Assistance and Arms
Export Control Act of 1976 is hereby repealed
except for section 1, section 201(b), section
212(b), section 601, and section 608.

(s) 1975 DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE ACT.—
The International Development and Food As-
sistance Act of 1975 is hereby repealed.

(t) 1975 BIB ACT.—Public Law 94–104 is
hereby repealed.

(u) 1974 ASSISTANCE ACT.—The Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1974 is hereby repealed.

(v) 1973 EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE ACT.—The
Emergency Security Assistance Act of 1973 is
hereby repealed.

(w) 1973 ASSISTANCE ACT.—The Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1973 is hereby repealed.

(x) 1971 ASSISTANCE ACT.—The Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1971 is hereby repealed.

(y) 1971 SPECIAL ASSISTANCE ACT.—The
Special Foreign Assistance Act of 1971 is
hereby repealed.

(z) 1969 ASSISTANCE ACT.—The Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1969 is hereby repealed except
for the first section and part IV.

(aa) 1968 ASSISTANCE ACT.—The Foreign
Assistance Act of 1968 is hereby repealed.

(bb) 1964 ASSISTANCE ACT.—The Foreign
Assistance Act of 1964 is hereby repealed.

(cc) LATIN AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT ACT.—
The Latin American Development Act is
hereby repealed.

(dd) 1959 MUTUAL SECURITY ACT.—The Mu-
tual Security Act of 1959 is hereby repealed.

(ee) 1954 MUTUAL SECURITY ACT.—Sections
402 and 417 of the Mutual Security Act of 1954
are hereby repealed.

(ff) DEPARTMENT OF STATE AUTHORIZATION
ACT, FISCAL YEARS 1982 and 1983.—Section
109 of the Department of State Authorization
Act, Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983, is hereby re-
pealed.

(gg) DEPARTMENT OF STATE AUTHORIZATION
ACT, FISCAL YEARS 1984 AND 1985.—Sections
1004 and 1005(a) of the Department of State
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1984 and
1985, are hereby repealed.

(hh) SAVINGS PROVISION.—Except as other-
wise provided in this Act, the repeal by this
Act of any provision of law that amended or
repealed another provision of law does not
affect in any way that amendment or repeal.

TITLE XXXV—EFFECTIVE DATE

SEC. 3501. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Except as otherwise provided in this Act,
this division, and the amendments made by
this division, shall take effect on the date of
the enactment of this Act or October 1, 1995,
whichever occurs later.
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The Senate met at 9:45 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

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

Gracious God, You have shown us
that You want to guide what we pray,
so that You can grant us the desires of
our hearts. We begin this day with
King Solomon’s response to Your ques-
tion, ‘‘Ask! What shall I give you?’’
Then Solomon asked for what we desire
for the work of this day. He confessed
his own inadequacy and need for
strength to grasp the challenges of
being a leader. Then he asked for an
‘‘understanding heart.’’ We are moved
by the translation of the Hebrew words
for ‘‘understanding heart,’’ meaning a
‘‘hearing heart.’’ Solomon wanted to
hear both Your voice and the voice of
the people expressing their needs, and
be able to respond and speak to those
needs out of the depth of wisdom that
came from a heart tuned to Your spir-
it’s supernatural power. May the re-
sponse You gave to Solomon be the re-
sponse You give to the women and men
of this Senate who long to know and do
Your will: ‘‘See, I have given You a
wise and understanding heart.’’ The
heart of the matter is the heart: Your
heart speaking to our hearts. Help us
to listen, Lord. Amen.

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, leadership time is
reserved.

f

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 10:30 a.m., with Senators permitted
to speak therein for not to exceed 5
minutes each.

The Senator from Illinois.
(The remarks of Mr. SIMON pertain-

ing to the introduction of S. 811 are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.’’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

f

WHERE IS BILL?

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to talk about
an issue that greatly disturbs me at a
time when we are debating in this
country how we are going to get to a
balanced budget and what steps we
need to take and the tough decisions in
setting priorities about where Federal
spending should go in the next 7 years.

We had a process that went through
here in the Senate and over in the
House that just came from the con-
ference committee to cut $16 billion,
$16 billion of funding that has been ap-
propriated by this Congress over the
past year or two—a truly minor down-
payment on reducing the Federal budg-
et deficit. It is about 1 percent of what
we will spend this fiscal year. We are
talking about cutting 1 percent, not
just in this fiscal year but this fiscal
year and the next combined. About $16
billion is what the rescission package
will do.

I see the headline in the Washington
Post, not the one I am particularly
proud of, which is ‘‘Capitals Disman-
tled by Penguins,’’ which I am happy
to see that, but one which greatly dis-
turbs me under that which is, ‘‘Clinton
To Veto $16 Billion Rescissions Pack-
age.’’ The President—who has pre-
sented a budget that is going to add al-
most $2 trillion to the national debt
over the next 7 years, who refuses to
come to the U.S. Congress and present
a balanced budget, who says there is no
problem in Medicare, who says that ev-
erything is just fine—now decides he
cannot support cuts in spending. He
cannot support cuts in spending: That
$16 billion is too much. We just cannot
do it. We cannot tighten our belt to do
that.

So he is going to go to some group. I
am sure he will wrap himself—I do not
know, I did not read this completely—
wrap himself with either a group of
seniors or a group of children because
that is what you do when you do not
want to change things. You hide behind
children or you hide behind seniors,
and you say: ‘‘We cannot hurt these
vulnerable in our society.’’ But the fact
of the matter is this is a drop in the
bucket. These are spending cuts, many
of which he advocated, to programs
many of which do not work.

Sure there are some tough cuts in
here, things I am uncomfortable with.
We cut, in this bill, low-income home
energy assistance, not this year which
I am happy to see, but next year, by
$300 million. I think that is a painful
thing. But we have to share. We cannot
do everything. We cannot continue to
spend everything we are spending now.
I think that is a good compromise.

There are other things in there that
cause me some problems. They may be
good programs but we have to be able
to say we are going to tighten our belts
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a little bit. And here you have a Presi-
dent who is holding dialogs with him-
self about his relevancy, showing he is
not going to be relevant to balancing
the budget, he is going to stand in our
way every step of the way to block any
kind of reducing the size of Govern-
ment or cutting spending here in Wash-
ington, DC.

Mr. President, $16 billion out of $1.6
trillion and we cannot do that. It is too
tough. I think the American public
should see this for what it is, a Presi-
dent who just wants to blame the other
side for being mean and being cruel and
offers nothing in return, who offers no
balanced budget to this body, who says
he is not for the balanced budget
amendment to force us to get there,
who says there is no problem in Medi-
care when it is going to go broke in 7
years. His own trustees say it is going
to go broke in 7 years. Denial, denial,
denial; no, no, no.

Where is the President? You know,
we had the great debater from the
State of Massachusetts, Senator KEN-
NEDY, stand up and say, ‘‘Where is
George? Where is George?’’

Where is Bill? Where is Bill? Where is
he going to be if we are going to bal-
ance this budget? Where is he going to
be if we are going to put this country
back on sound footing again? Is he
going to continue to hide behind the
status quo, to be the President who
goes down defending this policy that
has just continued to pile up debt after
debt after debt?

Where is Bill? Where is he when it
comes to setting this country back on
the course of fiscal responsibility?

I will tell you where he is, hiding be-
hind a group of people, vetoing legisla-
tion to get us back on the right track.
We deserve better.

I yield the floor.
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. Under the
previous order, the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. DORGAN] is recognized to
speak for up to 30 minutes.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, it is al-
ways entertaining to listen to the
morning discussions on the floor of the
Senate. I should not say always enter-
taining. It is at least occasionally en-
tertaining. As to the question of
‘‘Where is Bill?’’—which I assume real-
ly asks ‘‘Where is the President?’’—he
is at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. He was
there yesterday. I assume he is there
this morning, reachable by phone if
someone really wants to visit with him
about policy issues.

But I would say that at least yester-
day, when some of us visited with the
President about the budget issues, we
talked about a lot of things. There is

no disagreement, in my judgment,
among those of us in the Senate or
with the President or Members of the
House of Representatives about the
goal. We have a budget that is out of
balance and it must be balanced. We
must, it seems to me, develop a plan
that is thoughtful, that establishes the
right priorities, but especially in the
end balances the budget.

It is interesting. I hear people stand
up here on the floor of the House and
bellow and crow about how they are
the ones that have all the answers,
they are the ones that know how to
balance the budget, they are the ones
with the guts, and they are the ones
with a plan. What a bunch of nonsense.
Add it all up, just back up and add it
up, and you will find that there is not
a nickel’s worth of difference between
Members on either side of the aisle, in
the House or the Senate, about how
much money they want to spend. Oh,
there is a big difference in how they
want to spend it. Some want to build
more jet airplanes, jet fighters, and
bombers, and build more missiles.
Some want to stay as deep in debt as
we are; that we ought to rebuild star
wars right now. That is a proposal be-
fore us.

So they want to spend money, all
right. Others of us want to make sure
that a poor kid gets a hot lunch in the
middle of the day at school, or that we
have a Head Start that is fully funded,
or a WIC Program that works, or
health care available to the elderly
when they need it. So there is a dif-
ference in how we want to spend
money. There are differences in our
priorities. But there is no difference in
appetite.

Do not let anybody tell you different.
Add up the priorities in the 1980’s, and
you will see that those who call them-
selves conservatives have an unending
appetite to spend the public’s money
just on different things. This is evident
even now. As tough as times are in this
country, they are over pushing to cut
back on the hot lunch program, and
they have decided that it should no
longer be an entitlement for a hot
lunch for a poor kid in the middle of
the day at school. But if a hot lunch for
a poor kid in school is not an entitle-
ment, they sure want to build star wars
at a time when there is no longer a So-
viet Union. That is the difference.
There are differences in priorities.

No one should believe that there is
not a grim determination on both sides
of the political aisle in the House and
the Senate this year to balance this
Federal budget with a plan that gets
there in a real and in an honest way.
The quarrel is about priorities. It is a
legitimate quarrel. We sometimes fight
for and believe in different things. We
come from different parts of the coun-
try. We represent often different
ideologies. But the quarrel is not the
goal. The destination is something that
I think is well accepted. We must get
to a balanced budget.

I sent earlier this month rec-
ommendations to the Senate Budget
Committee totaling nearly $800 billion
in spending cuts. I want to send them
some more. There are plenty of spend-
ing cuts—some of them very aggres-
sive, some of them controversial—that
should be, could be, and I hope will be
made in order to reach a balanced
budget. I happen to think it is a prior-
ity as a goal.

But these days when we find our-
selves in a circumstance where we are
up to our necks in debt, spending more
than we take in and charging the bal-
ance to our kids and grandkids, some
say what we really need to do is to
have a tax cut. They construct a mid-
dle-income tax cut. In fact, I was asked
by a radio moderator the other day
about what I think of the middle-in-
come tax cut or the middle-class tax
cut passed by the House of Representa-
tives. I said, ‘‘Gee, which tax cut could
you be referring to?’’ The middle-class
tax cut passed by the House of Rep-
resentatives provides, on average, a
$124 tax cut for those families with in-
comes under $30,000 a year, and an
$11,000 tax cut for those families with
incomes over $200,000 a year. That is
what they define in the House as mid-
dle income? They have been reading
different math books than I have been
reading, I guess.

I do not think a tax cut is advisable
at the moment. I think the first job is
to reduce the deficit, not to run over
and curry favor with popular programs
like tax cuts. But if we were going to
have a tax cut, we ought to have a tax
cut that benefits working families, not
just the upper income families, not just
the affluent in our country.

So I would like folks to take a look
at this chart. This chart shows the
kinds of priorities that some stand up
here and bust their buttons about, call-
ing them middle-class priorities. This
tax cut is a tax cut that benefits dis-
proportionately the most affluent in
this country and gives a few pennies to
the rest.

I do not happen to think we ought to
have a tax cut at this point. I think we
ought to keep our nose to the grind-
stone, cut spending, and use the reve-
nues to reduce the Federal budget defi-
cit. When we have that done, I will join
others in this Chamber to propose a tax
cut that then will be helpful to middle-
income families. But to decide you
ought to have a decrease first—let us
go ahead and serve dessert at this meal
first, which is a tax cut, because that is
enormously popular—that has a ring to
it that is only political, not sub-
stantive. That says let us curry favor,
and not do the hard work of dealing
with the deficit.

At the same time that some who pro-
pose a contract say let us have a tax
cut that they call middle class but
really, as you can see from the chart,
benefits the most affluent in our coun-
try, they say we have a plan to cut
Medicare. But they do not have a plan
to protect health care for the elderly.
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They would just cut the dollars. More
and more people are growing old in this
country. Some months—most months,
in fact—we have 200,000 Americans in 1
month become eligible for Medicare.
Why? Because America is growing
older.

So as more and more people become
eligible for Medicare, to cut the fund-
ing without worrying about how an el-
derly person gets health care is hardly
a priority I think which stands the test
of good sense. And if you say to a coun-
try that faces real challenges in its fu-
ture that the way to face them is to
make it harder for a kid to go to col-
lege and cut back on money for student
aid, then you are not in my judgment
investing in our future.

Why do that? We do that at least in
part because some want to give a big
tax cut to the most affluent in Amer-
ica. Again, I do not quarrel with the
goal. I think the goal of balancing the
budget is a goal we must march toward
and meet. That is our challenge, and
that is our test. I think there is sub-
stantial room to quarrel about the pri-
orities at this point. There is a right
way to do this and a wrong way to do
it. And the right way to do it is to un-
derstand that the economic engine in
this country is the working family.
You do not help the working family in
this country by doing the kinds of
things that they are talking about in
this budget. That is the wrong way.

I would say that maybe 50 or 60 per-
cent of the budget recommendations
brought out by the Budget Committee
make a lot of sense, and I would sign
up immediately for them. I support a
lot of those proposals. A lot of them
are good. I give Senator DOMENICI and
other members of the Budget Commit-
tee great credit for some of those pro-
visions, and I will support them in a
minute and vote for them. But I am
just saying that in the Contract With
America in the House and also in the
Senate, there are some provisions that
reflect in a traditional way the dif-
ference in priorities.

We believe in education. Let us in-
vest in education and not withdraw the
help for those who want to learn, those
who want to produce, and those who
want to go on to become citizens who
will help build this country. Let us not
withdraw health care assistance from
the elderly and the poor who need it.
Let us not increase taxes for the low-
income working families, which is also
a part of this budget proposal. But
there are many other areas where we
can cut, and cut significantly, and cut
much more than is now proposed by
the Senate Budget Committee rec-
ommendation.

So I hope when we get this to the
floor, I hope you will not hear one word
from any Member of the Senate who
quarrels about the goal. We must bal-
ance the budget by 2002. It is doable. It
is doable without the greatest of effort
by Members of the Senate. But it ought
to be done right away, investing in the
right things still for this country, even

as we cut those things we no longer
need, those things that waste money
and those things that are extravagant.
f

TRADE WITH JAPAN
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I want

to turn to one other very brief subject,
and that is the issue of trade with
Japan.

I intend to provide a discussion to-
morrow at some greater length about
our trade situation. But I noticed that
the Trade Representative has an-
nounced potential sanctions in the fu-
ture against Japanese trade with the
United States if Japan does not open
its market further to United States
goods.

The fact is the trade situation in this
country is serious. We talk a lot about
the Federal budget deficit, but we have
another deficit that is serious and
troublesome. We have a trade deficit
that is the most significant trade defi-
cit in this country’s history. The mer-
chandise trade deficit last year was
$166 billion, and I have a chart that
shows our trade picture in this coun-
try. I would like to hold it up.

This chart shows with whom we have
trade deficits and those with whom we
have trade surpluses. We have almost
no surpluses, and those countries with
whom we have a surplus, it is a very,
very minuscule surplus, but you will
see what is happening with respect to
deficits.

All of our major trading partners are
countries with which we now have a
trade deficit, and that now includes
Mexico, for all those who said we were
going to have all these new jobs and
bountiful trade with Mexico. What a
bunch of nonsense that was. We have
turned a trade surplus with Mexico
into a very significant trade deficit.
Most experts suggest the deficit with
Mexico will turn out to be anywhere
from $12 to $16 billion. It was the last
remaining major trading partner we
had with which we have had a surplus,
and we have turned that into a deficit,
unfortunately, with NAFTA and the
subsequent devaluation of the peso,
and so on.

But you will see in this line a grow-
ing, escalating trade deficit with Japan
even as the dollar was weakened
against the yen, even when you would
expect the trade circumstances to
move in the other direction. Our trade
deficit with Japan is unsustainable,
and it is not fair. The Japanese expect
their products to come into the Amer-
ican market unimpeded, and they do.
We have a wide selection of brand
names from Japan in virtually every
area of consumer products. So they ac-
cess our marketplace. And what hap-
pens when we try to access theirs? We
find impediment after impediment
after impediment, and we cannot get
American goods in any significant
quantity into the Japanese market-
place.

I have a very small chart I would like
to show on auto parts and on cars and

trucks, and I hope that this can be
picked up. But this shows the percent-
age of auto parts by country, and I
wish to show you the import share. The
United Kingdom has 60 percent—60 per-
cent of the auto parts in the United
Kingdom are imports; 32 percent in the
United States; 49 percent in France; 16
percent in Italy; 2.4 percent of the auto
parts in Japan are imported—2.4 per-
cent. All the rest are produced in
Japan.

Now, is that an accident? No, it is
not, because they keep auto parts out
of Japan. You cannot get them in.
They can move them to the United
States, but we cannot move them to
Japan.

How about cars and trucks? Mr.
President, 4 percent of the cars and
trucks sold in Japan are imports. And
you look at the rest of the countries: 35
percent in Italy; 54 percent in the Unit-
ed Kingdom; 30 percent of the cars and
trucks sold in the United States are
imports; 4 percent of the cars and
trucks sold in Japan are imports.

Now, is that because no one has fig-
ured out a way to sell in Japan? No. It
is because Japan keeps them out.
Japan has a one-way trade strategy
that says we want Japanese producers
to be able to sell in your markets, but
when your producers want to sell in
Japan, we want to keep them out.

This President, to his credit, has
begun to stand up to other countries,
including Japan, saying we are sick
and tired of one-way trade relations.
When we have these trade deficits, it
means lost jobs in America—lost jobs,
lost income, lost opportunity, and lost
hope. The President is saying we ex-
pect and demand reciprocal trade poli-
cies. Japan, we want you to open your
markets.

We are not saying we want to shut off
access to Japanese goods in the United
States. That is not the point. The Unit-
ed States has demonstrated for many,
many years that we want our consum-
ers to have the widest possible choice
of goods, including goods from around
the world. But it is long past the time
when our country should accept a trade
relationship that is unfair to our peo-
ple, unfair to our country, unfair to our
wage earners.

This President is saying to Japan, we
are going to hold up a mirror. We treat
you well. Our borders are open to you.
You move your goods here in increas-
ing quantities. We expect your borders
to be open to us. We expect American
producers and the product of American
workers to have access to the consum-
ers in Japan. And he is the first Presi-
dent for some long while to have the
nerve to stand up and to have the nerve
to confront the Japanese on these is-
sues.

It is not just the Japanese. We also
have to confront the Chinese, whose $30
billion trade surplus with the United
States is growing at an alarming rate.
We must be able to penetrate those
markets and have fairness in the world
and world trade.
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Ambassador Kantor and the Presi-

dent, I know, are embarked on a nerv-
ous time, and I know it is very con-
troversial. But I would say, whether it
is a Republican or a Democratic ad-
ministration, this country needs to
stand up for its economic interests. It
needs to stand up for jobs and oppor-
tunity here. I think President Clinton,
in calling the Japanese on these trade
policies, is beginning to do that on be-
half of this country.

I do not want a trade war. A trade
war will not benefit anyone. It will
hurt the world. But by the same token,
we cannot have a post-Second World
War trade strategy which is essentially
only a foreign policy by which we pay
and everyone else wins. That is a strat-
egy that continues to weaken our
country. We ought to say our borders
are open but yours must be, too. We be-
lieve in reciprocal trade policies. We
believe in open trade and free trade,
yes, but we, most importantly, insist
on fair trade. It is long past the time
when our country needs to stand for
that. I am pleased that President Clin-
ton is taking some action to confront
the Japanese and now next it will be a
number of other countries that treat us
in exactly the same way.

Mr. President, with that, I yield the
floor.
f

VETO OF THE RESCISSION BILL
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, Presi-

dent Clinton announced today that he
is going to veto the rescission package.
President Clinton is going to veto our
effort to reduce Government spending
by $16 billion. President Clinton, who
continues to talk about deficits, is
going to veto a bill that cuts more
spending than any rescission bill in the
history of this country.

Why is he going to do that? He is
going to do it because he is committed
politically to the special interest
groups who stand to lose from our put-
ting the Federal Government on a
budget like everybody else. I think Bill
Clinton should start representing the
public interest and not the special in-
terests that support the Democratic
Party.

I think it is outrageous, when we are
running a $175 billion deficit, when the
deficit is heading toward $350 billion,
and the President, to defend things the
way they are in Washington, DC, is
going to veto a bill that cuts 16 billion
dollars’ worth of Government spending.

The President should sign the rescis-
sion bill. He should join our effort to
put the Federal Government on a budg-
et like everybody else. Ultimately, we
have to make a decision. Are we going
to change the Government in order to
bring back the American dream, put
the Federal Government on a budget,
let families keep more of what they
earn, or are we going to continue to
support business as usual in Washing-
ton, DC?

When Bill Clinton vetoes a $16 billion
cut in Government spending to protect

a few pet programs, he is putting the
political interests of his administra-
tion and his party in front of the inter-
ests of the people of America. I do not
think the American people are going to
like it; I think they are going to react
negatively to it; and I think they
should.

President Clinton can stop us on the
rescission bill. He can get Democrats
to vote and sustain his veto. I think it
is important that we pass the bill, that
we challenge him, and that we try to
override this outrageous veto. But for
next year, beginning in October, we are
going to be writing the appropriations
bills, and so the President is not going
to have the ability to veto bills unless
he wants to shut down Federal depart-
ments.

I think we are fast coming to the mo-
ment of truth. Are we serious about
dealing with Government spending?
Are we serious about putting the Gov-
ernment on a budget like everybody
else? Or are we committed to the same
old special interest groups that have
dominated American Government for
40 years?

By vetoing an effort to reduce Gov-
ernment spending to protect special in-
terest programs, President Clinton is
saying he is willing to protect business
as usual in Washington. I think this is
something that we have to fight be-
cause I think we are down to the basic
principle on which the American peo-
ple cast their votes in 1994, and I think
they expect us to stand up, speak out,
and fight for putting the Federal Gov-
ernment on a budget like everybody
else.

I yield the floor.
Mr. PRYOR addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas.
f

SPECIAL INTERESTS
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I wonder

if my friend from Texas would answer a
question if I were to propose a ques-
tion?

Mr. GRAMM. I might. I would like to
hear it first.

Mr. PRYOR. Yes.
I read in the Washington Post this

morning about the $5 million Repub-
lican fundraiser that was held last
evening. I want to congratulate the
Senator from Texas for putting this
enormous fundraiser together. It may
have been the largest of its kind in his-
tory.

I wonder if the Senator from Texas
would be so kind as to answer this
question of the Senator from Arkansas:
Were there any special interests rep-
resented at this fundraiser?

Mr. GRAMM. Let me first respond by
saying, I appreciate your generosity in
suggesting that I might have put on
such a grand fundraiser. In fact, I am
no longer chairman of the Republican
Senatorial Committee. I did attend. We
had a lot of people there from all over
America.

Mr. PRYOR. Were there any special
interests there at the fundraiser?

Mr. GRAMM. Clearly, many of them
were there. They came to the event.
Each individual group represents a spe-
cial interest.

But let me tell you the difference.
What we told them we were going to do
there is put the Federal Government
on a budget. We were not promising to
give anything away last night. We were
promising to stand up for the vital in-
terests of this Nation and, remark-
ably—maybe it is not true in your
party, but in my party when you stand
up and fight for America, there are
people that are for you.

I am proud of the fact, as my col-
league, I am sure, knows, that in the
last election cycle, when I was chair-
man, the average contribution to the
Democratic Senatorial Committee was
10 times as large as the average con-
tribution to the Republican Senatorial
Committee because we have grassroots
support.

And, given the President’s veto,
given the President’s veto of our effort
to control spending, I can see why we
have grassroots support and the Demo-
cratic Party does not.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate my friend from Texas and neigh-
bor trying to answer that question.

I am going to ask him another ques-
tion.

Were there grassroots supporters
there at this $5 million fundraiser last
evening?

Mr. GRAMM. They were from all
over America. In fact, I saw a lot of
them from Arkansas.

Mr. PRYOR. That is right.
And how much was each ticket for

the fundraiser, if I might ask?
Mr. GRAMM. It varied, depending on

whether it was individual money or
whether it was——

Mr. PRYOR. Whether it was grass-
roots or special interest, is that the
case?

Mr. GRAMM. No. It varied on wheth-
er it came out of your checking ac-
count or out of the checking account of
your company or your organization.

You hold similar events every year,
but, because the American people no
longer support your agenda, your at-
tendance is falling off. Ours is rising.
But I do not feel sorry for you.

Mr. PRYOR. Oh, no, do not feel sorry
for us yet. You know, we still have a
few kicks left in the dog here.

But I would just like to ask my
friend from Texas, the special interests
you referred to that support President
Clinton, would you please be so kind as
to enumerate those special interests?

Mr. GRAMM. I certainly would.
The Legal Services Corp., the Cor-

poration for Public Broadcasting, the
broad-based coalition of people who are
riding in the wagon as opposed to the
people who are pulling the wagon in
America.

Our objective is to try to put the
Government on a budget, so we can let
working people keep more of what they
earn, so that we can have decisions
made not by Washington but by Amer-
ican families.
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See, we have this idea that Demo-

crats rejected about 40 years ago, and
that is families can do a better job of
spending their own money than you do
for them.

Now that sounds alien in Washing-
ton, DC, but in Little Rock, AR, people
are beginning to think maybe that is
the way we ought to do things.

Mr. DORGAN. I wonder if the Sen-
ator from Arkansas would yield to me?

Mr. PRYOR. I do not have the floor,
actually.

Mr. GRAMM. I have to go to a hear-
ing on Legal Services, to let them
know the bad news.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would say, the hour of 10:30 hav-
ing arrived, morning business was to
close.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, seeing no
other Senators desiring recognition, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ator from North Dakota be allowed to
proceed for 3 minutes.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I was
curious about the question asked by
my colleague from Arkansas.

Our colleague, Senator GRAMM from
Texas, said that at this fundraiser they
were not giving anybody anything. I
assume he forgot, probably, that in the
vote in the House of Representatives
on the Contract With America, just to
name one little piece of that, they
eliminated the alternative minimum
tax for corporations.

You remember those stories in the
old days about a big corporation that
earned $3 billion in earned income, net
profit, and paid zero in Federal income
tax. Well, the Federal Government said
they wanted to correct that, so they
set up what was called an alternative
minimum tax, so you could never zero
it out, talking about the real big cor-
porations now.

Well, in the House of Representa-
tives, in the tax bill under the con-
tract, they zero it out and they say,
‘‘No more alternative minimum tax.
You big companies, you make $5 bil-
lion, it is all right if you pay zero in
taxes.’’ But at same time they do that,
they say, ‘‘But we can give those com-
panies’’—incidentally, about 2,000 com-
panies—‘‘the equivalent of $2 million
each in tax breaks. We can afford to do
that, but we cannot afford to provide
student aid, as we used to, so we will
have to ask kids who are going to go to
college who do not have any money to
pay for it, we will make if harder for
kids to go to college because we cannot
afford investing in kids who go to col-
lege, as we used to, but we do have the
money to provide the equivalent of a $2
million tax break for each of 2,000 cor-
porations by saying to those corpora-
tions, You no longer have to worry
about a little thing called the alter-
native minimum tax. You can zero it
out, if you like.’’

I am guessing the Senator from
Texas just forgot about that.

And there are a dozen more like it,
little old things that I am sure folks

would show up to show their apprecia-
tion for, but they are the kinds of
things that represent priorities—the
priorities that say we really believe in
the big interests here, we really think
the big interests need a lot more help
because if we rain on big interests
somehow it will all seep down to the
little folks that are trying to send
their kids to college. That is what I
think has been forgotten in this equa-
tion and this discussion between the
Senator from Texas and the Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
f

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

Under a previous order, the Senate
will now proceed to the consideration
of a resolution to be submitted the
Senator from New York [Mr. D’AMATO].

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, 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. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I have
a resolution which I will shortly be
sending to the desk. May I ask, what is
the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is the resolution to be
considered by the Senator from New
York.

Mr. D’AMATO. I believe we have
agreed that there will be no more than
2 hours.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct, from the time you bring it up.

Mr. D’AMATO. Will the time start to
run as of now?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is
when the Senator submits the resolu-
tion to the desk.
f

ESTABLISHING A SPECIAL COM-
MITTEE TO INVESTIGATE WHITE-
WATER DEVELOPMENT CORP.
AND OTHER MATTERS
Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I send

the resolution to the desk on behalf of
myself and Senator DOLE—and I know
others would like to join—and I ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
A resolution (S. Res. 120) establishing a

special committee administered by the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs to conduct an investigation involving
Whitewater Development Corp., Madison
Guaranty Savings & Loan Association, Cap-
ital Management Services, Inc., the Arkan-
sas Development Finance authority, and
other related matters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President,
Whitewater is a very serious matter.
Some questions raised by Whitewater
go to the very heart of our democratic
system of government. We must deter-
mine whether the public trust has been
abused. We must ascertain whether
purely private interests have been
placed above the public trust. The
American people have a right to know
the full facts about Whitewater and re-
lated matters.

After the Banking Committee’s hear-
ings last year, many important ques-
tions still remain. The American peo-
ple have a right and a need to know the
answers to these questions.

Congress has the responsibility to
serve as the public’s watchdog. We
would be derelict in our duties if we did
not pursue these Whitewater questions.
The Senate must proceed in an even-
handed, impartial, and thorough man-
ner. We have a constitutional respon-
sibility to resolve these issues.

Mr. President, we now bring before
the Senate a resolution that authorizes
a special committee administered by
the Banking Committee to continue
the Whitewater inquiry that was start-
ed but not completed during the last
Congress.

I thank my distinguished colleague,
Senator SARBANES, for his hard work
and cooperation in the preparation of
this resolution. We have jointly pre-
pared a resolution that is balanced and
fair and that will allow the special
committee to search for the truth. I
am confident that Senator SARBANES
and I will continue the Banking Com-
mittee’s bipartisan approach to the
Whitewater matter.

Mr. President, our pursuit of these
questions must be and will be fair,
straightforward, and responsible. The
American people expect and deserve a
thorough inquiry committed to the
pursuit of truth. That is the American
way.

Last summer, the Banking Commit-
tee met these vigorous requirements.
Our examination of the Whitewater
matter was impartial, balanced, and
thorough. That is our goal in this Con-
gress. I am confident that we will meet
these goals.

During last summer’s hearings, many
facts were uncovered. We learned that
certain top administration officials
were not fully candid and forthcoming
with the Congress. That is an undis-
puted fact. The public has a right to
expect more from those in positions of
trust. We also learned that senior
Treasury Department and Clinton
White House officials mishandled con-
fidential law enforcement information
concerning Madison Guaranty. That is
another undisputed fact. Madison is
now defunct; it is a defunct S&L at the
heart of the Whitewater matter. The
failure of this Arkansas S&L eventu-
ally cost American taxpayers more
than $47 million.

Mr. President, the American people
have a right to know the answers to
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many serious questions still remaining
about Whitewater and related matters.
We have a constitutional obligation to
seek the answers to these questions.
That is why I am offering this resolu-
tion today.

Now I will briefly outline some of the
matters that this resolution authorizes
the special committee to investigate.
We will begin with the handling of the
papers in deputy White House counsel
Vince Foster’s office following his
death. Who searched Mr. Foster’s office
on the night of his death? What were
they looking for? What happened to
Mr. Foster’s papers? Were any papers
lost or destroyed? And who authorized
the transfer of Mr. Foster’s Whitewater
file to a closet in the First Family’s
residence? The public has a right to the
answers to these questions.

Mr. President, this resolution en-
courages the special committee to co-
ordinate its activities with those of the
independent counsel, Kenneth Starr.
Senator SARBANES and I have met with
the independent counsel. Judge Starr
has indicated to us that he has no ob-
jection to the special committee’s plan
to inquire into the handling of Mr. Fos-
ter’s papers. Senator SARBANES and I
are committed to coordinating the
committee’s activities with those of
the special counsel.

This resolution authorizes the special
committee to pursue answers to other
questions raised during the Banking
Committee’s hearings last year.

We will explore the scope and impact
of the improper dissemination of con-
fidential law enforcement information
concerning Madison Guaranty. How
widely did the Clinton administration
officials communicate this confidential
information? Did any high-ranking of-
ficials inform targets of criminal inves-
tigations? If so, did this impact any on-
going investigations? The public has a
right to know the answers to these
questions.

The special committee will also ex-
amine whether there were any im-
proper contacts between the Clinton
White House and the Justice Depart-
ment regarding Madison Guaranty.

We know that Paula Casey, the U.S.
attorney in Little Rock, declined to
pursue criminal referrals involving
Madison. That is an undisputed fact.
We also know that Webster Hubbell,
who has pleaded guilty to mail fraud
and tax evasion, was the No. 3 official
at the Justice Department at this criti-
cal time. This is another undisputed
fact.

The committee will ascertain wheth-
er Mr. Hubbell contacted Paula Casey
about Madison. And who else, if any-
one, knew about these contacts with
the U.S. attorney. The public has the
right to know.

Mr. President, this resolution au-
thorizes the special committee to ex-
plore whether the Resolution Trust
Corporation and other officials in
Washington tried to interfere improp-
erly with RTC staff in Kansas City re-
sponsible for investigating wrongdoing

at Madison. If such interference oc-
curred, who authorized it, and why?
The public deserves answers to these
questions.

During last summer’s hearings, the
Banking Committee learned that the
Treasury inspector general furnished
the Clinton White House, at the White
House counsel’s request, transcripts of
the inspector general’s depositions.
That is an undisputed fact.

The committee will now look into
whether these deposition transcripts
were used to coach administration wit-
nesses before they appeared in front of
the committee. That would be wrong.
The public has a right to know if it
happened.

All of these matters that I have dis-
cussed so far involve events that oc-
curred after January 1993 when Presi-
dent Clinton took office. There are also
serious questions regarding events that
occurred in Arkansas in the 1980’s when
President Clinton was Governor. This
resolution also authorizes the special
committee to examine these matters.
Some of these Arkansas matters are
complex and will require the commit-
tee’s close review of many thousands of
pages of documents.

We will review the operations and
regulations of Madison Guaranty. Did
James McDougal, Madison’s chairman
and Governor Clinton’s business part-
ner, improperly divert Madison’s funds
to himself and others? Did any of this
money find its way into the White
House real estate project in which
McDougal and Governor Clinton were
partners? Did McDougal misuse Madi-
son funds to cover any losses the First
Family suffered on their Whitewater
investment? The public has a right to
know the answers to these questions.

Mr. President, the resolution further
authorizes the special committee to ex-
amine the Rose law firm’s representa-
tion of both Madison and RTC, and sen-
ior partners at the Rose law firm, in-
cluding Larry Rodham Clinton, Web-
ster Hubbell, and Vince Foster. The
committee must ascertain whether the
Rose law firm properly handled the
RTC civil claims concerning Madison.

Did the firm have a conflict of inter-
est, and did American taxpayers lose
money in the process?

We will also examine Capital Man-
agement Services and its president,
David Hale, a former Arkansas judge
and Clinton appointee. Hale has pub-
licly charged that the President pres-
sured him to make Small Business Ad-
ministration loans that were used to
prop up Madison.

Did this happen? Did Hale also make
improper Small Business Administra-
tion loans to current Arkansas Gov.
Jim Guy Tucker?

Then there is the matter of the fi-
nancing of the 1990 Arkansas guber-
natorial campaign. We now know that
the president of the Perry County
Bank, Neal Ainley, has pleaded guilty
to violating Federal laws in connection
with the handling of certain large cash
transactions for the Clinton campaign.

Ainley claims he did so at the direction
of campaign officials. The public has a
right to know who authorized this ac-
tivity and why.

Mr. President, this resolution will
authorize the special committee to ex-
amine these and related matters. We
will take every reasonable step to com-
plete this inquiry promptly. We hope
that the administration cooperates
with us in this regard. But we also in-
tend to be thorough and comprehen-
sive.

This resolution provides $950,000 to
fund the special committee through
February 29, 1996. If additional money
is needed, the special committee will
make a recommendation not later than
January 15, 1996, and the majority and
minority will meet to determine the
time for any vote.

Mr. President, we expect to hold pub-
lic hearings into the handling of the
papers of Vince Foster’s office in late
June or early July. We will continue
our inquiry by subject matter until it
is completed. In doing so, we will make
every effort not to interfere with the
independent counsel’s criminal inves-
tigation.

Mr. President, the American people
deserve to know the full facts about
Whitewater and related matters. As I
said at the outset, we will conduct this
inquiry in a fair, evenhanded, and im-
partial manner.

That is what the American people
want, expect, and deserve. I urge the
approval of this resolution.

I see that my distinguished colleague
and ranking member, Senator SAR-
BANES, is here. We have allocated up to
2 hours, equally divided.

I yield the floor.
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, may

I ask what the time situation is?
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.

HUTCHISON). There are 2 hours, of which
15 minutes has already been used.

Mr. SARBANES. There is an hour
now remaining on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the Chair.
Madam President, it is not my inten-

tion to use the entire hour. I hope at
some point both sides might be able to
yield back time and proceed to final
consideration of the resolution.

Let me say at the outset that the res-
olution we are considering today,
which authorizes a special committee
to be administered by the Committee
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs, is really a carrying out of resolu-
tions that were adopted last year by
this body. I think it is important to
consider this resolution in the context
of those resolutions—actions taken by
the Senate last year.

On March 17, 1994, a little over a year
ago, the Senate adopted a resolution by
a vote of 98–0 expressing the sense of
the Senate that hearings should be
held on all matters relating to Madi-
son, to Whitewater, and to Capital
Management.

Then, to carry out that resolution, at
least in part, on June 21 of last year,
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the Senate agreed to Senate Resolution
229, which authorized hearings to be
held into certain areas. Those hearings
were done last summer. We had 6 days
of public hearings. We had extensive
analysis of documents that were pro-
vided to the inquiry committee in
order to enable it to carry out its re-
sponsibilities.

Now, one of the things that was au-
thorized to be looked into by the June
21 resolution was the handling of the
Foster documents. That was later de-
ferred, in response to a request from
the independent counsel who contacted
the committee and indicated that,
given the nature of his inquiry, it
would be preferable if the Committee
did not go ahead with that hearing. Ac-
cordingly, we held off.

Now the distinguished chairman has
indicated that it would be the first
item which will be considered in the
hearings that will now take place
under the resolution we are considering
here today.

So this resolution is in effect a con-
tinuation of our earlier work. It au-
thorizes the completion of work speci-
fied in last year’s resolution, as well as
matters developed during and arising
out of the hearings that were held last
summer, and also a number of matters
my colleague has enumerated that
carry forth on the sense-of-the-Senate
commitment last year to investigate
all matters pertaining to Madison.

I want to go through some other as-
pects of this resolution, just to lay
them out on the record. The chairman
of the Banking Committee, Senator
D’AMATO, has gone through a number
of matters that have been provided for
in this resolution to be examined by
the special committee. The special
committee, administered by the Bank-
ing Committee, shall consist of all of
the members of the Banking Commit-
tee plus two members added from the
Judiciary Committee. The chairman
and ranking members of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, or their des-
ignees, will join with the members of
the Banking Committee to constitute
the special committee which will be
administered by the Banking Commit-
tee. So it is essentially—or primarily,
let me say—a Banking Committee ac-
tivity, since most of the areas to be ex-
amined clearly fall under the jurisdic-
tion of the Banking Committee. But we
did add from the Judiciary Committee
last year. A member came on in order
to help carry out the inquiry. And
there are some matters that are con-
tained in the resolution, to be exam-
ined that, it could well be argued, are
under the jurisdiction of the Judiciary
Committee. So, to bring that together,
we are bringing on two members from
the Judiciary Committee, the chair-
man and ranking member or their des-
ignees. They will be designating some-
one else to handle this responsibility if
they choose to do so, and I do not know
at this point what Chairman HATCH
and ranking member BIDEN intend to

do in that regard. But obviously we
will abide by their decision.

We have also provided in the resolu-
tion which is now before us, and which
shortly will be adopted, for rules and
procedures of this committee which es-
sentially will be the rules and proce-
dures of the Senate, the Standing
Rules of the Senate, and the rules of
procedure of the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. That
is, in effect, the rules framework, pro-
cedural framework within which we
will operate. There are in the resolu-
tion sections that cover aspects of the
process that the special committee will
follow; these are matters it was deemed
important that we spell out in the res-
olution how they were going to be
dealt with. Those involve questions of
subpoena powers, questions of how the
hearings will be conducted—important
questions about immunity. I want to
underscore that because that is a mat-
ter we have had to address before.

We provide that to grant a witness
immunity—I want to read this section
because it is an important matter. The
special committee has the power: ‘‘To
grant a witness immunity under sec-
tion 6002 and 6005’’ of title 18, United
States Code, ‘‘provided that the inde-
pendent counsel has not informed the
special committee in writing that im-
munizing the witness would interfere
with the ability of the independent
counsel successfully to prosecute
criminal violations.’’

We also provide for staffing of the
committee. There is power to appoint
special committee staff including con-
sultants, assistance from the Senate
legal counsel, assistance from the
Comptroller General. There is a provi-
sion whereby the committee can draw
on other Government agencies, Govern-
ment personnel, and on other congres-
sional staff. And we hope, through a
combination of all of these sources,
that we will have an adequate staff to
carry out a proper inquiry and inves-
tigation.

There is also, of course, special provi-
sion for the protection of confidential
information, since we will be interact-
ing with the independent counsel and
others and we think it is important to
have such provisions.

Finally, the money asked for in this
resolution, just under $1 million,
$950,000, is to cover the salaries and
other expenses of the special commit-
tee carrying out this inquiry, begin-
ning on the date of the adoption of this
resolution—I assume today—and end-
ing February 29, 1996.

If it is judged that additional money
is needed, that the inquiry needs to go
forward and additional money is re-
quired in order to fund it, the special
committee will recommend that. Of
course there will have to be a further
vote for the providing of additional
moneys to the special committee.

Mr. President, let me just make a
couple of further, more general obser-
vations. I have very quickly gone
through the resolution and I think

most of it is straightforward. I think
Members of the Senate upon reviewing
it will conclude that is the case. Many
of the provisions are what one might
call boilerplate for such an inquiry,
and track previous provisions that
have been used in various Senate reso-
lutions establishing committees to
carry out inquiries or investigations of
the sort that is being authorized here.

I listened to the chairman with great
interest and I was particularly encour-
aged by his very strong statement of
the need to conduct impartial, bal-
anced and thorough hearings, which is
exactly what I think needs to be done.
There are a lot of allegations that are
swirling around and there are a lot of
questions that are being raised. We see
them from time to time raised in the
press and in the media. And, of course,
one could sit around all day long and
conjure up one question after another.
It is not difficult, it is very easy. It is
not difficult just simply to say, ‘‘Well,
suppose this happened or suppose that
happened; or if this or if that.’’ Of
course, one of the purposes of these
hearings is to get a good, tough-minded
examination of these various allega-
tions to see if there is anything to
them. It needs to be appreciated, that
it is very easy to make the allegations.
Whether the allegations are in fact
substantiated by the facts is a tougher
question to determine, and that does
require an impartial, balanced and
thorough hearing. In fact, the Presi-
dent himself has said the best way to
address these matters is to look at the
facts candidly, and that is what I very
much hope and expect that this com-
mittee will be able to do.

I do think last summer we conducted
hearings that were perceived by all as
being thorough and fair and impartial.
We went at it, in effect, to find out
what the facts were, to ascertain the
truth. I think we pressed that issue in
a resolute manner, and I would expect
the special committee will do so in the
case that is—in the instance that is be-
fore us.

These hearings will make an effort to
get the facts out fully and impartially.
We anticipate that the administration
will cooperate with this effort. They
certainly have indicated that is what
they intend to do. Last year they made
every document available that was re-
quested, as I recall. I think I am cor-
rect in that statement. Now the time
has come to move forward, to begin our
hearings, to begin, in effect, to exam-
ine these various questions and allega-
tions and ascertain with respect to
each of them whether there is any fac-
tual grounding behind them or whether
they simply raise questions that people
can ask. And that, of course, is the pur-
pose of the inquiry which we will be
undertaking here with this provision of
$950,000 to carry out this investigation
in the period between now and Feb-
ruary 29. The resolution provides that
the special committee shall make
every reasonable effort to complete,
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not later than February 1, 1996, the in-
vestigation, study, and hearings au-
thorized by section 1.

This resolution does provide the basis
for carrying out a full and proper, im-
partial, and balanced hearing.

I think our challenge now is to move
ahead in carrying out our responsibil-
ities in the special committee. It is a
heavy burden to add to the responsibil-
ities that Members already have but is
one that obviously we are charged with
responding to.

As I said, we adopted resolutions last
year addressing this matter. This, in
effect, carries forward on those resolu-
tions. It is a continuation, in effect, of
that work. But I hope that if we apply
ourselves to it over the coming
months, we will be able to work
through all of these matters and, in ef-
fect, bring this issue to closure in the
sense that the Members of the Senate
and the American people know that the
various questions have been raised and
thoroughly examined, that it has been
done with a great deal of balance and
fairness and impartiality, and that
these are what the facts are as a con-
sequence of that investigation and in-
quiry.

Madam President, I yield the floor.
Madam President, I suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. Will time be equally
charged?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Only by
unanimous consent.

Mr. SARBANES. I ask unanimous
consent to put in a quorum call and
that the time be equally charged to
both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Hearing none, it is so or-
dered. The time will be charged to both
sides equally.

The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. FAIRCLOTH. 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. FAIRCLOTH addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time to the Senator from North
Carolina?

Mr. D’AMATO. I yield to the Senator
from North Carolina whatever time he
needs, Madam President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina is recognized.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Madam President,
I want to begin my remarks by saying
that I plan to enthusiastically support
the Whitewater resolution.

I think it is a good resolution. I am
concerned, however, that a few key
things have been left out of it. Never-
theless, I think that before the hear-
ings are over, we will wind up working
them in.

Nothing in this resolution allows us
to probe the circumstances surround-
ing the death of Vince Foster. When we
held the hearings last year in the Sen-
ate, a key witness, Captain Hume, sim-

ply did not show up at the hearings the
day he was supposed to be there. The
hearings had been planned for months.
Captain Hume was out of town that
day. He was supposed to be there. Our
ranking member at the time demanded
that they bring him back for several
days. But they did not bring him back.
The hearings adjourned and we never
heard from him. I do not think this was
a thorough airing of the issues, and I
think we need to do it again.

I understand that Mr. Starr is look-
ing at this again. I hope that he will,
given the miserable job that Mr. Fiske
did of investigating.

Madam President, the Congress also
needs to probe the $100,000 profit in the
commodities market that came to Mrs.
Clinton courtesy of Red Bond and Jim
Blair, the general counsel of Tyson
Foods. This is not mentioned in the
resolution, and it should be.

Just recently, I discovered that a
friend of the Clintons, Barbara Holum,
was conveniently installed as acting
head of the CFTC before the story of
Mrs. Clinton’s commodity trades
broke.

There are many confusing issues.
Now we find that Red Bond, who did
the commodity trading, who is prac-
tically bankrupt, was able to pay off $7
million in back taxes just 2 months be-
fore the commodity trading story be-
came public. To me, the evidence on
this is just too much to believe that all
of this is a coincidence.

Madam President, this resolution
does not allow us to probe the failure
of First American Savings & Loan in
Illinois.

If you can believe this, Vince Foster
and Mrs. Clinton were hired by the
Federal Government to sue Dan
Lasater. The same Dan Lasater that
was a close friend of the Clintons. That
is right, Mrs. Clinton was hired by the
Federal Government to sue Dan
Lasater in connection with the failure
of First American Savings & Loan in
Illinois. Mrs. Clinton participated in
the decision to lower the amount of
money the Government would recover
from Dan Lasater from $3.3 million to
$200,000, and we do not know yet what
percentage of that went to her as at-
torney’s fee because the records were
sealed.

The Government spent over $100 bil-
lion to resolve the savings and loan cri-
sis. With crooks like Dan Lasater in-
volved and with Mrs. Clinton acting on
behalf of the taxpayers, suing a friend,
it is no wonder the cost was so high.

I want to again state my strong sup-
port—and I say this not necessarily in
the language as we often use in the
Senate—but of my good friend, fellow
member of the Banking Committee and
our chairman, ALFONSE D’AMATO. He
truly is a good friend, and he has given
us the leadership we need.

I hope, and I know that before this
hearing is over, under his leadership,
we will have probed all aspects of
Whitewater in a fair manner so that
the American people understand what

happened, when it happened, and who
knew it when it happened. I look for-
ward to the hearings.

Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York is recognized.
Mr. D’AMATO. Madam President, I

know of my good friend, Senator
FAIRCLOTH’s concern that there be
ample scope to look into all of the
matters that are relevant, and I share
that concern. I think that this resolu-
tion very fairly embodies us with the
authority—and I would refer to page 4.

As my friend raises, we did not at-
tempt to spell out every single area.
Page 4, line 12, says:

Subsection 3. To conduct an investigation
and public hearings into and study all mat-
ters that have any tendency to reveal the
full facts about . . .

Then we go through all of the various
areas. There are other Senators who
are going to speak, but I believe it is
important to summarize those areas.
Senator SARBANES has. The fact is that
we include the ability to look into the
bond underwriting contracts between
the Arkansas Development Finance
Authority and Lasater & Co., and all of
those activities to which my friend has
referred. But there must be a connec-
tion, and if there is a connection, well,
then, we will look into the area, and I
will touch on these areas in more de-
tail before our time is up.

So I share my friend’s concern. This
will be thorough. It will be thoughtful.
And when subpoenas are issued—and I
must tell you that the specific instance
that he raises is troubling, that of a
witness who failed to respond to a sub-
poena, especially one who works for
the Government, who was given notice,
and who gave the committee, either
the majority or the minority or our
staff, no reason to believe that he
would not be there. That will not be
tolerated. If we run into a situation
like that, I can assure you, and I know
that the ranking member shares this
same concern, we want people to re-
spond to subpoenas. We will not issue
them frivolously.

I think in that case a subpoena might
not have even been issued because we
assumed that he was going to be there.
So it is not a bad track record to have
almost everybody respond, including
even those who were not subpoenaed.
But, we will remain vigilant in seeking
this kind of cooperation.

I see that Senator BOND is in the
Chamber, and he is on the Banking
Committee and was an integral part of
last year’s hearings, and I yield to him
10 minutes from my time.

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

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I thank
my good friend, my colleague from New
York.

Madam President, as we begin the de-
bate on this resolution authorizing a
second round of Whitewater hearings, I
thought it would be helpful to review
why the Senate and the committee
need these issues to be aired.
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I wish to summarize for my col-

leagues some points that are particu-
larly important to me and have come
from my experience with the first
round of hearings and also with the
hearing back in February where we
asked the questions that began some of
the process in finding out what has
gone on in the administration.

As most of the Nation now knows,
Madison Guaranty was a Little Rock
savings and loan which went belly-up
at the cost of nearly $50 million, and
was owned by James McDougal—the
business partner of the Clintons’ in the
Whitewater real estate deal.

Madison Guaranty was the classic
S&L story of insider dealing, reckless
loan policies and ultimate failure with
the U.S. taxpayers picking up the tab.
It is a part of the $105 billion cost of
the S&L debacle, and in that way is a
story repeated in many communities
around the country.

But one part of this case has made it
famous—many of its borrowers, direc-
tors, and counsel were prominent fig-
ures in Arkansas politics and govern-
ment.

The tangled web of Madison, Jim
McDougal, and the Clintons has led to
two sets of criminal referrals, an ongo-
ing civil liability investigation by the
RTC, a potential conflict of interest
case for the First Lady’s former law
firm, a conviction of a Little Rock
judge who improperly loaned SBA
money to McDougal and Whitewater,
several other recent guilty plea agree-
ments and an ongoing investigation by
independent counsel Starr.

Since these issues first came to light,
I have said over and over that the
American people have a right to know
what happened to the millions of dol-
lars lost, and we, in Congress, must ful-
fill our obligation and get the facts out
into the open.

Last year the Senate was engaged in
a lengthy struggle over what questions
and areas the Banking Committee
would be allowed to address as
Whitewater—Madison hearings begin.
Unfortunately, the Democratic leader-
ship at that time did everything in
their power to limit the scope of the
hearings, and to block our efforts to
get at the truth—particularly as it re-
lates to what Clinton administration
officials have done to control or inter-
fere with investigations.

The questions we asked last year re-
main as relevant today as they did last
May:

Did Whitewater Development Corp.
benefit from taxpayers insuring of
Madison Guaranty deposits?

Did any of Madison’s federally in-
sured funds go to benefit the Clinton
campaigns?

Were the bank regulatory agencies
operating in an impartial and inde-
pendent manner as they handled Madi-
son Guaranty?

How did the Resolution Trust Cor-
poration handle the criminal referrals
on Madison—both under the Bush ad-
ministration as well as the Clinton ad-
ministration?

How did the Resolution Trust Cor-
poration and the FDIC handle potential
civil claims against Madison—both
under the Bush administration as well
as the Clinton administration?

How did the Department of Justice
handle the RTC criminal referrals it re-
ceived, again both under the Bush ad-
ministration and the Clinton adminis-
tration?

What were the sources of funding and
lending practices of Capital Manage-
ment Services, and how did the SBA
regulate and supervise it, particularly
as it related to loans to Susan
McDougal and her company, Master
Marketing.

Full hearings on the Whitewater-
Madison affair are needed so that all
these questions can be fairly asked and
answered. What happened in Arkansas,
what happened in the 1992 Clinton cam-
paign in their efforts to keep the lid on
about the actions in Arkansas, and
what has the administration done to
manage the Madison-Whitewater issues
since they took office.

If we are to finally get to the bottom
of the story as to what happened with
the criminal referrals, I believe that we
need to start with the first criminal re-
ferral on Madison Guaranty which was
already in the Justice Department
awaiting action when the Clinton ad-
ministration took office.

Remember, Madison Guaranty had
failed in 1989 and had been first taken
over by the FDIC, and then in August
1989 when Congress passed the S&L
bailout bill the newly created RTC
took over Madison.

The RTC’s mission was to close down
failed thrifts, sell the assets, pay off
the depositors and then seek out crimi-
nal or civil wrongdoing that may have
occurred. If they found criminal wrong-
doing—fraud, or attempts to enrich,
they referred their findings to the De-
partment of Justice for further action.

If they found civil wrongdoing—for
example, law firms or accounting firms
who helped institutions stay open by
providing misleading, incomplete or in-
correct information to regulators or
the S&L’s board members—the RTC
would pursue those cases.

Thus from August 1989 the RTC had
Madison Guaranty on its plate. No ac-
tion was taken by the RTC on poten-
tial civil claims, but several criminal
referrals were developed. In one case
Jim McDougal and two others were ac-
cused of fraud, but were acquitted, in
another case a board member plead
guilty to falsifying documents.

Then came March 1992 when the New
York Times reported a series of poten-
tial misdealings in Madison Guaranty
and spurred the RTC to take another
look at the institution. This second
look caused the first criminal referral
to be sent to Justice in the fall of 1992,
and it was this referral which awaited
final action when the Clinton adminis-
tration came into office in January
1993.

I give this brief history in order to
put things into perspective. Last year,

Senator SPECTER and I offered amend-
ments to the Whitewater Committee
resolution which would have allowed
the Banking Committee to pick up
story at this point, and follow the trail
of the first referral as it made its way
through the Government, and then to
follow the trail of the second referral
as it was developed throughout 1993, up
to and including the improper contacts
by Treasury officials with White House
staff. This of course would entail ques-
tioning the RTC officials involved, Jus-
tice Department officials involved, as
well as Treasury and White House
staff.

Because we must remember that on
the day that the Clinton administra-
tion officials walked in the door on
January 21, 1993, a criminal referral on
Madison Guaranty was sitting in the
Department of Justice.

I for one still want to know:
How did the Department of Justice

handle this referral?
Was the White House informed and if

so when and by whom?
Who in Justice was assigned to mon-

itor the Madison case, and what ac-
tions did they take?

And then, as we know now, just
months after taking office, a second set
of referrals was being developed—and it
too was sent off to the Clinton Justice
Department by RTC officials in Kansas
City.

I want to know why the RTC decided
to stay on the case. What happened to
get a series of RTC officials reassigned
and taken off the case? Is there a pat-
tern of special treatment for politi-
cally sensitive cases? And again, how
did the Department of Justice handle
the second referral?

I want to know why did the Clinton
appointed Little Rock U.S. attorney
Paula Casey, along with Webb Hubbell,
delay their recusals until after the de-
cision not to prosecute Madison was
made? I also want to know the details
about Paula Casey and Webb Hubbell’s
phone contacts during the period when
Casey was deciding what to do with the
referrals, and did either one of them
have any contact with the White House
on the referrals at any time?

And now, just in the past weeks we
have seen reported by the Associated
Press that:

Preparing for televised Whitewater hear-
ings last summer, White House attorneys
consulted confidential depositions from a
Treasury investigation in an effort to rec-
oncile differing accounts of administration
officials who were about to testify.

Former White House counsel Lloyd Cutler
acknowledged this week that the depositions
were used to identify discrepancies in the
recollections of presidential aides before the
congressional hearings.

White House lawyers would then
‘‘confront’’ the aides with information they
had obtained from the depositions without
revealing the sources, he told The Associated
Press.

‘‘If we found inconsistencies, we would go
back to White House officials, and go back
over testimony they gave us,’’ Cutler ex-
plained. ‘‘and then we would say ‘we have
heard other reports.’ ’’
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This of course brings into play sev-

eral other issues which I have been fol-
lowing since the close of the hearings
last August. As we know now, confiden-
tial information was again turned over
by Treasury to the White House—this
time under the guise of a Treasury De-
partment inspector general’s investiga-
tion.

This calls into question not only the
independence of the IG, but also the
willingness of this administration to
politicize what is supposed to be an in-
ternal watchdog.

It also calls into question the entire
testimony offered by White House offi-
cials before the Senate Banking Com-
mittee—as they were given another
heads up in order to best tailor their
testimony to help the boss.

Last November I wrote to then Chair-
man Riegle and ranking member
D’AMATO about what I had discovered.
In my letter I stated:

As you know, over these past several
months I have continued my efforts to re-
solve outstanding questions which were
raised during the Banking Committee’s
Whitewater hearings. Initially I became con-
cerned upon discovering during our hearings
that the Treasury Inspector General had
turned over to the White House—at Lloyd
Cutler’s specific request—transcripts of all
the testimony taken by the investigators a
full week before the Office of Government
Ethics (OGE) report was made public. At the
time we learned this, several former Inspec-
tors General expressed amazement at this
unprecedented action. However, no further
review of the incident was undertaken.

During my investigation of this disclosure,
I discovered that not only were the docu-
ments released to the White House at the
specific request of White House Counsel
Lloyd Cutler, but, in doing so, the Treasury
turned over confidential RTC information to
the White House.

On Saturday, July 23, 1994, the Department
of the Treasury gave the White House all of
the sworn depositions of Treasury, White
House, and RTC personnel. These depositions
were unedited.

According to the RTC, it was not until
July 26 or 27 that the RTC became aware of
the fact that RTC depositions had been pro-
vided to the White House.

July 26, after reviewing the information
provided by the Treasury I.G., Lloyd Cutler
testified before the House Banking Commit-
tee.

July 28 and 29, Counsel to the RTC Inspec-
tor General Patricia Black redacted all the
Treasury, RTC, and White House depositions
in order to remove confidential RTC infor-
mation.

July 31 the OGE report, with edited testi-
mony, was provided to Congress and subse-
quently made public.

Given that the focus of our hearings this
past August was the improper transmittal of
confidential information from the RTC to
the White House regarding Madison Guar-
anty and the Clintons, I must tell you I am
appalled that the same Treasury Depart-
ment, acting under specific direction from
Secretary Bentsen, would again provide
nonpublic information about the Madison
Guaranty case directly to the White House.

In addition, I found it extraordinary that
the White House, which was itself under in-
vestigation, would be given nonpublic infor-
mation prior to Congressional hearings—par-
ticularly when Congress itself was not given
the information.

And now of course we have discov-
ered that Mr. Cutler and others used
this information not only to assist in
the drafting of Mr. Cutler’s testi-
mony—but to help White House staff
with the inconsistencies in their own
stories.

I find this entire episode just another
example of the extraordinary lengths
the White House was willing to go to
keep the facts from Congress, keep the
facts from the American people, and
ultimately to protect the administra-
tion.

As I have said on this floor before,
breaching the public trust is as serious
an offense as committing a crime, or
being found liable for financial pen-
alties. Governments in free societies
have a fundamental pact with the gov-
erned. In exchange for the powers and
responsibilities which is given the Gov-
ernment, the people expect fairness,
evenhanded justice, impartiality, and
they held the innate belief that those
in power can be trusted to be good
stewards of their power.

Our form of democracy relies on
checks and balances to keep too much
power from ending up in just one
place—and Congress, as the people’s
closest link to their Government has
the responsibility to keep a sharp eye
out for abuses and breaches of the peo-
ple’s trust.

Thus every Member of Congress
takes an oath of office, to uphold the
Constitution—and certainly part of
that duty to be ever watchful for
abuses of power. Interestingly, and not
surprisingly, it nearly always falls to
the party out of power to be the more
diligent in watching out for abuses.

No one disputes this.
But one other fact should also be

noted. As important it is for the gen-
eral public to believe in and trust that
their elected leaders are performing
their jobs in an ethical, truthful, and
fair manner—we, in Congress, must
also believe that those in high posi-
tions of responsibility are telling us
the truth. When we ask questions or
make inquiries we must trust that ad-
ministrations will tell the truth, will
be honest, and that when we get an an-
swer, it is a full and complete one.

Unfortunately, Madam President, it
is this standard that inevitably some
administration officials seem unable to
comprehend.

Instead of cooperation and truthful-
ness we have seen evasions, omissions,
misstatements, and possibly outright
lies.

And the story of potential abuse of
the public trust, the politicization of
independent agencies and investiga-
tions, the use of confidential material
for political gain—it only seems to get
worse the deeper you look.

Madam President, the next rounds of
hearings will go a long way toward
clearing the air, and I commend the
chairman of the Banking Committee
for brining this matter back into the
public eye.

I reserve the remainder of my time
and I yield the floor.

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, I

yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Connecticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. DODD. Thank you, Madam Presi-
dent, and I thank my colleague from
Maryland.

Madam President, let me begin these
brief remarks by commending our col-
leagues from New York and Maryland
for what I think is a very fair and bal-
anced resolution. Obviously, matters
such as this are a source of deep con-
troversy and can get out of hand. The
fact that they have presented us with a
resolution that is balanced and fair is a
credit to both the Senator from Mary-
land and the Senator from New York.
Any discussion of this ought to begin
with an expression of appreciation on
the part of all of us in this body, par-
ticularly those of us who will serve on
the special committee and who will be
working during this calendar year to
carry out the mandates and require-
ments of this resolution. Now I would
like to make a few brief observations
about the resolution.

As my colleagues know, Madam
President, there was a vote by 98 to 0
on March 17 of last year to look into
these matters, and what we are talking
about here is a continuation of that
process. This resolution is simply an-
other step in a process designed to help
the American public know the facts
about Whitewater.

Second, I would like to point out,
Madam President, that the President
has fully cooperated in this process. We
ought to commend him for this unprec-
edented level of cooperation.

Many of us recall other Presidents
who, when confronted with similar sit-
uations, have clogged up the courts of
this land, fighting everything along the
way. This administration has not done
that. In fact, the administration has
been entirely forthcoming.

As we discuss these matters, it is im-
portant to make it clear that, unlike
previous situations where there was a
constant conflict between the execu-
tive branch and the legislative branch
over documents and testimony, that
has not been the case here. The admin-
istration has complied with every doc-
ument request, answered every ques-
tion that has been submitted to it, and
I am confident is ready and willing to
cooperate in this second stage of the
proceeding.

I think that is an important point to
make because, as we look down the
road, there is the potential for a pro-
longed and nasty conflict between the
executive and legislative branch.

Third, Madam President, I think last
year’s hearings, despite moments of
passion and emotion, were credible and
fair. I think it is important to point
out and to state emphatically that it
was the conclusion of the committee
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last year that there had been no viola-
tion of criminal statutes or ethical
standards.

Of course, individual Members may
have their own particular opinions on
those matters, and certainly that is
their right. But, as a conclusion of the
committee, let me restate, Madam
President, there were no violations of
any criminal statute or any ethical
standards. That was the conclusion of
last year’s hearings.

Now we are going to go to a second
phase. I have listened to some who are
suggesting that there must have been
some wrongdoing, or, even worse, they
have already reached the conclusion
that there was wrongdoing. Quite sim-
ply, that is inappropriate. The purpose
of the hearings is to determine whether
there was wrongdoing—we must not
prejudge the matter.

We do not want to end up appearing
like that famous character from the
West, Judge Roy Bean. Everyone will
remember Judge Roy Bean. He used to
say, ‘‘We’ll hang ’em first and try ’em
later.’’

Sometimes that can happen in con-
gressional proceedings, and I know it is
not the intention of anyone on the
committee to have that be the case.

So let us avoid partisan wrangling
and get the facts on the table. Now the
presumption of innocence may not
apply to congressional hearings in the
same way as in our court system, but
there ought to at least be an effort to
fully consider matters, and let people
have their say, before we reach any
conclusions.

Last year, the Senate held thorough
hearings, as I mentioned earlier. The
committee heard from 30 witnesses,
generating 2,600 pages of testimony; 38
witnesses were deposed, generating
some 7,000 additional pages of testi-
mony.

It is very difficult to sort through
that much material and I want to
thank the staff for the work they did.
That was a herculean effort. Both the
majority and minority staff had to
work extremely long hours on this
matter, Madam President, and they de-
serve our appreciation.

Obviously, Madam President, the
Senate’s integrity and credibility are
at stake. The American public has a
right to know the facts about
Whitewater and the Senate has a con-
stitutional obligation to see that they
do.

Last year, the facts were presented
fully and impartially. That must be
our goal this year. The public, in my
view, is fed up with the partisanship
that seems to cloud every issue.

As we go through this process, I urge
my colleagues to avoid that partisan
pitfall. Because we are entering a pres-
idential campaign cycle, that may be
difficult for some. But we must all try.
The President is sadly correct, and I
suspect most of my colleagues, regard-
less of their political persuasion, would
agree when he says that the politics of
personal attack are alive and well. I

agree with the President that the best
way to put this matter behind us is to
address the facts candidly.

Madam President, I ask for 2 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. SARBANES. I yield whatever
time the Senator requires.

Mr. DODD. I thank my colleague. I
will wrap this up.

Madam President, the public wants
us to present the facts impartially,
come to our conclusions and then move
on. And it bears repeating that after
going through such a process last year,
the Banking Committee concluded that
there had been no violation of criminal
statutes or ethical standards.

During this next stage, we must not
get into political diversions and drag
this thing out. The American people
want us to get on with the business of
creating jobs and expanding economic
opportunity, of dealing with health
care issues and education. They want
us to tackle the hard problems that
they face every day.

I think it was there sense of frustra-
tion with politics as usual, more than
anything else, that created the changes
in the Congress. We now have a Repub-
lican leadership, and every committee
is chaired by that party. They now
have an even greater responsibility to
the public. They must elevate the good
of the nation above politics and I hope
that they will do so in proceeding with
this matter.

Once again, I commend Senator
D’AMATO and Senator SARBANES for
putting together a fair resolution and
for stating their determination to wrap
this matter up by February of next
year. I hope we can stick to that sched-
ule and finish this job efficiently.

Finally, while the subject of the inde-
pendent counsel statute is not the sub-
ject of this particular resolution,
Madam President, I want to suggest
that we revisit that legislation as soon
as we can.

The idea of appointing an independ-
ent counsel was to keep politics out of
these issues. Unfortunately, it seems
that the statute may invite fishing ex-
peditions. We need to be very careful
about spending the taxpayers dollars in
this way. Otherwise we will have some
questionable expenditures. I was told
the other day that someone was look-
ing at a witnesses’ grade school and
high school transcripts. I hope that re-
port is inaccurate because there is just
no way to justify that kind of expendi-
ture.

There is the potential for an inde-
pendent counsel to run wild and we
need to carefully monitor these mat-
ters. I caution those who would like to
use independent counsels for political
gain—regardless of whether it was a
previous administration or this admin-
istration—that whatever goes around
comes around. We would be well ad-
vised, in my view, to take a hard look
at how some of these operations are
being run.

Of course, Congress spends a great
deal of money on these investigations.

The Banking Committee spent about
$400,000 last year, and this resolution
authorizes another $950,000. But even
that amount is only a fraction of what
the independent counsel is spending.
We are looking at almost $10 million
spent by the independent counsel and
that is just the beginning of it. That
figure will go higher.

Of course, the Federal Government
must investigate serious accusations of
wrongdoing to maintain the public
trust. But when it appears there are
more Federal agents operating in Lit-
tle Rock than there are in high-crime
areas in certain parts of our country,
then one ought to pause and look care-
fully at what we are doing.

Again, I know that the independent
counsel statute is not the subject of
this resolution. I do not want to inject
a whole new subject of debate. But I
think we ought to take another look at
that law and make sure it is operating
properly.

Again, I commend the chairman of
the Banking Committee, my friend
from New York, Senator D’AMATO, and
my colleague and friend from Mary-
land, Senator SARBANES, for the fine
job they have done in working out this
resolution. We have a very difficult job
in front of us. Hopefully, we will con-
duct our work thoroughly, fairly, and
promptly, and in a manner that brings
credit to this great body. I look for-
ward to the effort.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

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

Mr. D’AMATO. Madam President, at
this time, 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. D’AMATO. I yield to the Senator

from Pennsylvania 10 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania has 10 minutes.
Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I

thank the distinguished chairman for
yielding me this time. I support the
resolution and commend the chairman
and the ranking member of the Bank-
ing Committee for presenting a resolu-
tion which I understand will have wide
bipartisan support.

I believe it is important to have a
congressional inquiry on this in the
broad terms which are described in the
resolution. It is with some regret, I
note, that it has taken us more than a
year to get to this point. But it is bet-
ter late than never, and these are mat-
ters where congressional oversight is
important.

I recognize the sensitivity of a con-
gressional inquiry on a matter which is
being handled by an independent coun-
sel, also known as the special prosecu-
tor. But the functions are very, very
different where you have an investiga-
tion which is handled through grand
jury proceedings which are secret and
which are directed at indictments. I
know that field with some detail, hav-
ing been a district attorney myself and
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having run grand jury investigations.
That is very, very different from a con-
gressional inquiry where we are inquir-
ing into matters in the public record
for the public to see what is going on in
Government with a view to legislative
changes.

The thrust and focus are entirely dif-
ferent between a grand jury investiga-
tion conducted by independent counsel
and a congressional inquiry which will
be handled through the Banking Com-
mittee. I am glad to see that the com-
position of the committee will be ex-
panded to include the chairman and
ranking member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, or their designees.

Madam President, the issues involved
here have long been a concern of many
of us in this Chamber, and I refer to
statements which I made last year
dated March 17, June 9, June 16, and
June 21. I will not incorporate them be-
cause that would unduly burden the
RECORD, but a good many of my
thoughts were expressed last year on
the matter.

I was particularly concerned about
issues involving the RTC as to their in-
clusion, which was not handled last
year, and I am glad to see that the Res-
olution Trust Corporation is included
in the scope of the inquiry which we
are about to undertake.

This matter was one that I focused
on when we had an oversight hearing
on the Department of Justice on July
28 of last year, and I ask unanimous
consent, Madam President, that a num-
ber of documents be printed in the
RECORD which have not been made a
part of the RECORD heretofore: My let-
ter dated July 26, 1994, to Attorney
General Reno; the attachment of a list
of documents which I had wanted to in-
quire into during the proceedings be-
fore the Judiciary Committee; the re-
sponse which was made by Robert
Fiske, who was then independent coun-
sel; and a portion of the transcript
dated July 28, 1994 before the Senate
Judiciary Committee.

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

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair.
Madam President, these documents

will show on their face concerns which
were on the record and which were ap-
parent from such documents: that
there were considerable issues to be in-
vestigated in the RTC at that time. It
is unfortunate, in a sense, that there
has been the long delay, because we all
know, as a matter of investigative pro-
cedure, that leads grow cold and wit-
nesses’ memories diminish and that the
best investigation is a prompt inves-
tigation. But the time factor is some-
thing that cannot be altered at this
time, and at least now we will have a
congressional inquiry which will move
forward into these very, very impor-
tant matters.

I agree with the distinguished Sen-
ator from Connecticut when he talks
about the presumption of innocence. I
think that is indispensable as a matter

of fairness to all concerned. But these
are questions which need to be an-
swered, and questions do not imply an
answer of any sort; they raise issues
which ought to be answered. We ought
to let the chips fall where they may.
And in a Government based on a Con-
stitution which elevates the separation
of powers among the Congress in arti-
cle I, and the executive branch in arti-
cle II, and the judiciary in article III,
the congressional oversight function is
a very, very important function. Now,
finally, we will be in the context where
we will be able to inquire into these
matters and to find out what those an-
swers are.

I am confident that there will be a
fair, judicious, quality inquiry con-
ducted by the committee, and this res-
olution is one which I think ought to
be supported broadly by the U.S. Sen-
ate.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

EXHIBIT 1

U.S. SENATE, COMMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
WASHINGTON, DC, JULY 28, 1994

(The following is a partial transcript of the
above proceedings)

Senator SPECTER. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. Attorney General Reno, as you know, I
had intended to ask you questions about the
handling by the Department of Justice in the
matter involving David Hale in this over-
sight hearing, and I may be able to cover the
principal points of my interest without
undue specification, or at least undue speci-
fication from your point of view.

At the outset, I would like to put into the
record my letter to you dated July 26, 1994,
together with the chronology of events and
all the attachments which I sent over to you,
except for numbers 20 and 21. I may get into
20 and 21. I think the balance have been in
the record in one form or another, and even
if they haven’t I think they are appropriate
for the public record.

[The letter referred to follows:]

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,

Washington, DC, July 26, 1994.
Hon. JANET RENO,
Attorney General, Department of Justice, Wash-

ington, DC.

DEAR ATTORNEY GENERAL RENO: I have just
noted that you are scheduled to testify be-
fore the Judiciary Committee on Thursday,
July 28, at 2:00 p.m. at an oversight hearing.

In that hearing I intend to ask questions
on the Justice Department’s role in inves-
tigations of Madison Guaranty and/or
‘‘Whitewater.’’ While I have not had access
to many of the relevant documents, I have
seen a few and am alerting you to those doc-
uments which will formulate at least some of
the basis for my questions.

Some of the documents are referred to in
my floor statement on June 21. Other docu-
ments that I may refer to are listed on the
attached index.

Sincerely,
ARLEN SPECTER.

Senator SPECTER. I would also want to put
into the record the faxed letter from Robert
Fiske, Independent Counsel, to me, dated
July 27, 1994.

[The letter referred to follows:]

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
OFFICE OF THE INDEPENDENT COUNSEL,

Little Rock, AR, July 27, 1994.
Hon. ARLEN SPECTER,
U.S. Senate, Committee on the Judiciary, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR SENATOR SPECTER: The Department

of Justice has sent over to me a copy of your
letter of July 26, 1994 to Attorney General
Reno, together with the index of documents
enclosed with it.

It is apparent from a review of the docu-
ments on that index that they relate to the
handling by the Department of Justice of a
particular criminal referral from the RTC.
Based upon interviews we have had with rep-
resentatives from the Kansas City Field Of-
fice of the RTC, we are currently actively in-
vestigating this matter. Accordingly, I
would respectfully request that you not go
into this subject with the Attorney General
at your hearing tomorrow since to do so
might prejudice our ongoing investigation.
(For similar reasons we request that you not
go into the matter referenced by documents
#20 and #21.)

We have made a similar request to both
the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs and the House Committee
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs
which, as you know, are in the process of
conducting Whitewater hearings. Both of
those Committees have agreed not to go into
this subject until we have completed our in-
vestigation.

Respectfully yours,
ROBERT B. FISKE, Jr.,

Independent Counsel.

Senator SPECTER. At the outset, I want to
say for the record that I do not agree with
the deference which the Congress has ac-
corded the independent counsel because I be-
lieve that Congress has independent status,
and at least equal status, if not more impor-
tant status, on matters of public policy than
the criminal prosecutions. But the Senate
has decided otherwise as a political matter,
in my opinion.

As I reviewed the charter of Mr. Fiske, it
seemed to me that questions about oversight
on what happened with David Hale were not
within his charter, his charter being to in-
vestigate matters of possible criminal or
civil wrongdoing. I am advised to the con-
trary on that, and we may get into that in
some specificity.

So let me start in an effort to ask the
questions in a generalized way, but candidly
as they arise on David Hale’s matter. I refer
to a memorandum from RTC investigator
Jean Lewis to Richard Iorio which quotes of-
ficials within the Department of Justice,
which is why I ask you about this; specifi-
cally, Ms. Donna Henneman in the Office of
Legal Counsel. Without making anything
more specific as to the Hale matter, my
question to you as a general matter is, any
time a referral comes in to the Department
of Justice that would make the Department
look bad or has political ramifications, it
goes to the Attorney General. Is that true?

Attorney General RENO. I don’t know
whether any time something comes in to the
Department that would make the Depart-
ment look bad it comes to the Attorney Gen-
eral.

Senator SPECTER. Well, if you don’t know,
who does, Attorney General Reno?

Attorney General RENO. I would suspect
that each one of the 95,000 people who hear
something that might make the Department
look bad. I think your question is a little bit
broad. I cannot answer it. As I have tried to
say from the very beginning, when I ap-
pointed Mr. Fiske I tried to make sure that
he was as independent as possible. I have
continued to try to do that, and I think the



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 6779May 17, 1995
worst thing that I could do would be to com-
ment or talk about matters that he is pursu-
ing. I should be happy, because I have great
respect for the Senate and for you, at the
conclusion of the matter to try to respond to
anything, including the specifics.

Senator SPECTER. Well, I don’t think that
is sufficient, Attorney General Reno, because
I think this is a legitimate matter for Judi-
ciary Committee oversight, and we don’t
have very much of it. But I accept your point
that my question was too general, so I will
be specific.

The investigator, L. Jean Lewis, of RTC,
had many conversations with representa-
tives of the Department of Justice, as re-
flected in the number of the memoranda
which I sent on to you. So if it is too general
as to whether any time a referral comes in
that would make the Department look bad
or has political ramifications it goes to the
Attorney General, I would ask you, were you
personally informed about the referral from
the RTC on the check kiting case involving
Madison Guaranty?

Attorney General RENO. As I indicated to
you, Senator, I made a determination when I
appointed Mr. Fiske that I would not com-
ment or make any comment. He has ex-
pressed to you that he would prefer that I
not comment on the specific matters. I do
not want to do anything that would impair
has independence. I do think you have an
oversight function with respect to the De-
partment of Justice, and when it would be
appropriate for me to comment I would look
forward to the opportunity to do so.

Senator SPECTER. Well, tell me, Attorney
General Reno, has would it impair Mr.
Fiske’s investigation or prosecution for you
to answer a question as to whether you had
personal knowledge of a referral to the De-
partment of Justice?

Attorney General RENO. I can’t tell you,
sir, because I have tried to do everything in
my power to make sure that Mr. Fiske’s in-
vestigation is independent and I don’t know
what his investigation involves. Therefore, I
am not going to say anything that could pos-
sibly interfere with his investigation.

Senator SPECTER. Well, my question to you
is how could it possibly interfere with his in-
vestigation to answer a question as to when
you had knowledge of a referral to the Unit-
ed States Department of Justice.

Attorney General RENO. I don’t know, sir,
because I am not going to take the chance of
interfering with it. You would have to ask
Mr. Fiske because I don’t want to do any-
thing at this time that would interfere or
impair that investigation. I do not know the
nature of the process of that investigation
and it would be inappropriate for me to com-
ment, but I do——

The CHAIRMAN. Put another way, Senator,
how would it shed any light in this oversight
if the Attorney General answered that ques-
tion? What the hell difference does it make
now?

Senator SPECTER. Well, the hell difference
that it makes now is on an earlier question
which I asked that whenever there is a mat-
ter with political ramifications that it goes
to the Attorney General—and I asked that
question in its broadest terms and was told
that it was too general, so that is when I
came back to the specific question.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask the question
the other way to the Senator. Mr. Fiske’s in-
vestigation in this matter is likely to be
wrapped up. He has been moving expedi-
tiously. Does it matter to the Senator
whether or not the Attorney General speaks
to this issue today or in two weeks or a
month, or whenever it is when Mr. Fiske set-
tles this part of his investigation? I don’t
know when he is going to settle that, but I
mean he has been moving very rapidly.

In terms of oversight for next year’s budg-
et and last year’s actions, it seems to me the
Senator would have plenty of time to ask
these questions as it would impact on the
outcome of the Senator’s view as to what the
Attorney General should or shouldn’t do in
the future.

Senator SPECTER. Well, I would be glad to
respond to the chairman. It does make a dif-
ference to me, and it makes a difference to
me because this is an oversight hearing and
the request to the committee chairman to
have oversight on these matters was de-
clined. There has been a charter which is
very, very narrow before the Banking Com-
mittee, and this does not involve, to my
knowledge, a matter which is within the
charter of Mr. Fiske until when I sent a let-
ter to the Attorney General, I suddenly find
a reply from Mr. Fiske.

I had two detailed conversations with Mr.
Fiske, the thrust of which—and I would be
glad to detail them—led me to the conclu-
sion that there was absolutely no inter-
ference with the criminal prosecution, a sub-
ject that I have had some experience with.

So when I asked the Attorney General a
question as to when she has knowledge of a
referral, I can’t conceive that it interferes
with an investigation, and that is why I am
asking an experienced prosecutor who is now
the Attorney General how could it conceiv-
ably interfere with a pending investigation.

Attorney General RENO. An experienced
prosecutor, Senator, doesn’t comment about
something that she doesn’t know about. I
don’t know about the details of Mr. Fiske’s
investigation. But if Mr. Fiske doesn’t have
any problem with it, what I would suggest
that we do is prepare the questions, submit
them to Mr. Fiske. If he has no objection to
my answering them, then we will try to an-
swer them because I honor your oversight
function and I would want to be able to
honor that and to not interfere with Mr.
Fiske’s investigation.

Senator SPECTER. Attorney General Reno,
I did not say that Mr. Fiske did not have a
problem. He specifically told me that he
would like the field to be totally left alone.
What I said to you was that after talking to
Mr. Fiske, I had no doubt that these ques-
tions were appropriate, in my judgment, on
oversight by the Judiciary Committee.

Let me ask you this, Attorney General
Reno. In terms of the charter that Mr. Fiske
has about investigating matters which may
involve a violation of the criminal or civil
law, is the handling by the Department of
Justice of David Hale’s matter something
that falls within that charter?

Attorney General RENO. I have tried to,
again, let Mr. Fiske define that based on the
charter that we described so that I would not
in any way impair his independence.

Senator SPECTER. Well, do you have any
interest in whether any current employees of
the Department of Justice are subject to an
investigation which might be within Mr.
Fiske’s charter for possible criminal
wrongdoings?

Attorney General RENO. Yes.
Senator SPECTER. Well, if that were so,

would you have a duty as the head of the De-
partment of Justice to take some action on
those matters before a long investigation
was concluded?

Attorney General RENO. It depends on
what they are, sir.

Senator SPECTER. Well, suppose they were
obstruction of justice?

Attorney General RENO. It depends on the
nature of the facts and the circumstances,
sir

Senator SPECTER. Well, do you know any-
thing about that on the Hale matter?

Attorney General RENO. Again, sir, I can’t
comment on the Hale matter.

Senator SPECTER. I am not asking you to
comment on the Hale matter. I am asking
you whether you know anything about the
Hale matter.

Attorney General RENO. That would be
commenting, sir, and what I would suggest,
if we want to pursue this, is that you pose
the questions and then let’s see whether Mr.
Fiske thinks that they would in any way
interfere with the investigation. I am de-
lighted to answer them if they don’t inter-
fere.

Senator SPECTER. Well, I am not going to
follow the way you would like me to proceed.
I make a judgment as to what I think a Sen-
ator ought to do by way of oversight, and if
you have a concern about that I am prepared
to discuss it with you, but I am not prepared
to take your instruction or your suggestion.

The question that I pose on an investiga-
tion by Mr. Fiske as independent counsel
within his charter to investigate crimes, ob-
struction of justice, within the Department
of Justice is not something which bears on
anything which could conceivably implicate
the underlying facts on what David Hale is
doing.

Is Ms. Paula Casey—I understand that she
is, but can you confirm for me that she is
still the United States attorney?

Attorney General RENO. Yes, sir, she is.
Senator SPECTER. Is she the subject of a

criminal investigation by Mr. Fiske?
Attorney General RENO. You would have to

talk to Mr. Fiske.
Senator SPECTER. Do you know whether or

not she is the subject of a criminal investiga-
tion by Mr. Fiske?

Attorney General RENO. You would have to
talk to Mr. Fiske. I have avoided having any-
thing to do with Mr. Fiske’s investigation in
terms of any information that he may have
so that I do not impair his independence.

Senator SPECTER. Would you continue a
United States attorney operating actively if
that United States attorney were the subject
of a criminal investigation?

Attorney General RENO. It would depend
on the circumstances.

Senator SPECTER. Well, under what cir-
cumstances would you terminate such an at-
torney?

Attorney General RENO. It would depend
on the circumstances. Again, you get into a
situation of hypotheticals and it is far better
that we look at the actual facts, and I would
be happy at the appropriate time to do that
with you.

Senator SPECTER. Well, Attorney General
Reno, I consider your responses, as I see
them, totally unsatisfactory, and I consider
them totally unsatisfactory because I am
not asking you anything about a pending in-
vestigation. I am asking you questions as to
what came to your knowledge as the Attor-
ney General of the United States Depart-
ment of Justice.

I am asking you questions about what you
know and about what your policy would be if
there were charges of criminal wrongdoing,
and I don’t ask these questions in a vacuum
or for no purpose. I ask these questions in
the context of having initiated an inquiry on
oversight on something which is outside the
charter of the independent counsel.

The CHAIRMAN. In your opinion, Senator,
right, is that correct? In your opinion?

Senator SPECTER. Everything I say is in
my opinion. You can add that to everything.
I don’t speak for anybody but myself, but I
do speak independently for myself.

I took a look at an extensive series of cor-
respondence which has gotten to the Depart-
ment of Justice and gotten to the FBI and
gotten to the United States attorney’s office
and gotten to the executive office and gotten
to the Office of Legal Counsel, according to
these documents, which I sent to you as soon
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as I knew there would be this hearing so you
would have an opportunity to review them. I
promptly advised the chairman as to what I
intended to do there would be no surprises
about it.

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.
Senator SPECTER. When I pursue the mat-

ter and find I have a telephone call and a let-
ter from the independent counsel, I call him
and then I am told that it is within his char-
ter, that there is an investigation which is
underway for obstruction of justice.

As I review the facts of this matter, I am
struck with wonderment as to how officials
in the United States attorney’s office decline
to have immunity granted to David Hale,
and then independent counsel comes in and
in a short time has a grant of immunity.
Then officials in the United States attor-
ney’s office in Little Rock recuse themselves
in a later matter, and I wonder how can they
recuse themselves in a later matter without
having recused themselves in an earlier mat-
ter, given their relationship to subjects of
the investigation.

I ran a big office myself as a prosecutor,
and if I had any reason to believe anybody in
my office had any problem, I wouldn’t wait
for anybody to cleanse it totally and thor-
oughly and immediately. I do not believe
that the charter to the independent counsel
takes away any of the authority or the re-
sponsibility of the Attorney General to act
in that circumstance.

In my opinion—everything I say is in my
opinion—the questions which I have asked
you are entirely appropriate questions, and I
give some additional background because I
think these are matters which ought to be
answered, and I intend to pursue them and I
don’t intend to wait.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
General, I think you have answered totally

appropriately, in my opinion. I think were
you to do otherwise, in light of Mr. Fiske’s
comments, you would be excoriated by Mr.
Fiske and anyone else. I guarantee you, you
would have an article saying that you have
interfered if you went in and, quote,
‘‘cleansed,’’ were there a need to cleanse.
You would be accused of whitewashing to
avoid Mr. Fiske being able to fully look at
the matter.

You are answering, in my opinion, totally
appropriately, and you have done what I
don’t know many others have been willing to
do. You have said to this committee, without
having to have some big show on the floor,
that when Mr. Fiske says he is finished with
this phase of the investigation you will come
back and you will answer questions. It seems
to me you are being totally appropriate, but
that is why there are Democrats and Repub-
licans, chocolate and vanilla, good and bad,
right and wrong, different points of view.
Our opinions are different.

I respect this man. He did notify me. Stick
to your guns, don’t answer his questions, in
my opinion.

Senator SPECTER. If I might have just one
sentence?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. You may have more
than one sentence.

Senator SPECTER. I don’t think this matter
has anything to do with good and bad or
chocolate and vanilla.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, it may not have to do
with good and bad, but it has to do with
what one considers to be the appropriate way
for you to respond. I think you are respond-
ing appropriately because I think you are in
the ultimate catch-22 position. At the re-
quest of all of us in the Senate, you ap-
pointed a Republican named Fiske. Now, the
Republican named Fiske tells you, please
don’t respond to anything having to do with
this. You are being asked to respond to

something having to do with this, and if you
respond or don’t respond, you are in deep
trouble in the minds of whoever wants to
view you as being in trouble. I think you are
doing just fine. My view is worth no more,
probably a little less in this circumstance,
than the Senator from Pennsylvania’s, but
good job, General.
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Mr. SARBANES. What is the time
situation, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland has 31 minutes; the
Senator from New York has 20 min-
utes.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from
Arkansas, Senator PRYOR.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, we have
come to a point in this debate when we
are about to vote on this particular
resolution. If I might, I would like to
talk for a few moments about the
public’s right to know, as the distin-
guished chairman of the Banking Com-
mittee from New York has made ref-
erence to.

He says the public has a right to
know what happened in the Whitewater
matter. The public has a right to know
who did what, when, and whatever. I
can assure you that the Senator from
Arkansas does not disagree.

But I think also the public has a
right to know something else. I think
the public has a right to know in this
case exactly how much money of the
taxpayers’ dollars we are spending in
the so-called Whitewater matter. I
think the public has a right to know
that with this resolution, if it passes
and if the funding goes through—and
we all assume it will—the Senate alone
will have spent, up through January or
maybe February of next year, in the
Whitewater matter $1.350 million of
Senate money to investigate this mat-
ter. I do not have available the amount
of money the House of Representatives
has spent and will spend in the future.
And we do not know exactly how much
the cost of the independent counsel
will be. But here are some figures I
might throw out for the RECORD at this
time. To the best of our knowledge, Mr.
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President, thus far, as of August 31.
1994, the independent counsel, Mr.
Starr and Mr. Fiske, combined, spent
$1.879 million. Projected funding for
the independent counsel for the 1995
fiscal year is $6.3 million, which is a
subtotal of $8.129 million, and a total,
adding all the figures up, Mr. Presi-
dent, for both the Senate and the inde-
pendent counsel to investigate so-
called Whitewater, comes to almost $10
million in taxpayers’ dollars.

Mr. President, I think there is some-
thing else the public has a right to
know. I think the public has a right to
know that this White House, this
President, this First Lady, this admin-
istration, has never one time been ac-
cused of lack of cooperation. In fact,
our President has pointed out, as one
of our colleagues has already men-
tioned, that to be candid and truthful
in this matter is going to be the
quickest and best way to get to the
bottom of it.

In the first round of hearings last
summer, the committee heard from 30
witnesses generating 2,600 pages of tes-
timony, deposing 38 witnesses, generat-
ing 7,000 pages of testimony.

The administration has produced
thousands of pages of documents for
committee review. This administration
has complied with every document re-
quest. They have answered every ques-
tion posed to it. The administration is
ready and willing to cooperate on this
second round of hearings and it bears
emphasis, I think, that after the long
days of hearings and pages of docu-
ments reviewed, that the Banking
Committee concluded at the end of this
hearing, in phase 1, that there had been
no violation of a criminal statute and
no violation of an ethical standard.

Mr. President, I think, too, it needs
to be added that at no time during any
of these investigations or any of these
hearings, whether it be in Little Rock
or Washington, the Banking Commit-
tee or the special counsel, wherever, to
the best of our knowledge, not one wit-
ness, not one person has taken the fifth
amendment.

I think that this speaks loudly and
clearly about this administration’s po-
sition, wanting to get on with the im-
portant business of our country.

Mr. President, let me compliment
our friend, Senator SARBANES, for
working out what I think—and going
forward with—is a fairly reasonable
proposal in trying to attack this prob-
lem and to set up these hearings. I
think that there are some things, how-
ever, that I must state that I do not
feel are fair. I do not feel that it is fair
for one of the members of the commit-
tee, as he did earlier in this debate, to
come to the floor and say what should
have been within the scope of this
hearing and then start talking about
those particular issues as if to con-
demn them, even though they are not
in the scope of these particular hear-
ings.

Mr. President, I think for a Senator
to come to the floor who is a member

of the Banking Committee and to make
a statement like he knows for a fact, or
he has knowledge that Kenneth Starr,
the special counsel, is now going to
reinvestigate the death of Vince Fos-
ter, I think the public has a right to
know how that particular Senator from
North Carolina has knowledge of this
so-called fact, Mr. President. I think
the Senator from North Carolina needs
to explain how he knows Mr. Kenneth
Starr is now looking or relooking at
the death of Vincent Foster.

Mr. President, we hope that these
hearings will be fair. We hope they will
be soon. We hope that they will be done
in a very efficient manner. I am just
hoping above all, Mr. President, that in
this hearing, these issues are not going
to be bogged down in the political mo-
rass that we have seen some other
hearings conclude with. I would like to
say, also, Mr. President, that I think
for us to go back to the 1990 Governor’s
campaign, I think is stretching it a bit.
I do not know what that has to do with
Whitewater. I think some of my col-
leagues would like to see us investigate
Bill Clinton when he was the attorney
general of Arkansas. Maybe we would
like to go back to look at his campaign
of 1974 when he ran for the U.S. Con-
gress and was defeated. There might be
some who have no limits on how far
back in time we should go.

I hope we can keep our eye on the
ball. I am hoping, Mr. President, that
we can keep our eye focused on the
issue of Whitewater and the particular
mission under which carefully this res-
olution has basically pointed out would
be the scope of this particular hearing.

I am also concerned that one of our
colleagues has referred to the ‘‘the mis-
erable job of Mr. Fiske.’’ Those re-
marks were made earlier on this floor.
Of course, they refer to Mr. Fiske, who
was allegedly fired from this investiga-
tion as special counsel because he was
not finding out enough, bringing for-
ward enough, to satisfy some of our
colleagues.

Mr. President, I will conclude once
again, as I have done other times on
this floor, by quoting a note that Vince
Foster wrote. It is his last note. It was
his last sentence in this note, when he
said ‘‘Here’’—reference to Washing-
ton—‘‘ruining people is considered
sport.’’ Those were the words written
by the late Vincent Foster.

I am hoping, Mr. President, that
when this investigation begins, every
person involved with that investiga-
tion, from top to bottom, will realize
these are human beings; they have
families; they have hopes and desires;
they have beliefs; and they have rep-
utations. Hopefully, we will not treat
lightly those reputations, and hope-
fully we will make certain that the
character and the nature of these hear-
ings seek fairness and justice.

I yield the floor.
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I

yield such time as he may consume to
the minority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I
thank the ranking member. Let me

say, I did not have the opportunity to
hear all of his remarks, but let me
commend the distinguished Senator
from Arkansas for what I have heard
him say. Let me associate myself with
each and every one of his words. He
speaks from the heart, and he certainly
speaks for all Members in representing
what we hope will be the ultimate goal
of this committee as we begin this ever
once more.

This resolution provides a sum of
$950,000 for the purpose of completing
the work on the Whitewater matter. I
think it needs to be emphasized again,
as we consider the funding, that this
resolution includes every issue related
to Whitewater that has any credence
whatever. There ought not be any ques-
tion about its work, its scope, and the
effort undertaken after today by the
Banking Committee.

The funding will expire on February
29 of next year. It is an adequate
amount to fund and an ample allow-
ance of time to permit comprehensive
and thorough hearings, while providing
also for the completion of this issue.

In the 103d Congress, the Senate
voted on March 17, 1994, on a bipartisan
vote of 8 to 0, to authorize hearings on
the Whitewater matter. Senate Resolu-
tion 229, adopted in June of last year,
authorized a first round of hearings
which were subsequently held by the
Banking Committee.

The new resolution creates a special
committee, administered by the Bank-
ing Committee, to conduct the final
round of these hearings. The commit-
tee will be comprised of the full mem-
bership the Banking Committee, with
the addition of one Republican and one
Democratic member of the Judiciary
Committee.

Chairman D’AMATO will also chair
this special committee. Senator SAR-
BANES will serve as the ranking mem-
ber.

Last year, the Banking Committee
heard from a substantial number of
witnesses and took thousands of pages
of testimony. Last year’s hearings were
thorough, fair, and bipartisan. They
are the model which this year’s hear-
ings must emulate.

The majority, which conducted the
hearings last year, were fair and judi-
cious in their approach. The new ma-
jority in this Senate has the obligation
to follow that record in exactly the
same manner.

It is important to be thorough and
comprehensive, because the American
people have a right to know all the
facts about this matter; but it is equal-
ly important that hearings be fair and
responsible. We must all strive to re-
member and draw the distinction be-
tween an unproven allegation and a
known, verifiable fact.

What is at stake is the integrity and
credibility of the U.S. Senate. The last
Senate recognized this by voting
unanimously to authorize hearings
when questions were raised that de-
served examination. This Senate
should follow that example.
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The Senate has the constitutional

obligation to see that the facts are
brought out. It has the moral obliga-
tion to do so fully and impartially. If
we do less, we risk reinforcing the un-
fortunate impression that Senators
care more about partisanship than
about conducting the Nation’s business
in the best interests of all the people.

The President has said that in an era
of attack politics, the best way to put
this matter behind America is to ad-
dress the facts candidly. He is entirely
right.

The administration cooperated fully
and extensively with hearings last year
and stands ready to do so again this
year. Last year, the President ordered
his administration to cooperate and all
parties did so. Every document request
was honored. Every question raised by
the committee was answered.

Americans have the right to know
the facts of Whitewater. But Ameri-
cans care about other matters which
are also on the Senate agenda a great
deal more than they do about this.

Americans are now facing a budget
which seeks to dramatically alter Med-
icare and student aid programs, as well
as virtually every other thing the Gov-
ernment does. They are anxious about
the future, because so many millions of
Americans are either Medicare enroll-
ees or have parents who are Medicare
enrollees. They are anxious to see the
Senate begin the debate over the budg-
et soon.

Americans expect the Senate to de-
vote the bulk of our efforts to the is-
sues that are of most importance to
the majority of American people. I
agree. That should be our priority.
Today, no issue is more critical than
resolving the budget debate.

Mr. President, I urge prompt action
on this resolution. I hope it allows for
completion of this matter with fairness
and impartiality, so that Senators can
focus their attention on the issues that
deserve it most, the problems facing
the American people.

I thank the ranking member for
yielding.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I did
not mean to unduly delay acting on
this resolution, because I think most
things that have been said summarize
where we are at, what we are attempt-
ing to do, and the scope of the inves-
tigation and the manner in which we
hope to conduct it.

I think is important to point out that
what one of my colleagues, the Senator
from North Carolina, Senator
FAIRCLOTH, pointed out is a matter of
public record. That is that Judge Starr
is reexamining all matters reviewed by
Special Counsel Fiske, including Vin-
cent Foster’s death.

I think he alluded to that, and I
think he did so in that context. That is
not an area we intend to revisit unless
there are some very special cir-
cumstances, which I certainly do not
envision. However, I think we have to
at least put it in that context.

As it relates to what the committee
did and did not find last year, I think

it is important to note that the Repub-
lican minority did make findings on
the three major areas where there were
questions of misconduct and malfea-
sance. I will not attempt to enunciate
all of them now, but that was a very
strong finding.

I would also like to point out that
the majority made some findings and
recommendations as it related to the
need to indicate very clearly that be-
fore Congress, all executive branch
members and others who testified are
‘‘required to be fully candid and forth-
coming,’’ and testify ‘‘truthfully, accu-
rately, and completely.’’

The committee recommends that the
President issue an Executive order reinforc-
ing this obligation and setting forth proce-
dures requiring the prompt correction, am-
plification and/or supplementation of con-
gressional testimony to ensure that it is ac-
curate, thorough and completely responsive.

Why did they do that? Without going
through the entire history, it was be-
cause it was clear and evident—and, by
the way, we have sent to Mr. Fiske and
to his successor, Mr. Starr, those areas,
we being the Republicans on the com-
mittee, the minority—that those areas
of concern, that, at the very least,
there was testimony that was disingen-
uous, if not outright false. And that is
being reviewed.

So, to say that there were no findings
of any wrongdoing, that everything
was OK, or to imply that there was
nothing wrong, is simply an over-
simplification and is not an accurate or
fair representation of the situation.

Now, I do not intend, nor is it my job
and duty, to defend the work of the
special counsel. The special counsel
was appointed because the Attorney
General concluded that it was nec-
essary. It was not this Congress. I
thought it was. I believe it was. There
were leading Democrats who spoke to
the necessity—Senator MOYNIHAN, Sen-
ator BRADLEY, and others—as it relates
to dealing with this. But as it relates
to the expenditures of money, let us
look at the record.

This committee, I think, has been
very judicious. The Democratic leader-
ship working with Republicans last
year authorized $400,000. We only spent
$300,000. This year we have set $950,000.
I hope we spend less than that. We have
been very judicious in using taxpayers’
money. So to date we have spent
$300,000. Although that is not an incon-
sequential sum, we have been ex-
tremely judicious.

With regard to the expenditures and
what has taken place with the special
counsel, let me just indicate, first, that
David Hale pleaded guilty. He was a
municipal judge and has made some ex-
tremely serious allegations. The spe-
cial counsel is reviewing his allega-
tions with respect to why he made cer-
tain loans that were illegal or inappro-
priate, who asked him to do so, and so
forth.

Webster Hubbell, the third ranking
official in the Attorney General’s of-
fice, pleaded guilty to charges that

emanated, again, from this investiga-
tion.

Neil Ainley, president of the Perry
County Bank, where large sums of
money, $180,000, were taken out to fund
campaign activities, pleaded guilty.

Chris Wade, a real estate agent who
was the sales agent for Whitewater De-
velopment, pleaded guilty in a bank-
ruptcy matter. Robert Palmer, last De-
cember, a Little Rock real estate ap-
praiser, pleaded guilty to conspiracy
charges relating to backdating and fal-
sifying appraisals for Madison Guar-
anty.

I make these remarks because I do
not believe that it is fair to leave the
impression that this has just been a big
waste of time and that there was no
wrongdoing. Five individuals, at this
early and preliminary stage of these in-
vestigations, have already pleaded
guilty, some in very high, responsible
positions. That is the work of the spe-
cial counsel. He has to defend the ap-
propriateness of the expenditures
which he makes.

However, I think for the record it is
fair to reflect that several individuals
have pleaded guilty to various charges.
As it relates to our work, I am going to
reiterate that I believe this committee
has properly set forth the venue, the
scope and the way in which it intends
to move forward in a bipartisan man-
ner to find out the truth and get the
facts. Was there an attempt to impede
legitimate investigations undertaken
at RTC? Why were certain people taken
off the case? Why were certain RTC in-
vestigators disciplined? Why was infor-
mation about confidential criminal re-
ferrals made public? Was there a fail-
ure to go forward? These are legitimate
questions. There may be appropriate
reasons. But, then again, we might dis-
cover inappropriate action.

So these areas are within the scope.
We are not going to attempt to dig up
something that does not appear to be
really connection to the matters that
we have set forth. And it is our hope,
depending upon the schedule of the spe-
cial counsel as he goes through the ma-
terials, that we can wind this up sooner
rather than later, and conduct the
business of the people in a manner
which reflects credibly on our constitu-
tional obligations as Senators.

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield
the remainder of my time. My col-
league may have something to do. I am
prepared to vote on the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I will
take just a couple of minutes, I say to
my distinguished colleague from New
York.

First of all, I want to underscore the
positive and constructive way in which
the chairman of the Banking Commit-
tee and members of his staff interacted
with us in trying to address the ques-
tion of working out a resolution that
we would bring to the floor of the Sen-
ate. Obviously, it is not an easy thing
to do, and Members of the Senate have
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differing views about this matter. But I
do think we were able to, in the end,
work out a rational approach to this
inquiry and investigation, which I indi-
cated in a sense had been committed to
last year.

Obviously, you always have to work
out carefully the scope questions,
which has been done in this resolution,
because the scope could be infinite, in
a sense, if you leave it to people’s
imagination. So there were candidates
for scope that I think went beyond the
horizon, and they are not included. But
we have tried to, in effect, put a focus
here.

In fact, some of the questions the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York just
raised, that he felt emerged out of the
previous hearings—and he made ref-
erence to last year’s minority state-
ment in the report—have in fact been
spelled out here as matters that could
be looked into under this resolution.

There were other candidates, of
course, that were not included. We
have tried to be rational here. We have
tried to be reasonable. The matters
specified herein have been the outcome
of that process.

Second, I want to say the resolution
has been put together in a way that
presumes that the two sides will work
together cooperatively in carrying out
the inquiry, that the staffs will inter-
act in that fashion, that material will
be generally available and so on. We
are trying to get an inquiry here in
which everyone is joined in trying to
find out what the facts are. A lot of
questions are raised, and will be looked
into. If you did not raise questions, you
would not have an inquiry, so I recog-
nize that. But our job, I think, is to
probe the factual matter behind those
issues.

I was interested that my colleague
earlier used the word ‘‘allegations,’’
and that is what it is until you actu-
ally get the facts that sustain it. And
that is the process we are going to en-
gage in. Some things, you know, when
you finally examine them, turn out to
be fairly innocent. At least I think. We
had this point about Captain Hume,
who did not appear when he was sup-
posed to be a witness.

Well, what happened—obviously
there was a slip-up, but I think that is
what it was, a slip-up. Captain Hume
was deposed. He had over 300 pages of
deposition testimony. Apparently at
his deposition he said he was about to
take a—go on a vacation. After that
the hearing date was set. Everyone sort
of assumed that Captain Hume could be
brought back in for the hearing. A sub-
poena, I do not think, was issued for
him.

Mr. D’AMATO. I do not think it was
issued.

Mr. SARBANES. I do not think it
was issued for him so he did not, as it
were, ignore a subpoena. And he went
on a hunting and fishing trip and could
not be located, is what happened.

In the end, I think it was judged that
given we had 300 pages worth of deposi-

tion it was not worth having another
hearing simply to bring Captain Hume
in. I mean it is a small matter, but I
only mention it to show that some-
times when you really examine the
facts you discover that something that
looked amiss at first has a very simple,
plausible, and reasonable explanation
for it.

We expect, as I understand it, now to
move forward with this. I know that
the chairman and his staff will be talk-
ing with our staff to begin to plan the
first set of hearings which I think will
probably be in the next month or so,
and then we can proceed from there as
we schedule other matters which have
been stipulated here in the resolution
as being within the scope of the inquiry
which this special committee will now
undertake.

But I do again want to underscore
the, I think, responsible way in which
the chairman and members of the staff
have worked with us in order to try to
frame a resolution which we could
bring to the floor of the Senate today
which I think carries forward the le-
gitimate requirements imposed upon us
in terms of carrying out an investiga-
tion without straying beyond what
most people regard as reasonable
bounds.

Mr. President, with that, I made my
statement. I see the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arkansas, and I would like
to yield time to him.

Mr. President, how much time is re-
maining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min-
utes.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I
yield 4 minutes to the Senator from
Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Maryland for yielding.

Mr. President, when I was a student
in law school I remember studying
criminal law. There never had been a
lawyer in my family. So I knew noth-
ing about any kind of law. But I re-
member the professor about the second
day said, ‘‘Remember, the presumption
of innocence is the hallmark of our sys-
tem of criminal jurisprudence.’’ It is
not presumption of guilt.

I asked the question, ‘‘Should I de-
fend somebody if they came into my of-
fice and told me they were guilty?″

He said that will be a personal call,
but you bear one thing in mind. That
person may not know whether he or
she is guilty under the law. They may
think they are and are not.

I am going to vote for this resolu-
tion. I have no objection whatever to a
fair, open hearing giving everybody a
chance to answer the questions of this
committee. But I have heard some
names thrown around here this morn-
ing.

Mr. President, in cases like this, all
you have to do is throw out a name. Of-
tentimes you have destroyed a person
or at least destroyed their reputation.

And there has been entirely too much
of that surrounding this case.

So let me admonish my friends in
the U.S. Senate, and especially on
this special committee, lawyers and
nonlawyers, to ask yourself when you
are making some of these speeches and
you are throwing out names, why did
not this happen, why did not that hap-
pen? Well, hindsight is a wonderful
thing. But ask yourself when you are
throwing names around and wondering
whether or not you are destroying that
person, a perfectly innocent person for
life, you ask yourself this question:
‘‘How would you like to be in that
somebody’s shoes and hear your name
bandied around on the floor of the Sen-
ate which carries with it the connota-
tion of some wrongdoing or some
guilt?’’

I hope the Members of this body will
rise above that sort of thing, and when
they say something and use some of
these names in regard to this hearing,
make awfully sure they are not de-
stroying some innocent person need-
lessly and wrongfully.

I look forward to the hearings. I look
forward to the people having an oppor-
tunity to say what they want to say
and answer the questions of the Mem-
bers of this committee. But for God’s
sakes do not prejudge everybody that
is going to be called as a witness before
they get there and have an opportunity
to answer the questions.

I yield the floor.
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I

yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished chairman for yield-
ing me 2 minutes. I had not planned to
speak again. But the distinguished
chairman of the committee made ref-
erence to three or four individuals who
have either pled guilty or have been in-
dicted, et cetera. I would like to talk
about some of those.

Neil Ainley worked with a bank in
Perryville about 50 miles from Little
Rock. He pled guilty to four counts,
but not one of those counts related to
Whitewater; not even close to
Whitewater. One was his so-called fail-
ure to file with the Internal Revenue
Service a withdrawal of cash for the
1990 Clinton campaign; nothing whatso-
ever to do with Whitewater.

The second individual the distin-
guished chairman mentioned is Chris
Wade. If I am not mistaken, Chris
Wade was a real estate broker I believe
in Mountain Home near the
Whitewater development area. Chris
Wade, subsequent to these many years
of dealing with the lots at Whitewater,
filed bankruptcy; not related to
Whitewater in any way. But in the
bankruptcy filing he failed to disclose
either an asset or a debt. I do not know
all the facts but this matter is unre-
lated, totally unrelated to Whitewater;
no relationship whatsoever to the
President and Mrs. Clinton. But yet
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the prosecution has now had him plead
guilty.

The third person referred to was
Webb Hubbell. We know that case.
Webb Hubbell has pled guilty. It is a
sad day. He is a good friend. But it
was nothing that related to
Whitewater Development Corp., abso-
lutely nothing that related to Madison
Guaranty, nothing whatsoever. Web
Hubbell pled guilty to overbilling his
clients; nothing to do with the RTC,
nothing to do with Whitewater; totally
irrelevant.

If we continue spreading this dragnet
out further, if we go after every person
that has ever had contact with Bill
Clinton or Hillary Clinton or James
McDougal or whatever, if they have
ever made a phone call to them, if they
have ever borrowed money or given
them a campaign contribution, Lord
only knows how long this investigation
is going to go. It will go beyond the
year 2000.

I just hope that our colleagues on the
Banking Committee will realize that
we must focus this investigation as it
relates to Whitewater and to its origi-
nal mission.

Mr. President, I thank the distin-
guished Senator, ranking member, and
the distinguished chairman for yield-
ing me this time.

I yield the floor.
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I am

prepared to yield back time.
Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, we

yield back the remainder of our time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

having been yielded, the question is on
agreeing to the resolution.

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY] is necessarily absent.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

SANTORUM). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber who desire to
vote?

The result was announced—yeas 96,
nays 3, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 171 Leg.]

YEAS—96

Abraham
Akaka
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Biden
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
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Harkin
Hatch
Hatfield
Heflin
Helms
Hollings
Hutchison
Inhofe

Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Nickles
Nunn

Packwood
Pell
Pressler
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller

Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe

Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner
Wellstone

NAYS—3

Bingaman Glenn Simon

NOT VOTING—1

Kennedy

So the resolution (S. Res. 120) was
agreed to.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
resolution was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina.
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

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

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the Chair.
(The remarks of Mr. THURMOND per-

taining to the introduction of S. 812 are
located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader is recognized.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it has been

our hope that we could work out some
agreement on H.R. 483, the so-called
Medicare Select bill. I know Senator
ROCKEFELLER has some concerns about
it. What we would like to do is bring
the bill up, and if anybody has amend-
ments, they can offer the amendments
and see if we cannot complete action.
It is a program that expires on June 30.
I am not an expert on the program it-
self. I think Senators PACKWOOD and
CHAFEE will be happy to manage the
bill. I will not do that.

I would like to ask unanimous con-
sent that we turn to the consideration
of H.R. 483, the Medicare Select bill,
but I am not going to make that re-
quest yet.

Is the Senator from West Virginia
prepared to object to that?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I am afraid I
will have to.

f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate turn to
consideration H.R. 483 under the fol-
lowing time agreement: 1 hour on the
bill to be equally divided between the
chairman and ranking member of the
Finance Committee, with one amend-
ment to be offered by Senator ROCKE-
FELLER relative to Medicare, 1 hour for
debate to be equally divided in the
usual form, and that no motion to
table be in order; further, that follow-
ing disposition of the Rockefeller
amendment, the bill be advanced to
third reading and that final passage

occur without any intervening action
or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I do object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard.
f

EXTENDED USE OF MEDICARE SE-
LECTED POLICIES—MOTION TO
PROCEED
Mr. DOLE. In light of the objection,

I move to proceed to the consideration
of H.R. 483.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion to proceed.

Is there debate on the motion?
Mr. ROCKEFELLER addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,

this is not one of the most broadly un-
derstood issues. But it is a very impor-
tant one, Medicare Select. There are, I
guess, two issues that concern me.
One—and this is less important, but
nevertheless important to me—is the
area of process. I had written Senator
DOLE, the majority leader, a number of
months ago asking for a hearing on the
subject of Medicare Select. I was told
in a letter back from the majority
leader that we would have hearings on
Medicare, obviously, and that Medicare
Select would be a part of those hear-
ings. The Finance Committee has not
had any hearings on Medicare Select
and, therefore, that constitutes a prob-
lem.

Second, there is a study on Medicare
Select which is going to be completed
by the end of the summer, and it is not
a frivolous study or a frivolous prob-
lem. It is a serious problem involving
seniors and Medicare supplementary
insurance. Currently, 15 States are par-
ticipating in the 31⁄2-year experimental
Medicare Select Program. This bill
would expand Medicare Select to all 50
States for 5 years.

One of the States that has Medicare
Select is, in fact, the State of Florida.
I cosponsored legislation sponsored by
Senator GRAHAM that would tempo-
rarily expand Medicare Select for an-
other year. So this is not just a ques-
tion of those States that have Medicare
Select wanting to continue to expand
it, or to make it permanent, or what-
ever. We have genuine concerns.

There are other issues involved. One
of the conclusions of the preliminary
evaluation of this study which I have
been referring to, which will be com-
pleted at the end of the summer—and
that is why I hoped we could wait until
that time, this being the first year of a
2-year session—was that about half of
the savings in the form of cheaper
MediGap premiums for beneficiaries
came about as a result of discounting
payments to hospitals.

Now, theoretically, if seniors are
having their care actually managed,
the Medicare Program would realize
savings from the lower use of health
care services.
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If, in fact, the savings are merely the

result of hospital discounting arrange-
ments, the Medicare Program is not
going to benefit at all financially.
Again, that is not an overwhelming
factor, but a very important factor in
view of the overall Medicare cuts we
are looking at this year.

CBO, in fact, scored the expansion of
the Medicare Select Program as budget
neutral, not as saving or costing Medi-
care, but budget neutral. They said it
does not cost and it does not save the
Medicare Program any dollars at all.

Now, my colleagues and friends on
the other side talk about expanding
choice and restructuring Medicare by
getting more seniors into managed
care in general. Yet Medicare Select,
one of the managed care options al-
ready available under the Medicare
Program in at least 15 States, does not
save the Medicare Program money.

So far, therefore, claims from the
other side on the so-called magic of the
marketplace does not seem to be doing
anything to save costs for Medicare.
That is the point I am trying to make.
Many people believe that managed care
is not going to save the amount of
money that some people think it is be-
cause the elements of managed care
are not enough. There is the cost of
technology and more people getting
older faster—that number is increasing
very fast.

The Consumers Union testified before
the House Commerce Health Sub-
committee that:

Lawmakers should not make permanent a
managed care form of insurance to plug gaps
in Medicare coverage because of very serious
questions about the supplemental’s plan de-
ceptive pricing practices and its effective-
ness at holding down health care costs. We
should not make this program permanent
and expand it to other States until we know
that it is really a good deal for the cus-
tomers.

That is all I am saying. I am simply
requesting that the study which will be
ready by the end of the summer, which
is already in progress, which has al-
ready issued a beginning report, be al-
lowed to be completed, that we see if,
in fact, it is good for consumers, before
we take any further steps.

Consumers Union has raised concerns
that because of insurance underwriting
practices, seniors may be locked into
Medicare Select managed care policies
and be unable to purchase another
MediGap policy.

We looked at MediGap 5 years ago, in
1990. We passed legislation on MediGap.
It was very good legislation and it cut
down on abuses and consumer confu-
sion. Seniors, for the most part, do
have Medicare supplemental policies.
Sometimes they use it to help pay part
of their premiums. Sometimes they use
it to get more services that Medicare
does not offer. But it is very, very im-
portant.

HCFA, the Health Care Financing
Administration, has voiced a concern
about a lack of quality assurance re-
quirements for Medicare Select man-
aged products.

Medicare HMO’s are required to have
an active quality assurance committee
headed by a physician that gathers and
analyzes data and works for continuous
quality improvement. That is impor-
tant. There is no comparable require-
ment for Medicare Select managed care
products.

Medicare HMO’s are required to pro-
vide data on such indicators as waiting
times for appointments in urgent care,
telephone access to HMO, both during
and after hours. There is no com-
parable requirement for Medicare Se-
lect managed care products.

Understand, I am not condemning
Medicare Select. Fifteen States are
using it. Some of those States want it
to be made permanent. Some are less
happy about it, but this bill is a major
expansion. Therefore, it is something
that we need to look at closely.

To go from 15 to 50 without the bene-
fit of at least the study Congress or-
dered so that we could make an orderly
decision about this, just does not seem
to me to make sense. It is for that rea-
son that I am here talking, hoping that
we can do something about it.

If Medicare Select managed care is to
be made permanent as a Medicare op-
tion, beneficiaries should be guaran-
teed the same level of assurance on is-
sues of quality, issues of access, and,
for example, grievance rights, as they
have already in other Medicare man-
aged care options. That seems sensible.
Do the 15 have it? Do all of them have
it? Do none of them have it? We need
to know.

A preliminary analysis of the Medi-
care Select experiment that was com-
pleted last year by the Research Tri-
angle Institute concluded that from
Medicare’s perspective, unless Medi-
care Select reduces use or directs use
to providers that cost Medicare less
money, it offers little benefit to Medi-
care.

The preliminary case study also indi-
cates:

Aggressive case management and restric-
tion of networks to the more efficient pro-
viders in the communities are rare. Thus, it
appears unlikely that Medicare Select will
result in claims cost savings for HCFA.

Now, Mr. President, I do not think
that these concerns mean that we
should end the Medicare Select Pro-
gram. I want to be very certain on
that. I think that experimentation—
State experimentation—is tremen-
dously important. I believe in it.

However, I do think that several seri-
ous issues have been raised about the
Medicare Select Program, and as a re-
sult I have grave reservations about ex-
tending this program to all 50 States—
that would be 35 more States—in 5
years.

Instead, to avoid any potential dis-
ruption in those States that currently
are participating in the Medicare Se-
lect experiment, we ought to extend
their programs so that they do not
have to stop enrolling new people on
June 30, 1995.

Now, that is an important point to
make. We have a drop dead date we are

facing rather quickly. They cannot
take new enrollees unless we extend
the current States that have the pro-
grams, which I am very much for
doing, so that we can learn more from
those programs.

I would sincerely hope that before ex-
panding it beyond those States that
now have it, we take a much closer
look at the Medicare Select Program
in the committee of jurisdiction, which
is the Finance Committee.

Then I go back again to the process
question. I asked the majority leader
by letter if he would hold hearings on
this subject. He answered me earlier,
some months ago, that we would hold
general Medicare hearings in the Fi-
nance Committee, and Medicare Select
would be part of those hearings.

They have not been part of those
hearings. They have not been even
mentioned in these hearings. That is
important to me because I think that
process and the knowledge that one
gains from that is tremendously impor-
tant.

I find it somewhat disturbing that
my friends on the other side of the
aisle who want to cut Medicare by $256
billion to balance the budget and pay
for tax cuts, and who talk on a daily
basis about restructuring Medicare,
will not even take the time to consider
a final evaluation of the Medicare Se-
lect Program. Congress mandated that
this study be done. This was not some-
body’s whim. It was a congressionally
mandated study. The Federal Govern-
ment has already paid for this study to
be done. But my colleagues are appar-
ently not willing to wait a couple of
months to consider the results of that
congressionally mandated study.

In some ways it seems to me that we
are here more because the Senate is
looking for something to do. I do not
think this is the right way to handle
the problem of the Medicare Select
Program. This came up suddenly and
here we are with it.

I want to make it very clear why I
have objected to the idea of the Senate
simply rubberstamping a bill passed by
the other body. There is absolutely no
reason for us to be using up the time of
the Senate on this at this time. If the
majority leader would simply give the
committee of jurisdiction the chance
to review the legislation and the study
through something as basic as a hear-
ing or a partial hearing or a sub-
committee hearing, then we could
work out a course of action based on a
responsible process and careful thought
about the substance which I have
raised, which is very much in question.
The Senate should, I think, not acqui-
esce to a cavalier way of doing busi-
ness, and that is what concerns me.

The majority leader wants the Sen-
ate to rubberstamp a bill that would
turn a limited demonstration program,
called Medicare Select, into an open-
ended national program. I am very con-
cerned about an attempt to pass legis-
lation affecting the Medicare Program
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without having it carefully considered
by anyone in the Senate.

I ask my colleagues, who are not
present on the floor with the exception
of the distinguished Presiding Officer,
how many of them can really tell me
much about the Medicare Select Pro-
gram? How many could give me one
short paragraph on what the Medicare
Select Program is? I would daresay it
is probably six people; probably six
people. And here we are at a moment
when there is not much else to do,
awaiting the budget resolution, but
with some time to kill, and we are
about to expand into a national pro-
gram something which is being experi-
mented with locally, by the States.

If anything is clear these days, the
Senate should know what it is doing
when it changes Medicare. We are
about to enter into a major debate on
Medicare as it concerns the budget res-
olution. So anything that has the word
Medicare in it, we ought to be precise,
knowledgeable, and informed rather
than having an hour’s discussion and
then a vote of some sort, affecting pro-
foundly what happens in this country.
Medicare affects 33 million people—36
million to 37 million people when you
add on end-stage renal disease and the
disabled, as well as those over 65. It has
enormous consequences. It has enor-
mous consequences.

As we learned during the MediGap
debates, it is very hard, often, for sen-
iors to resist buying policies which are
constantly offered to them. That was
what the MediGap legislation was
about. It was to discipline this pro-
liferation of policies to ensure folks
could not prey on seniors who could
not necessarily understand all the
small print, or even read the small
print in the policy. So this is about
protecting seniors; about not mislead-
ing seniors; about making sure that
seniors get the quality assurances that
are verbally offered to them by those
who would sell Medicare Select.

It just seems to me that if we are
about to talk about a $256 billion cut in
Medicare, we really ought to know
what we are talking about when we do
anything about Medicare, much less
add on a new program, whether it costs
or not.

Just yesterday Dr. June O’Neal, who
is the new head of CBO, the
Congression Budget Office, and whom I
had not seen before, testified before the
Finance Committee that quality—hear
this, ‘‘The quality will suffer under the
Medicare Program if we enact Medi-
care cuts of $256 billion.’’

She said that seniors will have to pay
more to get the same level of quality
that they are currently receiving under
Medicare. And I think this is a very se-
rious consequence. In fact, by the year
2002, I think they will be paying $900
more per year and I think on an aggre-
gate basis they will be paying close to
$3,500 more between now and the year
2002. When you consider the fact that
only a very tiny proportion of Medicare
recipients have incomes of higher than

$50,000 a year and that the enormous
majority of them are way down at
$15,000 or $10,000 or below, in that area,
something like that becomes an enor-
mous consideration. An additional
$3,500? They already spend over 20 per-
cent of their income on health care.

In fact, we had an interesting
minidebate yesterday on whether or
not the cuts in Medicare will in fact
cut Social Security for seniors. Of
course, if that were to be the case, that
would be a kind of third-rail item on
the American scene because cutting
into Social Security is something we
have all decided not to do. We came up
with the judgment, not so much during
the hearing but after the hearing, that
because of the increases in premiums,
et cetera, in copayments, seniors will
have to pay for more costs for Medi-
care, that in effect their COLA in-
creases under Social Security in many
cases will be wiped out entirely.

Will seniors see that as a cut in So-
cial Security? I think it is quite pos-
sible they will. Because it is interest-
ing—I would not have guessed this, I
say to the Presiding Officer—that So-
cial Security and Medicare are looked
upon, in many ways, as the same by
the people of this country and by the
seniors of this country. That whereas
we said before ‘‘Do not cut Social Secu-
rity,’’ people look upon Medicare as the
same sort of a sacred contract, so to
speak, that the American Government
and the American people have with
each other, and not another incidental
program.

So I think this is a very serious prob-
lem. The Health Care Finance Adminis-
tration, HCFA, has voiced a concern
about lack of Medicare Select quality
assurance requirements. HCFA is not a
radical organization. It is a big organi-
zation, 4,000 people, who in fact are
very expert. Nobody knows they exist
but they do, and they do all kinds of
complicated work. They are expressing
concern about Medicare Select quality
assurance requirements, that they do
not exist in this legislation and they do
exist for other managed care options.
As I said, Medicare HMO’s are required
by law to have active quality assurance
committees.

So I think there is lot at question
here, and I just hope we could work
this out. I had suggested a variety of
alternatives, options; that we could
take the States that now have Medi-
care and extend those for a year and a
half or 2 years. Some people say if you
extend it for a year, that does not real-
ly give the managed care company that
is interested in looking at Medicare
much incentive to move ahead. It
sounds like a year-by-year basis.
Maybe we could do it for longer than
that. Maybe we could add on some
more States, add on four or five more
States and allow that to happen.

But to take the entire country and
open it up to Medicare Select when a
study which has already raised ques-
tions is still out there and questions
have been raised by health care experts

in HCFA about insurance problems,
plus the fact that it is Medicare, which
is probably the most sensitive subject
that could be discussed on the floor of
this Chamber, we ought to be careful.
That is why I am not for going ahead
at the present time with expanding
this the way the majority leader seems
to want to do.

I will have more comments. But I do
not see anybody at this point who
wishes to say anything. So I yield the
floor and note 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. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
note the presence of the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island on the
floor. I know he wants to speak. I will
not take long. I talked a moment ago
about the concerns of the consumer
groups and the Medicare Select Pro-
gram. One of their concerns is called
attained age rating. Just as insurance
companies charge older people more for
insurance in the under 65 market,
MediGap insurers charge older seniors
more for their MediGap policies as they
grow older. In the under 65 market, in-
surers claim that age rating is a sound
business practice because older people
use more health care services and be-
cause older people are better off finan-
cially than those who are 20 years old
or younger. This argument does not
work at all for those who are over 65
years old. In that important market,
85-year-olds are generally, as I hope we
all know, a lot poorer than 65-year-
olds.

Another question that has been
raised is the so-called one time open
enrollment period. When we worked in
the Finance Committee—I know the
Senator from Rhode Island worked
very hard on that also—on the
MediGap legislation in 1990, we re-
quired insurers to have a one-time, 6-
month open enrollment period when
seniors first turned 65 so that they
would have 6 months to simply enroll.
During this 6-month period, an insurer
under the MediGap Program is not al-
lowed to deny insurance to any senior
based upon their health status. That is
an enormous statement in the health
insurance industry. It is an enormous
statement. They are not allowed dur-
ing those first 6 months to make any
health status judgments and thus say
no to people. Consumer groups have
raised a concern that if seniors sign up
with a Medicare Select managed care
product and decide that they do not
like that product, they may be unable
to buy a MediGap policy later because
the open enrollment period would have
gone by, especially, of course, if their
health status is poor.

I want to just add those things.
I yield the floor.
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Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island.
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I know
the distinguished Senator from North
Carolina is waiting to give a brief
statement, and then I would like to
speak. Let me discuss it with the Sen-
ator from Oregon.

But meanwhile, I ask unanimous con-
sent that privileges of the floor be
granted to a member of my staff, Doug-
las Guerdat during today.

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

Mr. CHAFEE. Thank you.
Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina.
Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair.
(The remarks of Mr. HELMS pertain-

ing to the submission of S. Con. Res. 14
are located in today’s RECORD under
Submission of Concurrent and Senate
Resolutions.)

Mr. PACKWOOD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon.
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, let

me make a few comments on the so-
called Medicare Select policies and ex-
plain first what they are.

Medicare does not cover all medical
expenses. So a popular policy that is
sold in this country is called MediGap.
You can buy it. It is voluntary. You do
not have to buy it. You can buy it. It
basically fills in the holes that Medi-
care does not cover. There are different
kinds of MediGap policies. You can get
some that are more expansive and with
more coverage than others and they
cost a bit more. But I emphasize they
are voluntary.

Medicare Select is a particular form
of MediGap policy. It is one of the most
popular policies that are around. It is
about 40 percent less expensive than
other policies. It exists now in 15
States. You have to have Federal per-
mission to sell it. The authority to
issue these policies expires on June 30
of this year.

The House has passed a bill—let me
check my figures—I think 408 to 14, to
extend Medicare Select to the rest of
the Nation. This is hardly a partisan
issue with that kind of a vote. And if
we, frankly, get a vote on it in the Sen-
ate, it is going to pass probably 80–20 or
90–10, unless I am mistaken. So do not
let anybody be of the impression this a
Republican-Democrat issue. This has
overwhelming support.

The National Association of Insur-
ance Commissioners is one group that
supports it, and they monitor com-
plaints about insurance policies
throughout the Nation. There are
about 500,000 people enrolled in just
these 15 States in Medicare Select, and
of those 500,000 policies, in 1994, all of
the insurance commissioners in those
15 States had 9 complaints—9—in com-
parison with 967 complaints against
other types of MediGap policies,
nonselect MediGap policies.

We passed this in the Senate 5 years
ago. We were awaiting a report. The re-
port was due in January. It is not going
to be out until next January now. It is
late. It is not going to come.

And again, Medicare Select has over-
whelming support. I am going to read
just a list of the groups that support
expanding this to the 50 States: The
American Group Practice Association,
the American Hospital Association, the
American Managed Care and Review
Association, the Association of Public
Pension and Welfare Plans, Blue Cross
and Blue Shield Association, California
Association of Hospitals and Health
Systems, the Federation of American
Health Systems, the Group Health As-
sociation of America, the Health Insur-
ance Association of America, the Medi-
cal Group Management Association,
the National Association of Insurance
Commissioners, the National Con-
ference of State Legislatures, and the
National Governors’ Association.

Now, Mr. President, you are not
going to get a much better group than
that in terms of breadth and philo-
sophical support. Our problem is that
this apparently is going to face an ob-
jection to coming up and apparently a
filibuster. I have no question but what
the filibuster is going to be broken and
going to be broken overwhelmingly. We
will get the 60 votes. But one of the
problems the leader faces, of course, is
that once we are on to a bill and once
cloture has been invoked, you cannot
go to anything else. You can pull it
down. And he would like to get onto
the budget bill.

I say again, this is the middle of
May. The authority for these programs
runs out next month. This Congress
goes on recess in about 10 days. And so
unless we act now, these people who
like these policies, to which there is al-
most no complaint, will be faced with
rising premiums because they cannot
be sold to anyone else.

So I hope that the leader will be suc-
cessful in bringing this bill up, that we
would have a short debate. I will be
happy to agree to a time limit on
amendments or a time limit on the bill
and get to final passage. I will empha-
size again it passed 408 to 14 in the
House of Representatives.

I thank the Chair.
Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

GREGG). The Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I see the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia in the Chamber. I would be glad
to pose him some questions if he is
available to respond.

As the chairman of our committee
just pointed out, we are talking about
Medicare Select. But what is Medicare
Select, anyway?

Medicare Select is the name of a type
of MediGap policy. It is something that
seniors can buy to cover their Medicare
deductibles and copayments.

Medicare Select is a type of MediGap
policy that permits managed care; that

is, a managed care MediGap policy.
That is what it is.

What was the problem in getting this
plan started and why the restrictions?
Why could not the insurance compa-
nies offer Medicare Select if they want-
ed to? Because when MediGap legisla-
tion was originally passed in the House
of Representatives, there were some
objections to Medicare Select. A Rep-
resentative from California did not be-
lieve in managed care. Consequently
seniors were not able to have these
plans.

Well, finally, after patiently working
at this several years ago in late
evening sessions, we arranged that
there would be 15 States that could try
this and see how it worked out. And so
15 States have done it, and as the
chairman of our committee pointed
out, it has worked very well. The trou-
ble is that the option of these 15 States
to offer this policy ends June 30; which
is what—a month and a half from now.

As the chairman pointed out, there is
now a danger that we cannot extend
Medicare Select because of having to
deal with the budget, and so forth, and
then all these people who have these
MediGap policies—and, indeed, it is a
MediGap policy—will not be able to
buy it or renew it.

Indeed, there is question about en-
rollments right now: Should a senior
enroll in a MediGap policy that has
this managed care plan or should I not?
What happens if the plan is going to
disappear?

Our point is not only should we ex-
tend Medicare Select but should we
also make it permanent.

But what about the rest of the
States? Why should not seniors in
other States have this option? In my
State, for example, why should not my
citizens have the option of buying a
MediGap policy that is $25 to $27 less
per month, depending on the situation,
than they are paying for other
MediGap policies?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. CHAFEE. Let me just finish. The
Senator is objecting to that. What I
find puzzling is the Senator, a distin-
guished member of the Finance Com-
mittee, has twice voted in the Senate
Finance Committee and twice on the
floor to pass a permanent 50-State ex-
tension of legislation that is before us.
What has changed?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. What has
changed, I say to the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island, is that I
had correspondence with the majority
leader of the Senate, a letter that I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD, and also the majority
leader’s response to this Senator.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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U.S. SENATE,

Washington, DC. March 21, 1995.
Hon. ROBERT DOLE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR DOLE: As ranking member
of the Finance Subcommittee on Medicare,
Long-Term Care, and Health Insurance that
you chair, I would like to propose a hearing
on the Medicare SELECT program for over-
sight and an education on its results so far.

As you know, Congress approved a 3-year,
15-state Medicare SELECT demonstration
project as part of the Omnibus Reconcili-
ation Act of 1990. Medicare SELECT offers
seniors less expensive Medigap premiums in
exchange for receiving their health care
services from a selected network of health
care providers. Under current law, Medicare
SELECT’s authorization—which was ex-
tended temporarily last October—is due to
expire on June 30, 1995, unless Congress takes
further action.

Personally, I would support extending this
program for another six months to maintain
program continuity, with a strong interest
in avoiding the program’s disruption while
allowing Finance Committee members an op-
portunity to fully examine the knowledge
available so far on the SELECT demonstra-
tion. A temporary extension would give the
Subcommittee an opportunity to have a full
hearing on the Medicare SELECT program
that would include results of a formal eval-
uation of the demonstration project.

It is my understanding that preliminary
results of an evaluation study that is being
performed by Research Triangle Institute
will be ready by the end of the summer. In-
formation that will be available includes
data gathered from insurer and beneficiary
surveys, as well as claims analyses that will
examine the impact of SELECT enrollment
on the use and costs of Medicare services.
Therefore, I believe it would not be appro-
priate or prudent to extend this program on
a permanent basis to all 50 states until Fi-
nance Committee members have the most
up-to-date information on which to base fu-
ture legislative action.

Thank you in advance for your attention
to this matter, and I hope to work with you
on this issue. Mary Ella Payne is the contact
on my staff.

Sincerely,
JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV.

U.S. SENATE,
OFFICE OF THE MAJORITY LEADER,

Washington, DC. April 3, 1995.
Hon. JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR JAY: Thank you for your letter re-
garding the Medicare Select Program. I
agree with you that this issue deserves care-
ful consideration, particularly if Congress
intends to extend the program permanently.

I know that the Chairman plans to hold ex-
tensive hearings at the full committee level
on the Medicare program—it’s costs, it’s ben-
efits, and what changes need to be made to
improve it. I have been assured by the Chair-
man that through this process we will take a
close look at Medicare Select, as we will all
parts of the Medicare program.

The Committee will obviously have its
work cut out for it this year. I look forward
to working with you as we debate some very
important and complex issues.

Sincerely,
BOB DOLE.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I wrote the ma-
jority leader on March 21, and I said
this problem is going to be coming up.
We know there is a deadline. I am fully
aware of that. He wrote back on April

3, and he told me, ‘‘I agree with you
that this issue deserves careful consid-
eration, particularly if Congress in-
tends to extend the program perma-
nently. I know that the chairman,’’
that being Senator PACKWOOD, ‘‘plans
to hold extensive hearings at the full
committee level on the Medicare Pro-
gram.’’ And, ‘‘We will take a close look
at Medicare Select, as we will all parts
of the Medicare Program.’’

What I would say to my friend from
Rhode Island is that we have not done
that. In the meantime, Congress man-
dated a study to be done, and the study
is in the process of being done. The
study has also already raised several
questions. Other groups raised other
questions about quality, about being
able to buy other medigap policies. So
there are a number of questions that
needed to be answered. I wished to do
all of this somewhat earlier, and I was
given the promise that we would do
this somewhat earlier. It is just that
the promise was not fulfilled.

I should say also that a number of
questions have been raised which have
somewhat changed the atmosphere in
the last several months. Before the
Senator came to the floor, I talked
about questions which had been raised
by a number of groups—pricing games,
medigap availability, illusory costs,
and things of that sort. The Senator
from West Virginia wants to be sure.

Mr. CHAFEE. Well, the Senator from
West Virginia may wish to be assured,
but I do not know how far we have to
go. The National Association of Insur-
ance Commissioners supports the ex-
tension of this program. We just had
the list of those who were supporting
Medicare Select read by the chairman
of our committee. You can go on and
on and find reasons not to do some-
thing.

But we are really in a very, very dif-
ficult situation here. This program ex-
pires in 30 days from now or 45 days
from now. It seems to me we ought to
get on and extend it, and not only ex-
tend it but let the other States in on it.

Some mention was made about the
Consumers Union’s concerns about
Medicare Select. But the fact of the
matter is the Consumers Union’s prob-
lems that were raised apply to all
medigap policies, not focused in on
Medicare Select.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,

obviously, we need to work this out.
The time problem is not, in fact, a con-
straint on those States which cur-
rently have Medicare Select because I
already said I would be perfectly happy
to go ahead and extend them.

The question is: How can we, looking
at some of these complaints about not
being able to change MediGap policies,
discrimination of various sorts, how
can we arrive at some kind of com-
promise which gives consumer protec-
tion for these Medicare beneficiaries
that would choose Medicare Select?

How can we give them some kind of
consumer protection over and above
what is contemplated in the law that
the Senator from Rhode Island wants
to get passed right away?

Would the Senator be willing to dis-
cuss those matters, if not publicly, pri-
vately?

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator says we have to wrestle with these
problems. Who says there is a problem?

Let me just touch on one matter that
the Senator raised, and that is the so-
called attained-age rating, with a sug-
gestion that Medicare Select, this type
of managed care policy, MediGap pol-
icy, has this attained-age rating.

Well, the fact is that the attained-
age rating is permitted under current
MediGap law. It is not restricted. The
attained age is not something peculiar
to Medicare Select. That is permitted
under the current MediGap law.

And so while it is true that most
medigap policies and most Medicare
Select policies do not use the attained-
age method, I do not see why you focus
in and say that is something peculiar
to MediGap or Medicare Select, be-
cause it is not.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. The Senator
from West Virginia did not say it was
peculiar, but I said it was a problem as
far as the Medicare extension is con-
cerned. Whether it applies to more
medigap policies is not, at the mo-
ment, of concern to me. I want to make
sure that, in Medicare Select, we can.

HCFA has concerns about quality
and concerns about access. They are
not a frivolous organization.

I just think we have a chance to try
to find an accommodation, hopefully in
a quorum call, in which we could ad-
dress some of the consumer concerns
and perhaps also accommodate the
Senator from Rhode Island, the major-
ity leader, and the Senator from Or-
egon in the process, since I am, obvi-
ously, very well aware of where the
votes are in the situation. I just want
to do the best I can to build in
consumer protection for a program
which is young, which is actually only
in 14 States, and is not at all in all 50
States.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I do not
concede that there are all these prob-
lems or that there are these problems.
It seems to me what the Senator from
West Virginia is doing is applying a
higher standard to the Medicare Select,
these managed care MediGap policies,
than he is to the regular MediGap poli-
cies. I do not think that is fair. I do not
think it is fair to say, ‘‘No, in Medicare
Select, you cannot have attained age,’’
whereas it is permitted in the other
MediGap policies.

The suggestion here is that we ought
to have hearings on this. Well, I cannot
speak for what the majority leader
said, but all I do know is that the Sen-
ate has passed a permanent extension
of this proposal twice in the past 4
years. It was included in every major
health reform proposal last year, in-
cluding Senator Mitchell’s, Senator
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DOLE’s and Senator PACKWOOD’s bill,
and in the mainstream coalition bill.
All of them had Medicare Select in
them. So it is not that we are coming
up against some unknown item here
that we better be terribly cautious of.
As I say, it has been out in these
States. In 15 States, it is authorized. I
cannot challenge the Senator’s infor-
mation when he says it is actually in
practice, I believe he said, in 14 States.

All I know is that I think it is a good
option that is less expensive and that
we ought to give all the citizens a
chance at it. And the citizens from my
State would like a chance at this. If
they do not want to use it, that is their
business. But if they have a right to
choose a MediGap policy that is less
expensive than the current ones, I
think they ought to have it and not be
prevented from doing so because this
Congress refuses to extend Medicare
Select to all the States.

Again, no one is more thoughtful and
compassionate in this Senate than the
Senator from West Virginia, so I am
not sure why he takes this particular
position. Because, as we mentioned be-
fore, this passed in the House 408 to 14.
You could hardly get a motherhood
resolution passed by that amount.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. If the Senator
will yield, I think one could practically
rewrite the Constitution in the House
of Representatives by that vote in the
current climate.

If the Senator would further yield, he
talked about standards being higher for
Medicare Select than for other
medigap things. I think high standards
are important and I know the Senator
from Rhode Island does, too. I want to
see the Senator from Rhode Island and
his State be able to have this program
if that is what the State and the Sen-
ator wants.

I think the time crisis that the Sen-
ator refers to can be handled in 60 sec-
onds. That can be changed in 60 sec-
onds.

My point is that for 2 months I have
suggested extending the program to
the 14 States with the program already
in effect. What I am really suggesting
now is that we first look at the evalua-
tion of the program before we open the
door to all the other States. What I am
really suggesting is that, if we could
perhaps suggest the absence of a
quorum, we could work something out
on this.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, our
staff asked the Health Care Financing
Administration [HCFA] for suggested
changes. Any problems? What do you
think we ought to do? They did not
have any. They had no suggestions for
us.

Maybe the Senator from West Vir-
ginia can find, what we cannot find,
any documented quality problem with
this program. Now, some beneficiary
somewhere may object, I am sure they
have, just like they have objected to a
host of other medigap policies.

But, as I say, this has received a fa-
vorable report by the Consumers Union

and by Consumers Report magazine
and by the State insurance commis-
sioners.

So, I do not have anything particular
to offer. I would be glad to talk with
the Senator from West Virginia. What-
ever ideas we have, we would have to
transmit them. Obviously, I would
have to speak to the chairman of the
Finance Committee, whom I do not see
on the floor here.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER addressed the
Chair.

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

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. The Senator
from Rhode Island made mention of no
particular problems being raised by
HCFA. I think that raises, therefore,
this very important point. Because, in
fact, Donna Shalala has written to the
Honorable BILL ARCHER, chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means, on
March 7 of this year.

And one paragraph says:
The case study portion of the Medicare Se-

lect evaluation has already raised a number
of questions about the Medicare Select dem-
onstration.

That is from HCFA.
As managed care options under Medicare

are expanded, we want to ensure that our
beneficiaries are guaranteed choice and ap-
propriate consumer protections.

That is precisely what the Senator
from West Virginia was asking for.

Donna Shalala goes on:
In addition, many of the select plans con-

sist solely of discounting arrangements to
hospitals.

The Senator from West Virginia men-
tioned that at the beginning.

Donna Shalala goes on:
We would be concerned if the discounting

arrangements under Medicare Select were to
be expanded to Medicare supplementary in-
surance part B services. Discounting ar-
rangements, particularly for part B services,
may spur providers to compensate for lost
revenues through increased service volume.
Consequently, we are concerned that such an
expansion would lead to increased utilization
of part B services rather than contribute to
the efficiency of the part B program through
managed care.

Then she says:
We would, therefore, oppose such a change.

There is honest and open debate on
this matter. I am still willing to talk
with the Senator from Rhode Island. I
think we can work something out.
Again, I, unfortunately, can count the
votes, but the Senator would like to
have some consumer protection in this,
and I think the Secretary of HHS
would, too. I think, frankly, George
Mitchell, in his bill, had open enroll-
ment and major insurance reforms, and
the Senator from Rhode Island knows
that well.

The Mitchell bill, in fact, did not pro-
pose to make Medicare Select perma-
nent in the absence of coordinated open
enrollment.

So I think there is room to work
something out here, Mr. President, be-
cause I think everybody is talking with
good will on both sides on this matter.

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island.
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, the

problem here is—I know the Senator is
concerned about this—but the points
he raises affect not Medicare Select
but affect the whole MediGap range. In
other words, when he says he is inter-
ested in open enrollment, there is no
open enrollment now in the MediGap
policies. He is saying he wants it for
Medicare Select. But that means you
want it presumably for all of MediGap.

Now, that is a very big separate issue
that can come up any time. You do not
have to tag it on to a Medicare Select
policy which, as I say, is just one of a
whole series of medigap policies.

If the Senator wants to do that, that
is changing the rules for the whole se-
ries of policies that are issued under
medigap.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. CHAFEE. I will make one other
point, if I might, and that is, as you re-
call, when I said my staff spoke to the
Health Care Financing Administration,
what I said was they asked for sug-
gested changes and none came back. In
the letter the Senator quoted from Sec-
retary Shalala, he mentioned some-
where in there concerns about expan-
sion into the part B plan. We do not do
that. There is no expansion into that in
this Medicare Select.

So I will be glad to talk with the
Senator. If he would like, we can sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and have
a little chat here.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. The Senator
from West Virginia would like to do
that, but if I might add one more
thing, that is, the Senator is right
about part B, and the Senator from
West Virginia just got carried away
and read too much of a paragraph,
which was a mistake on the part of the
Senator from West Virginia.

Donna Shalala, on the other hand, is
referring to the Medicare Select eval-
uation. She is referring to the Medicare
Select evaluation in this letter which
she wrote back on March 7, which
should have been available to all of us.

Bruce Vladeck, in his testimony on
February 15 in front of the House Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce,
raised a major concern with the ade-
quacy of beneficiary protections under
Medicare Select.

If that is not HCFA speaking, I do
not know what is. Bruce Vladeck said:

There is no requirement for States to re-
view the actual operations of the Select
plans once they are approved to assure that
quality and access standards are being met.

He does not like that. He is worried
about that, and he says:

We feel strongly that beneficiaries should
not have to worry about the quality and ac-
cess provisions on their Medicare choices.
We look forward to working with the sub-
committee * * *

And then Bruce Vladeck, the head of
HCFA, said:
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Our second concern is whether Medicare

Select will make any contribution to in-
creasing the efficiency of the Medicare pro-
gram.

I think that goes off into another
area. It is the consumer protection
area, I say to my friend from Rhode Is-
land, which concerns me the most.

I might suggest the absence of a
quorum in order for some conversation
to go on.

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. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
Medicare Select is a demonstration
program. Evaluation will not be com-
pleted until December 1995. While the
demonstration program technically ex-
pires on June 30, the regulations gov-
erning the program clearly state that
insurers must continue their coverage
of current enrollees, even if no exten-
sion is approved.

There is no overwhelming urgency to
pass this legislation. I do favor a tem-
porary extension, and I am prepared to
support such an extension today. But I
have a number of concerns about per-
manent extension of the Medicare Se-
lect Program.

First, extension of Medicare Select
should be considered in the context of
a whole range of managed care options
we might wish to make available to
Medicare beneficiaries. There is a great
deal of interest on both sides of the
aisle in expanding choice. The adminis-
tration is working on development of a
PPO option. Before we make the Medi-
care Select Program permanent, we
should understand its impact and bal-
ance it against other options.

Second, Medicare Select raises sig-
nificant concerns about beneficiary
protections. HHS has stated concerns
about quality oversight. Most impor-
tant, Medicare Select requires enroll-
ees to receive their care from a limited
set of providers. This may be perfectly
acceptable to younger, healthier, en-
rollees. As beneficiaries age and be-
come sicker, however, they may find
themselves dissatisfied with providers
in the select network. They can find
themselves permanently locked out of
regular MediGap coverage, with no
ability to buy a policy to protect them-
selves from the costs that Medicare
does not cover.

This seems to me to be an excessive
denial of choice that we should not en-
shrine in permanent legislation with-
out more consideration.

These concerns have been raised by
Consumers Union and other consumer
advocates. Consumers Union, Families
USA, and the National Council of Sen-
ior Citizens all are on record as oppos-
ing this legislation. These concerns are
serious and they deserve to be ad-
dressed.

We must always be especially con-
cerned about the frailest and the most
vulnerable elderly. We want to provide
options that improve the choices avail-
able, not limit them. We want to pro-
vide benefits and services that seniors
need, not deprive them of necessary
care. We should move with great care
in considering a measure that might
have that affect.

It is not my intention to terminate
the Medicare Select demonstration or
put it out of business. I would be will-
ing to support the short-term exten-
sion of the program or a permanent
program if these concerns are consid-
ered and addressed.

It is ironic that this particular Medi-
care issue should surface just a day be-
fore we are to consider a budget resolu-
tion which would strike a mighty blow
at the integrity of the Medicare Pro-
gram as a whole and at the retirement
security of senior citizens it was de-
signed to secure.

This budget plan proposes to break
America’s compact with the elderly,
and all to pay for an undeserved and
unneeded tax cut for the wealthiest
Americans.

The cuts in Medicare are unprece-
dented: $256 billion over the next 7
years. By the time the plan is fully
phased in, the average senior is likely
to pay $900 more a year in Medicare
premium and out-of-pocket costs.

An elderly couple would have to pay
$1,800 and, over the life of the budget,
would face $6,400 in additional costs.
Part B premiums, which are deducted
right out of the Social Security check,
will rise to almost $100 a month at a
cost of an additional $1,700 over the life
of the budget plan.

The typical senior needing home
health services will have to pay an ad-
ditional $1,200 per year. Someone sick
enough to use the full home care bene-
fit will have to pay $3,200. The fun-
damental unfairness of this proposal
leaps out from a few simple facts.

Because of gaps in Medicare, senior
citizens already pay too much for the
health care they need. The average sen-
ior pays an astounding one-fifth of
their total pretax income to purchase
health care, more than they paid before
Medicare was even enacted. Lower in-
come older seniors pay even more.

Medicare does not cover prescription
drugs. Its coverage of home health care
and nursing home care is limited. Un-
like virtually all private insurance
policies, it does not have a cap on out-
of-pocket costs. It does not cover eye
care or foot care or dental care.

Yet this budget plan heaps additional
medical costs on every senior citizen,
while the Republican tax bill that has
already passed the House, gives a tax
cut of $20,000 to people making more
than $350,000 a year.

I ask any of our colleagues to travel
to any senior citizens’ home in their
State and have a visit with retirees.
Ask the retirees by a show of hands
how many pay $50 a month or more for
prescription drugs. Anywhere from 25

percent to 50 percent of the hands will
go up in the air. Ask them how many
pay $25 a month or more for prescrip-
tion drugs, and the spontaneous groan
in the audience will be enormous. It is
an expression that they are astounded
that we do not understand that they
are paying at least $25 a month or more
and now 80 percent to 90 percent of the
hands go into the air.

What has been the cost of the pre-
scription drugs over recent years? They
have been rising at more than double,
sometimes even triple, the Consumer
Price Index.

Look also at the profits of the major
pharmaceutical companies. It is an in-
teresting fact that they are some of the
most profitable companies in America,
while at the same time the cost of pre-
scription drugs, which are absolutely
essential in order to relieve suffering
or to even live life in many instances,
is going right up through the roof.

Now, that is a real issue for the sen-
iors. That is an issue that we ought to
be debating out here this afternoon.
That is an issue of prime concern to
every senior citizen.

I daresay, if any Member of the Sen-
ate went to a group of senior citizens
and asked them this afternoon, ‘‘What
do they want the U.S. Senate to be fo-
cusing on? The issue of prescription
drugs or Medicare Select?’’ Ninety-nine
percent would say, ‘‘Look after the
problems that we are facing with pre-
scription drugs.’’ ‘‘Look after the prob-
lems we are facing in terms of dental
care and eye care.’’ Look around the
room and count the number of senior
citizens who are wearing glasses. Look
around the room at the numbers who
need help and assistance with dental
care. Look around the room at the
number of seniors who need the care of
a podiatrist.

Our seniors think the U.S. Senate
ought to be focusing on Medicare here
this afternoon. But we should not focus
solely on Medicare Select, until we
have a full and complete evaluation of
that program, which has the potential
of some very important adverse effects,
as well as some potentially beneficial
effects.

We ought to insist that we have all of
the facts before we move forward on a
program that will unquestionably
mean enormous profits to some compa-
nies and industries. It will perhaps give
at least the appearance of security to
some of our senior citizens for a period
of time, but that security will be illu-
sory unless it is carefully crafted and
there are built-in kinds of protections
which are not evidenced in the proposal
that we are reviewing or considering
this afternoon.

It is interesting, Mr. President, to
compare the generous benefits that the
authors of the Senate resolution enjoy
under our Federal Employees Health
Benefit Program plan available to
every Member of Congress to the less
adequate benefits provided for Medi-
care.

We are going to find out that while
the measure we will be debating here in
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the U.S. Senate cuts back on protec-
tions for our senior citizens, we sure
are not cutting back on the protections
for any of the Members in the U.S. Sen-
ate. That is an interesting irony.

We heard so much in the early part of
the year about how we will make sure
that every law that we pass in the Con-
gress is going to be applicable to the
Members of Congress. Remember those
speeches? We heard them from morning
until eveningtime here in the Senate.
And it is right that we do that. But
how interesting that we do not say we
are going to provide for the American
people all the benefits that we have
here in the U.S. Senate.

If we wanted to, we could give to the
American people the kind of health
benefits that we have, by extending the
Federal Employees Health Benefit Pro-
gram. Many of us have supported this
in the past; many of us fought last year
to try to make this available. FEHBP
affects 10 million Americans. We have
40 million Americans who do not have
health care coverage, and 16 million of
those who are children. We could do
very well if we just provided the exten-
sion of the Federal Employees Health
Benefit Program to all Americans. But,
again, we are not debating that issue
here. We are not involved in that de-
bate here on the floor of the U.S. Sen-
ate.

We are talking about the Medicare
Select issue, a very narrow, very de-
fined issue. We will be debating, tomor-
row, and perhaps the day after tomor-
row, and for a series of tomorrows, the
proposed cuts that are coming in Medi-
care, in the budget proposal, that will
not be utilized for health care reform
as we tried to do last year. We tried to
provide some prescription drug benefit.
We tried to provide some home care.
We tried to provide some community-
based care. We tried to provide some
additional protections for our elderly.

But no, this year we are going to go
ahead and cut the Medicare Program to
set aside a little kitty of $170 billion
that can be used someday in the future
for tax cuts for the rich. Take benefits
away from the seniors in the Medicare
Program, raise their copayments, raise
their premiums, raise their
deductibles, raise all of their costs so
that we can put over here a little sav-
ing account that can be drawn down to
allow tax cuts for the wealthiest indi-
viduals.

That is what we will be debating.
And it is also amazing to me that we
will have a time constraint on this
issue that is going to affect the quality
of life for our senior citizens in such a
dramatic way. We do not have that
time restraint this afternoon, when we
are debating Medicare Select, but we
will have it when that budget bill is
called up.

It is important that we put some of
these measures into proportion. This
issue, Medicare Select, is being pressed
this afternoon. We are on the eve of
what will be a very important debate,
not only here on the floor of the U.S.

Senate but across this countryside;
whether or not we want to say to our
senior citizens we are going to cut your
benefits so we can use those savings,
those cuts, those resources that we
have captured from you to give a tax
cut to the wealthiest individuals.

Maybe that is what the election was
about last November. It certainly was
not about that in my State of Massa-
chusetts. People will say, out here on
the Senate floor: They voted for
change. Is this the kind of change that
the people voted for, Mr. President,
$256 billion in Medicare cuts so we can
provide $170 billion for tax reductions
for the wealthiest individuals? Is that
what the election was about last fall?

I do not believe so. And I think that
is why all of us are seeing, in our own
States, that those who are paying in-
creasing attention to what we are de-
bating and what we are acting on, are
going to be so concerned by this par-
ticular budget proposal.

Sure we have to get some savings in
Medicare. Sure we have to have some
reductions in expenditures. But what
we did last year, when we proposed
comprehensive health care reform, was
to try to bring about the kinds of
changes that over the long term are
going to provide important quality
health protections for our senior citi-
zens, and second, to get a handle on
health care costs. We need to get a
handle not only on Medicare and Med-
icaid costs but also on the total health
care system, since Medicare costs are
only 15 percent of total national health
expenditures. The notion that we can
deal with escalating health care costs
by cutting Medicare alone, shows a
fundamental lack of understanding of
the basic elements of the health care
debate.

Medicare provides no coverage at all
for outpatient prescription drugs, but
they are fully covered under the most
popular plan in the Federal Employees
Health Benefit Program. The combined
deductible for doctor and hospital serv-
ices under the average Blue Cross and
Blue Shield plan is $350; for Medicare
the combined deductible is $816. Blue
Cross and Blue Shield covers unlimited
hospital days with no copayments;
under Medicare, seniors face $179 per
day copayments after 60 days; $358
after 90 days. After 150 days Medicare
pays nothing at all.

Compare the differences between
what our seniors are facing and what
the Members of the U.S. Senate are
facing. Medicare covers a few preven-
tive services but does not cover
screenings for heart disease, for pros-
tate cancer, for other cancer tests—all
FEHBP benefits. Dental services are
covered for Members of Congress. We
have them for Members of Congress—
not for the Medicare recipients. Mem-
bers of Congress are protected against
skyrocketing out-of-pocket costs by a
cap on their total liability. There is no
cap on how much a senior citizen has
to pay for Medicare copayments on
deductibles.

Members of Congress earn $133,600 a
year. The average senior’s income is
$17,750. For the limited Medicare bene-
fits seniors receive they pay $46.10 a
month, but for their comprehensive in-
surance coverage Members of Congress
will pay a grand total of $44.05 a
month. Seniors actually pay $2 more
out of incomes about an eighth as
large.

Is that something for our seniors to
hear about as we are going to be con-
sidering a program that is going to cut
their programs even more—and yet not
affecting the Members of Congress at
all? We have had this debate, some of
us, for a number of years. Let us just
give to the American people what we
give to the Members of Congress. But
we are not doing that, not with Medi-
care. We are being told to go ahead and
provide additional burdens on the sen-
ior citizens that are not being asked of
the Members of Congress.

No wonder people wonder what this is
about. Is this the change that we voted
for? I would love to ask a group of citi-
zens in any State, is this the change
you voted for last November? For fur-
ther cuts on the Medicare benefits, in-
creasing copayments, increasing
deductibles to the tune of $256 billion,
taking $170 billion of it and reserving it
over here for tax cuts? Is that what the
American people wanted as the change?
Or did they believe in what we have as
Members of the U.S. Senate, and what
more than 9 million other Americans
have, the Federal employees? Surely
they were thinking when they voted,
‘‘OK, if it is good enough for the Mem-
bers of Congress it ought to be good
enough for all Americans, young and
old alike?’’

This debate is going to be important
in these next several days. I hope and
urge our seniors to watch this debate
and listen carefully. Listen carefully to
those who are making recommenda-
tions to cut Medicare. Listen to their
responses to the challenges about eq-
uity to our seniors.

This President has indicated he will
listen. He will listen to proposals to
cut Medicare if they are about total
health care reform. This means that we
are going to do something for our sen-
iors that is going to enhance the qual-
ity of health care in such areas as pre-
vention, home care, and community-
based systems. It means making a dif-
ference by reducing deductibles or
making payments for pharmaceuticals
so seniors will not be distressed every
time they take much-needed prescrip-
tion drugs; so they do not need to de-
cide whether they can afford to go
down and get that prescription for $50,
$75, $100 per month, when they do not
have enough food on their table or heat
in their home? We will have the chance
to debate that. We welcome the oppor-
tunity to do so.

The authors of the budget resolution
do not seem to understand how limited
the incomes of senior citizens are. Be-
cause of their budget, millions of sen-
ior citizens will be forced to go without
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the health care they need. Millions
more will have to choose between food
on the table, adequate heat in the win-
ter, paying the rent, or medical care.
This budget resolution is cruel. It is
unjust. Senior citizens have earned
their Medicare payments. They have
paid for them, and they deserve them.

Medicare cuts in this resolution
harm more than senior citizens. These
proposals will strike a body blow to the
quality of American medicine by dam-
aging hospitals and other health care
institutions that depend upon Medi-
care. These institutions provide essen-
tial care for Americans of all ages, not
just senior citizens. And progress in
medical research and training of health
professionals depends upon their finan-
cial stability. The academic health
centers, the public hospitals, and the
rural hospitals will bear especially
heavy burdens. As representatives of
the academic health centers that are
the guarantors of excellence in health
care in America said of this budget,
‘‘Every American’s quality of life will
suffer as a result,’’ because there will
be less funding to support the best
health professional education and
training to the young people of this
country, and there will be a diminution
in support for the research that is asso-
ciated with the great medical centers
in this country.

In addition, massive Medicare cuts
will inevitably impose a hidden tax on
workers and businesses, who will face
increased costs and higher insurance
premiums as physicians and hospitals
shift even more costs to the
nonelderly. According to the recent
statistics, Medicare now pays only 68
percent of what the private sector pays
for comparable physician services; for
hospital care, the figure is 69 percent.
The proposed Republican cuts will
widen this already ominous gap.

The impact of these cuts on local
communities will be astounding. In my
State of Massachusetts we have 123
hospitals. Historically, one of the best
and most efficient hospitals has in
Barnstable County, not far from my
home on Cape Cod. But it has had in-
creasing difficulty serving its patients
in recent years. What changed? The
doctors have not changed. The nurses
have not changed. The ability to get
the good kind of equipment has not
changed. The training that they went
through has not changed. What has
changed? The percentage of Medicare
beneficiaries being attended to in that
hospital changed.

In my State of Massachusetts, any
hospital that gets close to 55 and 67
percent Medicare is headed for bank-
ruptcy because of the reimbursement
rates. What are we doing? Do you know
what happens? Hospitals must cut back
on the nurses; they cut back on their
outreach programs in the community
to work with children; they cut back
on their training programs; they cut
back, as much as they regret it, on the
quality of care people get—not just for

the elderly people, but for all the peo-
ple being served.

What happens locally? Communities
raise local taxes to try to assist hos-
pitals, or they appeal to the State
house and try to get additional re-
sources. They try to get the revenues
from someplace. Either localities ac-
cept a decline in health care quality or
they have to raise additional resources
locally or at the State level. Maybe
some other States are experiencing
generous surpluses, but you are not
going to find many that are in our re-
gion of the country.

Financial cutbacks that have oc-
curred in the past have made it dif-
ficult for hospitals to provide the ex-
cellent services they are used to pro-
viding, and the kinds of cutbacks being
discussed by the Republicans now will
only exacerbate this problem.

The right way to slow Medicare cost
growth is in the context of a broad
health reform program that will slow
health inflation and in the economy as
a whole. That is the way to bring Fed-
eral health care costs under control
without cutting benefits or shifting
costs to the working families.

In the context of a broad reform, the
special needs of the academic health
centers, the rural hospitals, and inner-
city hospitals can also be addressed.
Unilateral Medicare cuts alone, by con-
trast, could destroy the availability
and the quality of care for the young
and old alike.

The President said that he is willing
to work for a bipartisan reform of the
health care system, but our friends on
the other side have said no. The only
bipartisan shift they seem to be inter-
ested in is the kind that says, ‘‘Join us
in slashing Medicare.’’ That is not the
kind of bipartisanship the American
people want.

The authors of the budget resolution
claim to protect Social Security while
making draconian cuts in Medicare.
But the distinction is a false one be-
cause Medicare is part of Social Secu-
rity. Like Social Security, it is a com-
pact between the Government and the
people that says, ‘‘Pay into the trust
fund during your working years and we
will guarantee decent health care in
your old age.’’ This Republican budget
breaks that compact.

As the ceremonies on V–E Day this
past week remind us, today’s senior
citizens have stood by America in war
and in peace, and America must stand
by them now. The senior citizens have
worked hard. They brought us out of
the Depression. They fought in the Sec-
ond World War. Their sons fought in
the Korean war, and the Vietnam War.
They have sacrificed greatly to ad-
vance the interests of their children.
They played by the rules.

If this country is the great country
that all of us believe that it is, it is
really a tribute to the senior citizens.
They have contributed to Medicare.
They have earned their Medicare bene-
fits. And they deserve to have them.

This Republican budget proposes to
take those benefits away, and it should
be rejected.

Mr. President, 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. SPECTER. 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

THE UNITED STATES EMBASSY IN
ISRAEL

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
sought recognition this afternoon to
respond to those who have raised an
issue about the current efforts to have
the United States Embassy moved to
Jerusalem, the capital of Israel, in-
stead of its current location in Tel
Aviv.

There have been some suggestions
that we are motivated for political pur-
poses in 1995 to raise this issue. The
history of these efforts conclusively re-
futes that contention. A bill was intro-
duced on October 1, 1983, S. 2031, co-
sponsored at that time by 50 United
States Senators, which sought to have
the United States Embassy and the res-
idence of the American Ambassador to
Israel hereafter be located in the city
of Jerusalem.

That resolution was referred to com-
mittee and was not called for a vote,
but it was later noted that in addition
to the 50 U.S. Senators, there were 227
Members of the House of Representa-
tives who joined in endorsing that
transfer of the U.S. Embassy from Tel
Aviv to Jerusalem.

Then on March 26, 1990, Senate Con-
current Resolution 106 was introduced,
which called for the recognition of Je-
rusalem as the capital of Israel, and
that resolution was passed in the Sen-
ate by a voice vote.

Then, following those actions, on
February 24, 1995, a letter was sent to
Secretary of State Warren Christopher
signed by 92 U.S. Senators evidencing
strong bipartisan support, again call-
ing for the moving of the U.S. Embassy
from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem.

Mr. President, I was an original co-
sponsor of S. 2031 which was introduced
back on October 31, 1983; supported
Senate Concurrent Resolution 106 back
in 1990; and joined in the letter of Feb-
ruary 24, 1995, evidencing my consist-
ent support for this program.

Recently, the Prime Minister of Is-
rael, Yitzhak Rabin, was in Washing-
ton, and the issue was raised as to
whether or not action by the Congress
of the United States in calling for the
removal of the Embassy from Tel Aviv
to Jerusalem would be an impediment
to the peace process which is ongoing
at the present time because obviously
we do not wish to interfere with the
peace process. At that time, Prime
Minister Rabin responded that it was a
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matter for U.S. Congressmen, Senators
and Representatives, to express them-
selves as they saw fit. He did not ap-
pear perturbed that action in this way
would be an impediment to the peace
process in the Mideast.

The negotiators of Israel and the
PLO are scheduled, as I understand it,
to take up the status of Jerusalem ap-
proximately a year from now. I think
there is no doubt about the Israeli posi-
tion that Jerusalem is an undivided
city, and certainly I think there is no
doubt in the Congress of the United
States about Jerusalem being an undi-
vided city and it being the judgment of
Israel as to where its capital should be.
The tradition is, the unbroken tradi-
tion is that the embassies are located
in the capital city, and it is a fun-
damental matter therefore that the
United States Embassy and the Ambas-
sador’s residence ought to be located in
the capital of Israel just as the Em-
bassy and Ambassador’s residence are
located in the capital city of every na-
tion with the host nation determining
where its capital should be.

We have to make decisions on mat-
ters of this sort, Mr. President, as we
see it. There is no doubt about the
strong relationship between the United
States and Israel, but judgments need
to be made by Senators and Congress-
men as to what we think is appro-
priate. Many of us have joined over the
years in urging that the Embassy be
moved to Jerusalem, and I think that
the record is consistent over such a
long period of time that there is no ap-
propriate way someone could make a
claim that it is a matter for political
purposes.

The distinguished majority leader,
Senator DOLE, has been singled out in a
number of newspaper editorials, others
of us less prominent than the majority
leader have not been so identified, but
I am confident that all of us in exercis-
ing our judgment in calling for the lo-
cation of the U.S. Embassy to be in Je-
rusalem instead of Tel Aviv are doing
it because we think it is the appro-
priate course of conduct, and no one,
no fairminded person, can say that
when the record goes back to 1983 in
the endorsement of this resolution,
there could be any political motiva-
tion. I think that ought to be consid-
ered and the record ought to be set
straight on this issue.
f

CONTRACT WITH THE AMERICAN
FAMILY

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
sought recognition to comment on the
proposed Contract With the American
Family which was the subject of an
early morning ‘‘Good Morning Amer-
ica’’ telecast where Ralph Reed, Jr.,
appeared as the spokesman in favor of
the Contract With the American Fam-
ily, and I was invited to appear and did
appear in expressing my personal views
on that subject.

It is my view, Mr. President, that we
have the fundamental contract which

governs the relationship of Americans
with their Government, U.S. citizens
with their Government, and the rela-
tionships among U.S. citizens, and that
basic contract is called the Constitu-
tion of the United States. It is a docu-
ment which has served this country
very, very well since 1787. And there is
appended to the U.S. Constitution a
Bill of Rights which has served this
country very well since 1791.

The first amendment of that Bill of
Rights provides for freedom of religion,
which is the very basis of our American
society—freedom of religion, freedom
of the press, freedom of speech, free-
dom of assembly, freedom to petition
our Government.

The United States was founded by
the Pilgrims who came to this country
in the early 1600’s, coming for religious
freedom. And if I may on a personal
note, Mr. President, say that my par-
ents came to this country in the early
1900’s for the same reason.

When the so-called Contract With the
American Family calls for a constitu-
tional amendment involving freedom of
religion and the first amendment, I be-
lieve it is not well placed. I believe
that the Jeffersonian wall of separa-
tion of church and state is firmly es-
tablished for the benefit of America,
and I think it is most unwise to have
an amendment to the first amendment
freedom of religion, which is what is
called for by this newly drafted Con-
tract With the American Family.

When Mr. Ralph Reed, Jr., speaks on
behalf of that contract, and when his
mentor, Rev. Pat Robertson, speaks on
the subject, Reverend Robertson makes
the statement that there is no con-
stitutional doctrine of separation of
church and state, that it is a lie of the
left, I believe that is directly contrary
to the Constitution itself, to the intent
of the Founding Fathers. Certainly this
is not ARLEN SPECTER’s statement.
This is the statement of Thomas Jef-
ferson, articulating the doctrine of sep-
aration of church and state.

When Mr. Ralph Reed, Jr., articu-
lates a need to change the law of the
land as articulated by the Supreme
Court of the United States in Casey
versus Planned Parenthood and Roe
versus Wade, which held on a constitu-
tional basis that a woman has a right
to choose, there again we are looking
for constitutional change, which I sub-
mit is unwise and is unwarranted.

There are some parts of the proposals
which I think are fine. When they call
for an attack on criminals and in sup-
port of benefits for victims, I heartily
endorse that and have done that for
many years since my days as an assist-
ant district attorney, through the DA
of Philadelphia, through my service in
this body with special reference to the
Judiciary Committee.

When they call to crack down on por-
nography as it relates to children,
there is no doubt that the Supreme
Court of the United States has set a
very rigid standard and we should do
all we can to enforce that standard.

There, again, is something I have done
personally over the years in the dis-
trict attorney’s office in Philadelphia
and here in the U.S. Senate.

And when there is a call to have
women who are homemakers have
available to them the same opportuni-
ties for individual retirement accounts,
I say that is just and right.

We have a contract with America in
the Constitution which has served this
country so well. And in the House of
Representatives there has been a Con-
tract With America which has been
adopted in large measure in the House
and has been adopted to some extent in
the Senate and is under further consid-
eration and I think will be adopted
with few significant changes.

But if every group comes forward to
insist, Mr. President, on their own view
of what there should be in the relation-
ship between the Government and its
citizens, among its citizens, then I sug-
gest to you that we are going to be a
very, very fragmented society, and
that it is not wise to have any one
group seek to determine the social
mores of this country.

This country is strong because it is a
melting pot. It is strong because we
recognize diversity. America is strong
because we do not break into individ-
ual groups and have one group seek to
impose its ideas on any other group.

So when an idea comes forward that
there ought to be an amendment to the
Constitution, I say no. When the idea
comes forward that there ought to be a
change in the first amendment’s free-
dom-of-religion provision, I say no.
When the idea comes forward that
there ought to be a change in the Con-
stitution as it has been interpreted by
the Supreme Court of the United
States on a woman’s right to choose, I
say no.

It is time, Mr. President, in America
for unifying actions, not for divisive
actions. One Contract With America
from the Congress elected by the peo-
ple of the United States is sufficient.
What we really need to do is rely on
the basic contract with America, and
that is the Constitution of the United
States.

Mr. President, in the absence of any
other Senator on the floor, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABRAHAM). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

SCHEDULE
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in-

dicate to my colleagues that there is
an effort underway to come to some
agreement on H.R. 483, the Medicare
Select bill. Hopefully, we can reach an
agreement and pass the bill, maybe
with one or two agreed upon amend-
ments. If we can do it by voice vote,
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there would not be any additional
votes today. We do not have that
agreement yet. As soon as we do, I will
notify my colleagues. Senator CHAFEE
has been working with Senator ROCKE-
FELLER and others. Hopefully, we will
be able to advise our colleagues in 10,
20 minutes.

I yield to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

Mr. CHAFEE. The majority leader is
exactly right. We are working now
with staffs trying to see if we cannot
come to an agreement on the problems
raised by the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, Senator ROCKEFELLER. Every-
thing seems to take longer than any-
body thinks around here. So I would
say in the next half-hour, I hope, we
can have some information on whether
indeed there would be the necessity for
a vote.

Mr. DOLE. I think everything else
that we can take up has been taken up.
There is only one nomination on the
calendar. There is no other legislation
that we can take up at this time.

Tomorrow we will start on the budg-
et. I understand the Democrats will
have a caucus at 10:30 in the morning
and, hopefully, they will allow us to
start on the budget at noon tomorrow.
Otherwise, we would have to wait until
tomorrow evening to start on the budg-
et. There are 50 hours of debate. Of
course, it is more than just 50 hours.

We did indicate to and promise the
President that we would try to com-
plete the antiterrorist legislation be-
fore Memorial Day. So we would have
to finish the budget by next Wednesday
night. I think we will need probably a
couple of days on the antiterrorism
legislation and then there would be the
Memorial Day recess, which could be
the last recess of the year, but I hope
not.

Unless we can work out some accom-
modation on some of these major bills,
the Senate will have no alternative but
to stay here for a considerable period
of time during what might have been
the August recess. If we can start on
the budget tomorrow—the House
should pass their budget tomorrow. We
will start on ours tomorrow and have
votes on tomorrow and on Friday and
on Monday. If I were Members, I would
be back on Monday; if there is ever a
Monday on which there will be votes, it
will be this Monday on the budget, and
on Tuesday and, hopefully, we can
complete action on Wednesday. The
final legislation would be the
antiterrorism legislation.

So I suggest that we complete action
on this bill, and if we can do it without
votes, we will do it. If not, Members
should not leave until they have some
final notice.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
want the majority leader to know—and
I will share this amendment—I have
one amendment which I think may be
noncontroversial. I can limit it to 10
minutes. I would like to at least show
it to colleagues on the other side of the
aisle. It is on the Medicare Select.

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.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

f

A VETO OF THE RESCISSION BILL

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I was just
reading a wire story here. I find it hard
to believe that the House and Senate
have just completed action on a rescis-
sion bill which would save about $16.4
billion—actually savings around $9 bil-
lion, because of the $16.4 billion there
is additional money for disaster assist-
ance in Oklahoma City and other pro-
grams. I am a little bit bewildered be-
cause the President indicates if we
send this bill to him—it will be back
from the House this week and we will
take it up next week—that he will veto
it. I am puzzled because the President
has said we ought to reduce spending.
So we finally get a little reduction in
spending and at his first opportunity,
he says: No, no; I am not going to sign
it. I am going to veto it. And at the
very time he is suggesting that he is
not going to do anything on the budg-
et, not going to offer any budget of his
own. We will have a vote on the Presi-
dent’s budget. He is just going to be a
spectator and not participate in trying
to reduce the deficit.

So it seems to me the President had
a golden opportunity here to exercise
some leadership and demonstrate to
the American people that he wants to
reduce Federal spending, but he struck
out. He does not want to reduce Fed-
eral spending.

So what does he do? He tries to
blame Republicans. We have cut too
many programs or we have done this or
done that. It seems to me the President
ought to carefully review what he said
today and indicate to the Congress
that he will sign this rescission pack-
age. It is not easy to save money
around here. The taxpayers wonder
why we do not do more and this is a
good example. We have been working
on this rescission bill for weeks and
weeks and months, in many cases in a
bipartisan way, and before it even goes
to the President he says he is going to
veto it.

So I think he has missed a golden op-
portunity and I know he will try to fig-
ure out some way to blame Repub-
licans. But we cut programs that were
not high priority and in addition we
added spending for the disaster in
Oklahoma City and other programs the
President had requested.

So, Mr. President, if you have an op-
portunity to look at it one more time,
I suggest maybe you might want to re-
verse your position. Because if you are
not willing to even save $9 billion in
Federal spending, we are talking about

many, many, many, many times that
much in the budget resolution we are
going to start debating here tomorrow.

If this is any indication of the leader-
ship in the White House, it is probably
a forgone conclusion that the President
will veto anything we send him on the
budget process.

So I would hope that this is not an
indication of the trend. I think they
have blown a very good opportunity
here to demonstrate to the American
people that if they are serious about
cutting spending, serious about reining
in the Government, serious about cut-
ting back on some of the Federal Gov-
ernment which the American people
are tired of paying for, but unfortu-
nately it appears the President of the
United States does not want to cut
anything—‘‘Don’t touch anything,
don’t do this, or don’t do that’’—he will
sit on the sidelines and he will watch
the Republicans as we try to bring the
budget into balance between now and
the year 2002.

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

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

EXTENDED USE OF MEDICARE
SELECTED POLICIES

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now turn to the consideration of Cal-
endar Order No. 92, H.R. 483, regarding
Medicare Select, and it be considered
under the following time agreement: 10
minutes on the bill, to be equally di-
vided between the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Finance
Committee; that one amendment be in
order to be offered by Senators PACK-
WOOD, CHAFEE, ROCKEFELLER, and KEN-
NEDY, on which there will be 10 minutes
for debate equally divided in the usual
form; and that following the conclusion
of time, that the amendment—namely,
the Packwood-Chafee-Rockefeller-Ken-
nedy amendment—be agreed to; and
that the bill be read a third time and
passed and that the motions to recon-
sider be laid upon the table all without
any intervening action or debate.

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

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, since
this has been agreed to, I am author-
ized to say there will be no further roll-
call votes today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 483) to amend title XVIII of the

Social Security Act to permit Medicare Se-
lect policies to be offered in all States, and
for other purposes.
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The Senate proceeded to consider the

bill.
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that Senator DOLE
be added as a cosponsor of the amend-
ment.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, the
Committee on Finance is hereby giving
a commitment to the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia, Senator
ROCKEFELLER, that there will be a
hearing on Medicare Select once the
Department of Health and Human
Services submits its report on this pro-
gram.

What we are doing is extending Medi-
care Select to all 50 States for 18
months. This will continue unless the
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices determines one of the following:
That beneficiaries do not save dollars
compared to other MediGap policies or
that there are additional expenditures
under Medicare or that access to qual-
ity care is diminished.

Mr. President, there will be a GAO
study on whether or not beneficiaries
have a problem getting coverage under
another MediGap policy if they wish to
change policies and recommendations
if there are problems.

Mr. President, that is the arrange-
ment here.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER addressed the
Chair.

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

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Is the Senator
from Rhode Island finished?

Mr. CHAFEE. I am.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I

want to thank the Senator from Rhode
Island and to say that I agree with
what he said and concur in the amend-
ment and do gladly accept it, as it
were, and consider it good.

What this will do, I think, is what
was wanted on both sides of the aisle,
which is ideally what we strive for
around here and rarely achieve. I had
been reluctant to see the 14 States ex-
panded to 50; the other side of the aisle
wanted to see the 50. I did not have
strong feelings about the 50 until I un-
derstood more about what the study,
which is going on now, will show. I also
wanted to make sure that if people
leave Medicare Select and want to go
to another MediGap Program, that
they are not precluded from being able
to join another program because of pre-
existing conditions, which, of course,
most older people have.

It seems to me this is a good com-
promise. This would allow all 50 States
to go into this, if they chose to do so.
There would be a period of about a year
and a half that that would take place.
Some people will say the insurance in-
dustry does not want to do that be-
cause a year and a half is not enough
time. There are 450,000 people in this
program now, so it must be sufficiently
interesting to the insurance compa-
nies.

I am pleased that there will be hear-
ings on this. That was a part of my
original understanding with Senator
DOLE. Senator DOLE, who is chairman
of the Medicare Subcommittee that I
am ranking member on, so to speak, he
and I have agreed we will work out,
along with others who want to be in-
volved—modifications to Medicare Se-
lect if the study and the experience
show that that should take place. I
think that is entirely proper and fair.

The GAO study itself, I think, is im-
portant because it would analyze the
problems that seniors are having in
switching MediGap policies. When we
talk about MediGap policies, not ev-
erybody necessarily tunes in on that,
but that is incredibly important. Most
seniors have MediGap policies to make
up for deficiencies in Medicare. These
policies are very important to seniors,
and that is why all of this be done
properly.

So, from my point of view, the com-
promise is a good one. It was carried
out in honorable and good fashion be-
tween the Senator from Rhode Island,
Senator CHAFEE, Senator PACKWOOD,
and, obviously, the majority leader and
myself, and Senator KENNEDY. I think
it is a good compromise. I yield back
the remainder of my time.

Mr. CHAFEE. I know the distin-
guished Senator from Texas wants to
speak briefly on this, and if she needs
a few minutes of extra time, I presume
the Senator from West Virginia will be
agreeable to that.

AMENDMENT NO. 1108

(Purpose: To extend the period for offering
Medicare Select policies for 2 years)

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I send
now to the desk an amendment in the
nature of a substitute, which is spon-
sored by Senators PACKWOOD, CHAFEE,
DOLE—does Senator HUTCHISON wish to
be listed likewise?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you.
Mr. CHAFEE. Senator HUTCHISON,

Senator ROCKEFELLER, and Senator
KENNEDY, and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.

CHAFEE], for Mr. PACKWOOD, for himself, Mr.
CHAFEE, Mr. DOLE, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. GOR-
TON, proposes an amendment numbered 1108.

Mr. CHAFEE. 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:
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-

sert the following:
SECTION 1. PERMITTING MEDICARE SELECT

POLICIES TO BE OFFERED IN ALL
STATES FOR AN EXTENDED PERIOD.

Section 4358(c) of the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1990, as amended by sec-
tion 172(a) of the Social Security Act Amend-
ments of 1994, is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—(1) The amendments
made by this section shall only apply—

(A) in 15 States (as determined by the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services) and

such other States as elect such amendments
to apply to them, and

‘‘(B) subject to paragraph (2), during the 5
year period beginning with 1992.

‘‘(2)(A) The Secretary of Health and
Human Services shall conduct a study that
compares the health care costs, quality of
care, and access to services under medicare
select policies with that under other medi-
care supplemental policies. The study shall
be based on surveys of appropriate age-ad-
justed sample populations. The study shall
be completed by June 30, 1996.

‘‘(B) The Secretary shall determine during
1996 whether the amendments made by this
section shall remain in effect beyond the 5
year period described in paragraph (1)(B).
Such amendments shall remain in effect be-
yond such period unless the Secretary deter-
mines (based on the results of the study
under subparagraph (A)) that—

‘‘(i) such amendments have not resulted in
savings of premiums costs to those enrolled
in medicare select policies (in comparison to
their enrollment in medicare supplemental
policies that are not medicare select policies
and that provide comparable coverage),

‘‘(ii) there have been significant additional
expenditures under the medicare program as
a result of such amendments, or

‘‘(iii) access to and quality of care has been
significantly diminished as a result of such
amendments.

(3) GAO study:
The GAO shall study and report to Con-

gress, no later than June 10, 1996, on options
for modifying the MediGap market to make
sure that continuously insured beneficiaries
are able to switch plans without medical un-
derwriting or new pre-existing condition ex-
clusions. In preparing such options, the GAO
shall determine if there are problems under
the current system and the impact of each
option on the cost and availability of insur-
ance, with particular reference to the special
problems that may arise for enrollees in
Medicare Select plans.’’.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, just in
summary then, what we have done is,
First, we have promised that in the Fi-
nance Committee we will have a hear-
ing on Medicare Select once the HHS
report comes in; second, this legisla-
tion extends Medicare Select to all 50
States, the 15 that have it now plus any
others that want to come in over the
next 18 months, and that it will con-
tinue indefinitely, beyond the 18
months unless the Secretary of HHS
determines that the beneficiaries do
not save money compared to other
MediGap policies or there are addi-
tional expenditures by the Government
under Medicare, or access to or quality
of care is diminished. Finally, there
will be a GAO study on whether or not
the beneficiaries have a problem get-
ting coverage under another MediGap
policy, if they wish to change policies.
Furthermore, the GAO would make
recommendations if there are prob-
lems.

So, Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. CHAFEE. I yield whatever time I

have.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas is recognized.
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I

do want to be a cosponsor of this sub-
stitute because I think this is one of
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the important positive things that we
can do for health care reform. This was
brought to my attention by Congress-
woman JOHNSON last year when we
were afraid that this option for our
seniors in the 15 States using it might
be lost in the shuffle, and I called Sen-
ator CHAFEE and we worked to try to
make sure that this was extended. I am
very pleased that Senators ROCKE-
FELLER and CHAFEE have now come to
an accommodation to not only extend
it for the 50 States but to allow all peo-
ple in all 50 States on Medicare to have
the option of selecting Medicare Se-
lect.

Medicare Select is health reform that
works. Since I have been in the Senate,
we have spent more time discussing the
problems in our health care system
than about the models of achievement
in the industry. What about the reform
that has accomplished savings in
health care? Medicare Select is a pro-
gram we should encourage and pro-
mote, not to let die.

Medicare Select gives seniors an op-
tion to save money. In Texas, more
than 8,000 seniors are enrolled in Medi-
care Select plans and save an average
of 15 to 20 percent of the cost of Medi-
care supplemental plans. This is a sig-
nificant savings for those on a fixed in-
come. Nationwide, 400,000 people par-
ticipate in this program in 15 States. If
we allowed this program to expire at
the end of this year, seniors would be
hit with higher premiums.

Medicare Select policies are highly
rated by Consumer Reports magazine.
In its August 1994 issue, Consumer Re-
ports included 8 Medicare Select poli-
cies in the top 15 best value MediGap
products nationwide. In fact, almost
every health care reform bill intro-
duced in this body last year contained
a permanent extension of this program
to 50 States.

The need to extend Medicare Select
Program is critical. If this program
were allowed to expire, premiums could
substantially increase for the current
Medicare Select enrollees and, more
importantly, would limit options for
new Medicare beneficiaries. With the
recent report by the trustees of the
Medicare trust fund telling us of the
dire straits of the Medicare Program, it
would be unthinkable to start elimi-
nating cost-effective options for pro-
viding care to the Medicare bene-
ficiaries.

I appreciate Senator CHAFEE’s and
Senator ROCKEFELLER’s leadership on
this. I think they are taking exactly
the right approach. I am glad to be a
cosponsor of this substitute. When we
talk about improving health care, here
is one of the key ways we can do it so
that we can provide options for all 50
States for our seniors to have the abil-
ity to add to their standard Medicare
plan options that they would want at
an affordable price.

I hope we will adopt this quickly. I
hope that the other seniors in the
States not now covered will look into
this option, because this is the way we

can do what this Congress has been try-
ing to do for 2 years, and that is to pro-
vide more cost-effective health care
availability for our senior citizens.
Thank you, Senators CHAFEE and
ROCKEFELLER.

I yield the floor.
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I thank

the distinguished Senator from Texas
for her kind comments. She has been a
loyal supporter and active worker in
connection with this Medicare Select
effort. I congratulate her for what she
has done.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise in support of Senate passage of the
Medicare Select bill, H.R. 483, which as
passed by the House would extend the
current demonstration program beyond
its June 30, 1995 cutoff date and expand
it from 15 States to the entire Nation.

While it has thus far been just a
small 3-year demonstration program,
the Medicare Select Program has been
a tremendous success in the 15 States
where it is offered, especially in Cali-
fornia.

Medicare Select provides supple-
mentary insurance—for copayments,
deductibles, and other out-of-pocket
costs—for 100,000 California Medicare
recipients (roughly 440,000 nationally).

Seniors enroll in the low-cost Medi-
care Select Program in exchange for
participation in a loose-knit managed
care plan.

This network of providers are used to
cut premium costs by 10–37 percent
over fee for service medigap products,
which translates into savings on
medigap premiums of up to $25 per
month, or $300 per year.

In California, more than 2,200 new en-
rollees are being added per month, be-
cause the Medicare Select Program can
provide low-cost, high-quality health
benefits, while still retaining a high
degree of choice over their physician.

There is no additional cost to the
Federal Government.

However, under current law, no new
Medicare recipients will be able to en-
roll in the program after July 1, 1995,
when the demonstration program that
was authorized in 1990 and extended for
6 months last year will end.

To make sure that select is contin-
ued in California, I joined Senator
CHAFEE and others in introducing Med-
icare Select legislation earlier this
year, and am pleased that the House
was easily able to pass legislation that
would extend the program for 5 years
and expand it to all 50 States, with a
bipartisan vote of 408 to 18.

This Medicare Select legislation
should not be confused or dragged down
with other, more contentious health
care insurance reform issues. Cer-
tainly, there are problems with the
current medigap insurance program
that must be addressed. However, this
is a simple, straightforward bill that
should not be used for those purposes.

The Medicare Select Program is en-
tirely voluntary, and should not be
confused with programs and proposals
that would require seniors to join

HMO’s to get their Medicare. No sen-
iors are being forced or fooled into
joining, Medicare Select seniors can
still receive service outside their plans,
and no insurers are being forced to sell
this type of product.

In fact, Consumer Reports has listed
Medicare Select products as among its
highest rated values, and extension of
the Medicare Select Program has been
endorsed by the California Commis-
sioner of Insurance as well as the Na-
tional Association of Insurance Com-
missioners.

Certainly, managed Medicare pro-
grams like Medicare Select must be
implemented carefully, in order to en-
sure that Medicare enrollees are appro-
priately informed of the benefits of
this program, provided with high-qual-
ity services, and ensured access to
highly trained physicians.

However, the matter at hand is
straightforward, and the most impor-
tant thing is that Medicare Select be
extended. Therefore, I urge my col-
leagues to support the Medicare Select
legislation.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of the Medicare Select
Program. The bill we are considering
extends Medicare Select for 5 years and
allows all States to participate. Fif-
teen States are currently allowed to
take part in this program which pro-
vides older Americans with a managed
care alternative to supplement their
Medicare benefits.

We have a strong managed care tradi-
tion in Wisconsin. Many seniors had
managed care options during their em-
ployment and wish to maintain that
choice of care as they retire. Medicare
Select provides that opportunity and is
very popular in my State.

Mr. President, if we do not act on
this legislation, Medicare Select will
terminate on June 30. Over 26,000 Medi-
care recipients in Wisconsin will face
increased premiums and limited
choices. 450,000 older Americans in the
15 States will be hit with higher costs
if the program is not extended.

At a time when the majority party is
pursuing a budget proposal that cuts
Medicare by $256 billion—which would
greatly increase out-of-pocket costs for
older American’s and ration care—we
should not kill a program that cur-
rently saves money for older Ameri-
cans and expands their options.

Detractors from this bill suggest that
before we act, we should wait until a
study being conducted for the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services is
completed later this summer. Or will it
be completed in December? No one
seems to know when it will be ready.
The fact is, Mr. President, the study
was due this past January. What’s the
holdup?

There is one date that I am certain
of—June 30, 1995—the date when Medi-
care Select will terminate.

I am eager to see the results of the
study I just mentioned. I believe it will
have important ramifications on the
future of managed care and Medicare.
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But we must not hold Medicare Select
beneficiaries hostage until a date un-
certain.

During debate today, concerns have
been raised about premium rating
based on age and one-time open enroll-
ment periods under medigap policies. I
agree that these concerns should be ad-
dressed. However, these issues relate to
all MediGap policies, not just Medicare
Select. We should not single out those
who benefit from Medicare Select in
order to iron out differences in overall
MediGap policy. We can and should re-
view these issues under Medicare re-
form and broader health care reform
legislation.

Medicare Select works for older peo-
ple in Wisconsin. It saves beneficiaries
from 20 to 30 percent in premium costs
than under traditional medigap poli-
cies.

Medicare Select plans are subject to
the same regulations as other medigap
policies which are regulated by the
States. Select plans must offer suffi-
cient access, have an ongoing quality
assurance program, and provide full
disclosure of network requirements.

The program saves money for Medi-
care recipients, does not cost the Fed-
eral Government, and perhaps most im-
portantly, provides many beneficiaries
and providers their first exposure to
managed care.

Mr. President, time is running out. I
urge my colleagues to support and ex-
tend Medicare Select.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I thank
Senator ROCKEFELLER, the Senator
from West Virginia, for all of his help.
I am glad we were able to work this
out. It looked a little sticky at first,
but we have done it. I look forward to
working with him on the Finance Com-
mittee as we have the hearings next
fall or whenever the report comes in
from HHS.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I yielded the re-
mainder of my time, so if the Senator
will yield.

Mr. CHAFEE. I yield. The Senator
may take as much of my time as he
wants.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. There are two
points I want to make that I think are
very important to those who might be
listening and who might be confused at
this point. One is that we went from a
5-year extension to a year-and-a-half
extension. Then, as the Senator from
Rhode Island pointed out, the year-
and-a-half extension would then be-
come automatic unless the Secretary
of HHS had objections or found prob-
lems or whatever. That means that ba-
sically—I do not want this to be taken
the wrong way—Donna Shalala who is
watching this closely—I do not think
destructively but constructively—18
months would pass and she would still
be there. So that for some of the col-
leagues who might be worried that this
is an automatic extension, it is not, ex-
cept as the merit allows that. I think
that is a matter of great comfort to
me, and it is another reason why I ap-
preciate the Senator from Rhode Is-
land. I thank him.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further amendment to be pro-
posed, the question is on agreeing to
the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute.

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
committee amendment and third read-
ing of the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be
engrossed, and the bill to be read a
third time.

The bill was read a third time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill pass?

So the bill (H.R. 483), as amended,
was passed.

H.R. 483

Resolved, That the bill from the House of
Representatives (H.R. 483) entitled ‘‘An Act
to amend title XVIII of the Social Security
Act to permit medicare select policies to be
offered in all States, and for other purposes’’,
do pass with the following amendment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert:
SECTION 1. PERMITTING MEDICARE SELECT

POLICIES TO BE OFFERED IN ALL
STATES FOR AN EXTENDED PERIOD.

Section 4358(c) of the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1990, as amended by section
172(a) of the Social Security Act Amendments of
1994, is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—(1) The amendments
made by this section shall only apply—

‘‘(A) in 15 States (as determined by the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services) and such
other States as elect such amendments to apply
to them, and

‘‘(B) subject to paragraph (2), during the 5
year period beginning with 1992.

‘‘(2)(A) The Secretary of Health and Human
Services shall conduct a study that compares
the health care costs, quality of care, and access
to services under medicare select policies with
that under other medicare supplemental policies.
The study shall be based on surveys of appro-
priate age adjusted sample populations. The
study shall be completed by June 30, 1996.

‘‘(B) The Secretary shall determine during
1996 whether the amendments made by this sec-
tion shall remain in effect beyond the 5 year pe-
riod described in paragraph (1)(B). Such amend-
ments shall remain in effect beyond such period
unless the Secretary determines (based on the
results of the study under subparagraph (A))
that—

‘‘(i) such amendments have not resulted in
savings of premiums costs to those enrolled in
medicare select policies (in comparison to their
enrollment in medicare supplemental policies
that are not medicare select policies and that
provide comparable coverage),

‘‘(ii) there have been significant additional ex-
penditures under the medicare program as a re-
sult of such amendments, or

‘‘(iii) access to and quality of care has been
significantly diminished as a result of such
amendments.

‘‘(3) The GAO shall study and report to Con-
gress, no later than June 10, 1996, on options for
modifying the Medigap market to make sure
that continuously insured beneficiaries are able
to switch plans without medical underwriting or
new pre-existing conditions exclusions. In pre-
paring such options, the GAO shall determine if
there are problems under the current system and
the impact of each option on the cost and avail-
ability of insurance, with particular reference to

the special problems that may arise for enrollees
in Medicare Select plans.’’.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
f

MORNING BUSINESS
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask

that we now have a period for morning
business.

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

Mr. DEWINE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio [Mr. DEWINE] is recog-
nized.

Mr. DEWINE. I thank the Chair.
(The remarks of Mr. DEWine pertain-

ing to the introduction of S. 816 are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.’’)

Mr. DEWINE. I yield the floor.
Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

FRIST). The Senator from Michigan.
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first let

me thank our colleague from Ohio for
his usual courtesy for giving me that
little heads up so I can get ready to ad-
dress the Senate.
f

AUTOMOTIVE TRADE
NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of the recently collapsed auto-
motive trade negotiations between the
United States and Japan and the ad-
ministration’s subsequent announce-
ment to impose reciprocal restrictions
on Japanese products and file an unfair
trade complaint with the World Trade
Organization is simple That purpose is
to open Japan’s closed and protected
auto and auto parts markets.

Yesterday, the administration took
an important step toward opening Ja-
pan’s automotive market to American
products by announcing the specific
list of Japanese products to be sanc-
tioned in retaliation for the unfair ex-
clusion of American products from
Japan. We have listened to 25 years of
trade rhetoric from one administration
after another promising to open Ja-
pan’s automotive markets to United
States products. Endless talks and end-
less negotiations have not produced re-
sults. Japan’s markets remain almost
totally closed, and we have lost huge
numbers of jobs during this period.

I have a little chart here which shows
the statements of American Presidents
since 1971. Every President of both par-
ties has had promises made to him and,
in turn, has assured the American peo-
ple that we are going to act to open up
Japanese markets to American prod-
ucts.

President Nixon in 1971 said:
Japan has accelerated its program of liber-

alizing its restrictions on imports.

When President Nixon said that, the
deficit with Japan was $1.3 billion.
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In 1974, President Ford said:
The United States and Japan will nego-

tiate to reduce tariff and other trade distor-
tions.

By that time the trade deficit with
Japan had grown to $2.8 billion.

In 1975, President Carter said:
[W]e’re trying to get the Japanese to buy

spare parts and parts for assembly of their
own automobiles in the U.S.

By that time the deficit had grown to
$2.9 billion.

President Reagan in 1983 said:
[W]e’re encouraged by recent commit-

ments to further open Japan’s markets.

By that time the trade deficit had
grown to $21.6 billion.

In 1991, President Bush issued a
statement through the Vice President
as follows. Vice President Quayle said:

The President will take a direct message
to the Prime Minister of Japan after the
first of the year, saying that we don’t antici-
pate continuing business as usual.

Well, by then the trade deficit was
$43.4 billion. By now the trade deficit is
over $60 billion.

So actions clearly are long overdue.
The administration’s decision to tell
Japan to either open its markets or it
will face concrete reciprocal restric-
tions is the right thing to do and can
best be understood by showing that de-
cision in a historical context of these
three decades. When Japan has had
total access to America’s auto and
auto parts markets while we have had
no real access to Japan’s automotive
markets, decades of painful history and
lost American jobs have proven that
Japan will open its markets only when
forced to do so.

The Japan Automobile Manufactur-
ers Association, JAMA, of course, com-
plains about the announced sanctions.
In fact, the day after United States
Trade Representative Mickey Kantor
announced last week that we would
take trade actions to open Japan’s
automotive markets to competition,
JAMA put an ad in the Washington
Post saying that managed trade does
not work. I find it incredible that
Japan can even mouth the words
‘‘managed trade’’ given the fact that
they have the world’s most managed
economy and have had the world’s
most managed economy for decades.
They are the undisputed world cham-
pions of managed trade. Their wall of
protectionism against our auto parts
and our automobiles has been built
over 30 years.

JAMA’s own general director, Wil-
liam Chandler Duncan, before becom-
ing general director of JAMA, wrote a
book. That book demonstrated just
how Japan was able to stop the opening
of its automobile market to the United
States and to our automobiles, and
that shutting us out of that market
has been a three-decade-old conscious
policy of the Japanese Government.

In 1973, Mr. Duncan published a book
entitled ‘‘U.S.-Japan Automobile Di-
plomacy, A Study in Economic Con-
frontation.’’ What a painful part of our
history is set forth in that book. The

book provides strong historical support
for the administration’s decision to pry
open markets which have been
discriminatorally closed to American
products for three decades. William
Duncan’s book documents how Japan’s
automotive industry was protected
from outside competition by the Gov-
ernment of Japan in order to protect
their domestic auto industry.

As you are going to hear from some
of the quotes that I have excerpted
from this book, it is a demonstration of
unfair trade policy at its worst. Amer-
ican negotiators suffering from Japan
fatique have three decades of fruitless
negotiation as a cause of that fatique.
An American President has finally
acted based on the certain belief that,
unless we do as other countries and act
to force open Japan’s market with re-
ciprocal treatment, that market will
remain closed.

Mr. Duncan’s book gives us a histori-
cal view of the years 1967 to 1971. It has
only gotten worse.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that selected quotations from the
book entitled ‘‘U.S.-Japan Automobile
Diplomacy, A Study in Economic Con-
frontation’’ by William Chandler Dun-
can be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rials was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
SELECTED QUOTES FROM UNITED STATES-

JAPAN AUTOMOBILE DIPLOMACY, A STUDY IN
ECONOMIC CONFRONTATION

The period under discussion ranges from
the opening of the U.S. diplomatic offensive
in the fall of 1967 until the Japanese approval
of the Mitsubishi-Chrysler joint venture in
June 1971 where Chrysler was limited to 35
percent ownership of Mitsubishi over 3 years.

‘‘The course of trade and capital liberaliza-
tion was not a smooth one. It involved time-
consuming consultations between govern-
ment and industry, long-term schedules of
decontrol, and complicated qualifications at-
tached to concessions granted. This natu-
rally lead to frustrations, if not bitterness,
on the part of many American’s anxious to
share in rapidly expanding Japanese mar-
kets.’’ [Introduction, page 16]

‘‘Though this dispute was later attributed
to a misunderstanding, it nevertheless clear-
ly indicates the reluctance of the Japanese
to negotiate as well as the type of frustra-
tion that was to plague the U.S. team con-
tinually.’’ [page 4]

[January 1968] ‘‘It was natural, therefore,
that the Americans would continue to em-
phasize the abolition of Japan’s quantitative
trade restrictions. Again the Japanese dele-
gation would make no commitment beyond a
vague statement to make a forward looking
investigation.’’ [page 6]

‘‘While all the (Japanese) automobile com-
panies indicated a concern over the possible
consequences of capital liberalization the
Toyota Motor Company was most adamant
on the issue. In January (1968) they went as
far as amending their articles of incorpora-
tion to the effect that no foreigner could sit
on the board of directors of the company.’’
[page 7]

[June–August 1968] ‘‘The Japanese conces-
sions were so painfully slow in coming, and
even then frustratingly offset with other
types of market restrictions, that the Amer-
ican government never once gave the Japa-
nese side an affirmative response.’’ [page 15]

[March 1968, LDP mission to Washington]
‘‘Congressmen of both parties emphasized in

particular the problems of iron and steel im-
ports and the liberalization of automobile
parts . . . . especially, Wilbur Mills, Chair-
man of the House Ways and Means Commit-
tee, pointing to the increase of Japanese
made automobiles into America, countered
by saying that if it is Japanese policy to pro-
mote free trade, it should liberalize the im-
port of American automobiles.’’ [page 17]

[June, 1968, USTR’s response to Japan’s
trade opening proposal] ‘‘One example that is
giving us great concern relates to one of our
biggest export industries, and that is the
automobile industry. Here the Japanese have
clearly illegal restrictions . . . . This has
been under bilateral discussion since the be-
ginning of the year. We have finally told
them (Japan) that unless they come up with
a satisfactory solution in a very short period
of time, we will invoke article 23 of the
GATT to take them to court, which in turn
will most likely give us the ability to retali-
ate against them.’’ (Special Representative
for Trade Negotiations, William M. Roth).
[page 19]

‘‘These proposals clearly indicate the con-
tinued Japanese determination to exclude
foreign automobiles from their markets.’’
[page 21]

[May 1968] ‘‘However, it is clear that MITI
officials were unwilling to face the possibil-
ity of a fully owned Ford assembly plant in
Japan.’’ [page 22]

[August, 1968] ‘‘Though none of these ini-
tial efforts were realized, the considerable
discussion generated by them point out the
intensity with which many Japanese feared
the entrance of the U.S. companies into
Japan. Numerous articles and statements in
the Japanese press maintained that a ‘big
three’ advance would result in a wave of
take-overs of Japanese firms.’’ [page 24]

[Quote from Daiyamondo—Japanese news-
paper] ‘‘If we liberalize within two years, it
is certain that the second class makers will
be bought out by foreign capital . . . Since
their mission, if they invest, will be to main-
tain and increase that investment, Ameri-
cans will surely come to manage it. In that
case the Japanese will become slaves driven
unmercifully by American capital.’’ [Dun-
can’s comment] ‘‘This gives an indication of
the strength of feeling among those who ad-
vocated the so-called ‘Jidosha Joi Ron.’
‘Jidosha’ means ‘automobile’ while ‘joi Ron’
refers to the ‘expel-the-barbarian’ movement
of the mid-nineteenth century.’’ [page 24]

[June 21, 1968, Prime Minister Sato] ‘‘Cap-
ital liberalization must be advanced accord-
ing to present day international trends.
There is no problem with Japanese shipbuild-
ing, but capital liberalization for auto-
mobiles is still impossible even though their
exports have been flourishing. Domestic pro-
duction is a matter of great concern and al-
lowing the improvement of national prosper-
ity is essential. But we would like to pro-
mote foreign capital induction in a way that
will advance Japan’s technology.’’ [page 24]

[July 20, 1968 debate between leaders of the
major Japanese automobile firms over
whether or not the industry was over pro-
tected]. ‘‘Keeping in mind the fact that the
government has heretofore fostered the auto-
mobile industry as an essential industry, the
industry will in the future endeavor to de-
velop on a national basis.’’ [Duncan’s com-
ment] ‘‘This latter point, known as the
‘Hakone Declaration’ is quite significant in
that it was interpreted as a unanimous
agreement by Japan’s major auto manufac-
turers not to tie up with foreign capital.’’
[page 28]

‘‘Henry Ford II continued to be the most
outspoken representative of the American
industry: ‘The U.S. Government never gets
tough enough . . . if they (the Japanese) go
far enough and start importing still more
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into this country, you’ll see a lot of action in
Congress.’ ’’ [page 32]

[Chairman of the Keidanren’s Foreign Cap-
ital Problems Committee, Teizo Okamura]
‘‘If we continue to hold on like this (to an
isolationist attitude) there is the possibility
of escalating the ‘yellow peril thesis.’ Pres-
ently there has appeared a movement for
voluntary restrictions on steel and synthetic
textiles, but it is conceivable that against
automobiles as well as voluntary restriction
policy will appear requesting a limit of
200,000 cars a year.’’ [page 32]

[February 21, letter from Automobile Man-
ufacturers Association chairman Thomas
Mann to acting assistant Secretary of State
Joseph A. Greenwald]. ‘‘. . . The critical area
of discrimination is the severely restrictive
policies of Japan with reference to capital
investment by the United States auto inter-
ests. This is a clear violation of the United
States-Japan Treaty of Friendship Com-
merce and Navigation. The Department of
State may wish to consider the advisability
of again appraising the government of Japan
with these views. At the same time its atten-
tion might be called to the consequences of
a continuing denial to U.S. manufacturers of
opportunities for trade and investment in
Japan . . . ’’ [page 35]

[Duncan’s comment] ‘‘Though the contents
of this letter revealed nothing new as far as
the U.S. automobile industry’s position was
concerned, the U.S. Embassy in Tokyo took
the unusual step of submitting the Mann let-
ter directly to Kiyohiko Tsurumi, the Eco-
nomic Affairs bureau Director of the Foreign
ministry, a move which created considerable
comment in Japan and underscored the dis-
satisfaction of the U.S. government as well
as the auto industry with continued Japa-
nese recalcitrance.’’ [page 36]

[1971] ‘‘The automobile concessions, how-
ever, while designed to mitigate these grow-
ing pressures were, nevertheless, also a re-
flection of MITI’s continuing efforts to in-
sure that the Japanese automobile industry
would be managed by Japanese citizens ac-
cording to Japanese business practices.’’
[page 43]

[October 1969] ‘‘The Japanese, however, re-
sisted this (American) pressure (for further
concessions), maintaining as before that
they needed time to strengthen their indus-
try so that it could remain competitive with
the ‘big three.’ Their reasoning is reflected
in a document attached to the cabinet an-
nouncement: . . . the actual situation of our
country’s automobile industry is weak when
compared with the mammoth enterprises of
the United States and Europe; thee are still
considerable differential, in capital power,
technical development ability, etc . . . . For
this reason, it capital liberalization were to
be carried out with the situation as it is
now—there is strong danger that big disturb-
ances would be created in the automobile in-
dustry, through the advance of foreign cap-
ital which has huge capital and enterprise
power.’’ [page 44]

[March 1970, letter from Thomas Mann of
the American Automobile Manufacturers As-
sociation, to the State Department outlining
the industry’s objections to Japan’s October
(trade concessions) announcement] ‘‘In sum,
the Japanese ‘‘concession’’ in the auto-
motive sector, including the most recent de-
cisions announced last October, have been
keenly disappointing and, in our judgment,
are incompatible with Japan’s responsibil-
ities as one of the world’s great trading na-
tions.’’ [page 44]

[1971] ‘‘Additional pressure on the Japanese
automobile industry came as a result of the
dramatic increase in exports to the United
States during this period.’’ [page 46]

‘‘In July (1971) Toyota Motor Sales vice
president Kato revealed that Ambassador to

the United States Shimoda had warned the
automobile industry that if the rate of ex-
ports continued, the Japanese industry
might expect either protectionist measures
in Congress or antidumping measures such
as had recently occurred with color tele-
vision sets.’’ [page 46]

‘‘Throughout the negotiations the major
Japanese automobile companies were record-
ing substantial profits; their exports were
expanding at a dramatic rate, and their sales
in the United States were increasing during
a time when total U.S. automobile sales were
generally declining. Furthermore, they were
setting up assembly plants and selling equip-
ment abroad.’’ [page 53]

‘‘In short, when the Japanese spoke of re-
organizing an industry they were referring
to a government, or more specifically, a
MITI policy of encouraging the amalgama-
tion of designated industries into larger
units so as to keep them competitive with
foreign firms on the one hand, and secure
from foreign acquisition on the other.’’ [page
53]

‘‘One of the most striking aspects of these
negotiations, for example, was the strength
of Japanese resistance to the intense pres-
sure applied by the United States. By 1969
Japan’s automobile industry was the world’s
second largest with rapidly expanding ex-
ports and foreign assembly operations; yet
despite threats of a U.S. import surcharge,
appeals to GATT, pressure from inter-
national institutions, and the implied con-
sequences embodied in peripheral issues such
as textiles, Okinawa, etc. the Japanese re-
fused to allow the American automobile in-
dustry any more than a token position in
their automobile market.’’ [page 111]

‘‘Since the prewar financial combines dis-
solved by the occupation have, in different
forms, gradually reconstructed themselves,
the Anti-Monopoly Law has become the cen-
ter of one of the more significant controver-
sies in Japan. . . . it did not discourage MITI
from pushing for reorganization in the auto-
mobile industry, or, for that matter, in other
industries as well.’’ [page 113]

‘‘. . . given present day conditions, it is un-
likely that an American firm will in the near
future acquire significant management con-
trol of a Japanese automobile assembly oper-
ation.’’ [page 114]

‘‘The attempt of the American automobile
industry to enter the Japanese market cov-
ered three and a half years (fall 1967–June
1971) of frustrating negotiation and contrib-
uted significantly to a growing uneasiness in
Japanese-American relations.’’ [page 115]

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, two-and-
a-half decades later, the story is the
same. William Duncan was hired to run
JAMA, but his own book, written be-
fore he was hired by JAMA, is a dra-
matic reminder of Japan’s determina-
tion to prevent us from having access
to its markets.

Mr. President, I will just read three
or four of those excerpts. Again, this is
the man who wrote about what hap-
pened in the late 1960’s and early 1970’s,
wrote about how Japan acted as a gov-
ernment and an industry to keep
American products out of Japan in his
book. He is now the director of the
Japan Automobile Manufacturers Asso-
ciation, JAMA. But this is what he
wrote prior to being hired as the direc-
tor of JAMA.

In January 1968, this is what Mr.
Duncan wrote:

It was natural, therefore, that the Ameri-
cans would continue to emphasize the aboli-

tion of Japan’s quantitative trade restric-
tions. Again, the Japanese delegation would
make no commitment beyond a vague state-
ment to make a forward looking investiga-
tion.

That was 1968, January.
In June 1968, again quoting Mr. Dun-

can’s book:
These proposals clearly indicate the con-

tinued Japanese determination to exclude
foreign automobiles from their markets.

Then in 1969, this is what Mr. Duncan
said was going on:

By 1969 Japan’s automobile industry was
the world’s second largest with rapidly ex-
panding exports in foreign assembly oper-
ations; yet despite threats of a U.S. import
surcharge, appeals to GATT, pressure from
international institutions, and the implied
consequences embodied in peripheral issues
such as textiles, Okinawa, etc., the Japanese
refused to allow the American automobile
industry any more than a token position in
their automobile market.

Finally, from Mr. Duncan, the final
quote that I will read here, although
there are many more that will be in
the RECORD, is the following:

The attempt of the American automobile
industry to enter the Japanese market cov-
ered three and a half years (the fall of 1967
through June of 1971) of frustrating negotia-
tion and contributed significantly to a grow-
ing uneasiness in Japanese-American rela-
tions.

Mr. President, there is a long history
here. It is written very clearly by the
man who took a personal interest in
that history at that time. Two and a
half decades later, the story is the
same, albeit worse. The trade deficit
has grown by a about 40 times what it
was in 1970.

Mr. Duncan was hired to run JAMA,
but his own book written before he was
hired by JAMA is a dramatic reminder
of how Japan’s determination to pre-
vent us from having access to its mar-
kets worked. It worked to Japan’s ad-
vantage. It worked to our disadvan-
tage. It worked to the disadvantage of
American workers who have lost jobs
by the thousands because Japan has
been allowed to maintain a protected
market. We have tolerated it. It is long
overdue that we stop tolerating it, and
I am glad that the President finally
took action to knock down that protec-
tionist wall which has surrounded the
Japanese automobile and auto parts
market for now three decades.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair. I
will yield the floor and note the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, an in-
quiry: Are we in morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. GORTON. Is there a time limita-
tion on speeches?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, there

is not.
Mr. GORTON. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent.

f

THE PRESIDENT’S INTENTION TO
VETO THE RESCISSIONS BILL

Mr. GORTON. This morning, Mr.
President, the President of the United
States, Bill Clinton, announced that he
intended to veto the rescissions bill, a
proposal to save some $16 billion of al-
ready appropriated money as a modest
down payment on the tremendous fis-
cal crisis facing the United States
today.

This announcement was both a sur-
prise and, I believe, almost unprece-
dented because, Mr. President, I am in-
formed by the chairman of the Senate
Appropriations Committee, and can
speak from my own personal knowl-
edge as the chairman of one of the sub-
committees of the Appropriations
Committee, that there was no commu-
nication emanating from the White
House and directed at the conference
committee which has been in almost
continuous session for some 2 weeks on
this rescissions bill about the Presi-
dent’s desires or about his bottom line.

Mr. President, this is in dramatic
contrast with conference committees
on appropriations bills in the past, in
either the Reagan administration or
the Bush administration, in which that
contact between the White House and
the Congress was constant and in
which the bottom line of the President
was always well and clearly known to
members of the conference.

Here, by contrast, we had a situation
in which the White House was almost
totally silent with respect to its re-
quest about rescissions. The President
still pays lip service to a $16 billion
goal which must be seven or eight
times larger than the goal of his origi-
nal rescissions bill itself. But only
after the deed is done, only when all
that remains for the Congress is the
formality of the approval of this con-
ference committee report, do we hear,
first, that it does not cut enough dol-
lars from what the President describes
as pork, and takes too much out of pro-
posals which are of greater interest to
him.

Mr. President, a few general remarks.
The President attacks spending on

Federal courthouses, on the building of
U.S. courthouses in various parts of
the country.

Mr. President, I have no dog in this
fight. Earlier, there was a courthouse
in Seattle in one of these appropria-
tions bills, but it is rescinded in this
bill. So none of the so-called pork ex-
ists in my State.

And there is also criticism of a num-
ber of highway projects that were not
rescinded. But note, Mr. President, I
said ‘‘not rescinded.’’ Every one of
these projects which the President of
the United States now describes as
pork, he signed into law less than a
year ago. Last year’s appropriations

bill for transportation, for the Treas-
ury Department, for GSA, for the Post
Office, was signed and hailed by the
President. Those bills had every one of
these projects contained in them and
more besides, a significant number
that are rescinded in this bill. So today
we have described as pork proposals
which the President hailed last year
and proposals which spent more last
year when he signed them than this
year when some but not all have been
rescinded.

What in the world could have hap-
pened to have changed the President’s
mind about specific projects in the
course of 6 months, he does not tell us.

Mr. President, as recently as about 2
months ago, when the original rescis-
sions debate had been completed in
both the House of Representatives and
here in the U.S. Senate, the President
said of the Senate proposal,

The bill passed 99 to 0 in the Senate, and I
will sign the Senate bill if the House and
Senate will send it to me. That’s how we
should be doing the business of America.

Mr. President, I think it is more than
safe to say that the bill the President
attacked today is considerably closer
to the proposal passed by the Senate
just a few weeks ago than those passed
by the House of Representatives. In
many of the very education and job
training areas which the President now
uses as an excuse to veto this bill, the
Senate provision prevailed, lock, stock,
and barrel, was accepted by the con-
ferees. In several others, the com-
promise is considerably closer to the
Senate provision than it is to the
House provision, in some, it is 50–50,
and maybe, in one or two, it is closer
to the House provision.

But, Mr. President, a tiny handful—2,
3, 4 percent—of the dollar amount of
rescissions fall into the categories
which the President now criticizes.

And, Mr. President, one more repeti-
tion of my first point. Not a word
about this 1, 2, 3, 4 percent of these re-
scissions being deal busters, being en-
tirely unacceptable to the President,
was communicated to the conference
committee while it was in being.

Mr. President, is it not safe to say,
overwhelmingly safe to say, that the
President of the United States wanted
to have something in this bill that
could give him a political excuse for a
veto? I regret to say that I believe that
to be the case.

And one more not incidental point,
Mr. President: there is a part of this
bill that the President of the United
States mentioned today which comes
very close to home. I know the Presid-
ing Officer will remember the debate
on the floor of the Senate here on so-
called timber language. That vote was
very close in language, of which I was
the author, and was substituted for
much more stringent House language
in the course of the debate here in the
Senate. But even our milder language
passed only by a narrow margin.

Briefly, the House of Representatives
mandated a certain harvest level of

salvage timber in all of the national
forests of the United States. The Sen-
ate, in language which I wrote, did not
mandate any harvest at all but simply
freed this administration to carry out
its own plans for salvage timber and its
own plans for harvest in the forests of
the Pacific Northwest under option 9.

In no way did the House language re-
quire President Clinton and his admin-
istration to do anything that it had not
planned to do. It simply freed what the
administration wants to do, consistent
with its views of all the environmental
laws from the constant blizzard of liti-
gation to which it has been subjected
over the last several years.

And in fact, as recently as a week
ago, the new Secretary of Agriculture,
who, of course, has the Forest Service
under his jurisdiction, wrote a letter to
the chairman of this conference com-
mittee, one of the few interventions by
anyone in the administration with the
work of the conference committee, and
said, and I am quoting him:

We believe that the Senate provision which
directs the Secretary, acting through the
Chief of the Forest Service, to ‘‘prepare,
offer and award salvage timber sale con-
tracts to the maximum extent feasible to re-
duce the backlog volume of salvage timber
in the interior’’ offers a more responsible ap-
proach than was adopted by the House.

So a week ago this Senate timber
provision was evidently acceptable to
the administration. Now, Mr. Presi-
dent, the timber provision which is de-
nominated by the President of the
United States today as being a give-
away to big timber companies is the
original Senate language amended only
in minor details in a way that the ad-
ministration itself asked us to amend
it.

I repeat, Mr. President, what Mr.
Clinton now criticizes is a set of provi-
sions his own Secretary of Agriculture
approved of by this language a week
ago with minor changes that they sug-
gested themselves. It is not the origi-
nal House language.

Now, our Chief Executive is either ig-
norant of the rules which govern tim-
ber sales in the Forest Service or delib-
erately disingenuous when he begins,
once again, the class warfare of big
timber companies. Most of the big tim-
ber companies in the Pacific Northwest
at least are not eligible to harvest For-
est Service timber because they export
some of the logs that they own from
their own lands—the Plum Creeks, the
Weyerhaeusers of this world are not a
part of this process at all.

Who are these so-called big timber
companies that will benefit from this?
Let me read you a couple of letters
that I have received in the course of
the last month.

The first one is from Tom Mayr, of
the Mayr Bros. Co. in Hoquiam, WA, a
local mill in that community. I am
quoting:

Slade, you must realize that this amend-
ment is the single most important piece of
legislation in over 5 years to Mayr Brothers
and many independent sawmills like ours.
Congress and President Clinton have said
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that they would get us timber, but there
hasn’t been any significance sold since 1990
on the Olympic National Forest. Your
amendment would realize four of our 318 tim-
ber sales with enough log volume to run the
large log mill two shifts for 1 year. This
would put 50 people back to work imme-
diately.

Or another one from one of what ap-
parently are these huge timber con-
glomerates, the Hurn Shingle Co. in
Concrete, WA, and I quote:

It is nice to see that there is some hope for
our shake and shingle mill. We have not op-
erated our mill, due to lack of raw materials,
since December 1993. We only operated 12
weeks in 1993. So, as you and I both know,
any help you can give us would be encourag-
ing. These amendments are very important
for our company, as a wood supply would be
something that we have not had for a very
long time.

These are typical responses, Mr.
President, and it is that kind of small-
town, independently owned company
providing employment where it is not
otherwise available that will be modest
beneficiaries of the President’s inad-
equate, in my view, option 9 and of the
opportunity to harvest timber which
has been partly destroyed by forest
fires or by bug infestation all across
the country and which, within a rel-
atively short period of time, will rot to
the point at which it is not worth any-
thing from a commercial point of view
but becomes magnificent kindling
wood for future forest fires, fires like
that which devastated the Northwest
last summer.

So, Mr. President, we have a Chief
Executive who criticizes timber provi-
sions his own Secretary of Agriculture
previously approved, who criticizes as
pork spending on public buildings that
he approved by his signature on appro-
priations bills last year, and who criti-
cizes modest reductions in programs he
likes about which he was entirely si-
lent during the deliberations of the
conference committee.

Mr. President, that is not the way in
which a Chief Executive of this country
should act. It is not responsible to the
affected people. It is not responsive to
his duty to help us to begin to work to-
ward a balanced budget. It is not re-
sponsive in his relationships with this
body or with the House of Representa-
tives.

I regret this politicization of the
process, and I have every hope that if
we must begin this process over again,
we say to the President, what we said
this time we mean next time and if you
want cooperation, if you want the addi-
tional money you have asked for for
other programs, you need to be willing
to work with the Congress and stick to
your own word in the future.

This is an extremely disappointing
message, not just to the Members of
this body who have worked so hard on
coming up with an important bill, but
because of its destructive impact on a
drive toward responsibility, fiscal pru-
dence, and a change in the way in
which politics is practiced in the Unit-
ed States.

We were selected last year, Mr. Presi-
dent—I know this is particularly true
with respect to the Presiding Officer—
because we were going to do things dif-
ferently and keep our commitments.
We have done so, and we are now frus-
trated in carrying out the people’s will
by this action.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
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. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

f

TRIBUTE TO KAY RIORDAN
STEUERWALD

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
wish to pay tribute to Kay Riordan
Steuerwald, who passed away earlier
this week in Rapid City after a lengthy
battle with cancer. South Dakota has
lost an outstanding citizen.

Kay was one of South Dakota’s pre-
mier leaders in the tourism industry
for many years. To her many friends in
South Dakota and throughout the Na-
tion, Kay’s name always will be associ-
ated with Mount Rushmore. As presi-
dent of the Mount Rushmore Mountain
Co., Inc., Kay ran a first-rate, visitor-
friendly concession operation at our
Nation’s shrine to democracy for 42
years until 1993. She attributed her
success to an emphasis on good service
and reasonable prices.

Kay also was a leader on the national
level in tourism and national park con-
cession circles. In the early 1980’s, I
recommended Kay’s appointment to
the U.S. Senate National Travel and
Tourism Advisory Council. Through
her position on that council and her
leadership in numerous other organiza-
tions, Kay was an outspoken advocate
for the tourism industry, which has
tremendous economic impact in all
States.

Kay provided an excellent role model
for women seeking to become small
business owners. This is a reflection of
her business acumen and her adherence
to the work ethic. She succeeded as a
businesswoman during a period when
for many years business was tradition-
ally considered a man’s world. Her first
job was in the South Dakota Transpor-
tation Department in Pierre during the
administration of Democratic Gov.
Tom Berry in the 1930’s. Her career as
a business owner began with her pur-
chase of a coffeeshop and subsequently
a hotel in Martin, SD. In 1941, she left
Martin to become manager of the State
Game Lodge in Custer State Park. Ten
years later, she began operating the
concession at Mount Rushmore.

Over the years, Kay touched the lives
either directly or indirectly of literally
millions of visitors to Mount Rush-
more. Countless individuals have fond
memories of a wonderful dinner—

topped off by a piece of the Mountain
Co.’s famous strawberry pie—in the
Buffalo Dining Room gazing out the
windows at the priceless view of our
four great Presidents on Mount Rush-
more.

Kay was very active in many organi-
zations and community activities. Too
numerous to mention all of them, her
civic involvement included the Na-
tional Park Concessionaires, National
Federation of Independent Businesses,
South Dakota Tourism Advisory
Board, National Park Foundation,
South Dakota Historical Society,
American Council of the Arts, South
Dakota Cultural Heritage Center,
South Dakota 4–H Foundation, and ex-
ecutive board of A Christian Ministry
in the National Parks.

Having led a life full of accomplish-
ments, Kay also received numerous
awards over the years. She was one of
the few women ever to be named an
Honorary Park Ranger by the National
Park Service. She was the first woman
to receive the South Dakotan of the
Year Distinguished Service Award from
the University of South Dakota and
was named South Dakota Small Busi-
ness Person of the Year by the Small
Business Administration in 1980. May 5,
1982, was designated as Kay Riordan
Day by Gov. Bill Janklow. In 1985, Kay
received South Dakota’s prestigious
Ben Black Elk Award for Tourism.

In addition to her philanthropic con-
tributions to numerous civic projects,
Kay also helped many people privately
on an individual basis. She frequently
took young people under her wings and
assisted them with furthering their
education or getting started in busi-
ness. Kay was a strong patron of the
arts, particularly for native American
artists.

Those of us who knew Kay can recall
our own special encounters with her. I
recall Kay’s gracious hospitality when
my wife, Harriet, and I spent our hon-
eymoon in the Black Hills in the early
1980’s. Kay always made visitors feel
welcome whenever they stopped by her
business or her second-story office with
the beautiful view of Mount Rushmore.
Many lessons can be learned from
Kay’s perseverance in the business
world, her strongly held personal con-
victions, and her courageous struggle
with cancer these past few years.

South Dakota has lost a true pioneer.
In business, in her community, and in
her heart, Kay was a trailblazer. Har-
riet and I extend our sympathies to her
husband, Charlie; her nephew, Jack;
and all her family and friends.
f

RECOGNIZING RECIPIENTS OF THE
GIRL SCOUT GOLD AWARD FROM
THE STATE OF MARYLAND
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, each

year an elite group of young women
rise above the ranks of their peers and
confront the challenge of attaining the
Girl Scouts of the United States of
America’s highest rank in scouting,
the Girl Scout Gold Award.
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It is with great pleasure that I recog-

nize and applaud young women from
the State of Maryland who are this
year’s recipients of this most pres-
tigious and time honored award.

These young women are to be com-
mended on their extraordinary com-
mitment and dedication to their fami-
lies, their friends, their communities,
and to the Girl Scouts of the United
States of America.

The qualities of character, persever-
ance, and leadership which enabled
them to reach this goal will also help
them to meet the challenges of the fu-
ture. They are our inspiration for
today and our promise for tomorrow.

I am honored to ask my colleagues to
join me in congratulating the recipi-
ents of this award from the State of
Maryland. They are the best and the
brightest and serve as an example of
character and moral strength for us all
to imitate and follow.

Finally, I wish to salute the families,
Scout leaders, and the Girl Scouts of
Central Maryland who have provided
these young women with continued
support and encouragement.

It is with great pride that I submit a
list of this year’s Girl Scout Gold
Award recipients from the State of
Maryland, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that the list be printed in the
RECORD.

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

GIRL SCOUT GOLD AWARD RECIPIENTS

Keri Albright.
Laura Bopp.
Elizabeth Brousil.
Linda Chermock.
Christina Chillemi.
Christy Gordon.
Devon Grove.
Sarah Hoyt.
Jennifer Kehm.
Melissa Kowalczyk.
Julie Kowalewski.
Janet Kuba.
Kara Lundell.
Carole Madden.
Karen Malinowski.
Jodie Manning.
Kristy Manning.
Rebecca Milanoski.
Katie Owens.
Leslie Perkins.
Dana Phillips.
Patricia L. Potler.
Virginia-Marie Prevas.
Courtney Risch.
Kristen Repoli.
Nicole Richardson.
Danielle Rivera.
Jennifer Rutledge.
Sherry D. Servia.
Shannon Skidmore.
Catherine Smith.
Katherine E. Stephens.
Laura A. Vanbrunt.
Rachel Wright.

f

WAS CONGRESS IRRESPONSIBLE?
THE VOTERS HAVE SAID YES

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the sky-
rocketing Federal debt which long ago
soared into the stratosphere is in a cat-
egory like the weather—everybody

talks about it but almost nobody had
undertaken the responsibility of trying
to do anything about it until imme-
diately following the elections last No-
vember.

When the 104th Congress convened in
January, the House of Representatives
approved a balanced budget amend-
ment. In the Senate only 1 of the Sen-
ate’s 54 Republicans opposed the bal-
anced budget amendment; only 13
Democrats supported it. Thus, the bal-
anced budget amendment failed by just
one vote. There will be another vote
later this year or next year.

As of the close of business yesterday,
Tuesday, May 16, the Federal debt
stood—down to the penny—at exactly
$4,882,765,436,860.06 or $18,535.06 for
every man, woman, and child on a per
capita basis.
f

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE
At 2:11 p.m., a message from the

House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that pursuant to the provi-
sions of section 4355(a) of title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, the Speaker appoints
the following Members as members of
the Board of Visitors to the United
States Military Academy on the part of
the House: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. TAYLOR of
North Carolina, Mr. HEFNER, and Mr.
LAUGHLIN.

The message further announced that
pursuant to the provisions of section
6968(a) of title 10, United States Code,
the Speaker appoints the following
Members as members of the Board of
Visitors to the United States Naval
Academy on the part of the House: Mr.
SKEEN, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. HOYER, and
Mr. MFUME.

The message also announced that
pursuant to the provisions of section
5(b) of Public Law 93–642, the Speaker
appoints the following Members as
members of the Board of Trustees of
the Harry S Truman Scholarship Foun-
dation on the part of the House: Mr.
EMERSON and Mr. SKELTON.

The message further announced that
pursuant to the provisions of section
1505 of Public Law 99–498, the Speaker
appoints the following Members as
members of the Board of Trustees of
the Institute of American Indian and
Alaska Native Culture and Arts Devel-
opment on the part of the House: Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska and Mr. KILDEE.
f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEE
The following report of committee

was submitted:
By Mr. HATFIELD, from the Committee

on Appropriations:
Special Report entitled ‘‘Revised Alloca-

tion to Subcommittees of Budget Totals
from the Concurrent Resolution for Fiscal
Year 1995’’ (Rept. No. 104–84).

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. SIMON (for himself, Mr. REID,
Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. BRYAN, Mr.
BROWN, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. MACK, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mrs. BOXER, Mrs. FEINSTEIN,
and Mr. ROBB):

S. 811. A bill to authorize research into the
desalinization and reclamation of water and
authorize a program for States, cities, or
qualifying agencies desiring to own and oper-
ate a water desalinization or reclamation fa-
cility to develop such facilities, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

By Mr. THURMOND:
S. 812. A bill to establish the South Caro-

lina National Heritage Corridor, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

By Mr. MURKOWSKI:
S. 813. A bill to amend the Pennsylvania

Avenue Development Corporation Act of 1972
to authorize appropriations for implementa-
tion of the development plan for Pennsylva-
nia Avenue between the Capitol and the
White House, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr.
INOUYE, and Mr. DOMENICI):

S. 814. A bill to provide for the reorganiza-
tion of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Indian
Affairs.

By Mr. HATCH:
S. 815. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-

nue Code of 1986 to simplify the assessment
and collection of the excise tax on arrows; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr. STE-
VENS, Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. HATCH, and
Mr. THURMOND):

S. 816. A bill to provide equal protection
for victims of crime, to facilitate the ex-
change of information between Federal and
State law enforcement and investigation en-
tities, to reform criminal procedure, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

f

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. D’AMATO (for himself and Mr.
DOLE):

S. Res. 120. A resolution establishing a spe-
cial committee administered by the Commit-
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
to conduct an investigation involving
Whitewater Development Corporation, Madi-
son Guaranty Savings and Loan Association,
Capital Management Services, Inc., the Ar-
kansas Development Finance Authority, and
other related matters; considered and agreed
to.

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, Mrs.
KASSEBAUM, Mr. HELMS, Mr. PELL,
and Mr. SIMON):

S. Res. 121. A resolution in support of the
Angola Peace Process; considered and agreed
to.

By Mr. HELMS (for himself, Mr. CRAIG,
Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. MACK, Mr. THOM-
AS, Mr. SMITH, and Mr. D’AMATO):

S. Con. Res. 14. A concurrent resolution
urging the President to negotiate a new base
rights agreement with the Government of
Panama to permit United States Armed
Forces to remain in Panama beyond Decem-
ber 31, 1999; to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations.
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STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. SIMON (for himself, Mr.
REID, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr.
BRYAN, Mr. BROWN, Mr. CAMP-
BELL, Mr. MACK, Mr. GRAHAM,
Mrs. BOXER, Mrs. FEINSTEIN,
and Mr. ROBB):

S. 811. A bill to authorize research
into the desalinization and reclama-
tion of water and authorize a program
for States, cities, or qualifying agen-
cies desiring to own and operate a
water desalinization or reclamation fa-
cility to develop such facilities, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

THE WATER DESALINIZATION RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1995

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I am in-
troducing a bill today which is being
cosponsored by Senator REID of Ne-
vada, Senator MOYNIHAN of New York,
Senator BRYAN of Nevada, Senator
BROWN of Colorado, Senator
NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL of Colorado,
Senator MACK of Florida, Senator GRA-
HAM of Florida, Senator BOXER of Cali-
fornia, Senator FEINSTEIN of California,
and Senator ROBB of Virginia.

It is legislation that has, frankly,
passed this body twice but has gotten
mired down not because of controversy
but because of jurisdictional problems
over in the other body. It is a bill that
says we have to do more in the area of
research on finding less expensive ways
of converting salt water to fresh water.

I do not have a chart here of the
world population and water supply, I
regret to say. I will get that later when
we are on the floor for discussion. But
it would be dramatic. We have in the
world today somewhere between 5.5 bil-
lion and 5.8 billion people. By the mid-
dle of the next century, when these
pages will be around, in the middle of
the next century, we will have around
10 billion people. The world population
is going up like this. Our water supply
is not going up. It is constant. You do
not need to be an Einstein to recognize
that we are headed for problems. This
is not new.

On April 12, 1961, President John F.
Kennedy was asked at a press con-
ference what would be the great break-
through he would like to see in his ad-
ministration. He responded:

We have made some exceptional scientific
advances in the last decade. They are not as
spectacular as the man in space or the first
Sputnik, but they are important. I have said
that I thought that if we could ever competi-
tively, at a cheap rate, get fresh water from
salt water, that it would be in the long-range
interests of humanity which would really
dwarf any other scientific accomplishments.
I am hopeful that we will intensify our ef-
forts in that area.

And for a short time after his Presi-
dency, we were doing some things in
this area, and then because there is not
an immediate problem, interest dimin-
ished and research has diminished. Yet,
we face some very serious problems. We
know already about what is happening
in California. The interesting thing is

that the areas where we have severe
water shortages frequently are right at
the water’s edge. California has prob-
lems. I was just reading about Tampa,
FL, the other day. Virginia Beach, VA,
has problems. These are areas right at
the water’s edge.

Our problems, frankly, Mr. President,
are very minor compared to the prob-
lems in the rest of the world. If we can
look at my next chart here, this is
what is happening in terms of water
shortages versus water scarcity. The
nations in blue face water scarcity, and
water shortage are the nations in red.
You will see what is happening very
clearly. When you talk about water
scarcity, you are talking about nations
where the average water consumption
is dramatically less—less than half of
what we consume in the United States
per person in terms of water. They face
very severe problems.

So those are the figures in blue,
going from 7 nations in 1955 to 20 na-
tions in 1990, and 34 nations are antici-
pated to have serious problems by the
year 2025.

In the Middle East, it is very inter-
esting that you had President Sadat,
who was a giant in this century, say-
ing, ‘‘Egypt will never go to war again
for land. If we go to war, it will be for
water.’’ In the Middle East, also, both
Prime Minister Rabin and King Hus-
sein have said, ‘‘The potential for con-
flict in our area is because of water.’’
The agreement that has been worked
out between Jordan and Israel includes
an agreement on water. It is just vital.
Mauritania on the northern coast of
Africa, when I was there a few years
ago, was growing 8 percent of their own
food. It is a desperately poor country
right on the ocean. We do have a proc-
ess of converting salt water to fresh
water, inexpensive enough that we can
use it for drinking water. But 85 per-
cent of the water that we use is used
for industrial and agricultural pur-
poses. And it is not inexpensive enough
to use for those purposes.

Spain is experiencing a drought right
now. Spain has a number of desalina-
tion plants, but they face major long-
term problems. Greece and Cyprus have
a very similar situation. You can go
through a whole series of countries.
The Cape Verde islands are totally de-
pendent on desalination, except for
very, very minimal rain fall that they
get. Egypt, right on the Mediterranean,
has a mushrooming population. If the
Presiding Officer has not had a chance
to visit Egypt, I hope he will one of
these years. You see that population in
the capital city and you know people
have to eat and they have to drink.
Egypt is dependent on 2 percent of its
land. Yet, it is right on the Mediterra-
nean. It potentially can be a garden
spot. We have to turn that around.

Senator REID joined me, I guess
about 3 years ago, on a trip where we
looked at some water spots, including
the Aral Sea. We looked in Uzekistan.
The Aral Sea was the fourth largest
body of water in the world, and the

Aral Sea, Mr. Khrushchev was told,
‘‘You can divert some of the water for
cotton growing and it will eventually
get back into the Aral Sea.’’ And, in
the old Soviet Union, when the boss
said, ‘‘Do this,’’ it was done. And the
water began to recede.

Senator REID and I stood at the
banks of the Aral Sea and looked down
50 or 75 feet to dry land. The dramatic
scene there was because shipowners—of
course, not shipowners, but the people
who ran them; everything was owned
by the Soviet Union—the people who
ran the ships were told, ‘‘Just keep
your ships there, the water will come
back.’’ The water did not come back.
And you had this dramatic scene of
ships sitting on dry land, 50 miles from
where the water is.

It is a powerful thing. We have had
headlines about oil shortages and gaso-
line shortages. Let me tell my col-
leagues, they are minor compared to
the headlines we are going to have in
another decade or two if we do not get
ahold of this question of converting
salt water to fresh water more inexpen-
sively. What we are asking in this leg-
islation that has now twice passed this
body unanimously is that we devote
some of our resources to this cause. It
is extremely important. Water is abso-
lutely essential for the survival of hu-
manity.

UNICEF, the United Nations Chil-
dren’s Fund, tells us that 35,000 chil-
dren worldwide die each day, the ma-
jority on the African Continent, either
from hunger or disease caused either
by lack of water or by contaminated
water. I wrote to Secretary General
Boutros Boutros-Ghali some time ago
about what I am doing, and he wrote
back:

I am particularly pleased to hear of your
interest in water issues and the legislation
you are sponsoring on research on less costly
desalinization methods. As you rightly point
out, such concerns are uppermost in the
minds of people in regions where fresh water
is scarce, not least in my own part of the
world. During my tenure as a Secretary Gen-
eral, I will do my utmost to promote inter-
national cooperation regarding this most
crucial resource.

This may seem like something some-
one from Illinois or Oklahoma should
not be that much interested in. It af-
fects all of us. It affects the future sta-
bility of the world, and it affects us
even very directly in terms of prices.
When California does not get enough
water, fruits, and vegetables from Cali-
fornia are going to cost more in Okla-
homa and in Illinois. But it is much
more significant than that. If we do
not find a less expensive way of con-
verting salt water to fresh water, and
more than 90 percent of the world’s
water is salt water, the world is headed
for some very, very difficult times. I
hope we will pass this legislation and
do the responsible thing.

I have one more chart here showing
what is happening in the United States
alone. The United States, again, does
not face problems anywhere near as se-
vere as the rest of the world. But you
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see the water availability is the blue
line and you see it going down like
this. You see our population going up.
It is clearly a problem that the United
States has to face and the world has to
face.

I am pleased to have bipartisan co-
sponsorship. I am pleased this body has
passed this legislation before. I hope we
will do it again, and I hope our friends
in the House can get the jurisdictional
problems solved and we can pass it over
there. I believe it is genuinely non-
controversial and is clearly needed by
this country and by the world.

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. 811
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 ‘‘Water Desa-
linization Research and Development Act of
1995’’.
SEC. 2. DECLARATION OF POLICY.

In view of the increasing shortage of usable
surface and ground water in many parts of
the United States and the world, it is the
policy of the United States to—

(1) perform research to develop low-cost al-
ternatives for desalinization of saline water
and reclamation of nonusable nonsaline
water to provide water of a quality suitable
for environmental enhancement, agricul-
tural, industrial, municipal, and other bene-
ficial consumptive or nonconsumptive uses;
and

(2) provide, through cooperative activities
with local sponsors, desalinization and water
reclamation processes and facilities that
provide proof-of-concept demonstrations of
advanced technologies for the purpose of de-
veloping and conserving the water resources
of this Nation and the world.
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:
(1) DESALINIZATION.—The term ‘‘desaliniza-

tion’’ means the use of any process or tech-
nique (by itself or in conjunction with other
processes or techniques) for the removal and,
when feasible, adaptation to beneficial use,
of organic and inorganic elements and com-
pounds from saline water.

(2) NONUSABLE NONSALINE WATER.—The
term ‘‘nonusable nonsaline water’’ that is
not saline water but, because it contains bio-
logical or other impurities, is not usable
water.

(3) RECLAMATION.—The term ‘‘reclama-
tion’’ means the use of any process or tech-
niques (by itself or in conjunction with other
processes or techniques) for the removal and,
when feasible, adaptation to beneficial use,
of organic and inorganic elements and com-
pounds from nonusable nonsaline water.

(4) SALINE WATER.—The term ‘‘saline
water’’ means sea water, brackish water, and
other mineralized or chemically impaired
water.

(5) SPONSOR.—The term ‘‘sponsor’’ means a
local, State, or interstate agency responsible
for the sale and delivery of usable water that
has the legal and financial authority and ca-
pability to provide the financial and real
property requirements needed for a desalin-
ization or reclamation facility.

(6) UNITED STATES.—The term ‘‘United
States’’ means the States of the United
States, the District of Columbia, the Com-

monwealth of Puerto Rico, and the terri-
tories and possessions of the United States.

(7) USABLE WATER.—The term ‘‘usable
water’’ means water of a high quality suit-
able for environmental enhancement, agri-
cultural, industrial, municipal, and other
beneficial consumptive or nonconsumptive
uses.

SEC. 4. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to gain basic
knowledge concerning the most efficient
means by which usable water can be pro-
duced from saline or nonusable nonsaline
water, the Secretary of the Interior, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of the Army,
shall conduct a basic research and develop-
ment program under this section.

(b) CONTENTS OF PROGRAM.—For the basic
research and development program, the Sec-
retary of the Interior shall—

(1) conduct, encourage, and promote fun-
damental scientific research and basic stud-
ies to develop the best and most economical
processes and methods for converting saline
water and nonusable nonsaline water into
usable water through research grants and
contracts—

(A) to conduct research and technical de-
velopment work;

(B) to make studies in order to ascertain
the optimum mix of investment and operat-
ing costs;

(C) to determine the best designs for dif-
ferent conditions of operation; and

(D) to investigate increasing the economic
efficiency of desalinization or reclamation
processes by using the processes as dual-pur-
pose co-facilities with other processes in-
volving the use of water;

(2) study methods for the recovery of by-
products resulting from the desalinization or
reclamation of water to offset the costs of
treatment and to reduce the environmental
impact from those byproducts; and

(3) prepare a management plan for conduct
of the research and development program es-
tablished under this section.

(c) COORDINATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte-

rior shall conduct activities under this sec-
tion in coordination with—

(A) the Department of Commerce, specifi-
cally with respect to marketing and inter-
national competition; and

(B)(i) the Departments of Defense, Agri-
culture, State, Health and Human Services,
and Energy;

(ii) the Environmental Protection Agency;
(iii) the Agency for International Develop-

ment; and
(iv) other concerned public and private en-

tities.
(2) OTHER AGENCIES.—In addition to the

agencies identified in paragraph (1), other in-
terested agencies may furnish appropriate
resources to the Secretary of the Interior to
further the activities in which such other
agencies are interested.

(d) AVAILABILITY OF RESEARCH.—All re-
search sponsored or funded under this sec-
tion shall be carried out in such a manner
that information, products, processes, and
other developments resulting from Federal
expenditures or authorities shall (with ex-
ceptions necessary for national defense and
the protection of patent rights) be available
to the general public.

(e) RELATIONSHIP TO ANTITRUST LAWS.—
Section 10 of the Federal Nonnuclear Energy
Research and Development Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5909) shall apply to the activities of
persons in connection with grants and con-
tracts made by the Secretary of the Interior
under this section.

SEC. 5. DESALINIZATION DEVELOPMENT PRO-
GRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In-
terior and the Secretary of the Army shall
jointly—

(1) conduct a desalinization development
program; and

(2) in connection with the program, design
and construct desalination facilities.

(b) SELECTION OF DESALINIZATION DEVELOP-
MENT FACILITIES.—

(1) APPLICATION.—A sponsor shall submit
to the Secretary of the Interior and Sec-
retary of the Army an application for the de-
sign and construction of a facility and cer-
tification that the sponsor will provide the
required cost sharing.

(2) SELECTION.—Facilities shall be selected
subject to availability of Federal funds.

(c) COST SHARING.—
(1) INITIAL COST.—The initial cost of a fa-

cility shall include—
(A) design costs;
(B) construction costs;
(C) lands, easements, and rights-of-way

costs; and
(D) relocation costs.
(2) MINIMUM SPONSOR SHARE.—The sponsor

for a facility under the desalinization devel-
opment program shall pay, during construc-
tion, at least 25 percent of the initial cost of
the facility, including providing all lands,
easements, and rights-of-way and performing
all related necessary relocations.

(3) MAXIMUM FEDERAL SHARE.—The Sec-
retary of the Interior and Secretary of the
Army shall pay not more than $10,000,000 of
the initial cost of a facility.

(d) OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.—Oper-
ation, maintenance, repair, and rehabilita-
tion of a desalinization facility shall be the
responsibility of the sponsor of the facility.

(e) REVENUE.—All revenue generated from
the sale of usable water from a desaliniza-
tion facility shall be retained by the sponsor
of the facility.

SEC. 6. MISCELLANEOUS AUTHORITIES.

In carrying out sections 5 and 6, the Sec-
retary of the Interior and the Secretary of
the Army may—

(1) accept technical and administrative as-
sistance from a State or other public entities
and from private persons in connection with
research and development activities relating
to desalinization and reclamation of water;

(2) enter into contracts or agreements stat-
ing the purpose for which the assistance is
contributed and, in appropriate cir-
cumstances, providing for the sharing of
costs between the Secretary and such enti-
ties or persons;

(3) make grants to educational and sci-
entific institutions;

(4) contract with educational and scientific
institutions and engineering and industrial
firms;

(5) by competition or noncompetitive con-
tract or any other means, engage the serv-
ices of necessary personnel, industrial and
engineering firms, and educational institu-
tions;

(6) use the facilities and personnel of Fed-
eral, State, municipal, and private scientific
laboratories;

(7) contract for or establish and operate fa-
cilities and tests to conduct research, test-
ing, and development necessary for the pur-
poses of this Act;

(8) acquire processes, data, inventions, pat-
ent applications, patents, licenses, lands, in-
terests in lands and water, facilities, and
other property by purchase, license, lease, or
donation;

(9) assemble and maintain domestic and
foreign scientific literature and issue perti-
nent bibliographical data;
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(10) conduct inspections and evaluations of

domestic and foreign facilities and cooperate
and participate in their development;

(11) conduct and participate in regional,
national, and international conferences re-
lating to the desalinization of water;

(12) coordinate, correlate, and publish in-
formation which will advance the develop-
ment of the desalinization of water; and

(13) cooperate with Federal, State, and mu-
nicipal departments, agencies and instru-
mentalities, and with private persons, firms,
educational institutions, and other organiza-
tions, including foreign governments, de-
partments, agencies, companies, and instru-
mentalities, in effectuating the purposes of
this Act.
SEC. 7. DESALINIZATION CONFERENCE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The President is re-
quested to instruct the Administrator of the
Agency for International Development to
sponsor an international desalinization con-
ference within 1 year after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

(b) PARTICIPANTS.—Participants in the con-
ference under subsection (a) should include
scientists, private industry experts, desalin-
ization experts and operators, government
officials from the nations that use and con-
duct research on desalinization, and govern-
ment officials from nations that could bene-
fit from low-cost desalinization technology
(particularly nations in the developing
world), and international financial institu-
tions.

(c) PURPOSE.—The conference under sub-
section (a) shall—

(1) explore promising new technologies and
methods to make affordable desalinization a
reality in the near term; and

(2) propose a research agenda and a plan of
action to guide longer-term development of
practical desalinization applications.

(d) FUNDING.—
(1) AID FUNDS.—Funding for the conference

under subsection (a) may come from operat-
ing or program funds of the Agency for Inter-
national Development.

(2) OTHER NATIONS.—The Agency for Inter-
national Development shall encourage finan-
cial and other support from other nations,
including those that have desalinization
technology and those that might benefit
from such technology.
SEC. 8. REPORTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year
after following the date of enactment of this
Act, and annually thereafter, the Secretary
of the Interior, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of the Army, shall prepare a report to
the President and Congress concerning the
administration of this Act.

(b) CONTENTS.—A report under subsection
(a) shall describe—

(1) the actions taken by the Secretary of
the Interior and the Secretary of the Army
during the calendar year preceding the year
in the report is submitted; and

(2) the actions planned for the following
calendar year.
SEC. 11. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.—There
are authorized to be appropriated to carry
out section 4—

(1) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1996;
(2) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1997; and
(3) such sums as are necessary for fiscal

years 1998, 1999, and 2000.
(b) DESALINIZATION DEVELOPMENT PRO-

GRAM.—There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out section 5 such sums as
are necessary, up to a total of $50,000,000, for
fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000, of
which 50 percent shall be made available to
the Department of the Interior and 50 per-
cent shall be made available to the civil
works program of the Army Corps of Engi-
neers.

By Mr. THURMOND:
S. 812. A bill to establish the South

Carolina National Heritage Corridor,
and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources.

THE SOUTH CAROLINA NATIONAL HERITAGE
CORRIDOR ACT OF 1995

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise today, along with Senator HOL-
LINGS, to introduce the South Carolina
National Heritage Corridor Act of 1995.
This legislation would establish a
framework to help protect, conserve,
and promote the natural, historical,
cultural, and recreational resources of
the region which have national signifi-
cance. A companion bill, H.R. 1553, was
introduced in the House of Representa-
tives on May 3, 1995.

Specifically, this legislation would
establish a national heritage corridor
in South Carolina running from the
western Piedmont down along the Sa-
vannah Valley toward Augusta, GA,
then following the route of the old
Charleston to Hamburg Railroad along
the Ashley River Road to Charleston.
This route contains 14 South Carolina
counties: Oconee, Pickens, Anderson,
Abbeville, Greenwood, McCormick,
Edgefield, Aiken, Barnwell, Orange-
burg, Bamberg, Dorchester, Colleton,
and Charleston.

Further, this measure would estab-
lish a 23 member Commission, consist-
ing of county representatives, South
Carolina State officials, and Federal
officials, including the Director of the
National Park Service. It authorizes
the Commission to oversee the develop-
ment and implementation of a corridor
management action plan. This plan
will inventory the resources of the her-
itage corridor and discuss advisory
standards for the use and promotion of
those resources. Mr. President, let me
emphasize that this legislation pro-
tects private property rights and will
not interfere with local land use ordi-
nances or plans.

The legislation requires the active
participation of the Secretary of the
Interior, who shall appoint Commission
members, approve the corridor man-
agement action plan, provide assist-
ance to the Commission, and report to
Congress on the actions taken to carry
out the act.

Finally, this legislation requires that
the Federal cost share percentage, in-
cluding annual operating expenses,
may not exceed 50 percent. However,
non-Federal matching funds may be
not only cash, but also services or in-
kind contributions.

Mr. President, the heritage corridor
concept is a technique that has been
used successfully in various parts of
our Nation to promote historic preser-
vation, natural resource protection,
tourism, and economic revitalization
for both urban and rural areas. Con-
gress, recognizing that heritage cor-
ridors provide a flexible framework for
governmental and private organiza-
tions to work together on a coordi-
nated regional basis, has recognized
and formally designated numerous her-

itage corridor areas throughout the
Nation. Many more are in various
stages of planning or development.

The initiative to develop the South
Carolina National Heritage Corridor is
an outgrowth of a grassroots effort in
my home State to promote the history,
culture, natural resources, and econ-
omy of the region. County visitor coun-
cils, historical societies, and other pri-
vate and government entities are now
participating in this project.

The corridor project was awarded a
Federal grant for a demonstration
project linking cultural and economic
development. Another grant has been
awarded to conduct a feasibility study
and plan for the development and man-
agement of the corridor. That work is
well underway and will be completed
this year.

As a result of those planning efforts,
the corridor project has conducted a
thorough asset inventory and is explor-
ing management and marketing alter-
natives. The enactment of this legisla-
tion, to provide for national recogni-
tion, will permit the heritage corridor
project to broaden its efforts to pre-
serve and promote the resources of the
corridor and to expand tourism and
economic development in the region.

Mr. President, I would like to de-
scribe some of the historic, cultural,
and natural resources and sites of na-
tional significance which are contained
in the South Carolina National Herit-
age Corridor. Let me begin by referenc-
ing correspondence between Dr. Rodger
E. Stroup of the South Carolina State
Museum and Ms. Joan Davis of the
South Carolina Department of Parks,
Recreation and Tourism. In his letter,
Dr. Stroup describes the path of the
corridor, noting many specific sites
and areas of national significance. I
ask unanimous consent that a copy of
Dr. Stroup’s correspondence be printed
in the RECORD following these remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. THURMOND. In many respects,

the heritage corridor forms a micro-
cosm of the lower South and its his-
tory. In the upper region of the cor-
ridor, during the 1750’s and 1760’s, set-
tlers and migrants came in search of
rich lands. This area became a center
of cotton and agricultural production.
As westward lands opened up for settle-
ment, it was a major jumping off point
for migration during the antebellum
years.

Significant events in the industrial
and transportation history of the
South took place in the corridor.
Graniteville was the birthplace of the
southern textile industry. It is the site
of the first large-scale cotton mill in
the South, built in 1845. This became
one of the most important manufactur-
ing centers in the pre-Civil-War South,
a model for the textile industry. Lo-
cated on one of the South’s major cot-
ton routes, it remains a textile center
today. To accommodate the westward
moving cotton crop, South Carolina
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merchants built the Charleston to
Hamburg railroad, the longest railroad
in the Nation in 1832. The corridor also
contains precious natural resources.
The Francis Beidler Forest contains
the largest remaining virgin stand of
bald cyprus and tupelo trees in the
world. Additionally, the Cathedral Bay
Heritage Wildlife Preserve contains
unique geological features known as
the Carolina Bays. These oval depres-
sions in the earth, the origin of which
remains a mystery, hold black water
lakes. The significant riverine and es-
tuarine systems of the ACE Basin form
an ecologically diverse area which con-
tains rare plants and serves as a wild-
life and waterfowl habitat.

Finally, Mr. President, located with-
in the corridor are numerous historical
sites and national historic landmarks.
For example, Middleton Place, on the
banks of the Ashley River is an 18th
century plantation and the site of
America’s oldest landscaped gardens. It
has survived revolution, civil war, and
natural disasters. It was home to
Henry Middleton, President of the Con-
tinental Congress and his son, Arthur,
a signer of the Declaration of Independ-
ence. Battlefields of both the Revolu-
tionary War and of the Civil War are
located in the corridor. Of great histor-
ical significance is the Burt-Stark
House in Abbeville. At this site, less
than a month after General Lee’s sur-
render at Appomattox, the President of
the Confederate States of America, Jef-
ferson Davis, counseled with his gen-
erals on the conduct of the war. A deci-
sion was reached at this meeting to
disband the Armies of the Confederacy.

Mr. President, these are just a few
examples of the richness of this cor-
ridor. The corridor has much more to
offer; much that reminds us of where
we have been as a nation and where we
are today. These and other attractions
are representative of the merging of
several cultures along the corridor—Af-
rican, Caribbean, European, and native
American. This legislation will assist
the communities throughout the herit-
age corridor who are committed to the
conservation and development of these
assets.

Mr. President, the effort to establish
a heritage corridor in South Carolina
has broad support. The Governor of
South Carolina, David Beasley, sup-
ports this endeavor. Various State
agencies are working on this project,
continuing the efforts which began
under the direction of our former Gov-
ernor, Carroll Campbell. I ask unani-
mous consent that a letter of support
from Governor Beasley be printed in
the RECORD.

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

(See exhibit 2.)
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I

urge my colleagues to support this leg-
islation. Further, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of this bill be printed
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

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

S. 812
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 ‘‘South Caro-
lina National Heritage Corridor Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) the South Carolina National Heritage

Corridor, more than 250 miles in length, pos-
sesses a wide diversity of significant rare
plants, animals, and ecosystems, agricul-
tural and timber lands, shellfish harvesting
areas, historic sites and structures, and cul-
tural and multicultural landscapes related to
the past and current commerce, transpor-
tation, maritime, textile, agricultural, min-
ing, cattle, pottery, and national defense in-
dustries of the region, which provide signifi-
cant ecological, natural, tourism, rec-
reational, timber management, educational,
and economic benefits;

(2) there is a national interest in protect-
ing, conserving, restoring, promoting, and
interpreting the benefits of the Corridor for
the residents of, and visitors to, the Corridor
area;

(3) a primary responsibility for conserving,
preserving, protecting, and promoting the
benefits resides with the State of South
Carolina and the units of local government
having jurisdiction over the Corridor area;
and

(4) in view of the longstanding Federal
practice of assisting States in creating, pro-
tecting, conserving, preserving, and inter-
preting areas of significant natural and cul-
tural importance, and in view of the national
significance of the Corridor, the Federal
Government has an interest in assisting the
State of South Carolina, the units of local
government of the State, and the private
sector in fulfilling the responsibilities de-
scribed in paragraph (3).

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act
are—

(1) to protect, preserve, conserve, restore,
promote, and interpret the significant land
and water resource values and functions of
the Corridor;

(2) to encourage and support, through fi-
nancial and technical assistance, the State
of South Carolina, the units of local govern-
ment of the State, and the private sector in
the development of a management action
plan for the Corridor to ensure coordinated
public and private action in the Corridor
area in a manner consistent with subsection
(a);

(3) to provide, during the development of
an integrated Corridor Management Action
Plan, Federal financial and technical assist-
ance for the protection, preservation, and
conservation of land and water areas in the
Corridor that are in danger of being ad-
versely affected or destroyed;

(4) to encourage and assist the State of
South Carolina and the units of local govern-
ment of the State to identify the full range
of public and private technical and financial
assistance programs and services available
to implement the Corridor Management Ac-
tion Plan;

(5) to encourage adequate coordination of
all government programs affecting the land
and water resources of the Corridor; and

(6) to develop a management framework
with the State of South Carolina and the
units of local government of the State for—

(A) planning and implementing the Cor-
ridor Management Action Plan; and

(B) developing policies and programs that
will preserve, conserve, protect, restore, en-

hance, and interpret the cultural, historical,
natural, economic, recreational, and scenic
resources of the Corridor.
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:
(1) COMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission’’

means the South Carolina National Heritage
Corridor Commission established by section
5.

(2) CORRIDOR.—The term ‘‘Corridor’’ means
the South Carolina National Heritage Cor-
ridor established by section 4.

(3) CORRIDOR MANAGEMENT ACTION PLAN.—
The term ‘‘Corridor Management Action
Plan’’ means the management action plan
developed under section 7.

(4) GOVERNOR.—The term ‘‘Governor’’
means the Governor of the State of South
Carolina.

(5) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of the Interior.
SEC. 4. SOUTH CAROLINA NATIONAL HERITAGE

CORRIDOR.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established

in the State of South Carolina the South
Carolina National Heritage Corridor.

(b) BOUNDARIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The boundaries of the Cor-

ridor are generally the boundaries of the
western counties of the State of South Caro-
lina, extending from the western Piedmont
along the Savannah Valley to Augusta,
Georgia, along the route of the old Southern
Railroad, along the Ashley River to Charles-
ton.

(2) INCLUDED COUNTIES.—The Corridor shall
consist of the following counties of South
Carolina, in part or in whole, as the Commis-
sion may specify on the recommendations of
the units of local government within the
Corridor area:

(A) Oconee.
(B) Pickens.
(C) Anderson.
(D) Abbeville.
(E) Greenwood.
(F) McCormick.
(G) Edgefield.
(H) Aiken.
(I) Barnwell.
(J) Orangeburg.
(K) Bamberg.
(L) Dorchester.
(M) Colleton.
(N) Charleston.
(3) DETAIL.—The boundaries shall be speci-

fied in detail in the Corridor Management
Action Plan.
SEC. 5. SOUTH CAROLINA NATIONAL HERITAGE

CORRIDOR COMMISSION.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established the

South Carolina National Heritage Corridor
Commission.

(2) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Commission
shall assist Federal, State, and local authori-
ties and the private sector in developing and
implementing the Corrridor Management
Action Plan.

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Commission shall be
composed of 23 members, appointed by the
Secretary as follows:

(1) One member shall be the Director of the
National Park Service, or a delegate of the
Director, who shall be a nonvoting member.

(2) Six members shall be appointed from
among recommendations submitted by the
Governor, as follows:

(A) One member shall represent the inter-
ests of the South Carolina Department of
Parks, Recreation, and Tourism or a succes-
sor agency to the department.

(B) One member shall represent the South
Carolina Department of Natural Resources
or a successor agency to the department.

(C) One member shall represent the South
Carolina Arts Commission or a successor
agency of the commission.
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(D) One member shall represent the South

Carolina Museum Commission or a successor
agency to the commission.

(E) One member shall represent the South
Carolina State Historic Preservation Office
or a successor agency to the office.

(F) One member shall represent the South
Carolina Department of Commerce or a suc-
cessor agency to the department.

(3) Fourteen members shall be appointed
from among recommendations submitted by
the county commissioners, of which 1 mem-
ber shall be appointed from each of the coun-
ties of Oconee, Pickens, Anderson, Abbeville,
Greenwood, McCormick, Edgefield, Aiken,
Barnwell, Orangeburg, Bamberg, Dorchester,
Colleton, and Charleston of the State of
South Carolina. The recommendations sub-
mitted by each county shall be based on rec-
ommendations from community visitor
councils located within the county.

(4) One member with knowledge and expe-
rience in the field of historic preservation
shall be appointed from among recommenda-
tions submitted by the Director of the Na-
tional Park Service.

(5) One member shall be appointed from
among recommendations submitted by the
South Carolina Downtown Development As-
sociation.

(c) PERIOD OF APPOINTMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), each member of the Commis-
sion shall be appointed to serve a term of 3
years and, on expiration of a term, may be
reappointed to serve for 1 or more additional
terms.

(2) LIMITED APPOINTMENTS.—The members
appointed under subsection (b) (2), (4), and (5)
shall be appointed to serve a term of 2 years
and, on expiration of a term, may be
reappointed to serve for 1 or more additional
terms.

(d) INITIAL APPOINTMENTS.—The Secretary
shall appoint the initial members of the
Commission not later than 180 days after the
date of enactment of this Act.

(e) VACANCIES.—A vacancy in the Commis-
sion shall be filled in the manner in which
the initial appointment was made. A member
of the Commission appointed to fill a va-
cancy shall serve for the remainder of the
term for which the initial member was ap-
pointed. A member of the Commission ap-
pointed for a definite term may serve after
the expiration of the term until a successor
is appointed.

(f) CHAIRPERSON.—The members of the
Commission shall elect a Chairperson from
among the members of the Commission. The
Chairperson shall serve as Chairperson for
the duration of the term for which the Chair-
person was appointed.

(g) QUORUM.—A simple majority of Com-
mission members shall constitute a quorum,
but a lesser number may hold meetings. The
affirmative vote of not less than 11 members
of the Commission shall be required to ap-
prove the budget of the Commission.

(h) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet
at least quarterly or at the call of the Chair-
person or a majority of its members. Meet-
ings of the Commission shall be subject to
section 552b of title 5, United States Code.

(i) PERSONNEL MATTERS.—
(1) COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS.—Each

member of the Commission who is not an of-
ficer or employee of the Federal Government
shall serve without compensation. Each
member of the Commission who is an officer
or employee of the Federal Government shall
serve without compensation in addition to
compensation received for service an officer
or employee of the Federal Government.

(2) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—The members of the
Commission, when engaged in Commission
business, shall be allowed travel expenses,
including per diem in lieu of subsistence, at

rates authorized for persons employed inter-
mittently in the Government service under
section 5703 of title 5, United States Code.

(j) STAFF.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission may,

without regard to civil service laws (includ-
ing regulations), appoint and fix the com-
pensation of such staff members as are nec-
essary to enable the Commission to carry
out its duties. The Commission may appoint
a Director and other officers as the Commis-
sion considers necessary or appropriate. The
Commission may appoint to the staff such
specialists as the Commission considers nec-
essary or appropriate to carry out the duties
of the Commission, including specialists in
the areas of planning, community develop-
ment, interpretive services, historic preser-
vation, recreation, natural resources, com-
merce and industry, education, financing,
and public relations.

(2) COMPENSATION.—The Commission may
fix the compensation of the Director and
other staff members without regard to the
provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter III of
chapter 53 of title 5, United States Code, re-
lating to classification of positions and Gen-
eral Schedule pay rates, except that no staff
member may receive pay in excess of the an-
nual rate payable for grade level GS–15 of the
General Schedule.

(k) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—Subject to
such rules as the Commission may adopt, the
Commission may procure temporary and
intermittent services under section 3109(b) of
title 5, United States Code, at rates deter-
mined by the Commission to be reasonable.

(l) DETAIL OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES.—
On request of the Commission, the head of
any Federal agency may detail, on a reim-
bursable basis, the personnel of the agency
to the Commission to assist the Commission
in carrying out the duties of the Commis-
sion. The Commission may accept the serv-
ices of personnel detailed from the State of
South Carolina, or any political subdivision
of the State, and may reimburse the State or
political subdivision for the services.

(m) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT.—The Ad-
ministrator of General Services shall provide
such administrative support services as the
Commission may request, on a reimbursable
basis.
SEC. 6. POWERS OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) PUBLIC MEETINGS.—The Commission
may, for the purpose of carrying out this
Act, hold such public meetings, sit and act
at such times and places, take such testi-
mony, and receive such evidence, as the
Commission considers appropriate. The Com-
mission may not issue subpoenas or exercise
subpoena authority.

(b) BYLAWS.—The Commission may make
such bylaws, rules, and regulations, consist-
ent with this Act, as the Commission consid-
ers necessary to carry out its functions
under this Act.

(c) POWERS OF MEMBERS AND AGENTS.—Any
member or agent of the Commission, if au-
thorized by the Commission, may take any
action that the Commission is authorized to
take under this section.

(d) MAILS.—The Commission may use the
United States mails in the same manner and
under the same conditions as other depart-
ments and agencies of the United States.

(e) USE OF FUNDS TO OBTAIN MONEY.—The
Commission may use its funds to obtain
money from any source under any program
or law requiring the recipient of the money
to make a contribution in order to receive
the money.

(f) RETENTION OF REVENUES.—The Commis-
sion may retain revenue from the sale or
lease of any goods or services.

(g) GIFTS.—Notwithstanding any other law,
the Commission may seek and accept gifts,

bequests, and donations of funds, property,
or services from private individuals, founda-
tions, corporations, and other private enti-
ties, and from public entities for the purpose
of carrying out its duties. For purposes of
section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986, any donation to the Commission
shall be considered to be a gift to the United
States.

(h) ACQUISITION AND DISPOSITION OF REAL
PROPERTY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraphs (2) and (3), the Commission may
not acquire real property or an interest in
real property.

(2) CONDITIONS FOR ACQUISITION.—Subject
to paragraph (3), the Commission may ac-
quire real property or an interest in real
property in the Corridor—

(A) by gift or devise;
(B) by purchase from a willing seller using

donated or appropriated land acquisition
funds; or

(C) by exchange.
(3) CONVEYANCE.—Any real property or in-

terest in real property acquired by the Com-
mission shall be conveyed by the Commis-
sion to an appropriate public agency or pri-
vate nonprofit organization, as determined
by the Commission—

(A) as soon as practicable after the acquisi-
tion; and

(B) on the condition that the real property
or interest in real property limits use of the
property to uses that are consistent with
this Act.

(4) DISPOSAL OF PROPERTY.—The Commis-
sion may, with approval of the Secretary,
sell any real property or interest in real
property acquired pursuant to paragraph (2)
(A) or (B) and retain the revenue from the
sale.

(i) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—For the pur-
poses of implementing the Corridor Manage-
ment Action Plan, the Commission may pro-
vide technical assistance to Federal agen-
cies, the State of South Carolina, political
subdivisions of the State, and persons (in-
cluding corporations).

(j) ADVISORY GROUPS.—The Commission
may establish public technical advisory
groups to assist the Commission in carrying
out the duties of the Commission with re-
spect to the areas of economic development,
historic preservation, natural resources,
tourism, recreation and open space, and
transportation. The Commission may estab-
lish such additional advisory groups as are
necessary to carry out the duties of the Com-
mission and ensure open communication
with and assistance from interested persons
(including organizations), the State of South
Carolina, and political subdivisions of the
State.

(k) LOCAL AUTHORITY AND PRIVATE PROP-
ERTY RIGHTS.—Nothing in this Act shall be
construed to authorize the Commission to
interfere with—

(1) the rights of any person with respect to
private property; or

(2) any local land use ordinance or plan of
the State of South Carolina or a political
subdivision of the State.
SEC. 7. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall ex-
ercise powers authorized by section 6 to co-
ordinate activities of Federal, State, and
local governments and private businesses
and organizations to further historic preser-
vation, cultural conservation, natural area
protection, soil conservation, timber man-
agement, and economic development in a
manner consistent with this Act and in ac-
cordance with the Corridor Management Ac-
tion Plan developed under subsection (b).

(b) CORRIDOR MANAGEMENT ACTION PLAN.—
(1) PERIOD FOR DEVELOPMENT.—Not later

than 18 months after the date on which the



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES 6808 May 17, 1995
Commission conducts its first meeting, the
Commission shall submit a Corridor Manage-
ment Action Plan for the Corridor to the
Secretary and to the Governor for review
and approval.

(2) PLAN REQUIREMENTS.—The Corridor
Management Action Plan shall take into
consideration State, county, and local plans
existing on the date on which the Corridor
Management Action Plan is prepared. The
Corridor Management Action Plan shall—

(A) provide an inventory that includes any
real property in the Corridor that should be
conserved, protected, preserved, restored,
managed, developed, or maintained because
of the natural, cultural, historic, rec-
reational, or scenic significance of the prop-
erty;

(B) provide an analysis of then current and
potential land uses within the Corridor that
affect the character of the Corridor;

(C) determine the boundaries of the Cor-
ridor on the basis of the information col-
lected pursuant to subparagraphs (A) and
(B);

(D) recommend advisory standards and cri-
teria applicable to the construction, preser-
vation, restoration, alteration, and use of
real property of natural, cultural, historic,
recreational, or scenic significance within
the Corridor;

(E) include a heritage interpretation plan
to interpret the resources and values of the
Corridor and provide for appropriate edu-
cational, recreational, and tourism opportu-
nities and development of the Corridor;

(F) identify the full range of public and
private technical and financial assistance
programs available to implement the Cor-
ridor Management Action Plan and detail
how appropriate Federal, State, and local
programs may best be coordinated to pro-
mote the purposes of this Act; and

(G) contain a coordinated implementation
plan that—

(i) specifies the activities of Federal,
State, and local governments in relation to
the Corridor; and

(ii) includes cost estimates, schedules, and
a commitment of resources for the accom-
plishment of the implementation plan.

(c) APPROVAL OF PLAN.—
(1) APPROVAL BY GOVERNOR.—Not later

than 60 days after receiving a Corridor Man-
agement Action Plan submitted by the Com-
mission under subsection (b), the Governor
shall approve or disapprove the Corridor
Management Action Plan.

(2) APPROVAL BY SECRETARY.—A Corridor
Management Action Plan approved by the
Governor under paragraph (1) shall be sub-
mitted to the Secretary for approval or dis-
approval. Not later than 30 days after receipt
of the Corridor Management Action Plan,
the Secretary shall approve or disapprove
the Corridor Management Action Plan.

(3) CRITERIA FOR DECISION.—The Governor
and the Secretary shall approve a Corridor
Management Action Plan if—

(A) the Corridor Management Action Plan
will adequately protect the significant natu-
ral, cultural, historic, recreational, and sce-
nic resource values and functions of the Cor-
ridor;

(B) the Commission has afforded adequate
opportunity for public involvement in the
preparation of the Corridor Management Ac-
tion Plan; and

(C) the Secretary and the Governor receive
adequate assurances from appropriate offi-
cials of the State of South Carolina that the
recommended implementation program iden-
tified in the Corridor Management Action
Plan will be initiated within a reasonable
time after the date of approval of the Cor-
ridor Management Action Plan.

(d) DISAPPROVAL OF PLAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL—If the Secretary or the
Governor disapproves a Corridor Manage-
ment Action Plan, the Secretary or the Gov-
ernor, as the case may be, shall—

(A) advise the Commission in writing of
the reasons for the disapproval; and

(B) recommend revisions to the Corridor
Management Action Plan.

(2) REVISION OF DISAPPROVED PLAN.—Not
later than 90 days after the receipt of a no-
tice of disapproval under paragraph (1), the
Commission shall revise and resubmit the
Corridor Management Action Plan for ap-
proval in accordance with subsection (c).

(e) IMPLEMENTATION OF PLAN.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—After the Secretary and

the Governor review and approve a Corridor
Management Action Plan, the Commission
shall implement the Corridor Management
Action Plan by taking appropriate steps to—

(A) conserve, protect, restore, preserve,
and interpret the natural, cultural, and his-
toric resources of the Corridor;

(B) promote the educational and rec-
reational resources and opportunities with
respect to the Corridor that are consistent
with the resources of the Corridor; and

(C) support public and private efforts to
achieve economic revitalization, in a manner
consistent with the goals of the Corridor
Management Action Plan.

(2) STEPS.—The steps referred to in para-
graph (1) may include—

(A) assisting State and local governmental
entities and nonprofit organizations in plan-
ning and implementing programs, projects,
or activities in a manner consistent with
this Act, including visitor use facilities, tour
routes, and exhibits;

(B) encouraging, by appropriate means, en-
hanced economic development in the Cor-
ridor in a manner consistent with the goals
of the Corridor Management Action Plan;
and

(C) promoting public awareness and appre-
ciation for historical, cultural, natural, rec-
reational, and scenic resources and associ-
ated values of the Corridor.

(f) ANNUAL REPORTS.—
(1) REPORT OF THE COMMISSION.—As soon as

practicable after the end of the first fiscal
year in which the Commission is established,
and annually thereafter, the Commission
shall submit a report to the Secretary. The
report shall describe, for the fiscal year that
is the subject of the report—

(A) the expenses and income of the Com-
mission; and

(B) a general description of the activities
of the Commission.

(2) REPORT OF THE SECRETARY.—As soon as
practicable after the date on which the Com-
mission submits a report to the Secretary
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall sub-
mit a report to Congress that includes—

(A) for the fiscal year that is the subject of
the report—

(i) a description of the loans, grants, and
technical assistance provided by the Sec-
retary, and from other Federal and non-Fed-
eral sources, to carry out this Act; and

(ii) an analysis of the adequacy of actions
taken to carry out this Act; and

(B) a statement of the amount of funds and
number of personnel that the Secretary an-
ticipates will be made available to carry out
this Act for the fiscal year following the fis-
cal year that is the subject of the report.
SEC. 8. TERMINATION OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) TERMINATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-

section (b), the Commission shall terminate
on the date that is 12 years after the date of
enactment of this Act.

(2) TRANSFER OF PROPERTY.—Notwithstand-
ing the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 471 et seq.),

any property or funds of the Commission re-
maining upon the expiration of the Commis-
sion shall be transferred by the Commission
to the Secretary, to a State or local govern-
ment agency, to a private nonprofit organi-
zation referred to in section 501(c)(3) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 that is exempt
from income taxes under section 501(a) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, or to any
combination of the foregoing.

(b) EXTENSIONS.—The Commission may be
extended for a period of not more than 5
years beginning on the date referred to in
subsection (a) if, not later than 180 days be-
fore that date—

(1) the Commission determines that an ex-
tension is necessary to carry out this Act;

(2) the Commission submits the proposed
extension to the Committee on Resources of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources of
the Senate before the termination date; and

(3) the Secretary and the Governor approve
the extension.
SEC. 9. DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY.

(a) ASSISTANCE.—On request of the Com-
mission, and subject to the availability of
funds appropriated specifically for the pur-
pose, or made available on a reimbursable
basis, the Secretary shall provide adminis-
trative, technical, financial, development,
and operations assistance. The assistance
may include—

(1) general administrative support in plan-
ning, finance, personnel, procurement, prop-
erty management, environmental and histor-
ical compliance, and land acquisition;

(2) personnel;
(3) office space and equipment;
(4) planning and design services for visitor

use facilities, trails, interpretive exhibits,
publications, signs, and natural resource
management;

(5) development and construction assist-
ance, including visitor use facilities, trails,
river use and access facilities, scenic byways,
signs, waysides, and rehabilitation of his-
toric structures; and

(6) operations functions, including inter-
pretation and visitor services, maintenance,
and natural resource management services
conducted within the boundaries of the Cor-
ridor.

(b) LOANS, GRANTS, AND COOPERATIVE
AGREEMENTS.—For the purposes of assisting
in the development and implementation of
the Corridor Management Action Plan, the
Secretary may, in consultation with the
Commission, make loans and grants to, and
enter into cooperative agreements with, the
State of South Carolina (or a political sub-
division of the State), private nonprofit or-
ganizations, corporations, or other persons.

(c) LAND TRANSFERS.—The Secretary may
accept transfers of real property from the
Commission within the boundaries of the
Corridor as established in the Corridor Man-
agement Action Plan.
SEC. 10. DUTIES OF OTHER FEDERAL ENTITIES.

Any Federal entity conducting or support-
ing activities directly affecting the Corridor
shall—

(1) consult with the Secretary and the
Commission with respect to such activities;

(2) cooperate with the Secretary and the
Commission in carrying out their duties
under this Act and, to the maximum extent
practicable, coordinate those activities with
the carrying out of those duties; and

(3) to the maximum extent practicable,
conduct or support those activities in a man-
ner that the Commission determines will not
have an adverse effect on the Corridor.
SEC. 11. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
there are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as are necessary to carry out this Act.
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(b) COST SHARING.—
(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of

the funding provided to the Commission to
carry out this Act for any year may not ex-
ceed 50 percent of the total cost of—

(A) the expenditures of the Commission for
administrative matters for that year;

(B) the expenditures of the Commission for
the development and implementation of the
Corridor Management Action Plan for that
year; and

(C) the expenditures of the Commission for
land acquisition for that year.

(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal
share of the expenditures described in para-
graph (1) may be in the form of cash, serv-
ices, or in-kind contributions, fairly valued.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I am
privileged today to join with Senator
THURMOND in introducing the South
Carolina National Heritage Corridor
Act of 1995. This act aims to protect,
restore, and promote the South Caro-
lina National Historic Corridor—a 200-
mile-long, 14 county swath in the west-
ern part of the State, running along
the Savannah River Valley from the
foothills of the Piedmont to North Au-
gusta, at which point it follows the
route of the old Hamburg-to-Charles-
ton railroad all the way to Charleston.

This act has several objectives. It
would protect the significant land and
water resources of the national herit-
age corridor. It would support, through
financial and technical assistance, the
State and local governments, as well as
the private sector, in developing a
management action plan for the cor-
ridor. And it would create a manage-
ment framework to bring together the
State and local governments to jointly
develop policies and programs to con-
serve and enhance the cultural, natu-
ral, economic, recreational, and scenic
resources of the corridor.

Mr. President, the historic corridor
concept has been used by a variety of
public and private groups across the
Nation to encourage historic and natu-
ral preservation, and to promote tour-
ism and economic revitalization. The
approach has been used successfully in
the Blackstone River Valley National
Heritage Corridor in Rhode Island and
Massachusetts, in the lower Eastern
Shore of Maryland, in the Lackawanna
River Valley in Pennsylvania, and else-
where. The heritage corridor concept
offers a flexible way for government
and private organizations to work to-
gether to promote economic growth
and job creation.

Mr. President, with industry con-
centrated in a limited number of urban
areas, it is no secret that small, scenic,
towns, and rural areas are looking to
tourism as a means of strengthening
and diversifying their declining econo-
mies. The heritage corridor concept of-
fers an opportunity for many commu-
nities to work cooperatively and pool
their resources in order to boost tour-
ism.

The South Carolina Heritage Cor-
ridor originated with a tourism com-
mittee in the city of Abbeville, SC, and
has grown to include 14 counties and
over 40 towns and rural communities.
This is a grassroots movement that has

captured the imagination and enthu-
siasm of citizens across the western
part of my State. The South Carolina
Heritage Corridor is well conceived and
holds tremendous promise for my
State. I urge my colleagues’ support
for this important bill.

EXHIBIT 1

SOUTH CAROLINA STATE MUSEUM,
Columbia, SC.

JOAN DAVIS,
Community Development Division, S.C. Dept. of

Parks, Recreation and Tourism, Columbia,
SC.

DEAR JOAN: I am intrigued with the con-
cept of developing a Heritage Corridor in
fourteen counties along South Carolina’s
western boundary. Stretching from Charles-
ton to the mountains the proposed corridor
would take in all of the elements that have
characterized South Carolina for the past
three centuries.

Beginning in Charleston, one of the most
cosmopolitan of American cities before 1860,
the corridor follows the route of the old
South Carolina Railroad through Colleton,
Bamberg, Barnwell and into Aiken County.
When completed in 1831 this was the longest
railroad in the world. Prior to the civil War
this area was dotted with cotton plantations,
the predominant economic factor in the
state’s antebellum years. In Aiken’s
Horsecreek Valley the state’s textile indus-
try was born during the 1830’s. Only a few
miles away the Savannah River Site was the
nation’s supplier of plutonium for nuclear
weapons during the Cold War years. From
North August, the terminus of the old South
Carolina Railroad, the proposed corridor fol-
lows the Savannah Valley to the foothills in
Oconee County.

Also a major cotton producing area before
1860, Edgefield County was home to ten gov-
ernors, a remarkable number for a small
county. Beginning in the 1820’s the produc-
tion of alkaline glazed stoneware began in
Edgefield and subsequently spread through-
out the South. Originally produced as utili-
tarian storage ware, today Edgefield pottery
is a highly prized collectible.

The corridor continues along the Savannah
Valley through once prosperous cotton fields
into Anderson County, a major center of the
state’s textile industry. Around Anderson
one finds both traditional textile companies
as well as a recent influx of major multi-
national corporations.

The last section of the corridor takes one
to the foothills of the Appalachian Moun-
tains. A journey through the proposed cor-
ridor encompasses all of South Carolina’s
past and present. From cosmopolitan
Charleston in the 1700’s with its wealthy
merchants and rice planters to the chal-
lenges facing low income residents of the Ap-
palachians, the corridor crosses not only the
state’s entire geography, but also encom-
passes all of the state’s peoples.

Historic sites, natural resources, cultural
diversity and modern manufacturing suc-
cesses are all part of the proposed corridor. A
visitor who journeys through the corridor
certainly departs with an understanding of
South Carolina’s history and development,
as well as an appreciation for the state’s di-
verse geography and natural features.

This proposed corridor has several compo-
nents of national significance. As the cotton
culture spread through this area more and
more planters became entrenched in defend-
ing slavery, contributing to the forces that
lead to the Civil War. Leading proslavery ad-
vocates John C. Calhoun and James Henry
Hammond lived in the corridor. As resi-
dences of the area their theories on states
rights and slavery evolved from personal ex-
periences.

After the war the development of the tex-
tile industry in the corridor changed the
focus of South Carolina’s economy from an
agricultural to an industrial base, a phenom-
ena which subsequently spread across the
South. Finally, the location of the Savannah
River Site in the center of the corridor re-
flects not only the Cold War strategy of the
United States, but also the challenge of the
cleanup facing all the nuclear production fa-
cilities across the country.

Sincerely,
RODGER E. STROUP, Ph.D.,

Director of Collections and Interpretation.

EXHIBIT 2

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

Columbia, SC, April 5, 1995.
Hon. STROM THURMOND,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: Developing the economies
of the rural areas of our state requires that
we employ creative non-traditional eco-
nomic development methods. One such meth-
od is the application of a deliberate strategy
to capitalize on the economic value of the
rich cultural heritage and natural resources
embodied in many of the rural areas of our
state. Cultural or heritage tourism is one of
the fastest growing trends in tourism. The
resulting potential for job creation and tour-
ism-related investment, if properly managed,
can be a significant factor in the economic
growth of these rural communities.

The proposed designation of a fourteen
county region of our state as a South Caro-
lina National Heritage Corridor represents a
significant step forward in our efforts to rec-
ognize and capture this valuable economic
resource. This is an area rich in cultural and
natural resources with an important Amer-
ican story to tell. What happened along this
corridor set in motion a style of socio-eco-
nomic development that spread throughout
the lower South and Southwest and eventu-
ally led to the industrialization of the region
as well as war between the states. It tells the
story of the development of agriculture, in-
dustry and transportation in the South.

The direct effort from the state level, I
have designated the Department of Parks,
Recreation and Tourism through its Commu-
nity Development program, to be responsible
for staffing this effort and providing a broad
array of support for the South Carolina Her-
itage Corridor.

We all recognize the tremendous impor-
tance and long-range benefit of the initiative
for South Carolina, and are particularly
pleased that the proposed area includes your
hometown of Edgefield.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,

DAVID M. BEASLEY,
Governor.

By Mr. MURKOWSKI:
S. 813. A bill to amend the Penn-

sylvania Avenue Development Corpora-
tion Act of 1972 to authorize appropria-
tions for implementation of the devel-
opment plan for Pennsylvania Avenue
between the Capitol and the White
House, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

THE PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION AMENDMENT ACT

∑ Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
introduced a bill, at the request of the
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administration, to amend the Penn-
sylvania Avenue Development Corpora-
tion Act of 1972, to authorize appro-
priations for implementation of the de-
velopment plan for Pennsylvania Ave-
nue between the Capitol and the White
House, and for other purposes.

The bill, when enacted, would au-
thorize appropriations for salaries and
expenses for the Pennsylvania Avenue
Development Corporation [PADC] for
fiscal years 1996 and 1997. PADC is the
agency which is responsible for the re-
vitalization of the Pennsylvania area
between the White House and the Cap-
itol. Since PADC was created by an act
of Congress in 1972, it has achieved no-
table success in transforming Ameri-
ca’s Main Street from ‘‘a scene of deso-
lation,’’ in the words of a Presidential
commission formed in the late 1960’s to
study the condition of the avenue, to a
great boulevard worthy of its role in
the Nation’s history and its place in
the center of the Nation’s Capital City.

PADC is a successful example of how
Government can work in partnership
with the private sector to achieve ben-
eficial results for both. Since PADC’s
work began, it has spent $120 million in
appropriations to build new parks, pla-
zas, sidewalks, and other kinds of im-
provements to the public areas and at-
tracted over $1.5 billion in private in-
vestment to the blocks on the north
side of Pennsylvania Avenue. From the
Willard Hotel to the Canadian Em-
bassy, virtually every one of the build-
ings that one sees in walking or driving
down the avenue from the Treasury
Building to the Capitol has been con-
structed or restored since PADC began
its block development program in 1978,
guided by a master plan approved by
Congress in 1975. Now over 20 privately
funded office, retail, hotel, and residen-
tial structures border a public thor-
oughfare improved with seven parks
and plazas and widened sidewalks.

With only a few blocks remaining un-
committed for development, PADC is
close to finishing its master plan and is
scheduled to terminate operation at
the end of fiscal year 1997. The bill I am
introducing, by request of the adminis-
tration, will allow the PADC’s 27-per-
son staff to complete its original mis-
sion to economically revitalize and
beautify Pennsylvania Avenue.

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:

PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION,
Washington, DC, March 22, 1995.

Hon. ALBERT GORE,
President of the Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed is a draft
bill, ‘‘To amend the Pennsylvania Avenue
Development Corporation Act of 1972 to au-
thorize appropriations for implementation of
the development plan for Pennsylvania Ave-
nue between the Capitol and the White
House, and for other purposes.’’ A similar
package has been transmitted to the Speaker
of the House.

The draft bill would amend the Pennsylva-
nia Avenue Development Corporation Act of
1972 (86 Stat. 1266, 40 U.S.C. 871, as amended)
to authorize appropriations of $3,043,000 for
fiscal year 1996 and such sums as may be nec-
essary for fiscal year 1997 for the operating
and administrative expenses of the Penn-
sylvania Avenue Development Corporation.

The draft bill is part of the Pennsylvania
Avenue Development Corporation’s legisla-
tive program for the 104th Congress. The Ad-
ministration recommends the draft bill be
introduced, referred to the appropriate com-
mittee for consideration, and enacted.

The Office of Management and Budget ad-
vises that there is no objection to the pres-
entation of this legislation for consideration
of Congress, and that enactment of the legis-
lation would be in accord with the program
of the President.

Sincerely,
RICHARD A. HAUSER,

Chairman.∑

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr.
INOUYE, and Mr. DOMENICI):

S. 814. A bill to provide for the reor-
ganization of the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Indian Affairs.

THE BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
REORGANIZATION ACT

∑ Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce legislation to re-
organize and restructure the Bureau of
Indian Affairs. I am very pleased to be
joined by Senators INOUYE and DOMEN-
ICI as original cosponsors of this legis-
lation. This legislation is intended to
stimulate discussion in the Congress
and among the tribes on the reorga-
nization of the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs.

Since 1834, the Congress, the adminis-
tration, and the American Indian peo-
ple have tried to reorganize and reform
the Bureau of Indian Affairs. Like the
crusades of history, with each change
in administration the assembled bu-
reaucrats have gone charging off in one
direction or another, commissioning
studies or writing reports on the BIA,
downsizing, centralizing, or decen-
tralizing, whatever the political whim
of the day dictated. From the Meriam
Report in 1929 to the joint tribal/BIA/
DOI reorganization task force report,
the Congress has commissioned report
after report on how to reform the way
this Nation deals with native Ameri-
cans and their governments. Since the
establishment of the BIA in 1824, there
have been over 1,050 investigations, re-
ports, commissions, and studies detail-
ing how the BIA should be restruc-
tured, reorganized, or reformed. To
measure the success of all of these ef-
forts, one needs only to look at the sta-
tistics in the most recent census.

Nearly one of every three native
Americans in this Nation is living in
poverty. One-half of the families living
on reservations are living in poverty.
One-half of the Indian children under
the age of six living on reservations are
living in poverty. Unemployment on
Indian reservations exceeds 25 percent.
For every $100 earned by U.S. families,
Indian families earn $62. The per cap-
ital income for an Indian living on the
reservation is $4,478. There are approxi-

mately 90,000 Indian families who are
homeless or underhoused. Nearly one
in five Indian families living on the
reservation are classified as severely
overcrowded. One out of every five In-
dian homes lack complete plumbing fa-
cilities. These simple conveniences,
that the rest of us take for granted, re-
main out of the grasp of many Indian
families.

Since its creation in 1824, native
Americans have relied on the Bureau of
Indian Affairs as the principle agency
of the Federal Government which is re-
sponsible for meeting this Nation’s
trust responsibility to American Indi-
ans and Alaska Natives. And yet based
on its own studies and investigations,
the Bureau of Indian Affairs has failed
miserably in carrying out this Nation’s
solemn obligations to American Indi-
ans. If the health, social, and economic
conditions on Indian reservations are
the measure of our performance as the
trustee for American Indians, then as a
nation we have failed miserably.

It is time to change the way this Na-
tion deals with American Indians. It is
time to bring an end to the long and
dismal history of the failures of the
Federal Government to carry out its
trust responsibilities to American Indi-
ans. It is time to break down the bar-
riers to true tribal self-governance and
self-determination by providing Indian
tribes with the authority to design
both the structure and function of its
trustee, the Bureau of Indian Affairs. I
remain convinced that we will not
make significant improvements in the
living conditions on most reservations
without a major reform of the Bureau
of Indian Affairs.

Today, I am introducing legislation
which will provide Indian tribes with
the authority to reorganize and re-
structure the Bureau of Indian Affairs
at each level of the government. It pro-
vides Indian tribes with the ability to
tailor the Bureau of Indian Affairs to
meet their unique circumstances and
needs. It will allow tribes to shape and
redefine the trust relationship with the
Federal Government.

This legislation is the culmination of
over 4 years of work by Indian tribes,
the administration, and the Congress.
This bill reflects the recommendations
of the joint tribal/BIA/DOI reorganiza-
tion task force, which was established
at the direction of former Interior Sec-
retary Lujan. Over the course of 4
years, the task force held 22 meetings
across all parts of Indian country to
develop their recommendations for the
reorganization of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs. These recommendations fall
into four general categories: Organiza-
tional reform, regulatory reform, edu-
cation reform, and budget reform. The
guiding principles established by the
joint tribal/BIA/DOI reorganization
task force are to decentralize decision-
making of the Bureau of Indian Affairs,
to provide maximum funding to Indian
tribes for service delivery, to maintain
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the flexibility of the area/agency orga-
nizational design, to establish well-de-
fined Federal and tribal roles at all lev-
els of the bureaucracy, and to create a
tribal-Federal consultation process to
govern all aspects of the reorganiza-
tion.

The legislation I am introducing
closely adheres to the spirit and intent
of the report of the joint tribal/BIA/
DOI reorganization task force. This bill
will provide for the reorganization of
the BIA at the agency, area and central
offices with savings attendant to such
reorganization to be allocated to the
tribes. It will provide for the transfer
or delegation of decisionmaking au-
thority to the tribe or the agency level
of the BIA, consistent with the prin-
ciples of self-governance and self-deter-
mination. The bill provides the author-
ity to Indian tribes to develop, in nego-
tiations with the Interior Department,
reorganization plans for the area and
agency offices of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs. These plans may include a re-
organization of BIA organizational
structures, reallocation of personnel,
delegations of secretarial authority,
transfers of functions, waivers of regu-
lations or other authorities, reordering
of funding priorities, and the transfer
of any savings realized by such reorga-
nization directly to the tribes.

The bill also provides for the reorga-
nization of the central office of the BIA
so that Indian tribes from each area of-
fice can determine how the central of-
fice resources used to provide services
to their area should be allocated.
Tribes in each area of the BIA will be
able to determine what services will be
provided by the central office, what
funds and authorities should be distrib-
uted or delegated to the area and agen-
cy offices and what funds and authori-
ties should be distributed or delegated
to the tribes themselves. Finally, the
bill will require the Secretary to repeal
the provisions of the BIA manual. Any
provision of the BIA manual which are
deemed necessary will have to be pro-
mulgated as regulations subject to re-
view and comment. The bill will also
provide for the establishment of a trib-
al task force to recommend regulatory
reforms in title 25 of the Code of Fed-
eral Regulations.

The introduction of this legislation
marks only the first step in carrying
out the commitment made to Indian
tribes when the joint tribal/BIA/DOI re-
organization task force was first char-
tered. I remain committed to work
with Indian tribes and the administra-
tion to realize the vision of those tribal
leaders who met for hundreds of hours
in developing recommendations to
bring real and necessary change to the
Bureau of Indian Affairs. I look for-
ward to full and complete discussions
with tribal leaders on this legislation
and I urge all of our colleagues to join
with us to ensure prompt enactment of
legislation to reorganize the Bureau of
Indian Affairs.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the bill and

the accompanying section-by-section
analysis appear in the RECORD.

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

S. 814
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,

AND DEFINITIONS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as

the ‘‘Bureau of Indian Affairs Reorganization
Act of 1995’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title, definitions, and table of

contents.
TITLE I—REORGANIZATION COMPACTS

Sec. 101. Reorganization of area offices.
Sec. 102. Reorganization of agency offices.
Sec. 103. Reorganization of central office.
Sec. 104. Savings provisions.
Sec. 105. Additional conforming amend-

ments.
Sec. 106. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 107. Effective date.
Sec. 108. Separability.
Sec. 109. Suspension of certain administra-

tive actions.
Sec. 110. Statutory construction.

TITLE II—AMENDMENT TO THE INDIAN
SELF-DETERMINATION ACT

Sec. 201. Budget development.
TITLE III—REFORM OF THE REGULA-

TIONS OF THE BUREAU OF INDIAN AF-
FAIRS

Sec. 301. BIA Manual.
Sec. 302. Task force.
Sec. 303. Authorization of appropriations.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this Act,
the following definitions shall apply:

(1) AREA OFFICE.—The term ‘‘area office’’
means 1 of the 12 area offices of the Bureau
of Indian Affairs.

(2) AREA OFFICE PLAN.—The term ‘‘area of-
fice plan’’ means a plan for the reorganiza-
tion of an area office negotiated by the Sec-
retary and Indian tribes pursuant to section
101.

(3) AGENCY OFFICE.—The term ‘‘agency of-
fice’’ means an agency office of the Bureau of
Indian Affairs.

(4) AGENCY OFFICE PLAN.—The term ‘‘agen-
cy office plan’’ means a plan for the reorga-
nization of an agency office negotiated by
the Secretary and Indian tribes pursuant to
section 102.

(5) BIA MANUAL.—The term ‘‘BIA Manual’’
means the most recent edition of the Bureau
of Indian Affairs Manual issued by the De-
partment of the Interior.

(6) BUREAU.—The term ‘‘Bureau’’ means
the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

(7) CENTRAL OFFICE.—The term ‘‘central of-
fice’’ means the central office of the Bureau,
that is housed in the offices of the Depart-
ment in Washington, D.C. and in Albuquer-
que, New Mexico.

(8) CENTRAL OFFICE PLAN.—The term
‘‘central office plan’’ means the plan for the
reorganization of the central office nego-
tiated by the Secretary and Indian tribes
pursuant to section 103.

(9) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department’’
means the Department of the Interior.

(10) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’
means, with respect to an area office, the Di-
rector of the area office.

(11) FUNCTION.—The term ‘‘function’’
means any duty, obligation, power, author-
ity, responsibility, right, privilege, activity,
or program.

(12) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Indian
tribe’’ has the same meaning as in section

4(e) of the Indian Self-Determination and
Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(e)).

(13) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of the Interior.

(14) SUPERINTENDENT.—The term ‘‘Super-
intendent’’ means the Superintendent of an
agency office.

(15) TRIBAL PRIORITY ALLOCATION AC-
COUNT.—The term ‘‘tribal priority allocation
account’’, means an account so designated
by the Bureau, with respect to which pro-
gram priorities and funding levels are estab-
lished by individual Indian tribes.

(16) TRIBAL RECURRING BASE FUNDING.—The
term ‘‘tribal recurring base funding’’ means
recurring base funding (as defined and deter-
mined by the Secretary) for the tribal prior-
ity allocation accounts of an Indian tribe al-
located to a tribe by the Bureau.

TITLE I—REORGANIZATION COMPACTS

SEC. 101. REORGANIZATION OF AREA OFFICES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, not later than 120
days after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall enter into negotiations
with the Indian tribes served by each area of-
fice to prepare a reorganization plan for the
area office.

(b) CONTENTS OF AREA OFFICE PLANS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each area office plan that

is prepared pursuant to this subsection shall
provide for the organization of the area of-
fice covered under the plan. To the extent
that the majority of Indian tribes served by
the area office do not exercise the option to
maintain current organizational structures,
functions, or funding priorities pursuant to
paragraph (2), the reorganization plan shall
provide, with respect to the area office cov-
ered under the plan, for—

(A) the reorganization of the administra-
tive structure of the area office;

(B) the reallocation of personnel (including
determinations of office size and functions);

(C) the delegation of authority of the Sec-
retary to the Director;

(D) transfers of functions;
(E) the specification of functions—
(i) retained by the Bureau; or
(ii) transferred to Indian tribes served by

the area office;
(F) the issuance of waivers or other au-

thorities by the Secretary so that functions
and other responsibilities of the Secretary
may be carried out by the area office or
transferred to Indian tribes;

(G) the promulgation of revised regulations
relating to the functions of the area office
that are performed by the area office or
transferred to Indian tribes;

(H) the reordering of funding priorities;
and

(I) a formula for the transfer, to the tribal
recurring base funding for each Indian tribe
served by the area office, of unexpended bal-
ances of appropriations and other Federal
funds made available to the area office in
connection with any function transferred to
Indian tribes pursuant to subparagraph
(E)(ii).

(2) SHARE OF FUNDING.—An area office plan
may include, for each Indian tribe served by
the area office, a determination of the share
of the Indian tribe of the funds used by the
area office to carry out programs, services,
functions and activities of the tribe (referred
to in this subsection as the ‘‘tribal share’’).

(3) OPTION OF MAINTENANCE OF CURRENT
STATUS.—At the option of a majority of the
Indian tribes served by an area office, a reor-
ganization plan may provide for the continu-
ation of organizational structures, functions,
or funding priorities of the area office that
are substantially similar to those in effect at
the time of the development of the area of-
fice plan.
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(4) APPROVAL OF AREA OFFICE PLAN BY IN-

DIAN TRIBES.—Upon completion of the nego-
tiation of an area office plan, the Secretary
shall submit the plan to the Indian tribes
served by the area office for approval. If a
majority of the Indian tribes approve the
area office plan by a tribal resolution pursu-
ant to the applicable procedures established
by the Indian tribes, the Secretary shall
enter into a reorganization compact pursu-
ant to subsection (c).

(5) SINGLE TRIBE AREA OFFICE.—In an area
office that serves only 1 Indian tribe, if the
tribe elects to develop a reorganization plan
for the area office, the Secretary shall enter
into negotiations with the tribe to prepare a
reorganization plan for the area office. Not
later than 60 days after the date on which a
reorganization plan referred to in the preced-
ing sentence is approved by the Indian tribe,
the Secretary shall enter into a reorganiza-
tion compact with the tribe to carry out the
area office plan.

(6) OPTION TO TAKE TRIBAL SHARE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—If a majority of the In-

dian tribes served by an area office fail to ap-
prove an area office plan, an Indian tribe
may elect to receive directly the tribal share
of the Indian tribe.

(B) DETERMINATION OF TRIBAL SHARE.—If an
Indian tribe elects to receive a tribal share
under subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall
enter into negotiations with the Indian tribe
to determine the tribal share of the Indian
tribe.

(C) AGREEMENT.—Upon the determination
of a tribal share of an Indian tribe under sub-
paragraph (B), the Secretary shall enter into
an agreement with the Indian tribe for trans-
ferring directly to the Indian tribe an
amount equal to the tribal share. The agree-
ment shall include—

(i) a determination of the amount of resid-
ual Federal funds to be retained by the Sec-
retary for the area office; and

(ii) the responsibilities of—
(I) the area office; and
(II) the Indian tribe.
(c) AREA OFFICE REORGANIZATION COM-

PACT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days

after the date on which a majority of the In-
dian tribes served by the area office that is
the subject of a reorganization plan have ap-
proved the plan pursuant to subsection (b)(3),
the Secretary shall enter into an area office
reorganization compact with the Indian
tribes to carry out the area office plan (re-
ferred to in this subsection as the ‘‘area of-
fice reorganization compact’’). The Sec-
retary may not implement the area office
plan until such time as the Indian tribes
have entered into an area office reorganiza-
tion compact with the Secretary pursuant to
this paragraph. If the Indian tribes do not
enter into an area office reorganization com-
pact with the Secretary pursuant to this
paragraph, the organizational structure,
functions, and funding priorities of the area
office in effect at the time of the develop-
ment of the area office plan shall remain in
effect.

(2) PROHIBITION AGAINST CERTAIN LIMITA-
TIONS.—With respect to an Indian tribe that
is not a party to an area office reorganiza-
tion compact entered into by the Secretary
under this subsection, nothing in this sec-
tion may limit or reduce the level of any
service or funding that the Indian tribe is en-
titled to pursuant to applicable Federal law
(including any contract that the Indian tribe
is entitled to enter into pursuant to applica-
ble Federal law).
SEC. 102. REORGANIZATION OF AGENCY OFFICES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, not later than 120
days after the date of enactment of this Act,

the Secretary, acting through the Super-
intendent (or a designee of the Superintend-
ent) of each agency office, shall enter into
negotiations with the Indian tribes served by
each agency office to prepare an agency of-
fice plan for each agency office.

(b) CONTENTS OF AGENCY OFFICE PLANS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each agency office plan

that is prepared by the Secretary pursuant
to this subsection shall provide for the orga-
nization of the agency office covered under
the plan. To the extent that the majority of
Indian tribes served by the agency office do
not exercise the option to maintain current
organizational structures, functions, or fund-
ing priorities pursuant to paragraph (2), the
agency office plan shall provide, with respect
to the agency office covered under the agen-
cy office plan, for—

(A) the reorganization of the administra-
tive structure of the agency office;

(B) the reallocation of personnel (including
determinations of office size and functions);

(C) the delegation of authority of the Sec-
retary to the Superintendent;

(D) transfers of functions;
(E) the specification of functions—
(i) retained by the Bureau; or
(ii) transferred to Indian tribes served by

the agency office;
(F) the issuance of waivers or other au-

thorities by the Secretary so that functions
and other responsibilities of the Secretary
may be carried out by the agency office or
transferred to Indian tribes;

(G) the promulgation of revised regulations
relating to the functions of the agency office
that are carried by the agency office or
transferred to Indian tribes;

(H) the reordering of funding priorities;
and

(I) a formula for the transfer, to the tribal
recurring base funding for each Indian tribe
served by the agency office, of unexpended
balances of appropriations and other Federal
funds made available to the agency office in
connection with any function transferred to
Indian tribes pursuant to subparagraph
(E)(ii).

(2) SHARE OF FUNDING.—An agency office
plan may include, for each Indian tribe
served by the agency office, a determination
of the share of the Indian tribe of the funds
used by the agency office to carry out pro-
grams, services, functions and activities of
the tribe (referred to in this subsection as
the ‘‘tribal share’’).

(3) OPTION OF MAINTENANCE OF CURRENT
STATUS.—At the option of a majority of the
Indian tribes served by an agency office, an
agency office plan may provide for the con-
tinuation of organizational structures, func-
tions, or funding priorities of the agency of-
fice that are substantially similar to those
in effect at the time of the development of
the agency office plan.

(4) APPROVAL OF AGENCY OFFICE PLAN BY IN-
DIAN TRIBES.—Upon completion of the nego-
tiation of an agency office plan, the Sec-
retary shall submit the agency office plan to
the Indian tribes served by the agency office
for approval. If a majority of the Indian
tribes approve the agency office plan by a
tribal resolution pursuant to the applicable
procedures established by the Indian tribes,
the Secretary shall enter into a reorganiza-
tion compact pursuant to subsection (c).

(5) SINGLE TRIBE AGENCY OFFICE.—In an
agency office that serves only 1 Indian tribe,
if the tribe elects to develop a reorganization
plan for the agency office, the Secretary
shall enter into negotiations with the tribe
to prepare a reorganization plan for the
agency office. Not later than 60 days after
the date on which a reorganization plan re-
ferred to in the preceding sentence is ap-
proved by the Indian tribe, the Secretary
shall enter into a reorganization compact

with the tribe to carry out the agency office
plan.

(6) OPTION TO TAKE TRIBAL SHARE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—If a majority of the In-

dian tribes served by an agency office fail to
approve an agency office plan, an Indian
tribe may elect to receive directly the tribal
share of the Indian tribe.

(B) DETERMINATION OF TRIBAL SHARE.—If an
Indian tribe elects to receive a tribal share
under subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall
enter into negotiations with the Indian tribe
to determine the tribal share of the Indian
tribe.

(C) AGREEMENT.—Upon the determination
of a tribal share of an Indian tribe under sub-
paragraph (B), the Secretary shall enter into
an agreement with the Indian tribe for trans-
ferring directly to the Indian tribe an
amount equal to the tribal share. The agree-
ment shall include—

(i) a determination of the amount of resid-
ual Federal funds to be retained by the Sec-
retary for the agency office; and

(ii) the responsibilities of—
(I) the agency office; and
(II) the Indian tribe.
(c) AGENCY OFFICE REORGANIZATION COM-

PACTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days

after the date on which a majority of the In-
dian tribes served by the agency office that
is the subject of an agency office plan have
approved the agency office plan pursuant to
subsection (b)(3), the Secretary shall enter
into a reorganization compact with the In-
dian tribes to carry out the agency office
plan (referred to in this subsection as the
‘‘agency office reorganization compact’’).
The Secretary may not implement the agen-
cy office plan until such time as the Indian
tribes have entered into an agency office re-
organization compact with the Secretary
pursuant to this paragraph. If the Indian
tribes do not enter into an agency office re-
organization compact with the Secretary
pursuant to this paragraph, the organiza-
tional structure, functions, and funding pri-
orities of the agency office in effect at the
time of the development of the agency office
plan shall remain in effect.

(2) PROHIBITION AGAINST CERTAIN LIMITA-
TIONS.—With respect to an Indian tribe that
is not a party to an agency office reorganiza-
tion compact entered into under this sub-
section, nothing in this section may limit or
reduce the level of any service or funding
that the Indian tribe is entitled to pursuant
to applicable Federal law (including any con-
tract that the Indian tribe is entitled to
enter into pursuant to applicable Federal
law).

(3) COORDINATION WITH AREA OFFICE
PLANS.—Each agency office reorganization
compact entered into by the Secretary under
this subsection shall specify that in the
event that the Secretary determines that the
agency office reorganization compact is in-
consistent with an area office reorganization
compact entered into under section 101(c),
the Secretary, in consultation with the In-
dian tribes that are parties to the compact,
shall make such amendments to the agency
office reorganization compact entered into
under this subsection as are necessary to en-
sure consistency with the applicable area of-
fice plan.
SEC. 103. REORGANIZATION OF CENTRAL OFFICE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, not later than 120
days after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Secretary shall enter into negotiations
with Indian tribes to develop a central office
plan. In developing the plan, the Secretary
shall enter into negotiations on an area-by-
area basis with a representative from each of
the Indian tribes in each area, to determine
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the appropriate allocation of personnel and
funding made available to the central office
to serve the area and agency offices and In-
dian tribes in each area office.

(b) CONTENT OF CENTRAL OFFICE PLAN.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The central office plan

shall provide for determinations by the Sec-
retary, on the basis of the negotiations de-
scribed in subparagraph (a), concerning—

(A) which portion of the funds made avail-
able to the Secretary for the central office
shall—

(i) be used to support the area and agency
offices in each area; and

(ii) be considered excess funds that may be
allocated directly to Indian tribes in each
area pursuant to a formula developed pursu-
ant to paragraph (2)(J); and

(B) the allocation of the personnel of the
central office to provide support to the area
and agency offices.

(2) REALLOCATION OF FUNDS AND PERSON-
NEL.—In developing the central office plan,
to the extent that the Secretary and the In-
dian tribes do not exercise the option to
maintain current organizational structures,
functions, or funding priorities, the central
office plan shall provide, to the extent nec-
essary to accommodate the determinations
made under paragraph (1), for—

(A) the reorganization of the administra-
tive structure of the central office;

(B) the reallocation of personnel (including
determinations of office size and functions);

(C) the delegation of authority of the Sec-
retary carried out through the central office
to the Directors, Superintendents, or Indian
tribes;

(D) transfers of functions;
(E) the specification of functions—
(i) retained by the central office; or
(ii) transferred to area offices, agency of-

fices or Indian tribes;
(F) the issuance of waivers or other au-

thorities by the Secretary so that functions
and other responsibilities of the Secretary
may be carried out by the central office or
transferred to area offices, agency offices, or
Indian tribes;

(G) the promulgation of revised regulations
relating to the functions of the central office
that are carried by the central office or
transferred to area offices, agency offices, or
Indian tribes;

(H) the reordering of funding priorities;
(I) allocation formulas to provide for the

remaining services to be provided to the area
and agency offices and Indian tribes by the
central office; and

(J) with respect to the allocation of funds
to the area and agency offices and Indian
tribes in each area, a formula, negotiated
with the tribal representatives identified in
subsection (a), for the allocation to the In-
dian tribes of a portion of excess funds de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(A)(ii).

(c) CENTRAL OFFICE REORGANIZATION COM-
PACTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days
after the Secretary develops a central office
plan pursuant to subsection (a), the Sec-
retary shall, for each area office, enter into
a central office reorganization compact with
the Indian tribes in that area to implement
the central office plan (referred to in this
subsection as the ‘‘central office reorganiza-
tion compact’’). The Secretary may not im-
plement the component of a central office
plan relating to an area until such time as a
majority of the Indian tribes in that area
have entered into a central office reorganiza-
tion compact. If a majority of the Indian
tribes in an area do not enter into a central
reorganization compact with the Secretary
pursuant to this paragraph, the organiza-
tional structure, functions, and funding pri-
orities of the central office relating to the
area and agency offices and Indian tribes in

that area and in effect at the time of the de-
velopment of the central office plan shall re-
main in effect.

(2) COORDINATION WITH AREA AND AGENCY
OFFICE PLANS.—Each central office reorga-
nization compact entered into by the Sec-
retary under this subsection shall specify
that in the event the Secretary determines
that a central office reorganization compact
is inconsistent with a related area office re-
organization compact entered into under sec-
tion 101(c) or a related agency office reorga-
nization compact entered into under section
102(c), the Secretary, in consultation with
the Indian tribes that are parties to the
central office reorganization compact, shall
amend the compact to make such modifica-
tions as are necessary to ensure consistency
with the applicable area or agency office
plan.
SEC. 104. SAVINGS PROVISIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—All orders, determina-
tions, rules, regulations, permits, agree-
ments, grants, contracts, certificates, li-
censes, registrations, privileges, and other
administrative actions—

(1) that have been issued, made, granted, or
allowed to become effective by the Presi-
dent, any Federal agency or official thereof,
or by a court of competent jurisdiction, in
the performance of any function that is
transferred to Indian tribes pursuant to a re-
organization compact that the Secretary en-
ters into pursuant to section 101, 102, or 103;
and

(2) that are in effect on the effective date
of the reorganization compact, or were final
before the effective date of the reorganiza-
tion compact and are to become effective on
or after such date;
shall continue in effect according to their
terms until modified, terminated, super-
seded, set aside, or revoked in accordance
with law by the President, the Secretary, or
other authorized official, a court of com-
petent jurisdiction, or by operation of law.

(b) PROCEEDINGS NOT AFFECTED.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of a reor-

ganization compact that the Secretary en-
ters into pursuant to section 101, 102, or 103
shall not affect any proceedings, including
notices of proposed rulemaking, or any ap-
plication for any license, permit, certificate,
or financial assistance pending before the
Bureau at the time the reorganization com-
pact takes effect, with respect to the func-
tions transferred by the reorganization com-
pact.

(2) CONTINUATION OF PROCEEDINGS.—The
proceedings and applications referred to in
paragraph (1) shall be continued. Orders shall
be issued in such proceedings, appeals shall
be taken from such orders, and payments
shall be made pursuant to such orders, as if
the compact had not been entered into, and
orders issued in any such proceedings shall
continue in effect until modified, termi-
nated, superseded, or revoked by a duly au-
thorized official, by a court of competent ju-
risdiction, or by operation of law.

(3) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this subsection shall be deemed to prohibit
the discontinuance or modification of any
such proceeding under the same terms and
conditions and to the same extent that such
proceeding could have been discontinued or
modified if this title had not been enacted.

(c) NONABATEMENT OF ACTIONS.—No suit,
action, or other proceeding commenced by or
against the Bureau or by or against any indi-
vidual in the official capacity of such indi-
vidual as an officer of the Bureau shall abate
by reason of the enactment of this title.
SEC. 105. ADDITIONAL CONFORMING AMEND-

MENTS.
(a) RECOMMENDED LEGISLATION.—After con-

sultation with Indian tribes, the appropriate

committees of the Congress and the Director
of the Office of Management and Budget, the
Secretary shall prepare and submit to the
Congress recommended legislation contain-
ing technical and conforming amendments
to reflect the changes made pursuant to this
title.

(b) SUBMISSION TO THE CONGRESS.—Not
later than 120 days after the effective date of
this title, the Secretary shall submit to the
Congress the recommended legislation re-
ferred to in subsection (a).
SEC. 106. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary to carry out
this title.
SEC. 107. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This title shall take effect on the date of
enactment of this Act.
SEC. 108. SEPARABILITY.

If a provision of this title or its application
to any person or circumstance is held in-
valid, neither the remainder of this title nor
the application of the provision to other per-
sons or circumstances shall be affected.
SEC. 109. SUSPENSION OF CERTAIN ADMINISTRA-

TIVE ACTIONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of law, during the 2-year pe-
riod beginning on the date of enactment of
this Act, the Secretary shall suspend the im-
plementation of all administrative activities
that affect the Bureau of Indian Affairs
associated with reinventing government,
national performance review, or other
downsizing initiatives.

(b) CONSIDERATION OF COMPACTS.—During
the period specified in subsection (a), the re-
organization compacts entered into under
this title shall be deemed to satisfy the goals
of the initiatives referred to in subsection
(a).
SEC. 110. STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.

Nothing in this title may be construed to
alter or diminish the Federal trust respon-
sibility to Indian tribes, individual Indians,
or Indians with trust allotments.

TITLE II—AMENDMENT TO THE INDIAN
SELF-DETERMINATION ACT

SEC. 201. BUDGET DEVELOPMENT.
The Indian Self-Determination Act (25

U.S.C. 450f et seq.), as amended by the Tribal
Self-Governance Act of 1994, is amended by
adding at the end the following new title:

‘‘TITLE V—BUDGET DEVELOPMENT
‘‘SEC. 501. PARTICIPATION OF INDIAN TRIBES IN

THE DEVELOPMENT OF BUDGET RE-
QUESTS.

‘‘(a) BUDGET REQUESTS FOR THE BUREAU OF
INDIAN AFFAIRS.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, not later than 120 days after
the date of enactment of this title, the Sec-
retary of the Interior shall establish a pro-
gram—

‘‘(1) to provide information to Indian tribes
concerning the development of budget re-
quests for the Bureau of Indian Affairs that
are submitted to the President by the Sec-
retary of the Interior for inclusion in the an-
nual budget of the President submitted to
the Congress pursuant to section 1108 of title
31, United States Code; and

‘‘(2) to ensure, to the maximum extent
practicable, the participation by each Indian
tribe in the development of the budget re-
quests referred to in paragraph (1).

‘‘(b) BUDGET REQUESTS FOR THE INDIAN
HEALTH SERVICE.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, not later than 120
days after the date of enactment of this
title, the Secretary of Health and Human
Services shall establish a program—

‘‘(1) to provide information to Indian tribes
concerning the development of budget re-
quests by the Secretary of Health and
Human Services for the Indian Health Serv-
ice that are submitted to the President by
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the Secretary for inclusion in the annual
budget referred to in subsection (a)(1); and

‘‘(2) to ensure, to the maximum extent
practicable, the participation by each Indian
tribe in the development of the budget re-
quests referred to in paragraph (1).

‘‘(c) REQUIREMENTS FOR PROGRAMS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each program estab-

lished under this section shall, to the maxi-
mum extent practicable—

‘‘(A) provide for the estimation of—
‘‘(i) the funds authorized to be appro-

priated on an annual basis for the benefit of
Indians tribes; and

‘‘(ii) for each Indian tribe, the portion of
the funds described in clause (i) that will be
provided for the benefit of the Indian tribe;

‘‘(B) provide, for each Indian tribe—
‘‘(i) the opportunity to establish priorities

for using the estimated funds described in
subparagraph (A)(ii); and

‘‘(ii) flexibility in the design of tribal and
Federal programs that receive Federal funds
to best meet the needs of the community
served by the Indian tribe; and

‘‘(C) provide for the collection and dissemi-
nation of information that is necessary for
effective planning, evaluation, and reporting
by the Secretary of the Interior or the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services and In-
dian tribes concerning the comparative so-
cial and public health conditions of Indian
communities (as defined and determined by
the Secretary of the Interior and the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services) at
local, regional, and national levels.

‘‘(2) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARIES.—In carry-
ing out the programs established under this
section, the Secretary of the Interior and the
Secretary of Health and Human Services
shall—

‘‘(A) use any information provided by In-
dian tribes concerning the priorities referred
to in paragraph (1)(B);

‘‘(B) support the creation of stable recur-
ring base funding (as defined and determined
by each such Secretary) for each Indian
tribe;

‘‘(C) seek to maintain stability in the plan-
ning and allocation of the amounts provided
for in the budget of the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs and the Indian Health Service for In-
dian tribes; and

‘‘(D) assess the Federal programs or assist-
ance provided to each Indian tribe to deter-
mine—

‘‘(i) the relative need for providing Federal
funds to carry out each such program; and

‘‘(ii) the amount of recurring base funding
available to each Indian tribe to carry out
each such program.

‘‘(3) CONTRACTS, GRANTS, AND ANNUAL FUND-
ING AGREEMENTS.—To provide, to the maxi-
mum extent practicable, for the full partici-
pation by the governing bodies of Indian
tribes on an effective government-to-govern-
ment basis in carrying out the collection and
sharing of information under this section,
the Secretary of the Interior or the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services may—

‘‘(A) enter into a self-determination con-
tract with an Indian tribe or make a grant to
an Indian tribe pursuant to section 102 or 103;

‘‘(B) with respect to the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, enter into a
funding agreement with a participating In-
dian tribe pursuant to title III; and

‘‘(C) with respect to the Secretary of the
Interior, enter into a funding agreement
with a participating Indian tribe pursuant to
title IV.
‘‘SEC. 502. ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this title, the
Secretary shall, in cooperation with Indian
tribes, and in accordance with the negotiated
rulemaking procedures under subchapter III

of chapter 5 of title 5, United States Code,
promulgate standardized assessment meth-
odologies to be used in carrying out any
budget determination for the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs concerning the levels of funding
that are necessary to fund each program
area (as defined and determined by the Sec-
retary) of the Bureau.

‘‘(b) PARTICIPATION BY INDIAN TRIBES.—In
carrying out subsection (a), the Secretary
shall take such action as may be necessary
to ensure, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, the direct and active participation of
Indian tribes at the local, regional, and na-
tional levels in the negotiated rulemaking
process specified in subchapter III of chapter
5 of title 5, United States Code.

‘‘(c) COMMITTEE.—
‘‘(1) COMPOSITION.—The negotiated rule-

making committee established pursuant to
section 565 of title 5, United States Code, to
carry out subsection (a) shall only be com-
prised of—

‘‘(A) individuals who represent the Federal
Government; and

‘‘(B) individuals who represent Indian
tribes.

‘‘(2) REPRESENTATION BY INDIAN TRIBES.—A
majority of the members of the committee
referred to in paragraph (1) shall be individ-
uals who represent Indian tribes.

‘‘(d) ADAPTATION OF PROCEDURES.—The
Secretary shall adapt the negotiated rule-
making procedures carried out under this
section in the same manner as the Secretary
adapts, in accordance with section 407(c), the
procedures carried out pursuant to section
407.
‘‘SEC. 503. REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS.

‘‘(a) REPORT ON BUDGET NEEDS.—Not later
than the earliest date after the date of pro-
mulgation of the regulations under section
502 on which the Secretary of the Interior
submits a budget request to the President
for inclusion in the annual budget of the
President submitted to the Congress pursu-
ant to section 1108 of title 31, United States
Code, and annually thereafter, the Secretary
shall prepare and submit to the President a
report that—

‘‘(1) describes the standardized methodolo-
gies that are the subject of the regulations
promulgated pursuant to section 502; and

‘‘(2) includes—
‘‘(A) for each program area of the Bureau

of Indian Affairs, an assessment of the level
of funding that is necessary to fund the pro-
gram area; and

‘‘(B) for each Indian tribe served by a pro-
gram area referred to in paragraph (2)—

‘‘(i) an assessment of the level of funding
that is necessary for each Indian tribe served
by the program area;

‘‘(ii) the total amount of funding necessary
to cover all program areas with respect to
which the tribe receives services (as deter-
mined by taking the aggregate of the appli-
cable amounts determined under paragraph
(3)); and

‘‘(iii) a breakdown, for each program area
with respect to which the Indian tribe re-
ceives service, of the amount determined
under clause (ii).
‘‘SEC. 504. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary to carry out
this title.’’.
TITLE III—REFORM OF THE REGULA-

TIONS OF THE BUREAU OF INDIAN AF-
FAIRS

SEC. 301. BIA MANUAL.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days

after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall—

(1) conduct a review of all provisions of the
BIA Manual;

(2) promulgate as proposed regulations
those provisions of the BIA Manual that the

Secretary deems necessary for the efficient
implementation of the Federal functions re-
tained by the Bureau under the reorganiza-
tion compacts authorized by this Act; and

(3) revoke all provisions of the BIA Manual
that are not promulgated as proposed regula-
tions under paragraph (2).

(b) CONSULTATION WITH INDIAN TRIBES.—In
carrying out subsection (a), the Secretary
shall, to the maximum extent practicable,
consult with Indian tribes in such manner as
to provide for the full participation of Indian
tribes.
SEC. 302. TASK FORCE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF TASK FORCE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days

after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall establish a task force on reg-
ulatory reform (referred to in this section as
the ‘‘task force’’).

(2) DUTIES.—The task force shall—
(A) review the regulations under title 25,

Code of Federal Regulations; and
(B) make recommendations concerning the

revision of the regulations.
(3) MEMBERSHIP.—The task force shall be

composed of 16 members, including 12 mem-
bers who are representatives of Indian tribes
from each of the 12 areas served by area of-
fices.

(4) INITIAL MEETING.—Not later than 60
days after the date on which all members of
the task force have been appointed, the task
force shall hold its first meeting.

(5) MEETINGS.—The task force shall meet
at the call of the Chairperson.

(6) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of
the task force shall constitute a quorum, but
a lesser number of members may hold hear-
ings.

(7) CHAIRPERSON.—The task force shall se-
lect a Chairperson from among its members.

(b) REPORTS.—
(1) REPORTS TO SECRETARY.—The task force

shall submit to the Secretary such reports as
the Secretary determines to be appropriate.

(2) REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS AND TO INDIAN
TRIBES.—In addition to submitting the re-
ports described in paragraph (1), not later
than 120 days after its initial meeting, the
task force shall prepare, and submit to the
Congress and to the governing body of each
Indian tribe, a report that includes—

(A) the findings of the task force concern-
ing the review conducted pursuant to sub-
section (a)(2)(A); and

(B) the recommendations described in sub-
section (a)(2)(B).

(c) POWERS OF THE TASK FORCE.—
(1) HEARINGS.—The task force may hold

such hearings, sit and act at such times and
places, take such testimony, and receive
such evidence as the task force considers ad-
visable to carry out the duties of the task
force specified in subsection (a)(2).

(2) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES.—
The task force may secure directly from any
Federal department or agency such informa-
tion as the task force considers necessary to
carry out the duties of the task force speci-
fied in subsection (a)(2).

(3) POSTAL SERVICES.—The task force may
use the United States mails in the same
manner and under the same conditions as
other departments and agencies of the Fed-
eral Government.

(4) GIFTS.—The task force may accept, use,
and dispose of gifts or donations of services
or property.

(d) TASK FORCE PERSONNEL MATTERS.—
(1) COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS.—Each

member of the task force who is not an offi-
cer or employee of the Federal Government
shall be compensated at a rate equal to the
daily equivalent of the annual rate of basic
pay prescribed for level IV of the Executive
Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, United
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States Code, for each day (including travel
time) during which such member is engaged
in the performance of the duties of the task
force. All members of the task force who are
officers or employees of the United States
shall serve without compensation in addition
to that received for their services as officers
or employees of the United States.

(2) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—The members of the
task force shall be allowed travel expenses,
including per diem in lieu of subsistence, at
rates authorized for employees of agencies
under subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5,
United States Code, while away from their
homes or regular places of business in the
performance of services for the task force.

(3) STAFF.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Chairperson of the

task force may, without regard to the civil
service laws, appoint and terminate such
personnel as may be necessary to enable the
task force to perform its duties.

(B) PROCUREMENT OF TEMPORARY AND
INTERMITTENT SERVICES.—The Chairperson of
the task force may procure temporary and
intermittent service under section 3109(b) of
title 5, United States Code, at rates for indi-
viduals that do not exceed the daily equiva-
lent of the annual rate of basic pay pre-
scribed for level V of the Executive Schedule
under section 5316 of such title.

(e) TERMINATION OF TASK FORCE.—The task
force shall terminate 30 days after the date
on which the task force submits its reports
to the Congress and to Indian tribes under
subsection (b)(2).

(f) EXEMPTION FROM FEDERAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE ACT.—All of the activities of the
task force conducted under this title shall be
exempt from the Federal Advisory Commit-
tee Act (5 U.S.C. App.).

(g) PROHIBITION.—Beginning on the date of
enactment of this Act, the Secretary may
not—

(1) promulgate any unpublished regulation
or agency guidance that affects Indian
tribes; or

(2) impose any nonregulatory requirement
that affects Indian tribes.
SEC. 303. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary to carry out
this title.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

SECTION ONE

Section 1 cites the short title of the Act as
the Bureau of Indian Affairs Reorganization
Act of 1995. This section sets forth the table
of contents for the Act and the definitions
used in the Act.

Title I—Reorganization compacts
SECTION 101. REORGANIZATION COMPACTS

Section 101 of the Act provides that not
later than 120 days after enactment, the Sec-
retary shall enter into negotiations with the
Indian tribes served by each area office of
the BIA to prepare a reorganization plan for
the area office.

Subsection (b) of this section provides that
each area plan shall provide for the reorga-
nization of the administrative structure of
the area office, the reallocation of personnel,
the delegation of secretarial authorities, the
issuance of waivers of regulations and other
authorities, the reordering of funding prior-
ities, and specify which functions are re-
tained by the BIA and which functions are
transferred to the tribes. The area office plan
shall include a formula for allocation of sav-
ings to the recurring base funding of the
tribes. This subsection also provides that an
area plan may include a determination of the
share of funds used by the Area office to
carry out programs, services, functions and
activities of the tribe.

Paragraph (3) of this subsection provides
that a majority of tribes in an area may
elect to continue the existing organizational
structures, functions, or funding priorities of
the area office.

Paragraph (4) of this subsection provides
that upon completion of the negotiation of
an area office plan the Secretary shall sub-
mit the plan for approval by the Indian
tribes in the area. If a majority of tribes ap-
prove the area office plan by tribal resolu-
tion the Secretary shall enter into a reorga-
nization compact with the tribes.

Paragraph (5) of this subsection provides
that for those area offices which serve only
1 Indian tribe, the Secretary shall enter into
negotiations with the tribe to prepare a reor-
ganization plan if the tribe elects to develop
a reorganization plan for the area office. It
further provides that within 60 days from the
date the plan is approved, the Secretary
shall enter into a reorganization compact
with the tribe to carry out the reorganiza-
tion plan.

Paragraph (6) of this subsection provides
that an Indian tribe may elect to receive its
tribal share of the funds used by the area of-
fice to carry out programs, services, func-
tions, and activities directly from the Sec-
retary. The agreement to receive the tribal
share shall include a determination of the
amount of residual funds to be retained by
the Secretary for the area office and the re-
spective responsibilities of the area office
and the Indian tribe.

Subsection (c) provides that not later than
60 days from the date on which a majority of
tribes in the area office have approved a re-
organization plan, the Secretary shall enter
into an area office reorganization compact
with the Indian tribes to carry out the area
office reorganization plan. The Secretary
may not implement an area office reorga-
nization plan until the tribes have entered
into a reorganization compact with the Sec-
retary. This subsection also provides that
nothing in this section may limit or reduce
the level of any service or funding for an In-
dian tribe that is not a party to a reorganiza-
tion compact.

SECTION 102. REORGANIZATION OF AGENCY
OFFICES

Subsection (a) provides that not later than
120 days after enactment, the Secretary act-
ing through the Superintendent of each
agency office, shall enter into negotiations
with the Indian tribes served by each agency
office to develop a reorganization plan for
the agency office.

Subsection (b) provides that each agency
office plan shall provide for the reorganiza-
tion of the administrative structure of the
agency office, the reallocation of personnel,
the delegation of secretarial authorities, the
issuance of waivers of regulations and other
authorities, the reordering of funding prior-
ities, and specify which functions are re-
tained by the BIA and which functions are
transferred to the Indian tribes. The agency
office plan shall include a formula for alloca-
tion of savings to the recurring base funding
of the tribes. This subsection also provides
that an agency office plan may include a de-
termination of the share of funds used by the
agency office to carry out programs, serv-
ices, functions and activities of the tribe.

Paragraph (3) of this subsection provides
that a majority of tribes in an agency office
may elect to continue the existing organiza-
tional structures, functions, or funding pri-
orities of the agency office.

Paragraph (4) of this subsection provides
that upon completion of the negotiation of
an agency office plan the Secretary shall
submit the agency plan to the tribes served
by the agency for approval. If a majority of
tribes approve the agency reorganization

plan by tribal resolution, the Secretary shall
enter into a reorganization compact with the
tribes served by the agency.

Paragraph (5) of this subsection provides
that for those agency offices which serve
only 1 Indian tribe, the Secretary shall enter
into negotiations with the tribe to prepare a
reorganization plan if the tribe elects to de-
velop a reorganization plan for the agency
office. It further provides that within 60 days
from the date the plan is approved, the Sec-
retary shall enter into a reorganization com-
pact with the tribe to carry out the reorga-
nization plan.

Paragraph (6) of this subsection provides
that an Indian tribe may elect to receive its
tribal share of the funds used by the agency
office to carry out programs, services, func-
tions, and activities directly from the Sec-
retary. The agreement to receive the tribal
share shall include a determination of the
amount of residual funds to be retained by
the Secretary for the agency office and the
respective responsibilities of the agency of-
fice and the Indian tribe.

Subsection (c) provides that not later than
60 days from the date on which a majority of
tribes in the agency office have approved a
reorganization plan, the Secretary shall
enter into an agency office reorganization
compact with the Indian tribes to carry out
the agency office reorganization plan. The
Secretary may not implement an agency of-
fice reorganization plan until the tribes have
entered into a reorganization compact with
the Secretary. This subsection also provides
that nothing in this section may limit or re-
duce the level of any service or funding for
an Indian tribe that is not a party to a reor-
ganization compact. Finally, this subsection
states that where the Secretary has deter-
mined that an agency office reorganization
compact is inconsistent with an area office
reorganization compact, the Secretary in
consultation with the Indian tribes that are
parties to the compact shall make such
amendments to the agency office compact as
are necessary to ensure consistency with the
applicable area office plan.

SECTION 103. REORGANIZATION OF CENTRAL
OFFICE

Section 103 provides that not later than 120
days from the date of enactment the Sec-
retary shall enter into negotiations with In-
dian tribes to develop a central office reorga-
nization plan. The Secretary shall enter into
negotiations on an area by area basis with
representatives from each tribe in the area
in order to develop the central office plan. As
part of these negotiations, the Secretary
shall determine the appropriate allocation of
personnel and funding made available to
central office to serve the area and agency
offices and the tribes in each area.

Subsection (b) provides that the central of-
fice plan shall contain a determination of
funds and personnel used to support the area
and agency offices in each area and those
funds which may be allocated directly to In-
dian tribes pursuant to the formula develop
under this section.

Paragraph (2) states that the central office
reorganization plan shall provide for the re-
organization of administrative structure of
the central office, the reallocation of person-
nel, the delegation of secretarial authorities,
the issuance of waivers of regulations and
other authorities, the reordering of funding
priorities, and specify which functions are
retained by the BIA and which functions are
transferred to the Indian tribes. The central
office plan shall include an allocation for-
mula to provide for the remaining services to
be provided to the area and agency offices
and the Indian tribes by the central office
and a formula for allocation of savings to the
recurring base funding of the tribes and to
the area and agency offices.
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Subsection (c) provides not later than 60

days after the Secretary develops a central
office plan, the Secretary shall for each area
office enter into a central office reorganiza-
tion compact with the tribes in that area to
implement the central office reorganization
plan. The Secretary may not implement the
component of a central office reorganization
plan relating to an area until a majority of
tribes in that area have entered into a
central office reorganization compact with
the Secretary. This subsection also provides
that if a majority of Indian tribes in an area
do not enter into a central office reorganiza-
tion compact the existing organizational
structure relating to that area shall remain
in effect. Finally, this subsection states that
where the Secretary has determined that a
central office reorganization compact is in-
consistent with a related area or agency of-
fice reorganization compact, the Secretary
in consultation with the Indian tribes that
are parties to the compact shall make such
amendments as are necessary to ensure con-
sistency with the applicable area or agency
office plan.

SECTION 104. SAVINGS PROVISIONS

Subsection (a) states that all orders, deter-
minations, rules, regulations, permits, agree-
ments, grants, contracts, licenses, and other
administrative actions that are in effect on
the effective date of the reorganization com-
pact shall continue in effect according to
their terms until modified, terminated, su-
perseded or set aside in accordance with law.

Subsection (b) states that the provisions of
a reorganization compact shall not affect
any proceedings, including any notices for
proposed rulemaking, that are pending at
the time the reorganization compact takes
effect. These proceedings shall continue as if
the compact had not been entered into and
any orders issued in such proceedings shall
continue in effect until modified, terminated
or superseded by a duly authorized official, a
court of competent jurisdiction, or by oper-
ation of law.

Subsection (c) states that no suit, action,
or other proceeding commenced by or
against the BIA or any official in the BIA
shall abate by reason of enactment of this
title.

SECTION 105. ADDITIONAL CONFORMING
AMENDMENTS

Subsection (a) authorizes the Secretary to
prepare and submit to the Congress, after
consultation with the tribes, the Committees
of jurisdiction in the Congress, and the OMB,
recommended legislation containing tech-
nical and conforming amendments to reflect
changes made pursuant to this title.

Subsection (b) requires the Secretary to
submit such legislation to the Congress
within 120 days of enactment of this title.

SECTION 106. AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS

Section 106 authorizes such sums as may
be necessary to carry out this title to be ap-
propriated.

SECTION 107. EFFECTIVE DATE

Section 107 states that this title shall take
effect on the date of enactment.

SECTION 108. SEPARABILITY

Section 108 provides that if a provision of
this title or its application is held invalid,
neither the remainder of this title nor the
application of the provision to other persons
or circumstances shall be affected.

SECTION 109. SUSPENSION OF CERTAIN
ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS

Section 109 provides that during the 2 year
period beginning on the date of enactment
the Secretary shall suspend the implementa-
tion of all administrative activities associ-
ated with reinventing government, the na-

tional performance review and other
downsizing initiatives affecting the Bureau
of Indian Affairs. It also states that during
this 2 year period the reorganization com-
pacts entered into under this title shall be
deemed to satisfy the goals of reinventing
government, the national performance re-
view and other downsizing initiatives.

SECTION 110. STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION

Section 110 provides that nothing in this
title may be construed to alter or diminish
the Federal trust responsibility to Indian
tribes, individual Indians, or Indians with
trust allotments.

Title II—Amendment to the Indian Self-
Determination Act

SECTION 201. BUDGET DEVELOPMENT

Section 201 amends the Indian Self-Deter-
mination Act (25 U.S.C. 450f et seq.) by add-
ing the following new title:

Title V—Budget development

SECTION 501. PARTICIPATION OF INDIAN TRIBES
IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF BUDGET REQUESTS

Subsection (a) of this section requires,
within 120 days after enactment, the Sec-
retary to establish a program to provide in-
formation to Indian tribes concerning the de-
velopment of budget requests for the Bureau
of Indian Affairs and to ensure that each In-
dian tribe participates to the maximum ex-
tent practicable in the development of the
budget request for the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs.

Subsection (b) of this section requires,
within 120 days after enactment, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services to es-
tablish a program to provide information to
Indian tribes concerning the development of
budget for the Indian Health Service and to
ensure that each Indian tribe participates to
the maximum extent practicable in the de-
velopment of the budget request for the In-
dian Health Service.

Subsection (c) of this section requires pro-
grams to the maximum extent practicable to
develop an estimation of funds annually au-
thorized to be appropriated for the benefit of
Indian tribes, develop an estimation of indi-
vidual tribal shares of the funds to be pro-
vided for the benefit of the Indian tribe, and
to provide each tribe with an opportunity to
establish individual tribal funding priorities.
The program shall also collect and dissemi-
nate information necessary for effective
planning and evaluation relating to the com-
parative social and public health conditions
of Indian communities at the local, regional,
and national levels.

Paragraph (2) of this subsection requires
the Secretary of the Interior and the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services to sup-
port the creation of stable recurring base
funding for each Indian tribe, to maintain
stability in the planning and allocation of
the IHS and BIA budgets to Indian tribes, to
assess the Federal programs of assistance to
Indian tribes to determine the relative need
for providing Federal funds to carry out each
such program and determine the amount of
recurring base funding available to each In-
dian tribe to carry out each such program.

Paragraph (3) of this subsection authorizes
the Secretary of the Interior and the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services to
enter into self-determination contracts, self-
governance compacts or make a grant to an
Indian tribe to carry out the information
collection and dissemination functions under
this title.

SECTION 502. ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

Subsection (a) of this section requires the
Secretary of the Interior within 180 days of
enactment to promulgate standardized as-
sessment methodologies to be used in carry-
ing out any budget determination for the

BIA concerning levels of funding that are
necessary for each program area.

Subsection (b) of this section requires the
Secretary to ensure the direct and active
participation of Indian tribes at the local, re-
gional and national levels in the negotiated
rulemaking process established under this
section.

Subsection (c) of this section provides that
the negotiated rulemaking committee cre-
ated under this section shall be comprised of
individuals who represent the Federal gov-
ernment and individuals who represent In-
dian tribes. A majority of the Committee
shall be comprised of individuals who rep-
resent Indian tribes.

Subsection (d) of this section authorizes
the Secretary to adapt the negotiated rule-
making procedures in accordance with sec-
tion 407 of this Act.

SECTION 503. REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS

Subsection (a) provides that the Secretary
shall annually prepare a report that de-
scribes the standardized methodologies and
includes an assessment of the level of fund-
ing that is necessary to fund each program
area of the Bureau of Indian Affairs. This re-
port shall include an assessment for each In-
dian tribe of the level funding necessary for
each Indian tribe to carry out each program
area and an assessment of the total amount
of funds needed to carry out all the programs
areas with respect to which the tribe re-
ceives services.

SECTION 504. AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS

This section authorizes to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary to carry out
this title.

Title III—Reform of the Regulations of the
Bureau of Indian Affairs
SECTION 301. BIA MANUAL

Section 301 requires the Secretary not
later than 180 days after enactment to con-
duct a review of all the provisions of the BIA
manual and to promulgate as proposed regu-
lations those provisions of the BIA manual
that are deemed necessary and to revoke all
provisions of the BIA manual that are not
promulgated as proposed regulations. In car-
rying out this section, the Secretary shall
consult with Indian tribes to the maximum
extent practicable.

SECTION 302. TASK FORCE

Section 302 provides for the establishment
of a Joint Tribal-Federal task force on regu-
latory reform. The task force shall be com-
posed of 16 members, including 12 members
who are representatives of Indian tribes from
each of the 12 areas served by the BIA. The
task force shall review the regulations under
Title 25 of the Code of Federal Regulations
and make recommendations concerning revi-
sion of the regulations. The task force shall
submit reports to the Secretary as is deemed
appropriate and shall not later than 120 days
after its initial meeting submit a report to
the Congress and the governing body of each
Indian tribe that includes their findings and
recommendations after reviewing Title 25 of
the Code of Federal Regulations. The task
force shall terminate 30 days after the date
on which the task force submits its report
to the Congress. This section also prohibits
the Secretary from promulgating any un-
published regulation or agency guidance that
affects Indian tribes and from imposing any
nonregulatory requirement that affects In-
dian tribes.

SECTION 303. AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS

Section 303 authorizes to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary to carry out
this title.∑

∑ Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I join
my esteemed colleague, the chairman
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of the Committee on Indian Affairs,
Senator JOHN MCCAIN, in the sponsor-
ship of a measure that is intended to
initiate discussion in the Senate of the
means by which the reorganization of
the Bureau of Indian Affairs is to be ac-
complished.

Mr. President, I am aware that there
is some concern amongst my col-
leagues that they have not sufficient
time to review this measure prior to its
introduction, and I want to assure
these members that I too have ques-
tions about the mechanics of the pro-
posed reorganization process, as well as
the scope of the proposed reorganiza-
tion—but I believe that it is important
that we begin somewhere—and that we
have a legislative vehicle that will en-
gender discussion and consideration of
the specifies or reorganization.

For instance, it will be important, I
believe, that reorganization at the
agency, area and central offices pro-
ceed in some orderly fasion—given the
interdependency of the functions and
responsibilities of each of these offices.

In the absence of some order—reorga-
nization of agency offices prior to reor-
ganization of area offices culminating
in the reorganization of the central of-
fice, for instance, as one possible
means—there will undoubtedly be a
predictable chaos if reorganization
plans and compacts that have signifi-
cant impacts on other organizational
units are attempted to be imple-
mented—all at the same time.

Mr. President, I am also aware of the
concern expressed by some members as
to what impact the proposed reorga-
nization may have on the Bureau’s re-
sponsibilities in the areas of education,
tribal justice systems, and other cen-
trally administered programs.

But I believe that this discussion
draft will, at a minimum, provide us
with a framework for addressing these
concerns, and I look forward to work-
ing with the chairman of the commit-
tee—our colleagues on the Indian Af-
fairs Committee and the leaders of in-
dian country—to refine this discussion
draft into an effective instrument for
the implementation of the rec-
ommendations of the joint Department
of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs,
and tribal task force on the reorganiza-
tion of the Bureau of Indian Affairs.∑
∑ Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am
pleased today to join Chairman MCCAIN
of the Senate Committee on Indian Af-
fairs in sponsoring legislation to bring
about many needed changes to the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs [BIA] of the U.S.
Department of the Interior. It is a spe-
cial honor for me to endorse the fine
work of Wendell Chino, president of the
Mescalero Apache Tribe of New Mex-
ico. He has worked for decades to
change the BIA. More recently, Presi-
dent Chino has focused his fine efforts
through the BIA Reorganization Task
Force for the last 4 years. As the elder
statesman of Indian leaders, President
Wendell Chino’s incisive and powerful
voice has been heard about the con-
tinuing problems in the BIA. We are

pleased to introduce legislation to help
bring these recommendations to fru-
ition.

Wendell has long been a vociferous
and humorous critic of the infamous
BIA. Wendell tells me that humor is
necessary when you really want to cry.
We have a special trust relationship
with Indians in America, but far too
often this trust has been neglected by a
cumbersome bureaucracy.

As cosponsor of Chairman MCCAIN’s
excellent effort to launch an important
debate, I am aligning myself with those
who view the BIA as a detriment rath-
er than a benefit to Indian people. I
have spoken several times in Senate
Budget and Indian Affairs Committee
meetings this year about the need to
meet our special trust and treaty obli-
gations to the Indian people.

As a proponent of the largest budget
reductions ever presented in the his-
tory of the Senate, I have maintained
the need to keep our promises to the
Indian people. This is not only good for
Indians, it is good for America to know
that her word is meaningful and can be
relied upon.

When the Congress passes legislation
and the President signs it, Americans
should be able to know that they have
been well represented and action will
follow that is in line with the promises.
Unfortunately, America’s history has
not been so sterling when it comes to
its promises to Indian people. There
are books, movies, and testimony to
the many tragedies in our history with
Indian people.

There have been some improvements
in this century, but the violations con-
tinue. For example, as recently as 1962,
the Congress and the President, in Pub-
lic Law 87–483, promised to provide an
irrigation system to the Navajo Tribe
in exchange for water rights in the San
Juan Chama water diversion project.
The Navajos have kept their agreement
about water rights, but the Federal
Government is 20 years behind schedule
in building the promised irrigation sys-
tem.

I will not take the time to review
other incidents here, I just want my
colleagues to know that we are aware
of the promises, and that we should do
our part in promoting character counts
in our own legislative activity. I be-
lieve the bill we are introducing today
is in line with this goal.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print the leading themes of the
executive summary of the joint tribal/
BIA/Department of Interior advisory
task force on the reorganization of the
Bureau of Indian Affairs, August 1994,
in the RECORD. This is for the benefit of
my colleagues who may want to look
at the parameters of the fine work of
this task force, upon which Chairman
MCCAIN has based our legislative effort.
I refer my colleagues to Chairman
MCCAIN’s statement for a further ex-
planation of the purposes of this legis-
lation, and I urge my colleagues to re-
view this exciting new thrust for the
BIA.

On a closing note, I would like to add
that my own bill, S. 346, cosponsored
by Senator DANIEL INOUYE of the Sen-
ate Committee on Indian Affairs, is not
included in the bill we are introducing
today. It is my intention to offer S. 346,
a bill to establish an Office of Indian
Women and Families in the BIA, as an
amendment during committee markup
of this legislation. For the benefit of
my colleagues, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my ‘‘Dear Colleague’’ letter
of February 22, 1995, be printed in the
RECORD.

Finally, Mr. President, I would be re-
miss if I did not acknowledge the fine
work of a former New Mexico Congress-
man who became Secretary of the Inte-
rior, Manuel Lujan. It was Secretary
Lujan who appointed Wendell Chino
and Eddie Brown as cochairs of the BIA
reorganization task force.

It is my pleasure to join Senator
MCCAIN in introducing this bill. It is an
honest and good effort to reform, in
significant and positive way, our trust
relationship with the American Indian
people.

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

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, February 22, 1995.

DEAR COLLEAGUE: As we consider better
ways to meet our treaty and statutory obli-
gations to the Indian people of America
through an improved Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs, I would like you to keep Indian women
and youth in mind. It is my belief that they
are too often ignored in the Washington-
based policy decisions that can have a most
direct impact on their daily lives.

I am asking my Senate Colleagues to join
me and the Vice Chairman of the Senate
Committee on Indian Affairs, Senator Daniel
K. Inouye, in sponsoring legislation to estab-
lish an Office of Indian Women and Families
in the Bureau of Indian Affairs, U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior.

Indian women are most often at the very
bottom of the economic ladder in America.
They are the poorest of the poor. While the
tide of public opinion is against adding vir-
tually any new federal government employ-
ees, I believe it is time to directly address
the concerns and problems of Indian women
in the agency that is most responsible for
their well-being.

In January of 1994, I held hearings in Win-
dow Rock, Arizona and in Rio Grande Pueblo
country in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Hun-
dreds of women and tribal leaders expressed
their support for enacting this legislation. In
the 103rd Congress, Senator McCain worked
very hard to bring the problems of Indian
child abuse to light. Many abusers were their
BIA teachers.

Ramah Navajo District Judge Irene Toledo
testified in Window Rock that ‘‘we do have a
lot of children falling through the cracks.’’
Elsie Redbird told us, ‘‘While American
women come up against a ‘glass ceiling,’ In-
dian women have problems getting off the
floor.’’

There are problems with gang violence,
teen pregnancies and AIDS. Child care, do-
mestic violence, poor housing conditions,
and minimal economic opportunity are con-
tinuous problems on our nation’s Indian res-
ervations.

How would this new Office of Indian
Women and Families help resolve these prob-
lems? The monitoring of participation rates
and beneficial outcomes for Indian women
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and children in on-going programs of the BIA
and other federal departments and agencies
would be a critical first step.

Job opportunities outside the domestic or
clerical levels are too rare for Indian women.
Yet the BIA and the U.S. Department of
Labor have little precise and current infor-
mation about the unemployment or
underemployment problems of Indian
women.

Obviously, an Office of Indian Women and
Families could not be expected to move on
all fronts at once. In fact, our bill gives jobs
and business development opportunities for
Indian women the first priority. Without
such a permanent office to advocate program
and policy changes for them, I am afraid one
of our most precious and yet most neglected
federal responsibilities will continue to be a
national shame.

Indian women and their families have lit-
tle choice but to live at the mercy of some of
the most perplexing bureaucratic mazes in
our federal government. I believe this group
of American Indians would benefit by a more
systematic monitoring of their lifestyle
problems, a more consistent effort on our
part to improve their lives, and a more inter-
active approach that includes their active
participation in resolving their own con-
cerns.

I hope you will join in cosponsoring S. 346,
a bill to establish an Office of Indian Women
and Families in the Department of Interior.
Joe Trujillo of my staff can be reached at
224–7086 if you have further comments or
questions. Thank you for your interest in
American Indian women and their families.

Sincerely yours,
PETE V. DOMENICI,

U.S. Senator.

LEADING THEMES OF REORGANIZATION

Tribes recognized that simply changing the
organizational structure of the BIA would
not result in a change in how well it could
deliver on its responsibility. All aspects of
the organization, systems and processes uti-
lized by the BIA were reviewed. The BIA’s
mission needed to be clearly defined to guide
its future directions. Four leading themes
emerged early, and the Task Force organized
its efforts around them:

Organization Reform: The organizational
levels and functions needed to be clearly de-
fined as to appropriate roles, with the oper-
ational roles moved as close as possible to
where services were to be delivered. Accord-
ingly, roles were recommended for Central
Office, Areas and Agencies. Keeping in mind
the differences between Areas, the Task
Force recognized that the Tribes in each
Area and Agency needed to be involved in
the redesign of these organizations to meet
their respective needs. Too much of the over-
all resources of the BIA were being dedicated
to Central Office and Area functions. Tribes
felt that these resources could be better uti-
lized at the Tribe/Agency/school service de-
livery level.

Regulatory Reform: The authority by
which BIA decisions were made had been
eroded at the levels nearest Tribes. The Task
Force recognized that laws, regulations and
internal BIA policies needed to change to re-
turn decision making to the BIA organiza-
tional units closest to the client. In addition,
many inherent Tribal authorities had been
usurped. Laws, regulations and policies need-
ed to be reviewed to remove obstacles to
Tribes freely exercising authorities for deci-
sions which were inherently Tribal.

Education Reform: The Task Force strong-
ly felt that emphasis needed to be placed on
education for the following reasons: (1) The
failure to fully implement all provisions of
P.L. 95–561. (2) The indefinite organizational

status of education functions within the Bu-
reau. (3) An assessment of the current level
of education services within the Bureau. It
was determined that a comprehensive plan
was necessary to ensure maximum efficiency
and effectiveness in education.

Budget Reform: The processes of planning,
budgeting and reporting on budget needs
were in serious need of reform. Throughout
the first 20 years of implementation of the
Self-Determination policy, Tribal participa-
tion in decisions regarding the designs of
programs and the priorities for funding them
had actually been diminished. Tribes felt
that their needs were consistently under-
stated or not reported to Congress at all.
Though they had assumed management of
about half of the budget resources under var-
ious Self-Determination Act awards, the BIA
and others in the Federal government
seemed to retain full control, and frequently
disrupted the maintenance of funding and
services. A new system of planning, budget-
ing and needs assessment was needed, and it
needed to be based on the Federal policies of
Indian Self-Determination and of dealing
with Tribes on a government-to-government
basis.∑

By Mr. HATCH:
S. 815. A bill to amend the Internal

Revenue Code of 1986 to simplify the
assessment and collection of the excise
tax on arrows; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.
SIMPLIFICATION OF IMPOSITION OF EXCISE TAX

ON ARROWS

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation that
would simplify the Internal Revenue
Code regarding the imposition of the
Federal excise tax on arrows.

Mr. President, this bill will benefit
manufacturers, wholesalers, retailers,
assemblers, and, most importantly, the
consumers of archery equipment. In
1993, there were nearly 3 million li-
censed bow and arrow hunters in the
United States, including 28,000 in my
home State of Utah. These figures ex-
clude the millions of individuals who
enjoy archery as a hobby but do not
hunt with a bow and arrows. Let me ex-
plain both the present status of this ex-
cise tax and why simplification is need-
ed.

Under section 4161(b) of the Internal
Revenue Code, an excise tax of 11 per-
cent is imposed upon the sale by the
manufacturer, producer, or importer of
an arrow or an arrow’s component
parts and accessories. A complete
arrow consists of various component
parts, namely: a shaft, a point, a nock,
and a vane. The arrow shaft is sold sep-
arately from the point, nock, and vane,
which are attached to the shaft to
make a complete arrow. The assembly
of these parts into a finished arrow
may take place at a wholesale manu-
facturing level, a distribution level, a
retail level, or at the consumer level.
Identifying the manufacturer for pur-
poses of the excise tax is difficult be-
cause of the long distribution chain be-
tween the raw material supplier and
the consumer. Under current law, any-
one who manufactures arrows, or the
various parts of arrows, may be re-
quired to collect the excise tax.

The current interpretation of the tax
on arrows has resulted in a great deal

of confusion among retailers as well as
among IRS field agents enforcing the
law. Currently, local shops are subject
to different interpretations of what is
taxable. Ultimately, the tax falls on
the last person in the chain to materi-
ally change the article before it is sold
to the consumer. Unfortunately, sev-
eral members of this chain may fit the
definition of a manufacturer, and each
is liable for the tax unless certain reg-
istration requirements are met and ex-
emption forms filed.

As you can see, Mr. President, the
method for collecting the excise tax on
arrows needs to be streamlined. My bill
would change the imposition of the ex-
cise tax to fall on the component
shafts, points, nocks, and vanes as they
are manufactured, rather than on the
aggregated value of the assembled
arrow. This is a significant change, but
one that will greatly simplify the ad-
ministration of the tax. Under my bill,
individual distributors, assemblers, and
retail sellers of arrows or parts of ar-
rows would no longer be responsible for
collecting the excise tax. Only the
manufacturers of these parts would
bear the responsibility of the excise
tax. Thus, identification of the manu-
facturer would be much simpler and
clearer. Industry representatives, who
support these changes, have indicated
to me that this simplification should
increase compliance and therefore en-
hance revenues. Enforcement by the
IRS should also be much easier under
this legislation.

Mr. President, the result of this bill
is a narrowing of the collection base.
Instead of having thousands of dis-
tributors, retailers, or custom arrow
shops being potentially liable for the
tax as under the current law, about 65
companies would be liable under the
bill. This simplification would save the
IRS a considerable amount of time and
money in enforcing the tax. It also
would free smaller dealers and stores
from the burden of computing and re-
mitting the excise tax.

The language in this bill accom-
plishes the needed simplification of
this particular section of the Tax Code.
One consequence of this change is the
possibility that a higher excise tax rate
may be needed to make the measure
revenue neutral. The arrow manufac-
turing industry agrees that this sim-
plification is not intended to decrease
revenue to the Federal Government. I
am working with the Joint Committee
on Taxation to find a rate of tax that
will make the end result revenue neu-
tral. The bill, as introduced, Mr. Presi-
dent, includes an 11 percent tax rate,
which is the same as under present law.
It is my intention to adjust this rate,
up or down, as needed, to keep this bill
revenue neutral. I want to point out,
however, that greater compliance
should be achieved by having a much
smaller number of entities responsible
for the tax. This greater compliance,
together with the savings realized from
the reduced manpower requirements
the IRS needs to enforce this tax,
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should combine to allow an equal or
lesser tax rate than under current law.
These factors should be considered
when determining the revenue impact
of this legislation.

Mr. President, the amount of revenue
we are talking about is around $13 mil-
lion a year. These revenues are, by law,
required to go to the Pittman-Robert-
son fund, established by the Federal
Aid to Wildlife Restoration Act. The
proceeds of this fund go toward wildlife
restoration and hunter education pro-
grams administered by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service. The bulk of this
fund is, in turn, passed onto the States
to fund their own wildlife programs.

Under current law, arrows made by
native Americans are exempt from the
Federal excise tax. The simplification
bill I am introducing today would not
remove or alter this exemption in any
way.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I be-
lieve that today, more than ever, we
need to be mindful of the many burdens
we are placing on small businesses and
consumers through numerous Federal
mandates and burdensome tax compli-
ance measures. Businesses and consum-
ers nationwide spend billions of dollars
each year on tax compliance. Consum-
ers, of course, pay for this compliance
through higher retail prices for goods
and services. We all know this money
could be put to more productive use.
Even though this bill is small in com-
parison to the immense Tax Code, I
think it is right on target in terms of
helping us to achieve tax simplifica-
tion.

Mr. President, this legislation is a
beneficial modification to the Tax Code
presented in a win-win framework.
This bill has the support of the Arch-
ery Manufacturers and Merchants As-
sociation, which represents the major-
ity of this industry. I hope this bill will
be swiftly adopted, and I encourage my
colleagues to support and cosponsor
this bill.

I ask unanimous consent 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. 815
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SIMPLIFICATION OF IMPOSITION OF

EXCISE TAX ON ARROWS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section

4161 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to imposition of tax) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(b) BOWS AND ARROWS, ETC.—
‘‘(1) BOWS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—There is hereby imposed

on the sale by the manufacturer, producer,
or importer of any bow which has a draw
weight of 10 pounds or more, a tax equal to
11 percent of the price for which so sold.

‘‘(B) PARTS AND ACCESSORIES.—There is
hereby imposed upon the sale by the manu-
facturer, producer, or importer—

‘‘(i) of any part of accessory suitable for in-
clusion in or attachment to a bow described
in subparagraph (A), and

‘‘(ii) of any quiver suitable for use with ar-
rows described in paragraph (2), a tax equiva-
lent to 11 percent of the price for which so
sold.

‘‘(2) ARROWS.—There is hereby imposed on
the sale by the manufacturer, producer, or
importer of any shaft, point, nock, or vane of
a type used in the manufacture of any arrow
which after its assembly—

‘‘(A) measures 18 inches overall or more in
length, or

‘‘(B) measures less than 18 inches overall in
length but is suitable for use with a bow de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(A),
a tax equal to 11 percent of the price for
which so sold.

‘‘(3) COORDINATION WITH SUBSECTION (a).—
No tax shall be imposed under this sub-
section with respect to any article taxable
under subsection (a).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amend-
ment made by subsection (a) shall
apply to articles sold by the manufac-
turer, producer, or importer after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr.
HATCH, and Mr. THURMOND):

S. 816. A bill to provide equal protec-
tion for victims of crime, to facilitate
the exchange of information between
Federal and State law enforcement and
investigation entities, to reform crimi-
nal procedure, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

THE LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ENHANCEMENT
ACT

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, today I
am introducing the Local Law Enforce-
ment Enhancement Act for myself as
well as Senator STEVENS and Senator
ASHCROFT.

Mr. President, for the past week, be-
ginning last Wednesday, I have dis-
cussed on the Senate floor different as-
pects of the bill that I am introducing
this afternoon. I do not intend to go
through every single provision of the
bill again this afternoon. But I would
like to highlight three or four of the
principal areas of this bill.

I believe that when we look at any
crime bill proposed in this Congress, we
always have to ask several questions.
The first is, what is the proper role of
the Federal Government in an area
that we all know and understand is pri-
marily local. Ninety to 95 percent of all
prosecutions are done at the State,
county and local level, not the Federal
level. So if we are going to have a na-
tional crime bill, what is that niche?
What is the proper role of the Federal
Government?

The second question I believe that we
always have to ask is, what works?
What can this Congress do in legisla-
tion, with Federal dollars, that will
really make a difference?

The bill that I am introducing this
afternoon is the product of my 20 years
of being involved at different levels of
Government, in law enforcement, being
involved in this battle against crime.
That certainly does not mean that I
am an expert. I do not think we have
any experts in this area.

However, I have seen it from every
angle. I have seen it from the angle of

a young county prosecuting attorney, a
State senator who dealt with it on the
State level and tried to write appro-
priate State laws, then on the House
Judiciary Committee for 8 years, and
then as Lieutenant Governor of Ohio,
where my principal job was to oversee
our anticrime effort.

This bill is a product of that experi-
ence, but also probably more impor-
tantly, it is the product of my listening
and discussing the crime issues with
the men and women in Ohio who are on
the front line every single day, the po-
lice officers who have to deal with this
problem—what works, what does not
work.

One thing, Mr. President, that we
know works, from our experience, is
the tools of technology. My bill will
take America from 19th-century tech-
nology in the anticrime area into the
21st century. It does it in a unique way.
It does it by putting $1 billion—which
is certainly a lot of money, but only a
little over 3 percent of this total crime
package that was passed last year,
which my bill essentially is a rewrite
of—a little over 3 percent of that total
money over a 5-year period we spend on
technology for the local communities,
for the local States.

What I have been advised by law en-
forcement throughout Ohio and what I
have been advised by the FBI is that
while last year’s crime bill went a long
way to create the national databases
that we need here in Washington and in
the new facility that is being built in
West Virginia, it will never be a com-
plete system unless we grow the sys-
tem locally.

I come from Greene County in Ohio,
and the Xenia police department, when
they put information into the system
or try to get information back out, it
is not only important for them to do it
accurately and for that information to
be in; it is not only important for the
FBI to have the national database; but
for it to really be successful and work
for the local police department wher-
ever that police department is, every
other jurisdiction in the country has to
do the same thing. Criminals move
around, information moves around, and
it has to be accurate.

What our bill does is put the money
into the local communities. What are
we talking about? We are talking
about, basically, four national systems:
a DNA system; a fingerprint system; a
ballistic system, where we can compare
the grooves, for example, on shells and
bullets; and the fourth, of course, is to
identify criminals.

This type of technology matters. It
does, in fact, help to solve crimes. It
matters when a police officer, at 3
o’clock in the morning, or a sheriff’s
deputy out on some dark road, has to
pull someone over. It matters when
that police officer activates his or her
computer or calls back into the station
to run that license plate. It matters
that the information in that computer
is accurate so that police officer knows
as well as humanly possible who that
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person is before the apprehension has
to be made, before that person is ap-
proached.

It matters when we have an inves-
tigation of a case and all the police
have is an unknown fingerprint, and
they have to try to figure out where
that fingerprint came from. It matters
under the technology that we have
today: Take that unknown print and
compare it with 4 or 5 million known
prints of known criminals. It matters.

That is the type of thing that we can
do with this new technology that we
never would dream of being able to do
without the computers. All this does,
in fact, matter. This is a tool, a tool
that will be relatively cheap in regard
to the entire crime bill.

Let me make very clear, Mr. Presi-
dent, the crime bill that we are intro-
ducing today does not spend any more
money. It basically accepts as given
what this Congress has decided last
year, and appears to be deciding again
this year, and that is over the next 5
years, we will devote 30 billion Federal
dollars, taxpayers’ dollars, to the fight
against crime.

The question that we have before
Congress today is how best to spend
that money, and can we improve upon
what the Congress did last year? I be-
lieve that we can.

The first thing that matters is tech-
nology. Our bill provides that. It will
make a difference. We will solve
crimes. We will save lives.

Let me move now to the second area.
The second thing that we know does, in
fact, matter in law enforcement. It
matters, Mr. President, if we can take
violent criminals off the streets. If we
can take violent criminals off the
streets and lock them up and keep then
locked up, we know they at least will
not be continuing to commit crimes.

My bill reinstitutes a program that
the Bush administration had in place
for over a year and a half. It was called
Project Triggerlock. The principle be-
hind Project Triggerlock was very sim-
ple. The principle was that violent of-
fenders who use a gun in the commis-
sion of a felony need to be targeted by
all U.S. attorneys in this country. And
in cooperation with local State pros-
ecutors and county prosecutors, if they
wish, then the U.S. attorney takes that
case into Federal court, and under Fed-
eral law prosecutes that person. Then,
when the person is convicted, they are
housed courtesy of the Federal Govern-
ment. That is a great assistance to law
enforcement because in most cases, the
Federal mandatory sentencing laws for
violent offenders, particularly violent
offenders who use a gun in the commis-
sion of a felony, is tougher than it is in
most States. We have a great deterrent
effect.

During the last administration, in an
18-month period of time, 15,000 violent
career criminals were taken off the
streets, prosecuted, locked up, and put
away for a long, long time. That mat-
ters. That is what the people in law en-
forcement call a specific deterrent.

That person is locked up and is going
to be specifically deterred from com-
mitting another crime as long as they
are, in fact, locked up.

Let me turn now, Mr. President, to
the third thing that matters: Tech-
nology matters. Technology will solve
crimes. It matters to lock up dan-
gerous, violent people, particularly
those who use a gun. The third thing
that clearly matters that we have
learned from experience, if a commu-
nity deploys police officers into a high-
crime area, and if they are deployed
correctly—call it community policing,
call it whatever—but if they are de-
ployed correctly in the community,
they will, in fact, reduce crime. There
is an inverse relationship between the
number of police officers put out on the
street and the crime, the violent crime
that occurs in a given area.

President Clinton was right in regard
to that basic concept. He is to be con-
gratulated for that. I think, though,
that between the rhetoric and the de-
tails, something in last year’s crime
bill was lost. What was lost was a dedi-
cation of those tax dollars to be tar-
geted to our most dangerous areas.

What my bill, the bill we introduce
today, is doing, is to take a finite
amount of money that we have, $5 bil-
lion, and target it to the 250 most dan-
gerous places in this country to live,
the 250 places in this country where ac-
cording to the FBI’s own statistics, the
crime rate is the highest. We are not
talking about writing bad checks. We
are not talking about forgery. What we
are talking about is rape, murder,
armed robbery, and aggravated as-
sault—the meanest, toughest crimes
that there are. When we put that into
the computer and run that and com-
pare that then by factoring with regard
to population, that is how we divided
this money up.

We went further in our bill. Where
the bill that was passed last year pro-
vided that this money would last for 3
years and that these police officers
that the Clinton administration envi-
sioned would be paid for 3 years, our
bill pays for them for 5 full years.

In addition to that, our bill provides
for full funding, at 100 percent, so the
local community has no match. There
is no money the local community has
to put in. The Clinton bill is a 75–25-
match, where the local community has
to come up with 25 percent. There have
been a number of communities that
have had a problem with that, coming
up with those dollars. In fact, in Ohio
it is my understanding the city of Cin-
cinnati, at least up until now, has not
made a match to have any police offi-
cers come in under this program. So
our bill targets the 250 communities in
this country where the violent crime
rate is the highest. Let me just give
some examples of what this will actu-
ally mean. Let me just skip around the
country.

In Detroit, MI, 96 police officers have
been hired so far under the Clinton

plan. Our bill provides, at full funding
for 5 years the hiring of 747.

Dallas, TX, 70 police officers hired so
far. Our bill provides for 604 police offi-
cers to be hired.

Atlanta, GA, 38 under the Clinton
bill. Ours provides for 442.

Miami, FL, only six, according to the
figures that we have come up with—
only six so far in Miami. Yet our bill
provides for 402.

St. Louis, 23 under the Clinton plan,
386 under our plan.

Chicago, 308 under the Clinton plan,
under ours 2,219.

There will be some people who have
already suggested to me that maybe
what you are doing makes sense but it
does not make political sense because
you are not spreading these police offi-
cers in every community. And that is
true, we are not doing that. But I think
what the American people expect us to
do and what we should do is to target
those police officers in those areas of
the country where they are most need-
ed. Our bill provides money to be tar-
geted. But we also provide, for those
communities that are not in that top
250 where the crime rate is the highest,
additional funds over and above what
the Clinton administration bill pro-
vided. We add an additional $1.8 billion
over 5 years. So those communities
will have additional money, but not
only additional money, they will have
a great deal of flexibility so if they
want to take that money and hire po-
lice officers or pay for overtime, they
can do that as well.

We may say, would it not be better
just to spread these police officers
throughout the country? We talked
about, particularly this year, the basic
functions of Government. What should
Government do? What should Govern-
ment not do? What should the Federal
Government not do? What should the
State government do?

One of the basic functions of govern-
ment, maybe the basic function of gov-
ernment—certainly the oldest function
of government, going back thousands
of years to the time when governments
of some sort were originally formed, it
may have been nothing more than a
chieftain or a king or someone guaran-
teeing to provide safety for people—but
the primary function of government is
to protect people and to make a safe
environment for them to live.

We have a crisis today in our inner
cities. We have a crisis in many parts
of our country. It is not totally, exclu-
sively devoted to the inner cities, but
the inner cities certainly provide an
example of where crime is very, very
high. I think we have a moral obliga-
tion to try as a country to address that
problem. In 1987 the Justice Depart-
ment estimated that 8 out of every 10
Americans will be victims of a violent
crime at least once in their lifetime.
Every year, one out of four households
is victimized by a crime. An American
is more likely to be injured by a vio-
lent crime than by a car accident.

So crime is a big problem and it is a
big problem for all Americans. But the
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crime we are talking about, the violent
crime, is really heavily concentrated in
certain areas. Princeton Prof. John
DeIulio reports that while Philadel-
phia—just as an example—while Phila-
delphia contains only 14 percent of the
population of the State of Pennsylva-
nia, it accounts for 42 percent of the
entire State’s crime—an unbelievable
figure. What is happening to the chil-
dren who live in these high-crime
areas? They are living a life, frankly,
that would be unimaginable for Ameri-
cans of my parents’ generation.

Over 25 percent of inner-city children
growing up in this country think they
are likely to be shot at some point in
their life—25 percent, one-fourth of
these children growing up. A male
teenager growing up in an inner city is
at least six times more likely to be a
victim of violent crime than a male
teenager growing up somewhere else in
the country—six times. I do not think
we can give up on these young people,
these young Americans. They need
hope and opportunity every bit as
much as any other child in this coun-
try. They need a chance. And I believe
putting more police in their neighbor-
hoods is something we can do to start
giving them that chance, the chance to
live without constant fear for them-
selves and for their families.

Let us make no mistake about it,
putting more police into those crime-
infested areas, the most crime-ridden
areas of our country, is not going to
solve all the problems of those commu-
nities. We all know that and we all
have an obligation to work on the
other problems—welfare reform, jobs,
making sure the schools in every
neighborhood in this country are good
schools so the children do in fact have
a chance and opportunity. But no mat-
ter what we do with our schools, no
matter what we do with welfare, no
matter what we do with job creation,
nothing positive can really take place
as long as crime does exist.

So, having community policing, hav-
ing law enforcement targeted to these
areas, I believe, is clearly the right
thing to do. I do not think it is fair to
say to that child who, because of acci-
dent of birth, happens to be growing up
in an area where he or she is six times
more likely to be killed than a child in
a suburb, I do not think it is fair to say
to that child: We cannot do anything
about it. We are, for political reasons,
going to spread out these police offi-
cers, these new police men and women.
We are going to spread them out
throughout the country because for po-
litical reasons we think we can get
more votes that way for a particular
bill. I do not think that is right. I
think the right thing to do is to target
where these police men and women go,
and that is what our bill does.

Our bill does many other things. I see
my colleague from Michigan is on the
floor, so I am not going to speak very
much longer, let me advise him. But
let me say in conclusion that this bill
is aimed at doing things that matter,

doing things that will make a dif-
ference, doing things that will get the
job done. It is a very pragmatic bill, a
very hardheaded bill. And it basically
says this: If we as a Congress have
made the decision, as apparently we
have, that over the next 5 years we are
going to spend $30 billion on this very,
very important problem, then we
should spend it correctly and we should
listen to the men and women who are
professionals, who can tell us how to
spend it: More technology, more police
officers deployed correctly, and finally,
taking off the streets the violent re-
peat career criminals.

Let me conclude by saying that I
want to thank the original cosponsors
of this bill, Senator ASHCROFT, Senator
STEVENS, and Senator HATCH, and ask
for additional cosponsors. I look for-
ward to working with the Members of
the Senate as we take these ideas that
I presented today, this past week, pre-
sented in this bill, take these ideas, in-
corporate them with other ideas of my
colleagues to come up with a final bill
this year, or next year, that will in fact
make a difference and will save lives,
that will reduce crime.

Mr. President, thank you very much.
At this point, I yield the floor.
f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
S. 338

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. WELLSTONE] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 338, a bill to amend title
38, United States Code, to extend the
period of eligibility for inpatient care
for veterans exposed to toxic sub-
stances, radiation, or environmental
hazards, to extend the period of eligi-
bility for outpatient care for veterans
exposed to such substances or hazards
during service in the Persian Gulf, and
to expand the eligibility of veterans ex-
posed to toxic substances or radiation
for outpatient care.

S. 389

At the request of Mr. JOHNSTON, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. BROWN] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 389, a bill for the relief of Nguyen
Quy An and his daughter, Nguyen Ngoc
Kim Quy.

S. 433

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of S.
433, a bill to regulate handgun ammu-
nition, and for other purposes.

S. 619

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. INHOFE] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 619, a bill to phase out the use of
mercury in batteries and provide for
the efficient and cost-effective collec-
tion and recycling or proper disposal of
used nickel cadmium batteries, small
sealed lead-acid batteries, and certain
other batteries, and for other purposes.

S. 641

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM,
the name of the Senator from Idaho

[Mr. CRAIG] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 641, a bill to reauthorize the Ryan
White CARE Act of 1990, and for other
purposes.

S. 684

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the
names of the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. PRYOR], the Senator from Mary-
land [Ms. MIKULSKI], and the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG]
were added as cosponsors of S. 684, a
bill to amend the Public Health Serv-
ice Act to provide for programs of re-
search regarding Parkinson’s disease,
and for other purposes.

S. 689

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from Washington
[Mr. GORTON] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 689, a bill to amend the Solid
Waste Disposal Act regarding the use
of organic sorbents in landfills, and for
other purposes.

S. 770

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the
names of the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS], the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN], and the Senator
from Montana [Mr. BURNS] were added
as cosponsors of S. 770, a bill to provide
for the relocation of the United States
Embassy in Israel to Jerusalem, and
for other purposes.

f

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 14—RELATIVE TO THE PAN-
AMA CANAL

Mr. HELMS (for himself, Mr. CRAIG,
Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. MACK, Mr. THOM-
AS, Mr. SMITH, and Mr. D’AMATO) sub-
mitted the following concurrent resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations:

S. CON. RES. 14
Whereas the Panama Canal is a vital stra-

tegic asset to the United States, its allies,
and the world;

Whereas the Treaty on the Permanent
Neutrality and Operation of the Panama
Canal signed on September 7, 1977, provides
that Panama and the United States have the
responsibility to assure that the Panama
Canal will remain open and secure;

Whereas such Treaty also provides that
each of the two countries shall, in accord-
ance with their respective constitutional
processes, defend the Canal against any
threat to the regime of neutrality, and con-
sequently shall have the right to act against
any aggression or threat directed against the
Canal or against the peaceful transit of ves-
sels through the Canal;

Whereas the United States instrument of
ratification of such Treaty includes specific
language that the two countries should con-
sider negotiating future arrangements or
agreements to maintain military forces nec-
essary to fulfill the responsibility of the two
countries of maintaining the neutrality of
the Canal after 1999;

Whereas the Government of Panama, in
the bilateral Protocol of Exchange of instru-
ments of ratification, expressly ‘‘agreed
upon’’ such arrangements or agreements;

Whereas the Navy depends upon the Pan-
ama Canal for rapid transit in times of emer-
gency, as demonstrated during World War II,
the Korean War, the Vietnam conflict, the
Cuban Missile Crisis, and the Persian Gulf
conflict;
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Whereas drug trafficking and money laun-

dering has proliferated in the Western Hemi-
sphere since the Treaty on the Permanent
Neutrality and Operation of the Panama
Canal was signed on September 7, 1977, and
such trafficking and laundering poses a
grave threat to peace and security in the re-
gion;

Whereas certain facilities now utilized by
the United States Armed Forces in Panama
are critical to combat the trade in illegal
drugs;

Whereas the United States and Panama
share common policy goals such as strength-
ening democracy, expanding economic trade,
and combating illegal narcotics throughout
Latin America;

Whereas the Government of Panama has
dissolved its military force and has main-
tained only a civilian police organization to
defend the Panama Canal against aggression;
and

Whereas certain public opinion polls in
Panama suggest that many Panamanians de-
sire a continued United States military pres-
ence in Panama: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress that—

(1) the President should negotiate a new
base rights agreement with the Government
of Panama—

(A) to allow the stationing of United
States Armed Forces in Panama beyond De-
cember 31, 1999, and

(B) to ensure that the United States will be
able to act appropriately, consistent with
the Panama Canal Treaty, the Treaty Con-
cerning the Permanent Neutrality and Oper-
ation of the Panama Canal, and the resolu-
tions of ratification thereto, for the purpose
of assuring that the Panama Canal shall re-
main open, neutral, secure, and accessible;
and

(2) the President should consult with the
Congress throughout the negotiations de-
scribed in paragraph (1).

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall
transmit a copy of this concurrent resolu-
tion to the President.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, in a mo-
ment I shall send to the desk, a resolu-
tion urging the President to negotiate
a new base rights agreement with the
Government of Panama to permit the
United States Armed Forces to remain
in Panama beyond December 31, 1999.
Senators CRAIG, COVERDELL, THOMAS,
MACK, SMITH, and D’AMATO are prin-
cipal cosponsors of the resolution, as
are several other Senators who desire
cosponsorship, and we will add those
names this afternoon.

We feel strongly that it is in the
United States strategic interest to
maintain a military presence in Pan-
ama. Millions of Americans feel that
the Senate allowed President Carter to
give away the Panama Canal to the
great detriment of the security of the
United States, and it was indeed a per-
ilous mistake.

But what is done is done; I am not
here today to reopen the Panama Canal
Treaty debate. That may come later.
For the moment we seek only a simple
base rights agreement—the kind of
agreement we pursue with other coun-
tries in Europe and in Asia.

This resolution strongly advocates
U.S. presence after the implementation
of the existing canal treaties. We be-
lieve it to be obvious that a U.S. mili-
tary presence offers the best means of
protecting the canal and ensuring its
neutrality.

Eighty percent of the Panamanians
agree with that. The Panamanian For-
eign Minister agrees with that.

If nothing is done, then the American
flag will be lowered for the last time in
Panama at noon on December 31, 1999,
after having flown there for almost a
century. Thus, absent any change in
the matter, a historical and unique re-
lationship between the United States
and Panama will come to a close. The
United States will withdraw com-
pletely its military presence from Pan-
ama, and this Senator is absolutely
persuaded that should not happen.

In the Exchange of Instruments of
the Ratification of the Panama Canal
Treaties, a protocol—in ‘‘The Treaty
Concerning the Permanent Neutrality
and Operation of the Panama Canal’’
[Neutrality Treaty]—makes clear that
nothing in the treaties precludes Pan-
ama and the United States from agree-
ing to the stationing of United States
military forces or the maintenance of
defense sites in Panama after Decem-
ber 1999. Specifically, the Permanent
Neutrality Treaty states:

Nothing in the treaty shall preclude the
Republic of Panama and the United States of
America from making, in accordance with
their respective constitutional processes,
any agreement or arrangement between the
two countries to facilitate performance at
any time after December 31, 1999, of their re-
sponsibilities to maintain the regime of neu-
trality established in the Treaty, including
agreements or arrangements for the station-
ing of any United States military forces or
the maintenance of defense sites after that
date in the Republic of Panama that the Re-
public of Panama and the United States of
America may deem necessary or appropriate.

Latin America is important to the
United States, and vice versa. Every
few years something dramatic happens
in Latin America that has a direct im-
pact on the United States, whether it
be a security threat or a natural disas-
ter. The United States needs a strate-
gic military capability in the region,
and maintaining United States mili-
tary forces in Panama will give us the
best option and capability.

Many Americans have the misleading
impression that Latin America is as
close and accessible as their back yard.
While parts of Latin America are in-
deed only hours away, the vast major-
ity of the region is not that easily or
quickly accessible. Geographically, Eu-
rope is not even half the size of South
America. Brazil is larger than the con-
tinental United States.

If total United States military with-
drawal from Panama is allowed to hap-
pen, we will be left with no significant
military presence in the region. Fur-
thermore, it will be both politically
difficult and enormously costly to re-
introduce U.S. forces into the region.

Keeping United States forces in Pan-
ama promotes stable democracies and
market economies throughout the re-
gion; also it helps support United
States efforts to counter the flow of il-
legal drugs. Without question, then,
United States forces offer the best pro-
tection and defense of the Panama
Canal.

Although the United States is en-
gaged in a draw-down of our forces

both overseas and in the United States,
we are, nevertheless, leaving more than
135,000 troops in Europe and almost
100,000 in the Pacific. Maintaining
forces overseas is part of the military
mission. Congress budgets for this.

By the end of this year, however,
only 6,000 troops will remain in Pan-
ama. This number will continue to di-
minish. In other words, United States
presence in all of Latin America is a
mere drop in the bucket compared to
our presence in other parts of the
world.

A continued United States presence
is also supported by the Panamanian
people. Current polls in Panama indi-
cate that more than 70 percent of Pan-
amanians questioned want the United
States to maintain a military presence
in Panama.

Since a continued U.S. military pres-
ence is in the interests of both nations,
it is the time to negotiate a new base
rights agreement. The Panama Canal
treaties provide for a continued United
States military presence, and the Pan-
amanian public overwhelmingly favors
it. The United States Congress should
strongly urge the President to begin
negotiating a new base rights agree-
ment to keep United States military
forces in Panama.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the results of a re-
cent public opinion poll commissioned
by the U.S. Information Agency be
printed in the RECORD.

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

PANAMANIANS WANT U.S. TROOPS TO STAY

Most Panamanians still hold favorable
views of the United States, despite political
and economic frustrations since Operation
‘‘Just Cause’’ in 1989. Moreover, Panama-
nians continue to believe that some U.S.
troops should remain in Panama after 1999,
despite the Canal Treaty agreements on
complete withdrawal.

KEY FINDINGS

In a September 1994 poll, large majorities
expressed favorable opinions of the United
States. Most thought the U.S. had ‘‘done
much’’ to promote democracy and economic
development in Panama.

An overwhelming majority rated the U.S.-
Panama relationship as ‘‘good;’’ many called
it ‘‘very’’ good. Many also thought the U.S.
treated Panama with ‘‘dignity and respect,’’
but opinion was more negative on U.S. ef-
forts to understand Panamanian problems.
And a large majority thought the U.S. ex-
pected Panama to cede to its wishes on im-
portant issues.

Better than eight in ten continued to be-
lieve that at least some U.S. troops should
remain in Panama beyond 1999—with half en-
dorsing the maintenance of present troop
levels and one-third favoring reduced levels.
The main reasons given for the extended U.S.
military presence were ‘‘security reasons’’
and ‘‘employ-ment opportunities.’’

Eight in ten or more also said it would be
acceptable for U.S. troops to remain in Pan-
ama to provide security for the Canal, to
continue the regional counter narcotics,
fight, and to provide assistance in natural
emergencies or for refugees. Better than six



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 6823May 17, 1995

1 A USIA poll in mid–1990 found that 87 percent ap-
proved (77% ‘‘strongly’’) of the U.S. sending troops
to remove Gen. Noriega and 75 percent considered
the operation a ‘‘liberation’’ rather than an ‘‘inva-
sion.’’

2 The winner, Perez Balladares, was inaugurated
just a week before interviewing for the poll began on
September 8.

in ten thought it acceptable that the U.S.
provide support for American military forces
in other parts of the hemisphere from Pan-
ama bases.

In contrast to widespread doubts expressed
in previous years, half the public thought
the Panamanian government would be able
to manage the canal well when it assumes
full control in the year 2000.
OPINION OF THE UNITED STATES REMAINS VERY

HIGH

Panamanians have faced a variety of polit-
ical and economic frustrations since 1989
when General Manuel Noriega was removed
from power. These appear to have had little
effect on the favorable views most Panama-
nians have held of the United States.1 In a
September 1994 poll, eight in ten (82%)—
across all regional and educational levels—
voiced favorable opinions of the United
States. Half (47%) expressed ‘‘very’’ favor-
able views, while just over one in ten (14%)
regarded the U.S. unfavorably. On two key
U.S. initiatives:

Eight in ten (83%) agreed that the U.S. had
‘‘done much to promote democracy’’ in Pan-
ama. Six in ten were in strong agreement,
perhaps influenced in part by the successful
democratic elections in May.2

A similar majority (82%) also thought that
the U.S. had ‘‘done much to promote the eco-
nomic development’’ of Panama. Again, six
in ten agreed strongly with the statement.

MOST JUDGE THE U.S.-PANAMA RELATIONSHIP
AS GOOD

A great majority believed that relations
between Panama and the United States were
good (89%); four in ten (39%) felt they were
‘‘very’’ good. Seven in ten agreed (72%)—and
half (48%) ‘‘strongly’’ agreed—that the U.S.
treats Panama with ‘‘dignity and respect.’’
(The university-educated were somewhat
less likely to agree with this statement than
Panamanians with less schooling.)

Public opinion was less favorable on two
other aspects of the relationship:

Opinion was split about evenly on whether
the U.S. tries to understand the problems
facing Panama (44% said it does, 49% said it
doesn’t).

A large majority agreed (80%; 58% ‘‘strong-
ly’’) that the U.S. expects Panama to ‘‘give
in to its wishes in matters of importance to
both countries.’’ This perception apparently
did not influence favorable opinions on other
issues, however.

MOST STILL WANT SOME U.S. TROOPS TO
REMAIN—

Panamanians continue to want a U.S. mili-
tary presence in Panama beyond December,
1999, when the Torrijos-Carter Canal Treaties
stipulate the withdrawal of all American
troops. There has been virtually no change
in public attitudes on this issue since 1991:
Half the public (50%) said the U.S. should
maintain ‘‘about the same number of troops
it has now,’’ while a third (35%) said the
troop presence should remain in ‘‘reduced’’
form. Just one in ten (10%) preferred that all
U.S. troops leave Panama. In general, the
less-educated tended to support the status
quo, while the university-educated were
somewhat more likely to favor a reduced
presence.

FOR SECURITY AND EMPLOYMENT REASONS

When those favoring a continued U.S. pres-
ence in Panama were asked why they

thought the troops should stay, most men-
tioned either the security of the canal (46%)
or employment opportunities generated by
the U.S. base (34%). Political stability was
mentioned by only a few (7%).

In addition, when asked if it would be ‘‘ac-
ceptable’’ for U.S. troops to remain in Pan-
ama for selected purposes, large majorities
say yes to the following: to provide security
for the canal (87%); to continue the fight
against illegal drugs in the region (87%); to
provide assistance in times of natural disas-
ters or for refugees in Panama (81%); and to
provide support for U.S. military forces in
other parts of the hemisphere (64%).

Only the last purpose, ‘‘support for U.S.
military forces in other parts,’’ was consid-
ered ‘‘unacceptable’’ by significant minori-
ties of the general public (27%) and the uni-
versity-educated (40%).

CONFIDENCE INCREASES ON GOVERNMENT
MANAGEMENT OF CANAL

Public confidence in the Panamanian gov-
ernment’s ability to manage the canal when
it assumes full control in 2000 appears to
have increased in recent years: Half (51%) be-
lieved the government would manage the
canal at least fairly well, while four in ten
(42%) thought it would manage the canal
badly. Interestingly, the university-educated
were considerably more optimistic about the
government’s management capacity than the
less-educated (62% to 45%). Polls in 1990 and
1992 had found that large majorities believed
the Panamanian government was paying lit-
tle or no attention to canal-management
matters and that it would be best if the U.S.
and Panama managed the canal together.

HOW THIS POLL WAS TAKEN

This public opinion survey was commis-
sioned by USIA and conducted by CID-Gallup
of Costa Rica. It is based on face-to-face
interviews with 1200 adults aged 18 and over
in all regions of Panama. Fieldwork took
place September 8–18, 1994. Sample construc-
tion and fieldwork were performed by CID in
accordance with USIA instructions. Ques-
tions were written by USIA in consultation
with AID and USIS Panama. They were
translated by the contractor, with final re-
view by USIA.

The survey sample was selected by a modi-
fied probability method, and covered both
urban and rural populations. When nec-
essary, respondent selection was adjusted for
age, sex, and education to more closely
match estimated population profiles.

Ninety-five times out of one hundred, re-
sults from samples of this size will yield re-
sults which differ by no more than about 3
percentage points in either direction from
what would have been obtained were it pos-
sible to interview everyone in the popu-
lation. The comparison of smaller subgroups
increases the margin of error. In addition,
the practical difficulties of conducting any
survey of public opinion may introduce other
sources of error.

Additional information on methodology
may be obtained from the analyst.
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SENATE RESOLUTION 120—ESTAB-
LISHING A SPECIAL COMMITTEE
ADMINISTERED BY THE COMMIT-
TEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND
URBAN AFFAIRS

Mr. D’AMATO (for himself and Mr.
DOLE) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was considered and agreed
to:

S. RES. 120

Resolved,

SECTION 1. ESTABLISHMENT OF SPECIAL COM-
MITTEE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a
special committee administered by the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs to be known as the ‘‘Special Committee
to Investigate Whitewater Development Cor-
poration and Related Matters’’ (hereafter in
this resolution referred to as the ‘‘special
committee’’).

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the special
committee are—

(1) to conduct an investigation and public
hearings into, and study of, whether im-
proper conduct occurred regarding the way
in which White House officials handled docu-
ments in the office of White House Deputy
Counsel Vincent Foster following his death;

(2) to conduct an investigation and public
hearings into, and study of, the following
matters developed during, or arising out of,
the investigation and public hearings con-
cluded by the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs prior to the adoption
of this resolution—

(A) whether any person has improperly
handled confidential Resolution Trust Cor-
poration (hereafter in this resolution re-
ferred to as the ‘‘RTC’’) information relating
to Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan As-
sociation or Whitewater Development Cor-
poration, including whether any person has
improperly communicated such information
to individuals referenced therein;

(B) whether the White House has engaged
in improper contacts with any other agency
or department in the Government with re-
gard to confidential RTC information relat-
ing to Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan
Association or Whitewater Development Cor-
poration;

(C) whether the Department of Justice has
improperly handled RTC criminal referrals
relating to Madison Guaranty Savings and
Loan Association or Whitewater Develop-
ment Corporation;

(D) whether RTC employees have been im-
properly importuned, prevented, restrained,
or deterred in conducting investigations or
making enforcement recommendations relat-
ing to Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan
Association or Whitewater Development Cor-
poration; and

(E) whether the report issued by the Office
of Government Ethics on July 31, 1994, or re-
lated transcripts of deposition testimony—

(i) were improperly released to White
House officials or others prior to their testi-
mony before the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs pursuant to Sen-
ate Resolution 229 (103d Congress); or

(ii) were used to communicate to White
House officials or to others confidential RTC
information relating to Madison Guaranty
Savings and Loan Association or Whitewater
Development Corporation;

(3) to conduct an investigation and public
hearings into, and study of, all matters that
have any tendency to reveal the full facts
about—

(A) the operations, solvency, and regula-
tion of Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan
Association, and any subsidiary, affiliate, or
other entity owned or controlled by Madison
Guaranty Savings and Loan Association;

(B) the activities, investments, and tax li-
ability of Whitewater Development Corpora-
tion and, as related to Whitewater Develop-
ment Corporation, of its officers, directors,
and shareholders;

(C) the policies and practices of the RTC
and the Federal banking agencies (as that
term is defined in section 3 of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Act) regarding the legal
representation of such agencies with respect
to Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan As-
sociation;
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(D) the handling by the RTC, the Office of

Thrift Supervision, the Federal Deposit In-
surance Corporation, and the Federal Sav-
ings and Loan Insurance Corporation of civil
or administrative actions against parties re-
garding Madison Guaranty Savings and Loan
Association;

(E) the sources of funding and the lending
practices of Capital Management Services,
Inc., and its supervision and regulation by
the Small Business Administration, includ-
ing any alleged diversion of funds to
Whitewater Development Corporation;

(F) the bond underwriting contracts be-
tween Arkansas Development Finance Au-
thority and Lasater & Company; and

(G) the lending activities of Perry County
Bank, Perryville, Arkansas, in connection
with the 1990 Arkansas gubernatorial elec-
tion;

(4) to make such findings of fact as are
warranted and appropriate;

(5) to make such recommendations, includ-
ing recommendations for legislative, admin-
istrative, or other actions, as the special
committee may determine to be necessary or
desirable; and

(6) to fulfill the constitutional oversight
and informational functions of the Congress
with respect to the matters described in this
section.
SEC. 2. MEMBERSHIP AND ORGANIZATION OF

THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE.

(a) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The special committee

shall consist of—
(A) the members of the Committee on

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs; and
(B) the chairman and ranking member of

the Committee on the Judiciary, or their
designees from the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

(2) SENATE RULE XXV.—For the purpose of
paragraph 4 of rule XXV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, service of a Senator as
the chairman or other member of the special
committee shall not be taken into account.

(b) ORGANIZATION OF SPECIAL COMMITTEE.—
(1) CHAIRMAN.—The chairman of the Com-

mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs shall serve as the chairman of the spe-
cial committee (hereafter in this resolution
referred to as the ‘‘chairman’’).

(2) RANKING MEMBER.—The ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs shall serve as the ranking
member of the special committee (hereafter
in this resolution referred to as the ‘‘ranking
member’’).

(3) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of
the special committee shall constitute a
quorum for the purpose of reporting a matter
or recommendation to the Senate. A major-
ity of the members of the special committee,
or one-third of the members of the special
committee if at least one member of the mi-
nority party is present, shall constitute a
quorum for the conduct of other business.
One member of the special committee shall
constitute a quorum for the purpose of tak-
ing testimony.

(c) RULES AND PROCEDURES.—Except as
otherwise specifically provided in this reso-
lution, the special committee’s investiga-
tion, study, and hearings shall be governed
by the Standing Rules of the Senate and the
Rules of Procedure of the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. The
special committee may adopt additional
rules or procedures not inconsistent with
this resolution or the Standing Rules of the
Senate if the chairman and ranking member
agree that such additional rules or proce-
dures are necessary to enable the special
committee to conduct the investigation,
study, and hearings authorized by this reso-
lution. Any such additional rules and proce-

dures shall become effective upon publica-
tion in the Congressional Record.
SEC. 3. STAFF OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE.

(a) APPOINTMENTS.—To assist the special
committee in the investigation, study, and
hearings authorized by this resolution, the
chairman and the ranking member each may
appoint special committee staff, including
consultants.

(b) ASSISTANCE FROM THE SENATE LEGAL
COUNSEL.—To assist the special committee
in the investigation, study, and hearings au-
thorized by this resolution, the Senate Legal
Counsel and the Deputy Senate Legal Coun-
sel shall work with and under the jurisdic-
tion and authority of the special committee.

(c) ASSISTANCE FROM THE COMPTROLLER
GENERAL.—The Comptroller General of the
United States is requested to provide from
the General Accounting Office whatever per-
sonnel or other appropriate assistance as
may be required by the special committee,
or by the chairman or the ranking member.
SEC. 4. PUBLIC ACTIVITIES OF THE SPECIAL

COMMITTEE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with the

rights of persons subject to investigation and
inquiry, the special committee shall make
every effort to fulfill the right of the public
and the Congress to know the essential facts
and implications of the activities of officials
of the United States Government and other
persons and entities with respect to the mat-
ters under investigation and study, as de-
scribed in section 1.

(b) DUTIES.—In furtherance of the right of
the public and the Congress to know, the
special committee—

(1) shall hold, as the chairman (in con-
sultation with the ranking member) consid-
ers appropriate and in accordance with para-
graph 5(b) of rule XXVI of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, hearings on specific sub-
jects, subject to consultation and coordina-
tion with the independent counsel appointed
pursuant to chapter 40 of title 28, United
States Code, in Division No. 94–1 (D.C. Cir.
August 5, 1994) (hereafter in this resolution
referred to as ‘‘the independent counsel’’);

(2) may make interim reports to the Sen-
ate as it considers appropriate; and

(3) shall make a final comprehensive public
report to the Senate which contains—

(A) a description of all relevant factual de-
terminations; and

(B) recommendations for legislation, if
necessary.
SEC. 5. POWERS OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The special committee
shall do everything necessary and appro-
priate under the laws and the Constitution of
the United States to conduct the investiga-
tion, study, and hearings authorized by sec-
tion 1.

(b) EXERCISE OF AUTHORITY.—The special
committee may exercise all of the powers
and responsibilities of a committee under
rule XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate and section 705 of the Ethics in Govern-
ment Act of 1978, including the following:

(1) SUBPOENA POWERS.—To issue subpoenas
or orders for the attendance of witnesses or
for the production of documentary or phys-
ical evidence before the special committee. A
subpoena or order may be authorized by the
special committee or by the chairman with
the agreement of the ranking member, and
may be issued by the chairman or any other
member of the special committee designated
by the chairman, and may be served by any
person designated by the chairman or the au-
thorized member anywhere within or outside
of the borders of the United States to the
full extent permitted by law. The chairman,
or any other member of the special commit-
tee, is authorized to administer oaths to any
witnesses appearing before the special com-

mittee. If a return on a subpoena or order for
the production of documentary or physical
evidence is incomplete or accompanied by an
objection, the chairman (in consultation
with the ranking member) may convene a
meeting or hearing to determine the ade-
quacy of the return and to rule on the objec-
tion. At a meeting or hearing on such a re-
turn, one member of the special committee
shall constitute a quorum. The special com-
mittee shall not initiate procedures leading
to civil or criminal enforcement of a sub-
poena unless the person or entity to whom
the subpoena is directed refuses to produce
the required documentary or physical evi-
dence after having been ordered and directed
to do so.

(2) COMPENSATION AUTHORITY.—To employ
and fix the compensation of such clerical, in-
vestigatory, legal, technical, and other as-
sistants as the special committee, or the
chairman or the ranking member, considers
necessary or appropriate.

(3) MEETINGS.—To sit and act at any time
or place during sessions, recesses, and ad-
journment periods of the Senate.

(4) HEARINGS.—To hold hearings, take tes-
timony under oath, and receive documentary
or physical evidence relating to the matters
and questions it is authorized to investigate
or study. Unless the chairman and the rank-
ing member otherwise agree, the questioning
of a witness or a panel of witnesses at a hear-
ing shall be limited to one initial 30-minute
turn each for the chairman and the ranking
member, or their designees, including major-
ity and minority staff, and thereafter to 10-
minute turns by each member of the special
committee if 5 or more members are present,
and to 15-minute turns by each member of
the special committee if fewer than 5 mem-
bers are present. A member may be per-
mitted further questions of the witness or
panel of witnesses, either by using time that
another member then present at the hearing
has yielded for that purpose during the yield-
ing member’s turn, or by using time allotted
after all members have been given an oppor-
tunity to question the witness or panel of
witnesses. At all times, unless the chairman
and the ranking member otherwise agree,
the questioning shall alternate back and
forth between members of the majority
party and members of the minority party. In
their discretion, the chairman and the rank-
ing member, respectively, may designate
majority or minority staff to question a wit-
ness or a panel of witnesses at a hearing dur-
ing time yielded by a member of the chair-
man’s or the ranking member’s party then
present at the hearing for his or her turn.

(5) TESTIMONY OF WITNESSES.—To require
by subpoena or order the attendance, as a
witness before the special committee or at a
deposition, of any person who may have
knowledge or information concerning any of
the matters that the special committee is
authorized to investigate and study.

(6) IMMUNITY.—To grant a witness immu-
nity under sections 6002 and 6005 of title 18,
United States Code, provided that the inde-
pendent counsel has not informed the special
committee in writing that immunizing the
witness would interfere with the ability of
the independent counsel successfully to pros-
ecute criminal violations. Not later than 10
days before the special committee seeks a
Federal court order for a grant of immunity
by the special committee, the Senate Legal
Counsel shall cause to be delivered to the
independent counsel a written request ask-
ing the independent counsel promptly to in-
form the special committee in writing if, in
the judgment of the independent counsel, the
grant of immunity would interfere with the
ability of the independent counsel success-
fully to prosecute criminal violations. The
Senate Legal Counsel’s written request of
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the independent counsel required by this
paragraph shall be in addition to all notice
requirements set forth in sections 6002 and
6005 of title 18, United States Code.

(7) DEPOSITIONS.—To take depositions and
other testimony under oath anywhere within
the United States, to issue orders that re-
quire witnesses to answer written interrog-
atories under oath, and to make application
for the issuance of letters rogatory. All depo-
sitions shall be conducted jointly by major-
ity and minority staff of the special commit-
tee. A witness at a deposition shall be exam-
ined upon oath administered by a member of
the special committee or an individual au-
thorized by local law to administer oaths,
and a complete transcription or electronic
recording of the deposition shall be made.
Questions shall be propounded first by ma-
jority staff of the special committee and
then by minority staff of the special commit-
tee. Any subsequent round of questioning
shall proceed in the same order. Objections
by the witness as to the form of questions
shall be noted for the record. If a witness ob-
jects to a question and refuses to answer on
the basis of relevance or privilege, the spe-
cial committee staff may proceed with the
deposition, or may, at that time or at a sub-
sequent time, seek a ruling on the objection
from the chairman. If the chairman over-
rules the objection, the chairman may order
and direct the witness to answer the ques-
tion, but the special committee shall not ini-
tiate procedures leading to civil or criminal
enforcement unless the witness refuses to
answer after having been ordered and di-
rected to answer.

(8) DELEGATIONS TO STAFF.—To issue com-
missions and to notice depositions for staff
members to examine witnesses and to re-
ceive evidence under oath administered by
an individual authorized by local law to ad-
minister oaths. The special committee, or
the chairman with the concurrence of the
ranking member, may delegate to designated
staff members of the special committee the
power to issue deposition notices authorized
pursuant to this paragraph.

(9) INFORMATION FROM OTHER SOURCES.—To
require by subpoena or order—

(A) any department, agency, entity, offi-
cer, or employee of the United States Gov-
ernment;

(B) any person or entity purporting to act
under color or authority of State or local
law; or

(C) any private person, firm, corporation,
partnership, or other organization;

to produce for consideration by the special
committee or for use as evidence in the in-
vestigation, study, or hearings of the special
committee, any book, check, canceled check,
correspondence, communication, document,
financial record, paper, physical evidence,
photograph, record, recording, tape, or any
other material relating to any of the matters
or questions that the special committee is
authorized to investigate and study which
any such person or entity may possess or
control.

(10) RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SENATE.—To
make to the Senate any recommendations,
by report or resolution, including rec-
ommendations for criminal or civil enforce-
ment, which the special committee may con-
sider appropriate with respect to—

(A) the willful failure or refusal of any per-
son to appear before it, or at a deposition, or
to answer interrogatories, in compliance
with a subpoena or order;

(B) the willful failure or refusal of any per-
son to answer questions or give testimony
during the appearance of that person as a
witness before the special committee, or at a
deposition, or in response to interrogatories;
or

(C) the willful failure or refusal of—
(i) any officer or employee of the United

States Government;
(ii) any person or entity purporting to act

under color or authority of State or local
law; or

(iii) any private person, partnership, firm,
corporation, or organization;
to produce before the special committee, or
at a deposition, or at any time or place des-
ignated by the committee, any book, check,
canceled check, correspondence, communica-
tion, document, financial record, paper,
physical evidence, photograph, record, re-
cording, tape, or any other material in com-
pliance with any subpoena or order.

(11) CONSULTANTS.—To procure the tem-
porary or intermittent services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof.

(12) OTHER GOVERNMENT PERSONNEL.—To
use, on a reimbursable basis and with the
prior consent of the Government department
or agency concerned, the services of the per-
sonnel of such department or agency.

(13) OTHER CONGRESSIONAL STAFF.—To use,
with the prior consent of any member of the
Senate or the chairman or the ranking mem-
ber of any other Senate committee or the
chairman or ranking member of any sub-
committee of any committee of the Senate,
the facilities or services of the appropriate
members of the staff of such member of the
Senate or other Senate committee or sub-
committee, whenever the special committee
or the chairman or the ranking member con-
siders that such action is necessary or appro-
priate to enable the special committee to
conduct the investigation, study, and hear-
ings authorized by this resolution.

(14) ACCESS TO INFORMATION AND EVI-
DENCE.—To permit any members of the spe-
cial committee, staff director, counsel, or
other staff members or consultants des-
ignated by the chairman or the ranking
member, access to any data, evidence, infor-
mation, report, analysis, document, or
paper—

(A) that relates to any of the matters or
questions that the special committee is au-
thorized to investigate or study under this
resolution;

(B) that is in the custody or under the con-
trol of any department, agency, entity, offi-
cer, or employee of the United States Gov-
ernment, including those which have the
power under the laws of the United States to
investigate any alleged criminal activities or
to prosecute persons charged with crimes
against the United States without regard to
the jurisdiction or authority of any other
Senate committee or subcommittee; and

(C) that will assist the special committee
to prepare for or conduct the investigation,
study, and hearings authorized by this reso-
lution.

(15) REPORTS OF VIOLATIONS OF LAW.—To re-
port possible violations of any law to appro-
priate Federal, State, or local authorities.

(16) EXPENDITURES.—To expend, to the ex-
tent that the special committee determines
necessary and appropriate, any money made
available to the special committee by the
Senate to carry out this resolution.

(17) TAX RETURN INFORMATION.—To inspect
and receive, in accordance with the proce-
dures set forth in sections 6103(f)(3) and
6104(a)(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986, any tax return or tax return informa-
tion, held by the Secretary of the Treasury,
if access to the particular tax-related infor-
mation sought is necessary to the ability of
the special committee to carry out section
1(b)(3)(B).
SEC. 6. PROTECTION OF CONFIDENTIAL INFOR-

MATION.
(a) NONDISCLOSURE.—No member of the spe-

cial committee or the staff of the special
committee shall disclose, in whole or in part

or by way of summary, to any person other
than another member of the special commit-
tee or other staff of the special committee,
for any purpose or in connection with any
proceeding, judicial or otherwise, any testi-
mony taken, including the names of wit-
nesses testifying, or material presented, in
depositions or at closed hearings, or any con-
fidential materials or information, unless
authorized by the special committee or the
chairman in concurrence with the ranking
member.

(b) STAFF NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT.—All
members of the staff of the special commit-
tee with access to confidential information
within the control of the special committee
shall, as a condition of employment, agree in
writing to abide by the conditions of this
section and any nondisclosure agreement
promulgated by the special committee that
is consistent with this section.

(c) SANCTIONS.—
(1) MEMBER SANCTIONS.—The case of any

Senator who violates the security procedures
of the special committee may be referred to
the Select Committee on Ethics of the Sen-
ate for investigation and the imposition of
sanctions in accordance with the rules of the
Senate.

(2) STAFF SANCTIONS.—Any member of the
staff of the special committee who violates
the security procedures of the special com-
mittee shall immediately be subject to re-
moval from office or employment with the
special committee or such other sanction as
may be provided in any rule issued by the
special committee consistent with section
2(c).

(d) STAFF DEFINED.—For purposes of this
section, the term ‘‘staff of the special com-
mittee’’ includes—

(1) all employees of the special committee;
(2) all staff designated by the members of

the special committee to work on special
committee business;

(3) all Senate staff assigned to special com-
mittee business pursuant to section 5(b)(13);

(4) all officers and employees of the Office
of Senate Legal Counsel who are requested
to work on special committee business; and

(5) all detailees and consultants to the spe-
cial committee.
SEC. 7. RELATION TO OTHER INVESTIGATIONS.

(a) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this section
are—

(1) to expedite the thorough conduct of the
investigation, study, and hearings author-
ized by this resolution;

(2) to promote efficiency among all the
various investigations underway in all
branches of the United States Government;
and

(3) to engender a high degree of confidence
on the part of the public regarding the con-
duct of such investigation, study, and hear-
ings.

(b) SPECIAL COMMITTEE ACTIONS.—To carry
out the purposes stated in subsection (a), the
special committee is encouraged—

(1) to obtain relevant information concern-
ing the status of the investigation of the
independent counsel, to assist in establishing
a hearing schedule for the special commit-
tee; and

(2) to coordinate, to the extent practicable,
the activities of the special committee with
the investigation of the independent counsel.
SEC. 8. SALARIES AND EXPENSES.

A sum equal to not more than $950,000 for
the period beginning on the date of adoption
of this resolution and ending on February 29,
1996, shall be made available from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate out of the Ac-
count for Expenses for Inquiries and Inves-
tigations for payment of salaries and other
expenses of the special committee under this
resolution, which shall include not more
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than $750,000 for the procurement of the serv-
ices of individual consultants or organiza-
tions thereof, in accordance with section
5(b)(11). Payment of expenses shall be dis-
bursed upon vouchers approved by the chair-
man, except that vouchers shall not be re-
quired for the disbursement of salaries paid
at an annual rate.
SEC. 9. REPORTS; TERMINATION.

(a) COMPLETION OF DUTIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The special committee

shall make every reasonable effort to com-
plete, not later than February 1, 1996, the in-
vestigation, study, and hearings authorized
by section 1.

(2) EVALUATION OF PROGRESS.—The special
committee shall evaluate the progress and
status of the investigation, study, and hear-
ings authorized by section 1 and, not later
than January 15, 1996, make recommenda-
tions with respect to the authorization of ad-
ditional funds for a period following Feb-
ruary 29, 1996. If the special committee re-
quests the authorization of additional funds
for a period following February 29, 1996, the
Majority Leader and the Democratic Leader
shall meet and determine the appropriate
timetable and procedures for the Senate to
vote on any such request.

(b) FINAL REPORT.—
(1) SUBMISSION.—The special committee

shall promptly submit a final public report
to the Senate of the results of the investiga-
tion, study, and hearings conducted by the
special committee pursuant to this resolu-
tion, together with its findings and any rec-
ommendations.

(2) CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION.—The final
report of the special committee may be ac-
companied by such confidential annexes as
are necessary to protect confidential infor-
mation.

(3) CONCLUSION OF BUSINESS.—After submis-
sion of its final report, the special commit-
tee shall promptly conclude its business and
close out its affairs.

(c) RECORDS.—Upon the conclusion of the
special committee’s business and the closing
out of its affairs, all records, files, docu-
ments, and other materials in the possession,
custody, or control of the special committee
shall remain under the control of the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.
SEC. 10. COMMITTEE JURISDICTION AND RULE

XXV.
The jurisdiction of the special committee

is granted pursuant to this resolution, not-
withstanding the provisions of paragraph 1 of
rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate relating to the jurisdiction of the stand-
ing committees of the Senate.

f

SENATE RESOLUTION 121—RELAT-
ING TO THE ANGOLA PEACE
PROCESS

Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, Mrs.
KASSEBAUM, Mr. HELMS, Mr. PELL, and
Mr. SIMON) submitted the following
resolution; which was considered and
agreed to:

S. RES. 121

Whereas Angola has suffered one of the
most violent and longest-running civil wars;

Whereas the United States was actively en-
gaged in the war in Angola, has provided
more than $200 million in humanitarian as-
sistance to Angola since 1992, and has been a
key facilitator on the ongoing peace negotia-
tions;

Whereas Angola is the last civil conflict in
southern Africa, and regional leaders includ-
ing South African President Nelson Mandela
consider its resolution to be a top priority;

Whereas an enduring peace in Angola, a po-
tentially wealthy country that is central to
regional stability and economic develop-
ment, is in the national interest of the Unit-
ed States;

Whereas the Government of Angola and
National Union for the Total Independence
of Angola (UNITA) entered into the Lusaka
Protocol in November 1994 to secure a U.N.-
supervised peace settlement;

Whereas the United Nations Security
Council voted in February to send a U.N.
peacekeeping mission to Angola to monitor
and enforce the peace process, and more than
600 international monitors are deployed
throughout the country;

Whereas continuing progress toward peace
makes it more likely that further deploy-
ment of UNAVEM III will occur soon;

Whereas the meeting between President
Eduardo dos Santos and Dr. Jonas Savimbi
on May 6, 1995, at which both parties reiter-
ated their commitment to the Lusaka Proto-
col, demonstrated that they possess the es-
sential political will to resolve outstanding
issues, and encouraged all who want peace in
Angola;

Whereas achieving a lasting peace will re-
quire that all Angolans work together to
overcome bitter legacies of war, which in-
clude a devastated infrastructure, millions
of unexploded landmines, a profound distrust
between the parties, weakened civil institu-
tions, a crippled economy, and a generation
of young Angolans who have never known a
peaceful, civil society;

Whereas strong leadership is essential to
ensure that the wealth of Angola, long spent
on war, now is used to consolidate peace.
Now therefore be it

Resolved That the Senate:
(1) Congratulates the people of Angola for

the courageous and determined steps their
leaders have taken in support of peace;

(2) Urges all parties in Angola to continue
to strengthen their commitment to the
Lusaka process, which constitutes the last,
and best, chance for securing an enduring
peace;

(3) Affirms that the United States will hold
both Angolan parties responsible for abiding
by their commitment to peace; and

(4) Calls upon the international commu-
nity to remain actively engaged in support
of national reconciliation, removal of land-
mines, economic development, and democra-
tization in Angola.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, today
I am introducing a resolution, in con-
junction with the distinguished chair
of the Subcommittee on African Af-
fairs, as well as the chairman and
ranking member of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, and others,
which congratulates the people of An-
gola for the courageous steps their
leaders have taken recently in the
name of peace and reconciliation in
Angola. This has been an arduous and
painful process, but the recent meeting
between President dos Santos and Dr.
Jonas Savimbi, in addition to the de-
ployment of the U.N. operation, sig-
nifies a dramatic breakthrough which
may unlock the door to peace in An-
gola.

As we all know, Angola has been en-
gulfed in civil war ever since its inde-
pendence from Portugal in 1975. It not
only suffered vast dislocation and ne-
glect following the colonial occupa-
tion, but also it became a classic super-
power playground as Angola struggled
to find for its postcolonial identity.

Throughout the 1970’s and 1980’s South
Africa and Zaire launched frequent
military incursions in support of the
Government of Angola, while merce-
naries from Europe and elsewhere
helped the rebel forces of UNITA and
Dr. Jonas Savimbi fight from the bush.
37,000 Cuban troops supported the gov-
ernment and the MPLA party, and
their involvement sparked more inde-
pendence wars in Namibia. The United
States offered covert aid to UNITA in
an effort to contain communism in Af-
rica for ‘‘national security’’ purposes.
In addition, there were secessionist
threats from the northern, oil-rich
province of Cabinda, which was, iron-
ically, home to many U.S. oil compa-
nies throughout the war.

This war killed over 1 million people,
and displaced and disabled millions
more. Cities and fields are completely
destroyed, and 9 to 20 million
unexploded landmines, supplied by out-
side powers, lace the countryside.
Beautiful coastal lands and mineral-
rich areas not only lay undeveloped,
but have been damaged and destroyed
by warfare. Bitter war enmities be-
tween the MPLA and UNITA have cre-
ated long-lasting rifts which will take
at least a full generation to heal.
Young boys, who from the age of 10
have been armed and fighting, are dis-
located from their families. An entire
people has never known civil society.

It was with the end of the cold war,
the end of the United States-Soviet ri-
valry, that peace actually had a chance
in Angola. When Congress prohibited
military aid to Angola, Cuban troops
withdrew, and South Africa began to
change, negotiations were finally able
to begin between the MPLA and
UNITA. The peace process of 1991 re-
sulted in the Bicesse accords, and led
to elections. But then disputed returns,
and militant attacks on the MPLA by
Savimbi, destroyed the process.

By 1992, serious negotiations had
begun again. Thanks to the relentless
efforts of U.N. Special Representative
Bedouin Beyh, United States Ambas-
sador to Angola, Edward de Jarnette,
and others—including South African
Nelson Mandela—the Lusaka accords
were finally concluded on November 5,
1994.

The accords secure a U.N. supervised
peace settlement, which includes the
deployment of 5,600 U.N. peacekeeping
troops, as well as 350 military observ-
ers and 260 civilian police. It is in-
tended to enable national reconcili-
ation, demilitarization, economic de-
velopment, and democratization of
Angloa. It will also enable the contin-
ued delivery of massive food lifts,
which is keeping hundreds of thousands
of people alive as the society builds a
peacetime environment.

There have been some glitches in the
peace process, and there have been
many incidents we thought Angola
would not survive. But the peace proc-
ess made a big step last week when
President dos Santos and Dr. Savimbi
finally met face-to-face in Lusaka.
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They met for several hours, and in the
end emerged as cooperative nego-
tiators, both signing the Lusaka ac-
cords. They agreed to work as partners
to resolve outstanding issues such as
consolidation of the ceasefire, resolu-
tion of military control issues,
demining operations, repair of infra-
structure, acceleration of the arrival of
UNAVEM troops, the retreat of Ango-
lan soldiers, and the formation of a na-
tional unity government.

Finally, the two sides demonstrated
that they have the political will nec-
essary to reach a lasting and durable
peace. This meeting was a long time in
coming, and we in Congress should rec-
ognize what a milestone it is. For if
Lusaka fails, Angola may lose its last
opportunity for peace and prosperity.
We have a lot to lose of that fails.

The resolution we are offering today
congratulates the people of Angola for
the courageous and determined steps
their leaders have taken in support of
peace. It also urges all parties in An-
gola to strengthen their commitment
to the Lusaka process, and affirms
American support for both parties to
abide by their commitments. Finally,
because we cannot and should not do
this alone, it calls upon the inter-
national community to remain ac-
tively engaged with humanitarian, po-
litical, and economic support to make
this process a success.

Angola is potentially a wealthy coun-
try with soil fertile enough to feed all
of sub-Saharan Africa. It is also part of
a region which has had economic and
stunning political success in the past
few years. As Africa seeks to put the
cold war behind it, and as southern Af-
rica consolidates into a powerhouse re-
gion, the process in Angola becomes all
the more important. The meeting con-
vened last week realized many of the
gains made in recent months, and
hopefully will set the process on a new
course. f

NOTICES OF HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I would
like to announce that the Senate Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs will be holding
an oversight hearing on Thursday, May
18, 1995, beginning at 9:30 a.m., in room
485 of the Russell Senate Office Build-
ing on the recommendations of the
Joint DOI/BIA/Tribal Task Force on
Reorganization of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs.

Those wishing additional information
should contact the Committee on In-
dian Affairs at 224–2251.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT
MANAGEMENT AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I wish to
announce that the Subcommittee on
Oversight of Government Management
and the District of Columbia, Commit-
tee on Governmental Affairs, will hold
a hearing on Wednesday, May 24, 1995,
on Aviation Safety: Do Unapproved
Parts Pose a Safety Risk? The hearing
will be at 9:30 a.m., in room 342 of the
Dirksen Senate Office Building.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Armed Services be authorized to
meet on Wednesday, May 17, 1995 at 9:30
a.m. in open session to receive testi-
mony on the National Security Impli-
cations of the Strategic Arms Reduc-
tion Treaty—START II.

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Finance be permitted to meet
Wednesday, May 17, 1995, beginning at
9:30 a.m. in room SD–215, to conduct a
hearing on Medicare solvency.

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

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, May 17, 1995, at 10
a.m.

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

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent on behalf of the
Governmental Affairs Committee to
meet on Wednesday, May 17, at 10 a.m.,
for a hearing on Executive Reorganiza-
tion: An Overview of How To Do It.

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

COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Select
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Wednesday, May 17, 1995, at
2 p.m. to hold a closed hearing on intel-
ligence matters.

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ACQUISITION AND
TECHNOLOGY

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Acquisition and Tech-
nology of the Committee on Armed
Services be authorized to meet at 2
p.m. on Wednesday, May 17, 1995, in
open session, to receive testimony on
dual use technology programs in re-
view of S. 727, the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996,
and the Future Years Defense Pro-
gram.

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

f

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

HONG KONG

∑ Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would
like to address comments made in the
last few weeks by two officials of the
Government of the People’s Republic of
China regarding the United States and

Hong Kong. First, as reported by Hong
Kong radio and Nanhua Zaobao, Mr. Lu
Ping, the Director of the PRC’s Office
of Hong Kong and Macau Affairs, told a
delegation of American businessmen in
Beijing that he believes there is a lack
of understanding in the United States
regarding Beijing’s attitude towards
Hong Kong. Second, Foreign Minister
Qian is quoted in the April 24 issue of
Beijing Review as stating that the
United States has no interest in Hong
Kong sufficient to justify the attention
we pay to the area. I am dismayed that
they have reached this conclusion for
two reasons. First, because I believe
that the United States is all too cog-
nizant of Beijing’s attitude towards the
colony and has tried to make that cog-
nizance known; and second, because it
demonstrates to me that Beijing does
not really understand what our con-
cerns are.

At the outset, let me state that I do
agree in part with Minister Qian. Be-
fore the scheduled revision in 1997,
Hong Kong affairs are a matter of con-
cern primarily to Great Britain and the
PRC; after 1997, they become a matter
of concern primarily to Beijing. It is
not our intent to instruct either Lon-
don or Beijing on how best to accom-
plish that reversion, or on what role
Hong Kong should play as a reclaimed
part of greater China after 1997.

This does not mean however, that I
agree with what appears to be Minister
Qian’s correlative argument: that
other countries therefore have abso-
lutely no role whatsoever to play be-
fore or after 1997.

As I previously noted in a statement
about Hong Kong on the floor on April
3, the United States is keenly following
developments in Hong Kong. This in-
terest has two principle sources. First,
we have a tremendous stake in the fu-
ture economic and political stability of
Hong Kong after reversion. Second,
how the PRC handles this transition
has far-reaching implications for our
bilateral relations—and in some of Chi-
na’s multilateral relations which in-
clude us—in other important arenas.
Let me address these in turn.

Our economic ties to the present Col-
ony of Hong Kong are substantial.
Hong Kong is our 13th largest trading
partner—7th in terms of agricultural
trade. In 1994, two-way merchandise
trade topped $21 billion; U.S. exports
accounted for over $11 billion. There
are more than 1,000 United States firms
with a presence in Hong Kong, of which
about 370 have their regional head-
quarters there. At the beginning of
1994, United States direct investment
in Hong Kong on a historical cost basis
was approximately $10.5 billion.

This strong economic tie is facili-
tated—in fact, made possible—by Hong
Kong’s friendly business climate, a sta-
ble government, an independent judici-
ary firmly rooted in the rule of law and
a vibrantly free press. It is clearly a tie
we have a very strong motive for
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maintaining in its present form. And
thus, it is from this point of view that
we take an active interest in Hong
Kong affairs now, and will most likely
continue to take in the post-1997 world.
How faithfully the PRC adheres to the
Sino-British Joint Declaration and the
Basic Law is of importance to us be-
cause of the impact such adherence—or
lack thereof—might have no these spe-
cific areas, and, in turn, on our eco-
nomic stake.

These are the logical steps that our
Chinese friends do not seem to follow.
I think their failure is best illustrated
by an article in the May 8 edition of
the Hong Kong Chinese-language news-
paper Wen Wei Po—a newspaper with
close connections to the PRC. In com-
menting on a speech by the United
States Consul General in Hong Kong,
the newspaper reported:

In his speech, Mr. Mueller said that the
United States not only has tens of thousands
of citizens, over 1,000 companies, and tens of
billions of dollars of investments in Hong
Kong, but also exports billions of dollars’
worth of products to Hong Kong. These facts,
he noted, show that maintaining and devel-
oping economic and trade relations with
Hong Kong is conductive to safeguarding the
common interests of Hong Kong and the
United States, this being indeed the point
Mr. Mueller was trying to make. What is
strange is that Mr. Mueller suddenly shifted
from economic topics to topics such as democ-
racy, the legal system, and human rights in
Hong Kong * * * . (emphasis added).

So, let me explain simply how desir-
ing to safeguard our economic interests
triggers a concomitant interest in
those topics. If the PRC cannot or does
not firmly establish and safeguard a
local independent judiciary in Hong
Kong after 1997, then businesses will
become skittish, pull out of the area,
and the economy will suffer. If the civil
and human rights presently available
to Hong Kong citizens are not safe-
guarded, and are instead limited to re-
flect those presently available to citi-
zens on the mainland where the gov-
ernment is not known for its sterling
democratic reputation, then businesses
will become skittish, pull out of the
area, and the economy will suffer. If
the present orderly and stable bureauc-
racy is replaced by one such as that
currently in vogue in provinces like
Guangdong where family or party con-
nections and a large amount of
renminbi are more important than the
rule of law, then businesses will be-
come skittish, pull out of the area, and
the economy will suffer.

We understand very well the PRC’s
verbal pronouncements that every-
thing is fine and will remain so after
1997. But as I pointed out after the visit
here of Lu Ping, to be credible and
calming those pronouncements need to
be backed-up with substantive actions.
So far, in some areas, that has not been
the case, and it this lack of substantive
assurances that concerns us. Let me il-
lustrate.

A free press is one of the elements es-
sential to Hong Kong’s future as a cen-
ter of international trade and finance.

China has spoken about maintaining
freedom of the press, but we have seen
growing signs of a move to chill the
colony’s traditionally raucous press—a
press which has been quite even-handed
at denouncing Beijing and London, but
has denounced Beijing nonetheless.
There have been declarations that the
PRC will not allow Hong Kong to be-
come a ‘‘nest of subversives’’—which in
the PRC’s lexicon could well include
free-minded members of the media. The
PRC’s Ministry of Public Security re-
cently confirmed that it has been gath-
ering information on Hong Kong citi-
zens who are ‘‘against the Chinese gov-
ernment.’’ The PRC also tried in secret
Hong Kong reporter Xi Yang and sen-
tenced him to 12 years in prison for
‘‘stealing state financial secrets’’—a
term which could include such simple
figures as production levels of
consumer goods, provincial GDP’s, etc.
Finally, there were the not-so-coinci-
dental hostile actions taken by the
PRC against the Beijing commercial
establishments of Hong Kong publisher
Jimmy Lai after Lai published an open
letter critical of Li Peng.

A continuation of the present com-
mon law, independent judiciary is an-
other element of Hong Kong’s continu-
ing economic success after 1997. Busi-
nesses feel secure if they know that
any commercial dispute in which they
may be involved will be determined
using settled points of law adjudicated
by jurists beyond the influence of local
politics or influence. The PRC has
promised a continuation of this sys-
tem, but again their actions speak
louder to us. Beijing has failed to en-
dorse the Hong Kong Government’s
draft legislation designed to implement
the Court of Final Appeal; failure to do
so soon may leave the Hong Kong SAR
without such a court for the critical
period just after 1997. Moreover, Chi-
na’s past commitment to the rule of
law has been very spotty at best. Al-
though a signatory to the Inter-
national Convention on Arbitration,
the PRC has blatantly violated that ac-
cord by allowing a Shanghai firm to
refuse to pay an arbitral award against
it in favor of a U.S. concern named
Revpower. China is a signatory to sev-
eral agreements concerning intellec-
tual property rights, but their compli-
ance until lately was almost nonexist-
ent. The terms of contracts in general
in China appear to be binding on the
foreign firm, and fungible as far as the
Government is concerned—witness the
recent unilateral breaking of McDon-
ald’s lease for a site on Tiananmen
Square with which my colleagues are
no doubt familiar.

Aside from our specific interest in
these specific issues and the ramifica-
tions they will have for Hong Kong’s
future, how the PRC handles this tran-
sition also has implications in other
non-Hong Kong specific arenas. How
well the PRC keeps to their word will,
I think, demonstrate their dependabil-
ity as they seek to accede to the WTO
and other similar organizations. More-

over, it will serve as an indicator as to
whether the Chinese are serious about
their own commitments to foreign in-
vestors, and will be a signal to those
considering future investment.

Mr. President, on May 25 the Sub-
committee on East Asian and Pacific
Affairs, which I chair, will hold a hear-
ing on this topic entitled ‘‘Hong Kong:
Problems and Prospects for 1997.’’ I
look forward to hearing from several
Hong Kong specialists about the
present state of the transition, where
the problem areas are, and what they
think the prospects are for the con-
tinuation of the colony’s present eco-
nomic prosperity after 1997.

In closing, let me reiterate that we
are not seeking to meddle in Great
Britain and China’s purely bilateral af-
fairs. But, where the actions of either
party might effect the business climate
in Hong Kong—and thus international
investment—I believe that we have a
legitimate reason for showing interest,
and the parties can be sure that we
will. This is our message to Beijing.∑

f

THOUGHTFUL HOMILY OF MOST
REV. EDWARD M. EGAN

∑ Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
recently came across a copy of a hom-
ily delivered last year by the Most Rev.
Edward M. Egan, bishop of Bridgeport,
that I believe is worthy of inclusion in
the RECORD.

With so much debate of late about
the quality of public discourse in this
country, the words of Bishop Egan re-
mind us of the need to be respectful of
the heartfelt opinions of others, no
matter how strongly we might disagree
with their point of view.

The bishop’s homily was delivered at
the red Mass at Saint Matthew’s Ca-
thedral here in Washington on October
2, 1994. The red Mass is an annual Mass
celebrated for people involved in the
legal profession and the bishop urges
lawyers, as ‘‘protectors of thought and
its free expression,’’ to do all they can
to protect the speech of those who
utter unpopular beliefs and to ensure
that all people in our society are al-
lowed to enter the national dialogue
over the issues that govern our fate.
Speaking to leaders of the legal com-
munity, including the Attorney Gen-
eral, and members of the Supreme
Court, Bishop Egan cautioned that law-
yers must ‘‘insist that the unapproved
point of view be heard and explored.’’

Bishop Egan has provided wonderful
leadership in his time in Connecticut
in so many different ways. I am proud
to consider him a friend. Whether my
colleagues agree or disagree with all of
Bishop Egan’s words and examples re-
garding political correctness, I know
they will find his homily to be eloquent
and thought-providing. It is in that
spirit that I ask that it be printed in
the RECORD.

The homily follows:
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HOMILY OF THE MOST REV. EDWARD M. EGAN,

BISHOP OF BRIDGEPORT

Your Excellency, Archbishop Cacciavillan,
Reverend Clergy, Members of the John Car-
roll Society, Distinguished Representatives
of the Bench and Bar, and Friends All:

This past summer, in Canton in the South
of China, I sat in a hotel restaurant with a
Chinese tour-guide who spoke English quite
well. He had brought a busload of tourists to
a store that sold porcelain and silk; and once
they were safely inside, he invited me to join
him for a cup of tea.

He was forty-five years of age, he told me.
In his youth he had dreamed of mastering
the English language and French as well.
However, in the second year of his university
studies, the so-called Cultural Revolution
had intervened.

His eyes flashed as he described that dec-
ade of madness in China. He and dozens of
his fellow students had been forced to watch
two of their professors killed in a public
square by a government-inspired mob. He
had stood at attention for hours on several
occasions as thousands of books from the
university library were destroyed in bon-
fires. And in due course, he had been taken
to the West of China to labor for three years
on collective farms, his whereabouts un-
known to family and friends.

‘‘What,’’ I asked him, ‘‘were the leaders of
the Cultural Revolution hoping to achieve
with all of this?’’

‘‘They wanted the people to stop having
unapproved thoughts,’’ he replied. ‘‘They felt
that the nation could prosper only if all were
thinking in the same way—their way, the ap-
proved way.’’

He winced a bit as he offered this expla-
nation but was clearly convinced that his
analysis was correct. For he repeated it word
for word as he stared into his empty teacup:
‘‘They felt that the nation could prosper
only if all were thinking in the same way—
their way, the approved way.’’

You and I, my dear friends, are privileged
to live in a land in which the imposition of
thought by government is rejected out of
hand. And in no small measure we have the
legal profession to thank for this blessing.

It was lawyers like Montesquieu and
Montaigne who were crucial in developing
the basic political ideas of our free society.
Twenty-five of the fifty-six who signed the
Declaration of Independence, with its cry for
justice and equality, were practicing attor-
neys. Even more, the fundamental charters
of our nation, such as the Constitution and
the Bill of Rights, with their uncompromis-
ing commitments to freedom of thought,
were largely the work of legal experts with
names like Jefferson, Adams, Wilson, Jay,
Wythe, and Marshall.

Still, there are in our country today rum-
blings in many quarters about thoughts that
are approved and thoughts that are not.
Thus, the expression, ‘‘politically correct,’’
has become a staple in our vocabularies. In-
deed, over the past year or two it has grad-
uated to the level of a familiar abbreviation.
Few there are who do not know the meaning
of ‘‘p.c.’’

One is politically correct, we understand,
when one agrees with the ‘‘important’’ news-
papers, the ‘‘quoted’’ professors, the ‘‘best’’
commentators, the ‘‘most influential’’ per-
sonalities. Nor can there be any doubt that
this understanding is operating with remark-
able efficiency. From Atlantic to Pacific, the
vast majority of adult Americans are able to
identify with extraordinary ease and accu-
racy those ideas, positions, and thoughts
which are today in our land ‘‘correct’’ or, if
you prefer, ‘‘approved.’’

The Readings from Sacred Scripture in our
Mass this morning remind us of two cases in

point. The first of these Readings, from the
Book of Genesis, is among the most familiar
in all of Holy Writ. It speaks of the mind of
the Divinity as regards the basics of the
human condition. The male, we read, was
from the time of creation not to be left
alone. Rather, he was to be joined by a com-
panion, a partner, a wife, so that together
they might live out their years, two in fact
but one in heart and love. And from that
love was to result a miracle within the wife,
a miracle before which every generation
since creation has stood in awe.

In our time, however, the miracle has be-
come as well a source of controversy. Simply
put, the matter under discussion is this: May
society stand idly by while a private party
puts a violent end to the miracle?

Those who have embraced the ‘‘approved’’
thinking, the ‘‘correct’’ thinking, answer
with a resounding ‘‘yes.’’ The miracle, they
allege, may be killed with impunity.

Others, however, dare to sing outside the
chorus. Their reasoning should not be dif-
ficult to understand. The being within the
mother, they note, gives strong indications
of being a human being, a person with an in-
alienable right to live. Certainly, no one has
ever been able to prove the contrary. Hence,
they conclude, society has no choice but to
fulfill its most fundamental duty as regards
the being in question. It must protect it
against attack.

There is no hint of religion in any of this
unapproved thinking, though many religious
people, for a multitude of religious reasons,
support it. There is no mention of doctrine,
dogma, sacred writings, or anything of the
sort. At issue are only matters which are
properly and strictly matters of the law: the
meaning of personhood, the basic rights of
individuals, the power of legal presumptions,
and the most elementary and essential du-
ties of society. These and nothing more.

Still, there is a tactic abroad in our land to
characterize the unapproved thinking as ex-
clusively religious and to refuse to allow it a
fair hearing on this score. The tactic is clev-
er, widespread, and effective. It should also
be frightening to all who cherish the free and
honorable exchange of ideas, positions, and
thoughts—lawyers first and foremost.

The Gospel Reading, too, calls to mind a
controversy of our time in which only cer-
tain thoughts appear to be approved.

The Lord, in the lovely account of Saint
Luke, instructs His closest followers not to
keep children from Him. ‘‘Let them come to
Me, do not hinder them,’’ He says, ‘‘for it is
to such as these that the kingdom of God be-
longs.’’

Parents there are, to be sure, who would
not be comfortable with having their chil-
dren, the miracles of their love, accept such
an invitation. And in this free land of ours
their point of view is properly and vigorously
protected. But other parents there are who
firmly believe that the invitation of the Lord
is most worthy, parents who wish their off-
spring to be educated according to the mind
and will of the One Whom they call their
God.

The thought of this second group is, of
course, unapproved; and the tactic for dis-
missing it is well-known. All monies that
governments collect to support schools, it is
announced, must go only to those institu-
tions in which every mention of the Divinity
is outlawed. For otherwise, the state would
be sustaining religion.

But when such a rule is implemented, the
unapproved thinkers protest, is not irreli-
gion being sustained? Why erect a wall only
between religion and the state? Why not
erect another, no less high, between the
state and irreligion? Or more to the point:
Why not simply concede to all parents equal-
ly the right to choose the schools of their

children and to share in the funds gathered
by society to support them.

The plea is somehow ruled out of order.
The ‘‘important’’ newspapers, the ‘‘quoted’’
professors, the ‘‘best’’ commentators, the
‘‘most influential’’ personalities have spo-
ken. It remains, it would seem, for lawyers
to insist that the unapproved point of view
be heard and explored. For they are uniquely
positioned to do this as counselors, judges,
writers, thinkers, and legislators; and what
is more: they have a long and noble tradition
in this land of respecting and defending
thought, even when it is ‘‘unapproved.’’

But the second Reading of our Mass this
morning, from the Epistle to the Hebrews,
provides yet another reason for lawyers to
address the aforementioned issues of unap-
proved thinking and any others that come to
mind. That reason is, I confess, plainly and
exquisitely religious. It is simply this: We
are all children of the one Father in heaven;
hence, we have no choice but to listen to one
another with attention, concern, and love.

Many years ago I pastored a parish on the
Southside of Chicago. The community was
African-American. In fact, one of my parish-
ioners often reminded me that I was very
likely the only white voter in the precinct.

My closest adviser was a retired army
major who spent many an evening chatting
with me about life in the distressed neigh-
borhoods of the Windy City.

‘‘Father,’’ he used to tell me, ‘‘we are
never going to be the nation we should be as
long as any of us are kept out of the national
conversation. We’ve got to find some power-
ful folks to let us all in.’’

This morning, thanks to the very kind in-
vitation of the Archbishop of Washington,
James Cardinal Hickey, I have the honor to
speak to just such ‘‘powerful folks.’’ Over the
past thirty years, we as a nation have
learned that the Black community must be a
respected participant in the ‘‘national con-
versation.’’ We are every day becoming more
aware that the same is true of the Hispanic
community. I pray that now is the time for
the religious community as well. And I pray
too that lawyers will lead the way in this re-
gard, not only because of their historic posi-
tion as protectors of thought and its free ex-
pression but also, and especially, because
they realize, indeed, embrace in faith, that
we are all children of one God, sisters and
brothers who need—and have a right—to be
heard.∑

f

TRIBUTE TO MR. DARWIN
HINDMAN AND THE DOLPHIN DE-
FENDERS

∑ Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay special tribute to Mr.
Darwin Hindman of Columbia, MO, and
the Dolphin Defenders of St. Louis,
MO. These outstanding Missourians are
among 15 honorees nationwide to re-
ceive this year’s Chevron-Times Mirror
Magazines Conservation Award. This
honor is being bestowed in recognition
of the contributions made by Mr.
Hindman and the Dolphin Defenders to
environmental conservation and devel-
opment. I congratulate them for their
highly notable achievements and en-
courage their continued efforts to cre-
ate balanced solutions to natural re-
sources problems.

Mr. Darwin Hindman, Jr., the newly
elected mayor of Columbia and presi-
dent of Missouri Rails Trails Founda-
tion, Inc., is one of five receiving the
Citizen Volunteer Award. Mr. Hindman
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is responsible for establishing Katy
Trail State Park along the north bank
of the Missouri River. Through his pub-
lic activism and fundraising efforts,
Mr. Hindman successfully spearheaded
creation of the Katy Trail that follows
the historic Lewis and Clark expedition
of 1804 to 1806. Mr. Hindman also was
instrumental in developing the MKT
Fitness/Nature Trail. Mr. Hindman and
the foundation are working with the
State and others to expand the Katy
Trail, with the goal of extending it
across the State.

The Dolphin Defenders of St. Louis is
a group of more than 50 inner city chil-
dren working to restore their neighbor-
hood by improving the environment.
Their name comes from the group’s de-
sire to mimic dolphin behavior of pro-
tecting each other from danger. The
Dolphin Defenders revitalized a once
trash laden vacant lot used by drug
dealers and abusers into a beautiful en-
vironmental retreat now known as the
Promised Land. The group has also rec-
ognized children surviving in violent
communities by planting 31 trees on
Arbor Day in Visitation Park. The Dol-
phin Defenders are one of five nonprofit
organizations/public agencies to re-
ceive this year’s Conservation Award.
Moneys raised from the youth group’s
continuous collection and recycling of
tires and glass bottles enable the Dol-
phin Defenders to pursue new environ-
mental projects.

The honorees will be recognized at an
awards dinner on May 17 in Washing-
ton, DC, and will receive a $2,000 award
along with a bronze plaque acknowl-
edging their achievements and contin-
ued efforts to enhance the environ-
ment. The awards program was estab-
lished in 1954 by the late Ed Zern, a na-
tionally recognized sportsman, humor-
ist, author, and former columnist for
Field & Stream. Nearly 900 individuals
and organizations have received this
award since its conception to honor in-
dividuals and groups who protect and
enhance renewable natural resources.

My sincerest congratulations to Mr.
Hindman and the Dolphin Defenders for
their significant accomplishments and
contributions to conservation and the
environment.∑

f

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
POSITIONS

∑ Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, on
April 7, 1995, the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources filed the report
to accompany S. 610, a bill to provide
for a visitor center at the Civil War
Battlefield of Corinth, MS.

At the time this report was filed, the
Department of the Interior had not
submitted its position regarding this
measure. The committee has since re-
ceived this communication from the
Department of the Interior, and I ask
that it be printed in the RECORD for the
advice of the Senate.

The communication follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, DC, May 10, 1995.

Hon. FRANK MURKOWSKI,
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Natural

Resources, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Legislation authoriz-

ing the construction of a visitor center at
Corinth, Mississippi, S. 610, has been re-
ported out of the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources. In addition to providing
for a visitor center, which would be adminis-
tered as part of Shiloh National Military
Park, the bill authorizes the Secretary to
mark sites associated with the Siege and
Battle of Corinth National Historic Land-
mark.

On July 25, 1994, we testified before the
House Subcommittee on National Parks,
Forests, and Public Lands regarding the pro-
posed visitor center at the Civil War Battle-
field of Corinth. In our testimony we opposed
construction of an interpretive center at
Corinth. We believe such a facility is unnec-
essary given the presence of the National
Park Service visitor center at nearby Shiloh
Military Park. A visitor center at Corinth is
particularly difficult to justify in light of
current fiscal constraints. The cost estimate
for the proposed 5,300-square-foot interpre-
tive center is $6 million which includes the
cost of development, operation and mainte-
nance for 5 years.

We continue to oppose proposals to con-
struct a visitor center at Corinth. The cur-
rent legislation, S. 610, would give the Na-
tional Park Service primary responsibility
for interpreting the story of Corinth. We be-
lieve this responsibility rests more appro-
priately at the local level. It is not fiscally
possible for the National Park Service to
have interpretive centers at every signifi-
cant site associated with the Civil War. We
believe we can appropriately relate the story
of the Civil War in this area from our cur-
rent facilities at Shiloh National Military
Park.

The Office of Management and Budget has
advised that there is no objection to the
presentation of this report from the stand-
point of the Administration’s program.

Sincerely,
GEORGE T. FRAMPTON, JR.,

Assistant Secretary for
Fish and Wildlife and Parks.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, on
April 7, 1995, the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources filed the report
to accompany H.R. 400, a bill to provide
for the exchange of lands within Gates
of the Arctic National Park and Pre-
serve.

At the time this report was filed, the
Department of the Interior had not
submitted its position regarding this
measure. The committee has since re-
ceived this communication from the
Department of the Interior, and I ask
that it be printed in the RECORD for the
advice of the Senate.

The material follows:
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,

Wasington, DC, April 26, 1995.
Hon. FRANK MURKOWSKI,
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Natural

Resources, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We are writing to ex-

press the Department of the Interior (De-
partment) position on H.R. 400, ‘‘To provide
for the exchange of lands within Gates of the
Arctic National Park and Preserve, and for
other purposes,’’ as reported by the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. The
proposed legislation includes two titles
which relate to Gates of the Arctic National

Park (Title I) and the acquisition of sub-
surface rights from Koniag, Inc. (Title II) on
the Alaska peninsula.

We strongly support Title I of H.R. 400,
‘‘Anaktuvuk Pass Land Exchange and Wil-
derness Redesignation,’’ as approved by the
Committee. Title I authorizes a land ex-
change involving the National Park Service
(NPS), the Nunamiut Corporation and the
Arctic Slope Regional Corporation concern-
ing lands in and around Gates of the Arctic
National Park and Preserve. The proposed
exchange marks thousands of hours of work
and over 10 years of negotiations among the
affected parties. We believe the proposed ex-
change would resolve difficult land use is-
sues, improve the management of the Park
and benefit the people of Anaktuvuk Pass.
Accordingly, the Alaska native community,
the Department and private groups all sup-
ported the version of H.R. 400 that the House
of Representatives passed unanimously on
February 1, 1995.

As reported to the Senate, however, Title
II of H.R. 400, ‘‘Alaska Peninsula Subsurface
Consolidation,’’ directs the Secretary of the
Interior to acquire oil and gas rights and
other subsurface interests on the Alaska pe-
ninsula from Koniag, Incorporated. We
strongly oppose Title II for the following
reasons. First, we do not believe that Koniag
has valid selections to some of the lands that
the proposed legislation would direct the
Secretary to acquire. Second, both the NPS
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
consider the acquisition of Koniag’s mineral
interests to be an extremely low priority in
terms of the missions of the two agencies.
However, even if we were to disregard this
factor, there is a third and most critical
problem with the bill as currently drafted:
we believe that the directed appraisal meth-
odology would establish a significant nega-
tive precedent in terms of longstanding and
widely accepted appraisal practices. In sum,
we believe that the valuation and acquisition
of these interests, as directed by Title II, do
not serve the interests of the Department,
the Federal Government or the public at
large.

A more detailed statement of our objec-
tions follows:

1. Status of Koniag entitlements and selec-
tions has not yet been determined.—The
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, as
amended, authorizes Koniag to receive the
rights to oil and gas and sand and gravel
used in connection with exploration and de-
velopment of the oil and gas to 343,000 acres.
However, Koniag has selected approximately
465,158 acres of subsurface estate, an
overselection of approximately 122,158 acres:

Alaska Peninsula NWR: 266,068 acres of
subsurface selections.

Becharof NWR: 14,080 acres of subsurface
selections.

Aniakchak NM and pres.: 185,010 acres of
subsurface selections.

Total selections: 465,158 acres of subsurface
estate.

Overselections: 122,158 acres of subsurface
estate.

Title II does not resolve the issue of
Koniag’s overselections. It is our under-
standing that the map referenced in Section
201(8) includes all of Koniag’s selections, but
does not identify Koniag’s 275,000 acre enti-
tlement. The validity of certain Koniag se-
lections is currently the subject of adminis-
trative litigation. On October 12, 1993, the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) rejected
a portion of Koniag’s selections. Koniag has
appealed the BLM decision and the issue is
currently before the Interior Board of Land
Appeals.

Based on the above, we object to proposed
legislation which would require the Federal
Government to acquire property where the
validity of certain selections is under appeal.
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2. Federal land management agencies have

determined that these properties have ex-
tremely low priority for acquisition by the
Department.—It is our understanding that
the proposed subsurface selections have been
examined for their economic potential for oil
and gas development. We also understand
that test wells have been drilled in the area
and that the results of the test drilling have
not indicated commercially-viable oil and
gas deposits. Therefore, we do not believe
that the continued private ownership of oil
and gas rights within the conservation sys-
tem units of the Alaskan peninsula would
pose a significant threat to refuge or park
resources.

Title II envisions that the acquisition cost
not exceed $300 per acre on average. If this
average cost is met, the Federal Government
would be required to provide $82.5 million in
land assets for these low priority mineral in-
terests. We believe that the market value of
these interests, as determined by an ap-
proved appraisal, will not exceed a tiny frac-
tion of this envisioned value.

3. Proposed appraisal methodology would
establish a significant negative precedent for
the standard appraisal process.—We strongly
oppose several provisions of the bill which
direct a specific appraisal methodology.

Section 202(b)(2) directs that the appraisal
will be conducted according to the standards
of the ‘‘Appraisal Foundation,’’ and that the
‘‘risk adjusted discounted cash flow meth-
odology’’ would be the sole method to estab-
lish value. This direction that the appraiser
must utilize one single appraisal method vio-
lates broadly supported and adopted ap-
praisal principles and would likely lead to
inflated values for the subsurface rights at
the expense of the taxpayer. This section,
therefore, is inconsistent with the Appraisal
Foundation standards referred to in the bill.

The Federal Government currently uses
the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal
Land Acquisition (UASFLA), a product of
the Interagency Land Acquisition Con-
ference, which is chaired by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice. Federal and State agencies
use these standards to appraise lands for pos-
sible acquisition. Federal courts have upheld
these uniform standards, which are based on
fairness and equity. To support the uniform
appraisal standards, the Appraisal Standards
Board of the Appraisal Foundation has is-
sued the Uniform Standards of Professional
Appraisal Practices.

The uniform appraisal standards used by
both public and private sectors establish
three basic approaches to determine fair
market value: sales comparison, income and
cost approaches. The standards allow for all
three approaches to be considered and
weighted according to specified factors.

In the case of the Koniag subsurface selec-
tions, there is no proven mineral reserve, nor
an established market. In these situations,
the uniform standards do not favor the dis-
counted cash flow methodology, as directed
by Section 202(b)(2). In fact, the uniform
standards specifically caution against using
the discounted cash flow methodology in iso-
lation. When appraising non-producing min-
eral interests, the market comparison ap-
proach is considered the fairest and most eq-
uitable appraisal method. Legislation that
distorts this process will lead to inequitable
transactions and set a harmful precedent
that could seriously undermine future land
exchanges in Alaska.

Congressional action mandating that only
one of the several standard appraisal meth-
odologies be used, particularly when that
methodology may be totally inappropriate
to the circumstances, would render meaning-
less the principles of fairness and equity that
form the basis of the uniform appraisal
standards. Such action could encourage land

owners throughout the United States to de-
mand that their lands be valued in ways that
have not gained acceptance throughout the
community of professional appraisers.

We also note one additional constraint in
Title II that deviates from the standard ap-
praisal practice. In contravention of ap-
praisal ethics and standards, Section 202 of
Title II would limit the appraised value to a
cap of $300 an acre on average. Based on our
desire to maintain the integrity of the ap-
praisal process, we object to imposing a cap
on the valuation process, just as we would
oppose any artificial floor.

4. The mandated timetables would divert
personnel and resources from other high pri-
ority acquisitions.—With the consent and ap-
proval of the Congress, both the NPS and the
FWS are reducing the number of Federal em-
ployees in their respective regions and head-
quarters offices. The respective realty offices
are also facing significant staff and budget
reductions in order to meet downsizing and
budget targets. The remaining realty staffs
are currently working to reach agreements
with landowners within the Kodiak National
Wildlife Refuge, the Kantishna area of
Denali National Park and many other areas
in Alaska. Negotiating and implementing a
priority land exchange would add to the cur-
rent workload.

Based on the Department’s experience in
appraising subsurface rights, mineral ap-
praisals require significant expenditures of
staff time and appropriated funds to com-
plete. Directing the realty offices to com-
plete these appraisals within the 180 day
time period would lead to significant delays
in work on the other high priority activities
to meet the terms of the proposed legisla-
tion.

5. Ability to execute appraisals within
mandated timetable.—Section 202 of Title II
would require an appraiser to submit an ap-
praisal to the Secretary within 180 days after
the selection of an appraiser. Given the com-
plexity of the mineral appraisal process of
such a large area, and putting aside the issue
of the discounted cash flow method, this
timetable would at best lead to a hastily pre-
pared appraisal that would not accurately
value the rights in question.

Because Title II could significantly harm
the financial interests of the American tax-
payer, would undermine the integrity of the
standard appraisal process and would not en-
hance the protection of natural resources or
improve land management, we strongly urge
that the Senate not approve Title II. We con-
tinue to support passage of Title I of H.R.
400, to protect significant natural resources
in Gates of the Arctic National Park.

The Office of Management and Budget has
advised that there is no objection to the
presentation of this report from the stand-
point of the Administration’s program.

Sincerely,
GEORGE T. FRAMPTON, Jr.,

Assistant Secretary for Fish
and Wildlife and Park.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, on
March 29, 1995, the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources filed the
report to accompany H.R. 694, the
Minor Park Boundary Adjustments and
Miscellaneous Park Amendments Act
of 1995.

At the time this report was filed, the
Department of the Interior had not
submitted its position regarding this
measure. The committee has since re-
ceived this communication from the
Department of the Interior, and I ask
that it be printed in the RECORD for the
advice of the Senate.

The communication follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,

Washington, DC, May 9, 1995.
Hon. FRANK MURKOWSKI,
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Natural

Resources, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Committee on

Energy and Natural Resources favorably re-
ported H.R. 694, the Minor Park Boundary
Adjustments and Miscellaneous Park
Amendments Act of 1995 on March 29. The
National Park Service testified in support of
this legislation when it was considered in the
House, and recommended several amend-
ments. We would like to provide our views on
the substitute adopted by the Energy and
Natural Resources Committee.

Sec. 105. Craters of the Moon. The National
Park Service supports Section 105, which re-
vises the boundaries of Craters of the Moon
National Monument. We prefer the language
in the House version of H.R. 694 that author-
izes the NPS to acquire ‘‘lands, water, and
interests therein’’ on the land being included
in the boundary adjustment. One of the pri-
mary reasons for the boundary adjustment is
to protect the monument’s potable water
source and ‘‘waters’’ is not currently in-
cluded in the Senate version of Section 105.

Sec. 108. New River Gorge, Sec. 109. Gauley
River, and Sec. 110. Bluestone River. We have
no objection to the boundary changes to ex-
isting units proposed in these sections. These
sections would amend the boundaries by in-
cluding uneconomical remnants, a large par-
cel proposed for donation, and two State
parks. The addition of the State parks would
not change the management of either State
park.

Sec. 201. Advisory Commissions. This sec-
tion would extend advisory commissions for
Kaloko-Honokohau National Historical Park
and Women’s Rights National Historical
Park. On February 10, 1993, the President is-
sued Executive Order 12838, ‘‘Termination
and Limitation of Federal Advisory Commit-
tees,’’ ordering each agency to prepare a de-
tailed review of all existing advisory com-
mittees. As a general policy, the Administra-
tion does not support provisions that would
establish or reauthorize advisory commis-
sions; however, with respect to Kaloko-
Honokohau, given the limited extension re-
quested and the unique circumstances in this
case, the Administration has no objection to
this short extension.

Sec. 203. Cumberland Gap National Histori-
cal Park. We recommend enactment of this
section, which would clarify the authority of
the Secretary of the Interior to acquire lands
or interests in lands with appropriated funds.
Passage of this section would enable the NPS
to use monies in the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund for a specific parcel without
necessitating an Act of Congress to author-
ize each purchase. We believe the proposed
amendments would enable us to respond to
conservation and recreation opportunities as
they arise within the authorized area of the
park.

Sec. 204. William O. Douglas Outdoor Class-
room. The President’s budget estimate for
fiscal year 1996 for the NPS includes funds
for the William O. Douglas Outdoor Class-
room in the Santa Monica Mountains Na-
tional Recreation Area. The classroom is a
nonprofit organization, which operates an
environmental and special multicultural
program in the Los Angeles area that serves
some 100,000 people annually, including many
inner-city elementary school children. The
language of this section would provide the
authorization necessary for the classroom to
receive funding and for the Secretary of the
Interior to enter into cooperative agree-
ments.
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Sec. 206. Gauley Access, and Sec. 207. Visi-

tor Center. We recommend that these sec-
tions be deleted from the bill. The public
comment period on the Draft General Man-
agement Plan (GMP) for Gauley River NRA
ended in November 1994. Those comments are
guiding the completion of the final plan,
which will address the issue of a visitor con-
tact facility and will recommend locations
for river access. We continue to maintain
that the general management planning proc-
ess should be the proper vehicle for deter-
mining the location of visitor facilities with-
in Gauley River NRA. It is anticipated the
plan will be released by the end of 1995.

Sec. 205, Miscellaneous Provisions, Sec.
208. Extension, and Sec. 209, Bluestone River
Public Access. We support extending the pro-
visions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act for
a 5-year period for segments of the Bluestone
and Meadow Rivers previously studied and
determined eligible for wild and scenic river
designation. The general provisions relating
to cooperative agreements and remnant land
for Bluestone River Public Access are ac-
ceptable to the Department. We recommend
that any remnants purchased pursuant to
Sec. 205 be automatically included within
the boundary of that park unit. The costs of
implementing the above sections, if amended
as we have suggested, would be between $1.5
million and $2 million in additional land ac-
quisition for the three existing NPS units.

Sec. 305. Volunteers in the Parks. The Na-
tional Park Service increasingly relies on
volunteers in many program areas and reaps
many benefits from this program. We rec-
ommend the elimination of any cap on this
appropriation as it would allow for any budg-
etary increases that may be adopted in fu-
ture years.

Sec. 306. Cooperative Agreements for Re-
search. The Senate version allows the NPS
to enter into cooperative agreements with
several entities, including ‘‘private conserva-
tion organizations.’’ We prefer that this au-
thority reflect similar language in 16 U.S.C.
753, which allows the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice to establish Cooperative Research Units
with ‘‘non-profit organizations.’’ The House
version deleted this authority completely.

Sec. 306. Carl Garner Cleanup Day. We have
no objection to establishment of the Carl
Garner Federal Lands Cleanup Day.

Sec. 307. Corinth Interpretive Center. In
addition to providing for a visitor center,
which would be administered as part of Shi-
loh National Military Park, this section au-
thorizes the Secretary to mark sites associ-
ated with the Siege and Battle of Corinth
National Historic Landmark.

We oppose construction of an interpretive
center at Corinth. We believe such a facility
is unnecessary given the presence of the Na-
tional Park Service visitor center at nearby
Shiloh Military Park. A visitor center at
Corinth is particularly difficult to justify in
light of current fiscal constraints. The cost
estimate for the proposed 5,300-square-foot
interpretive center is $6 million, which in-
cludes the cost of development, operation,
and maintenance for 5 years.

We support each of the other sections not
specifically mentioned in this letter. How-
ever, we note that the committee-reported
bill does not include the extinguishment of a
reservation for the Army Corps of Engineers
to deposit dredging spoils at Fort Pulaski
National Monument. We support the House
provision eliminating this reservation as the
reserved area contains two significant his-
toric structures listed on the National Reg-
ister of Historic Places and significant natu-
ral resource values. Extinguishment of this
reservation would assure permanent protec-
tion of these values.

The Office of Management and Budget has
advised that there is no objection to the

presentation of this report from the stand-
point of the Administration’s program.

Sincerely,
GEORGE T. FRAMPTON, JR.,

Assistant Secretary for
Fish and Wildlife and Parks.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, on
April 7, 1995, the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources filed individual
reports to accompany S. 115, Colonial
Park land conveyance; S. 127, Women’s
Rights NHP amendments; S. 134, FDR
Family land acquisition; S. 188, Great
Falls Historic District; S. 197, Carl Gar-
ner Federal Lands Cleanup Day; S. 223,
Sterling Forest land acquisition; S. 357,
Kaloko-Honokohau advisory commis-
sion; S. 392, Dayton American Heritage
amendment; S. 551, Hagerman Fossil
Beds and Craters of the Moon boundary
change; S. 587, Old Spanish Trail study;
and S. 601, Blackstone Heritage Area
revision.

At the time these reports were filed,
the Department of the Interior had not
submitted its position regarding these
measures. The Committee has since re-
ceived a communication from the De-
partment of the Interior, regarding
these bills, and I ask that it be printed
in the RECORD for the advice of the
Senate.

The communication follows:
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, DC, May 9, 1995.

Hon. FRANK MURKOWSKI,
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Natural

Resources, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Committee on

Energy and Natural Resources recently re-
ported several bills. The National Park Serv-
ice testified in support of similar versions of
many of these bills in the 103rd Congress.
The following provides the National Park
Service’s position on most of the bills re-
ported.

S. 115, COLONIAL (VA) PARK LAND CONVEYANCE

S. 115, which authorizes the Secretary of
the Interior to acquire and convey certain
lands or interests in lands to improve the
management, protection, and administration
of Colonial National Historical Park, was re-
ported with an amendment to conform it to
the bill approved by the committee last year.
The amendment struck the provisions which
would have allowed for the expansion of a
specific area of Colonial Parkway and in
turn would have permitted the acquisition of
property immediately adjacent to the park-
way. The property in question has been sub-
divided and development of such will result
in a major visual intrusion to the parkway.
The Department of the Interior/National
Park Service strongly supported this section
of S. 115. If a boundary expansion for this
area of the Colonial Parkway is not enacted
by Congress, the National Park Service will
not be able to purchase this land and it will
be developed.

We support the provisions of S. 115 that
would allow the National Park Service to
transfer the sewage systems to York County,
Virginia. We urge the Senate to consider re-
storing the boundary adjustment and acqui-
sition provisions struck by the committee on
March 15, 1995, when S. 115 comes before the
entire Senate for consideration.
S. 127, WOMEN’S RIGHTS NHP (NY) AMENDMENTS

S. 127, which would improve the adminis-
tration of the Women’s Rights National His-
torical Park in the State of New York, was
reported from committee with the same

amendments as in 1994. These amendments
delineate the properties the National Park
Service may acquire at Women’s Rights
NHP. A property is also removed from the
park. The development/land acquisition ceil-
ing is increased by $2 million to cover the ex-
penses which will be incurred for the per-
mitted expansion. The National Park Serv-
ice has no objection to S. 127 as reported by
the Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee on March 15, 1995, and supports
the legislation as amended.

S. 134, FDR FAMILY LAND (NY) ACQUISITION

S. 134, which would provide for the acquisi-
tion of certain lands formerly occupied by
the Franklin D. Roosevelt family, was ap-
proved by the committee with the same
amendments adopted in 1994. These amend-
ments delineate specifically the properties
the National Park Service may acquire at
the Roosevelt Sites. Although we did not tes-
tify about specific lands, the amended lan-
guage, which delineates the tracts, addresses
the National Park Service’s concerns for pro-
tecting property at the Roosevelt Sites. The
National Park Service has no objection to S.
134 as reported by the Senate Energy and
Natural Resources Committee on March 15,
1995, and supports the legislation as amend-
ed.

S. 188, GREAT FALLS (NJ) HISTORIC DISTRICT

S. 188, which would establish the Great
Falls Historic District in the State of New
Jersey, was approved by the committee with
language similar to a bill reported from the
committee in September 1994, requiring a 50
percent local match and limiting Federal
funds. This language supports the National
Park Service’s position and belief that defin-
ing the maximum funding and requiring
local participation through matching funds
is appropriate and necessary to limiting Na-
tional Park Service involvement in a site
that is not a unit of the National Park Sys-
tem.
S. 197, CARL GARNER FEDERAL LANDS CLEANUP

DAY

We have no objection to the enactment of
S. 197, a bill that recognizes the contribution
of Carl Garner to our Federal lands cleanup
efforts. This is consistent with the position
the Department took on this legislation
when we testified before the Senate Sub-
committee on Public Lands, National Parks
and Forest in the 103rd Congress. Carl Garner
originated this day, and we feel it is appro-
priate to include his name in the official
title.

S. 223, STERLING FOREST (NY/NJ) LAND
ACQUISITION

The National Park Service (NPS) supports
S. 223, the ‘‘Sterling Forest Protection Act
of 1995’’, as approved by the Senate Energy
and Natural Resources Committee. In the
103rd Congress, the NPS had opposed the
original Sterling Forest legislation that was
introduced. A substitute was adopted and
subsequently passed the Senate, which ad-
dressed the concerns of the NPS and the De-
partment of the Interior. The bill just re-
ported from the committee, S. 233, reflects
our view that Department of Interior/Na-
tional Park Service involvement in Sterling
Forest be limited to areas adjacent to the
Appalachian Trail.

S. 357, KALOKO-HONOKOHAU (HI) ADVISORY
COMMISSION

S. 357 would extend the advisory commis-
sion for Kaloko-Honokohau National Histori-
cal Park. On February 10, 1993, the President
issued Executive Order 12838, ‘‘Termination
and Limitation of Federal Advisory Commit-
tees,’’ ordering each agency to prepare a de-
tailed review of all existing advisory com-
mittees. As a general policy, the Administra-
tion does not support provisions that would
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establish or reauthorize advisory commis-
sions; however, given the unique cir-
cumstances in this case, the Administration
has no objection to this short extension.

S. 392, DAYTON (OH) AMERICAN HERITAGE

AMENDMENT

S. 392 will facilitate the appointment of
the Dayton Aviation Heritage Commission.
This bill will satisfy the Department of Jus-
tice’s concern that the process for appoint-
ing commission members raises constitu-
tional issues, limiting the Secretary’s discre-
tion to appoint members to the commission.
These amendments will correct this issue
and we support enactment of S. 392.

S. 551, HAGERMAN FOSSIL BEDS AND CRATERS OF

THE MOON (ID) BOUNDARY CHANGE

The National Park Service supports S. 551,
which would revise the boundaries of
Hagerman Fossil Beds National Monument
and Craters of the Moon National Monu-
ment. Similar legislation was unsuccessful
in the past two Congresses. Passage of this
legislation is critical to both parks. We rec-
ommend however that S. 551 incorporate lan-
guage from the House version of H.R. 694 re-
garding Craters of the Moon National Monu-
ment. That language authorizes the NPS to
acquire ‘‘lands, waters, and interests there-
in’’ for the area of the boundary adjustment.
One of the primary reasons for the boundary
adjustment is to protect the monument’s po-
table water source and ‘‘waters’’ is not cur-
rently included in S. 551.

S. 587, OLD SPANISH TRAIL (CO/NM/NV/CA) STUDY

The National Park Service supports S. 587,
which authorizes the study of the Old Span-
ish Trail for potential inclusion into the Na-
tional Trails System as a national historic
trail. The present language is not specific,
however, as to whether national historic or
national scenic trail status is sought. Be-
cause of the existing highway and other de-
velopment along the trail we do not believe
it would meet the national scenic trail cri-
teria. We recommend the bill be amended to
limit the study to national historic trail fea-
sibility, which would greatly reduce study
cost and time to complete the project. In ad-
dition, we recommend that the legislation be
broadened to allow study of all components
of the Old Spanish Trail, including the
Dominguez-Escalante Trail, to assure a fair
and complete assessment of the trail, and if
designation is recommended, to allow inclu-
sion of the trail’s best components.

S. 601, BLACKSTONE (MA/RI) HERITAGE AREA

REVISION

S. 601, would revise the boundaries of the
Blackstone River Valley National Heritage
Corridor in Massachusetts and Rhode Island.
The bill approved by the Senate committee
is the same bill reported by the committee in
September 1994. The National Park Service
supports S. 601, however, it does not address
the Department of Justice’s concern regard-
ing appointments to Federal Advisory Com-
mittees. We will be happy to provide the
committee draft language to resolve this
concern. We hope the Senate will take this
matter into consideration before it takes
final action on S. 601.

The Office of Management and Budget has
advised that there is no objection to the
presentation of this report from the stand-
point of the Administration’s program.

Sincerely,
GEORGE T. FRAMPTON, Jr.,
Assistant Secretary for Fish and

Wildlife and Parks.∑

ALASKA POWER ADMINISTRATION
ASSET SALE AND TERMINATION
ACT

The text of the bill (S. 395) to author-
ize and direct the Secretary of Energy
to sell the Alaska Power Marketing
Administration, and for other pur-
poses, as passed by the Senate on Tues-
day, May 16, 1995, is as follows:

S. 395
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

TITLE I
SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Alaska
Power Administration Asset Sale and Termi-
nation Act’’.
SEC. 102. SALE OF SNETTISHAM AND EKLUTNA

HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS.
(a) The Secretary of Energy is authorized

and directed to sell the Snettisham Hydro-
electric Project (referred to in this Act as
‘‘Snettisham’’) to the State of Alaska in ac-
cordance with the terms of this Act and the
February 10, 1989, Snettisham Purchase
Agreement, as amended, between the Alaska
Power Administration of the United States
Department of Energy and the Alaska Power
Authority and the Authority’s successors.

(b) The Secretary of Energy is authorized
and directed to sell the Eklutna Hydro-
electric Project (referred to in this Act as
‘‘Eklutna’’) to the Municipality of Anchor-
age doing business as Municipal Light and
Power, the Chugach Electric Association,
Inc., and the Matanuska Electric Associa-
tion, Inc. (referred to in this Act as
‘‘Eklutna Purchasers’’), in accordance with
the terms of this Act and the August 2, 1989,
Eklutna Purchase Agreement, as amended,
between the Alaska Power Administration of
the United States Department of Energy and
the Eklutna Purchasers.

(c) The heads of other Federal departments
and agencies, including the Secretary of the
Interior, shall assist the Secretary of Energy
in implementing the sales authorized and di-
rected by this Act.

(d) Proceeds from the sales required by this
title shall be deposited in the Treasury of
the United States to the credit of mis-
cellaneous receipts.

(e) There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary to prepare,
survey, and acquire Eklutna and Snettisham
assets for sale and conveyance. Such prep-
arations and acquisitions shall provide suffi-
cient title to ensure the beneficial use, en-
joyment, and occupancy by the purchaser.
SEC. 103. EXEMPTION AND OTHER PROVISIONS.

(a)(1) After the sales authorized by this Act
occur, Eklutna and Snettisham, including
future modifications, shall continue to be ex-
empt from the requirements of the Federal
Power Act (16 U.S.C. 791a et seq.) as amend-
ed.

(2) The exemption provided by paragraph
(1) does not affect the Memorandum of
Agreement entered into among the State of
Alaska, the Eklutna Purchasers, the Alaska
Energy Authority, and Federal fish and wild-
life agencies regarding the protection, miti-
gation of, damages to, and enhancement of
fish and wildlife, dated August 7, 1991, which
remains in full force and effect.

(3) Nothing in this title or the Federal
Power Act preempts the State of Alaska
from carrying out the responsibilities and
authorities of the memorandum of Agree-
ment.

(b)(1) The United States District Court for
the District of Alaska shall have jurisdiction
to review decisions made under the Memo-
randum of Agreement and to enforce the pro-

visions of the Memorandum of Agreement,
including the remedy of specific perform-
ance.

(2) An action seeking review of a Fish and
Wildlife Program (‘‘Program’’) of the Gov-
ernor of Alaska under the Memorandum of
Agreement or challenging actions of any of
the parties to the Memorandum of Agree-
ment prior to the adoption of the Program
shall be brought not later than ninety days
after the date on which the Program is
adopted by the Governor of Alaska, or be
barred.

(3) An action seeking review of implemen-
tation of the Program shall be brought not
later than ninety days after the challenged
act implementing the Program, or be barred.

(c) With respect to Eklutna lands described
in Exhibit A of the Eklutna Purchase Agree-
ment:

(1) The Secretary of the Interior shall issue
rights-of-way to the Alaska Power Adminis-
tration for subsequent reassignment to the
Eklutna Purchasers—

(A) at no cost to the Eklutna Purchasers;
(B) to remain effective for a period equal

to the life of Eklutna as extended by im-
provements, repairs, renewals, or replace-
ments; and

(C) sufficient for the operation of, mainte-
nance of, repair to, and replacement of, and
access to, Eklutna facilities located on mili-
tary lands and lands managed by the Bureau
of Land Management, including lands se-
lected by the State of Alaska.

(2) If the Eklutna Purchasers subsequently
sell or transfer Eklutna to private owner-
ship, the Bureau of Land Management may
assess reasonable and customary fees for
continued use of the rights-of-way on lands
managed by the Bureau of Land Management
and military lands in accordance with exist-
ing law.

(3) Fee title to lands at Anchorage Sub-
station shall be transferred to Eklutna Pur-
chasers at no additional cost if the Secretary
of the Interior determines that pending
claims to, and selections of, those lands are
invalid or relinquished.

(4) With respect to the Eklutna lands iden-
tified in paragraph 1 of Exhibit A of the
Eklutna Purchase Agreement, the State of
Alaska may select, and the Secretary of the
Interior shall convey to the State, improved
lands under the selection entitlements in
section 6 of the Act of July 7, 1958 (com-
monly referred to as the Alaska Statehood
Act, Public Law 85–508, 72 Stat. 339, as
amended), and the North Anchorage Land
Agreement dated January 31, 1983. This con-
veyance shall be subject to the rights-of-way
provided to the Eklutna Purchasers under
paragraph (1).

(d) With respect to the Snettisham lands
identified in paragraph 1 of Exhibit A of the
Snettisham Purchase Agreement and Public
Land Order No. 5108, the State of Alaska may
select, and the Secretary of the Interior
shall convey to the State of Alaska, im-
proved lands under the selection entitle-
ments in section 6 of the Act of July 7, 1958
(commonly referred to as the Alaska State-
hood Act, Public Law 85–508, 72 Stat. 339, as
amended).

(e) Not later than one year after both of
the sales authorized in section 102 have oc-
curred, as measured by the Transaction
Dates stipulated in the Purchase Agree-
ments, the Secretary of Energy shall—

(1) complete the business of, and close out,
the Alaska Power Administration;

(2) submit to Congress a report document-
ing the sales; and

(3) return unobligated balances of funds ap-
propriated for the Alaska Power Administra-
tion to the Treasury of the United States.

(f) The Act of July 31, 1950 (64 Stat. 382) is
repealed effective on the date, as determined
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by the Secretary of Energy, that all Eklutna
assets have been conveyed to the Eklunta
Purchasers.

(g) Section 204 of the Flood Control Act of
1962 (76 Stat. 1193) is repealed effective on the
date, as determined by the Secretary of En-
ergy, that all Snettisham assets have been
conveyed to the State of Alaska.

(h) As of the later of the two dates deter-
mined in subsections (f) and (g), section
302(a) of the Department of Energy Organiza-
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 7152(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—
(A) by striking subparagraph (C); and
(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (D),

(E), and (F) as subparagraphs (C), (D), and
(E) respectively; and

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking out ‘‘and
the Alaska Power Administration’’ and by
inserting ‘‘and’’ after ‘‘Southwestern Power
Administration,’’.

(i) The Act of August 9, 1955, concerning
water resources investigation in Alaska (69
Stat. 618), is repealed.

(j) The sales of Eklutna and Snettisham
under this title are not considered disposal
of Federal surplus property under the Fed-
eral Property and Administrative Services
Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 484) or the Act of Octo-
ber 3, 1944, popularly referred to as the ‘‘Sur-
plus Property Act of 1944’’ (50 U.S.C. App.
1622).

(k) The sales authorized in this title shall
occur not later than 1 year after the date of
enactment of legislation defining ‘‘first use’’
of Snettisham for purposes of section 147(d)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, to be
considered to occur pursuant to acquisition
of the property by or on behalf of the State
of Alaska.
SEC. 104. DECLARATION CONCERNING OTHER

HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS AND
THE POWER MARKETING ADMINIS-
TRATIONS.

Congress declares that—
(1) the circumstances that justify author-

ization by Congress of the sale of hydro-
electric projects under section 102 are unique
to those projects and do not pertain to other
hydroelectric projects or to the power mar-
keting administrations in the 48 contiguous
States; and

(2) accordingly, the enactment of section
102 should not be understood as lending sup-
port to any proposal to sell any other hydro-
electric project or the power marketing ad-
ministrations.

TITLE II
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as ‘‘Trans-Alaska
Pipeline Amendment Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 202. TAPS ACT AMENDMENTS.

Section 203 of the Act entitled the ‘‘Trans-
Alaska Pipeline Authorization Act’’, as
amended (43 U.S.C. 1652), is amended by in-
serting the following new subsection (f):

‘‘(f) EXPORTS OF ALASKAN NORTH SLOPE
OIL.—

‘‘(1) Subject to paragraphs (2) through (6),
of this subsection and notwithstanding any
other provision of law (including any regula-
tion), any oil transported by pipeline over
right-of-way granted pursuant to this sec-
tion may be exported after October 31, 1995
unless the President finds that exportation
of this oil is not in the national interest. In
evaluating whether the proposed exportation
is in the national interest, the President—

‘‘(A) shall determine whether the proposed
exportation would diminish the total quan-
tity or quality of petroleum available to the
United States;

‘‘(B) shall conduct and complete an appro-
priate environmental review of the proposed
exportation, including consideration of ap-
propriate measures to mitigate any potential
adverse effect on the environment, within

four months after the date of enactment of
this subsection; and

‘‘(C) shall consider, after consultation with
the Attorney General and Secretary of Com-
merce, whether anticompetitive activity by
a person exporting crude oil under authority
of this subsection is likely to cause sus-
tained material crude oil supply shortages or
sustained crude oil prices significantly above
world market levels for independent refiners
that would cause sustained material adverse
employment effects in the United States.
The President shall make his national inter-
est determination within five months after
the date of enactment of this subsection or
30 days after completion of the environ-
mental review, whichever is earlier. The
President may make his determination sub-
ject to such terms and conditions (other
than a volume limitation) as are necessary
or appropriate to ensure that the expor-
tation is consistent with the national inter-
est.

‘‘(2) Except in the case of oil exported to a
country pursuant to a bilateral international
oil supply agreement entered into by the
United States with the country before June
25, 1979, or to a country pursuant to the
International Emergency Oil Sharing Plan of
the International Energy Agency, any oil
transported by pipeline over right-of-way
granted pursuant to this section, shall, when
exported, be transported by a vessel docu-
mented under the laws of the United States
and owned by a citizen of the United States
(as determined in accordance with section 2
of the Shipping Act, 1916 (46 U.S.C. App. 802)).

‘‘(3) Nothing in this subsection shall re-
strict the authority of the President under
the Constitution, the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1701
et seq.), or the National Emergencies Act (50
U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) to prohibit exportation of
the oil.

‘‘(4) The Secretary of Commerce shall issue
any rules necessary for implementation, in-
cluding any licensing requirements and con-
ditions, of the President’s national interest
determination within 30 days of the date of
such determination by the President. The
Secretary of Commerce shall consult with
the Secretary of Energy in administering the
provisions of this subsection.

‘‘(5) If the Secretary of Commerce finds
that anticompetitive activity by a person ex-
porting crude oil under authority of this sub-
section has caused sustained material crude
oil supply shortages or sustained crude oil
prices significantly above world market lev-
els and further finds that these supply short-
ages or price increases have caused sustained
material adverse employment effects in the
United States, the Secretary of Commerce
may recommend to the President who may
take appropriate action against such person,
which may include modification or revoca-
tion of the authorization to export crude oil.

‘‘(6) Administrative action with respect to
an authorization under this subsection is not
subject to sections 551 and 553 through 559 of
title 5, United States Code.’’.
SEC. 203. ANNUAL REPORT.

Section 103(f) of the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act (42 U.S.C. 6212(f)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing:

‘‘In the first quarter report for each new
calendar year, the President shall indicate
whether independent refiners in Petroleum
Administration for Defense District V have
been unable to secure adequate supplies of
crude oil as a result of exports of Alaskan
North Slope crude oil in the prior calendar
year and shall make such recommendations
to the Congress as may be appropriate.’’.
SEC. 204. GAO REPORT.

The Comptroller General of the United
States shall conduct a review of energy pro-

duction in California and Alaska and the ef-
fects of Alaskan North Slope crude oil ex-
ports, if any, on consumers, independent re-
finers, and shipbuilding and ship repair yards
on the West Coast. The Comptroller General
shall commence this review four years after
the date of enactment of this Act and, within
one year after commencing the review, shall
provide a report to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources in the Senate and the
Committee on Resources in the House of
Representatives. The report shall contain a
statement of the principal findings of the re-
view and such recommendations for consid-
eration by the Congress as may be appro-
priate.
SEC. 205. RETIREMENT OF CERTAIN COSTS IN-

CURRED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION
OF NON-FEDERAL PUBLICLY OWNED
SHIPYARDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Energy
shall—

(1) deposit proceeds of sales out of the
Naval Petroleum Reserve in a special ac-
count in amounts sufficient to make pay-
ments under subsections (b) and (c); and

(2) out of the account described in para-
graph (1), provide, in accordance with sub-
sections (b) and (c), financial assistance to a
port authority that—

(A) manages a non-Federal publicly owned
shipyard on the United States west coast
that is capable of handling very large crude
carrier tankers; and

(B) has obligations outstanding as of May
15, 1995, that were dated as of June 1, 1977,
and are related to the acquisition of non-
Federal publicly owned dry docks that were
originally financed through public bonds.

(b) ACQUISITION AND REFURBISHMENT OF IN-
FRASTRUCTURE.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide, for acquisition of infrastructure and re-
furbishment of existing infrastructure,
$10,000,000 in fiscal year 1996.

(c) RETIREMENT OF OBLIGATIONS.—The Sec-
retary shall provide, for retirement of obli-
gations outstanding as of May 15, 1995, that
were dated as of June 1, 1977, and are related
to the acquisition of non-Federal publicly
owned dry docks that were originally fi-
nanced through public bonds—

(1) $6,000,000 in fiscal year 1996;
(2) $13,000,000 in fiscal year 1997;
(3) $10,000,000 in fiscal year 1998;
(4) $8,000,000 in fiscal year 1999;
(5) $6,000,000 in fiscal year 2000;
(6) $3,500,000 in fiscal year 2001; and
(7) $3,500,000 in fiscal year 2002.

SEC. 206. OIL POLLUTION ACT OF 1990.
Title VI of the Oil Pollution Act of 1990

(Public Law 101–380; 104 Stat. 554) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:
‘‘SEC. 6005. TOWING VESSEL REQUIRED.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the re-
quirements for response plans for vessels es-
tablished in section 311(j) of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended by
this Act, a response plan for a vessel operat-
ing within the boundaries of the Olympic
Coast National Marine Sanctuary or the
Strait of Juan de Fuca shall provide for a
towing vessel to be able to provide assistance
to such vessel within six hours of a request
for assistance. The towing vessel shall be ca-
pable of—

‘‘(1) towing the vessel to which the re-
sponse plan applies;

‘‘(2) initial firefighting and oilspill re-
sponse efforts; and

‘‘(3) coordinating with other vessels and re-
sponsible authorities to coordinate oilspill
response, firefighting, and marine salvage ef-
forts.

‘‘(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The Secretary of
Transportation shall promulgate a final rule
to implement this section by September 1,
1995.’’.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 6835May 17, 1995
SEC. 207. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This title and the amendments made by it
shall take effect on the date of enactment.

TITLE III
SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE.

This Title may be referred to as the ‘‘Outer
Continental Shelf Deep Water Royalty Relief
Act’’.
SEC. 302. AMENDMENTS TO THE OUTER CON-

TINENTAL SHELF LANDS ACT.
Section 8(a) of the Outer Continental Shelf

Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1337(a)(3)), is amended
by striking paragraph (3) in its entirety and
inserting the following:

‘‘(3)(A) The Secretary may, in order to—
‘‘(i) promote development or increased pro-

duction on producing or non-producing
leases; or

‘‘(ii) encourage production of marginal re-
sources on producing or non-producing
leases; through primary, secondary, or ter-
tiary recovery means, reduce or eliminate
any royalty or net profit share set forth in
the lease(s). With the lessee’s consent, the
Secretary may make other modifications to
the royalty or net profit share terms of the
lease in order to achieve these purposes.

‘‘(B)(i) Notwithstanding the provisions of
this Act other than this subparagraph, with
respect to any lease or unit in existence on
the date of enactment of the Outer Continen-
tal Shelf Deep Water Royalty Relief Act
meeting the requirements of this subpara-
graph, no royalty payments shall be due on
new production, as defined in clause (iv) of
this subparagraph, from any lease or unit lo-
cated in water depths of 200 meters or great-
er in the Western and Central Planning
Areas of the Gulf of Mexico, including that
portion of the Eastern Planning Area of the
Gulf of Mexico encompassing whole lease
blocks lying west of 87 degrees, 30 minutes
West longitude, until such volume of produc-
tion as determined pursuant to clause (ii)
has been produced by the lessee.

‘‘(ii) Upon submission of a complete appli-
cation by the lessee, the Secretary shall de-
termine within 180 days of such application
whether new production from such lease or
unit would be economic in the absence of the
relief from the requirement to pay royalties
provided for by clause (i) of this subpara-
graph. In making such determination, the
Secretary shall consider the increased tech-
nological and financial risk of deep water de-
velopment and all costs associated with ex-
ploring, developing, and producing from the
lease. The lessee shall provide information
required for a complete application to the
Secretary prior to such determination. The
Secretary shall clearly define the informa-
tion required for a complete application
under this section. Such application may be
made on the basis of an individual lease or
unit. If the Secretary determines that such
new production would be economic in the ab-
sence of the relief from the requirement to
pay royalties provided for by clause (i) of
this subparagraph, the provisions of clause
(i) shall not apply to such production. If the
Secretary determines that such new produc-
tion would not be economic in the absence of
the relief from the requirement to pay royal-
ties provided for by clause (i), the Secretary
must determine the volume of production
from the lease or unit on which no royalties
would be due in order to make such new pro-
duction economically viable; except that for
new production as defined in clause (iv)(aa),
in no case will that volume be less than 17.5
million barrels of oil equivalent in water
depths of 200 to 400 meters, 52.5 million bar-
rels of oil equivalent in 400–800 meters of
water, and 87.5 million barrels of oil equiva-
lent in water depths greater than 800 meters.
Redetermination of the applicability of
clause (i) shall be undertaken by the Sec-

retary when requested by the lessee prior to
the commencement of the new production
and upon significant change in the factors
upon which the original determination was
made. The Secretary shall make such rede-
termination within 120 days of submission of
a complete application. The Secretary may
extend the time period for making any deter-
mination or redetermination under this
clause for 30 days, or longer if agreed to by
the applicant, if circumstances so warrant.
The lessee shall be notified in writing of any
determination or redetermination and the
reasons for and assumptions used for such
determination. Any determination or rede-
termination under this clause shall be a final
agency action. The Secretary’s determina-
tion or redetermination shall be judicially
reviewable under section 10(a) of the Admin-
istrative Procedures Act (5 U.S.C. 702), only
for actions filed within 30 days of the Sec-
retary’s determination or redetermination.

‘‘(iii) In the event that the Secretary fails
to make the determination or redetermina-
tion called for in clause (ii) upon application
by the lessee within the time period, to-
gether with any extension thereof, provided
for by clause (ii), no royalty payments shall
be due on new production as follows:

‘‘(I) For new production, as defined in
clause (iv)(I) of this subparagraph, no roy-
alty shall be due on such production accord-
ing to the schedule of minimum volumes
specified in clause (ii) of this subparagraph.

‘‘(II) For new production, as defined in
clause (iv)(II) of this subparagraph, no roy-
alty shall be due on such production for one
year following the start of such production.

‘‘(iv) For purposes of this subparagraph,
the term ‘new production’ is—

‘‘(I) any production from a lease from
which no royalties are due on production,
other than test production, prior to the date
of enactment of the Outer Continental Shelf
Deep Water Royalty Relief Act; or

‘‘(II) any production resulting from lease
development activities pursuant to a Devel-
opment Operations Coordination Document,
or supplement thereto that would expand
production significantly beyond the level an-
ticipated in the Development Operations Co-
ordination Document, approved by the Sec-
retary after the date of enactment of the
Outer Continental Shelf Deep Water Royalty
Relief Act.

‘‘(v) During the production of volumes de-
termined pursuant to clauses (ii) or (iii) of
this subparagraph, in any year during which
the arithmetic average of the closing prices
on the New York Mercantile Exchange for
light sweet crude oil exceeds $28.00 per bar-
rel, any production of oil will be subject to
royalties at the lease stipulated royalty
rate. Any production subject to this clause
shall be counted toward the production vol-
ume determined pursuant to clause (ii) or
(iii). Estimated royalty payments will be
made if such average of the closing prices for
the previous year exceeds $28.00. After the
end of the calendar year, when the new aver-
age price can be calculated, lessees will pay
any royalties due, with interest but without
penalty, or can apply for a refund, with in-
terest, of any overpayment.

‘‘(vi) During the production of volumes de-
termined pursuant to clause (ii) or (iii) of
this subparagraph, in any year during which
the arithmetic average of the closing prices
on the New York Mercantile Exchange for
natural gas exceeds $3.50 per million British
thermal units, any production of natural gas
will be subject to royalties at the lease stip-
ulated royalty rate. Any production subject
to this clause shall be counted toward the
production volume determined pursuant to
clauses (ii) or (iii). Estimated royalty pay-
ments will be made if such average of the
closing prices for the previous year exceeds

$3.50. After the end of the calendar year,
when the new average price can be cal-
culated, lessees will pay any royalties due,
with interest but without penalty, or can
apply for a refund, with interest, of any over-
payment.

‘‘(vii) The prices referred to in clauses (v)
and (vi) of this subparagraph shall be
changed during any calendar year after 1994
by the percentage, if any, by which the im-
plicit price deflator for the gross domestic
product changed during the preceding cal-
endar year.’’.
SEC. 303. NEW LEASES.

Section 8(a)(1) of the Outer Continental
Shelf Lands Act, as amended (43 U.S.C.
1337(a)(1)) is amended as follows:

(1) Redesignate section 8(a)(1)(H) as section
8(a)(1)(I); and

(2) Add a new section 8(a)(1)(H) as follows:
‘‘(H) cash bonus bid with royalty at no less

than 12 and 1⁄2 per centum fixed by the Sec-
retary in amount or value of production
saved, removed, or sold, and with suspension
of royalties for a period, volume, or value of
production determined by the Secretary.
Such suspensions may vary based on the
price of production from the lease.’’.
SEC. 304. LEASE SALES.

For all tracts located in water depths of
200 meters or greater in the Western and
Central Planning Area of the Gulf of Mexico,
including that portion of the Eastern Plan-
ning Area of the Gulf of Mexico encompass-
ing whole lease blocks lying west of 87 de-
grees, 30 minutes West longitude, any lease
sale within five years of the date of enact-
ment of this title, shall use the bidding sys-
tem authorized in section 8(a)(1)(H) of the
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, as
amended by this title, except that the sus-
pension of royalties shall be set at a volume
of not less than the following:

(1) 17.5 million barrels of oil equivalent for
leases in water depths of 200 to 400 meters;

(2) 52.5 million barrels of oil equivalent for
leases in 400 to 800 meters of water; and

(3) 87.5 million barrels of oil equivalent for
leases in water depths greater than 800 me-
ters.
SEC. 305. REGULATIONS.

The Secretary shall promulgate such rules
and regulations as are necessary to imple-
ment the provisions of this title within 180
days after the enactment of this Act.

f

SUPPORTING THE ANGOLA PEACE
PROCESS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to consideration of Senate Resolution
121, a resolution submitted earlier
today by Senators FEINGOLD, KASSE-
BAUM, HELMS, PELL, and SIMON, regard-
ing the Angola peace process, that the
resolution and the preamble be agreed
to, the motion to reconsider be laid on
the table en bloc, and any statements
thereon appear at the appropriate place
in the RECORD as though read.

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

The resolution (S. Res. 121) was
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.
The resolution, with its preamble,

reads as follows:
Whereas Angola has suffered one of the

most violent and longest-running civil wars;
Whereas the United States was actively en-

gaged in the war in Angola, has provided
more than $200 million in humanitarian as-
sistance to Angola since 1992, and has been a



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES 6836 May 17, 1995
key facilitator on the ongoing peace negotia-
tions;

Whereas Angola is the last civil conflict in
southern Africa, and regional leaders includ-
ing South African President Nelson Mandela
consider its resolution to be a top priority;

Whereas an enduring peace in Angola, a po-
tentially wealthy country that is central to
regional stability and economic develop-
ment, is in the national interest of the Unit-
ed States;

Whereas the Government of Angola and
National Union for the Total Independence
of Angola (UNITA) entered into the Lusaka
Protocol in November 1994 to secure a U.N.-
supervised peace settlement;

Whereas the United Nations Security
Council voted in February to send a U.N.
peacekeeping mission to Angola to monitor
and enforce the peace process, and more than
600 international monitors are deployed
throughout the country;

Whereas continuing progress toward peace
makes it more likely that further deploy-
ment of UNAVEM III will occur soon;

Whereas the meeting between President
Eduardo dos Santos and Dr. Jonas Savimbi
on May 6, 1995, at which both parties reiter-
ated their commitment to the Lusaka Proto-
col, demonstrated that they possess the es-
sential political will to resolve outstanding
issues, and encouraged all who want peace in
Angola;

Whereas achieving a lasting peace will re-
quire that all Angolans work together to
overcome bitter legacies of war, which in-
clude a devastated infrastructure, millions
of unexploded landmines, a profound distrust
between the parties, weakened civil institu-
tions, a crippled economy, and a generation
of young Angolans who have never known a
peaceful, civil society;

Whereas strong leadership is essential to
ensure that the wealth of Angola, long spent
on war, now is used to consolidate peace.
Now therefore be it

Resolved, That the Senate:

(1) Congratulates the people of Angola for
the courageous and determined steps their
leaders have taken in support of peace;

(2) Urges all parties in Angola to continue
to strengthen their commitment to the
Lusaka process, which constitutes the last,
and best, chance for securing an enduring
peace;

(3) Affirms that the United States will hold
both Angolan parties responsible for abiding
by their commitment to peace; and

(4) Calls upon the international commu-
nity to remain actively engaged in support
of national reconciliation, removal of land-
mines, economic development, and democra-
tization in Angola.

f

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MAY 18,
1995

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today it stand in
recess until the hour of 9:15 a.m. on
Thursday, May 18, 1995; that following
the prayer, the Journal of proceedings
be deemed approved to date, the time
for the two leaders be reserved for their
use later in the day, and there be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 12 noon, with Senators to speak for
up to 5 minutes each except for the fol-
lowing: Senator SPECTER, 45 minutes;
Senator THOMAS, 20 minutes; Senator
DORGAN, 20 minutes; Senator CAMP-
BELL, 15 minutes; Senator REID, 10 min-
utes; Senator SANTORUM, 20 minutes.

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

Mr. DOLE. I further ask unanimous
consent that at the hour of 12 noon to-
morrow the Senate begin consideration

of Senate Concurrent Resolution 13,
the concurrent budget resolution.

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

f

PROGRAM

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of all Senators, the Senate
will begin consideration of the budget
resolution tomorrow at noon, so I
think Senators can expect rollcall
votes throughout the day tomorrow,
probably late into the evening, and
again on Friday and, as I said earlier,
on Monday. Because it is our desire to
finish the budget resolution either on
late Tuesday or Wednesday. And then
if possible, take up the antiterrorism
measure before the recess, which be-
gins on Friday of next week. I just urge
my colleagues, alert my colleagues
there will be votes unless something
happens I am not aware of on Friday
and on Monday.

So, please plan your schedules ac-
cordingly.

f

RECESS UNTIL 9:15 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, if there is
no further business to come before he
Senate, I now ask unanimous consent
that the Senate stand in recess under
the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 6:10 p.m., recessed until Thursday,
May 18, 1995, at 9:15 a.m.
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SMALL BUSINESS TAX
FLEXIBILITY ACT OF 1995

HON. E. CLAY SHAW, JR.
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro-
ducing a bill that will lead to fairer tax treat-
ment of small businesses and will help relieve
the compressed workload forced on CPA’s by
enactment of the Tax Reform Act of 1986
[TRA ’86].

Prior to passage of TRA ’86, S corporations,
partnerships, and personal service corpora-
tions, like today’s C corporations, were al-
lowed to pick any fiscal year they wished.
Often these entities chose a year ending other
than December 31 because their natural busi-
ness year ended at some other time. For ex-
ample, retailers could choose January 31 or
July 31, after all the holiday or white sale fig-
ures were in; and suppliers of ski equipment
could select May 31 after the ski season
ended.

Congress abruptly halted the fiscal-year
election for these entities because it needed
revenue to pay for an amendment to the low-
income housing credit as part of TRA ’86.
That law accelerated income to the U.S.
Treasury by requiring fiscal year S corpora-
tions, partnerships, and personal service cor-
porations to adopt calendar years for tax pur-
poses thus flowing through earnings to owners
at an earlier date and speeding up tax pay-
ments to the IRS.

The loss of the election for some small busi-
nesses that are formed as S corporations and
partnerships has proven to be a major disrup-
tion to their business operations because the
calendar year end can fall in the middle of
their busiest seasons. Taking time out to com-
ply with this arbitrary requirement hamstrings
their ability to maximize production, generate
revenues, and create jobs. In addition, be-
cause these businesses also adopted the cal-
endar year for financial reporting, they had to
close their books as of December 31; and
their independent accountants were faced with
the need to undertake year-end audits and
credit compliance reviews for shareholders
and creditors in the same few months as re-
quired for the preparation of tax returns. Con-
sequently, these entities have found their ac-
countants are least available at the time they
are most needed.

As a CPA, I can personally speak to the
havoc TRA ’86 has caused the accounting
profession. The 1986 tax law has spawned a
practice management problem of major pro-
portions, with many CPA firms, especially
small and medium-sized ones, finding 65 to 75
percent of their annual workload falling be-
tween January 1 and April 15.

Furthermore, as Members of the U.S.
House of Representatives this year, we
learned firsthand the meaning of the phrase
workload compression, as we raced to meet
the 100-day deadline for voting on all 10 items

in the Contract With America. I don’t think any
of us would describe the working conditions at
the beginning of this Congress as ideal or
even desirable. But they were similar to the
conditions the accounting profession has
faced since 1986—every year.

Congress attempted to provide some relief
from the burdens of TRA ’86 in 1987 when it
enacted section 444 of the Internal Revenue
Code, which permits electing entities to have
a fiscal year ending in September, October or
November. The price exacted in return was
that the electing entity pay a deposit to the
U.S. Government which approximated the
amount of tax to be deferred through election
of the fiscal year. The calculation for the de-
posit—of what amounted to an interest-free
loan to the Government—essentially required
the amount of deferred entity income to be
multiplied by the top statutory tax rate applica-
ble to individuals, plus one percentage point.
In 1988, therefore, when the top individual rate
was 28 percent, the deposit would have been
calculated at 29 percent.

The current situation illustrates the limited
value of section 444. The great majority of S
corporations and partnerships on fiscal years
in 1986, and those coming into existence
thereafter, which would have elected fiscal
years are now operating on a calendar year.

Furthermore, the 1993 increase in individual
tax rates exacerbated the situation. By the ad-
ministration’s own projections, approximately
1.2 percent of individual taxpayers are ex-
pected to be in the 36 percent bracket and
only 0.3 percent in the 39.6 percent brackets.
Yet, because of the mechanics of section 444,
the deposit presently payable on deferred in-
come is at a 40.6 percent rate, even though
most owners of electing entities will them-
selves be in the 31 or 36 percent brackets.
Simple financial self-interest dictates, then,
that many affected entities terminated the fis-
cal year election.

The stumbling block to greater relief in the
past has always been revenue neutrality. The
legislation I am introducing today overcomes
that problem. It’s designed to maintain the
cash flow to the U.S. Treasury, but still be an
affordable option for S corporations and part-
nerships. The bill also would return to S cor-
porations and partnerships the right to elect
any fiscal year and would ease the com-
pressed workload facing the accounting pro-
fession.

A description of the bill is included below,
but briefly it would ensure a steady cash flow
by requiring S corporations and partnerships
electing a fiscal year to pay quarterly esti-
mated taxes to the IRS on behalf of their own-
ers. Certain statutory rates will be required to
be paid on the business’s quarterly income, in-
stead of determining an individual owner’s tax
bracket. The statutory rates are determined by
revenue needs, but this bill provides a de
minimis rule for the smallest companies.
Those businesses with a tax liability of less
than $5,000 on the defined income of the
business will not be required to make an esti-
mated payment. Businesses with income de-

fined above the de minimis level but less than
$250,000 per owner will be required to pay es-
timated tax of 34 percent. For entities with in-
comes above that level, where the owners are
themselves likely to be in the 39.6 percent
bracket, the estimated tax rate will be 39.6
percent. Owners will take credit for the entity-
paid estimated tax on their income tax returns,
which will eliminate the non-interest-bearing
loan approach of present law.

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor this bill.
We have a rare opportunity to support legisla-
tion under which everyone wins.

The detailed description of the bill follows:
GENERAL PROVISION

Under current law, a partnership or S cor-
poration, except where an election is made
under present Internal Revenue Code section
444, must use a tax year which ends Decem-
ber 31st. As a result of making an election
under new Code section 444, an entity would
be able to use any fiscal year it desired.
(Present section 444, which permits the use
of a September, October or November tax
year, would be renumbered as section 445.)

The election would be made by the 15th
day of the third month of the first 12-month
year using the new fiscal year end. For ex-
ample, a 1995 calendar year entity wishing to
change to a June 30 year in 1996 would file its
election by September 15, 1996.

EFFECT ON ENTITY

Because of the nature of fiscal year pass-
through entities, a deferral of tax is created
on the tax returns of the owners. To allevi-
ate the negative revenue impact of this de-
ferral, the entity would make quarterly pay-
ments of estimated tax timed with the earn-
ing of income, the first of which would be
due by the due date of the election. The en-
tity income used in making the calculations
is the amount currently reported on 1994
Schedule K, line 23(a) of the partnership re-
turn or 1994 Schedule K, line 23 of the S Cor-
poration return. This amount is the aggre-
gate of entity income less deductions with-
out accounting for the character of each sep-
arately stated item on Schedule K.

Anti-abuse measures are included to pre-
vent post-December 31 payments to partners
or S Corporation shareholders to reduce the
entity level tax (for example, an S corpora-
tion electing a May 31 year end, and ‘‘zeroing
out’’ its line 23 income by salary payments
in May).

In order to provide revenue neutrality, a 2-
rate estimated tax system will be required.
Most entities will pay estimated taxes for
their owners at a flat 34% rate. However,
those whose owners will, themselves, likely
pay individual tax at the 39.6% top statutory
rate will have to make entity-level esti-
mated tax payments at 39.6%. These ‘‘high
average income entities’’ are those where the
prior year average entity income of owners
with at least a 2-percent interest in the en-
tity is $250,000 or more. They also include
partnerships whose prior year income is at
least $10,000,000.

The entity may use one of three methods
to calculate the quarterly estimated tax pay-
ments. The first method is similar to that
for high-income individuals, and bases the
tax payments on 110% of the prior year in-
come. That income is multiplied by the stat-
utory estimated tax rate, then multiplied by
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110%, then divided by 4 to obtain a quarterly
estimated payment amount.

The second method allows the entity to
calculate estimated tax based on the current
year income. Estimated current year income
is multiplied by the same 34% or 39.6% statu-
tory tax rate and divided into four quarterly
estimated payments.

The third method uses similar calculations
to calculate its payments based upon
annualized current year quarterly income,
similar to the rules presently applicable to
individuals or C corporations.

The payments of tax are due on the 15th
day of the 3rd, 5th, 8th, and 12th months of
the taxable year of the entity.

In addition, the entity makes a one-time
payment with its fiscal year election that
applies to the short period created (if any) by
moving from a calendar year to a fiscal year.
This payment is at the same statutory rate
and is based on short period income.

The election terminates if the owners of
more than half the entity’s equity consent to
such revocation, or when the entity itself
terminates. (‘‘Inadvertent terminations’’ of
an S corporation however, will not terminate
the election.) Subsequent re-elections may
not be made by that same entity for 5 tax
years unless the entity obtains consent from
the Internal Revenue Service. Rules will also
be provided under regulations for successor
entities.

A penalty for underpayment will be due
from the entity if it does not make the re-
quired level of estimated tax payments. The
penalty is based on the amount of
underpayment and continues until appro-
priate payment is made or until the April
15th that the owners report their share of en-
tity income. At that point, the owners be-
come liable for the tax and any existing
underpayment penalties that may be im-
posed. An exception to the entity level pen-
alty is provided which parallels the analo-
gous exception for individual taxpayers (cas-
ualty, unusual circumstances, etc.)

EFFECT ON OWNER

The quarterly estimated payments made
by the entity are ‘‘passed through’’ to the
owners of the entity as a credit on their indi-
vidual tax returns. Since the entity is mak-
ing these payments on behalf of the owners,
they may reduce their quarterly estimated
payments for their shares of the entity level
payment. When they receive an annual infor-
mation report from the entity (Schedule K–
1), it will list their share of fiscal year in-
come as well as their annual share of the
credit. The amount of the credit allocated to
each owner is based upon his or her share of
the entity income (no special allocations of
the credit are allowed). The credit is re-
ported on an owner’s individual income tax
return as if it were estimated taxes paid by
the owner.

In making their own quarterly estimated
payments, the owners may rely on amounts
reported by the entity as paid, even if errors
occur or payments are not made, so that
penalties accrue only at the entity level. If
payments are overpaid or underpaid com-
pared with those reported to the owners,
such amounts are treated as any other tax
due or overpaid under Subtitle A of the In-
ternal Revenue Code.

TIERED STRUCTURES

No election may be made by an entity that
is part of a tiered structure under this pro-
posal. Additionally, if an entity becomes
part of a tiered structure the election is ter-
minated. The tiered structure rules do not
apply, however, if all of the owners are part-
nerships and S corporations that elect the
same fiscal year.

ALTERNATIVE TAX YEARS

Nothing in this provision will affect an en-
tity’s right to a fiscal year that exists under
current law; for example, under the natural
business year tests. The provision also al-
lows for retention of fiscal years by any enti-
ties that currently use a fiscal year under
Rev. Proc. 87–32.

OLD SECTION 444

The new provision would preclude any new
elections under the old section 444. However,
existing 444 elections would be allowed to
continue if the entity so desired. Alter-
natively, an entity with an existing section
444 election, may elect instead under this
new provision thereby entitling it to a re-
fund of its current 444 required payments, or
a credit of such required payments toward
its new estimated tax payment require-
ments.

DE MINIMIS AND REASONABLE CAUSE EXCEPTION

The provision provides for an exception to
payment of any entity level tax if such tax
would be below $5,000. The provision also pro-
vides for the relief of section 7519 penalties if
reasonable cause can be shown.

f

THE RIGHT ROAD

HON. RON PACKARD
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, today we
begin an historic journey. For the first time in
a generation, we will lay out a road map to-
ward a balanced budget. Americans under-
stand this is a trip we all must take. If we fail
in this mission, frankly, this country is through.
I mean we are headed the way of Mexico into
economic collapse.

The Nation is currently $5 trillion in debt spi-
raling toward a debt of $8 trillion by 2010. We
spend almost half of our budget on interest
alone—half. Soon we will spend more on the
interest on the debt than anything else—in-
cluding entitlements and defense combined.
The American dream is starting to evolve into
the American nightmare.

For a nation that prides itself on leaving a
better country for our children, we are instead
leaving a legacy of fiscal and moral bank-
ruptcy. Some of you may know that I have a
relatively large family—seven children and, as
of a couple of weeks ago, 31 grandchildren.

Since I began my service in Congress, I
have always measured everything I do by one
standard—what legacy am I leaving to them
and to our Nation’s children and grand-
children?

Washington’s lack of discipline is crushing
our opportunity and leaving our children with a
devastating debt. We cannot continue down
this destructive path.

In fact, my new grandchild, born just a cou-
ple of weeks ago, will pay nearly $200,000
over her lifetime. I cannot leave this legacy to
her, and I am sure most Americans do not
want to leave this legacy to their children and
grandchildren. People outside Washington
know this and have asked us to lead them
down a new road—toward a balanced budget.
I say, let’s get going.

GREAT LAKES INITIATIVE
STATEMENT

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
express my strong concern over any attempts
to further weaken the Great Lakes Initiative. I
understand there are those who would still like
to make States’ participation voluntary. That
would completely undermine one of the key
initiatives that has been taken to improve
water quality in the Great Lakes region. I
would strongly oppose those efforts.

The Transportation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee worked out a compromise on this issue.
Like every compromise, it doesn’t make every-
body happy. I believe it is still too ambiguous.
It’s an open invitation to lawsuits. And will ulti-
mately weaken the GLI. But it is a true com-
promise.

Further efforts to weaken the GLI would go
too far. It would turn the clock back. For those
of us who live in the region, the Great Lakes
have a profound effect on who we are as a
people and how we live our lives.

The Great Lakes provide our drinking water,
they provide our largest recreational resource,
they are tremendously important to our econ-
omy, and they shape our quality of life. They
are our Yellowstone, our Grand Canyon, our
Everglades. The Great Lakes ought to be pro-
tected like the national treasure they are. Un-
fortunately, a handful of polluter interests
seem to have a burning desire to weaken the
landmark Great Lakes Initiative, which will pro-
vide uniform water quality standards for all of
the Great Lakes States. For that reason alone,
I would oppose the current clean water bill.

Beyond the GLI, however, events in Lake
St. Clair taught many of us in Michigan how
important our environment is for our quality of
life and for our economy. In Michigan, clean
water is jobs. Without clean water, we lose
thousands of jobs in our State.

Sport fishing in that lake alone is estimated
at $140 million annually. Nonfishing boaters
and beachgoers spend more than $1 billion
each year on boats, accessories, marina slips,
gas, restaurants and other items. Last year’s
ban on swimming cost the most popular beach
in the Detroit area $500,000. This wasn’t just
a quality of life problem—our economic bene-
fits of the lake were destroyed last year.

During most of the summer, profits at local
marinas were down. Many local businesses
were devastated. In just 2 months time, losses
to local businesses ran into the millions of dol-
lars. Our biggest concern is that it could hap-
pen again. In fact, with this type of legislation
here before us today, it could happen any-
where and everywhere.

In this bill, written by lobbyists for some of
this country’s most notorious polluters, we say
to Americans—we don’t care about the water
you drink, we don’t care about the pollution of
your beaches, and we don’t care about one of
the most important recreational and economic
resources you have.

That’s not common sense. We must protect
our water—not polluter interests. We should
be strengthening our standards—not weaken-
ing them. We should be debating ways to
emulate model regulatory programs like the
GLI—not gutting them.
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The GLI is a shining example of current reg-

ulatory approaches. It gives maximum flexibil-
ity to the States. In 1986, the Governors of all
eight Great Lakes States entered into discus-
sions with the EPA. They literally sat at the
table and drafted model regulations to raise
our water quality standards. On March 13 of
this year, the EPA accepted the Governors’
suggestions and issued a final rule on the
Great Lakes Initiative.

Any efforts to undo all of this hard work
would be inconsistent with the long-term bipar-
tisan effort to provide uniform water quality
standards among Great Lakes States. It will
say that those 9 years of negotiating and care-
ful thought are merely voluntary guidelines.

Under the GLI, a specific numeric criteria
has been set to protect aquatic life, wildlife,
and human health in our region. The GLI sets
limits on PCB’s, dioxin, DDT, benzene, and
chlordane just to name a few. It offers guid-
ance yes, but guidance is useless unless it is
implemented.

People in my State remember, and are suf-
fering even today from PCB’s. Mothers who
ate a lot of fish from the lakes during preg-
nancy are seeing their infants developing at a
slower rate than others. Higher rates of cancer
have occurred in communities whose drinking
water comes from the Great Lakes. Prelimi-
nary research indicates that PCB’s and other
pollutants may be linked with breast cancer in
women. People want their water to be pro-
tected from toxins and pollutants.

All the GLI is trying to do is to ensure that
every State in the region has the same water
quality standards. It simply levels the playing
field for all eight States. We don’t want one
state undercutting another and driving our
standards to lower and lower levels. If we
make it voluntary, we undercut the whole pur-
pose of the GLI. We will start the downward
spiral of pollution and toxic contamination of
our lakes all over again. For those of us near
Lake St. Clair, last summer we got a reminder
of what that could be like. We don’t want to go
back.

We are talking about 95 percent of this Na-
tion’s fresh water. We are talking about lakes
that provide 23 million people with their drink-
ing water. We are talking about a multibillion
dollar economic resource. We are talking
about a national treasure.

The American people thought we reached a
consensus—that we should protect our water.
We have made progress. In the Great Lakes
region, the GLI was an important part of that
progress. Let’s not turn back the clock. Let’s
move forward to make our water cleaner and
safer. I urge my colleagues to support clean
water and to support the GLI.

f

NAMING PS 165 THE EDITH
BERGTRAUM SCHOOL

HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to join with my constituents in the Fifth Con-
gressional District of New York and with the
many friends of the Bergtraum family as they
gather on May 19 to honor the memory of the
renowned educator Edith K. Bergtraum, and to
name Public School 165 in her memory.

Edith was both a personal friend and a dedi-
cated member of the community. Her level of
involvement and dedication created a yard-
stick by which all such activity can be meas-
ured.

A long-time activist in the Kew Gardens Hills
and Flushing communities, Edith was a prod-
uct of the New York City school system as
well as a graduate of Hunter College of the
City University of New York. Her sense of
community brought her beyond the boundaries
of her neighborhood; she quickly assumed
leadership roles in the Kew Gardens Hills
Jewish Center, the Queens County Demo-
cratic Committee, and the Mayor’s Commis-
sion on the Status of Women.

Yet it was in the field of education that Edith
had her most significant impact. She began
her educational career when PS 165 opened
and her son entered the first grade in a school
that had 3,000 children but only 1,000 seats.
With the support of her husband, Murry
Bergtraum (a most powerful advocate for the
schools children of New York City who would
later become president of the City’s Board of
Education), Edith quickly and effectively joined
the ongoing fight for the rights and education
of children.

When Murry became the first president of
the PS 165 Parents-Teachers Association,
Edith assumed a seat on the executive board.
Their joint efforts to alleviate the overcrowding
in the school were successful, as three more
elementary schools—PS 200, 201, and 219—
were constructed nearby. When her children
moved onto Junior High School 218 and For-
est Hills High School, Edith followed, enriching
these schools with the same dynamism that
she brought to PS 165.

As her involvement grew, so did recognition
of her capabilities. In 1974, Edith was elected
to Community School Board 25, a position she
held for 19 years. During this period, she was
elected president of the local school board.
She also somehow found the time to serve on
citywide educational committees on special
education, personnel and budget. In 1993, she
was named the Queens borough representa-
tive on the search committee to select a new
schools chancellor.

Mr. Speaker, as the people of Community
School District 25 and those throughout New
York City gather on May 19 to honor Edith K.
Bergtraum, it is my hope that we will continue
to be inspired and dedicated to the education
of our children by following the most unique
example she has set.

I call on all my colleagues in the House of
Representatives to join me now in expressing
our thanks and congratulations for Edith’s
good works to her family: her son, Howard
Bergtraum, and daughter-in-law, Susan
Bergtraum, and their children, Matthew, Jor-
dan, and Andrea Bergtraum; Edith’s daughter
Judy Bergtraum; and Edith’s daughter Marcia
Bergtraum-Williams, and son-in-law, Dan Wil-
liams, and their children, Harel and Marc Wil-
liams; Edith’s brother and sister-in-law, Stan-
ley and Bernice Bergtraum; and Edith’s sister
and brother-in-law, Nat and Janice Sommer.

With the dedication of the Edith Bergtraum
School, we ensure that the people of New
York will long remember a dynamic educator,
a compassionate humanitarian, and a special
friend.

ELIMINATE THE MARRIAGE PEN-
ALTY FOR THE EXCLUSION OF
GAIN ON THE SALE OF A PRIN-
CIPAL RESIDENCE BY AN INDI-
VIDUAL OVER 55

HON. RICHARD E. NEAL
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker,
today, I introduced legislation to correct an in-
equity in on our current tax system. Under cur-
rent law, an individual over the age of 55 is al-
lowed a one-time exclusion of capital gain on
the sale of a principal residence. This one-
time exclusion invokes a marriage penalty.
This legislation would eliminate the marriage
penalty for the one-time exclusion of gain on
the sale of a principal residence.

For example, two individuals over the age of
55 who decide to marry and sell their homes
would only receive an exclusion of $125,000.
Whereas, if they did not marry and sold their
homes they each would be able to receive an
exclusion for $125,000. This legislation ad-
dresses this problem. The legislation elimi-
nates the marriage penalty by disregarding
elections made before the date of marriage or
elections made on homes sold after the date
of marriage, but purchased before the mar-
riage.

Fairness is an important element of tax pol-
icy. The current policy on the one-time exclu-
sion assists individuals who are approaching
retirement and it is a valuable exclusion. Our
Tax Code should be fair and not discriminate
against basic values such as marriage. The
decision to marry should not be based on fi-
nancial reasons.

I urge you to correct this inequity and sup-
port this legislation.

f

5715 YEARS OF EXPERIENCE IN
ONE ROOM

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
share with my colleagues news of a special
gathering that will take place on Thursday,
May 18, in Castro Valley, CA. Over 50 senior
citizens, each over 100 years old, will join to-
gether at Eden Medical Center for the sixth
annual 100+ celebration. As best I can cal-
culate it, 5715 years of experience and memo-
ries will be shared by 56 people at this unique
gathering.

Every one of us has looked to an elder, per-
haps a grandparent or great-grandparent, at
different times during our lives for the wise
counsel that only experience can provide.
Their wit and wisdom speak of lessons
learned; their knowing smiles are a reflection
on decades of experience. I know my own
mother, who is just 86 years old, has taught
this incorrigible son an encyclopedia of les-
sons!

While I cannot be there on Thursday, I want
to join Eden Hospital in honoring our local
centenarians. The most senior of these senior
citizens are 106, including Vera Sherman and
Anna Simons. There are also five 105 year-
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olds, including Abdul Khaliqi, Antonio Nieto,
Marie Sobieski, Mary Souza, and Ethel
Stenson.

Nicolasa Alcon, Elizabeth Denny, Etta
Osborn, Epifania Saldana, Eva Thornton,
Catherine Walker, and Lily Wilkinson are 104
this year. The 103 year-olds who will be there
on Thursday are: Giorgina Angeli, Michael
Branden, Lillian Garfais, Mamie McGriff, and
Antonio Nava. The presence of the 102 year-
olds will be filled by Anna Galvin, Jim Hen-
dricks, Hinda Jackson, Helen Leandro, Euge-
nia Liorentzevitch, Erminia Oberti, Fred
Vonbrethorst, Frances Wayne, and Grace
Zoellner.

Marion Boone, Olga Cherepanoff, Josephine
Corona, Hazel Garad, Olive Gurney, Marianne
Hill, Dale Kune, Kristina Langas, Helen
Minore, Marian Morken, Eva Ortiz, Irene Pear-
son, Liilie Seay, Mary Silva, Ernestine
Smedman, Leo Valentine, and Marguerite
Zugnoni, at 101, are the sophomores of this
class. The freshmen, young at only 100, are:
Jane Barkley, Augusta Burlingame, Alice
‘‘Pete’’ Clark, Althea Cummings, Leone
Gardelius, Ollie Holmes, Clara Moreland,
Sumako Oka, Mamie Person, Edith Irene
Wasley, and Elizabeth Wershkull.

Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues will join
me in honoring these centenarians, especially
during Older Americans Months, 1995. Their
long and full lives have been a source of inspi-
ration to their friends, family, and us all. I wish
them all good health and good cheer.
f

THE INTRODUCTION OF THE HIS-
TORIC HOMEOWNERSHIP ASSIST-
ANCE ACT

HON. E. CLAY SHAW, JR.
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, all across Amer-

ica, in the small towns and great cities of this
country, our heritage as a nation—the physical
evidence of our past—is at risk. In virtually
every corner of this land, homes in which
grandparents and parents grew up, commu-
nities and neighborhoods that nurtured vibrant
families, schools that were good places to
learn and churches and synagogues that were
filled on days of prayer, have suffered the rav-
ages of abandonment and decay.

In the decade from 1980 to 1990, Chicago
lost 41,000 housing units through abandon-
ment, Philadelphia 10,000, and St. Louis
7,000. The story in our older small commu-
nities has been the same, and the trend con-
tinues. It is important to understand that it is
not just the buildings that we are losing. It is
the sense of our past, the vitality of our com-
munities and the shared values of those pre-
cious places.

We need not stand hopelessly by as pas-
sive witnesses to the loss of these irreplace-
able historic resources. We can act, and to
that end I am introducing today, with my col-
leagues Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr.
NEAL, Mr. ZIMMER, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecti-
cut, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. GOSS, Mr. MOAKLEY,
Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mrs.
MALONEY, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.
CLYBURN, and Mr. NADLER, the Historic Home-
ownership Assistance Act.

This legislation is patterned after the exist-
ing Historic Rehabilitation Investment tax cred-

it. That legislation has been enormously suc-
cessful in stimulating private investment in the
rehabilitation of buildings of historic impor-
tance all across the country. Through its use
we have been able to save and re-use a rich
and diverse array of historic buildings: land-
marks such as Union Station in Washington,
DC, the Fox Paper Mills, a mixed-used project
that was once a derelict in Appleton, WI, and
the Rosa True School, an eight-unit low/mod-
erate income rental project in an historic
school building in Portland, ME. In my own
State of Florida, since 1974, the existing His-
toric Rehabilitation Investment tax credit has
resulted in 325 rehabilitation projects,
leveraging $238 million in private investment.
These projects range from the restoration of
art deco hotels in historic Miami Beach, bring-
ing economic rebirth to this once decaying
area, to the development of multifamily hous-
ing in the Springfield Historic District in Jack-
sonville.

The legislation that I am introducing today
builds on the familiar structure of the existing
tax credit, but with a different focus and more
modes scope and cost. It is designed to em-
power the one major constituency that has
been barred from using the existing credit—
homeowners. Only those persons who reha-
bilitate or purchase a newly rehabilitated home
and occupy it as their principal residence
would be entitled to the credit that this legisla-
tion would create. There would be no passive
losses, no tax shelters, and no syndications
under this bill.

Like the existing investment credit, the bill
would provide a credit to homeowners equal
to 20 percent of the qualified rehabilitation ex-
penditures made on an eligible building that is
used as a principal residence by the owner.
Eligible buildings would be those that are list-
ed on the National Register of Historic Places,
are contributing buildings in National Register
Historic Districts or in nationally certified State
or local historic districts, or are individually list-
ed on a nationally certified State or local reg-
ister. As is the case with the existing credit,
the rehabilitation work would have to be per-
formed in compliance with the Secretary of the
Interior’s standards for rehabilitation, although
the bill would clarify the directive that the
standards be interpreted in a manner that
takes into consideration economic and tech-
nical feasibility.

The bill also makes provision for lower-in-
come homebuyers who may not have suffi-
cient Federal income tax liability to use a tax
credit. It would permit such persons to receive
a historic rehabilitation mortgage credit certifi-
cate which they can use with their bank to ob-
tain a lower interest rate on their mortgage.

The credit would be available for condomin-
iums and co-ops, as well as single-family
buildings. If a building were to be rehabilitated
by a developer for sale to a homeowner, the
credit would pass through to the homeowner.
Since one purpose of the bill is to provide in-
centives for middle-income and more affluent
families to return to older towns and cities, the
bill does not discriminate among taxpayers on
the basis of income. However, it does impose
a cap of $50,000 on the amount of credit
which may be taken for a principal residence.

The Historic Homeownership Tax Assist-
ance Act will make ownership of a rehabili-
tated older home more affordable for home-
owners of modest incomes. It will encourage
more affluent families to claim a stake in older

towns and neighborhoods. It affords fiscally
stressed cities and towns a way to put aban-
doned buildings back on the tax roles, while
strengthening their income and sales tax
bases. It offers developers, realtors, and
homebuilders a new realm of economic oppor-
tunity in revitalizing decaying buildings.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is no panacea. Al-
though its goals are great, its reach will be
modest. But it can make a difference, and an
important difference, in communities large and
small all across this Nation. The American
dream of owning one’s home is a powerful
force. This bill can help it come true for those
who are prepared to make a personal commit-
ment to join in the rescue of our priceless her-
itage. By their actions they can help to revital-
ize decaying resources of historic importance,
create jobs and stimulate economic develop-
ment, and restore to our older towns and cities
a lost sense of purpose and community.

I ask unanimous consent that the text of the
bill and an explanation of its provisions be
printed in the RECORD.

f

HONORING THE SOCORRO HIGH
SCHOOL NJROTC UNIT

HON. RONALD D. COLEMAN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
give special recognition to a group of students
from my congressional district, the members
of Socorro High School’s Naval Junior ROTC
unit.

This unit has developed into one of the best
NJROTC units in the country. It has placed
first in area 11 in 3 of the last 4 years. The
unit has also received the highest grade out of
360 high schools in the Nation. Under the able
guidance and direction of Commander William
J. Woodward, USN Ret., the cadets of our
NJROTC unit have learned how to succeed in
competitive situations and prevail in times of
adversity.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to recognize the
tremendous support in the community of
Socorro, TX for the unit. During one of the
unit’s ceremonial evaluations, numerous civic,
fraternal, and military leaders were present as
well as approximately 900 sixth through eighth
graders from local elementary and middle
schools. The facilities the unit uses are among
the best in area 11. Classrooms, office and
storage areas are spacious, well organized
and very well maintained. It is very obvious
that the cadets, school, and the community
take a great deal of pride in the NJROTC pro-
gram.

I also ask my colleagues to pay tribute to
Commander Woodward’s assistants: Sgt.
Major Robert D. Way, USMC Ret., and Chief
Petty officer Oscar R. Martinez, USN Ret.
Both these individuals have provided count-
less hours of support and guidance enhancing
the aspirations of the cadets of the unit.

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pride that I rec-
ognize the students, parents, teachers, and
school administrators involved with the
Socorro High School NJROTC unit. I ask my
colleagues to join me in saluting them and
wishing them well in their future endeavors.
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NATIONAL SENIOR CENTER WEEK

HON. CHARLES E. SCHUMER
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
announce that the week of May 14–21, 1995,
has been designated National Senior Center
Week. The 335 senior centers in New York
City will join with the over 10,000 senior cen-
ters nationally and the National Council on
Aging’s National Institute of Senior Centers as
sponsors of the week. The Council of Senior
Centers and Services is coordinating the Sen-
ior Center Week Celebration in New York City.

In addition to the importance of providing
meals for seniors living on tight budgets, sen-
ior centers are vital meeting places that serve
the educational and social needs of our Na-
tion’s seniors. The sense of community experi-
enced by an isolated older person of any in-
come level or as a place to proudly bring
younger family members adds immeasurably
to the quality of life and emotional and phys-
ical well-being. I also know the value of senior
centers from personal experience—they were
a great benefit to my grandparents.

By naming this week National Senior Center
Week, we are acknowledging the vital work
that goes on every day to create a safe haven
for seniors. I know all my colleagues in the
House of Representatives will join me in ap-
plauding their efforts and wishing all our senior
centers many more years of success.

f

TRIBUTE TO DR. RICHARD J.
ZANINI

HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to honor an outstanding educator, Dr. Richard
J. Zanini of Wethersfield, CT, who is retiring in
June. During his 35 years of service Dr. Zanini
served as a teacher, a program specialist, a
supervisor, and assistant superintendent. For
the last 13 years, he has served as super-
intendent of schools in Wethersfield.

Dr. Zanini was educated at the University of
Massachusetts and at the University of Con-
necticut, where he received his Ph.D. in 1969.
After serving in the army, he began teaching
history and social studies in Connecticut in the
early 1960’s. He then helped shape Federal
education policy as a program specialist at the
U.S. Department of Education in Washington
for 2 years before returning to the classroom.

In 1972, Dr. Zanini became the assistant su-
perintendent of schools in Hebron, Andover,
and Marlborough. He served in a similar role
in the Wethersfield school system for 5 years
before becoming the superintendent in 1982.

During Dr. Zanini’s tenure in Wethersfield,
several schools have been recognized for ex-
cellence. Wethersfield High School became a
4-year high school and won statewide recogni-
tion in 1983 and again in 1994. Silas Deane
Junior High School received wide acclaim, in-
cluding designation as an exemplary school by
the U.S. Department of Education in 1991 and
the kindergarten center received national ac-
creditation in 1993.

Despite difficult economic times, Dr. Zanini
hired outstanding administrators, teachers,
and support staff, and ensured buildings were
repaired in a timely manner. He always treat-
ed colleagues, parents, and students with re-
spect and professionalism. We will all miss
this respected leader who has worked so hard
on behalf of students for so long.

Dr. Zanini’s leadership, attention to detail,
thorough knowledge of State and Federal reg-
ulations, and his vision have served the
Wethersfield district—and all his previous dis-
tricts and schools—well. We thank him for his
dedicated service and wish him the best upon
his retirement.

f

SOUTH DAKOTA VOICE OF
DEMOCRACY WINNER

HON. TIM JOHNSON
OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Speak-
er, Ms. Becky Fischer of Eureka, SD, was re-
cently selected as a State winner in the Voice
of Democracy broadcast script writing contest
conducted each year by the Veterans of For-
eign Wars of the United States and its ladies
auxiliary. The contest theme for this year was
‘‘My Vision for America,’’ and of the more than
126,000 secondary school students who par-
ticipated in this year’s contest, Becky was also
named a winner at the national level. Mr.
Speaker, I’m inserting Becky’s winning script
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. She deserves
to be commended for her exceptional efforts in
writing this script and participating in this con-
test. Becky’s insights and enthusiasm will
serve as a model to others her age:

MY VISION FOR AMERICA

Picture a small child, and in his busy little
hands, a fragile, crystal antique vase. Unless
this child has been properly educated in the
handling, care, and value of this vase, the
owner of this treasure would be extremely
nervous. Americans are permitting every
child in the United States to grasp a vase—
this ‘‘vase’’ is our future. These children
must be prepared today to meet and conquer
the challenges of tomorrow. The future of
America is held in the hands of the children;
therefore, my vision for America includes a
brighter, bolder, well-educated society
achieved by what the children are experienc-
ing today.

In order to fulfill my vision for America,
we must take care of the children. Teaching
children to take care of their bodies by fol-
lowing wise health habits will build their
strength and endurance. If a child is not
physically strong enough to hold the vase, it
could drop and shatter. If the children of
America are not physically sound, dreams
for America’s future could be crushed.

We must also take care of America’s chil-
dren emotionally. A child must possess a
strong sense of self-confidence, believing in
himself and his ability to contribute to soci-
ety. Henry Ford said, ‘‘Don’t find fault—Find
a remedy.’’ We must build a child’s self es-
teem. Consider I Thessalonians 5:11, ‘‘There-
fore encourage one another and build each
other up * * *’’ If a child believes he can ac-
complish his goals, whether it be carrying a
priceless antique or creating a better future
for America, he will be prepared to meet
these goals.

A strong education in our schools and
homes is also necessary for every American

child to secure my vision for America.
Teachers and schools play a vital role in the
education of a child. With continued excel-
lence in our nation’s schools, opportunities
are unlimited for a child to learn, adjust to
change, and meet new challenges. By nature,
a child has an open mind and a willingness to
ask questions. A child will develop his own
vision for America through a solid edu-
cation.

Parents and family have the chief respon-
sibility for educating our children though.
Children model themselves largely on their
parents. A parent must act like the type of
person they want their child to become since
things parents do and say strongly influence
a child. If parents teach a child how to sup-
port the vase by their own example, that
child will be able to hold the vase with con-
fidence. If a parent enstills a positive atti-
tude in a child regarding the American spir-
it, that child will look to this country’s fu-
ture with energy and enthusiasm.

My vision for America can be achieved in
various ways. By setting a good example,
children will have footsteps to follow. Along
with their own experiences, future decisions
these children make will be determined by
what they have learned from our examples in
their past. To preserve the safety of the
‘‘vase,’’ we have the opportunity and the re-
sponsibility to set a good example.

Every American citizen must participate
in preparing the children for a successful fu-
ture. Henry Wadsworth Longfellow said,
‘‘Give what you have, to someone it may be
better than you dare think.’’ Our nation is
composed of unique individuals, each with
their own talents. We need to focus these
varied talents on the children; they need
each and every one of us. All of us together
will help prepare these children for the fu-
ture.

In conclusion, we are all now holding the
‘‘vase,’’ but we must pass it on to the chil-
dren of America. If we continue to take care
of the children, physically and emotionally,
provide a superior education for them in the
schools and in our homes, and set good ex-
amples, we are contributing together to pre-
pare our children for tomorrow. The future
of America is held in the hands of the chil-
dren; therefore, my vision for America in-
cludes a brighter, bolder, well-educated soci-
ety achieved by what the children are experi-
encing today.

f

TRIBUTE TO DR. RICHARD ALAN
YANIKOSKI

HON. WILLIAM O. LIPINSKI
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to Dr. Richard Alan Yanikoski who
will be inaugurated on May 19, 1995, as presi-
dent of Xavier University located in the Third
Congressional District of Illinois. Dr. Yanikoski
was selected after a nationwide search con-
ducted by the university’s board of Trustees
attracted distinguished candidates from all re-
gions of the country. Dr. Yanikoski is the 12th
president of the 148-year-old college, the old-
est higher education institution in the city of
Chicago.

Dr. Richard Yanikoski has served in the field
of higher education for over 19 years. Pre-
viously, Dr. Yanikoski held the position of di-
rector of the Harry F. and Elaine M. Chaddick
Institute and served as associate professor
and director of DePaul University’s Public
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Services Graduate Program. Other positions
previously held at DePaul included associate
vice president for academic affairs, director of
institutional planning and research, evaluation
coordinator, instructor and mentor of DePaul’s
School for New Learning. Dr. Yanikoski’s addi-
tional professional experience includes his
work as research assistant for Chicago’s
Spencer Foundation, part-time instructor for
Loyola University’s Program in Higher Edu-
cation, and mentor for Native American Edu-
cation Services College of Chicago.

A prolific writer, Dr. Yanikoski has published
numerous articles in professional journals and
is currently preparing his first book, ‘‘Academic
Freedom in Higher Education,’’ to be pub-
lished by Greenwood Press. He has been a
guest speaker, session leader, and invited
panelist for over 30 professional organizations.
A variety of higher education, religious, and
governmental institutions have sought his ex-
pertise as a reviewer and consultant. In addi-
tion, Dr. Yanikoski has received numerous
awards and distinctions in honor of his dedi-
cated years of service to higher education. For
example, Dr. Yanikoski has been recognized
by the American Men and Women of Science,
Who’s Who in the American Education, Who’s
Who of Emerging Leaders in America, and
Who’s Who Worldwide.

The May 19, inauguration ceremony will be
a gala celebration featuring an investiture of
the President by James J. McDonough, chair-
man of the university’s board of trustees. As
part of the investiture ceremony, Dr. Yanikoski
will be presented the university’s medallion, a
symbol of the office of presidency. The medal-
lion features the seal of the university which is
engraved with the Latin motto ‘‘Via Veritas
Vita,’’ which translates as ‘‘The Way, The
Truth, The Life,’’ and features a number of
elements to represent the Sisters of Mercy,
education and religion.

I ask my colleagues to join me in extending
congratulations to Dr. Richard Alan Yanikoski
as he begins his tenure as president of Saint
Xavier University. I wish him the best of luck
in his endeavors as president. I am confident
he will maintain the high academic standards
of the university and will undoubtedly add to
Saint Xavier’s rich tradition of providing quality
post-secondary education in a religious atmos-
phere.

f

INTRODUCTION OF PATENT AND
TRADEMARK OFFICE CORPORA-
TION ACT OF 1995

HON. CARLOS J. MOORHEAD
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, today, I am
pleased to introduce the Patent and Trade-
mark Office Corporation Act of 1995, a bill that
will enable the U.S. Patent and Trademark Of-
fice to improve the services it provides to the
public. I am pleased to have as an original co-
sponsor the gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs.
SCHROEDER] the ranking Democrat on the In-
tellectual Property Subcommittee. Our legisla-
tion will convert the Patent and Trademark Of-
fice [PTO] to a freestanding Government cor-
poration, giving it the operating and financial
flexibility it lacks today as a regular Govern-
ment bureau in the Department of Commerce.

This added flexibility should allow the PTO to
operate more like a private business and pro-
vide better service to its customers at lower
cost.

The idea of making the PTO a Government
corporation is not new. As early as 1989, the
National Academy of Public Administration, a
nonprofit organization that studies ways to im-
prove the effectiveness of Government, rec-
ommended corporation status for the Patent
and Trademark Office. The National Academy
reported that flexibility in budgetary and other
management matters would give the Office the
capacity needed to respond more quickly and
efficiently to its customers.

The PTO does not use any general tax rev-
enues to support its operations. It collects fee
revenues from the sale of products and serv-
ices to inventors, companies, and other cus-
tomers that support the entire cost of its oper-
ations. It expects to employ more than 5,100
people and collect and spend $643 million in
1996. As a large, fully self-supporting organi-
zation, the PTO is well-suited for Government
corporation status.

The Judiciary Subcommittee on courts and
Intellectual Property, which I chair, has re-
ceived testimony in support of converting the
Patent and Trademark Office to a Government
corporation. Several user groups support this
concept including the American Bar Associa-
tion section of Intellectual Property Law, the
American Intellectual Property Law Associa-
tion, and the Intellectual Property Owners, Inc.

I understand the administration is also re-
viewing legislation that will recommend con-
verting the Patent and Trademark Office to a
Government corporation. In order to encour-
age dialogue on the specifics of this issue, we
are, today, introducing legislation, which gives
the authority to the Commissioner of Patents
and Trademarks to manage the PTO in a
business-like manner. The bill also establishes
a Management Advisory Committee that will
afford users a voice in how the PTO is oper-
ated. The bill maintains tight congressional
oversight of the operation and requires annual
reports to Congress. The proposal, while not
modeled closely after any existing Govern-
ment corporation, is designed to meet the
unique needs of the Patent and Trademark
Office and its user community. The administra-
tion’s bill will be introduced at a later date.

Under our bill, the Commissioner would be
appointed for a fixed 6-year term by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate. The management of the PTO
would be vested in the Commissioner, and the
Commissioner would appoint all other employ-
ees, including a Deputy Commissioner for Pat-
ents, a Deputy Commissioner for Trademarks,
and an inspector general. The PTO would be
exempt from administrative or statutorily im-
posed limits on the number or grade of Gov-
ernment employees. The Patent and Trade-
mark Office would become an independent
agency outside of the Department of Com-
merce. There are differing views on whether
the PTO benefits from being kept under the
Department of Commerce, and I believe the
subcommittee should explore the advantages
and disadvantages of an independent agency.
The fiscal year 1996 budget resolution, before
Congress now, assumes the elimination of the
Department of Commerce, which could have a
substantial impact on the future of the Patent
and Trademark Office.

Specific authority within the Patent and
Trademark Office corporation would include
the power to purchase, lease, construct, and
manage property, the power to award con-
tracts for facilities, services, and printing, the
power to use its revenues without apportion-
ment by the Office of Management and Budg-
et, the power to invest and earn interest on its
money, and the power to issue bonds to fi-
nance its activities. Under existing law, long-
term capital improvements, including the ex-
pensive program to automate the massive pat-
ent search files, must be paid for by current
PTO users, who will not necessarily receive
any benefits from capital improvements. Under
the bill, such improvements could be sup-
ported by bond issues.

Our bill would eliminate the practice of with-
holding several million dollars from the Patent
and Trademark Office each year that users
have paid into the patent surcharge fund. It
gives the PTO access to all of its revenues,
including those in the Patent and Trademark
Office surcharge fund established by section
10101 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1990. The authority to set the levels of
major patent fees would be retained by Con-
gress, subject to the authority of the Commis-
sioner to adjust fees annually in response to
increases in the Consumer Price Index, as
under existing law.

Officers and employees of the Patent and
Trademark Office would continue to be em-
ployees of the Federal Government. Our pro-
posal specifies the features of the Federal per-
sonnel statutes, including those covering re-
tirement and other benefits, that would con-
tinue to apply. The Commissioner would have
authority to set the compensation levels for of-
ficers and employees. Present law would be
retained and employees would still not have
the right to strike or to bargain over wages.
Transition provisions in the bill would govern
the shift to corporate status.

The Commissioner would receive advice
from a management advisory committee of 18
members, 6 of whom would be appointed by
each of the President, the Speaker of the
House, and the President pro tempore of the
Senate. Committee members, appointed for 6-
year terms, would represent diverse users of
the Patent and Trademark Office. The board
would be assisted by a staff, and would sub-
mit an annual report to the President and the
House and Senate Judiciary Committees.

If this legislation is to achieve its objectives,
it must be crafted very carefully, to ensure the
necessary checks and balances. A public in-
terest is involved, and this office is the only
place the public can go to obtain a patent or
register a trademark. The PTO is not subject
to the performance pressure that arises out of
corporate competition. The bill, therefore, does
not privatize the PTO by giving it all of the
freedom of a private company.

The PTO would continue to be a Govern-
ment agency under the direction and oversight
of the President and the Congress. However,
the added management flexibility provided by
the bill should improve the PTO’s efficiency
and responsiveness to the public. I look for-
ward to working with all interested parties as
we move this legislation through the Con-
gress.
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ROB WALSH HONORED FOR EX-

TRAORDINARY COMMUNITY
SERVICE

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
bring to the attention of my colleagues the ef-
forts of an extraordinary individual who lives
and works in my district, Rob Walsh.

Mr. Speaker, too often, the stories of those
who make a difference in their communities
are drowned out by the tragedies which split
our community. Pick up any newspaper on
any given day. Headlines will scream of the
latest crime; columnists will lament the many
foibles of our society. The quieter success sto-
ries largely go unreported, unremarked upon.

I believe it is critically important that we do
a better job of telling the success stories, that
we do a better job of being role models for our
Nation’s youth. I therefore take the House
floor today to recognize the efforts of a man
who has done so much for so many. I would
also like to say that I am extremely pleased
that Rob Walsh will be receiving the pres-
tigious Annual Cancer Care Community Serv-
ice Award this Sunday.

Before I go into Bob’s many achievements,
I want to take a moment to congratulate Can-
cer Care for its dedication to providing free
and comprehensive clinical services, edu-
cation, and financial assistance to patients and
their families at any stage of illness. Cancer
Care works cooperatively and effectively with
the many hospitals and health institutions in
my district and New York in general, to pro-
vide critical services to those who are most in
need. I cannot say enough about the compas-
sion and commitment of Cancer Care to its
mission.

I also want to commend Cancer Care on
their judgment. Each year, Cancer Care
bestows it’s Community Service Award to
someone who makes significant contributions
to the community. This year’s recipient will
surprise no one who has spent any time over
the past 5 years in the 14th Street-Union
Square area.

In 1989 Rob Walsh became the executive
director of the 14th Street-Union Square Local
Development Corp. and business improve-
ment district. Rob came prepared.

Rob’s service in New York City government
had been as varied as it was successful. In
fact, it seemed that there was no bureau of
government which had not benefitted from
Rob’s considerable energies. He had served
in the mayor’s office of operations as a voter
assistance coordinator, the transportation de-
partment, the parks department the personnel
department, and the general services depart-
ment. In addition, Rob has a master’s degree
in public affairs from Fordham University,
where he also relieved his undergraduate de-
gree.

Since taking the helm of the 14th Street-
Union Square LDC/BID, Rob has overseen
unprecedented efforts to revitalize a commu-
nity which has fallen on hard times. During the
1980’s, 14th Street had become a drug in-
fested areas, people by prostitutes, and cov-
ered with graffiti. Union Square, once one of
New York’s greatest public spaces, was now
best known for its nickname ‘‘Needle Park.’’

Rob Walsh, thankfully, is not a man who
shrinks from a challenge. With his remarkable
energy, intelligence, and can-do attitude, Rob
has led the efforts to turn the neighborhood
around. Stop by Union Square on a sunny
spring day and you will see the difference.

New businesses move into this thriving
neighborhood every day. Children and workers
on their lunch break pack into beautiful and
accessible Union Square. Stuyvesant Square
Park is now the kind of well maintained open
space that every member of the community
can enjoy. The streets are cleaner and safer
and there exists the kind of communitywide
pride which is so characteristic of the best
neighborhoods of New York and any city.

As Rob will be the first to say, this turn-
around was the product of efforts by hundreds
and thousands of caring members of the com-
munity. But I am not sure it could have hap-
pened without Rob’s leadership. As the
‘‘Mayor of Union Square,’’ Rob has directed
the efforts, and led the battle at the front lines.
He can always be found, walking the streets,
checking on his latest brainstorms.

There is, of course, much work left to be
done. But Rob’s commitment to the values
which make this community great—affordable
housing, opportunities for our kids, safe
streets, and economic growth—will certainly
guide his future efforts in the right direction.

I should also point out that Rob also volun-
teers his time to a number of important groups
in our city including New York Cares, the Van-
derbilt YMCA, Beth Israel Medical Center
community advisory council, Cabrini Medical
Center advisory council, NYC Urban Fellows
advisory board, Washington Irving High
School business advisory council, and the
mayor’s Voluntary Action Center. And with all
of his efforts, Rob remains a devoted husband
to his lovely Terry and is a doting father to his
beautiful daughter Cara, perhaps the most im-
portant job of all.

Mr. Speaker, I am grateful to Cancer Care
for giving me this opportunity to tell a true
New York success story. Rob Walsh deserves
our most sincere thanks for all of his efforts on
behalf of his community, and I hope that all of
my colleagues will join me in congratulating
him at this time.

f

SOCIAL SECURITY PRESUMPTIVE
DISABILITY FOR THE SEVERELY
DISABLED INTRODUCED

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro-
ducing legislation that incorporates the Sup-
plemental Security Income’s [SSI] presumptive
disability system into the Social Security Dis-
ability Insurance [SSDI] Program.

One of the largest continuing problems
faced by the Social Security Administration
[SSA] is the backlog of more than 1 million
cases waiting for a disability determination. In
1995 President Clinton asked for disability in-
vestment funding in the amount of $280 mil-
lion as part of the regular administrative budg-
et. These funds were specifically earmarked
for processing disability related workloads.
Congress appropriated disability investment
funding in the amount of $320 million for fiscal

year 1995. I support this move but we need to
do more and to act more quickly.

Social Security expects to receive nearly 3
million applications for disability benefits
through 1995, 70 percent more than it re-
ceived 5 years ago. Social Security admits
that its complicated decision process has
changed little in 40 years and offers an ‘‘unac-
ceptable’’ level of service to the public. An an-
nounced ‘‘re-engineering’’ of the increasingly
complex disability determination system is ex-
pected to stabilize the workload but not to re-
sult in an appreciable reduction in the backlog.

On the average, it now takes a disability ap-
plicant 5 months to get an initial decision. If
benefits are denied, the applicant waits an-
other 18 months to get an administrative law
judge’s decision on the appeal. Congress has
heard complaints in recent years of deserving
applicants waiting months for desperately
needed funds and, in some cases, dying be-
fore they get a decision.

For example, in Arizona a recent disability
applicant was forced to leave her secretarial
job due to injuries resulting from a serious
auto accident. She applied to the Social Secu-
rity Administration for disability benefits to off-
set the loss of her income. She did not realize
that she was venturing into an understaffed,
underfunded Federal program that often forces
disabled people to wait months to learn wheth-
er they qualify for benefits. After a year wait,
she was successful in obtaining the benefits to
which she was entitled only after hiring an at-
torney who specializes in such cases. These
kinds of long delays are repeated in anecdote
after anecdote.

For many severely disabled, there should be
a faster way.

The SSI program makes an initial deter-
mination that presumes a person to be dis-
abled if they fit certain severe disability cri-
teria. These people begin to receive SSI bene-
fits immediately and the SSA has a 6 month
period to make the final determination of eligi-
bility using the SSA’s definition of disability.

Being able to receive SSI benefits on the
basis of a presumptive disability determination
provides the disabled person with much need-
ed money immediately. However, for a worker
who has paid into Social Security and be-
comes disabled, there is no comparable proc-
ess to identify the people that would most like-
ly qualify for DI benefits. My legislation would
remedy this by providing for determinations of
presumptive disability under title II of the So-
cial Security Act in the same manner and to
the same extent as is currently applicable
under title XVI of such act.

This means that if a person is found to be
presumptively disabled under title II and meets
the requirements for entitlement to benefits the
person will begin to receive benefits, after the
initial 5 month waiting period required before
DI benefits can be paid, for up to 6 months
while the final determination is being made. If
the person is presumed eligible to receive DI
benefits, then their dependents shall also
begin to receive benefits.

If, in the final determination, a claimant’s im-
pairment does not meet the Social Security
Administration’s definition of disability, they
and their dependents shall not be responsible
to return the money they received during the
presumptive eligibility determination period.

In some instances a person may be pre-
sumed eligible for SSI benefits before being
found to be presumptively disabled under title
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II. In this case, the person will still be entitled
to only 6 months of presumptive disability ben-
efits. In most States, while receiving SSI bene-
fits, a person is eligible for Medicaid. Under
this proposal, claimants who would have been
eligible for SSI benefits, were it not for their
receipt of DI presumptive disability benefits,
would be deemed eligible for SSI, making
them eligible for Medicaid in those States
where SSI eligibility triggers Medicaid eligi-
bility. When the final determination for DI ben-
efits is made, the claimant loses the Medicaid
eligibility. Medicare will be provided to dis-
abled workers and their dependents after they
have been receiving disability benefits for 24
months, including the time they were receiving
presumptive disability payments.

f

INTRODUCTION OF DIABETES
RESEARCH ACT

HON. ELIZABETH FURSE
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday May 17, 1995

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, diabetes re-
search is at a crossroads. Earlier this year,
leading scientists and researchers from across
America gathered in Washington, DC, at the
Capitol Summit on Diabetes Research to re-
lease the white paper. The white paper dem-
onstrated that diabetes research has reached
a critical point, and that immediately increas-
ing our focus could yield substantial and dra-
matic breakthroughs. Recent evidence indi-
cates that a cure, or improvements in other
disease management techniques, are within
our reach to improve the quality of life for 14
million Americans who are affected by diabe-
tes.

Today, along with Mr. NETHERCUTT, I am
proud to introduce the Diabetes Research Act.
This legislation would substantially increase
the funds available for diabetes research at
the National Institutes of Health. In light of the
scientific revelations brought forth by leading
researchers and endocrinologists, we must
adopt a long-term strategy to deal with the
problem of diabetes in America. As a nation,
diabetes and its tragic complications cost our
Nation over $100 billion every year. Everyday,
thousands of people go blind, have extremity
amputations, or develop heart disease as a re-
sult of diabetes. We can make a difference if
we only heed the call of the people who are
on the front lines fighting this dreadful disease.
The Diabetes Research Act answers that call.

I believe this bill could also be called the
Priorities Act of 1995. In order to balance the
budget and still invest in our Nation’s future,
we must have an open and honest discussion
with the American people about our priorities.
Tomorrow I am going to introduce three bills
to create budgetary savings of $1.5 billion, a
portion of which could be used to pay for in-
creased diabetes research funds. In sum, I be-
lieve diabetes research should be a priority
and encourage my colleagues to follow my
lead and make recommendations on how to
pay for it.

My own daughter has diabetes. She is one
of millions of Americans who live with this dis-
ease everyday, and I am so proud of her. I am
also grateful to all the national diabetes orga-
nizations to gave their insight into the develop-
ment of this legislation. I urge all my col-

leagues here in the House to cosponsor the
Diabetes Research Act, cosponsor a bill to
pay for it, and then let the thousands of peo-
ple with diabetes in your community know you
are working for their future.

f

TRIBUTE TO CREW MEMBERS OF
THE SUGAR ISLAND FERRY BY
THE HONORABLE BART STUPAK
OF MICHIGAN

HON. BART STUPAK
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
offer my sincere congratulations to the crew
members of the Sugar Island ferry in Sugar Is-
land, MI for their outstanding service to the
community.

Each year, civic groups on Sugar Island
choose an individual to recognize his or her
contributions to the community. This year,
however, the entire crew of the Sugar Island
ferry was chosen to be honored for their enor-
mous efforts for the betterment of the Sugar
Island community.

The first regularly scheduled ferry to bring
cars to Sugar Island was the Service, which
began operation on July 1, 1928. On that day,
30 automobiles were transported from the is-
land to the mainland of Michigan’s Upper Pe-
ninsula. It cost 45 cents for cars and 15 cents
for foot passengers to be carried across St.
Mary’s River. In addition to cars and trucks,
the ferry also carried horse-drawn wagons
during this period.

The Service, was in use until 1932, when it
was replaced by the Beaver. The Beaver ran
until 1937, when a second ferry, Scow No. 1,
was placed into service. Later rebuilt and
named Chippewa, that ferry was in use until a
larger, steel ferry with a 12 car capacity was
constructed. That ferry, the Sugar Islander,
built in 1947, is still in use today. The Sugar
Island ferry was privately-owned by the East-
ern Upper Peninsula Transportation Authority
in 1979.

In 1994, 252,339 vehicles were transported
by the Sugar Islander. The ferry provides a
vital link from Sugar Island to the city of Sault
Ste. Marie in the Upper Peninsula. In addition
to its regular service, the ferry goes out of its
way to promptly transport emergency vehicles
and ambulance, fire and police personnel for
the benefit of Sugar Island residents.

Additionally, Mr. Speaker, the ferry is known
for its outstanding service. It operates every
half hour in good weather and bad, 365 days
a year. The highly dedicated crew works 11-
hour shifts, and I commend the crew members
of the Sugar Islander, for their unfailingly cour-
teous and reliable service. Specifically, I would
like to congratulate the current members of
the Sugar Island ferry, including: Tom Ste-
vens, Brian Dynes, Dan Cairns, Paul McCoy,
Derek Myerscough, Doug Bisdorf, Mike Pat-
ten, Tim Switzer, Don Soper, Jim Gort, Jr.,
and Rick Brown.

I know my colleagues join me in honoring
those crew members who enrich the lives of
Sugar Island residents, as well as visitors to
that Northern Michigan community.

YOUTH CANCER AWARENESS

HON. CHARLIE ROSE
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
bring to the attention of this body youth cancer
awareness.

More than 5 million living Americans have a
history of cancer. It is estimated that among
the 1 million people diagnosed with cancer
this year, half will die from this disease. In my
State of North Carolina alone, over 3,200 peo-
ple will be diagnosed with cancer this year.

Even more alarming is the growth in re-
ported cases of cancer in young people. Can-
cer is the No. 2 killer among our youth.

In my home State of North Carolina, the
month of April is ‘‘Cancer Awareness Month.’’
North Carolina has planned a number of
events to emphasize the importance of cancer
awareness. I would have like to have made
April ‘‘National Cancer Awareness Month.’’
However procedural changes will not permit
the offering of such a resolution.

Nonetheless, I would still like to increase the
public’s awareness of the degree to which
cancer affects young people. The key to find-
ing a cure for cancer is in awareness of the
symptoms, the causes, and the best means to
address the problems raised by cancer. In-
creased volunteer participation and the pro-
motion of education and research have had a
profound positive impact on discovering a
cure. We need to do more in this regard.

With the help of dedicated people like Miss
Leslie Cobb, a Jacksonsville, NC, teen cancer
activist, who fight this terrible disease every-
day, we will eventually find a cure. I urge ev-
eryone to do all they can to inform our youth
about the risks of cancer.

f

LORETTA PONTICELLO HONORED
FOR LIFETIME OF SERVICE

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, it gives me
great pleasure to stand before my distin-
guished colleagues today to honor Ms. Loretta
Ponticello.

Its has been my observation that we are so
consumed with the problems and negativism
that plague our Nation that we sometimes for-
get about those who are working to solve
these problems. We ignore the heroes who
are right in our midst, choosing instead to talk
about the the bad news that dominates the
news.

This situation needs to be corrected. That’s
why I take this opportunity to honor one of
these heroes. She may not be featured in a
movie or on television, but there can be little
doubt that Loretta Ponticello is a hereo to all
who know her.

First, let me talk a little bit about Loretta’s
remarkable business career. By combining her
great aptitude for business with a high stand-
ard of integrity and diligence, Ms. Ponticello
has brought success wherever she has gone.
After graduating from the New Jersey College
for Woman—now Douglas College—she
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worked for Chemical Bank in the foreign de-
partment. Eventually, Loretta left the bank and
went on to become secretary to the president
of Cooke International, and import/export firm
in New York. Upon leaving Cooke Inter-
national, Loretta began working for Rosenthal
& Rosenthal, Inc. where she will be retiring
after 26 years.

She began her career at Rosenthal as man-
ager of the International Operations Office in
their Foreign Department. Later she joined the
Rosenthal Group’s Law Department as an ad-
ministrative manager and legal assistant and
after years of service with Rosenthal & Rosen-
thal was appointed an officer in the company.
She is one of the best liked and well re-
spected members of the company, and her
fellow workers will be sorry to see her go.

Loretta’s outstanding achievement in the
business world may only be overshadowed by
her exemplary work in her community. For
over 41 years, Loretta has been an active
resident of City & Suburban’s York Avenue
Estate Landmark.

When eviction notices were sent to all ten-
ants of her building, it looked as if Loretta and
her neighbors would be forced to leave their
homes forever. Her interest in the preservation
of historic buildings in New York City per-
suaded her to lead the fight to make the build-
ing a New York City landmark.

Loretta helped organize fundraisers, spoke
at hearings and met with legislators in New
York City and Washington, DC. Her persist-
ence was rewarded when City & Suburban
was made an official New York City landmark.
Ms. Betty Cooper Wallerstein, chairperson of
Coalition to Save the City and Suburban, and
Marie Beirne, Tenants Landmark chairperson,
both agree that the landmarking of City &
Suburban’s York Avenue Estate could not
have been accomplished without Loretta.

Now the Loretta is retiring after 26 years
with Rosenthal & Rosenthal she will be able to
devote even more time to her community serv-
ice. She plans to be the keeper of the massive
City & Suburban archives and intends to do
volunteer work in the field of historic preserva-
tion. Ms. Ponticello will also continue her work
with the East 79th Street Neighborhood Asso-
ciation, caring and working with the community
that she loves.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to honor the
heroics of Loretta Ponticello today. I hope that
my colleagues will join me in thanking Ms.
Ponticello for her ongoing generosity, and
wish her a long and happy retirement.

f

ONE OF NEW YORK’S BEST—EL
OLE

HON. NYDIA M. VELAZQUEZ
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in honor of one of New York’s best and most
vibrant dining establishments. I am referring to
El Olé. It is New York’s very own bit of Spain,
and it celebrates 25 years of exemplary serv-
ice this Monday, May 22.

The owners of this fabulous restaurant,
Pepe and Tony Lagares arrived in the United
States back in 1949. They came here from La
Coruña, Spain, with their father, Don José.
They spent their first years in this country

working at their grandfather’s restaurant,
Greenwich Village’s El Tropezon. In 1970,
they opened El Olé, and for years worked at
a grovelling pace. El Olé’s reputation spread
by word of mouth, and it soon built up a
strong clientele. In fact, when El Olé opened
its doors for the first time, it could only accom-
modate 28 patrons. Today, it serves many
well known guests on a regular basis, and its
exquisite dinning room accommodates 110.

Among the many distinguished patrons of El
Olé are: Sylvester Stallone, Elizabeth Taylor,
Al Pacino, Emilio Estevez, Robert DeNiro,
Martin Lawrence, Jon Secada, Jane Evans,
Pedro Morales, Jose Chegui Torres, Roberto
Ledesma, and former Governor Cuomo and
his family. This impressive list comes as no
surprise. El Olé has an atmosphere that lends
itself to fine dinning and pure enjoyment. But
it is much more than a restaurant, it is a ref-
uge for people of all cultures, and its walls
have witnessed countless conversations on
everything from politics to the arts.

From the romantic sounds of Spanish gui-
tars to the fast swing-pace of salsa, cumbia,
and merenge, El Olé’s superb service and vi-
brant setting serve as perfect complement to
this establishment’s world class menu.

I applaud the Lagares brothers for their ef-
forts, and thank them for bringing us so much.
To El Olé, a happy celebration, may its tables
always bear las Delicias de la madre España,
and may its door always rest open for those
who share a passion for culinary pleasure and
a thirst for the joy of life. Olé!
f

FINDING SUPPLEMENTAL SECU-
RITY INCOME ELIGIBLE BENE-
FICIARIES; INTRODUCTION OF
LEGISLATION TO PROVIDE IN-
CENTIVES FOR NON-PROFIT OR-
GANIZATION OUTREACH

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995
Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, the Supplemental

Security Income [SSI] Program was begun to
provide a safety net for our country’s elderly,
blind, and disabled persons with limited in-
come and resources.

Over the years I have followed the outreach
efforts of the Social Security Administration to
inform potential eligible people about the SSI
Program. In 1989 a Health and Human Serv-
ices study indicated that that 35 percent of po-
tentially eligible recipients were not participat-
ing in the SSI Program. Congress mandated
funds to the SSA in fiscal year 1990 and 1991
for outreach projects in an effort to enroll
these potential recipients.

Many outreach programs designed and car-
ried out by local government and nonprofit or-
ganizations have been funded by these appro-
priated funds. Outreach programs inform the
SSA staff of the most effective means of
reaching potentially eligible recipients of the
SSI Program and assist recipients through the
complicated application process.

Alameda County in California has been very
effective in reaching Southeast Asian potential
recipients through an outreach program that
reaches into the community through mutual
assistance groups.

In Arizona third parties using a variety of
outreach techniques, including language

groups, successfully funded eligible recipients
and streamlined their application process by
completing the many necessary forms for
them.

These examples point to what maybe the
most effective way of contacting these hard to
reach people. The use of existing private non-
profit community groups. I suppose that one of
the quickest and most economical ways of
finding and signing up eligible people for the
SSI Program would be to use the staffs of
nonprofit organizations who already work with
the poor. Many of these people are very
knowledgeable about the program and have
the trust of potential recipients. Help in filing
out the forms and collection of the necessary
documentation would greatly assist the over-
worked SSA staff.

In return the nonprofit organizations would
receive a fixed amount of money for each per-
son they ‘‘sign up’’ that was actually eligible
for the SSI Program.

This idea is the basis for the legislation I am
introducing today. My bill creates two dem-
onstration projects, one in a poor urban area
and one in a poor rural area, to test this idea
of providing an award for successful outreach.
f

THE SERB STRANGLEHOLD ON
SARAJEVO

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I

rise today to condemn the latest Serbian on-
slaught directed against innocent civilians in
Sarajevo, an UN-designated safe-haven. The
events of the past 24 hours underscore the
fact that the besieged city of Sarajevo remains
in a virtual stranglehold by well-armed Serb
militants. UN sources confirmed that at least
1,000 shells were fired on Sarajevo. The
heavy shelling of the Bosnian capital, the
worst in over a year, resulted in a score of in-
juries and deaths. Sporadic shelling continues
today.

Some have had the audacity to argue that
both sides are equally to blame for the attack,
a pretext later used to deny the Bosnian Gov-
ernment’s urgent request for protection of Sa-
rajevo. Attempts to equate the forces of the
sovereign Government of Bosnia-Herzegovina
with the marauding bandits led by Radovan
Karadzic, a mastermind of genocidal aggres-
sion in Bosnia, are an affront which must be
resoundingly rejected. Karadzic, along with
Bosnian Serb military commander Ratko
Mladic and former police chief Mico Stanisic,
are under active investigation by the War
Crimes Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia, for
their respective roles in the war launched by
the Serbs in 1992.

For 3 years now, international negotiators
have traveled a well-worn path to Pale, the
Bosnian Serb headquarters. Nearly a year has
passed since the Contact Group presented its
peace plan on a take-it-or-leave-it-basis. The
Bosnian Government accepted the proposal
within the 2 week deadline. The plan has been
repeatedly rejected by the Bosnian Serbs with
relative impunity despite threats by the Con-
tract Group that rejection would carry severe
consequences. Further negotiations at this
time can only be expected to bring further
concessions to meet Karadzic’s demands.
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Yesterday’s attack on Sarajevo highlights

the pathetic state of affairs and utter impo-
tence of the international community which
has effectively abrogated its responsibility for
enforcing Security Council resolutions in
Bosnia. The shelling occurs at a time when
the United Nations is reviewing its mission in
Bosnia—a mission which, in my opinion, has
been seriously undermine since UN forces
began negotiating with the militants shortly
after UNPROFOR’s deployment. Further delay
in deciding what, if any, role the UN can or
should play in Bosnia will only make the with-
drawal of UNPROFOR that much more difficult
and potentially dangerous should such a de-
termination ultimately be reached.

Mr. Speaker, the fact of the matter is that
measures taken by the Security Council to
date have failed to maintain international
peace and security as it relates to Bosnia-
Herzegovina. This being the case, it is uncon-
scionable that that country continues to be de-
nied its right to self-defense, in clear violation
of article 51 of the UN Charter.

Earlier this year, I introduced H.R. 1172,
legistion which lift the arms embargo against
Bosnia-Herzegovina. This bill enjoys consider-
able bipartisan support as evidenced by the
growing list of cosponsors. Mr. Speaker, I urge
colleagues to support the lifting of the arms
embargo, an action fully in keeping with
Bosnia’s inherent right to self-defense.

f

COMMUNITY SPIRIT ALIVE AND
WELL IN IDAHO

HON. HELEN CHENOWETH
OF IDAHO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to applaud the efforts of two institutions
in my district that are pioneering innovative
programs to meet the credit and housing
needs of the citizens of Boise. Boise Neigh-
borhood Housing Service and Key Bank of
Idaho have been nationally recognized by the
Social Compact in its 1995 Outstanding Com-
munity Investment Awards Program for their
efforts, which are helping to address the city’s
critical shortage of affordable housing options.

Social Compact is a national nonprofit orga-
nization dedicated to increasing industry in-
vestment in our at-risk neighborhoods. They
lead by example, highlighting successful part-
nerships between financial services institutions
and neighborhood nonprofit organizations that
are working together to reestablish viable mar-
kets in which the financial industry can do
business. By reestablishing these markets, the
partnership reclaims vulnerable communities,
transforming them into a neighborhood of ac-
tive residents and homeowners with a real
stake in their future. As a result of the annual
Outstanding Community Investment Awards
Program, Boise Neighborhood House Service,
or NHS and Key Bank of Idaho were chosen
out of 160 applicants as a model partnership,
one that the rest of the industry can learn
from.

When Boise NHS began 13 years ago as a
small, neighborhood revitalization efforts,
Boise was just entering a growth period.
Today, Boise is a city with soaring housing
costs and high land prices. In the last 5 years
alone, the cost of living in Boise increased by

139 percent, while median income rose only
33 percent. NHS has responded to Boise’s af-
fordable housing shortage by forming a lasting
partnership with Key Bank of Idaho, a financial
institution committed to neighborhood revital-
ization. Their partnership is providing solutions
both for lower-income families who need af-
fordable rental housing or believe the dream
of homeownership is out of their reach.

As a result of the leadership of Connie
Hogland, executive director of Boise NHS, and
Michael Mooney, president of Key Bank of
Idaho, 77 families now live in newly con-
structed, affordable homes. Seven families
have achieved the dream of homeownership,
through the construction of Quince Cove de-
velopment, financed 100 percent by Key Bank
of Idaho. Key Bank has furthered its financial
involvement with Boise NHS, supporting the
National Neighbors Works Campaign for
Homeownership, initiating a special lenders
pool with other institutions to provide first
mortgages to lower- and moderate-income
families, and providing Boise NHS with an on-
going line of credit. In Boise our citizens have
a great deal of civic pride in their city and the
Key Bank employees, senior managers and
even members of their board of directors also
volunteer their time for community-wide events
such as when the city comes together to help
those that are unable to maintain the upkeep
of their homes.

Efforts such as those by Boise NHS and
Key Bank of Idaho deserve to be congratu-
lated, not only for their ongoing efforts to meet
immediate needs of Boise residents, but also
for their innovation in finding new ways to help
the city and the community, making it a vital
place to live and do business.

f

RESEARCH FOR OUR NATION’S
FUTURE

HON. STEVEN SCHIFF
OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
mention the importance of the basic scientific
research funded under budget function 270.
While this research may fall under the Energy
Supply Research and Development title, this
work, much of which is occurring at our na-
tional laboratories, is basic fundamental sci-
entific research that applies to national prob-
lems in nuclear weapons and environmental
cleanup.

Research efforts at the national laboratories
are characterized by scientific excellence and
the integration of basic research to real appli-
cations in the chemical sciences, materials
sciences, and geosciences. For example, the
materials science research program at the na-
tional laboratories not only demonstrates the
relevance of basic science to technology, but
also supports the Energy Department’s pri-
mary missions. In addition, these programs
take advantage of a wide range of large, cap-
ital intensive research facilities that are not
usually found at universities.

Work in areas such as scientifically tailored
materials combine expertise in solid state
sciences, atomic-level diagnostics, materials
synthesis and processes science to produce
new classes of tailored materials for critical
defense needs, and which can also be used

by industry down the road. That national lab-
oratories materials researchers win prizes and
awards each year, indicates that their col-
leagues in universities and industry recognize
the value of their scientific contributions.

In conclusion, I ask my colleagues to be
mindful that the national laboratories are con-
ducting original and relevant basic research in
the basic energy sciences program that is of
great value to our Nation’s future.

f

THE 44TH INTERNATIONAL CON-
VENTION OF THE ALLIANCE OF
THE POLISH SINGERS OF AMER-
ICA

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to mark the 44th International Convention of
the Polish Singers’ Alliance of America which
will take place in New York City from May 25
through May 28, 1995. As the Representative
of one the Nation’s strongest and most active
Polish-American communities, I am proud to
welcome them to New York.

Founded in 1889, the Polish Singer’s Alli-
ance is dedicated to promoting goodwill and
Polish culture by performing the very best in
Polish music. Every 3 years the Alliance spon-
sors a convention for Polish choral groups
from all over North America. The convention
acts to acquaint the public with the works of
Polish composers, and foster a love for a
country which has given so much to the rest
of the world.

This year, the event is being hosted by the
District VII of PSAA, based in the New York
City metropolitan area, including Connecticut,
Pennsylvania, and New Jersey. District VII will
welcome 33 other singing groups from as far
away as Arizona, and Ontario, Canada.

Together, over 1,000 people will join to-
gether to celebrate the rich history and the
promising future of the Polish musical tradi-
tion. Judging from past conventions, a high
point should be the choral competition. This
even provides a unique opportunity for the
choruses to demonstrate their talents in Polish
classical, religious, and folk music.

The theme of this year’s convention, Salute
Free Poland, is particularly poignant. It honors
not only the country’s historical contributions
to world culture, but recognizes Poland’s long
struggle to embrace freedom and democracy.

Mr. Speaker, I would request my colleagues
join me in welcoming the Polish Singers Alli-
ance of America to New York. I thank them for
bringing their wonderful music to New York
and for keeping this tradition alive for future
generations to enjoy.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. MAXINE WATERS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, May
16, during consideration of final passage of
the Clean Water Act Reform Act, H.R. 961, I
was outside the building and inadvertently



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E 1065May 17, 1995
missed the vote. Had I been present, I would
have voted ‘‘Nay.’’

A EULOGY TO MAX MCCARTHY

HON. JOHN J. LaFALCE
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, former Senator
John Culver of Iowa last week delivered a eu-
logy to his friend and former colleague in Con-
gress, Richard ‘‘Max’’ McCarthy, who died
May 5 at age 67 in Arlington, VA.

Mr. McCarthy represented the Buffalo, NY,
area in the House from 1965 to 1970.

Senator Culver offered a poignant tribute to
Max, who had a many faceted career as ‘‘a
proud veteran of two wars in two military serv-
ices. A distinguished Member of Congress
with a strong sense of our obligation to future
generations. A diplomat wisely representing
our country. A journalist who challenged and
helped his readers to be better informed citi-
zens of our democracy.’’

Speckled with anecdotes, the Senator’s re-
marks captured the depth of character of this
affable man we all simply called Max. The Hill
published the Senator’s eulogy in its May 17th
edition and I would like to share it with my col-
leagues at this point in the RECORD:

MAX MCCARTHY: SOLDIER, CONGRESSMAN,
JOURNALIST

(Eulogy by Former Sen. John Culver)
As we all know, Max grew up in Buffalo. He

loved the city and its people. He knew its
history and its politics. He always proudly
wore that small silver Buffalo in this lapel.

One of his favorite stories about his home
town recounted the election night victory
statement of a mayoralty candidate of mod-
est educational attainment who proclaimed:

‘‘I wish to thank Jesus Christ and all the
other good people of Buffalo who voted for
me today.’’

I first met Max 30 years ago when we were
both newly elected members of Congress. Al-
though small in stature he possessed a big
voice and also a big heart and a big mind. He
was intellectually curious and genuinely in-
terested in people as well as ideas.

He possessed strong convictions and never
was half-hearted about anything. He could
ask more questions and learn more about a
stranger in one conversation than anyone I
ever knew, because he was such a good lis-
tener.

As we all know, Max was very fastidious
and dapper concerning his dress and I used to
kid him. ‘‘I wish you would start to take
some pride in your personal appearance.’’

In his own congressional career he was
ahead of his time regarding the environment
and was also the author of books on subjects
like chemical and biological warfare and
campaign finance reform decades before oth-
ers discovered them. As a close observer of
foreign affairs, he was perceptive and well
informed. Years before the Iranian revolu-
tion he warned me that the U.S. was wrong
in supporting the Shah.

Max was proud of being Irish and a genuine
authority on the history of Ireland. With af-
fection he often recounted the comment of
his father, ‘‘The Irish are not always sure of
the particular cause they are fighting for,
but they are willing to die for it.’’

But Max did know what was worth living
for. After he was diagnosed, Max knew his
illness was terminal.

He eventually moved into the nursing
home where his life and possessions were re-

duced to one room. At such a time one must
choose and those choices can tell us much
about a person’s priorities, character and
values.

Like many of you here today who visited
Max in that room in recent months, I recall
the many photos of his family. His father
and mother pictured with him as a small
boy, his sisters, and the individual and group
pictures of his children and grandchildren
whom he loved so deeply. They reminded me
of the joy he always expressed following a
visit to one of them—be it in Italy, Chicago,
New York City or back in Buffalo.

There was an American flag in the corner
of the room. I assume it was from his con-
gressional office. There were two framed
honorable discharge certificates—one from
the World War II Navy and the other from
the Army for service during the Korean War.
Max was devoted to his country, but like a
true patriot he could be critical if he felt it
as not pursuing a just course.

Then there was the book case filled with
his favorite works on history and political
biographies which were the subject of many
memorable hours of discussion that we
shared over the years. As I left him on what
proved to be my final visit I asked if I could
get him anything. He said he would really
like a copy of a new history book, ‘‘The Age
of Extremes,’’ by Eric Hobsbawm. He had
read an excellent review of it in the New
York Review of Books. I got a copy to him
last week and it was apparently the last
book he was reading.

He had a keen interest in travel and did so
widely and there were various mementos and
pictures from those experiences. There was
the beloved collection of opera recordings all
of which Max knew by heart. A classical
music station was always on the radio. Al-
ways at hand was a well-read copy of The
New York Times.

On a wall hung his notice of induction to
the prestigious Gridiron Club, signifying his
election to a select group of the nation’s fin-
est reporters. The annual club skits, a Wash-
ington major event, gave him such satisfac-
tion and pleasure. On a bulletin board were
one or two of his recent columns from the
Buffalo News that he courageously dictated
each week to the very end. The last one
which appeared before his death was an ap-
peal for sanity on firearms.

There was a framed quote by one of Max’s
heroes, the distinguished journalist Walter
Lippmann. I remember Max telling me about
how thrilled he was to have been invited to
Lippmann’s home as a young congressman
and pointed out his residence to me in Wash-
ington. Max took very seriously his respon-
sibility as a member of the Washington press
corps. Lippmann characterized that role as
‘‘no mean calling’’ and claimed those in-
volved have a ‘‘right to be proud of it and be
glad it is our work.’’ Max could agree.

It is altogether fitting that Max, who
served our country with distinction in so
many ways, will now be laid to rest in our
National Cemetery. He was a proud veteran
of two wars in two military services. A dis-
tinguished member of Congress with a strong
sense of our obligation to future generations.
A diplomat wisely representing our country.
A journalist who challenged and helped his
readers to be better informed citizens of our
democracy.

A funeral ceremony is, of course, a time of
sadness, but also a time of celebration and
gratitude. Gratitude for the enrichment Max
brought to so many of our lives and for the
warm personal memories of him which we
will always cherish.

UPLIFTING AND HELPFUL
GUIDANCE

HON. SANFORD D. BISHOP, JR.
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, I am very thank-
ful that I have had an opportunity during this
exceptionally busy year to attend two annual
conferences of the African Methodist Church
in Georgia, the Southwest Georgia Con-
ference held in Columbus and the South
Georgia Conference in Albany. I am also plan-
ning to attend the third A.M.E. church con-
ference this month, the upcoming conference
in Macon. These church convocations are
both uplifting from a spiritual point of view and
beneficial to me as a legislator.

Resolutions adopted by the 83d session of
the South Georgia Conference, presided over
by the Right Reverend Donald George Ken-
neth Ming, are an example of how religious or-
ganizations can help guide our deliberations in
incisive, thought-provoking ways. I would
therefore submit the attached epistle and the
four accompanying resolutions, which were
developed by the committee on the state of
the country:
THE 83D SESSION OF THE SOUTH GEORGIA AN-

NUAL CONFERENCE OF THE SIXTH EPISCOPAL
DISTRICT OF THE AFRICAN METHODIST EPIS-
COPAL CHURCH—THE RIGHT REVEREND DON-
ALD GEORGE KENNETH MING, PRESIDING
BISHOP

MARCH 24, 1995.
To: Congressman Sandford D. Bishop, Jr.

Second Congressional District for the
State of Georgia.

From: The Committee on the State of the
Country.

The enclosed resolutions are excerpts from
the minutes of the committee assigned to re-
view, to evaluate and to propose resolutions
to resolve the continued decay of crippling
ills of our society. We, therefore, the min-
isterial and lay delegates to this, the 83rd
Session of the South Georgia Conference,
presided by the Right Reverend Donald
George Kenneth Ming, would like to go on
record stating our concerns on these issues.

We, therefore, solicit your personal com-
mitment to deliver these resolutions to the
floor of Congress and oratorically resound
our concerns in such a manner that the walls
of Congress will tremble until equality and
justice grip the minds and hearts of your fel-
low political constituents. We can no longer
sit idly in the bosom of a society that will
not nurture, from the breasts of prosperity,
her children from ill-housing, inefficient
educational systems, rural and urban waste-
lands, cultural deficiencies, health deformi-
ties, political annihilations, affirmation ac-
tion irregularities and the criminal seige of
a demoralizing society.

We, therefore, collectively, as members of
your Congressional District, challenge your
involvement as a vehicle which will enable
us to stand in these times as we make a
‘‘Contract with America’’ to retain an air of
dignity, of respect and of self-worth to our
God, to our fellowman, and to ourselves.

Respectfully submitted,
THE COMMITTEE ON THE

STATE OF THE COUNTRY.
The Right Reverend Donald George Ken-

neth Ming, Presiding Bishop.
Mrs. Edith White Ming, Episcopal Super-

visor.
Reverend Clifford Earl Shepheard, Presid-

ing Elder.
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Reverend Johnnie Lonnie Raven, Jr., Pre-

siding Elder.
Reverend Eugene Foster, Chairperson.
Reverend Hayward White.
Reverend W. F. Griffin.
Reverend Jaunita Parker.
Reverend Charlie Byrd.
Sister Constance Hamilton.
Brother Ralph Taylor.
Brother Stonewall Pertilla.
Dr. Evelyn G. Perry, Compiler.

THE RESOLUTIONS
We, the members of the State of the Coun-

try Committee at the 83rd Session of the
South Georgia Annual Conference held at
Bethel African Methodist Episcopal Church
(Albany, Georgia) on March 22–26, 1995 do set
forth these following resolutions, which were
unanimously received and adopted by the at-
tending delegation, to be prayerfully submit-
ted to our nation’s leaders:

RESOLUTION 1

We resolve that this conference go on
record to endorse our support for affirmative
action as a tool to continue to align the
‘‘American Dream’’ and the founding fathers’
principle that ‘‘we hold these truths to be
self-evident that all men are created equal,
that they are endowed by their Creator with
certain unalienable rights that among these
are life, liberty and the pursuit of happi-
ness.’’ We, therefore, resolve that affirma-
tive action is necessary to assure that the
minority workforce is not given a ‘‘handout’’
but an ‘‘opportunity!’’ We, therefore, resolve
that with these given opportunities minority
America will be able to escalate over the
barriers of economical, social and cultural
horizons which have beset us in the past. Let
it be clearly stated that we must procure the
keys to these opportunities through affirma-
tive action which is our ‘‘Contract with
America,’’ that if given the opportunity, we
will respond educationally trained, respon-
sibly employed, and culturally advanced. Let
it be known that Black America suffers from
the acute case of insufficient checking only
because America refuses to deposit into her
account.

RESOLUTION 2

We resolve that there is a need for welfare
reformation; however, we resolve that there
should be gradual steps to assure that ‘‘poor
America’’ will be able to receive adequate
housing, income and health care to sustain a
minimal lifestyle of dignity. We, therefore,
resolve that the process of ratification
should take the following steps:

1. Five-year ratification period.
2. Gradual modification for those presently

on welfare.
3. Reformation including parental training,

vocational training and social skills’ train-
ing.

4. Reformation that gradually restricts and
deters teenage pregnancy, substance abuse
and sales and a lack of self-esteem.

RESOLUTION 3

We resolve that adequate funding should be
allocated so that a massive voter registra-
tion and voter education program is enacted
in every Congressional District where the
majority of the inhabitants are non-
participatory voters.

RESOLUTION 4

We resolve RESOUNDINGLY that Congress
would approve and support the appointment
of Doctor Foster, M.D., as Surgeon General
of the United States of America based upon
his impeccable credentials in the medical
profession. We must not allow misappro-
priate behavior of the past, when corrected,
to be the portal for non-qualification. We
must be reminded that in the gospel accord-
ing to John 8:7 Jesus implies, ‘‘ye without
sin, cast the first stone.’’

Finally, we, therefore, resolve that these
resolutions be permanently engraved in the
archives of the ‘‘American Dream.’’

Mr. Speaker, I commend the A.M.E. Church
in Georgia for taking a stand on these critical
issues. All of us in Congress can benefit from
paying close attention to the views and posi-
tions taken by our religious institutions.

f

McKINNEY EDUCATION FOR
HOMELESS CHILDREN AND YOUTH

HON. LOUISE McINTOSH SLAUGHTER
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 17, 1995

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, this worth-
while program, modest yet dramatically effec-
tive, has drawn quite a bit of fire in recent
days. I would like to take this opportunity to
clear up some misconceptions about the pro-
gram, voiced by my colleague from Arizona,
[Mr. KOLBE].

My colleague objects strongly to this pro-
gram for the Education of Homeless Children
and Youth, because of concerns that the pro-
gram is overly bureaucratic. This is simply not
the case at all. The McKinney program directly
funds just one Homeless Education coordina-
tor in each State; and over half of those coor-
dinators only work part-time on the program.
More than 80 percent of all funding goes
straight to the local school districts. At last
count, about 500 local school districts were
running homeless education programs with
McKinney funding.

My colleagues also quotes from a Depart-
ment of Education document which states that
the McKinney program ‘‘provides formula
grants to States to operate an Office of Coor-
dinator of Education for Homeless Children
and Youth.’’ The implication is that the pro-
gram exists only to support bureaucrats. How-
ever, my colleague failed to read further in the
program description, in which it is stated that
the program also has responsibility ‘‘to de-
velop and carry out a State plan for the edu-
cation of homeless children. States also make
subgrants to local educational agencies for tu-
toring, transportation and other services in-
tended to enable homeless children to enroll
in, attend and succeed in school.’’ (Depart-
ment of Education Fiscal Year 1996 Budget
Summary and Background Information)

And that is what this program does so
well—it gets funding to local school districts,
who have designed special projects tailored to
their local needs. Local school districts submit
applications as part of a competitive process;
only the best proposals win. The States make
the final decisions; the localities design their
own programs; and the Federal Government
lets them do what they do best. No other Fed-
eral program targets these vulnerable home-
less children in this way. We must oppose any
attempt to eliminate the Education for Home-
less Children and Youth program; because
without this program, literally hundreds of
thousands of homeless children will never get
to school.

I am submitting a Project Description from
the Amphitheater Public Schools Education for
Homeless Youth Program in Tucson and Pima
County Arizona. Amphitheater’s program,
called ‘‘Youth on Their Own,’’ works with high
school homeless youth, and is one of two

McKinney-funded homeless education pro-
grams in my colleague’s district. The other
program, run by the Tucson Unified School
District, reaches out to elementary school-age
homeless children. The Amphitheater Project
Description explains better than I can how the
program works, how they are using their
McKinney funding, and why this McKinney
funding is so valuable to local school districts
all across the country.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION—ARIZONA DEPARTMENT

OF EDUCATION

EDUCATION FOR HOMELESS CHILDREN AND
YOUTH

1. District: Amphitheater Public Schools.
2. Contact person: Ann Young; Telephone

(602) 297–4555.
3. Number of homeless children in school

district (from attached survey): 317+; Num-
ber to be served by this project: 317+.

4. Project period (Maximum 15 months:
From August 1993 to September 1994.

5. Describe services to be provided:
Educational assistance targeted for the

homeless will be supplemental to the school
program and will include a course in inde-
pendent living set up to assist the students
in learning the skills needed to survive on
their own. A full time teacher will be hired
to teach the course to an integrated student
body so the homeless youths will not be iso-
lated and stigmatized. He/she will also be re-
sponsible for assisting the students with
course, college and career choices, helping in
the identification and screening of homeless
youth, coordinating with parents, teachers,
school personnel, and private and public
agencies, acting as a liaison to help the
homeless enroll and succeed in school, and
making home visits.

Tutorial services will be provided to assist
students in reaching their academic goals.

Outreach effort to identify and assist
homeless students in entering and becoming
integrated into our schools, in obtaining
residency status and the documentation nec-
essary for government and social services.
Assistance will be given in finding lodging
with volunteer parents or on their own, med-
ical and dental services, obtaining free
breakfast and lunch, food stamps, AHCCS,
SOBRA, DES, AFDC, clothing and household
goods, emergency food from the food bank,
part-time employment, a monthly stipend
dependent upon good attendance, counseling,
and mentoring.

6. Describe how the project is coordinated
with the regular district educational pro-
gram and integrates homeless children with
non-homeless children:

Our program will advocate for children and
youth to ensure their acceptance as students
in the Amphitheater School District. A hot-
line for students who have difficulty meeting
the criteria of the school district because of
homelessness will be available at each school
to assist the school personnel in determining
homelessness status. Ongoing education of
school personnel will be addressed.

The course in independent living which
will address housing, nutrition, health, eco-
nomic, and other basic needs will be avail-
able to all students so the homeless student
will not be stigmatized. The Youth on Their
Own support program also includes children
who are not considered homeless under the
McKinney guidelines—those living with
friends and relatives on a comparatively sta-
ble basis. Every effort is made to main-
stream the homeless youth so they are not
isolated as a group from the school body.

7. Describe current districtwide efforts to
remove barriers to the education of homeless
children, pursuant to the McKinney Act (i.e.
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documentation and residency policies, expe-
dited assessments, outreach, etc.). Do not in-
clude activities funded by a McKinney
Homeless Assistance grant.

Amphitheater School District is making
efforts to remove barriers to the education of
homeless children, but the documentation

and residency policies must still be evalu-
ated on a case by case basis. It is not known
how many children are helped or hampered
by the present policies. Schools are to be
asked to gather data as a basis for improve-
ment efforts. An attempt will be made to en-
large the schools’ influence on the out-of-

school environment. The high school hired a
social worker this year who has helped to ex-
pedite assessments and outreach efforts. We
have volunteers working with the homeless
students on a one to one basis.
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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 18, 1995, may be found in the Daily
Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

MAY 19

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1996 for the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment.

SD–192
Labor and Human Resources
Education, Arts and Humanities Sub-

committee
To hold hearings to examine adult edu-

cation programs.
SD–430

MAY 22

2:00 p.m.
Appropriations
Legislative Branch Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1996 for the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol, and the Govern-
ment Printing Office.

SD–116
Foreign Relations
Western Hemisphere and Peace Corps Af-

fairs Subcommittee
To hold hearings on S. 381, to strengthen

international sanctions against the
Castro government in Cuba, and to de-
velop a plan to support a transition
government leading to a democrat-
ically elected government in Cuba.

SD–419
Governmental Affairs
Post Office and Civil Service Subcommit-

tee
To resume hearings on Federal pension

reform, focusing on how Federal pen-
sion plans compare to private sector
plans.

SD–342

MAY 23

9:30 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

To resume hearings on proposed legisla-
tion to strengthen and improve United
States agricultural programs, focusing
on Federal nutrition programs.

SR–328A

Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1996 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on finan-
cial management.

SD–192
Appropriations
District of Columbia Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1996 for the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia,
focusing on the District of Columbia
public schools.

SD–116
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Science, Technology, and Space Sub-

committee
To hold oversight hearings on NASA’s

Space Station Program.
SR–253

Energy and Natural Resources
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on S. 620, to direct the

Secretary of the Interior to convey,
upon request, certain property in Fed-
eral reclamation projects to bene-
ficiaries of the projects and to set forth
a distribution scheme for revenues
from reclamation project lands.

SD–366
Indian Affairs

To hold hearings on S. 479, to provide for
administrative procedures to extend
Federal recognition to certain Indian
groups.

SR–485
10:00 a.m.

Foreign Relations
Business meeting, to mark up proposed

legislation authorizing funds for for-
eign assistance programs.

SD–419
Judiciary

To hold hearings on the Administration’s
counter-terrorism intelligence gather-
ing proposals, focusing on whether
there is a need for increased wiretap
and infiltration authority for Federal
law enforcement.

SD–226
2:30 p.m.

Energy and Natural Resources
Parks, Historic Preservation and Recre-

ation Subcommittee
To hold hearings to review the Depart-

ment of the Interior’s programs, poli-
cies and budget implications on the re-
introduction of wolves in and around
Yellowstone National Park.

SD–366

MAY 24

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
Interior Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1996 for the
United States Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, Department of the Interior.

SD–192
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Aviation Subcommittee

To hold hearings to examine inter-
national aviation policy.

SR–253
Governmental Affairs
Oversight of Government Management and

the District of Columbia Subcommit-
tee

To hold oversight hearings on aviation
safety.

SD–342

10:00 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
Research, Nutrition, and General Legisla-

tion Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed legislation

to strengthen and improve United
States agricultural programs, focusing
on research and the future of U.S. agri-
culture.

SR–328A
2:00 p.m.

Select on Intelligence
To hold closed hearings on intelligence

matters.
SH–219

MAY 25

9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources

To hold hearings on S. 638, to authorize
funds for United States insular areas.

SD–366
Rules and Administration

To hold hearings on proposed legislation
authorizing funds for the Federal Elec-
tion Commission.

SR–301
10:00 a.m.

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
Marketing, Inspection, and Product Pro-

motion Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed legislation

to strengthen and improve United
States agricultural programs, focusing
on Federal farm export programs.

SR–328A
Appropriations
Military Construction Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1996 for military
construction programs of the Depart-
ment of Defense, focusing on Army and
certain Defense agencies.

SD–192
Finance
Social Security and Family Policy Sub-

committee
To hold hearings to examine the finan-

cial and business practices of the
American Association of Retired Per-
sons (AARP).

SD–215
2:00 p.m.

Energy and Natural Resources
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on property line dis-

putes within the Nez Perce Indian Res-
ervation in Idaho.

SD–366

MAY 26

10:00 a.m.
Appropriations
Legislative Branch Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1996 for the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, and the Office
of Technology Assessment.

SD–116

JUNE 6

9:30 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
Forestry, Conservation, and Rural Revital-

ization Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed legislation

to strengthen and improve United
States agricultural programs, focusing
on resource conservation.

SR–328A
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Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1996 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on intel-
ligence programs.

S–407, Capitol
Appropriations
Interior Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1996 for the De-
partment of the Interior.

SD–138
Energy and Natural Resources
Energy Production and Regulation Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on S. 708, to repeal sec-

tion 210 of the Public Utility Regu-
latory Policies Act of 1978.

SD–366
2:00 p.m.

Joint Printing
To hold oversight hearings on the activi-

ties of the Government Printing Office
(GPO).

1310 Longworth Building

JUNE 7

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-

timates for fiscal year 1996 for the Na-
tional Service and the Selective Serv-
ice System.

SD–192
10:00 a.m.

Judiciary
Youth Violence Subcommittee

To hold hearings to examine the welfare
system’s effect on youth violence.

SD–226

JUNE 13

9:30 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
Production and Price Competitiveness

Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed legislation

to strengthen and improve United
States agricultural programs, focusing
on commodity policy.

SR–328A
Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1996 for the De-

partment of Defense, focusing on
health programs.

SD–192

JUNE 15

9:30 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
Production and Price Competitiveness

Subcommittee
To resume hearings on proposed legisla-

tion to strengthen and improve United
States agricultural programs, focusing
on commodity policy.

SR–328A

JUNE 20

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1996 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on
counternarcotic programs.

SD–192

JUNE 27

9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1996 for the De-
partment of Defense.

SD–192
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Daily Digest
Senate

Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S6767–S6836
Measures Introduced: Six bills and three resolu-
tions were introduced, as follows: S. 811–816, S.
Res. 120 and 121, and S. Con. Res. 14.        Page S6802

Measures Reported: Special Report entitled ‘‘Re-
vised Allocation to Subcommittees of Budget Totals
from the Concurrent Resolution for Fiscal Year
1995’’. (S. Rept. No. 104–84)                            Page S6802

Measures Passed:
Committee to Investigate Whitewater: By 96

yeas to 3 nays (Vote No. 171), Senate agreed to S.
Res. 120, establishing a special committee adminis-
tered by the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs to conduct an investigation involving
Whitewater Development Corporation, Madison
Guaranty Savings and Loan Association, Capital
Management Services, Inc, the Arkansas Develop-
ment Finance Authority, and other related matters.
                                                                                    Pages S6771–84

Extended Use of Medicare Selected Policies: Sen-
ate passed H.R. 483, to amend title XVII of the So-
cial Security Act to permit medicare select policies
to be offered in all States, after agreeing to the fol-
lowing amendments proposed thereto:
                                                                Pages S6784–92, S6794–97

Chafee (for Packwood/Chafee/Rockefeller/Kennedy)
Amendment No. 1108, in the nature of a substitute.
                                                                                    Pages S6795–97

Support of Angola: Senate agreed to S. Res. 121,
congratulating the people of Angola for the coura-
geous and determined steps their leaders have taken
in support of peace.                                           Pages S6835–36

Congressional Budget—Agreement: A unani-
mous-consent agreement was reached providing for
consideration of S. Con. Res. 13, setting forth the
congressional budget for the United States Govern-
ment for the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999,
2000, 2001, and 2002, on Thursday, May 18, 1995,
at 12 Noon.                                                                   Page S6836

Messages From the House:                               Page S6802

Statements on Introduced Bills:            Pages S6803–21

Additional Cosponsors:                                       Page S6821

Notices of Hearings:                                              Page S6827

Authority for Committees:                                Page S6827

Additional Statements:                                        Page S6827

Record Votes: One record vote was taken today.
(Total—171)                                                                 Page S6784

Recess: Senate convened at 9:45 a.m., and recessed
at 6:10 p.m., until 9:15 a.m., on Thursday, May 18,
1995. (For Senate’s program, see the remarks of the
Majority Leader in today’s RECORD on page S6836.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

APPROPRIATIONS—LEGAL SERVICES
CORPORATION
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Justice, State, the Judiciary, and Related
Agencies held hearings on proposed budget estimates
for fiscal year 1996 for the Legal Services Corpora-
tion, receiving testimony from Alex Forger, Presi-
dent, Doug Eakeley, Board Chairman, and John
Broderick, Board Member, all of the Legal Services
Corporation; Melville Miller, New Jersey Legal Serv-
ices, Trenton; Nathan Bowles, West Virginia Legal
Services, Charleston; John Robb, New Mexico Ad
Hoc Committee on Legal Services, Santa Fe; Chip
Mellor, Institute for Justice, and David Keene,
American Conservative Union, both of Washington,
D.C.; and other public witnesses.

Subcommittee recessed subject to call.

APPROPRIATIONS—NATIONAL PARK
SERVICE
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on the In-
terior and Related Agencies held hearings on pro-
posed budget estimates for fiscal year 1996 for the
National Park Service, receiving testimony from
George T. Frampton, Jr., Assistant Secretary for Fish
and Wildlife and Parks, Mary Ann Lawler, Director,
Office of Budget, and Roger G. Kennedy, Director,
John J. Reynolds, Deputy Director, C. Bruce
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Sheaffer, Comptroller, and Denis P. Galvin, Associ-
ate Director, Planning and Development, all of the
National Park Service, all of the Department of the
Interior.

Subcommittee will meet again on Wednesday,
May 24.

NAPA REPORT ON EPA
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on VA,
HUD, and Independent Agencies held hearings to
examine the National Academy of Public Adminis-
tration (NAPA) report on the effectiveness of the
Environmental Protection Agency, receiving testi-
mony from Peter Guerrero, Director, Environmental
Protection Issues, General Accounting Office; former
Representative Don Ritter, on behalf of the National
Environmental Policy Institute; Mayor Gregory
Lashutka, Columbus, Ohio; Jonathan Howes, North
Carolina Department of the Environment, Health
and Natural Resources, Raleigh, on behalf of the
NAPA Project Panel; David Sonstegard, 3M Cor-
poration, St. Paul, Minnesota; Mary Gade, Illinois
State Environmental Protection Agency, Springfield,
on behalf of the Environmental Council of States;
and William Roberts, Environmental Defense Fund,
Washington, D.C.

Subcommittee will meet again on Friday, May 19.

START II TREATY
Committee on Armed Services: Committee held hearings
to examine the national security implications of
United States ratification of the Strategic Arms Re-
duction Treaty (START II) (Treaty Doc. 103–1), re-
ceiving testimony from Walter B. Slocombe, Under
Secretary for Policy, Lt. Gen. Wesley K. Clark, USA,
Director for Strategic Plans and Policy, Joint Chiefs
of Staff, and Col. Max Harshman, Chief, START
INS Division, On-Site Inspection Agency, all of the
Department of Defense.

Committee recessed subject to call.

AUTHORIZATION—DEFENSE
Committee on Armed Services: Subcommittee on Acqui-
sition and Technology resumed hearings on S. 727,
authorizing funds for fiscal year 1996 for military
activities of the Department of Defense, and the fu-
ture years defense program, focusing on dual-use
technology programs, receiving testimony from Paul
G. Kaminski, Under Secretary of Defense for Acqui-
sition and Technology; David Cooper, Director, Ac-
quisition Policy, Technology and Competitiveness Is-
sues, General Accounting Office; and Robert J. Her-
mann, United Technologies Corporation, Hartford,
Connecticut.

Subcommittee recessed subject to call.

AUTHORIZATION—DEFENSE
Committee on Armed Services: On Tuesday, May 16,
Subcommittee on Strategic Forces resumed open and
closed hearings on S. 727, authorizing funds for fis-
cal year 1996 for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense and the future years defense pro-
gram, focusing on the Department of Energy weap-
ons activities, non-proliferation and national security
programs, receiving testimony from Charles B. Cur-
tis, Under Secretary, Victor H. Reis, Assistant Sec-
retary for Defense Programs, Kenneth E. Baker, Di-
rector, Office of Nonproliferation and National Secu-
rity, Siegfried S. Hecker, Director, Los Alamos Na-
tional Laboratory, C. Bruce Tarter, Director, Law-
rence Livermore National Laboratory, and Roger
Hagengruber, Vice President for Defense Programs,
Sandia National Laboratories, all of the Department
of Energy; and Harold P. Smith, Jr., Assistant to the
Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy.

Subcommittee will meet again on Thursday, May
18.

MEDICARE
Committee on Finance: Committee concluded hearings
on the fiscal solvency of Medicare and the status of
the program’s delivery of health care services, focus-
ing on methods to preserve and improve the Medi-
care program, after receiving testimony from former
Senator Rudman, on behalf of the Concord Coalition,
Richard J. Davidson, American Hospital Association,
and Eugene I. Lehrmann, American Association of
Retired Persons, all of Washington, D.C.; and Nancy
W. Dickey, Richmond, Texas, on behalf of the
American Medical Association.

AUTHORIZATION—STATE DEPARTMENT
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee ordered fa-
vorably reported an original bill to authorize funds
for fiscal years 1996 through 1999 and to reorganize
certain functions of the Department of State.

EXECUTIVE BRANCH REORGANIZATION
Committee on Governmental Affairs: Committee held
hearings to examine proposals to reorganize the Ex-
ecutive Branch of the Federal Government, receiving
testimony from Charles A. Bowsher, Comptroller
General of the United States, General Accounting
Office; Alice M. Rivlin, Director, and John
Koskinen, Deputy Director for Management, both of
the Office of Management and Budget; R. Scott
Fosler and Alan L. Dean, both of the National Acad-
emy of Public Administration, Washington, D.C.;
Andrew Foster, The Audit Commission, United
Kingdom; Paul C. Light, University of Minnesota,
Minneapolis; and Robert S. Gilmour, University of
Connecticut, Storrs.

Hearings continue tomorrow.
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INTELLIGENCE
Select Committee on Intelligence: Committee held closed
hearings on intelligence matters, receiving testimony
from officials of the intelligence community.

Committee will meet again on Wednesday, May
24.

h

House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: Thirteen public bills, H.R.
1654–1666; and three resolutions, H.J. Res. 88, H.
Con. Res. 68, and H. Res. 152 were introduced.
                                                                                            Page H5190

Report Filed: One report was filed as follows: H.
Res. 151, waiving points of order against the con-
ference report on H.R. 1158, making emergency
supplemental appropriations for additional disaster
assistance and making rescissions for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1995 (H. Rept. 104–126).
                                                                                            Page H5190

Speaker Pro Tempore: Read a letter from the
Speaker wherein he designates Representative Upton
to act as Speaker pro tempore for today.        Page H5085

Journal: By a yea-and-nay vote of 372 yeas to 41
nays with 1 voting ‘‘present’’, Roll No. 338, the
House approved the Journal of Tuesday May 16.
                                                                                    Pages H5106–07

Line Item Veto: House passed S. 4, to grant the
power to the President to reduce budget authority.
                                                                                    Pages H5090–97

Agreed to the Clinger motion to strike out all
after the enacting clause of S. 4 and insert the lan-
guage of H.R. 2 as passed the House. Agreed to
amend the title of the Senate bill.            Pages H5090–94

H. Res. 147 was laid on the table.             Page H5097

Regulatory Transition Act: House passed S. 219,
to ensure economy and efficiency of Federal Govern-
ment operations by establishing a moratorium on
regulatory rulemaking actions.             Pages H5097–H5106

Agreed to the Clinger motion to strike out all
after the enacting clause of S. 219 and insert the lan-
guage of H.R. 450 as passed the House.
                                                                             Pages H5097–H5102

H. Res. 148 was laid on the table.             Page H5106

Late Report: Committee on International Relations
received permission to have until midnight on
Thursday, May 18, to file a report on H.R. 1561,
to consolidate the foreign affairs agencies of the
United States; to authorize appropriations for the

Department of State and related agencies for fiscal
years 1996 and 1997; and to responsibly reduce the
authorizations of appropriations for United States
foreign assistance programs for fiscal years 1996 and
1997.                                                                                Page H5117

Budget: House completed all general debate on H.
Con. Res. 67, setting forth the congressional budget
for the United States Government for the fiscal years
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002;
but came to no resolution thereon. Consideration of
amendments will begin on Thursday, May 18.
                                                                Pages H5107–17, H5118–86

H. Res. 149, the rule under which the concurrent
resolution is being considered, was agreed to earlier
by a recorded vote of 255 ayes to 168 noes, Roll No.
340. Agreed to order the previous question on the
rule by a yea-and-nay vote of 252 yeas to 170 nays,
Roll No. 339.                                                      Pages H5107–17

Amendments Ordered Printed: Amendments or-
dered printed pursuant to the rule appear on pages
H5191–H5230.

Quorum Calls—Votes. Two yea-and-nay votes and
one recorded vote developed during the proceedings
of the House today and appear on pages H5106–07,
H5116–17, and H5117. There were no quorum
calls.

Adjournment: Met at 10 a.m. and adjourned at
11:02 p.m.

Committee Meetings
NATIONAL SECURITY APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Na-
tional Security held a hearing on Bomber Moderniza-
tion. Testimony was heard from the following offi-
cials of the Department of Defense: Paul G.
Kaminski, Under Secretary, Acquisition and Tech-
nology; Gen. John M. Loh, USAF, Commander, Air
Combat Command; and officials of the RAND Cor-
poration.
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FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK SYSTEM
MODERNIZATION ACT
Committee on Banking and Financial Services: Sub-
committee on Capital Markets, Securities and Gov-
ernment Sponsored Enterprises held a hearing on
H.R. 1487, Federal Home Loan Bank System Mod-
ernization Act of 1995. Testimony was heard from
Richard S. Carnell, Assistant Secretary, Financial In-
stitutions, Department of the Treasury; Nicholas P.
Retsinas, Assistant Secretary, Housing, Department
of Housing and Urban Development and Director,
Federal Housing Finance Board; Lawrence U.
Costiglio, Director, Federal Housing Finance Board;
and the following Presidents of various Federal
Home Loan Banks: Michael A. Jesse, Boston; Alex
J. Pollack, Chicago; Charles L. Thiemann, Cin-
cinnati; Alfred A. DelliBovi, New York; and Dean
Schultz, San Francisco.

Hearings continue tomorrow.

COMMUNICATIONS ACT
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Tele-
communications and Finance approved for full Com-
mittee action amended H.R. 1555, Communications
Act of 1995.

CONSOLIDATED AND REFORMED
EDUCATION, EMPLOYMENT, AND
REHABILITATION SYSTEMS ACT
Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities:
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, Training
and Life-Long Learning approved for full Committee
action amended H.R. 1617, Consolidated and Re-
formed Education, Employment and Rehabilitation
Systems Act.

BUYOUTS: BOON OR BOONDOGGLE
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight: Sub-
committee on Civil Service held a hearing on
Buyouts: Boon or Boondoggle. Testimony was heard
from James B. King, Director, OPM; Tim Bowling,
Associate Director, Federal Human Resource Man-
agement Issues, General Government Division,
GAO; Jim Blum, Deputy Director, CBO; and public
witnesses.

FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF NIGERIA—MOVE
TOWARD DEMOCRACY
Committee on International Relations: Subcommittee on
Africa approved for full Committee action H. Con.
Res. 40, concerning the movement toward democ-
racy in the Federal Republic of Nigeria.

CHINESE POPULATION CONTROL
Committee on International Relations: Subcommittee on
International Operations and Human Rights held a

hearing on Chinese Population Control. Testimony
was heard from public witnesses.

OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT ETHICS—
AUTHORIZATION AND OVERSIGHT
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on the Con-
stitution held a hearing on authorization and over-
sight of the Office of Government Ethics. Testimony
was heard from Stephen D. Potts, Director, Office of
Government Ethics.

LAW ENFORCEMENT TECHNOLOGIES
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Crime
held a hearing on law enforcement technologies. Tes-
timony was heard from David Boyd, Director, Office
of Science and Technology, National Institute of Jus-
tice, Department of Justice; and public witnesses.

OVERSIGHT
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Immi-
gration and Claims held an oversight hearing on
legal immigration reform proposals. Testimony was
heard from Susan Martin, Executive Director, Com-
mission on Immigration Reform; and public wit-
nesses.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION
Committee on National Security: Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Installations and Facilities approved for full
Committee action H.R. 1530, National Defense Au-
thorization for fiscal year 1996.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on National Security: Special Oversight
Panel on the Merchant Marine approve for full Com-
mittee action the following bills: H.R. 1347, Mari-
time Administration Authorization Act for fiscal
year 1996; H.R. 1349, amended, Panama Canal
Commission Authorization for fiscal year 1996; and
H.R. 1350, Maritime Security Act of 1995.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION
Committee on National Security: Special Oversight
Panel on Morale, Welfare, and Recreation approved
for full Committee action H.R. 1530, National De-
fense Authorization for Fiscal Year 1996.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Resources: Ordered reported amended the
following bills: H.R. 1077, to authorize the Bureau
of Land Management; H.R. 260, National Park Sys-
tem Reform Act of 1995; H.R. 70, to permit export
of certain domestically produced crude oil; and H.R.
1122, Alaska Power Administration Sale Act.

The Committee began markup of H.R. 1332,
Rongelap Recovery and Community Self-Reliance
Act.
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The Committee also considered pending Commit-
tee business.

The Committee recessed subject to call.

OVERSIGHT
Committee on Resources: Task Force on Private Property
held an oversight hearing on Private Property
Rights. Testimony was heard from Joseph Sax,
Counselor to the Secretary and Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary for Policy, Department of the Interior; and
public witnesses.

CONFERENCE REPORT—EMERGENCY
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS AND
RESCISSIONS
Committee on Rules: Granted, by a voice vote, a rule
waiving all points of order against the conference re-
port on H.R. 1158, making emergency supplemental
appropriations for additional disaster assistance and
making rescissions for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1995, and against its consideration. The rule
also dispenses with the reading of the conference re-
port.

The waiver of all points of order is taken out of
precaution to expedite this urgent matter. The blan-
ket waiver includes a waiver of clause 2 of XXVIII,
the three day availability requirement for conference
reports. The blanket waiver also encompasses a waiv-
er of clause 2 of rule XX, relating to legislation and
unauthorized items on a general appropriations bill.
The blanket waiver further includes a waiver of
clause 3 of rule XXVIII, to protect provisions which
exceed the scope of differences between the House
and the Senate. The blanket waiver includes a waiver
of clause 4 of rule XXVIII, relating to nongermane
Senate matters. Finally, the blanket waiver includes
a waiver of clause 2(b) of rule XXII, which bans
commemoratives. Testimony was heard from Chair-
man Livingston and Representatives Lewis of Califor-
nia, Porter, and Barr.

APPROPRIATE ROLE OF GOVERNMENT
PROGRAMS—HELPING SMALL BUSINESSES
FIND EXPORT OPPORTUNITIES
Committee on Small Business: Subcommittee on Pro-
curement, Exports, and Business Opportunities con-
tinued hearings on the appropriate role and the ef-
fectiveness of various federal government programs
in helping small businesses find export opportunities
around the world, focusing on agriculture. Testi-
mony was heard from August Schumacher, Jr., Ad-
ministrator, Foreign Agricultural Services, USDA;
and public witnesses.

Hearings continue May 23.

COMMITTEE BUSINESS
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct: Met in ex-
ecutive session to consider pending business.

EXTENSION OF FAST TRACK TRADE
NEGOTIATING AUTHORITY
Committee on Ways and Means: Subcommittee on
Trade and the Subcommittee on Rules and Organi-
zation of the House Committee on Rules concluded
joint hearings on Extension of Fast Track trade ne-
gotiating authority. Testimony was heard from Mi-
chael Kantor, U.S. Trade Representative; former
Representative William Frenzel, State of Minnesota;
and public witnesses.

Joint Meetings
FLAT TAX
Joint Economic Committee: Committee held hearings to
examine the effects of a proposed flat rate tax on the
current tax system and on economic growth, receiv-
ing testimony from Senator Specter; Representative
Armey; Jack F. Kemp, Empower America, former
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, Rich-
ard W. Rahn, Business Leadership Council, and
Robert S. McIntyre, Citizens for Tax Justice, all of
Washington, D.C.; Alvin Rabushka, Stanford Uni-
versity, Stanford, California; and Laurence J.
Kotlikoff, Boston University, Boston, Massachusetts.

Hearings were recessed subject to call.
f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR THURSDAY,
MAY 18, 1995

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Foreign

Operations, to hold hearings on proposed budget esti-
mates for fiscal year 1996 for foreign assistance programs,
10:30 a.m., SH–216.

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services,
and Education, to hold hearings on proposed budget esti-
mates for fiscal year 1996 for the National Institutes of
Health, Department of Health and Human Services, 2
p.m., SD–138.

Subcommittee on Treasury, Postal Service, and General
Government, to hold hearings on proposed budget esti-
mates for fiscal year 1996 for the Treasury Department,
and the Federal Election Commission, 2 p.m., SD–192.

Committee on Armed Services, Subcommittee on SeaPower,
to resume hearings on S. 727, authorizing funds for fiscal
year 1996 for military activities of the Department of De-
fense and the future years defense program, focusing on
the Marine Corps modernization programs and current
operations, 1 p.m., SR–232A.

Subcommittee on Strategic Forces, to resume hearings
on S. 727, to authorize funds for fiscal year 1996 for
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military activities of the Department of Defense and the
future years defense program, focusing on bomber force
issues, 3 p.m., SR–222.

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, to hold hear-
ings to examine the administration of timber contracts in
the Tongass National Forest and administration of the
Tongass Timber Reform Act of 1990, 9 a.m., SD–366.

Subcommittee on Energy Production and Regulation,
to hold hearings on proposed legislation to extend the
deadlines of certain hydroelectric projects, including
S. 283, S. 468, S. 543, S. 547, S. 549, S. 552, S. 595,
S. 611, and S. 801, 2 p.m., SD–366.

Committee on Finance, to resume hearings to examine
various flax tax proposals, 9:30 a.m., SD–215.

Committee on Governmental Affairs, to continue hearings
to examine proposals to reorganize the Executive Branch,
9:30 a.m., SD–342.

Committee on the Judiciary, business meeting, to mark up
S. 227, to provide an exclusive right to perform sound
recordings publicly by means of digital transmissions, S.
419, to grant the consent of Congress to the Texas Low-
Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Compact, and S. 677,
to repeal a redundant venue provision, and to consider
pending nominations, 10 a.m., SD–226.

Committee on Rules and Administration, to resume hear-
ings to examine management guidelines for the future of
the Smithsonian Institution, 9:30 a.m., SD–106.

Committee on Small Business, to hold hearings to examine
the Small Business Administration’s 7(a) business loan
program, 9:30 a.m., SD–628.

Committee on Indian Affairs, to hold oversight hearings
on the recommendations of the Joint Department of the
Interior/Bureau of Indian Affairs/Tribal Task Force on Re-
organization of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, 9:30 a.m.,
SR–485.

NOTICE
For a listing of Senate Committee Meetings sched-

uled ahead, see pages E1068–69 in today’s RECORD.
House

Committee on Agriculture, Subcommittee on Livestock,
Dairy, and Poultry, hearing on the export market for
American dairy products, proposals to make Federal dairy
policy more export-oriented, and the relationship of ex-
port policy to the future of the dairy price support pro-
gram following the implementation of the Uruguay
Round, 1 p.m., 1302 Longworth.

Subcommittee on Resource Conservation, Research, and
Forestry, hearing on the 1995 Farm Bill—Credit and
Rural Development, 9 a.m., 1300 Longworth.

Committee on Banking and Financial Services, Subcommit-
tee on Capital Markets, Securities and Government Spon-
sored Enterprises, to continue hearings on H.R. 1487,
Federal Home Loan Bank System Modernization Act of
1995, 10 a.m., 2222 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Financial Institutions and Consumer
Credit, hearing on the broad issue of regulatory burden
relief as well as those matters addressed in H.R. 1362,
Financial Institutions Regulatory Relief Act of 1995,
9:30 a.m., 2128 Rayburn.

Committee on Commerce, Subcommittee on Commerce,
Trade, and Hazardous Materials, to mark up Interstate
Transportation of Waste and Flow Control, 10 a.m., 2123
Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, to con-
tinue hearings on the Implementation and Enforcement of
the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, 10 a.m., 2322
Rayburn.

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, Sub-
committee on Human Resources and Intergovernmental
Relations, oversight hearing on the Corporation for Na-
tional and Community Service, 9:30 a.m., 2247 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on National Economic Growth, Natural
Resources, and Regulatory Affairs, to mark up H.R. 994,
Regulatory Sunset and Review Act of 1995, 11 a.m.,
2154 Rayburn.

Committee on International Relations, Subcommittee on
Western Hemisphere Affairs, hearing on the Administra-
tion’s Reversal of U.S. Immigration Policy Towards Cuba,
10 a.m., 2172 Rayburn.

Committee on the Judiciary, to mark up H.R. 1528, Anti-
trust Consent Decree Reform Act of 1995, 9:30 a.m.,
2141 Rayburn.

Committee on National Security, Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Personnel, to mark up H.R. 1530, National Defense
Authorization for fiscal year 1996, 1 p.m., 2212 Ray-
burn.

Subcommittee on Military Readiness, to mark up H.R.
1530, National Defense Authorization for fiscal year
1996, 10 a.m., 2212 Rayburn.

Committee on Resources, Subcommittee on National
Parks, Forest and Lands, hearing on the following bills:
H.R. 629, The Fall River Visitor Center Act of 1995;
H.R. 238, Ozark Wild Horse Protection Act; and pro-
hibit the removal of such horses; H.R. 826, to extend the
deadline for the completion of certain land exchanges in-
volving the Big Thicket National Preserve in Texas; and
H.R. 1508, to require the transfer of title to the District
of Columbia certain real property in Anacostia Park to fa-
cilitate the construction of National Children’s Island, a
cultural, educational and family-oriented park, 10 a.m.,
1324 Longworth.

Task Force on Endangered Species Act, to continue
oversight hearings on the Endangered Species Act, 2
p.m., 1334 Longworth.

Subcommittee on Water and Power Resources, over-
sight hearing on the transfer of the Federal Power Mar-
keting Administration, 10 a.m., 1334 Longworth.

Committee on Small Business, Subcommittee on Tax and
Finance, hearing on flat tax, 10 a.m., 2359 Rayburn.

Committee on Ways and Means, Subcommittee on Trade,
to mark up Extension of the GSP Program, and Extend-
ing Most-Favored-Nation Status to Cambodia and Bul-
garia, 10 a.m., 1100 Longworth.

Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, executive, to
mark up the Budget Authorization for fiscal year 1996,
9 a.m., H–405 Capitol.

Joint Meetings
Joint Economic Committee, to hold hearings to examine is-

sues relating to economically-targeted investments, 9:30
a.m., 2226 Rayburn Building.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

9:15 a.m., Thursday, May 18

Senate Chamber

Program for Thursday: After the recognition of six Sen-
ators for speeches and the transaction of any morning
business (not to extend beyond 12 Noon), Senate will
begin consideration of S. Con. Res. 13, Congressional
Budget.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

9 a.m., Thursday, May 18

House Chamber

Program for Thursday: Complete consideration of H.
Con. Res. 67, Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for
fiscal years 1996–2002; and

Conference report on H.R. 1158, Emergency Supple-
mental Appropriations for Additional Disaster Assistance
(rule waiving points of order).

Extensions of Remarks, as inserted in this issue
HOUSE

Ackerman, Gary L., N.Y., E1057
Bishop, Sanford D., Jr., Ga., E1065
Bonior, David E., Mich., E1056
Chenoweth, Helen, Idaho, E1064
Coleman, Ronald D., Tex., E1058
Furse, Elizabeth, Ore., E1062
Johnson, Tim, S. Dak., E1059

Kennelly, Barbara B., Conn., E1059
LaFalce, John J., N.Y., E1065
Lipinski, William O., Ill., E1059
Maloney, Carolyn B., N.Y., E1061, E1062, E1064
Moorhead, Carlos J., Calif., E1060
Neal, Richard E., Mass., E1057
Packard, Ron, Calif., E1056
Rose, Charlie, N.C., E1062
Schiff, Steven, N. Mex., E1064

Schumer, Charles E., N.Y., E1059
Shaw, E. Clay, Jr., Fla., E1055, E1058
Slaughter, Louise McIntosh, N.Y., E1066
Smith, Christopher H., N.J., E1063
Stark, Fortney Pete, Calif., E1057, E1061, E1063
Stupak, Bart, Mich., E1062
Velázquez, Nydia M., N.Y., E1063
Waters, Maxine, Calif., E1064


		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-06-17T10:15:41-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




