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The Senate met at 10 a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

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

As we watch the movements of So-
journer from Pathfinder on Mars, we
exclaim with the Psalmist, “When I
consider Your heavens, the work of
Your fingers, the moon and the stars,
which You have ordained, what is man
that You are mindful of him and the
son of man that You visit him? For
You have made him a little lower than
the angels and You have crowned him
with glory and honor. You have made
him to have dominion over the works
of Your hands’’.—Psalm 8:3-6.

O Yahweh, our Adonai, how excellent
is Your name in all the Earth and the
farthest reaches of the Earth’s uni-
verse. You are Sovereign of universes
within universes. We praise You that
You have enabled us to reach out into
space to behold Your majesty and come
to grips with the magnitude of the
realm of dominion You have entrusted
to us. Our eyes have been glued to our
television sets to witness the awesome
achievement of landing Pathfinder on
Mars and we have seen the venture of
rover Sojourner on Martian rock after
a 309-million-mile, 7-month journey
from Earth. Guide our space scientists
as they gather information about Mars
and we are reminded of the reaches of
Your Lordship.

And meanwhile, back to the planet
Earth, back to the problems and poten-
tials we face, and back to the U.S. Sen-
ate where You empower the leaders of
humankind to grapple with the chal-
lenges, and grasp the opportunities in
our time and in our space. As we work
today, remind us that You created
Mars and the Earth and will direct us
to solutions to the complex problems
we face. We bless and praise You for
the privilege, Creator, Redeemer, and
Lord of Lords. Amen.

Senate

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able acting majority leader is recog-
nized.

————

SCHEDULE

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. Today following morning busi-
ness, the Senate will resume consider-
ation of S. 936, the defense authoriza-
tion bill. As previously ordered, from
12:30 until 2:15 p.m., the Senate will
stand in recess for the weekly policy
luncheons. At 2:15, the Senate will pro-
ceed to a cloture vote on the defense
authorization bill. The majority leader
is hopeful that cloture can be invoked
so that the Senate can complete action
on the defense bill this week.

As a reminder, Senators have until
12:30 today to file second-degree
amendments on the defense bill. On be-
half of the majority leader, I remind
all Senators that we are now in a busy
legislative period prior to the August
recess. The appropriations process has
begun and Senators should now expect
rollcall votes occurring Monday
through Friday of each week. I thank
my colleagues for their attention.

—————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). Under the previous order,
leadership time is reserved.

———

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 11 a.m., with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. FEINGOLD. I ask unanimous
consent to speak as in morning busi-
ness for 15 minutes.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, what is the
time allocation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
allocation is for not to exceed 5 min-
utes each. The Senator from Wisconsin
does have, under the previous order, 15
minutes.

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
FEINGOLD] is recognized.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you,
President.

Mr.

———

THE NEED FOR CAMPAIGN
FINANCE REFORM

Mr. FEINGOLD. It was just about 1
year ago, Mr. President, last June,
when I stood here on the Senate floor
with the senior Senator from Arizona,
Senator McCAIN, and others, and par-
ticipated in a somewhat abbreviated
debate on the need for meaningful, bi-
partisan campaign reform.

We discussed several issues during
that debate, Mr. President. We talked
about the 1994 elections and the result-
ing record amount of campaign spend-
ing in that election.

We had a chance to talk briefly about
how one candidate for the U.S. Senate
had spent $30 million of his own money
to try and win a California Senate seat.

We talked about how the average
amount of money spent by a winning
1994 Senate candidate had, unfortu-
nately, reached over $4.6 million. We
talked about the damaging effect that
the unabated flow of campaign cash
had on our political system as well as
on the public perceptions of this insti-
tution.

In response to all of that, interest-
ingly, we were told by opponents of re-
form that all was well, that spiraling
campaign spending would somehow
strengthen our democracy, and that
our system was far from crying out for
reform.

And then, on a quiet Tuesday after-
noon, after a few paltry hours of debate
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and absolutely no opportunity for Sen-
ators to offer amendments, the bipar-
tisan McCain-Feingold reform bill fell
six votes short of breaking a filibuster,
and that was done effectively by the
guardians of the status quo.

That was a year ago, Mr. President.
Although our opponents continue to
proclaim that all is well and reform is
not a priority, the evidence from the
1996 campaign stands in stark contrast
to the declarations of those who are
trying to defend the indefensible.

Last year, according to the Wash-
ington Post, candidates and parties
spent a record amount of money on
Federal elections—$2.7 billion. Mr.
President, $2.7 billion was spent on
those elections, which is an all-time
record. This record amount of cam-
paign spending, I assume, is exactly
what the opponents of reform, includ-
ing the Speaker of the other body and
the junior Senator from Kentucky had
really hoped would happen.

Recall Speaker GINGRICH'S
from the last Congress:

One of the greatest myths in modern poli-
tics is that campaigns are too expensive. The
political process, in fact, is not overfunded,
but underfunded.

My distinguished colleague from
Kentucky, referring to the 1996 election
said:

I look on all that election activity as a
healthy sign of a vibrant democracy.

Well, Mr. President, back here on
planet Earth, and back home in my
State of Wisconsin, the American peo-
ple have a very different view. They are
disgusted by our current campaign fi-
nance system. They are appalled at the
insane amount of money that is being
spent on democratic elections. And not
surprisingly, they told us how appalled
they are by staying home in huge num-
bers last November. In fact, fewer
Americans turned out to vote in 1996
than in any Presidential election year
in the last 72 years.

There are mountains of evidence
demonstrating the failure of current
election laws. Poll after poll dem-
onstrates the mistrust and cynicism
the public feels toward this institution
as a result of large campaign contribu-
tions.

The newspapers and nightly news
programs are brimming with reports of
election scandals, with charges and
countercharges of abuse and illegality
filling the headlines every day.

Scores of candidates—including
many current officeholders—are choos-
ing not to run for office principally be-
cause of the millions of dollars needed
for a campaign for the U.S. Senate. In
fact, the theory that unlimited cam-
paign spending produces competitive
elections has been completely discred-
ited, as the average margin of victory
in Senate elections last year was 17
percent.

Let me repeat that, Mr. President.
Not only did 95 percent of incumbent
Senators win reelection last November,
most of these elections weren’t even
close. On average, 17 percentage points
separated the winners from the losers.

words
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Mr. President, while Rome burns and
our campaign finance system crumbles
all around us, the junior Senator from
Kentucky characterizes the chaos of
the 1996 elections as a healthy sign of a
vibrant democracy.

Mr. President, as the U.S. Senate
continues to duck and weave and dodge
around the issue of campaign finance
reform, the American people are be-
coming more and more convinced that
we here in this body do not have the
courage or the will to reform a system
that has provided Members of this in-
stitution with a consistent reelection
rate of well over 90 percent.

As we all know, Mr. President, this
week hearings will begin in the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee on the
abuses and possible illegalities that oc-
curred in the last election. I can think
of no better time for us to make a
major step forward to fundamentally
overhaul our failed election laws.

Opponents of reform will surely as-
sert that we should wait until the con-
clusion of these hearings before we con-
sider reform legislation, so we can ade-
quately identify the loopholes and the
gaps and holes in our campaign finance
system. But, Mr. President, in the last
10 years on this issue alone, we have
had 15 reports by 6 different congres-
sional committees, over 1,000 pages of
committee reports, 29 sets of hearings,
49 days of testimony, over 6,700 pages
of hearings, 522 witnesses, 446 different
legislative proposals, more than 3,300
floor speeches, 76 CRS reports, 113 Sen-
ate votes, and 17 different filibusters.

So I think it is safe to assume that
we have probably reviewed this issue
more than almost any other issue
pending before this body.

So, Mr. President, it is time now for
serious consideration of reform legisla-
tion. I have joined with the senior Sen-
ator from Arizona, and others, in au-
thoring the only comprehensive, bipar-
tisan plan to be introduced in the Sen-
ate this year.

Mr. President, we are very aware
that this bill is not perfect. Some have
voiced their concerns or objections
about this or that provision, or have
criticized the legislation for not ad-
dressing particular areas. As we have
said—and I think as we have shown all
along—this legislation is primarily a
vehicle for reform, and we are more
than willing to consider additions, de-
letions, or modifications to the pack-
age.

We do have some bottom lines,
though. First, we should have a full
and robust debate on the issue, with all
Senators having the opportunity both
to debate the many complicated issues
involved here and, also, to have the op-
portunity they didn’t have last year to
offer amendments.

Second, it is imperative that any leg-
islative vehicle ban on so-called party
soft money. These are the monstrous,
unlimited and unregulated contribu-
tions that have poured in from labor
unions, corporations, and wealthy indi-
viduals to the political parties.
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It is these multihundred-thousand-
dollar campaign contributions that
were, more than anything else, at the
root of the abuses and outrage stem-
ming from the 1996 elections. Individ-
uals and organizations certainly should
have the opportunity to contribute to
their parties with funds that can be
used for Federal elections. But all of
those funds, Mr. President, should be
raised and spent within the scope and
context of Federal election law.

Finally, Mr. President, we must have
provisions in this reform legislation
that encourage candidates to spend less
money on their campaigns and, if we
can, to encourage them to raise most
of their campaign funds from the peo-
ple they intend to represent in their
district or State.

We have to provide candidates, and
particularly challengers who have less
access to large financial resources,
with the tools and means to effectively
convey their message, without having
to raise and spend millions of dollars.

Unless we take fundamental steps to
change the 90 to 95 percent reelection
rates for incumbents that are seem-
ingly enshrined under current election
laws, the American people will justifi-
ably perceive such reform as little
more than one more incumbent protec-
tion plan.

Mr. President, the senior Senator
from Arizona and I have waited quite
patiently for the opportunity to have
this historic debate. It is my hope that
we can sit down with the majority
leader in the coming days and begin
the process of bringing such a meaning-
ful discussion to the Senate floor in the
next few weeks.

I look forward to that discussion, and
I hope that it will eventually lead to
passage of bipartisan reform legisla-
tion that will result in what I like to
call moderate, mutual disarmament.

I thank the Chair and I yield the
floor.

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I think
we have 30 minutes set aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized.
Under a previous order, the majority
leader or his designee is to be recog-
nized to speak for 30 minutes.

The Senator from Wyoming is recog-
nized.

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

———

ORDER FOR CLOTURE VOTE AT 3
P.M.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, may I
first, in behalf of the leader, ask unani-
mous consent that the previously or-
dered cloture vote now occur at 3 p.m.
today.

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

Mr. THOMAS. For the information of
all Senators, the cloture vote earlier
scheduled at 2:15 will now occur at 3
p.m.
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Thank you, Mr. President.

———
TAX RELIEF

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I want
to take this time—and I am sure some
of my colleagues will join me—to talk
a little bit about one of the items that
has been before us and will continue to
be before us that I think is probably
the premier legislature, and that is tax
relief.

I hope, as we move toward the con-
ference committee agreement and as
we move toward voting again in the
Senate and in the House on tax relief,
that we will keep in mind the big pic-
ture; the idea that American taxpayers
are working harder than ever before,
and the concept and the fact that the
typical family is now paying more in
taxes than they do for food, shelter,
and clothing. Too many families have
to rely on two incomes, partially be-
cause of the burden of taxes. The typ-
ical worker faces nearly 3 hours of an
8-hour day to pay their taxes.

So that is what we are talking about.
Of course, it is appropriate to talk
about and of course it is appropriate to
debate how this tax relief is designed.
But we ought to keep in mind that we
are talking about for the first time in
10 years significant reductions in
taxes—tax relief for American families.

What are we talking about? First of
all, a child tax credit; $5600 per child tax
credit, so the families can use their
own money to spend in their own way
to support their own children.

We are talking about educational tax
incentives; tax credits so that tuition
for higher education can be offset with
tax credits. We are talking about the
reduction so that families can send
their kids to college.

We are talking about retirement sav-
ings; IRA’s to encourage savings to
cause people to prepare for their old
age, to be able to put away money and
have incentive to do that by the incen-
tive of providing for tax-free savings.

Capital gains reduction; taxes on cap-
ital gains to be reduced in order to en-
courage investment so that we could
create jobs and so we create an econ-
omy that is healthy and robust.

Estate and gift tax relief. I happen to
come from a State where there are a
large number of small businesses,
where we have lots of farmers and
ranches, and families work their entire
lives to put together a business or put
together a farm or ranch, and when the
time comes when there is a death in
the family, they often have to sell
these assets to pay 50 percent in taxes.
That ought to be changed.

So I hope we can focus on those
things that are beneficial and those
things that are useful. I hope we don’t
allow this idea to be politicized. I hope
we don’t allow ourselves to enter into
this political class conflict which,
frankly, the administration is moving
toward.

I was disappointed that the Secretary
of the Treasury has gotten into sort of
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political class warfare. It seems to me
if there is one office in the Cabinet
that ought to be one that you can sort
of depend on for facts, that it ought to
be the person who is in charge of mone-
tary policy, who is in charge of our
money. Unfortunately, that has not
been the case. I hope that it changes.
The idea that some opposition, those
who really do not want tax relief has
been to make it a class warfare thing.
And indeed it isn’t.

According to Robert Novak, in his ar-
ticle, economist Gary Robbins showed
that 75 percent of the tax cuts go to
people who make $57,000 or less in ad-
justed income. I think that is inter-
esting. Those are the people who pay 38
percent of the total taxes. Taxpayers
who get more than $200,000 in income
would get but one dime of relief for
every $100 in total taxes.

This is not a tax break for the rich.
Interestingly enough, in the same arti-
cle he indicates—this is a congressional
Joint Economic Committee using
Treasury data—that the upper fifth of
income now pays 63 percent of all in-
come taxes. After the proposed tax
cuts, the figure remains exactly 63 per-
cent.

Similarly, the share paid by the bot-
tom two-fifths of the income earners
remains unchanged.

This is not a tax break for the rich.

We will hear some things about the
tax cuts for the rich. Actually, 75 per-
cent of the taxes, as I said, go to fami-
lies who make less than $75,000. Fami-
lies with two kids making $30,000 a
year, their tax bill will be cut in half;
less than half.

So, Mr. President, we have the first
opportunity since early in the 1980’s to
have some tax relief for people who are
heavily burdened with taxes.

If in fact the era of big Government
is over, then we need to have big taxes
to be over as well. We have the highest
percentage of gross national product
paid now in taxes in history —the high-
est percentage.

So, as we move away from big Gov-
ernment, we ought to allow American
families to spend more of their own
money.

Mr. President, I yield to my friend
from Nebraska.

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

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I thank
my friend and colleague from Wyoming
for an opportunity to speak this morn-
ing about something that is rather im-
portant to Americans, all Americans,
Americans who pay the bill, the forgot-
ten American, I think, as we enter this
next phase of debate in this country
about tax relief. Make no mistake, Mr.
President, this is what it is about. This
is not about social tinkering. It is not
about environmental policy. It is about
tax relief—tax relief for those people
who pay taxes, those people who have
been footing the bill in this country for
a long time. So, let’s first of all put
this in perspective.

I say that especially in light of the
news conference that I saw yesterday
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and again this morning held by the
Vice President and Secretary Rubin. I
have the highest regard for Vice Presi-
dent Gore and Secretary Rubin, but I
was astounded that much of the focus
in that news conference was not about
tax relief for the average middle-class
American. It was about brownfields. It
was about inner cities. It was about
other policies.

This policy is about providing Ameri-
cans tax relief, providing relief for the
forgotten American.

The bill that we passed in this body 2
weeks ago, and the bill that was passed
in the House 2 weeks ago, is not per-
fect, but it is a very significant first
step. As my friend and colleague from
Wyoming just said, it is the first sig-
nificant tax relief legislation in 16
years.

We are here to do the Nation’s busi-
ness. We are here to focus on the aver-
age man and woman who pay their
taxes, raise their family, and need to
keep more of their income. You heard
all of the numbers. You heard the sta-
tistics. But I think it is worth noting
that we talk a little bit about what is
in fact—in fact, not theory, not fab-
rication, not imputed income, not
phony economic tax models that we are
hearing from some corners—but in fact
what is in this bill. Let’s just take a
moment to review some of this.

This is about helping the 6 in 10
Americans who must file Federal tax
returns, the people who work hard to
make a good life for themselves, their
families, and their communities.

It is about helping the 3 in 4 Ameri-
cans who file tax returns and earn less
than $50,000 a year. Three-fourths of all
taxpayers make less than $50,000 a
year. In fact, three-fourths of all the
tax cuts in the Taxpayer Relief Act
that the Senate and the House passed
overwhelmingly in a very strong, bi-
partisan way go to people making less
than $75,000 a year.

This act has a number of provisions
that will help families, small busi-
nesses, students, farmers, ranchers,
and single parents who earn less than
$75,000 a year. Couples earning less
than $110,000 will get the full benefit of
the family tax relief in this bill.

Parents with children age 12 and
under get a $500 per child tax credit
against their taxes—keeping more of
their money. Parents with children
ages 13 to 16 also get a tax credit. The
Taxpayer Relief Act allows parents to
set up special tax-deferred savings ac-
counts to help with their children’s
education. It allows single people with
incomes under $50,000 and couples with
incomes under a $100,000 a tax credit
for part of their children’s college ex-
penses.

Mr. President, come on. This is not a
rich person’s tax bill. This is a middle-
class, average-American tax bill. And
anyone who says to the contrary
doesn’t understand what we are doing
here.

This also allows recent college grad-
uates who are struggling to get estab-
lished to deduct up to $2,500 in student
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loan interest payments during each of
their first few years after graduation.

Capital gains tax cuts will help any-
one who owns property—not rich peo-
ple. Come on. Anyone who owns prop-
erty is affected by the capital gains tax
in this country. A capital gains tax cut
helps middle-class Americans. Fifty-six
percent of all tax returns reporting
capital gains come from taxpayers with
total incomes below $50,000. We move
in this bill capital gains taxes from 28
percent to 20 percent.

Estate tax cuts will help millions of
Americans. Both the House and Senate
bills raised the estate tax exemptions
to $1 million. It is not perfect. We need
more. Of course, we do. But it is a
good, strong beginning. It is a start.
We need to phase these out. These es-
tate taxes are not only unfair but they
are un-American. You work all of your
life. You work hard. You pay taxes.
And at the end automatically the Gov-
ernment comes in and takes half of
your estate.

You tell me, Mr. President, where
that is fair. Some people think it is. I
don’t. I don’t think most Americans
think it is fair.

There are many, many other tax pro-
visions in this bill to help farmers with
livestock killed by severe weather and
farmers hurt by unwarranted IRS rul-
ings regarding the alternative min-
imum tax. Truckers are restored with
the business meal deduction to 80 per-
cent.

These are not rich people.

This bill helps small businesses by
delaying a new, burdensome require-
ment that they file their income tax
returns on anything other than elec-
tronic payroll tax means.

It helps universities and other re-
searchers by extending the research
and experimentation tax credit.

It helps people suffering from rare
diseases by permanently extending the
orphan drug tax credit.

This is real America. This is for real
Americans.

We need to pass this tax relief bill.
None of us likes everything in this bill.
But we can either squabble ourselves
into total stalemate or we can pass
this bill and get the first real tax cuts
since 1981.

Congress needs to reconcile this,
move ahead in our conference, and send
it to the President. He needs to sign it.
America expects us to do this business.
Mr. President, we have a responsibility
and an obligation to do America’s busi-
ness.

I encourage my colleagues in the U.S.
Senate and in the House to do the right
thing and vote for a conference report
and bring real tax relief to the Amer-
ican public.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I think
it is interesting that new Members,
such as the Senator from Nebraska,
who come from the private sector come
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here and feel very passionate about
this and come more recently talking in
behalf of people who are paying taxes.
That is great. I appreciate it.

Another Senator who has worked
most diligently on tax relief since he
has been in the Senate is the Senator
from Minnesota. I yield 5 minutes to
him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized to
speak for 5 minutes.

Mr. GRAMS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, Washington has un-
dergone a remarkable transformation
since the people of Minnesota first sent
me here in 1993. Back then, no one was
talking about tax relief. Certainly no
one was talking about family tax re-
lief. And with both the White House
and Congress under Democratic con-
trol, the chances were slim that we
would ever have an opportunity to give
working Americans the tax relief they
so desperately need.

My good friend and colleague from
Arkansas, Senator HUTCHINSON, and I
were freshman Members of the House
in 1993 when we came together to de-
velop a budget proposal that could
serve as the taxpayers’ alternative to
the higher taxes and bigger govern-
ment plan offered by President Clinton.
The key component of our legislation
at that time was family tax relief, and
that was through the $500-per-child tax
credit.

We were able to convince the House
and the Senate leadership to make our
families-first bill—with the $500-per-
child tax credit as its centerpiece—the
Republican budget alternative back in
1994. That November it became known
as the crown jewel of the Contract
With America. The Washington crowd
was finally beginning to listen to the
people and to talk about tax relief. In
1995, the $500-per-child tax credit
seemed certain to finally be passed
into law, with a Republican congres-
sional majority and a President who
had campaigned at that time on family
tax relief. Unfortunately, however, it
never made it past the President’s
desk.

In 1996, the voters again asked us to
enact the taxpayers’ agenda, but this
time they wanted Congress and the
President to come together to com-
plete the work that we started in the
104th Congress. So this May, both
President Clinton and the congres-
sional leadership agreed on a number of
tax-cutting measures built around the
$500-per-child tax credit. The House
and Senate passed them in a reconcili-
ation package just before the Fourth of
July recess.

Mr. President, working families need
tax relief today more than ever, and
Minnesotans have asked me to make it
a top priority because taxes dominate
the family budget. In fact, a survey
just released in Minnesota last week
showed that the main concern of Min-
nesota families was taxes.

Now, you factor in State and local
taxes and also those hidden taxes that
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result from the high cost of Govern-
ment regulation, and a family today
gives up more than 50 percent—50 per-
cent—of its annual income to the Gov-
ernment.

So all we are saying is let us allow
the working people of this Nation to
keep a little bit more of their own
money in their pockets.

It is hard to believe that there are
some who say we are offering too much
in the way of tax relief in our Senate
budget plan, and that is just plain
wrong. Working families are not get-
ting nearly the amount of tax relief we
promised them.

Over the next 5 years, as we know,
the Federal Government will take in
about $8.7 trillion in taxes from the
American people. What we are asking
in this bill is just that 1 cent of every
dollar the Government plans to take
from the taxpayer be left in their
hands.

That is what the $500-per-child tax
credit and other tax cuts are all about,
and that is making sure that a penny
earned by working Americans would be
a penny kept.

Unfortunately, by imposing severe
restrictions on who can receive it, the
$600-per-child tax credit proposal
passed by the Senate falls still well
short of delivering meaningful tax re-
lief to working families that are trying
to raise children.

The $500-per-child tax credit that I
introduced originally says families are
eligible for the credit as long as their
children are under the age of 18. The
bill passed by the Senate, however,
cuts the tax credit once a child reaches
the age of 13. If your children are be-
tween the ages of 13 and 16, the Senate
bill says we will give you a tax credit
but only if you spend it the way Wash-
ington thinks it should be spent. In
this case, it would have to be spent on
education.

I applaud the parents who take the
$5600-per-child tax credit and dedicate it
to their child’s college education fund,
but that is a decision that belongs with
parents, not with Washington.

It is not our place to tell families
what they can and what they cannot do
with their own money. Some may elect
to spend that $500 on braces for their
child or groceries or maybe health in-
surance, and that is fine because it is
their money. An unrestricted $500-per-
child tax credit takes the power out of
the hands of Washington’s big spend-
ers, and it would put it back where it
could do the most good, and that is
with families.

The second unreasonable restriction
in the Senate bill was to deny the child
tax credit to families with children at
the age of 17. According to the Agri-
culture Department, this age group is
the most expensive one in the typical
middle-income household, and it makes
no sense to cut off the tax relief just
when working families need it most.

The hard-working families of Min-
nesota and the Nation have been wait-
ing far too long since Congress last cut
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their taxes—16 years ago. And we have
yet to prove to them that we under-
stand and, more importantly, we appre-
ciate the hardships they face every
day. I know we cannot increase the
level of tax relief we are offering in the
fiscal 1998 budget, but I urge my col-
leagues, the conferees, to take what-
ever steps they can to repair the $500-
per-child tax credit so that it benefits
the maximum number of Americans.

This debate will be revisited many
times in the months ahead and the
years ahead, and I look forward to
working again with my fellow Senators
to finally deliver on the tax relief
promise that we made to the people.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.

Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first of
all, I wish to thank you and those who
are participating in this discussion for
bringing this up. This is a very difficult
and frustrating time for all of us, and
I think the Senator from Nebraska, Mr.
HAGEL, gave a pretty good outline of
what this is all about, what we want to
accomplish, and what we have offered.
And when I say ‘“‘we,” I am not talking
about the Republican Party. I am talk-
ing about Congress.

To put it in perspective, the House
passed the tax cut bill on June 26—just
June 26—and it passed by a fairly sub-
stantial margin, 253 to 179. There was a
substitute that was offered by Con-
gressman RANGEL that has come in the
nature of what the President is an-
nouncing now, and it was rejected by
197 to 235. Then the Senate, on the fol-
lowing day, June 27, passed a tax cut
bill 80 to 18. When the minority leader,
Senator DASCHLE, offered a substitute,
it was rejected 38 to 61.

So we went through a long and ardu-
ous process of having 29 amendments.
We finally came up with a product, and
we went out for the Fourth of July re-
cess. And after we were out, the Presi-
dent announced a different, totally dif-
ferent tax cut plan while Congress was
out of town, when we did not have any
chance to react to it, and now he is
saying that he wants his plan. His plan
doesn’t really provide tax cuts that are
meaningful and will have a positive ef-
fect on our economy.

I have to ask the question, Mr. Presi-
dent, what has happened to the Demo-
crats in their philosophy? The whole
idea that we can cut taxes and increase
revenue is not a Republican idea, and
yet it is totally rejected by this admin-
istration. I can remember when Presi-
dent Clinton was first elected. His chief
financial adviser, Laura Tyson, was
quoted as having said there is no rela-
tionship between the level of taxes that
a country pays and its economic pro-
ductivity.

I suggest that if that is true, if you
carry that to its logical extreme, you
could tax everybody 100 percent and
they will work just as hard, but we
know that does not happen. And up
until this administration, the Demo-
crats knew that that could not happen.
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I have to credit a Democrat with the
whole idea that you can increase rev-
enue by cutting taxes, exactly what we
are trying to do, looking at taxes in
general. President Kennedy said in
1962, and this is a direct quote:

It is a paradoxical truth that tax rates are
too high today and tax revenues are too low,
and the soundest way to raise the revenues
in the long run is to cut rates now.

The soundest way to raise revenues is
to cut rates now. That is exactly what
we are trying to do. And we remember
what happened during the Kennedy ad-
ministration. The first year he was in
office, the total revenues that came in
to support government, that we used to
spend on government, amounted to $79
billion. After he went through his se-
ries of tax reductions, it had grown to
$112 billion. We remember what hap-
pened during the Reagan administra-
tion. And we always hear from the
other side that the Reagan administra-
tion came up with tax cuts and the
deficits went up.

Well, sure, the deficits went up—not
because of the tax cuts but because the
liberals who dominated the Congress at
that time voted for more government
spending. And so in 1980, the total reve-
nues that came in to run Government
amounted to $517 billion. In 1990, the
total revenues that came in were $1.03
trillion. It exactly doubled during that
10-year period.

Now, what happened during that 10-
yvear period? During that 10-year pe-
riod, we had the largest tax reductions
in contemporary history. It has been
shown—in fact, if you look at marginal
tax rates, the revenues developed in
1980 were $244 billion; in 1990, it was
$466 billion. And that happened during
the time the tax rates were cut. So we
know that we can increase revenues by
reducing taxes and also relieve the bur-
den on the American people to allow
them to have more money—and not the
rich. We know better than that. We
have been playing that game and
demagoging it for so long now that I
think the American people are aware
we are not talking about the rich.

With just a couple minutes remain-
ing, I want to be more specific as to
one of the particular tax cuts I feel
very strongly about. In fact, Mr. Presi-
dent, you had made a comment about
some of the farms in Wyoming. I had
the same experience over the break. I
was down in Lawton, OK, and I had a
guy come up to me saying they were
selling their family farm to a corporate
farm because they could not get the
price for some of their acreage in order
to pay the estate taxes, and that’s hap-
pening all over the country. They say,
what is happening to the family-owned
farm? That is what is happening.

I remember in our history, when this
country was first founded and the pil-
grims came over here and risked their
lives—half of them did die—they came
over for economic and for religious
freedom. When they got over here, they
established a system where each one
had a plot of land to do with as he
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wanted and to be able to pass that
wealth on from generation to genera-
tion. And it was so great, the wealth
that was accumulated as a result of
that, that in one of his letters back
home John Smith said, now 1 farmer
can grow more corn than 10 could be-
fore—because of that freedom that
they had to be able to pass it on. It is
called productivity, motivation, know-
ing the Government is not going to
come in and take the money away from
you that you have worked so hard to
pass on to future generations.

Mr. President, I have six grand-
children, four children. I quit working
for me. The motivation is for the fu-
ture generations. When the estate tax
was first formed, it was formed as a
temporary tax. The maximum rate was
10 percent, and it was supposed to be
dropped down.

I conclude by reading something that
I found, an excerpt from a 1996 Heritage
Foundation study that said if the es-
tate tax were repealed, over the next 9
years the Nation’s economy would av-
erage as much as $1.1 billion per year
in extra output and an average of
145,000 additional jobs would be cre-
ated, personal income would rise by an
average of $8 billion per year above
current projections, and the deficit
would actually decline due to the
growth generated by its abolishment.

So I think we need to reject the
failed notion that has been proposed
and stated over and over again by
members of this administration, in-
cluding Laura Tyson and the President
himself, that we need to raise taxes
and not lower taxes. We could actually
raise revenues by lowering tax rates,
and that is exactly what we intend to
do and should do for ourselves, for the
American people and for our country.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized to
speak for up to 10 minutes.

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Chair.

—————

FUNDING ENVIRONMENTAL
CLEANUP

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, as a
country we have congratulated our-
selves time and time again on our enor-
mous victory in winning the cold war.
But today I want to remind my col-
leagues that the cold war was won at a
cost, a very steep cost, and one of the
biggest debts owed remains unpaid: the
environmental devastation created at
places like Hanford Nuclear Reserva-
tion in south-central Washington
State.

Later today, the Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Sub-
committee will mark up its fiscal year
1998 appropriations bill. We will have a
lot of work to do to make up the short-
falls found in both the Senate Armed
Services defense authorization bill and
the House national defense authoriza-
tion bill. Rather than funding the
cleanup bills, the authorizing commit-
tees have taken nearly $1 billion—bil-
lion—from the defense environmental
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management accounts of the Depart-
ment of Energy and moved them into
procurement and other Department of
Defense accounts.

Let me tell you the effect this move
will have on one place in my State.
Probably the single biggest environ-
mental problem on any of our former
defense nuclear weapons sites is the 177
storage tanks filled with chemical and
high-level radioactive waste at Han-
ford. Each of these tanks contains from
a half million to a million gallons of
toxic waste. Some of that waste is rock
solid, some of it is soupy sludge, some
of it is liquid, and some is poisonous
gas. Several tanks have ‘“‘burped’ their
noxious gases.

We have only recently begun making
real progress in learning what chemi-
cals and radioactive waste were put
into these tanks and what substances
have now been created through indis-
criminate mixing of wastes.

The most troubling aspect of these
tanks is that they are leaking, moving
these vile substances into ground water
and toward the Columbia River.

Let me say it again. These tanks are
leaking, and they are located next to
one of this Nation’s greatest rivers.
They are upstream from Richland,
Kennewick, Pasco, Portland, and many
smaller communities in Washington
and Oregon. And their toxic waste is
slowly migrating toward the Columbia
River, which many view as the life-
blood of the Pacific Northwest because
it provides fish, irrigation, power gen-
eration, recreation, and much more.

In this year’s budget, the Depart-
ment of Energy requested $427 million
in budget authority to continue a pri-
vatization initiative, called the tank
waste remediation system, and another
$5600 million plus for other environ-
mental management privatization ef-
forts. My colleague in the Washington
delegation, Representative ADAM
SMITH, was successful in getting the
House National Security Committee to
place $70 million in the defense author-
ization bill for tank waste, nearly $350
million short of the budget request, but
the House gave no other sites any
funds. Our Senate Armed Services
Committee bill provides $215 million
for four privatization projects, includ-
ing $109 million targeted to tank waste.
This is simply not adequate.

Yesterday, I submitted an amend-
ment to the Department of Defense au-
thorization bill that would increase
these privatization accounts by about
$250 million. Most of that money goes
toward solving the tank waste problem
which almost everyone familiar with
this issue agrees must be our top pri-
ority, but money is also added at Sa-
vannah River, Oak Ridge, Idaho Falls,
and Fernald.

In addition, my amendment would fa-
cilitate the riskiest part of this privat-
ization venture by helping to ensure
DOE is able to meet its time lines for
delivery of this toxic waste to a private
company for vitrification or immo-
bilization. I added $50 million for this
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initial stage of characterization and re-
mediation of the tank waste. The off-
sets come from noncleanup programs
and another privatization effort within
the Departments of Energy and De-
fense.

Mr. President, I am talking about
deadly risks to human health and the
environment, and so far, this Congress
is choosing to ignore them. Simply
wishing that these enormously costly
projects will go away will not make
them disappear. It will only make
them worse and more costly to clean
up later.

The Department of Energy has pro-
posed an innovative method of solving
these problems by privatizing them and
letting some of the best, most estab-
lished companies in the world use their
expertise to clean up these sites. In
order for industry to succeed, this Con-
gress must demonstrate its commit-
ment to the privatization program by
funding it. Going from a Presidential
request of $1 billion to $70 million in
the House and $215 million in the Sen-
ate will not give the capital markets or
private industry the confidence they
need to make this work.

We need more money for the tank
waste remediation system and other
cleanup priorities. Let me remind my
colleagues that even if my amendment
prevails, this authorization bill will
still contain about $500 million less
than was agreed upon by the President
and Congress in the recent historic
budget agreement. The President finds
this funding shortfall so serious that
he has issued veto threats on both de-
fense authorization bills, citing this as
one of his primary concerns.

I urge my colleagues to stand with
me as we work to get our former de-
fense nuclear weapons sites restored or
at least stop them from causing further
harm to our rivers, our air and our
land. We cannot turn our backs on the
nearby communities that have sac-
rificed so much for this Nation in the
past. Let’s make our victory of the
cold war complete by leaving our chil-
dren and our grandchildren a safe,
healthy environment, not a contami-
nated wasteland that sites, like Han-
ford, will become without sufficient
Federal cleanup dollars.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor, and I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

——
THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Monday,

July 7, 1997, the Federal debt stood at
$5,3565,915,100,573.58. (Five trillion, three
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hundred fifty-five billion, nine hundred
fifteen million, one hundred thousand,
five hundred seventy-three dollars and
fifty-eight cents)

Five years ago, July 7, 1992, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $3,970,574,000,000.
(Three trillion, nine hundred seventy
billion, five hundred seventy-four mil-
lion)

Ten years ago, July 7, 1987, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $2,326,212,000,000.
(Two trillion, three hundred twenty-six
billion, two hundred twelve million)

Fifteen years ago, July 7, 1982, the
Federal debt stood at $1,071,078,000,000.
(One trillion, seventy-one billion, sev-
enty-eight million)

Twenty-five years ago, July 7, 1972,
the Federal debt stood at
$429,537,000,000. (Four hundred twenty-
nine billion, five hundred thirty-seven
million) which reflects a debt increase
of nearly $5 trillion—$4,926,378,100,573.58
(Four trillion, nine hundred twenty-six
billion, three hundred seventy-eight
million, one hundred thousand, five
hundred seventy-three dollars and
fifty-eight cents) during the past 25
years.

————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1998

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 936, which
the clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 936) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 1998 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

Cochran/Durbin amendment No. 420, to re-
quire a license to export computers with
composite theoretical performance equal to
or greater than 2,000 million theoretical op-
erations per second.

Grams amendment No. 422 (to Amendment
No. 420), to require the Comptroller General
of the United States to conduct a study on
the availability and potential risks relating
to the sale of certain computers.

Coverdell (for Inhofe/Coverdell/Cleland)
amendment No. 423, to define depot-level
maintenance and repair, to limit contracting
for depot-level maintenance and repair at in-
stallations approved for closure or realign-
ment in 1995, and to modify authorities and
requirements relating to the performance of
core logistics functions.

Lugar Modified amendment No. 658, to in-
crease (with offsets) the funding, and to im-
prove the authority, for cooperative threat
reduction programs and related Department
of Energy programs.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Washington.
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AMENDMENT NO. 645

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 645 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendments
will be set aside.

The clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-
TON] proposes amendment numbered 645.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

Page 217, after line 15, insert the following
new subtitle heading:

SUBTITLE A—HEALTH CARE SERVICES

Page 226, after line 2, insert the following
new subtitle:

SUBTITLE B—UNIFORMED SERVICES
TREATMENT FACILITIES

IMPLEMENTATION OF DESIGNATED

PROVIDER AGREEMENTS FOR UNI-

FORMED SERVICES TREATMENT FA-

CILITIES.

(a) COMMENCEMENT OF HEALTH CARE SERV-
ICES UNDER AGREEMENT.—Subsection (c¢) of
section 722 of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 1997 (Public Law
104-201, 10 U.S.C. 1073 note) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2)
as subparagraphs (A) and (B);

(2) by inserting ‘‘(1)’ before ‘“Unless’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘(2) The Secretary may modify the effec-
tive date established under paragraph (1) for
an agreement to permit a transition period
of not more than six months between the
date on which the agreement is executed by
the parties and the date on which the des-
ignated provider commences the delivery of
health care services under the agreement.”’.

(b) TEMPORARY CONTINUATION OF EXISTING
PARTICIPATION AGREEMENTS.—Subsection (d)
of such section is amended by inserting be-
fore the period at the end the following: ‘¢,
including any transitional period provided
by the Secretary under paragraph (2) of such
subsection’.

(c) ARBITRATION.—Subsection (c¢) of such
section is further amended by adding at end
the following new paragraph:

““(3) In the case of a designated provider
whose service area has a managed care sup-
port contract implemented under the
TRICARE program as of September 23, 1996,
the Secretary and the designated provider
shall submit to binding arbitration if the
agreement has not been executed by October
1, 1997. The arbitrator, mutually agreed upon
by the Secretary and the designated pro-
vider, shall be selected from the American
Arbitration Association. The arbitrator shall
develop an agreement that shall be executed
by the Secretary and the designated provider
by January 1, 1998. Notwithstanding para-
graph (1), the effective date of such agree-
ment shall be not more than six months
after the date on which the agreement is exe-
cuted.”.

(d) CONTRACTING OUT OF PRIMARY CARE
SERVICES.—Subsection (£)(2) of such section
is amended by inserting at the end the fol-
lowing new sentence: ‘“Such limitation on
contracting out primary care services shall
only apply to contracting out to a health
maintenance organization, or to a licensed
insurer that is not controlled directly or in-
directly by the designated provider, except
in the case of primary care contracts be-
tween a designated provider and a contractor

SEC. 711.
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in force as of September 23, 1996. Subject to
the overall enrollment restriction under sec-
tion 724 and limited to the historical service
area of the designated provider, professional
service agreements or independent con-
tractor agreements with primary care physi-
cians or groups of primary care physicians,
however organized, and employment agree-
ments with such physicians shall not be con-
sidered to be the type of contracts that are
subject to the limitation of this subsection,
so long as the designated provider itself re-
mains at risk under its agreement with the
Secretary in the provision of services by any
such contracted physicians or groups of phy-
sicians.”.

(e) UNIFORM BENEFIT.—Section 723(b) of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 1997 (PL 104-201, 10 USC 1073 note) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (1) by inserting before the
period at the end the following: ‘¢, subject to
any modification to the effective date the
Secretary may provide pursuant to section
722(c)(2)’, and

(2) in subsection (2), by inserting before the
period at the end the following: ‘‘, or the ef-
fective date of agreements negotiated pursu-
ant to section 722(c)(3)”.

SEC. 712. LIMITATION ON TOTAL PAYMENTS.

Section 726(b) of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997 (Public
Law 104-201, 10 U.S.C. 1073 note) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘“‘In establishing the ceiling rate for
enrollees with the designated providers who
are also eligible for the Civilian Health and
Medical Program of the Uniformed Services,
the Secretary of Defense shall take into ac-
count the health status of the enrollees.”.
SEC. 713. CONTINUED ACQUISITION OF RE-

DUCED-COST DRUGS.

Section 722 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997 (Public
Law 104-201; 10 U.S.C. 1073 note) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘“(g) CONTINUED ACQUISITION OF REDUCED-
CoST DRUGS.—A designated provider shall be
treated as part of the Department of Defense
for purposes of section 8126 if title 38, United
States Code, in connection with the provi-
sion by the designated provider of health
care services to covered beneficiaries pursu-
ant to the participation agreement of the
designated provider under section 718(c) of
the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 101-510; 42
U.S.C. 248c note) or pursuant to the agree-
ment entered into under subsection (b).”.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senators
HuTcHISON of Texas, D’AMATO, and
MURRAY be added as cosponsors to the
amendment.

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

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this
amendment refines legislation enacted
last year to transition the uniformed
services treatment facilities [USTF’s]
into the DOD’s new health care pro-
gram called TRICARE.

I hope that the managers of the bill,
Senator THURMOND, chairman of the
committee, and Senator KEMPTHORNE,
chairman of the operative sub-
committee, will accept it.

Mr. President, I am proud to have
been associated with the USTF’s since
the program’s inception over 15 years
ago. I was an original cosponsor of the
amendment offered on this floor in 1981
by the late Senator Henry M. ‘‘Scoop”’
Jackson that transitioned these former
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public health service hospitals and
clinics to facilities of the uniformed
services to provide health care to de-
pendents of active duty personnel as
well as military retirees and their de-
pendents. Most recently last summer
on this floor, I sponsored the amend-
ment that provided the future author-
ity for the USTF’s to continue pro-
viding care to military beneficiaries
through the integration of their facili-
ties into DOD’s military health care
delivery system.

The USTF’s currently serve about
120,000 beneficiaries at facilities 1lo-
cated in seven States: Maine, Mary-
land, Massachusetts, New York, Ohio,
Texas, and Washington. The facilities
provide high-quality care that has been
judged by every major study done to
date as cost-effective when compared
to CHAMPUS and other DOD health
care alternatives. The USTF’s pio-
neered managed care principles such as
enrollment and capitation that have
become the hallmarks of the new
TRICARE program.

The USTF’s are very popular with
the beneficiaries, many of whom would
never consider receiving their health
care from any other provider. Satisfac-
tion surveys just completed by an inde-
pendent firm conclude that the USTF’s
as a whole have a 91 percent satisfac-
tion rate, 7 percentage points higher
than the norm for civilian HMO’s. The
USTF in my State, Pacific Medical
Center, enjoys the highest overall sat-
isfaction rate of nearly 95 percent. I
doubt that any DOD health care pro-
vider program can match the USTF’s
for satisfying the medical needs of
military personnel and their families.

The introduction of TRICARE, how-
ever, has brought the USTF program to
a crossroads. TRICARE has been oper-
ating in my State of Washington for
over 2 years and started in Texas in
November 1995. Its introduction has
heightened interest within DOD to in-
tegrate the USTF’s into TRICARE to
ensure consistent application of the so-
called uniform benefit. The amendment
I offered last year which was enacted
as part of the fiscal year 1997 National
Defense Authorization Act set out the
process for this integration of the
USTF’s into TRICARE to protect the
beneficiary interests as well as to pre-
serve the separate designated status of
the USTF’s. My amendment, which re-
flected the position passed by the
House, called for an orderly process for
negotiation of new agreements so Pa-
cific Medical Center and the other
USTF’s could continue offering high-
quality and cost-effective health care
to military beneficiaries.

Despite my earlier amendment’s good
intentions, unforeseen problems have
developed, largely because of institu-
tional delays and the Defense Depart-
ment’s unconventional interpretation
of some of the key provisions. Accord-
ingly, I feel compelled to offer an
amendment today that updates and
perfects last year’s language.
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In a similar fashion to last year, my
amendment today includes four
straight-forward ©provisions already
contained in the House-passed fiscal
year 1998 Defense authorization bill. It
is important to note that these four
provisions are in every way sub-
stantively identical to subtitle C of
title VII of the House-passed bill.

The first House-passed provision pro-
vides authority for a 6-month transi-
tion period in the implementation of
the new USTF program to allow ade-

quate time to educate the bene-
ficiaries. The 6-month transition is en-
tirely reasonable given that new

TRICARE contracts provide at least 7
months for a proper transition. As we
learned from the TRICARE transition
in Washington, a compressed time pe-
riod for transition will cause confusion
and frustration for the beneficiaries.

The second House-passed provision
provides authority to continue the ex-
isting USTF agreements during the
transition period. The Seattle and
Texas USTF’s technically lose their
statutory designation effective October
1 unless they have new agreements exe-
cuted. But because of delays in com-
mencing the negotiations with DOD,
these two USTF’s will not have new
agreements implemented by October.
An extension of the current agreement
and all its provisions until the transi-
tion period is complete seems fair and
appropriate.

The third House provision clarifies
that the ceiling for capitation pay-
ments provided to the USTF’s takes
into account the health status of the
enrolled beneficiaries who are under
age 65. This reflects last year’s clear
intent that the actuarial benchmark
for developing rates to reimburse the
USTEF’s should be the health status of
the actual USTF enrollees, not a na-
tional average of military health care
patients.

The fourth and final House provision
clarifies last year’s provision so that
USTEF’s still qualify to purchase phar-
maceuticals under the preferred pric-
ing levels applicable to military health
care providers. All parties agree that
last year’s legislation was not intended
to take away the right to continued ac-
quisition of these reduced-cost drugs.

In addition to these four House-
passed provisions, my amendment in-
cludes three other items to ensure that
DOD negotiates fairly with the USTF’s
on the new agreements. These provi-
sions would not be necessary if the De-
fense Department were earnestly nego-
tiating in good faith with Pacific Med-
ical Center and the Houston, TX,
USTF. These two facilities are on the
firing line because TRICARE is already
in their regions and they are therefore
required by law to have a new agree-
ment executed by October 1, 1997. DOD,
however, has chosen to negotiate first
with three other USTF’s that will not
see TRICARE in their regions until
mid-1998 at the earliest and con-
sequently do not face the same imme-
diacy faced by Seattle and Texas.
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The first new provision tries to prod
the negotiations with DOD with a re-
quirement for binding arbitration for
up to 90 days if DOD and the Wash-
ington and Texas USTF’s do not reach
an agreement with DOD by October 1,
1997. This arbitration amendment en-
courages both sides to work out their
differences without giving extra lever-
age to either side. Without arbitration,
DOD has no incentive to negotiate be-
cause it can literally run the clock out
and present the Washington and Texas
USTF’s with a ‘‘take-or-leave-it”’ con-
tract in late September just before the
October 1 deadline arrives.

Binding arbitration is an eminently
fair device to break an impasse and
push the negotiations to completion by
a date certain. The Seattle and Hous-
ton USTF’s are fully prepared to ac-
cept the judgment of an independent
arbiter. If DOD wants to avoid arbitra-
tion, the Department’s Health Affairs
Division should commence imme-
diately good-faith negotiations with
Seattle and Houston leading toward a
fair agreement.

This was the result the last time
Congress threatened to impose arbitra-
tion to push DOD and the USTF to an
agreement. The conference report lan-
guage accompanying the fiscal year
1991 National Defense Authorization
Act stressed that Congress was pre-
pared to require mandatory arbitration
if the managed care model was not ne-
gotiated by DOD and the USTF’s by a
statutory deadline. This threat of arbi-
tration was instrumental in pushing
DOD back to the negotiating table.

The second new provision contained
in my amendment clarifies how the
USTF’s can contract out their physi-
cian services. The clarification permits
contracting out to primary care physi-
cians provided the USTF’s retain all
risk and don’t exceed their enrollment
cap and their historical service area.
The provision serves the beneficiary in-
terest by allowing the USTF’s to place
primary care physicians where they are
needed to enhance the convenience and
accessibility of care. This change will
also level the playing field with the
TRICARE contractors that can con-
tract out their primary care services.

The third and last new provision in
my amendment is a conforming change
that applies to the uniform benefit,
with the accompanying higher enroll-
ment fee and higher cost shares, when
the new USTF agreements are fully im-
plemented. This clarification is needed
to ensure consistency with the 6-month
transition of the arbitration period.

Finally, Mr. President, I implore
DOD to respond favorably to the re-
quest of Pacific Medical Center and the
other USTF’s for open enrollment sea-
son so that military retirees can sign
up this summer for the USTF program.
Since DOD did not permit Pacific Med-
ical Center to conduct an open season
last year, if there is no open enroll-
ment this summer the effect will be to
deny military retirees a chance to en-
roll in this program for 2 consecutive
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years. The result is substantial pent-up
demand and frustration by retirees who
are simply looking for another choice
in meeting their military health care
needs. I urge DOD to adhere to the re-
quest in a recent Washington State
congressional delegation letter to per-
mit an open season, as clearly provided
for in the USTF contracts.

Overall, Mr. President, this set of
legislative refinements, as well as pro-
viding for an open season, should en-
able the USTF program to continue to
serve the health care needs of its mili-
tary beneficiaries. I appreciate the
committee’s understanding and hope it
will soon be able to accept this amend-
ment. Of course, I urge the full Senate
to pass it.

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. WELLSTONE. 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. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent we lay aside
the pending amendment.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 669
(Purpose: To provide $5600,000 for the bioassay
testing of veterans exposed to ionizing ra-
diation during military service)

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
have two amendments I will discuss.
The first is an amendment numbered
669.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE], for himself and Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, proposes an amendment numbered
669.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 46, between lines 6 and 7, insert
the following:

SEC. 220. BIOASSAY TESTING OF VETERANS EX-

POSED TO IONIZING RADIATION
DURING MILITARY SERVICE.

(a) NUCLEAR TEST PERSONNEL PROGRAM.—
Of the amount provided in section 201(4),
$50,000 shall be available for testing de-
scribed in subsection (b) at the Brookhaven
National Laboratory in support of the Nu-
clear Test Personnel Program conducted by
the Defense Special Weapons Agency.

(b) COVERED TESTING.—Subsection (a) ap-
plies to the third phase of bioassay testing of
individuals who are radiation-exposed vet-
erans (as defined in section 1112(c)(3) of title
38, United States Code) who participated in
radiation-risk activities (as defined in such
paragraph).

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
will be relatively brief and take just
several hours—just take a few minutes
to speak about this. I wanted to see if
everyone was awake today.

This is an amendment that would as-
sist atomic veterans. Mr. President, I
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actually could talk for several hours
about the atomic veterans. But I would
just say that I think the most moving
and most emotional times for me as a
Senator has been time spent with
atomic veterans in Minnesota. These
are veterans who were asked to go to
ground zero during the atomic testing
in States like Nevada and were put in
harm’s way by our Government, and no
one told them what they might be fac-
ing, and no one gave them protective
gear.

For many of these atomic veterans it
has been a nightmare. This all started
in the 1950’s, and for decades many of
them have had a pattern of illness in
their families. I could go on for hours
talking about what has happened to
them, including high incidences of can-
cer for the atomic veterans themselves,
and all sorts of problems of cancer and
deformities with children and grand-
children.

And to this day they still wait for
adequate compensation. They wait for
justice. I think it is one of the most
shameful things that has happened in
our country. These are veterans.

I actually want to focus on just one
small piece of this amendment. I am
hoping to be able to receive good sup-
port from both Democrats and Repub-
licans, and I am hoping this amend-
ment may indeed be accepted. I know
Congressman LANE EVANS has worked
on this in the House, and I believe this
provision has been accepted in the
House of Representatives.

This amendment would authorize
$500,000 for the third and final phase of
a Defense Special Weapons Agency pro-
gram at Brookhaven National Labora-
tory to conduct—this will sound tech-
nical, Mr. President, but it is actually
pretty important—to conduct internal
dose reconstructions of veterans ex-
posed to ionizing radiation while serv-
ing in the Armed Forces. DSWA is re-
sponsible for providing dose recon-
structions for most atomic veterans fil-
ing claims with the VA. Out of the
funding provided to DSWA-—this,
again, is the Defense Special Weapons
Agency—for R&D under section 201(4),
$5600,000 would be available for bioassay
testing at Brookhaven National Lab-
oratory for the purpose of conducting
internal dose reconstructions of atomic
veterans to find out what has happened
to them.

That is what this is all about. This
program is crucial to atomic veterans
because it provides the means, I say to
my colleague from South Carolina, who
has been so supportive of veterans, for
more accurate reconstruction of radi-
ation dosage. This is a vital step in en-
suring that atomic veterans receive the
compensation they deserve and in reas-
suring veterans who did not inhale or
ingest radioactive particles in quan-
tities sufficient to cause cancer. In
other words, they need to know where
they stand. This is a terribly impor-
tant test. We do not want to eliminate
the funding for this. Many veterans
who have radiogenic diseases have been
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denied compensation often based on
flawed dose reconstructions.

Mr. President, out of the hundreds of
thousands of atomic veterans—I would
like my colleagues to hear this, even if
they are not on the floor now as they
consider how to vote on this—out of
the hundreds of thousands of atomic
veterans, merely 15,000 have filed
claims for service-connected compensa-
tion with the VA based on disability
stemming from radiogenic diseases. Of
these, only 1,438 have been approved, or
less than 10 percent. Just imagine this,
hundreds of thousands of atomic vet-
erans, only 15,000 claims, and only a
little over 1,000 have been approved. Of
this low percentage, an indeterminate
percentage may have had their claims
granted for diseases unrelated to radi-
ation exposure.

Mr. President, we have to make sure
that we provide funding, a small
amount of funding within the Depart-
ment of Defense—that is where we have
been doing this funding—to make sure
that we continue this very critical test
undertaken for atomic veterans.

The White House Advisory Com-
mittee on Human Radiation Experi-
ments found ‘‘that the Government did
not create or maintain adequate
records regarding the exposure of all
participants [in nuclear weapons tests
and] the identity and test locales of all
participants.” This finding calls into
question the current capability of the
Government to come up with accurate
dose reconstructions on which the ap-
proval of claims for VA compensation
for many atomic veterans depend.
Again, the advisory committee has said
we do not have adequate data. We have
not been able to keep the records. If we
do not have this dose reconstruction
done well, then a lot of the atomic vet-
erans who deserve compensation for
the terrible illnesses that have been in-
flicted upon them or their family mem-
bers are not going to have the chance
to get the compensation.

The DSWA program at Brookhaven
uses a technology called fission track-
ing analysis. It analyzes the results of
urine samples from atomic veterans to
arrive at internal dose reconstructions.
The program seeks to improve the
technique first used to establish the
Marshall Islanders’ exposure to ion-
izing radiation from atmospheric nu-
clear testing, the same tests that we
have been using with Marshall Island-
ers. During the third and final phase of
the program, Brookhaven plans to con-
duct bioassays of atomic veterans and
provide technical assistance to DSWA
in internal dose reconstruction.

Here is what has happened, here is
the reason for this amendment, col-
leagues. Unfortunately, a conflict has
now taken place between DOD and VA,
and it has developed on funding the
final phase of the program. DSWA de-
clines to continue funding the program
because it contends that it is not in the
business of medical testing, even
though the agency has performed med-
ical testing for Marshall Islanders. The
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VA simply claims it lacks the nec-
essary funding. In the interests of the
atomic veterans who served this coun-
try bravely and unquestionably, we
need to end the bickering and ensure
the program is carried out to fruition.
The VFW, the National Association of
Atomic Veterans, and the Disabled
American Veterans agree and strongly
back this amendment. It is a little bit
outrageous that we have this bickering
going on and at the same time you
have these veterans for whom this test
is the only way that they are ever
going to be able to get any compensa-
tion.

Mr. President, in closing, I note that
for many years the cover of the Atomic
Veterans Newsletter, the official publi-
cation of the National Association of
Atomic Veterans, contained the simple
but eloquent statement: ‘“The atomic
veteran seeks no special favor, simply
justice.” Their fight for justice has
been too long, it has been too hard, and
it has been too frustrating. But these
patriotic and deserving veterans have
persevered and they retain their faith
in America.

I urge all of my colleagues to join me
in helping atomic veterans with their
struggle for justice and supporting my
amendment. It is a matter of simple
justice. Mr. President, Congressman
LANE EVANS, who has been such a
strong advocate for atomic veterans,
has done this on the House side. I think
the Senate should join in this effort. I
think it would be absolutely uncon-
scionable if we eliminated this funding
for this small but very, very important
program where we can have adequate
data as to what kind of radiation dos-
age these atomic veterans were, in
fact, vulnerable to, affected by, and
what this means for them now. That,
Mr. President, is the meaning of this
amendment.

I ask unanimous consent this amend-
ment be set aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 668
(Purpose: To require the Secretary of De-
fense to transfer $400,000,000 to the Sec-
retary of Veterans’ Affairs to provide funds
for veterans’ health care and other pur-
poses)

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
call up amendment number 668.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 668.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of subtitle D of title X, add the
following:

SEC. .TRANSFER FOR VETERANS’ HEALTH CARE
AND OTHER PURPOSES.

(a) TRANSFER REQUIRED.—The Secretary of

Defense shall transfer to the Secretary of
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Veterans’ Affairs $400,000,000 of the funds ap-
propriated for the Department of Defense for
fiscal year 1998.

(b) USE OF TRANSFERRED FUNDS.—Funds
transferred to the Secretary of Veterans’ Af-
fairs shall be for the purpose of providing
benefits under the laws administered by the
Secretary of Veterans’ Affairs, other than
compensation and pension benefits provided
under Chapters 11 and 13 of title 38, United
States Code.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
this amendment would not be subject
to any point of order. It authorizes the
Secretary of Defense to transfer some
$400 million to the VA budget for the
health care for veterans.

Mr. President, this amendment is an
effort to ameliorate some damage that
was done in the budget resolution
that—I say to my colleagues, I do not
think any Senator was really familiar
with—made significant cuts in VA
health care.

My amendment to the Department of
Defense authorization bill would,
again, authorize the Secretary of De-
fense to transfer $400 million from the
DOD budget to restore cuts in VA dis-
cretionary health care spending. This
amendment responds to the health care
needs of veterans by restoring some
badly needed funding for programs to
the fiscal year 1997 level.

Mr. President, even with this restora-
tion, chances are remote that the VA
health care funding for fiscal year 1998
will exceed fiscal year 1997. We all
know—I just want to make this clear
to my colleagues—that we have an
aging veteran population. We all know
that as more veterans live to be over 65
and over 85, there is more of a strain on
the health care budget. We want to be
sure that the cut that took place in the
budget resolution—which I don’t think
hardly any Senator was aware of, al-
though all of the veterans organiza-
tions were aware, and there is a fair
amount of indignation around the
country on this question—we want to
make sure that these cuts in veterans
health care don’t end up forcing vet-
erans who were either disabled, ill, or
poor to have to shift from VA health
care to other health care. That would
be a travesty for the veterans and their
families, and it would also have nega-
tive consequences for VA health care in
our country.

Mr. President, it has become clear
that the cuts in the veterans’ discre-
tionary programs that were agreed to
as part of the budget resolution are
going to have some severe, if not dev-
astating, consequences on the quality
and availability of VA health care for
disabled and needy veterans. The fiscal
year 1998 cuts will limit VA’s ability to
serve all patients entitled to VA health
care. If veterans health care benefits
are delayed because of reduced staff-
ing—you have to make your cuts some-
where—or a longer waiting period, then
we are going to be shortchanging men
and women who have risked their lives
for our country.

Let me give you some sense of the
impact of the $400 million reduction in
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VA discretionary spending in fiscal
year 1998. Mr. President, to give you
some idea about it, a $400 million re-
duction in VA discretionary spending
in fiscal year 1998 is roughly equivalent
to the cost of operating one of the
smaller of the VA’s 22 integrated serv-
ice networks.

I held a forum, I say to my col-
leagues, in May. It was unbelievable.
We had a huge turnout of veterans rep-
resenting, I think, all of the veterans
organizations that I can think of—
Vietnam Veterans of America, Disabled
Americans, Paralyzed Veterans, Mili-
tary for the Purple Heart, American
Legion, Veterans of Foreign Wars,
atomic veterans, you name it.

The Minnesota veterans were unani-
mous in denouncing the cuts in some
really essential VA health care re-
sources. Like my colleagues, I sup-
ported the sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ment that was introduced by Senators
DASCHLE, DOMENICI and ROCKEFELLER
on May 21, which called for full funding
of the VA discretionary programs, in-
cluding medical care for fiscal year
1998. I supported it for two reasons.
First, I don’t think many of us were
aware that in the budget resolution
there were going to be cuts in our in-
vestment in resources for VA health
care. Second, I think it is simply the
wrong thing to do. I think there is a sa-
cred contract with our veterans, and if
we are going to be making cuts and do
deficit reduction, we ought not to be
doing it on their backs.

So, Mr. President, I am convinced
that this amendment is appropriate. I
am convinced that it is really quite ap-
propriate to pass an amendment that
gives the Secretary of Defense the au-
thorization to authorize this transfer
of funding because, after all, these vet-
erans were fighting for the defense of
the Nation. That is what it was all
about. I think it is critically important
that we live up to this commitment.

Mr. President, let me just finish up
again and say to colleagues that I am
just introducing these amendments be-
cause, as I understand this process, we
are going to have a cloture vote this
afternoon and we may not have votes
for about a day and there will be more
time to discuss these amendments. At
least, that is my understanding. I do
want colleagues to be familiar with
each of them.

I think that the atomic veterans, un-
fortunately, have been out of sight and
out of mind for all too many people in
the country. This is a critically impor-
tant amendment to those veterans so
that they can know what happened to
them. That is the very least we can do
for those veterans, their children and
grandchildren.

On the second amendment, I am ab-
solutely convinced that very few Sen-
ators were aware of the fact that the
budget resolution made these cuts. It
was all done in good conscience. Some
of my closest friends worked on the
budget resolution and supported it. My
amendment simply says that we should
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take $400 million and heal these cuts.
My amendment authorizes the Sec-
retary of Defense to do that. I know Dr.
Ken Kaiser came out to Minnesota and
met with veterans, and he wasn’t aware
of these cuts. I have not met one per-
son in charge of delivering health care
for veterans who believes that this can
be done in such a way that it will not
seriously damage the quality of health
care. I am not just giving some Kind of
trump speech on the floor of the Sen-
ate. This is very important. We ought
to, at the very least, be able to transfer
this small amount of money and re-
store this funding for our VA health
care.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor. I see my colleague from Georgia.
Mr. CLELAND addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to lay aside the
pending amendment.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 712
(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress
reaffirming the commitment of the United

States to provide quality health care for

military retirees)

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. CLELAND]
proposes an amendment numbered 712.

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title VII, add the following:
SEC. 708. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING

QUALITY HEALTH CARE FOR RETIR-
EES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Many retired military personnel believe
that they were promised lifetime health care
in exchange for 20 or more years of service.

(2) Military retirees are the only Federal
Government personnel who have been pre-
vented from using their employer-provided
health care at or after 65 years of age.

(3) Military health care has become in-
creasingly difficult to obtain for military re-
tirees as the Department of Defense reduces
its health care infrastructure.

(4) Military retirees deserve to have a
health care program at least comparable
with that of retirees from civilian employ-
ment by the Federal Government.

(6) The availability of quality, lifetime
health care is a critical recruiting incentive
for the Armed Forces.

(6) Quality health care is a critical aspect
of the quality of life of the men and women
serving in the Armed Forces.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the United States has incurred a moral
obligation to provide health care to retirees
from service in the Armed Forces;

(2) it is, therefore, necessary to provide
quality, affordable health care to such retir-
ees; and
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(3) Congress and the President should take
steps to address the problems associated
with health care for such retirees within two
years after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, one of
the reasons I sought membership on
the Senate Armed Services Committee
is my commitment to supporting our
men and women in the Armed Forces. I
am particularly pleased to be the rank-
ing Democratic member of the Per-
sonnel Subcommittee.

My focus on that committee has been
and will be to improve the overall qual-
ity of life of our military personnel.
Where possible, the level of the com-
pensation they receive, improve mili-
tary health care, and expand access to
educational benefits.

One of the areas that I am most con-
cerned about is the availability and
adequacy of military health care. In
particular, I believe this Nation has in-
curred a fundamental responsibility to
provide for the health care of military
retirees. We must adhere to this com-
mitment.

I am especially concerned about what
happens to retirees when they reach
the age of 65. They are ineligible to
participate in TRICARE. In addition,
as the military begins to close and
downsize its military treatment facili-
ties, retirees over 65 are unable to seek
and obtain treatment on a space avail-
able basis. Medicare does not currently
reimburse the Department of Defense
for health care services. The retirees
over 65 are, in effect, being shut out of
the medical facilities promised to
them.

I am reminded of the quote from one
of Wellington’s troops: ‘“‘In time of war
and not before, God and soldier men a
adore. But in time of peace with all
things righted, God is forgotten and
the soldier slighted.”

I know we live in an environment in
which resources are constrained. We
are going to have to make some tough
choices between people, modernization,
and procurement while maintaining
readiness. We are going to have to
strike a balance between these com-
peting priorities. But we must not
allow budget constraints to force us to
slight our soldiers. This is morally
wrong. We have a sacred responsibility
to take care of those who took care of
us. We have incurred a moral obliga-
tion to attempt to provide health care
to military retirees who believed they
were promised lifetime health care in
exchange for a lifetime of military
service.

One alternative is Medicare sub-
vention. It would appear that sub-
vention would be fiscally beneficial to
Medicare and would improve the abil-
ity of the Department to provide
health care to military retirees over 65.
However, I have several questions re-
garding possible shortcomings of sub-
vention:

First, does subvention meet the
needs of military retirees over 65 who
do not live near military treatment fa-
cilities?
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Second, as the Department continues
to reduce its health care infrastruc-
ture, will maintaining access to all
beneficiaries increase in difficulty?

I understand the Department has ex-
pressed concern that, under certain cir-
cumstances, Medicare subvention could
result in diminished access to military
treatment facilities for other DOD
health care beneficiaries. That raises
my third question. Will subvention in-
crease access to some beneficiaries at
the expense of others? If so, is this
what we really want?

Another option that has been dis-
cussed is the idea of allowing retirees
over 65 the option of enrolling in the
Federal Employees Health Benefit Pro-
gram [FEHBP].

The Congressional Budget Office has
estimated that the cost of enrolling
Medicare-eligible military retirees in
the FEHBP is between $3.7 and $4.2 bil-
lion. The primary advantage to FEHBP
enrollment is the ability of bene-
ficiaries to seek and obtain healthcare
anywhere in the Nation that insurers
in the FEHBP provide service. I am
concerned about additional cost this
program would incur especially if of-
fered in addition to the benefits cur-
rently available to retirees over 65. My
question: Is there a better way to pro-
vide similar levels of service while not
adding significantly high levels of cost
to the Department of Defense?

A third option would be to allow
military retirees over 65 to enroll in
TRICARE. This would require addi-
tional resources to be made available
to military treatment facilities to en-
sure that all TRICARE beneficiaries
were guaranteed access. The Armed
Services Committee was presented
with an estimated $274 million short-
fall in the budget request to fund the
Military Health  Service System.
Frankly, without corresponding
changes in the TRICARE system, con-
tinued enrollment in TRICARE will
only exacerbate the current difficulties
TRICARE faces in meeting all the
needs of Military Health Service Sys-
tem beneficiaries. Under this option,
we might also face the prospect of pro-
viding new access to some at the ex-
pense of those presently in the system.

Mr. President, I know there are sig-
nificant difficulties involved with
choosing the optimal approach to ad-
dressing military health care concerns.
We have to deal with this problem. It is
one of the highest priorities listed by
the men and women in the armed
forces. It is also the highest priority of
those who represent the retired mili-
tary population in this nation.

I believe that a comprehensive ap-
proach to reforming the DOD health
care system is required. In addition to
ensuring access to health care cov-
erage, it is also necessary to ensure
that health care is available to bene-
ficiaries wherever they serve or retire.

In 1995, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice prepared a report entitled ‘‘Re-
structuring Military Medical Care.”
The report estimated that the total
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cost to the Department of Defense of
providing the Federal Employees
Health Benefit Program for all non-ac-
tive duty beneficiaries ranged between
$5.9 billion and $10.7 billion annually
depending upon the percentage the
Government pays for the average pre-
mium. The report also estimated the
total cost of maintaining a wartime
combat medicine capability for active
duty personnel at $6.5 billion. Some
have asked if it would be feasible to re-
place the bulk of the Department of
Defense Health service system with
FEHBP while maintaining a combat
medicine capability given that the De-
partment of Defense spends approxi-
mately $16 billion per year for health
care.

I sponsored language in the Senate
Armed Services Committee report that
directed the Department of Defense to
conduct a study of this issue. I believe
this is an important step toward gath-
ering the necessary information we
need to make an intelligent decision
which honors our commitment to the
personnel in the military. We need to
know what impact this would have on
the entire medical infrastructure in
the military. I hope we can begin to
find the answers that will allow us to
resolve this matter. Our men and
women in uniform and those who have
served deserve nothing less.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues here in the Senate, espe-
cially my good friend Senator KEMP-
THORNE, who is the chairman of the
Personnel Subcommittee, on this most
important matter.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

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. 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.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, we are
on the defense authorization bill. I
have been privileged to listen to a
number of presentations. They deal
with, in many instances, very signifi-
cant and very important issues for the
future of this country.

Mr. President, I rise today to talk
about two issues. One is an amendment
that I intend to offer later in the con-
sideration of this bill. The second is to
support an amendment that is to be of-
fered by Senator LUGAR and, I believe,
cosponsored by Senator BINGAMAN and
a group of others, dealing with the Co-
operative Threat Reduction Program
and the funding for it.

Before I discuss those two, let me in-
dicate, however, that it is curious to
see a cloture motion filed on a bill like
the defense authorization bill this
early in the process. A cloture motion
suggests somehow that we should have
a vote cutting off debate when debate
has hardly begun on this defense au-
thorization bill. This is a very signifi-
cant piece of legislation. There needs
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to be time for significant debate on
issues that are very substantial.

I hope this is not going to be habit
forming—filing cloture motions vir-
tually at the same pace when a piece of
legislation like this comes to the floor
of the Senate. A desire to shut off de-
bate ought not be initiated before there
is some demonstration that debate is
going to go on forever. If a bill is mov-
ing at a reasonable pace, there is no
reason, in my judgment, for anyone to
be offering cloture motions or shut off
debate. I just say that is a curious
thing to have happen on this bill right
at the start of the legislation. I hope
that won’t be a habit.

Now to the issue of the Cooperative
Threat Reduction Program, Mr. Presi-
dent, folks in my hometown, in most
cases, won’t know much about this pro-
gram because the American people
have not been given much information
about the Cooperative Threat Reduc-
tion Program. It is kind of a foreign
title to a program that in most cases
benefits the lives of every American
citizen.

I want to describe what it is and why
it is important and why I support the
amendment that was offered, I believe,
by Senator LUGAR, along with many
other distinguished colleagues, and is
now pending before the Senate.

The Cooperative Threat Reduction
Program is a program by which we en-
gage with our resources under an arms
control agreement to help a former ad-
versary, the former Soviet Union, now
Russia, and its surrounding States to
reduce the number of nuclear weapons
and warheads that were previously in
place aimed at the United States of
America. Doing so reduces the threat
against our country. I think it makes
eminent good sense to see a missile de-
stroyed in its silo rather than having a
missile fired and have to deal with a
missile that is flying toward a target of
the United States.

Obviously, things have changed dra-
matically with the Soviet Union now
being gone, and we now have Russia
and other independent States. We are
dealing with a new world, and we have
a cold war that is largely ended. We
have a circumstance in which we want
to work with what had been a former
adversary to reduce the amount of nu-
clear weapons that that adversary now
possesses in concert with the arms con-
trol agreements that we have already
had with them and that we have nego-
tiated and signed with that former ad-
versary.

Mr. President, let me ask unanimous
consent to have an object on the floor
that I might use to demonstrate to my
colleagues that this, in fact, works.

Mr. President, I want to show my
colleagues a picture. This is a picture
of some workers in Russia with power
saws sawing the wings off Russian
bombers. These folks are bent over a
wing of a bomber sawing the wings off
Russian bombers. Why are they sawing
the wings off Russian bombers and
sending these bombers, now unable to
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fly, to the boneyard? Because of arms
control agreements. They are required
under arms control agreements to re-
duce the number of bombers they pos-
sess in their arsenal.

A smaller picture shows former Sec-
retary of Defense Perry inspecting an
SS-24 silo. This is a missile silo in the
Ukraine. This silo had 550-kiloton war-
heads on top of a missile—nuclear war-
heads capable of being delivered over
6,200 miles. This silo is now empty of
warheads. There are no nuclear war-
heads in that silo. And our former Sec-
retary of Defense Perry is inspecting a
silo that is now cleared of its missile
and its nuclear warheads.

Finally, this picture. This is a pic-
ture of silo No. 110 near Pervomaisk in
the Ukraine which held an SS-19 mis-
sile. As you can see, it is now only a
hole. And, in fact, if you saw a later
picture you would see sunflowers plant-
ed where missiles were previously
planted poised and aimed at the United
States of America. This is a hole. The
hole is now covered up. There is no
missile, no warhead. And, in fact, sun-
flowers are now planted there.

Mr. President, this piece of metal
comes from that missile and the mis-
sile silo. This piece of metal was re-
moved from this missile silo in the
Ukraine. This little piece of metal is a
demonstration of the success of the Co-
operative Threat Reduction Program.
This was part of an armament in the
ground on an intercontinental ballistic
missile with nuclear warheads aimed at
the United States of America. Now it is
here in this Chamber. And where this
silo and missile with a warhead used to
sit there is now planted sunflowers.

Why? Why at silo 110 near
Pervomaisk in the Ukraine is there
now a planting of sunflowers rather
than a nuclear missile or an interconti-
nental ballistic missile with a nuclear
warhead aimed at the United States?
Because this program works. This pro-
gram makes sense. This program re-
duces the number of missiles, the num-
ber of bombers, and the number of nu-
clear warheads in an arms control
agreement. It reduces the number of
those weapons that previously had
been poised to strike at the United
States of America.

Let me describe the facts about how
this program has worked. We have seen
the elimination of 212 submarine
launchers, 378 intercontinental bal-
listic missile silos, 256 heavy bombers,
more than 500 ICBM’s.

Fiscal year 1997: 131 additional ICBM
silos—70 of them in Russia, 61 of them
Kazakhstan—and 43 heavy bombers
gone under this program; and 80 sub-
marine launchers, all in Russia, gone;
84 missiles—48 in Ukraine, 36 in Rus-
sia—gone under this program. In effect,
we helped a former adversary destroy
weapons that had previously been
poised and aimed at us.

I can’t think of anything that makes
more sense than to destroy a missile by
dismantling its silo, the missile and
the warhead, and it is gone.
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That is exactly what the Cooperative
Threat Reduction Program has done.
Senators LUGAR and Nunn were the au-
thors of this program. Many others in
the Chamber have worked hard on this
program.

There is an amendment pending that
will restore the money for this pro-
gram which is necessary to continue
the progress to reduce the number of
nuclear arms in Russia and the inde-
pendent states under this program. It
is a bargain by any stretch. It makes
eminent good sense for this country to
do it.

I am proud to say that I support the
amendment. I commend Senator
LUGAR, Senator BINGAMAN, and soO
many others for offering the amend-
ment today.

Mr. President, let me turn then to
one other item. We will in the context
of debating this piece of legislation
also discuss whether we wish to au-
thorize two additional rounds of mili-
tary base closings or whether we want,
to say it another way, create a base re-
alignment and closing commission that
would recommend, in two rounds, clos-
ing certain military installations in
our country.

I am not here to support having more
capability in military bases than we
need. That would be wasteful. I under-
stand that. On the other hand, we have
had three full rounds of base closings
and one abbreviated round. In the three
rounds of closing military installa-
tions, we have ordered the closure of
over 100 military installations in this
country. My understanding is that only
50 of them have been finally and com-
pletely closed. We have no accounting
at all-—none—of what the costs and the
benefits have been from the closings
that have occurred so far.

I think it is far better for us to de-
cide that we should finish the job on
the previous rounds of base closings be-
fore we authorize two additional
rounds.

I have another motive, obviously. I
am concerned about what the rounds of
base closings that are authorized do to
communities in our country. We have
had a couple of Air Force bases put on
the list and taken off the list, put on
the list and taken off the list. What
happens in communities when you have
a base closing round is that the minute
your community or your facility is re-
motely involved in that round of base
closings, economic growth is stunted
and new investment is stopped.

There isn’t anyone who will come to
Cheyenne, WY, or to Grand Forks, ND,
or Minot, ND, or Rapid City, SD, or
you name it, where they have military
installations, and say, ‘‘Oh, by the way,
there are going to be new rounds of
base closings here.”

So what we want to do is make a new
investment in the community of apart-
ment buildings or commercial prop-
erty, or a plant here or a plant there.
That is not the way it works. What
they say is, ‘“‘Gee, we do not know what
the future is going to bring.”” You
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might have 30 percent unemployment
in that region 2 years from now be-
cause they might close that military
installation, and if they do, the last
thing I want to have done is to have
made an investment in that commu-
nity and find that investment going
belly up. It terribly stunts economic
growth in these communities while you
have these base closing rounds.

In fact, at the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee hearing, the sub-
committee of which I am a member,
General Fogleman, who indicated in re-
sponse to a question of mine that he
would not likely be here when we have
additional base closing rounds and said
he would not recommend that we have
two additional rounds. If we have addi-
tional rounds, and he indicated that he
felt there would be some overcapacity,
we should have only one, he said. That
would be his recommendation. But I
believe very strongly that we should
not authorize two additional base clos-
ing rounds in this defense authoriza-
tion bill for a number of reasons.

The Congressional Budget Office
stated the following. The Congressional
Budget Office said:

The Congress could consider authorizing
an additional round of base closures if DOD
believes there are surplus military capacity
after all rounds of BRAC have been carried
out. That consideration, however, should fol-
low an interval during which DOD and inde-
pendent analysts examine the actual impact
of measures that have been taken thus far.
Such a pause would allow DOD to collect the
data necessary to evaluate the effectiveness
of initiatives and to determine the actual
costs incurred and savings achieved.

The Congressional Budget Office
thinks it would be unwise to initiate
additional base closing rounds without
having the information available about
what have been the costs and the bene-
fits of the previous three rounds. I
think we would be wise to heed the ad-
monition of the Congressional Budget
Office on this issue.

A good many Senators have ex-
pressed an interest in this amendment
on both sides of the aisle—Senator
DASCHLE, Senator CONRAD, Senator
LoTT, Senator DOMENICI, Senator FEIN-
STEIN, Senator DoDD, and others. I
know we will likely have a significant
and robust debate when this occurs.

I simply wanted to alert my col-
leagues that some of us feel very
strongly that we should not initiate
additional base closing rounds in this
defense authorization bill until we re-
ceive the information that we think we
should have about costs and benefits on
previous rounds.

Let me close with a word about the
subject that I originally discussed; that
is, the Cooperative Threat Reduction
Program.

There are those who are critical of
the political process, and I suppose in
many cases justifiably, because there
are a lot of things that are done in the
democratic process that are not effi-
cient, some not effective. It is not a
very efficient form of government—the
best form of government but not the
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most efficient form of government. But
I say to all of those who question the
effectiveness or the efficiency of Gov-
ernment that the program called the
Cooperative Threat Reduction Program
in which we help finance the destruc-
tion of weapons—bombers, missiles,
and nuclear warheads—that previously
were aimed at the United States of
America is a program that is a bargain
by any standard of measure. That
makes this world safer; it makes it a
better world; and to the extent that we
can continue this program and fund it
the way it should be funded, I want to
be a part of that. I hope very much we
can get a vote on the amendment that
is now pending, and when we do I hope
very much the amendment will prevail.
Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I would ask unani-
mous consent that the pending amend-
ment be laid aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 670
(Purpose: To require the Secretary of De-
fense to transfer $5,000,000 to the Secretary
of Agriculture to provide funds for out-
reach and startup for the school breakfast
program)

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
call up amendment 670.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows.

The Senator from = Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 670.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of subtitle D of title X, add the
following:

SEC. .TRANSFER FOR OUTREACH AND STARTUP
FOR THE SCHOOL BREAKFAST PRO-
GRAM.

(a) TRANSFER REQUIRED.—In each of fiscal
years 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall transfer to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture—

(1) $5,000,000 of the funds appropriated for
the Department of Defense for that fiscal
year; and

(2) any additional amount that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture determines necessary
to pay any increase in the cost of the meals
provided to children under the school break-
fast program as a result of the amendment
made by subsection (b).

(b) USE OF TRANSFERRED FUNDS.—Section 4
of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C.
1773) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

““(f) STARTUP AND EXPANSION COSTS.—

‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection:

‘‘(A) ELIGIBLE SCHOOL.—The term ‘eligible
school’ means a school—

‘‘(i) attended by children, a significant per-
centage of whom are members of low-income
families;

“(ii)T) as used with respect to a school
breakfast program, that agrees to operate
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the school breakfast program established or
expanded with the assistance provided under
this subsection for a period of not less than
3 years; and

‘“(II) as used with respect to a summer food
service program for children, that agrees to
operate the summer food service program for
children established or expanded with the as-
sistance provided under this subsection for a
period of not less than 3 years.

‘“(B) SERVICE INSTITUTION.—The term ‘serv-
ice institution’ means an institution or orga-
nization described in paragraph (1)(B) or (7)
of section 13(a) of the National School Lunch
Act (42 U.S.C. 1761(a)).

¢“(C) SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM FOR
CHILDREN.—The term ‘summer food service
program for children’ means a program au-
thorized by section 13 of the National School
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1761).

‘(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Out of any amounts
made available under section  (a)(1) of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 1998, the Secretary of Agriculture
shall make payments on a competitive basis
and in the following order of priority (sub-
ject to the other provisions of this sub-
section), to—

‘“(A) State educational agencies in a sub-
stantial number of States for distribution to
eligible schools to assist the schools with
nonrecurring expenses incurred in—

‘(i) initiating a school breakfast program
under this section; or

‘(ii) expanding a school breakfast pro-
gram; and

“(B) a substantial number of States for dis-
tribution to service institutions to assist the
institutions with nonrecurring expenses in-
curred in—

‘(i) initiating a summer food service pro-
gram for children; or

‘“(ii) expanding a summer food service pro-
gram for children.

‘(3) PAYMENTS ADDITIONAL.—Payments re-
ceived under this subsection shall be in addi-
tion to payments to which State agencies
are entitled under subsection (b) of this sec-
tion and section 13 of the National School
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1761).

‘‘(4) STATE PLAN.—To be eligible to receive
a payment under this subsection, a State
educational agency shall submit to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture a plan to initiate or ex-
pand school breakfast programs conducted in
the State, including a description of the
manner in which the agency will provide
technical assistance and funding to schools
in the State to initiate or expand the pro-
grams.

‘“(6) SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM PREF-
ERENCES.—In making payments under this
subsection for any fiscal year to initiate or
expand school breakfast programs, the Sec-
retary shall provide a preference to State
educational agencies that—

‘““(A) have in effect a State law that re-
quires the expansion of the programs during
the year;

‘“(B) have significant public or private re-
sources that have been assembled to carry
out the expansion of the programs during the
year;

““(C) do not have a school breakfast pro-
gram available to a large number of low-in-
come children in the State; or

‘(D) serve an unmet need among low-in-
come children, as determined by the Sec-
retary.

‘(6) SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM PREF-
ERENCES.—In making payments under this
subsection for any fiscal year to initiate or
expand summer food service programs for
children, the Secretary shall provide a pref-
erence to States—

““(A)() in which the numbers of children
participating in the summer food service
program for children represent the lowest
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percentages of the number of children receiv-
ing free or reduced price meals under the
school lunch program established under the
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et
seq.); or

‘“(ii) that do not have a summer food serv-
ice program for children available to a large
number of low-income children in the State;
and

“(B) that submit to the Secretary a plan to
expand the summer food service programs
for children conducted in the State, includ-
ing a description of—

‘(i) the manner in which the State will
provide technical assistance and funding to
service institutions in the State to expand
the programs; and

‘‘(ii) significant public or private resources
that have been assembled to carry out the
expansion of the programs during the year.

“(7) RECOVERY AND REALLOCATION.—The
Secretary shall act in a timely manner to re-
cover and reallocate to other States any
amounts provided to a State educational
agency or State under this subsection that
are not used by the agency or State within a
reasonable period (as determined by the Sec-
retary).

‘“(8) ANNUAL APPLICATION.—The Secretary
shall allow States to apply on an annual
basis for assistance under this subsection.

‘“(9) GREATEST NEED.—Each State agency
and State, in allocating funds within the
State, shall give preference for assistance
under this subsection to eligible schools and
service institutions that demonstrate the
greatest need for a school breakfast program
or a summer food service program for chil-
dren, respectively.

¢(10) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—Expendi-
tures of funds from State and local sources
for the maintenance of the school breakfast
program and the summer food service pro-
gram for children shall not be diminished as
a result of payments received under this sub-
section.”.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, be-
fore I go any further, I ask unanimous
consent that Justin Page, who is an in-
tern, be allowed to be in the Chamber
during the duration of this debate.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I rise today to intro-
duce some amendments so that my col-
leagues have some knowledge of them.
We will get back to them when there is
more time to debate these amend-
ments.

The School Breakfast Program was
established back in 1966 as a pilot pro-
gram. It was primarily located in rural
districts. The idea was that children
who lived in rural areas with long bus
rides might not be able to have time to
eat breakfast at home. Since then, the
School Breakfast Program has really
become a wonderful program upon
which parents and students heavily
rely. In many families, a single parent
is working or both parents are work-
ing, and school breakfasts are recog-
nized as one of the most beneficial nu-
trition programs we have.

Let me make it clear that a hungry
child cannot learn and will likely grow
up to be an adult who cannot earn. We
are talking about a very wise invest-
ment. One more time. Sometimes we
debate in this Chamber and we make
issues out to be so complex. This is
simple. A hungry child cannot learn
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and later on that child is quite likely
to end up being an adult who cannot
earn.

To give some context, we still have
some 27,000 schools that are not able to
make breakfast available or that do
not make breakfast available to eligi-
ble students, and 8 million low-income
children who need breakfast but do not
participate. What my amendment does
is correct an action that we as Con-
gress took which was egregious. In the
welfare bill that we passed, we elimi-
nated a $5 million fund which was an
outreach and start-up grant for school
breakfast programs. It was created in
1990, and it was made permanent in
1994. These outreach grants are one-
time grants that help States develop
school breakfast programs.

Let me be crystal clear as to what is
going on here. Every low-income stu-
dent who is eligible for a free lunch is
eligible for breakfast as well but only
40 percent of those students are able to
get the assistance they need for a
healthy and nutritious breakfast. The
$6 million grant program was elimi-
nated because it was an effective cata-
lyst toward school districts expanding
both their School Breakfast Programs.
The welfare bill eliminated it because
it was a success.

Now, why in the world do we want to
eliminate a small grant program which
was such an important tool in pro-
viding a nutritious breakfast for low-
income children in America? What this
amendment does is to point out that in
the budget plan we have $2.6 billion for
the Pentagon above and beyond what
the President requested. Can we not
authorize the Secretary of Defense to
take $56 million out of $2.6 billion more
than the President even requested and
put that into a grant program for
States and local school districts so
they can start up school breakfast pro-
grams?

I submit that part of our definition of
national security has to be the security
of local communities—where every
child is able to reach her and his full
potential—because when our children
do well, we do well. It is unconscion-
able that we eliminated an effective,
crucial $6 million grant program when
s0 many low-income children who need
a nutritious and healthy breakfast are
not able to have it.

So this is an amendment which gives
the Secretary of Defense the authority
to transfer to the Secretary of Agri-
culture $6 million from the $2.6 billion
above and beyond what the President
requested for the Pentagon. Is that too
much to ask, $6 million to help State
and local school districts expand the
School Breakfast Program so more of
the vulnerable children in this country
can at least have a nutritious break-
fast? That is what this amendment
speaks to. This is amendment 670.

Mr. President, I now would ask unan-
imous consent that this amendment be
laid aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 666
(Purpose: To increase funding for Federal
Pell Grants)

Mr. WELLSTONE. I call up amend-
ment 666.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows.

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 666.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of subtitle D of title X, add the
following:

SEC. .TRANSFER OF FUNDS FOR FEDERAL PELL
GRANTS.

(a) TRANSFER REQUIRED.—The Secretary of
Defense shall transfer to the Secretary of
Education $2,600,000,000 of the funds appro-
priated for the Department of Defense for fis-
cal year 1998.

(b) USE OF TRANSFERRED FUNDS.—Funds
transferred to the Secretary of Education
pursuant to subsection (a) shall be available
to carry out subpart 1 of part A of title IV of
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1070a) for fiscal year 1998.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, we
have a budget plan that provides an ex-
cess $2.6 billion to the Pentagon above
and beyond what the President re-
quested. This amendment would au-
thorize the Secretary of Defense to in-
vest that $2.6 billion in Pell grants in-
stead of $2.6 billion into the Pentagon
budget.

If this amendment passes, we would
see the maximum Pell grant go up to
$3,800, and Pell grants stretch to reach
4,278,000 students.

This would make a huge difference.
There was an excellent piece by Larry
Gladieux in Monday’s New York Times.
Gladieux made the argument that what
is now being proposed—and by the way,
I am trying to provide a rigorous, if
you will, critique of both Republicans’
and Democrats’ plans on this—both the
President’s plan and what is being done
here in the Congress through tax de-
ductions and tax credits does not reach
those families for whom higher edu-
cation really has not been attainable.
He pointed out, for example, that if a
tax credit program is not refundable,
many families with incomes under
$28,000 and many community college
students are not going to benefit at all.

Talk to your financial aid offices.
Talk to your students. Talk to people
in your States. I know this is the case
in New Mexico as well. I know that
Senator BINGAMAN has been a huge ad-
vocate of the Pell Grant Program. You
talk to many in these community col-
lege programs, many of whom are older
and going back to school, and they will
tell you that the Pell Grant Program is
the most effective, efficient way of
meeting their needs.

Mr. President, I do not remember ex-
actly the statistics, but there has been
something like a flat 8 percent gradua-
tion rate for women and men coming
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from families with incomes under
$20,000 a year since the late 1970’s. That
is a disgrace. We know higher edu-
cation is key to economic success. All
of us wish that higher education will be
there for our children and our grand-
children, but still we have a lot of fam-
ilies for whom it is not affordable. The
best way to make sure they have the
assistance they need, the best way to
make sure the Pell Grant Program can
help working families, moderate-in-
come families, even reach into the mid-
dle-income range, is to expand the Pell
Grant Program. I suggest that when we
have all sorts of reports that there are
tens of billions of dollars the Pentagon
cannot even account for in its expendi-
tures—Senator GRASSLEY from Iowa
has done an excellent job in continuing
to focus on this issue—and when you
have a situation where the Pentagon in
the budget resolution receives more
money than the President even re-
quested, it would seem to me we could
take that $2.6 billion in excess of what
is needed or has been requested and in-
stead put it into a very successful high-
er education program which is all
about our national defense.

We do not do well as a nation unless
we have a skilled work force. As we
look to the next millennium, when so
many of the industries are going to be
womenmade and manmade—and many
of them, Mr. President, since you are a
strong advocate of small business, are
small businesses—let us make sure
that higher education is affordable. Let
us do something that will make a huge
difference. And one of the things we do
is take a small amount of money—it is
a small amount of money in the con-
text of the Pentagon budget—and put
it into expanding the Pell Grant Pro-
gram.

There is not one of my colleagues,
Democrat or Republican, who is going
to hear from the higher education com-
munity, the students or their families
that more of an investment in the Pell
Grant Program is not extremely impor-
tant to them. It is very important to
the families we represent. It is very im-
portant to the future of our States. It
is very important to the future of our
country. I look forward to a full debate
about our priorities as we go forward
with this defense authorization bill and
get back to debate on each of these
amendments.

With that, Mr. President, I thank my
colleagues for their graciousness in let-
ting me introduce these amendments
today and I will yield the floor.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise today to oppose the amendment of-
fered by Senator WELLSTONE to reduce
defense spending. The budget agree-
ment represents what is available for
defense spending, not what is required.
This amendment reduces defense fund-
ing below the amount that was agreed
to by both the congressional and ad-
ministrative budget negotiators.

Mr. President, we have been down
this road before, but it seems that
some of my colleagues have forgotten
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where it leads. Those who oppose a
strong defense often attempt to justify
their position by reminding us that the
cold war is over. They conclude that
defense spending should be lower be-
cause we do not face an obvious danger
from a threat like the Soviet Union.
They make a simple argument. This ar-
gument is appealing because it pro-
vides an easy solution to our funding
problems—but the argument is wrong
and dangerous.

While our Nation no longer faces a
cold war danger, the world is still a
dangerous place. The belief that con-
tinual reductions to defense are in
order is not only ignoring reality, it
also overlooks requirements for both
present and future force readiness. We
ask our men and women in uniform to
respond to crises all over the world
every day. Right now, we have United
States troops on duty in Bosnia, in the
skies over Iraq, and on ships at sea
near any actual or potential trouble
spot in the world.

The Chief of Staff of the Army, Gen-
eral Reimer, testified that,

Requirements have risen 300 per-
cent. . . . Excessive time away from home is
often cited by quality professionals as the
reason for their decision to leave the mili-
tary. It is common to find soldiers that have
been away from home . . . for 140, 160 or 190
days of this past year.

The Secretary of the Air Force, Dr.
Widnall, testified that,

Since Desert Storm, we have averaged
three to four times the level of overseas de-
ployment as we did during the Cold War.

The problem remains that we will
not require less of our servicemen and
women. At the same time, some of my
colleagues seek to continue to reduce
defense spending. This is not right. De-
ployments to trouble spots have not
slowed down. We have not stopped
sending our young service people all
over the world.

Arguments are made that the Pen-
tagon could find all the money it needs
by eliminating wasteful spending. Mr.
President, this is probably true of
many programs, not just defense. No
one supports wasteful spending. But
concerning the Defense Department,
Secretary Cohen is taking action. He
has just finished and delivered the De-
partment’s report on the Quadrennial
Defense Review [QDRJ], a review of the
national military strategy, force struc-
ture, and assets necessary to carry out
it out. He has recently established an-
other panel to push the Defense De-
partment toward more business-like
operations. The Armed Services Com-
mittee has already held one hearing
concerning the QDR. More hearings
will be held.

Mr. President we must remember
that the QDR is an attempt to define
our military requirements for our fu-
ture military security, but we must
deter wars with ships, planes, and
tanks today. There is a price for free-
dom. This is the price for world leader-
ship. As Secretary Cohen stated:

Having highly ready forces that can go
anywhere at any time really spells the dif-
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ference between victory and defeat and it
also spells the difference between being a su-
perpower and not being one.

Mr. President, I strongly urge all of
my colleagues to oppose this amend-
ment that would intend to cut defense
spending. It is absolutely necessary
that we maintain defense for the secu-
rity of this Nation. I yield the floor.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
just a very brief response. I appreciate
the comments of my colleague from
South Carolina. I always appreciate
what he has to say.

I do want to point out that one of my
amendments—and I am hoping we can
have some agreement on it—just says
we should really follow the action of
the House and do not eliminate a pro-
gram within DOD which is a critical
testing program for atomic veterans to
find out what happened to them.

The second amendment I have has a
lot to do with defense. It has to do with
veterans who found out after the fact
that in the budget resolution we essen-
tially put into effect cuts in veterans’
health care. I just have to say to all
my colleagues, these veterans are very
much about our national defense. I
don’t think it is too much out of a $2.6
billion excess of what the President
and Pentagon even asked for to say,
look, let’s take $400 million and put
that into the VA health care budget.
These veterans are all about our na-
tional defense. I think this is going to
be a critically important vote, and I
look forward to the debate on it.

The third amendment I offered was
an amendment which dealt with the
School Breakfast Program. I again
have to say, it would seem to me when
we are talking about $2.6 billion more
than what the President asked for, it is
not so much to take $5 million which is
so critical to enabling States to start
up school breakfast programs and put
it towards making sure that children
have a nutritious breakfast before they
go to school. This is all about prior-
ities. It is not a question, I say to other
Senators, of not wanting a strong de-
fense. This is a small amount of money
we are saying the Secretary might be
authorized to transfer, a small amount
of money with a very big bang.

I just finished talking about how my
Pell grant amendment, too, impacts
our national defense.

So, again, these amendments all
focus on the $2.6 billion above and be-
yond what the President requested for
the Pentagon. These amendments say
we ought to at least give the Secretary
the authority to transfer some of the
small amount of funding to make sure
veterans get the health care that they
need or to make sure that we re-estab-
lish startup grants for the School
Breakfast Program, to make sure we
keep the program that we have had for
the atomic veterans, and, finally, I
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have raised questions about an invest-
ment in education, but it is all done
within the framework of an excess $2.6
billion. This is a debate about prior-
ities, it is not a debate about who is for
a strong defense.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and 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. BINGAMAN. 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. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, since
there is no other Senator wishing to
speak right now, let me say a word
about the procedure that we seem to be
agreed upon of having a cloture vote
this afternoon at 3 o’clock. I know the
majority leader has requested unani-
mous consent to do that and has been
granted unanimous consent to do that.
I certainly did not object. But I have to
say, Mr. President, that the procedures
in the Senate, as is said in Alice in
Wonderland, get curiouser and
curiouser. Having a cloture vote at this
stage in our deliberations on this De-
fense authorization bill seems to me
the most curious of any procedure I
can recall.

We are, as I understand it, being ad-
vised by the leadership, the majority
leadership, Senator LoTT, that we do
not want any votes on this bill until at
least 6 o’clock tomorrow evening when
the absent Members who are in Madrid
with the President attending the meet-
ing on NATO return. I understand that
is a very important meeting, and I cer-
tainly commend them for being there
to attend that. I do not object to post-
poning votes on this important defense
authorization bill until they return.

But for us to be, on one hand, being
told that we should not vote because
Members are absent and, on the other
hand, being told that we should invoke
cloture because someone is delaying
the Senate in concluding action on this
bill, the only people delaying the Sen-
ate in concluding action are the absent
Senators or the leadership in trying to
protect them from votes. So I have
great difficulty understanding why we
are having this cloture vote today.

Obviously, if that is the majority
leader’s will or desire, he has that right
under Senate rules. But for people who
try to understand the proceedings
around the Senate, I think they need
to understand that invoking cloture
does cut off debate. That is the purpose
of it. It limits the number of amend-
ments each Senator can offer. It limits
the length of time each Senator can
speak. It prevents us from seriously
considering legitimate proposals that
may be made to improve or alter this
bill.

So I think it would be a big mistake
for us to invoke cloture. As I said in
my early comment, I think it is really
very confusing to this Senator to un-
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derstand why we are having the vote at
all. I hope that the majority leader will
reconsider and vitiate the yeas and
nays and put off any votes on cloture
until such time as there is some evi-
dence at least that some Senator is
trying to delay action on the bill. I see
no evidence of that at the present time.
I think all of the Senators who have
come to the floor this morning to offer
amendments have had those amend-
ments set aside because of their agree-
ment with the majority leader’s posi-
tion that we should postpone votes
until tomorrow evening after our col-
leagues return from Madrid.

Mr. President, I wanted to make that
statement because I have great dif-
ficulty understanding myself the proce-
dure that is being followed.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of all Senators, the cloture
vote scheduled for today will occur at 3
p.m. It is my hope that cloture will be
invoked so that the Senate can com-
plete action on this very important De-
partment of Defense authorization bill
this week.

It is my understanding that perhaps
as many as 150 first-degree amend-
ments have been filed to the bill. Need-
less to say, there remains a tremen-
dous amount of work to be done in
order to complete action this week.

———

SENATOR ENZI RECEIVES GOLDEN
GAVEL AWARD

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today, the
Senate pauses to recognize a colleague
who has now presided over the Senate
for 100 hours during this session of Con-
gress. It has been a longstanding tradi-
tion in the U.S. Senate to honor those
Senators who preside 100 hours in a sin-
gle session. To those individuals who
achieve this height, we bestow the
Golden Gavel Award.

While many Senators have won this
prestigious honor, few have done so as
swiftly as Senator MIKE ENZI of Wyo-
ming. Indeed, Senator ENZI has sur-
passed all other records that have been
set by Republican Senators in the his-
tory of the Golden Gavel Award. Today
he completes his 100th presiding hour.
The Senate has been in session this
year for approximately 615 hours, and
the freshman Senator from Wyoming,
as Presiding Officer, has filled 100 of
those hours with matchless enthusiasm
and dedication.

So, on behalf of my colleagues, I ex-
tend my congratulations to the first
Golden Gavel recipient of the 105th
Congress, Senator MIKE ENZI, who is
presiding at this time.
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Congratulations, Senator ENZzZI.
Thank you for all the time that you
have spent in the chair. The week be-
fore the Fourth of July recess period I
had noted what an excellent job you
had been doing as a Presiding Officer,
having been in the chair late, I think it
was, on Thursday night and back in the
chair through a long, extended period
of time on Friday morning.

We appreciate your good work. Now
that you have reached this milestone,
we hope you will continue on. You are
doing such a good job we will just keep
this pattern going in the future.

———

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, Senators
should be on notice that the Senate
will begin having rollcall votes on
Mondays and Fridays in order to make
substantial progress on appropriations
bills prior to the August recess. I have
discussed this with the Democratic
leader. He understands and agrees we
should be prepared to have these votes
on Mondays and Fridays so that we can
make substantial progress on appro-
priations bills.

We hope to do a minimum of five ap-
propriations bills as well as the bal-
anced budget and the tax fairness con-
ference reports before the Senate ad-
journs for the August recess.

Consequently, Senators need to be
aware that votes should be anticipated
on Mondays and Fridays, at least up
until noon on Fridays. We will need the
cooperation of all Senators.

We also, of course, could have some
Executive Calendar nominations that
would be required to either get clear-
ance or to actually have them called up
and have votes on them. We will be
providing more information on that as
the week goes forward.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

———————

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m. today.

Thereupon, at 12:38 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:15 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
HAGEL).

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

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

———

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent there now be a pe-
riod for morning business during which
Senators may speak for up to 5 min-
utes each, lasting until the hour of 3
p.m.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

HONORING THE GIBSONS ON THEIR
60TH WEDDING ANNIVERSARY

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, fami-
lies are the cornerstone of America.
The data are undeniable: Individuals
from strong families contribute to the
society. In an era when nearly half of
all couples married today will see their
union dissolve into divorce, I believe it
is both instructive and important to
honor those who have taken the com-
mitment of ‘‘till death us do part’ seri-
ously, demonstrating successfully the
timeless principles of love, honor, and
fidelity. These characteristics make
our country strong.

For these important reasons, I rise
today to honor Clarence and Rena Gib-
son of Independence, Missouri, who on
August 7, 1997, will celebrate their 60th
wedding anniversary. My wife, Janet,
and I look forward to the day we can
celebrate a similar milestone. The Gib-
sons’ commitment to the principles
and values of their marriage deserves
to be saluted and recognized.

——

MICHIGAN TRAGEDIES

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, late
on Wednesday, July 2, the State of
Michigan was the recipient of an
uninvited guest for the holiday week-
end: Namely, a series of intense thun-
derstorms which ripped through the
south-central and south-eastern por-
tions of our State.

Heavy rains, accompanied by 13 con-
firmed tornado touchdowns, and power-
ful straight line winds in excess of 70 to
100 miles per hour caused extensive
damage, injury and some deaths in our
State. I have had the chance since then
to tour a number of the damaged sites
in our State, and I know that Senator
LEVIN has likewise been visiting some
of these communities. I can attest to
the level of destruction which has
taken place in Michigan.

Just to put some statistics to the de-
scriptions, all told we had 13 people
who were Kkilled as a result of the
storms, approximately 117 others as of
this morning who were injured, and
some 1,482 people are homeless today as
a result of the storm. Public damage
estimates at this point are now close to
$135 million, and are expected to rise.

To put it in even a more personal
perspective, in Grosse Pointe Farms,
MI, winds in excess of 75 miles per hour
caused the collapse of an occupied pic-
nic pavilion gazebo. It actually swept
the gazebo across the park, lifted it
and those in it through a fence and
into Lake St. Clair. Five people, in-
cluding several very young children,
were killed as a result. In Wayne and
Macomb, Counties, flooding caused by
the intense rainfalls resulted in nearly
52 million dollars’ worth of damage to
the public water and sewer systems. In
the city of Detroit, the headquarters of
Focus:HOPE, a volunteer organization
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that feeds over 50,000 people a month in
Michigan, sustained $10 million in
damages when a tornado tore the roof
off several of its buildings and blew out
dozens of windows. In the city of Ham-
tramck, another community I visited,
the scene was reminiscent of a Holly-
wood set, with cars up-ended, houses
destroyed, and roofs ripped off build-
ings. It was an incredible act of nature
which, at one point, left approximately
325,000 people in our State without
power.

I appear today, really, just to give
the Senate an update. Michigan is a re-
silient place and the people in all of
these communities have risen to this
challenge. People have been volun-
teering, helping neighbors, and coming
from all over our State to lend a hand
in places such as Chesaning, a city in
Saginaw County, and in Genesee,
Wayne, Macomb and Oakland Counties.
I am very proud of those people, Mr.
President. I appear today to thank all
of those who have stepped up to this
challenge.

Government officials, led by our Gov-
ernor John Engler, Detroit Mayor Den-
nis Archer, Mayor Kozaren of Ham-
tramck, Mayor Danaher of Grosse
Pointe Farms, Supervisor Kirsh of
Washington Township, Supervisor
DePalma of Groveland Township, Su-
pervisor Walls of Springfield Township,
Mayor Jester of East Lansing, Super-
visor Miesle of Cohoctah Township, Su-
pervisor Kingsley of Conway Township,
Supervisor Wendling of Maple Grove
Township, Village President Mahoney
of Chesaning and numerous other local
officials have pulled together the State
and local resource teams to get out and
help distressed folks. The Michigan
State emergency personnel, the State
police, and FEMA have already begun
the public damage assessments and
they have been stalwarts in addressing
these problems. I want to commend
them, but I especially want to com-
mend the volunteers from all over our
State who have joined together to pro-
vide these first few days the kind of
neighbor-to-neighbor help that truly
makes the difference when crises of
this type occur.

Our office is very actively involved,
along with the other congressional of-
fices, in trying to provide assistance.
We have made it clear to those in need,
if there is anything we can do we will
be there to help. We also intend to con-
tinue the efforts to work with our
State and with FEMA to provide what-
ever assistance we can, and if a deci-
sion to seek Federal aid is made, cer-
tainly I urge the President to move
quickly to approve it. My wife, today,
in fact, is in the State working with
the Red Cross in a number of the shel-
ters that have been provided. People
from our staff and other congressional
staffs, I know, are likewise performing
various volunteer services.

So, Mr. President, I want to send a
heartfelt thanks to those in our State
who have donated their time and en-
ergy. To the families of those who have
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lost loved ones, we send our prayers
and condolences. And to the many oth-
ers who have been affected by this, we
want you to know that people are com-
mitted to working to do everything we
can to return things to normal and to
overcome this tragedy. It was an in-
credible storm, but Michigan is an in-
credible State, and I know we will suc-
cessfully rebuild and put things back
on track in a very short period of time.
I yield the floor.

———

ARE POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS
VOLUNTARY?

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, on be-
half of Mr. David Stewart and millions
of workers like him, who hold their po-
litical freedoms in this country in the
highest regard, I send the June 25, 1997
Rules Committee testimony of Mr.
David Stewart of Owasso, Oklahoma to
the desk and ask unanimous consent
that it be printed in the RECORD.

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

TESTIMONY OF DAVID STEWART, TRANSPORT
WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA-LOCAL 514, RE-
GARDING SENATE BILL S. 9, THE PAYCHECK
PROTECTION ACT

My name is David Stewart, I am a member
of the Transport Workers Union of America,
Local 514 located in Tulsa, Oklahoma. I am
here today to support changes in legislation
that will protect the hard earned money of
myself, and my co-workers. We are tired of
funding political agendas and/or candidates
that we do not endorse or vote for. I want to
first make the point that I am not anti-
union, I have received decent wages and ben-
efits as a result of my membership with the
T.W.U. and believe that union membership is
beneficial and would recommend that all
working men and women of the United
States join in a union.

Let me submit a brief overview of my his-
tory in Organized Labor. I became a union
member (Transport Workers Union of Amer-
ica) in September 1983, when I was hired as a
welder at American Airlines Inc. I was very
interested in the affairs of the union and at-
tended all union meetings and quickly be-
came a Shop Steward around December 1983.
As my interest continued, I was offered
Labor Study classes in the evenings at Tulsa
Junior College in 1984. I accepted and at-
tended the following courses: History, Orga-
nization, and Functions of Unions, Labor and
Politics, Labor Laws, and Grievance Han-
dling and Arbitration.

In 1985-86 I was elected Vice-President of
the Northeastern Oklahoma Labor Council.
This was a very short lived position as I am
the father of three boys and the time needed
to perform these duties conflicted with my
requirements as a father and resigned this
position after about eight months. In any
event, my involvement with the union con-
tinued as a member. I continued my duties
as Shop Steward and was very involved with
the Political Wing of the Union. This Polit-
ical Wing has a ‘‘sign factory’ behind the
Union Hall where volunteers print, assemble,
and distribute yard signs for political cam-
paigns. I spent many hours in this building
learning of political issues and candidates
that the union supported.

In 1991, I transferred to a newly created
local in Fort Worth, Texas. As I spent time
away from Tulsa and the strong political
wing of the Tulsa local union, my personal
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political views began to change toward a
more conservative position and I began to re-
alize that I really do not agree with some of
the agendas and the candidates that the
union endorses. Yet, we are all required to
fund these agendas and campaigns just by
virtue of our membership in the union. As I
searched for relief from this unjust require-
ment, I found out about the ‘“‘Beck Supreme
Court Decision” which in effect gives a union
member the right to a refund of the non-bar-
gaining expenditures of the union. The prob-
lem is, I must relinquish my union member-
ship and the rights associated with that
membership to seek this refund. It is absurd
to require me to fund the contract bar-
gaining, contract enforcement and adminis-
tration of the Local, yet require me to for-
feit my rights to a voice in these affairs,
only because I oppose the political expendi-
tures of the union. I still attend the union
meetings and enjoy having a voice in the af-
fairs of the union and my career, I am not
willing to give up this activity to receive the
refund afforded me by the ‘‘Beck Decision.”

In September of 1996, I transferred back to
Tulsa as a Crew Chief. I have duties and re-
sponsibilities covering the assignments of 20
mechanics and welders. I have attended
about six union meetings in the past eight
months, I have had no conflicts with the
union that would influence my decision to
come to Washington and testify. I would like
to believe that my status as a union member
of the T.W.U. will not be affected by my tes-
timony before this committee.

My options under current law are best de-
scribed as follows:

Option A:

During the month of January, of any given
year I can send a notice of my objection to
the International Secretary Treasurer. I
must first assume non-member status in my
union. I am required to renew this objection
in January of each year to object for the sub-
sequent twelve months. As an objector, I
shall have neither a voice nor a vote in the
internal affairs of the Local Union or of the
International Union; nor shall I have a voice
or a vote in the ratification of or in any mat-
ter connected with the collective bargaining
agreement, whether or not it covers my em-
ployment. My paycheck shall continue to
have a fee equal to full union dues deducted
by my employer and transmitted to the
union. The Local and the International,
place these fees in an interest bearing escrow
account. After completion of an audit, I will
receive a rebate equal to an amount ascribed
by the audit to non-chargeable activities.
This rebate of course does not include any
portion of the interest applied to the escrow
account. I can at my own expense challenge
the validity of the audit. This procedure is
very cumbersome and probably cost more
than the challenge would change the audit
report.

Option B:

I can continue to fund all of the non-ger-
mane and political expenditures of my union.
This option allows me to maintain the very
important voice and vote in the affairs of the
Local and International Union. More impor-
tantly, as a bonus for funding these activi-
ties, I have a voice and a vote in the ratifica-
tion of the collective bargaining agreement.
It should be pointed out here, that I will
fund the collective bargaining process re-
gardless of which option I choose. I only get
a voice and a vote as a reward for funding
the other non-germane expenses.

Option C:

Seek assistance from my government rep-
resentatives and attempt to get the laws
changed that hold my voice and vote hostage
as a result of the Supreme Court Beck Deci-
sion of 1988. The bottom line is this, I con-
tinue to fund the non-germane expenditures
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so that I can receive the reward for voice and
vote in the union business associated with
the germane.

I am currently a participant for Option B,
and I appear before this committee today to
exercise Option C.

It is my understanding that Organized
Labor will oppose this legislation. I find this
to be an interesting position, because it will
not outlaw expenditures, only require con-
sent from each member. If Labor is con-
vinced that the membership supports their
non-germane spending, they should also be
convinced that the consent to continue, and
even an increase in this spending should be
very easy to obtain. I have no pride in the 35
Million Dollar attack on members of Con-
gress in the election of last fall. I was dis-
gusted to watch the misleading television
ads attacking decent members of Congress,
and I know many of my co-workers feel the
same. On the other hand, an active campaign
has begun to garner support for changes to
the Federal Aviation Regulations, a bill to
equalize regulations between domestic and
foreign Aviation Repair Stations, this is a
political expenditure that myself, and my
co-workers must spend whatever it takes to
seek support, this is one issue I should not
oppose expenditures and volunteer funds for.
This is where I stop and think to myself . . .
why does everything require political fund-
ing for passage? Or, why don’t we just do the
right thing for the voter anymore? However,
these hearings are not about Federal Avia-
tion Regulation changes, Republican vs.
Democrat, Pro-Union vs. Anti-Union, Right-
to-Work Laws vs. Union Security Agree-
ments. The issue is about allowing a union
member to object to political expenditures
and retain the right to vote on issues associ-
ated with the germane expenditures of the
union that he will fund regardless of which
option described above is exercised.

I feel privileged to sit before this com-
mittee today, as the debate over the cam-
paign finance becomes the focus of our gov-
ernment. Very few Americans today believe
that a single voter as myself without a huge
bankroll of cash to fund the next campaign
could ever reach this level of participation. I
have already, and will continue to spread the
word that indeed with persistence and
knowledge of the issue, a constituent is still
welcome on the hill.

I believe very strongly that the Paycheck
Protection Act introduced by Senator NICK-
LES is the answer to my woe as a union mem-
ber. I can object to the collection by intimi-
dation of my hard earned money for political
views and agendas I oppose, yet continue to
have involvement and support those affairs
of my union that I have no opposition to. It
is refreshing to see that my Senator, has the
insight and courage to help the union mem-
bers of this country by authoring ‘‘the Pay-
check Protection Act” Senate Bill No. 9.

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that Tom Perez on my staff be
given floor privileges.

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

PRESIDENTIAL RACE INITIATIVE
AND AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I com-
mend President Clinton for his impres-
sive Presidential initiative on race,
which he announced in his recent com-
mencement address at the University
of California, San Diego.

This initiative combines constructive
dialog, study and action. It carries for-
ward the President’s longstanding con-
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cern that the country must remain One
America, and that all Americans must
have an opportunity to share in the
American dream.

Too often, the race issue is used as a
wedge to divide America.

President Clinton’s goal is to unite
America by examining where we have
been, and where we need to go, in order
to achieve lasting racial reconciliation.
President Clinton correctly recognizes
that our Nation’s diversity is our
greatest strength, and that we must
improve the ability of all Americans to
realize their full potential.

Civil rights is still the unfinished
business of America. We have come a
long way toward the goal of equal jus-
tice and opportunity. But as the
church arson epidemic, the Texaco de-
bacle, the O.J. Simpson trial and the
Good Ol’ Boys Roundup demonstrate,
we are not there yet.

Incredibly, there appear to be some
who believe that discrimination is a
thing of the past, and that the playing
field is now level for women, for people
of color, and for other victims of dis-
crimination. The facts clearly belie
this claim.

The unemployment rate for African-
Americans is twice that of whites.
Women still earn only 72 percent as
much as men.

The average income of a Latina
woman with a college degree is far less
than that of a white man with a high
school degree. The Glass Ceiling Com-
mission reported that 97 percent of the
top executive positions in Fortune 500
companies are held by white men, al-
though they are just 43 percent of the
work force. In the Nation’s largest
companies, only 1 percent—1 percent—
of senior management positions are
held by Latinos or African-Americans.

Hate crimes continue to occur at
alarming rates.

The scales of justice are supposed to
be blind, but these figures demonstrate
that race and gender discrimination
are distorting the balance.

Yet, there are those who want to
eliminate all affirmative action pro-
grams, claiming that they have out-
lived their usefulness. It’s time to dis-
pel the barrage of misinformation
about affirmative action.

Affirmative action is not about pro-
moting or hiring unqualified women
and minorities, admitting unqualified
students, or awarding contracts to un-
qualified businesses.

Affirmative action has clearly
worked in the Armed Forces. Does any-
body doubt the qualifications of Gen.
Colin Powell?

Affirmative action has clearly
worked in education. College admis-
sions practices that allow universities
to consider race as a factor—not the
main factor or the controlling factor—
have a positive impact on the ability of
minorities to escape the cycle of pov-
erty through education.

The overwhelming majority of edu-
cators feel that colleges and univer-
sities are failing in their mission if
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they ignore the diversity that is the es-
sence of the American experience.

Done right, affirmative action works.
President Clinton’s impressive and ex-
haustive review concluded that affirm-
ative action is still an effective tool to
expand economic and educational op-
portunities, and to combat bigotry, ex-
clusion and ignorance. I strongly sup-
port President Clinton’s ‘“‘mend it,
don’t end it” prescription for affirma-
tive action.

There has always been bipartisan
support for affirmative action. From
President Kennedy to President Nixon
to President Clinton, there has been bi-
partisan support in the White House
and Congress, because no one can say
with a straight face that the playing
field is level for women and minorities.

In addition, President Clinton’s nom-
ination of Bill Lee to head the Civil
Rights Division is also significant step
in ensuring equal justice for all Ameri-
cans. Bill Lee has dedicated his entire
career to finding real-life solutions to
real life problems of discrimination.
The son of Chinese immigrants, Bill
Lee grew up dirt poor in New York
City. His parents operated a laundry in
a poor section of New York. Bill Lee
and his family suffered discrimination
first hand, and know how it feels to be
taunted and excluded simply because of
one’s appearance.

But he overcame their barriers and
graduated from Yale University and
Columbia Law School with honors.

For the past 22 years, he has worked
on behalf of all victims of discrimina-
tion —African Americans, Asian Amer-
icans, Latinos, women, and the poor.
He has won remedies that have aided
them financially, and given them hope
that they too can be part of America.

His ability to forge consensus has
earned him the respect of all Ameri-
cans. Republicans and Democrats
alike, including Mayor Richard Rior-
dan, and Senators WARNER and THUR-
MOND, have written letters of support
on his behalf. I hope that he will be
confirmed expeditiously so that he can
help lead the effort to ensure that civil
rights guarantees do not remain hollow
promises.

The issue of discrimination is too im-
portant to become a political football
in Congress. As we continue the discus-
sion of race and gender, I urge my col-
leagues to support President Clinton’s
initiative, and continue the tradition
of bipartisan support that has served
this country well in recent decades.
Our goal is still to guarantee equal op-
portunity for all Americans. Let us be
sure that when we say ‘‘all,” we mean
i‘a‘ll.??

———

SUPPORT FOR THE ARTS
ENDOWMENT

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this
week the House of Representatives will
take up the Department of Interior ap-
propriations bill, which includes fund-
ing for the National Endowment for
the Arts.
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It will be a watershed debate in Con-
gress, because Republican extremists
in the House are trying to eliminate
Federal support for this important
agency. The House Appropriations
Committee has recommended only $10
million for the Endowment, and these
funds would be used only to phase out
the agency. The misguided Republican
goal is to eliminate direct Federal sup-
port for music, dance, symphonies, and
other arts in communities across
America.

The Republican position is so weak
on the merits that the House leader-
ship is attempting to use the par-
liamentary rules to block an up-or-
down vote on the merits of this impor-
tant issue.

Clearly, this unacceptable attack on
the Arts Endowment deserves to be re-
jected. The Endowment has raised the
quality of the arts in America. It has
also strengthened support for the arts
and interest in the arts by Americans
in all walks of life in cities, towns, and
villages in all parts of America.

For example, under the Endowment’s
tenure the number of orchestras in
America has doubled and the number of
dance companies has increased tenfold.
Other arts have witnessed similar ex-
pansions and earned broad public ap-
proval.

An eloquent op-ed article in today’s
New York Times by the renowned
actor, Alec Baldwin and Robert Lynch
discusses the extraordinary record of
achievement by the Arts Endowment.
The article reminds each of us how
much is at risk in the current debate,
and the cynical Republicans strategy
to prevent a vote on the merits. I ask
unanimous consent that the article
may be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
Record, as follows:

[From the New York Times, July 8, 1997]

TYRANNY OF THE MINORITY
(By Alec Baldwin and Robert Lynch)

Whether or not you believe the National
Endowment for the Arts should be elimi-
nated, there is one basic principle upon
which we should all agree: Congress should
at least vote on the matter, and the majority
should prevail.

This notion may seem obvious, but it is
the very principle that the House leadership
is undermining. The House Appropriations
Committee recommended giving the endow-
ment $10 million for the fiscal year begin-
ning Oct. 1—only enough to shut it down.

We believe that a clear majority of House
members want to reject this scheme. After
all, poll after poll shows that the public sup-
ports the endowment. The Senate leadership
has indicated that it is willing to continue
the N.E.A.’s current level of financing, and
the White House has threatened to veto any
bill eliminating the agency altogether.

Despite these clear signals, House leaders
are using parliamentary rules to block an
open and fair vote. The leadership is requir-
ing advocates for the N.E.A. to win a proce-
dural vote—before the bill can even be de-
bated on the House floor. If this sounds un-
fair, that’s because it is.

Why does the House leadership want to
drive this train into a head-on collision? If
Congress can’t eliminate a small agency like
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the N.E.A., conservatives argue, it can never
cut big-ticket items that will help balance
the budget and reduce the deficit. As Rep-
resentative John Doolittle of California put
it, “It is gut-check time for the entire
House.”

This statement sounds compelling, but it’s
a red herring. If anything, the N.E.A. actu-
ally helps balance the budget. The endow-
ment has helped a booming nonprofit arts in-
dustry, which each year generates $36.8 bil-
lion in revenue and pays $3.4 billion in Fed-
eral income taxes.

Every argument for elimination of the en-
dowment crumbles under scrutiny. Conserv-
atives say the agency is elitist, but the facts
show that the N.E.A. actually helps average
American families gain more access to the
arts. When extremists argue that the Gov-
ernment should not be deciding what is good
art, the facts show that it is not the Govern-
ment, but panels of everyday citizens with
working knowledge and expertise in the arts
who are the ones making grant recommenda-
tions.

And although the agency is depicted as
nothing but the purveyor of pornography,
the reality is far different. The N.E.A. has
made more than 112,000 grants supporting ev-
erything from the design competition for the
Vietnam Memorial in Washington, to gospel
music in Lyon, Miss. Fewer than 40 grants
have caused controversy—that means 99.96
percent of the endowment’s grants have been
an unquestioned success. Moreover, two
years ago Congress tightened the rules for
N.E.A. grants to prevent further con-
troversy.

Facts, however, no longer seem relevant
when it comes to the N.E.A. Some members
of Congress continue to invent one myth
after another as a pretext for eliminating
the N.E.A., just so they can claim victory in
some form, any form.

Dick Armey, the House majority leader,
claims that a handful of Republicans worked
out a budget agreement two years ago that
pledged partial financing for the N.E.A. in
exchange for a phase-out of the agency over
two years. As a result, he is now calling for
this new Congress to uphold this alleged
deal.

But Mr. Armey doesn’t point out that this
agreement was specifically excluded in the
final appropriations bill two years ago. In
fact, it was never included in any bill en-
acted into law.

Even if the agreement were valid, Mr.
Armey himself provides a reason not to sup-
port it. Explaining why he was not bound by
the recent balanced budget agreement, he re-
cently said: ‘““The basic rule around this town
is that if you’re not in the room and you
don’t make the agreement, you're not bound
by it.”

Mr. Armey makes an excellent point. He
and other House leaders should stop bullying
rank-and-file members to eliminate the
N.E.A. After all, will Americans think that
using arcane parliamentary rules to elimi-
nate the endowment is an achievement wor-
thy of the 105th Congress?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KEMPTHORNE). Without objection, it is
so ordered.
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NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1998

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

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour
of 3 o’clock having arrived, under the
previous order, the clerk will report
the motion to invoke cloture.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on Calendar
No. 88, S. 936, the National Defense Author-
ization Act for fiscal year 1998: Trent Lott,
Strom Thurmond, Jesse Helms, Pete Domen-
ici, R.F. Bennett, Dan Coats, John Warner,
Phil Gramm, Thad Cochran, Larry E. Craig,
Ted Stevens, Tim Hutchinson, Jon Kyl, Rick
Santorum, Mike DeWine, and Spencer Abra-
ham.

VOTE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Is it the sense of the Sen-
ate that debate on S. 936, the Depart-
ment of Defense authorization bill,
shall be brought to a close? The yeas
and nays are required. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. COATS], the
Senator from Akansas [Mr. HUTCH-
INSON], the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
JEFFORDS], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. McCAIN], the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. ROTH], and the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. SMITH] are necessarily ab-
sent.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN], the
Senator from Louisiana [Ms. LAN-
DRIEU], and the Senator from Maryland
[Ms. MIKULSKI] are necessarily absent.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 46,
nays 45, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 161 Leg.]

YEAS—46
Abraham Faircloth Murkowski
Allard Frist Nickles
Ashcroft Gramm Roberts
Bennett Grams Santorum
Bond Grassley Sessions
Brownback Gregg Shelby
lgurnsb . Hage}ll Smith (NH)

ampbe: Hatc!

Chafee Helms :Egﬁzr
Collins Hutchison Stevens
Coverdell Inhofe
Craig Kempthorne Thomas
D’Amato Kyl Thompson
DeWine Lott Thurmond
Domenici Mack Warner
Enzi McConnell

NAYS—45
Akaka Durbin Kohl
Baucus Feingold Lautenberg
Bingaman Feinstein Leahy
Boxer Ford Levin
Breaux Glenn Lieberman
Bryan Gorton Lugar
Bumpers Graham Moseley-Braun
Byrd Harkin s
Cleland Hollings ﬁﬁﬁ:ﬁan
Cochran Inouye
Conrad Johnson Re?d
Daschle Kennedy Reid
Dodd Kerrey
Dorgan Kerry
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Robb Sarbanes Wellstone

Rockefeller Torricelli Wyden
NOT VOTING—9

Biden Jeffords Mikulski

Coats Landrieu Roth

Hutchinson McCain Smith (OR)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 46, the nays are 45.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.

The pending question is amendment
No. 666, offered by the Senator from
Minnesota.

Mr. LEVIN. 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. 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.

AMENDMENT NO. 658, AS MODIFIED

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
would like to and will speak briefly on
an issue that I think is of significance
and importance as we are addressing
the defense authorization bill, and that
is the amendment of the Senator from
Indiana, Senator LLUGAR.

I urge that the Senate support his
amendment to restore the cuts made in
the Nunn-Lugar cooperative threat re-
duction programs in the Department of
Defense and related nuclear material
security programs in the Department
of Energy. The funds spent on these
programs are the most important cost-
effective contribution to our national
security that we can make.

Today, and for the foreseeable future,
the greatest threat to national secu-
rity involves potential terrorist acts
using weapons of mass destruction.
And it is ironic that after living for 40
yvears under the specter of a cold war
nuclear holocaust, the prospect of a nu-
clear explosion taking place within the
United States has actually increased
since the dissolution of the former So-
viet Union. This is the ominous view of
both the intelligence community and
the Department of Defense. Any de-
fense bill we enact must deal respon-
sibly with this threat.

We have taken significant steps to do
so in recent years. In 1991, Senator
Nunn and Senator LUGAR initiated the
Cooperative Threat Reduction Pro-
gram. The basic concept of that pro-
gram and the nuclear materials safety
programs at the Department of Energy
is that paying for the destruction and
safeguarding of nuclear weapons in the
states of the former Soviet Union in-
creases the security of America itself.

The accomplishments of these pro-
grams offer convincing evidence that
the Nunn-Lugar program works. The
Defense Department has already helped
to fund the elimination of 6,000 nuclear
warheads in nations of the former So-
viet Union. Never again will these
weapons threaten the United States.

The funds for the Nunn-Lugar and re-
lated programs are the most cost-effec-
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tive dollars spent in the entire defense
budget.

They support the complete destruc-
tion of nuclear weapons in the nations
of the former Soviet Union.

They strengthen border controls to
prevent the illegal transport of nuclear
bomb-making materials.

They support efforts to protect these
materials from theft at their storage
sites or during transport.

They provide employment and eco-
nomic incentives for former Soviet
weapons scientists to avoid the temp-
tation that they will sell their know-
how to buyers from nations and organi-
zations that support international ter-
rorism.

They fund cooperative efforts to
match U.S. commercial applications
with the Russian defense industry.

Since these programs began, Con-
gress has fully funded the administra-
tion’s budget requests until this year.
The current committee bill reduces the
President’s request by $135 million. The
bill takes $60 million from the Defense
Department’s Cooperative Threat Re-
duction Program, which the depart-
ment intended to use to help Ukraine
destroy its SS-24 intercontinental bal-
listic missiles.

We specifically encouraged the new
Government of Ukraine to take this
step because these missiles pose a clear
and present danger to our national se-
curity. It is a costly operation, but few
are more worthwhile. It is imperative
that we maintain fully funded and
well-structured programs to deal with
all aspects of this serious threat.

The initiatives undertaken in this
area by the Department of Energy are
equally essential. The International
Nuclear Safety Program upgrades safe-
ty devices on Chernobyl-era nuclear re-
actors. Yet, its funding has been cut by
$50 million.

The Materials Protection, Control,
and Accounting Program supports ef-
forts to identify and store the nuclear
materials that are most likely to be
stolen. Yet, its funding is cut by $25
million.

Under these two programs, the De-
partment of Energy has succeeded in
making tons of nuclear weapons mate-
rials secure, primarily plutonium and
highly enriched uranium. Previously,
these materials had not been protected
by even the most elementary security
precautions. These materials posed
grave threats to our national security,
and they still do.

Alarming public reports in recent
years have mentioned cases where nu-
clear materials were intercepted at
border crossings. We can only wonder
how many shipments have gone unde-
tected at border crossings and whether
terrorists even now have custody of
these materials.

The National Research Council re-
leased a report this spring on U.S. pro-
liferation policy and the former Soviet
Union. Its first and strongest rec-
ommendation is full funding for the
Materials Protection, Control, and Ac-
counting Program.
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The report goes on to express strong
support for the overall Departments of
Defense and Energy CTR Programs.
But the material protection program
was specifically singled out as the most
important area for additional funding.

The reason is clear. Bomb-grade nu-
clear weapon material poses so great a
threat to national security that the
United States should do all we can to
work with Russia to guarantee these
materials are safely stored—mno ifs,
ands, or buts. There is no margin for
error, none whatsoever.

The design and manufacture of a
crude homemade nuclear weapon is a
relatively easy task if the needed ura-
nium or plutonium is available. It
takes just 10 pounds of plutonium—
about a single handful—to utterly de-
stroy any American city.

Without a major ongoing effort to
identify, catalog, transport, store, and
eventually reprocess or destroy Rus-
sia’s nuclear material, it is just a mat-
ter of time before some terrorist group
becomes a nuclear power. That is why
these programs are so important. That
is what restoring these funds is all
about. The last thing we need is to
look the other way as the next Tim-
othy McVeigh prepares to destroy an
entire American city.

Over the years we have spent billions
of dollars building our nuclear weapons
and implementing strategies to prevent
nuclear war. Now when a relatively
small sum of money can deal with this
current threat, how can we afford not
to? If a terrorist explodes a nuclear
weapon in the United States, we may
well never know who to retaliate
against.

It may already be too late. But we
hope and pray it is not. We must do
more—much more—to see that the cur-
rent loose controls over nuclear weap-
ons and bomb-making materials in the
nations of the former Soviet Union do
not result in a nuclear terrorist attack
on the United States or any other na-
tion.

There will be no comfort in saying
the morning after, “If only we had
done more.” Now is the time to do
more. Restoring these funds is the in-
dispensable first step toward doing
more, doing it, and doing it as soon as
possible.

I commend the Senator from Indiana
for his leadership on this issue.

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. THURMOND. 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. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
KYL and Senator COVERDELL be added
as cosponsors to amendment No. 420 of-
fered by Senator COCHRAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. THURMOND. 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. McCAIN. 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. McCAIN. Mr. President, I under-
stand, and I have been briefed that
there will be an amendment proposed
on behalf of several Senators to in-
crease the amount for National Guard
Civilian Youth Opportunity Program
to $48 million and to provide a sub-
stitute for the provision extending and
revising the authority of the program.

Mr. President, I strongly object to
this amendment. It is already at $20
million. The fundamental question
here arises when we are complaining
about the fact that there is not enough
money for flying time, there is not
enough money for pay raises, there is
not enough money for quality of life
for men and women who are in the
military who are serving, and there is
not enough money for modernization of
the force—and every military leader
will tell you that—and now we want to
add $28 million to a program which,
really, the National Guard has no busi-
ness being in. It has no business being
in a Civilian Youth Opportunity Pro-
gram.

Oftentimes we refer to the job and
role of our Founding Fathers, Mr.
President. Who in our Founding Fa-
thers thought that the job of the Na-
tional Guard was to administer Civil-
ian Youth Opportunity Programs?

The National Guard, I am told by my
colleagues who are in areas where
there have been floods, devastation,
and other disasters, has its hands full.
The National Guard has a great deal of
difficulty in maintaining training lev-
els of efficiency. We found that out
during Operation Desert Storm. Now
we want to add $28 million to a pro-
gram that the National Guard has no
business being in.

Mr. President, I am sure when we
have a recorded vote on this—and I will
demand a recorded vote—that it will
carry overwhelmingly, just like the
military construction appropriations
bill that is coming before us will carry
overwhelmingly that has billions of
dollars of wasteful and pork barrel
spending, but sooner or later, sooner or
later, Mr. President, the American peo-
ple are going to be fed up. They are
going to stop supporting spending for
national defense and they will stop be-
cause they see this kind of unnecessary
and wasteful and pork barrel spending.

I read in the newspaper today the
military construction bill has some
$900 million additional for projects that
the administration or the Department
of Defense could not find anywhere on
their priority list—mowhere to be found
on their priority list as being nec-
essary, but they also happen to match
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up to districts of powerful Members of
the other body’s committee.

It has to stop, Mr. President. A lot of
people are getting tired of it. I am sure,
as has happened on many other occa-
sions, that when we have a recorded
vote on this, it will carry overwhelm-
ingly, but sooner or later we will ask
ourselves the question, When are we
going to spend the money where the
priorities are, according to the leaders
of the military, both military and ci-
vilian? It certainly isn’t in this pro-
gram. Is $28 million a lot of money?
Certainly not in this entire bill. But it
is symptomatic of the problem that has
afflicted defense spending for too long
and is becoming epidemic. The House
overwhelmingly wants to spend what
potentially would be $27 billion addi-
tionally for B-2 bombers that they
can’t find a military leader who will
say we need. $27 billion. We hear time
after time that we are not modernizing
the force, that we are losing quality
men and women out of the military, we
are having to lower our recruitment
standards in order to meet our quotas.
What are we going to do to solve it?
Spend $27 billion on B-2 bombers, add
$28 million to the National Guard, and
the pork barrel list goes on and on and
on.

I am telling you, from talking to my
constituents, people are getting a little
weary of it, Mr. President. So when
this amendment comes up, I tell the
chairman and the Democrat manager, 1
will want to talk again on it, not be-
cause it is a lot of money—$28 million
is not a lot of money in a defense bill—
but it is the wrong thing to do. It is
wrong what we are doing in military
construction in the bill and wrong
what we are doing authorizing projects
and programs that we don’t need, when
at the same time there are severe and
fundamental problems in the military
that are not being addressed, which
means that the Congress of the United
States isn’t performing its responsibil-
ities in a mature fashion and in a way
that will provide for the national secu-
rity of this country.

I yield the floor.

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 744
(Purpose: To extend the chiropractic health
care demonstration Project for two years)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
offer an amendment that would extend
the Chiropractic Health Care Dem-
onstration Project for 2 years.

Mr. President, I believe this amend-
ment has been cleared by the other
side.

Mr. President, I urge that the Senate
adopt this amendment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.

THURMOND] proposes an amendment num-
bered 744.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title VII, add the following:
SEC. 708. CHIROPRACTIC HEALTH CARE DEM-
ONSTRATION PROGRAM.

(a) TWO-YEAR EXTENSION.—Subsection (b)
of section 731 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1995 (Public
Law 103-337; 108 Stat. 2809; 10 U.S.C. 1092
note) is amended by striking out 1997’ and
inserting in lieu thereof “1999".

(b) EXPANSION TO AT LEAST THREE ADDI-
TIONAL TREATMENT FACILITIES.—Subsection
(a)(2) of such section is amended by striking
out ‘‘not less than 10 and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘the National Naval Medical Center,
the Walter Reed Army Medical Center, and
not less than 11 other”

(c) REPORTS.—Subsection (¢) of such sec-
tion is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking out ‘“‘Com-
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate
and” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Com-
mittee on Armed Services of the Senate and
the Committee on National Security of’’;

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

(3) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (3):

“(3)(A) Not later than January 30, 1998, the
Secretary of Defense shall submit to the
committees referred to in paragraph (1) a re-
port that identifies the additional treatment
facilities designated to furnish chiropractic
care under the program that were not so des-
ignated before the report required by para-
graph (1) was prepared, together with the
plan for the conduct of the program at the
additional treatment facilities.

‘“(B) Not later than May 1, 1998, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall modify the plan for
evaluating the program submitted pursuant
to paragraph (2) in order to provide for the
evaluation of program at all of the des-
ignated treatment facilities, including the
treatment facilities referred to in subpara-
graph (B).”’; and

(4) in paragraph (4), as redesignated by
paragraph (2), by striking out ‘“The Sec-
retary’” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Not
later than May 1, 2000, the Secretary’’.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
propose an amendment that would ex-
tend the Chiropractic Health Care
Demonstration Program for 2 years
and would include the National Capitol
region as a demonstration site.

In the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for fiscal year 1995, Congress
directed the Secretary of Defense to
conduct a demonstration program to
determine whether chiropractic health
care should be provided as part of the
military health care system. The legis-
lation requires a comprehensive eval-
uation of the program. Representatives
of the chiropractic health care commu-
nity are required to be included in the
evaluation process.

The National Capitol region was not
one of the 10 sites selected to be part of
the demonstration. My amendment
would expand the demonstration to in-
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clude the National Capitol region. In
order to include the experiences of
chiropractic care in the National Cap-
itol region in the evaluation, I propose
to extend the demonstration program
for 2 additional years. I am confident
that this amendment will result in a
better evaluation of the chiropractic
care demonstration.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the
amendment has been cleared on this
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, without objection,
the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 744) was agreed
to.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 648
(Purpose: To require a report on Department
of Defense policies and programs to pro-
mote healthy lifestyles among members of
the Armed Forces and their dependents)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on behalf
of Senator BINGAMAN, I offer an amend-
ment No. 648 that would require a re-
port on the Department of Defense
policies and programs to promote
healthy lifestyles among members of
the Armed Forces and their depend-
ents.

I believe this amendment has been
cleared by the other side.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we
favor the amendment.

We urge it be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN],
for Mr. BINGAMAN, proposes an amendment
numbered 648.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 306, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following:

SEC. 1041. REPORT ON POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
TO PROMOTE HEALTHY LIFESTYLES
AMONG MEMBERS OF THE ARMED
FORCES AND THEIR DEPENDENTS.

(a) REPORT.—Not later than March 30, 1998,
the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate
and the Committee on National Security of
the House of Representatives a report on the
effectiveness of the policies and programs of
the Department of Defense intended to pro-
mote healthy lifestyles among members of
the Armed Forces and their dependents.

(b) COVERED POLICIES AND PROGRAMS.—The
report under subsection (a) shall address the
following:

(1) Programs intended to educate members
of the Armed Forces and their dependents
about the potential health consequences of
the use of alcohol and tobacco.

(2) Policies of the commissaries, post ex-
changes, service clubs, and entertainment

July 8, 1997

activities relating to the sale and use of al-
cohol and tobacco.

(3) Programs intended to provide support
to members of the Armed Forces and depend-
ents who elect to reduce or eliminate their
use of alcohol or tobacco.

(4) Any other policies or programs intended
to promote healthy lifestyles among mem-
bers of the Armed Forces and their depend-
ents.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we urge
the Senate adopt the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, without objection,
the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 648) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 745
(Purpose: To authorize the Secretary of the

Army to donate excess furniture, and other

excess property, of closed Army chapels to

religious organizations that have suffered
damage or destruction of property as a re-
sult of acts of arson or terrorism)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on
behalf of Senator HELMS, I offer an
amendment which would authorize the
Secretary of the Army to transfer ex-
cess religious articles formerly in
chapels of the Department of the Army
to churches that have been damaged or
destroyed as a result of an act of arson
or terrorism.

Mr. President, I believe this amend-
ment has been cleared by the other
side.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the
amendment has, indeed, been cleared,
and we support it.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
urge the Senate adopt this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THURMOND], for Mr. HELMS, proposes an
amendment numbered 745.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of subtitle E of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 1075. DONATION OF EXCESS ARMY CHAPEL
PROPERTY TO CHURCHES DAMAGED
OR DESTROYED BY ARSON OR
OTHER ACTS OF TERRORISM.

(a) AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding any
other provisions of law, the Secretary of the
Army may donate property described in sub-
section (b) to an organization described in
section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 that is a religious organization in
order to assist the organization in restoring
or replacing property of the organization
that has been damaged or destroyed as a re-
sult of an act of arson or terrorism, as deter-
mined pursuant to procedures prescribed by
the Secretary.

(b) PROPERTY COVERED.—The property au-
thorized to be donated under subsection (a)
is furniture and other property that is in, or



July 8, 1997

formerly in, chapels or being closed and is
determined as being excess to the require-
ments of the Army. No real property may be
donated under this section.

(c) DONEES NoT To BE CHARGED.—No
charge may be imposed by the Secretary on
a donee of property under this section in
connection with the donation. However, the
donee shall defray any expense for shipping
or other transportation of property donated
under this section from the location of the
property when donated to any other loca-
tion.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, when the
Pilgrims boarded the Mayflower and
set sail for a new world, they were
searching for a land where they would
be free to worship God as they wished.
Our Founding Fathers, inspired by
their example, incorporated the prin-
ciple of religious freedom into our na-
tional fabric. The importance of this
principle to our national character is
emphasized by its honored place in the
first clause of our Bill of Rights which
reads ‘‘Congress shall make no law re-
specting an establishment of religion,
or prohibiting the free exercise there-
of.”

In spite of this protection, some citi-
zens have, at times, sought to deny
others the right to worship. In extreme
cases, this intolerance has turned to vi-
olence as houses of worship were dese-
crated by fire or vandalism. Last
month, the National Church Arson
Task Force released a report that
found no evidence of a nationwide con-
spiracy behind the fires. I never be-
lieved there was a conspiracy but that
finding does not diminish the suffering
of the congregations in my home State
and across the United States who have
been victimized in these incidents.

Let there be no doubt, Mr. President,
no act is more despicable than the
desecration of a house of worship. It is
fitting that the perpetrators of such a
heinous crime be apprehended and
prosecuted to the full extent of the
law, I commend the Federal, State, and
local law enforcement officials who
work diligently to investigate these
shameless acts and to prevent their re-
currence.

Mr. President, while stories of church
burnings are no longer on the front
page of every newspaper or the lead
story on the evening news, the victims
remain. The pastor of one of those con-
gregations, Pastor Brenda Stevenson of
the New Outreach Christian Center in
Charlotte, which was destroyed by an
arsonist in 1995, recently wrote me
about her church’s effort to rebuild.
She informed me that her congregation
was able to rebuild with the help of the
Christian Coalition’s Samaritan
project and the Save the Churches fund
but that further help was needed. Spe-
cifically, Pastor Stevenson requested
that excess religious property, for-
merly used in closed military chapels,
be made available to churches that
have suffered these terrible acts.

I am told that precisely such prop-
erty has been found at Fort Bragg, NC,
where several old wooden chapels were
closed as part of a consolidation. The
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approximately $25,000 worth of prop-
erty, including 65 oak pews, 3 altars, 2
pulpits, communion sets, and other re-
ligious property, has been declared ex-
cess to the needs of Fort Bragg and
would ordinarily be sold at auction to
the highest bidder. Similar property
may also be available at other Army
installations.

I agree with Pastor Stevenson that
the Army should be allowed to donate
this surplus property to some of the
churches damaged or destroyed as a re-
sult of arson or terrorism. The amend-
ment I am introducing gives the Sec-
retary of the Army authority to donate
such property as it becomes available
at Army installations.

Mr. President, I know this matter
may seem of little consequence to
some considering that Congress is con-
sidering a budget in excess of $1.7 tril-
lion dollars. However, the gift of this
furniture and religious property can
mean a very great deal to congrega-
tions such as the New Outreach Chris-
tian Center that are struggling to re-
build.

Moreover, it is appropriate that Fort
Bragg, home of the XVIII Airborne
Corps, 82d Airborne Division, and spe-
cial operations force, which have done
so much to protect our liberties
abroad, be permitted to contribute to
the defense of those liberties at home.
I invite my colleagues to join in sup-
port of this bill so that some small
measure of relief can be provided to
these victims.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of Pastor Stevenson’s
letter be printed in the RECORD.

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

NEW OUTREACH CHRISTIAN CENTER,
Charlotte, NC, June 6, 1997.
Hon. JESSE HELMS,
U.S. Senator,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HELMS: The New Outreach
Christian Center was desecrated by an arson
March 14, 1995. This horrific act shocked our
community and the county. With the assist-
ance of the ‘““Save the Churches Fund’’ grant
of the Christian Coalition we were able to re-
build our house of worship.

The Samaritan Project, an outgrowth of
the ‘“Save the Churches Fund” has notified
us that the military may have furniture, ma-
terials and equipment which could be of fur-
ther help to our church. I ask that legisla-
tion be initiated that would allow churches
that have been harmed by acts of violence to
receive the items from these closed chapels.
This could assist my church and others
throughout the country.

Please move forward on this issue. As a
country we cannot accept violence against
any house of worship, and must unite to help
rebuild them. If there are any questions
please call Pastor Brenda Stevenson.

Thank you and God Bless,
BRENDA STEVENSON,
Pastor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, without objection,
the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 745) was agreed
to.
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Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 649
(Purpose: To provide for increased adminis-
trative flexibility and efficiency in the
management of the Junior Reserve Offi-
cers’ Training Corps)

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on behalf
of Senator BINGAMAN, I offer an amend-
ment numbered 649 that would provide
for increased administrative flexibility
and efficiency in the management of
the Junior ROTC Program.

I think this amendment has been
cleared by the other side.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
amendment is accepted on our side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN],
for Mr. BINGAMAN, proposes an amendment
numbered 649.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of subtitle C of title V, add the
following:

SEC. . FLEXIBILITY IN MANAGEMENT OF JUN-
IOR RESERVE OFFICERS’ TRAINING
CORPS.

(a) AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY OF DE-
FENSE.—Chapter 102 of title 10, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

“§2032. Responsibility of the Secretary of De-
fense

‘“(a) COORDINATION BY SECRETARY OF DE-
FENSE.—The Secretary of Defense shall co-
ordinate the establishment and maintenance
of Junior Reserve Officers’ Training Corps
units by the Secretaries of the military de-
partments in order to maximize enrollment
in the Corps and to enhance administrative
efficiency in the management of the Corps.
The Secretary may impose such require-
ments regarding establishment of units and
transfer of existing units as the Secretary
considers necessary to achieve the objectives
set forth in the preceding sentence.

““(b) CONSIDERATION OF NEW SCHOOL OPEN-
INGS AND CONSOLIDATIONS.—In carrying out
subsection (a), the Secretary shall take into
consideration openings of new schools, con-
solidation of schools, and the desirability of
continuing the opportunity for participation
in the Corps by participants whose continued
participation would otherwise be adversely
affected by new school openings and consoli-
dations of schools.

‘‘(c) FUNDING.—If amounts available for the
Junior Reserve Officers’ Training Corps are
insufficient for taking actions considered
necessary by the Secretary under subsection
(a), the Secretary shall seek additional fund-
ing for units from the local educational ad-
ministration agencies concerned.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of such chapter is
amended by adding at the end the following:
¢‘2032. Responsibility of the Secretary of De-

fense.”.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 649) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 746
(Purpose: To require the procurement of re-
cycled copier paper by the Department of

Defense)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on
behalf of Senator JEFFORDS, I offer an
amendment that would codify and ex-
tend the Executive Order 12873 require-
ment regarding Federal agency use of
recycled content paper by providing for
increased Department of Defense pur-
chases of such paper for copy machines.

Mr. President, I believe this amend-
ment has been cleared by the other
side. I urge the Senate to adopt it.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, this
amendment has been cleared on this
side. We support it. It is a good amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THURMOND], for Mr. JEFFORDS, proposes an
amendment numbered 746.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 84, after line 23, add the following:
SEC. 340. PROCUREMENT OF RECYCLED COPIER

PAPER.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—(1) Except as provided
in subsection (b), a department or agency of
the Department of Defense may not procure
copying machine paper after a date set forth
in paragraph (2) unless the percentage of
post-consumer recycled content of the paper
meets the percentage set forth with respect
to such date in that paragraph.

(2) The percentage of post-consumer recy-
cled content of paper required under para-
graph (1) is as follows:

(A) 20 percent as of January 1, 1998.

(B) 30 percent as of January 1, 1999.

(C) 50 percent as of January 1, 2004.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—A department or agency
may procure copying machine paper having a
percentage of post-consumer recycled con-
tent that does not meet the applicable re-
quirement in subsection (a) if—

(1) the cost of procuring copying machine
paper under such requirement would exceed
by more than 7 percent the cost of procuring
copying machine paper having a percentage
of post-consumer recycled content that does
not meet such requirement;

(2) copying machine paper having a per-
centage of post-consumer recycled content
meeting such requirement is not reasonably
available within a reasonable period of time;

(3) copying machine paper having a per-
centage of post-consumer recycled content
meeting such requirement does not meet per-
formance standards of the department or
agency for copying machine paper; or

(4) in the case of the requirement in para-
graph (2)(C) of that subsection, the Secretary
of Defense makes the certification described
in subsection (c).
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(c) CERTIFICATION OF INABILITY TO MEET
GOAL IN 2004.—If the Secretary determines
that any department or agency of the De-
partment will be unable to meet the goal
specified in subsection (a)(2)(C) by the date
specified in that subsection, the Secretary
shall certify that determination to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services of the Senate and
the Committee on National Security of the
House of Representatives. The Secretary
shall submit such certification, if at all, not
later than January 1, 2003.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, more
than 20 years ago Congress passed the
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act to promote Government purchases
of products made from recycled mate-
rials. Since then, State and local gov-
ernments throughout the country have
enacted similar policies. Ten years ago,
only 13 States and a handful of local
governments had buy recycled laws.
Today, at least 45 States and more
than 500 local governments have estab-
lished legal requirements to purchase
recycled content products. In 1993, the
administration issued Executive Order
12873 which reinforced the principle of
increasing the Federal Government’s
use of recycled-content products, espe-
cially paper products.

Yet in 1996, the Department of De-
fense, the single largest consumer of
copy paper in the world, had a compli-
ance record of only 14 percent regard-
ing its procurement of copy paper. Al-
though DOD should be complimented
for recently volunteering to buy only
recycled-content copy paper, its deci-
sion was due to the General Services
Administration’s initiative to set the
price of recycled paper at 5 cents
cheaper than virgin paper. History
leads us to assume that DOD will re-
vert to the policy of buying virgin
paper should the price shift a nickel.

Well, Mr. President, price is impor-
tant, but it is only one factor in the
equation. As the largest user, DOD
must be the role model for other Gov-
ernment agencies and comply with the
intent of Congress and the administra-
tion. This amendment affords DOD the
flexibility of buying nonrecycled paper
if the price differential is unreasonable
compared to virgin paper, while defin-
ing the term ‘‘unreasonable’ as ‘‘great-
er than 7 percent’’.

Additionally, the intent of this
amendment is to cause Defense Depart-
ment procurement offices to buy copy
paper in an environmentally respon-
sible manner and is not meant to place
unreasonable constraints on the proc-
ess. It, therefore, contains provisions
which allow procuring agencies to
choose not to buy the recycled paper if
the product is unavailable within a rea-
sonable period of time, or if the prod-
uct does not meet reasonable perform-
ance standards.

Finally, this amendment builds on
the intent of the executive order and
extends it into the 21st century. Under
this amendment, the required
postconsumer content will rise to 50
percent in 2004. This initiative is based
upon ongoing technological advances
within the paper industry and the ex-
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pectation that they will push down the
cost of recycled paper in future years.
If DOD cannot meet this requirement,
a provision is included in the amend-
ment which will allow them to report
to Congress for purposes of gaining a
deferment.

Mr. President, only through legisla-
tive action can we ensure that DOD
will continue to shoulder its environ-
mental responsibilities and serve as the
role model it must be.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 746) was agreed
to.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 747
(Purpose: To improve the provisions on depot
inventory, and financial management re-
form)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on behalf
of Senators HARKIN and DURBIN, I offer
an amendment which would modify
language in the bill addressing inven-
tory management, depot management,
and financial management issues.

I understand this amendment has
been cleared on the other side.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
amendment is cleared on our side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN],
for Mr. HARKIN, for himself and Mr. DURBIN,
proposes an amendment numbered 747.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 59, after line 14, add the following
new paragraph (3):

‘“(3) The Secretary of a military depart-
ment may conduct a pilot program, con-
sistent with applicable requirements of law,
to test any practices referred to in paragraph
(2) that the Secretary determines could im-
prove the efficiency and effectiveness of
depot-level operations, improve the support
provided by depot-level activities for the
armed forces user of the services of such ac-
tivities for the armed forces user of the serv-
ices of such activities, and enhance readiness
by reducing the time that it takes to repair
equipment.”’

On page 101, between lines 21 and 22, insert
the following:

‘“(3) For the purposes of this section, the
term ‘best commercial inventory practice’
includes a so-called prime vendor arrange-
ment and any other practice that the Direc-
tor determines will enable the Defense Lo-
gistics Agency to reduce inventory levels
and holding costs while improving the re-
sponsiveness of the supply system to user
needs.”

On page 268, line 8, strike out ‘‘(LL)”’ and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following:

‘(L) Actions that can be taken to ensure
that each comptroller position and each
comparable position in the Department of
Defense, whether filled by a member of the
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Armed Forces or a civilian employee, is
filled by a person who, by reason of edu-
cation, technical competence, and experi-
ence, has the core competencies for financial
management.

(M),

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I offer
an amendment with Senator RICHARD
DURBIN regarding some much needed
reforms in the way the Department of
Defense manages its inventory of
goods, as well as its financial manage-
ment systems. Our amendment modi-
fies some very useful language that is
included in the Senate Armed Services
Committee version of the Defense Au-
thorization bill.

I first would like to applaud the
members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee for including provisions in the
bill that moves the DOD toward better
management of its finances and inven-
tories. These provisions are important
steps toward fixing some critical prob-
lems. We believe that our amendment
adds a few simple improvements to the
committee provisions.

One element of our amendment re-
quires that the DOD take actions to
ensure that its comptrollers are ade-
quately trained. Afterall, the comp-
troller is the key technical expert who
overseas and manages the day-to-day
financial operations. For example, the
comptroller of the Pacific Fleet,
billeted for a Navy captain, is respon-
sible for the financial management and
financial reporting of an annual budget
of about $56 billion, comparable in size
to a Fortune 500 corporation.

Earlier this year, I released a General
Accounting Office report, entitled “Fi-
nancial Management: Opportunities to
Improve Experience and Training of
Key Navy Comptrollers.” The GAO re-
port states that the Navy’s financial
and accounting systems have been sub-
stantially hampered by the fact that
the Navy has no specific career path
for financial officers, has inadequate fi-
nancial management and accounting
education standards for comptroller
jobs, and has a policy of rotating offi-
cers too often through key accounting
positions. In the report, GAO pointed
to these personnel practices as one
cause of GAO findings of
misstatements in almost all of the
Navy’s major accounts.

The GAO report recommended that
the Secretary of Defense ensure that
the following steps are taken by the
Navy, all of which are applicable to the
other Armed Services:

Identify which key military comp-
troller positions can be converted to ci-
vilian status in order to gain greater
continuity, technical competency, and
cost savings.

For those comptroller positions iden-
tified for conversion to civilian status,
ensure that those positions are filled
by individuals who possess both the
proper education and experience.

For those comptroller positions that
should remain in military billets, es-
tablish a career path in the financial
management and ensures that military
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officers are prepared, both in terms of
education and experience, for comp-
trollership responsibilities.

This year, I also released, along with
Senator DURBIN, Congressman PETER
DEFAZzIO and Congresswoman MALONEY,
a second GAO report that addressed
some critical problems with the DOD’s
inventory practices. ‘‘Defense Logis-
tics: Much of the Inventory Exceeds
Current Needs’ detailed billions of dol-
lars in unneeded supplies and equip-
ment within the DOD’s inventory. Al-
though DOD has made some progress in
reducing the overstock in its inven-
tory, much more needs to be done. This
is especially true in its overstock of
spare parts and hardware items.

I agree with the committee’s attempt
to institutionalize best commercial
practices in the management of DOD’s
inventory, especially for the inventory
of spare parts. Our amendment simply
requires the DOD to implement pilot
programs when needed. It also clarifies
the definition of best commercial prac-
tices to include the so-called prime
vendor arrangements which have prov-
en very successful.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 747) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 748
(Purpose: To streamline electronic com-
merce requirements and for other pur-
poses)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on
behalf of Senators THOMPSON and
GLENN, I offer an amendment which
would amend the requirements in the
Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act
of 1994 to allow electronic commerce at
DOD and other Federal agencies to be
implemented in a cost-effective man-
ner consistent with commercial prac-
tices.

The amendment would also make
changes to current procurement law to
conform civilian agency statutes to
DOD statutes regarding the perform-
ance-based contracting and to revise a
pilot program for the purchase of infor-
mation technology to make it more
competitive by allowing more than one
vendor to participate in the program.

Mr. President, I believe this amend-
ment has been cleared by the other
side, and I urge that the Senate adopt
this amendment.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the
amendment has been cleared on this
side. It is a good amendment. We sup-
port it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THURMOND], for Mr. THOMPSON, for himself,
and Mr. GLENN, proposes an amendment
numbered 748.
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(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.”’)

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, I
offer this amendment on behalf of my-
self as chairman of the Governmental
Affairs Committee and Senator GLENN,
the committee’s ranking minority
member. We thank the chairman and
ranking member of the Armed Services
Committee for their cooperation and
assistance in preparing this amend-
ment which will benefit not only the
procurement process within the De-
partment of Defense, but other agen-
cies across the Federal Government as
well.

The amendment which we offer today
began as a request from the adminis-
tration to include additional procure-
ment-related reforms to those enacted
over the last 4 years and those already
included in S. 936. Our amendment in-
cludes the following provisions:

First, it would amend current Gov-
ernmentwide procurement law which
requires the development and imple-
mentation of a Governmentwide Fed-
eral Acquisition Computer Network ar-
chitecture—called FACNET and en-
acted as part of the Federal Acquisi-
tion Streamlining Act of 1994 [FASA].
At the time, Congress intended to re-
quire the Government to evolve its ac-
quisition process from a paper-based
process to an electronic process. The
specific intent of FACNET was to pro-
vide a common architecture to imple-
ment electronic commerce within the
Governmentwide procurement system.

However, GAO recently reviewed the
Government’s progress in developing
and implementing FACNET, and con-
cluded that, in the short time since
passage of FASA, alternative elec-
tronic purchasing methods have be-
come readily available to the Govern-
ment and its vendors. Given these ad-
vances in technology, the overly pro-
scriptive requirements of FASA and
problems with implementation by the
agencies, GAO questioned whether and
to what extent FACNET makes good
business sense. GAO recommended that
if the FACNET requirements were an
impediment to the implementation of a
Governmentwide electronic commerce
strategy, then legislative changes
should be enacted. This amendment
would provide those changes to give
flexibility to implement electronic
commerce at DOD and other Federal
agencies in an efficient and cost-effec-
tive manner consistent with commer-
cial practice.

Further, the amendment would make
technical changes to current procure-
ment law to: First, conform civilian
agency statutes to DOD statues regard-
ing performance-based contracting;
and second, revise a pilot program for
the purchase of information technology
to make it more competitive by allow-
ing more than one vendor in the pilot.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 748) was agreed
to.
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Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 749
(Purpose: To require the Secretary of De-
fense to review the command selection
process for District Engineers of the Army

Corps of Engineers)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on behalf
of Senator GRAHAM of Florida, I offer
an amendment that would require the
Secretary of Defense to report to Con-
gress concerning the process that the
Army Corps of Engineers uses to assign
officers as district engineers, and I be-
lieve this amendment has been cleared
by the other side.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
amendment has been cleared on our
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN],
for Mr. GRAHAM, proposes an amendment
numbered 749:

At the end of subtitle E of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 10 . REPORT ON THE COMMAND SELEC-
TION PROCESS FOR DISTRICT ENGI-
NEERS OF THE ARMY CORPS OF EN-
GINEERS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) the Army Corps of Engineers—

(A) has served the United States since the
establishment of the Corps in 1802;

(B) has provided unmatched combat engi-
neering services to the Armed Forces and the
allies of the United States, both in times of
war and in times of peace;

(C) has brilliantly fulfilled its domestic
mission of planning, designing, building, and
operating civil works and other water re-
sources projects;

(D) must remain constantly ready to carry
out its wartime mission while simulta-
neously carrying out its domestic civil
works mission; and

(E) continues to provide the United States
with these services in projects of previously
unknown complexity and magnitude, such as
the Everglades Restoration Project and the
Louisiana Wetlands Restoration Project;

(2) the duration and complexity of these
projects present unique management and
leadership challenges to the Army Corps of
Engineers;

(3) the effective management of these
projects is the primary responsibility of the
District Engineer;

(4) District Engineers serve in that posi-
tion for a term of 2 years and may have their
term extended for a third year on the rec-
ommendation of the Chief of Engineers; and

(5) the effectiveness of the leadership and
management of major Army Corps of Engi-
neers projects may be enhanced if the timing
of District Engineer reassignments were
phased to coincide with the major phases of
the projects.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than March 31, 1998,
the Secretary of Defense shall submit a re-
port to Congress that contains—

(1) an identification of each major Army
Corps of Engineers project that—

(A) is being carried out by each District
Engineer as of the date of the report; or

(B) is being planned by each District Engi-
neer to be carried out during the 5-year pe-
riod beginning on the date of the report;

(2) the expected start and completion
dates, during that period, for each major
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phase of each project identified under para-
graph (1);

(3) the expected dates for leadership
changes in each Army Corps of Engineers
District during that period;

(4) a plan for optimizing the timing of lead-
ership changes so that there is minimal dis-
ruption to major phases of major Army
Corps of Engineers projects; and

(5) a review of the impact on the Army
Corps of Engineers, and on the mission of
each District, of allowing major command
tours of District Engineers to be of 2 to 4
years in duration, with the selection of the
exact timing of the change of command to be
at the discretion of the Chief of Engineers
who shall act with the goal of optimizing the
timing of each change so that it has minimal
disruption on the mission of the District En-
gineer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 749) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 750
(Purpose: To extend by two years the appli-
cability of fulfillment standards developed
for purposes of certain defense acquisition
workforce training requirements)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on
behalf of Senators SANTORUM and LIE-
BERMAN, I offer an amendment which
would extend for an additional 2 years
the requirement under section 812 of
the Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 1993 and for the Department of
Defense to develop and implement al-
ternative standards for fulfilling train-
ing requirements under the Defense Ac-
quisition Work Force Improvement
Act.

Mr. President, I believe this amend-
ment has been cleared by the other
side, and I urge the Senate to adopt it.

Mr. LEVIN. It has been cleared.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THURMOND], for Mr. SANTORUM, for himself
and Mr. LIEBERMAN, proposes an amendment
numbered 750:

At the end of subtitle E of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 844. TWO-YEAR EXTENSION OF APPLICA-
BILITY OF FULFILLMENT STAND-
ARDS FOR DEFENSE ACQUISITION
WORKFORCE TRAINING REQUIRE-
MENTS.

Section 812(c)(2) of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Pub-
lic Law 102-484; 106 Stat. 2451; 10 U.S.C. 1723
note) is amended by striking out ‘‘October 1,
1997 and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘October
1, 1999,

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
rise to offer an amendment for myself
and Senator LIEBERMAN that would ex-
tend the authority of the Department
of Defense to consider alternative ap-
proaches to the fulfillment of the edu-
cation and training requirements in
the Defense Acquisition Workforce Im-
provement Act in chapter 87 of title 10,
United States Code. In the report to ac-
company the Defense Authorization

The
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Act for Fiscal Year 1998, the Armed
Services Committee noted its con-
tinuing concern with ensuring that our
defense acquisition workforce has the
necessary education and training sup-
port for the new environment in Gov-
ernment acquisition.

Section 812 of the Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1993 directed
the Department of Defense to develop
alternative standards for the fulfill-
ment of the training requirements for
the acquisition workforce under the
Defense Acquisition Workforce Im-
provement Act. These standards will
sunset on October 1 of this year. The
amendment I am offering would extend
the life of these fulfillment standards
for an addition 2 years. This extension
will allow the DOD to explore alter-
natives to formal internal training pro-
grams, including completion of courses
outside of the Department of Defense
educational system.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 750) was agreed
to.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 712

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on behalf
of Senator CLELAND, I call up amend-
ment No. 712 that would express the
sense of Congress to reaffirm the com-
mitment of the United States to pro-
vide quality health care for military
retirees, and I believe this amendment
has been cleared by the other side.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
amendment has been cleared on our
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 712) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 751
(Purpose: To require the Secretary of De-
fense to initiate actions to eliminate or
mitigate the need for some military fami-
lies to subsist at poverty level standards of
living)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on behalf
of Senator HARKIN, I offer an amend-
ment that would require the Secretary
of Defense to initiate actions to elimi-
nate or mitigate the need for some
military families to subsist at poverty
level standards of living.

I ask also unanimous consent that
Senator KEMPTHORNE be listed as an
original cosponsor of this amendment.

I understand it has been cleared on
the other side.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, this
amendment has been cleared on our
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN],
for Mr. HARKIN, for himself and Mr. KEMP-
THORNE, proposes an amendment numbered
751:

At the end of subtitle E of title V, add the
following:

SEC. 664. SUBSISTENCE OF MEMBERS OF THE
ARMED FORCES ABOVE THE POV-
ERTY LEVEL.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The morale and welfare of members of
the Armed Forces and their families are key
components of the readiness of the Armed
Forces.

(2) Several studies have documented sig-
nificant instances of members of the Armed
Forces and their families relying on various
forms of income support under programs of
the Federal Government, including assist-
ance under the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2012(0) and assistance under the spe-
cial supplemental nutrition program for
women, infants, and children under section
17 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42
U.S.C. 1786).

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the Secretary of Defense
should strive—

(1) to eliminate the need for members of
the Armed Forces and their families to sub-
sist at, near, or below the poverty level; and

(2) to improve the wellbeing and welfare of
members of the Armed Forces and their fam-
ilies by implementing, and programming full
funding for, programs that have proven effec-
tive in elevating the standard of living of
members and their families significantly
above the poverty level.

(c) STUDY REQUIRED.—(1) The Secretary of
Defense shall conduct a study of members of
the Armed Forces and their families who
subsist at, near, or below the poverty level.

(2) The study shall include the following:

(A) An analysis of potential solutions for
mitigating or eliminating the need for mem-
bers of the Armed Forces and their families
to subsist at, near, or below the poverty
level, including potential solutions involving
changes in the systems and rates of basic al-
lowance for subsistence, basic allowance for
quarters, and variable housing allowance.

(B) Identification of the populations most
likely to need income support under Federal
Government programs, including—

(i) the populations living in areas of the
United States where housing costs are nota-
bly high;

(ii) the populations living outside the
United States; and

(iii) the number of persons in each identi-
fied population.

(C) The desirability of increasing rates of
basic pay and allowances over a defined pe-
riod of years by a range of percentages that
provides for higher percentage increases for
lower ranking personnel that for higher
ranking personnel.

(d) IMPLEMENTATION OF DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL Fo0OD PRO-
GRAM FOR PERSONNEL OUTSIDE THE UNITED
STATES.—(1) Section 1060a(b) of title 10,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

‘“(b) FEDERAL PAYMENTS AND COMMOD-
ITIES.—For the purpose of obtaining Federal
payments and commodities in order to carry
out the program referred to in subsection (a),
the Secretary of Agriculture shall make
available to the Secretary of Defense the
same payments and commodities as are
made for the special supplemental food pro-
gram in the United States under section 17 of
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C.
1786). Funds available for the Department of
Defense may be used for carrying out the
program under subsection (a).”.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

(2) Not later than 90 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Defense shall submit to Congress a report re-
garding the Secretary’s intentions regarding
implementation of the program authorized
under section 1060a of title 10, United States
Code, including any plans to implement the
program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 751) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded 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, what is
the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ment No. 666 offered by the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. WELLSTONE].

AMENDMENT NO. 424
(Purpose: To require the Secretary of the

Navy to set aside the previous selection of

a recipient for donation of the USS Mis-

souri and to carry out a fair process for se-

lection of a recipient for the donation)

Mr. GORTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending amendment be
set aside so that I can call up amend-
ment No. 424 and ask for its immediate
consideration.

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

The clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-
TON] for himself and Mrs. MURRAY, proposes
an amendment numbered 424.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of subtitle B of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 1014. SELECTION PROCESS FOR DONATION
OF THE USS MISSOURI

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The USS Missouri is a ship of historical
significance that commands considerable
public interest.

(2) The Navy has undertaken to donate the
USS Missouri to a recipient that would me-
morialize the ship’s historical significance
appropriately and has selected a recipient
pursuant to that undertaking.

(3) More than one year after the applicants
for selection began working on their pro-
posals in accordance with requirements pre-
viously specified by the Navy, the Navy im-
posed two additional requirements and af-
forded the applicants only two weeks to re-
spond to the new requirements, requirement,
never previously used in any previous dona-
tion process.
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(4) Despite the inadequacy of the oppor-
tunity afforded applicants to comply with
the two new requirements, and without in-
forming the applicants of the intent to do so,
the Navy officials gave three times as much
weight to the new requirements than they
did to their own original requirements in
evaluating the applications.

(6) Moreover, Navy officials revised the
evaluation subcriteria for the ‘‘public bene-
fits”’ requirements after all applications had
been submitted and reviewed, thereby never
giving applicants an opportunity to address
their applications to the revised subcriteria.

(6) The General Accounting Office criti-
cized the revised process for inadequate no-
tice and causing all applications to include
inadequate information.

(7) In spite of the GAO critria, the Navy
has refused to reopen its donations process
for the Missouri

(b) NEW DONEE SELECTION PROCESS.—(1) the
Secretary of the Navy shall—

(A) set aside the selection of a recipient for
donation of the USS Missouri;

(B) initiate a new opportunity for applica-
tion and selection of a recipient for donation
of the USS Missouri that opens not later
than 30 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act; and

(C) in the new application of selection ef-
fort—

(i) disregard all applications received, and
evaluations made of those applications, be-
fore the new opportunity is opened;

(ii) permit any interested party to apply
for selection as the donee of the USS Mis-
souri; and

(iii) ensure that all requirements, criteria,
and evaluation methods, including the rel-
ative importance of each requirement and
criterion, are clearly communicated to each
applicant.

(2) After the date on which the new oppor-
tunity for application and selection for dona-
tion of the USS Missouri is opened, the navy
may not add to or revise the requirements
and evaluation criteria that are applicable in
the selection process on that date.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator FEIN-
STEIN be added as a cosponsor to the
amendment.

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

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the
U.S.S. Missouri, the battleship on
which the Japanese surrender was
signed in 1945, was decommissioned,
mothballed and home ported in Brem-
erton, WA, from 1954 until it was re-
commissioned in 1986. It was during
that period of time, of course, a major
and treasured tourist attraction lo-
cated relatively conveniently in the
continental United States.

In 1995, the Missouri was decommis-
sioned for a second time and returned
to Bremerton. The U.S. Navy then
made the Missouri available for dona-
tion to a community willing and able
to transform the ship into a world class
maritime museum honoring the men
and women who served in World War II.

The Save the Missouri Committee in
Bremerton competed with four other
applicants in Hawaii and California
under the same rules that had been ap-
plied to all previous Navy donations.

I want to emphasize that once again,
Mr. President. These were general
Navy donation rules under which
Bremerton and the other four cities
competed.
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At the last minute, however, when it
was likely that Bremerton would be
chosen under those rules, the Navy
added two new requirements, failing to
tell any of the applicants that the two
new requirements would count for 75
percent of the ultimate decision and
that the earlier rules were only 25 per-
cent.

The applicants had 2 weeks to re-
spond. None of the applicants, accord-
ing to the Navy’s own evaluation team,
responded adequately. Nevertheless,
the Navy awarded the Missouri to Hon-
olulu based exclusively on those new
requirements.

The General Accounting Office then
reviewed the Navy process. It criticized
it on just the grounds that I have out-
lined. The Navy nevertheless has re-
fused to reopen the process for the four
losing applicants, Bremerton and the
three in California.

Mr. President, during this entire
process, I never interfered and told the
Navy what answer it should come up
with. I simply assumed that the Navy
would do so on an objective and on a
nonpolitical basis.

Now, however, I must say that, based
on my own experience and the report of
the General Accounting Office, I am
outraged at the Navy’s lack of objec-
tivity and its indifference to fairness.

This amendment, therefore, spon-
sored by myself, my colleague from
Washington, and Senator FEINSTEIN
from California, will not decide the
question in favor of one of our cities. It
simply requires the Navy to reopen the
question and to treat all five appli-
cants fairly and under the same rules
that were imposed at the beginning of
the process rather than being added at
the end. It is as simple as that. Mr.
President, something that the Navy
should have done in the first place it
would be required to do by this amend-
ment.

Obviously, the location of the Mis-
souri, given its historic nature, is a
matter of significance to all of the ap-
plicants and, I think, to all Americans
and most especially to those who
served in World War II.

Obviously, I would prefer the ulti-
mate location to be in my own State.
But I have not demanded in the past,
nor do I demand now, that the Navy de-
cide in my favor. I simply ask that it
make this decision objectively—noth-
ing more and nothing less.

For that reason, I ask for the support
of my colleagues for this modest pro-
posal.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my Washington State
colleague in offering this amendment
to require the Navy to revisit the
awarding of the U.S.S. Missouri. I have
followed closely the Navy’s handling of
the Missouri; working with Senator
GORTON, Congressman NORM DICKS, the
Washington congressional delegation,
and my constituents. I am also pleased
that California Senators have joined
this effort to question the Navy’s Mis-
souri decision.
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The history of the ‘“‘Mighty Mo’ is
known all across our country and
throughout the world. This is a relic of
immense importance and historical
significance. It was on the decks of this
great battleship that World War II
came to a welcome end. The Missouri is
particularly valued by the residents of
my State where she has been berthed
for most of the last 40 years in Brem-
erton. She is a source of great pride to
veterans in my State; many of whom
served in World War II including in the
Pacific theater and aboard the ‘“Mighty
Mo.”

Following the Navy’s decision to re-
move the Missouri from the Naval Ves-
sel Register, five proposals were sub-
mitted to the Navy from communities
interested in taking ownership of the
famed battleship. Bremerton, WA was
among the five applicants seeking to
display and honor the Missouri. San
Diego, San Francisco and Honolulu all
submitted proposals.

Each community vying for the Mis-
souri submitted voluminous applica-
tions to the Navy responding within a
year’s time to a set of Navy criteria
previously used in the disposition of
the U.S.S. Lexington. While I cannot
speak for the other applicants, I know
of the care, the time, and the commit-
ment demonstrated by the Bremerton
community in preparing its proposal to
the Navy. Bremerton’s proposal to per-
manently display the Missouri was de-
livered to the Navy in October 1995.

Last August, the Secretary of the
Navy announced the decision to award
the Missouri to Honolulu, HI. Following
the Navy’s decision, significant ques-
tions were raised regarding the Navy’s
process in awarding the battleship.
Congressman NORM DICKS in his capac-
ity as a senior member of the House
Appropriations Committee requested a
General Accounting Office study on the
Navy’s donation process of the Mis-
SOUuri.

It is the results of this GAO study
that bring us here today. Since coming
to the Congress, I have sought to let
the Sun shine on the political process—
to share with the public the great deci-
sions before this body. The GAO study
demonstrates that the Navy also needs
a little sunshine.

Here’s what the GAO found in review-
ing the Navy process. Following the re-
view of applications, the Navy added
new and previously unused criteria to
the selection process. And, according
to the GAO, the Navy did not do a good
job communicating the relative impor-
tance of the new evaluation criteria.
According to the GAO, several of the
applicants reported that the Navy gave
them the mistaken impression that the
additional requirements were not that
significant.

Shockingly, these new criteria were
actually given 75 percent of the dona-
tion award weight. After more than 1
year of discussion among the inter-
ested communities, the Navy changed
the rules and failed to explain the im-
portance of the new rules. Then the
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Navy gave the competing communities
12 days to respond to the new rules
which turned out to be decisive in
awarding the battleship.

Clearly, the Navy bungled the proc-
ess—either innocently or with other
motives in mind. I am not here to ac-
cuse either the Navy or another appli-
cant of ©behaving inappropriately.
Rather, I do believe the facts of the
case as established by the GAO argue
for our amendment.

Let me state clearly what our
amendment seeks to accomplish today.
We simply seek the Senate’s support to
instruct the Navy to conduct a new
donee selection process. We do not seek
to influence or prejudge that selection
process. We only want a fair competi-
tion, administered by the Navy in a
manner worthy of this great battle-
ship.

Like all of my colleagues interested
in displaying the Missouri, I have every
confidence in the proposal from my
home State. Bremerton continues to
host the Missouri today and the com-
munity is devoted to remaining the
steward of this unique historic monu-
ment. The Missouri is a passion for the
residents of Bremerton, Kitsap County,
and indeed all of Washington State.

I recognize that the interests of
Washington State may not be enough
to sway the Senate to overturn the
Navy’s decision. However, I do want
my colleagues to know that this is not
a small, regional competition. Vet-
erans all across this country care
about the Missouri. Those who served
aboard this great battleship live in
every State in the country; many are
now elderly and incapable of traveling
great distances to commemorate their
service. It is for our veterans and par-
ticularly for those that served aboard
the “Mighty Mo’ that we must ensure
that the process is fair to all.

All World War II vets recognize and
revere the “Mighty Mo.”” Just recently,
Bremerton hosted a group of 110 fami-
lies and survivors from the Death
March of Bataan and Corregidor. These
veterans, many in poor health, could
travel to Bremerton. And they wanted
to see the ‘‘Mighty Mo.”” This rev-
erence for the battleship demands that
the Senate stand for a process fair to
all.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Gorton-Murray amendment.

Mr. INOUYE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER
SNOWE]. The Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President,
briefly, it displeases me to be standing
here speaking in opposition to my dis-
tinguished friend from Washington.
But I think it should be remembered by
all of us that under current law, the
law that is in place, the Secretary of
the Navy is authorized to donate any
stricken vessel to any organization
which can demonstrate its financial
means to support it.

The Navy is not required to hold a
competition nor is it required to select
a winning proposal. However, as my

[Ms.
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friend from Washington noted, when it
became apparent that there were sev-
eral cities vying for the Missouri, such
as San Francisco, Bremerton, and
Pearl Harbor, the Secretary deter-
mined that he would very carefully ex-
amine how he would dispose of the
ship.

In a lengthy competition, the Navy
kept all participants equally informed.
Nowhere in the GAO report does it say
that any city got favorable treatment.
They were equally informed of how it
would judge the applicants.

It determined that in the unique sit-
uation at hand it should ensure that
this historic ship should be located
where it would best serve the Navy and
the Nation. Those were the two addi-
tional criteria.

I think that even without stating
that, that should be the first criteria:
How best can the interests of this Na-
tion be served? How will the Navy’s in-
terests be served?

The Secretary issued these new re-
quirements to all of the applicants. Ac-
cording to the GAO, no one received fa-
vorable or preferential treatment. The
Navy Secretary then had his staff
evaluate the criteria. He chose the best
proposal as the winning location.
Under the current law the Secretary
could have selected the losing proposal,
but he did not. He chose the winning
proposal. And the winner was Pearl
Harbor.

Now, those that lost say that is not
fair. If one would objectively look at
the GAO report, it does not suggest
that it was not fair. All applicants op-
erated under the same rules. We did
not know that the Navy would change
the interests which best served their
interests.

They argue that the competition
should be reopened. What is the basis
of this argument? The GAO did not rec-
ommend that the competition be re-
opened, nor did the Secretary rec-
ommend that the competition be re-
opened. Instead, they believe, since
none of the parties had enough time to
consider how their location was the
best location for the ship, that we
should go back and redo the competi-
tion.

Madam President, I believe that is
completely unfair to the winning team.
We have made countless—hundreds—of
decisions of this nature. Did we go
back to MacDonnell Douglas and say
we are going to reopen the competition
for the joint strike fighter because
they lost to Boeing? No. Did the Navy
reopen the competition of the sealift
ship contracts when Newport News and
Ingalls lost to Avondale? No.

Madam President, the amendment by
the Senator from Washington, I be-
lieve, is unfair and it is bad for all of
us. Each of us has had constituents
which won and also lost competitions.
If we are to go back and reconsider
awards even when the GAO does not
recommend reopening matters, then I
believe we will be in very serious trou-
ble.
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I believe that the Pearl Harbor appli-
cants won the contest and competition
for one simple reason: The Pearl Har-
bor applicants did not look upon the
Missouri as a mere tourist attraction.
We have a very sacred ship in Pearl
Harbor at this moment, the Aricona.
There are over 1,700 men who are still
in the ship. It is a memorial. And it
happens that more tourists visit the
Arizona than they do the Tomb of the
Unknown Soldier. But it was not built,
Madam President, as a tourist attrac-
tion. It was built as a memorial to re-
mind all of us that on this dark morn-
ing of December 7, 1941, we were sud-
denly thrust into a bloody and terrible
war.

The battleship Missouri is a ship upon
which the surrender terms were signed
by the representatives of the Imperial
Government of Japan. The most logical
spot for the location is Pearl Harbor.
On one hand, you will see the Arizona
where the war began, and down Battle-
ship Row you will see the U.S.S. Mis-
souri where the war ended. It would
constantly remind us of the many sac-
rifices that men and women of the
United States were called upon to
make during that terrible war.

I have visited Bremerton. It is a nice
place. But I am certain that my col-
leagues realize that Bremerton is also
looked upon by Navy personnel, and
others, as the graveyard of ships, where
dozens upon dozens of destroyers and
cruisers are parked and put in cover
hoping that someday they can be used.

The Missouri deserves much more
than a graveyard, Madam President.
The Missouri should be respected with
dignity; it should be revered as a me-
morial.

So, Madam President, I hope that my
colleagues will follow the suggestions
of the GAO. The GAO said it should
stand as is. The Secretary of the Navy
said his decision stands. Why go
through the misery again of spending
countless dollars to come up with the
same result?

I thank the Chair.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Madam President,
with almost all of the factual state-
ments about how the selection process
was made, I agree with my friend and
colleague from Hawaii. With his unwar-
ranted characterization of Bremerton
and, by implication, of San Francisco
and of the California applicants, I most
decidedly do not.

Pearl Harbor is in fact a memorial to
World War II and to its beginning. But
Pearl Harbor, no more than Bremerton
or San Francisco, was the location of
the surrender of the Japanese on board
the Missouri at the end of the war.

Under the logic of the Senator from
Hawaii, the Missouri should be sent to
Tokyo Bay and be a memorial and a re-
minder there. Obviously, that is not
going to be the case. But from the
point of view of its availability to pri-
marily American tourists, it is obvi-
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ously more conveniently located in one
of the west coast ports than it is Hono-
lulu.

But, Madam President, the true dif-
ference between the Senator from Ha-
waii and myself is not that. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii, as apparently he did
to the Navy himself, is making the
case for his location. I simply depended
on the Navy to make that decision ob-
jectively.

The Navy, of course, can set up what-
ever criteria it wishes for making a do-
nation of a ship or any other artifact
to a community, but the Navy, like
every other American institution,
should do so fairly and on the basis of
rules that are not changed at the be-
ginning of the game without telling the
participants in the game what the new
rules mean or what weight they will be
given. Had the Navy followed its origi-
nal rules, the rules it applied itself to
all previous donations, Bremerton was
the most likely winner by reason of the
deep concern on the part of the com-
munity for what had been a part of its
history for more than 40 years. But at
the very end, the Navy comes up with
two other criteria, informs no one of
their importance, gives them 75 per-
cent of the weight in making its deci-
sion, and comes out, I presume, where
someone in the Navy wanted to come
out in the first place but could not
without changing those rules.

My amendment does not even require
that those rules be changed, though I
think they should be, Madam Presi-
dent. It simply requires the Navy to
treat the citizens of the five commu-
nities that applied to be the permanent
home of the Missouri on the basis of the
same rules at the end of the process
that it had at the beginning of the
process and to inform those commu-
nities of what the rules are and what
their relative weight is. That is asking
for the most minimal fairness, Madam
President, the most minimal fairness
in the world.

The General Accounting Office did
not take a position one way or the
other on whether or not the process
should be reopened, said that none of
the communities were adequately in-
formed about the nature and the
weight of the new criteria. That is the
fundamental answer that should have
caused the Navy to reopen this process
on its own.

Madam President, it is interesting to
note that the fairness of this request,
the request I am making in this
amendment, is recognized even by the
Honolulu Advertiser. Now, the Hono-
lulu newspaper, a month ago tomor-
row, wrote an editorial on the subject
which, of course, takes Senator
INOUYE’s position on the merits, that
Pearl Harbor is practically the only
logical place and certainly the most
logical place for the location of the
Missouri. But it does say, in part,

Officials from Bremerton, WA, cite a Gen-
eral Accounting Office report that says there
were a number of last minute changes in the
Navy’s selection process that skewed it in
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favor of Honolulu. They want the selection
process reopened. Hawaii Senator DAN
INOUYE, whose enthusiasm was very obvious
in the effort to get the Missouri at Pearl Har-
bor, says the GAO report in itself is skewed.
He promises the great battleship will come
to Pearl. Let’s hope so. But if the proposed
Pearl Harbor resting place makes so much
sense, as we believe, then there should be no
problem in reopening the selection process
so that all questions are answered.

It concludes, ‘““‘And no one can claim
Hawaii stole it. We can proudly say we
earned the right to host the Missouri.”

I am not sure that would be the re-
sult. I hope that would not be the re-
sult. The very newspaper in Honolulu
itself acknowledges that this competi-
tion should be a fair one and carries
the implication that it was an unfair
one. We ask no more than that. This is
not a tremendously complicated proc-
ess. It will not take a long time to do
justice. But justice has not been done,
Madam President, and it can only be
done by the acceptance of this amend-
ment.

I ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I
suggest that to call upon the Navy as
being unfair and not objective is not
fair. There is nothing in the record to
suggest that they have been less than
objective or less than fair.

I think it should be pointed out that
the GAO report stated that no one re-
ceived preferential treatment, no one
received advance notice. It was objec-
tive, it was fair to all, and the Sec-
retary of the Navy just recently stated
he stands by his decision, and the GAO
report itself says the decision should be
left where it is. It should not be re-
opened.

So I hope my colleagues will defeat
this amendment.

Mr. GORTON. Madam President, one
correction. The GAO makes no rec-
ommendation with respect to whether
or not this question should be reopened
whatever. It does say the Navy should
change its donation procedures in the
future, but it does not say that the se-
lection should stand.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I op-
pose the amendment to reopen the
Navy’s decision to donate the U.S.S.
Missouri to Pearl Harbor.

These are obviously very difficult de-
cisions for all of us to make because of
the friendships with the Senators from
the States involved. I do believe, under
these circumstances, the GAO found
that the Navy’s donation process was
impartially applied, to use their words.
They are critical of some aspects of the
process and many of these processes
are not perfect in their application.
But to me, the key words of the GAO
report are that the Navy’s donation
process appears to have been impar-
tially applied, and the GAO’s state-
ment on page 10 where they say that on
June 5, 1996, each of the five applicants
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was notified for the first time that “In
addition to the financial and technical
information that you’ve provided, your
application will also be evaluated in
terms of its overall public benefit to
the Navy and to the historical signifi-
cance associated with each location to
include the manner in which the ship
will be used as a naval museum or me-
morial.” Notification was made in
writing, with telephone confirmation.

The GAO also reports on page 12 that
none of the applicants requested clari-
fication of the June 5 letter or ex-
pressed concern about the additional
requirements at the time, and all re-
sponded to the letter.

That, to me, is a very critical fact,
that when the additional requirements
were spelled out in that June 5 notifi-
cation, that all the applicants re-
sponded to the letter with the addi-
tional requirements and none re-
quested clarification or expressed con-
cern.

Was this a perfect process? It was
not. The GAO acknowledges that, and
indeed, the Navy acknowledges that.
Was this process sufficiently fair so
that we should not reopen the Navy’s
decision to donate the Missouri to Pearl
Harbor? It seems to me that it does
meet that test.

I will oppose the amendment and
vote against reopening the Navy’s se-
lection process.

I yield the floor.

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that a letter dated
June 10, 1997, from the Secretary of the
Navy to the Honorable NORMAN D.
DICKS, a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives, be printed in the RECORD.

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

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, DC, 10 June 1997.
Hon. NORMAN D. DICKS,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. DIcKs: Thank you for your letter
of June 3, 1997, regarding the General Ac-
counting Office report concerning the Navy’s
donation selection process for the battleship
ex-MISSOURI.

I have reviewed the General Accounting
Office report you enclosed, and I find that it
contains nothing that would warrant reopen-
ing the process. The General Accounting Of-
fice stated that the Navy ‘‘impartially ap-
plied”’ the donation selection process, and
that all applicants received the same infor-
mation at the same time. The report’s chro-
nology documents that scoring for the finan-
cial, technical, historical and public affairs
evaluation of each application did not begin
until after all criteria weighting was estab-
lished and all information was received from
the applicants. The initial evaluation scores
developed by each of the three independent
scoring teams were maintained throughout
the process. I remain confident that my se-
lection of Pearl Harbor was in the best inter-
est of the Navy and our Nation, based on the
impartial review of the relative merits of the
four acceptable applications.

The General Accounting Office found the
initial phase of the donation selection proc-
ess was well-handled, but that the Navy
could have done a better job of commu-
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nicating information about the two addi-
tional evaluation criteria of Public Affairs
Benefit and Historical Significance. The
General Accounting Office also noted, how-
ever, that none of the applicants requested
clarification on any aspect of these two cri-
teria. When the General Accounting Office
forwards their report to me, I will consider
and provide a written response to any spe-
cific recommendations they make regarding
how to improve the process for future com-
petitive donation selections.

I am sensitive to the concerns of those
American veterans who have expressed their
desire to keep ex-MISSOURI on the main-
land. Others, including the American Le-
gion’s Department of Missouri, have en-
dorsed the Pearl Harbor site. I regret that it
is not possible to accommodate all groups
who are interested in the location of the ex-
MISSOURI display. As I said at the time my
selection was announced last summer, this
was a very tough decision since all the pro-
posals were so impressive. I hope that other
groups interested in displaying a Navy ship
will consider that there are several other
ships currently available for donation.

As always, if I can be of any further assist-
ance, please let me know.

Sincerely,
JOHN H. DALTON,
Secretary of the Navy.

Mr. AKAKA. Madam President, I rise
in opposition to the amendment offered
by Senator GORTON.

The ““Mighty Mo’ is a historical icon
of World War II in the Pacific. It began
its service in World War II by providing
gunfire support during the battles of
Iwo Jima and Okinawa. The U.S.S. Mis-
souri took its place in world history
when it became the site for the formal
signing of Japan’s surrender.

Continuing its auspicious beginnings,
the Missouri participated in the Korean
war, was decommissioned, then re-
commissioned, and saw its final battles
during the Persian Gulf conflict. She
was finally decommissioned on March
31, 1992.

In January 1995, the Department of
the Navy declared Ilowa class battle-
ships in excess to its requirements. The
people of Hawaii have always believed
that the Missouri’s home is Hawaii. We
supported having her homeported in
Hawaii before she was decommissioned
in 1992. Since then, our community has
been diligently working to bring the
Missouri to Hawaii to fulfill its final
mission—as a memorial museum in the
Pacific. It is a fitting tribute to those
we honor at the Aricona Memorial to
have the Missouri become a part of our
memorial in the Pacific.

The Senator from Washington be-
lieves that the Navy’s evaluation proc-
ess was unfair because the criteria
were changed during the evaluation
stage. However, the General Account-
ing Office found that the Navy provided
all applicants the same information on
the additional criteria at the same
time. Although all interested parties
were provided the same information,
none of the applicants requested clari-
fication of the additional requirement.

The Navy conducted an impartial and
fair review in determining the site lo-
cation for the Missouri. There is no rea-
son to reopen the selection process. I
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urge my colleagues to reject the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Washington, and let us move for-
ward in establishing a memorial to
those who so gallantly fought in the
Pacific.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the
pending amendment be temporarily set
aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 753

(Purpose: To require a report on options for
the disposal of chemical weapons and agents)

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
I send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI]
proposes an amendment numbered 753.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At an appropriate place in title III, insert
the following:

SEC. . REPORT ON OPTIONS FOR THE DISPOSAL
OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS AND
AGENTS.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than March
15, 1998, the Secretary of Defense shall sub-
mit to Congress a report on the options
available to the Department of Defense for
the disposal of chemical weapons and agents
in order to facilitate the disposal of such
weapons and agents without the construc-
tion of additional chemical weapons disposal
facilities in the continental United States.

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report shall include
the following:

(1) a description of each option evaluated;

(2) an assessment of the lifecycle costs and
risks associated with each option evaluated;

(3) a statement of any technical, regu-
latory, or other requirements or obstacles
with respect to each option, including with
respect to any transportation of weapons or
agents that is required for the option;

(4) an assessment of incentives required for
sites to accept munitions or agents from out-
side their own locales, as well as incentives
to enable transportation of these items
across state lines;

(5) an assessment of the cost savings that
could be achieved through either the applica-
tion of uniform federal transportation or
safety requirements and any other initia-
tives consistent with the transportation and
safe disposal of stockpile and nonstockpile
chemical weapons and agents; and

(6) proposed legislative language necessary
to implement options determined by the Sec-
retary to be worthy of consideration by the
Congress.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
let me explain very briefly the amend-
ment that I put before the Senate. This
amendment would direct the Depart-
ment of Defense to conduct a study of
alternatives to our present approach to
chemical weapons disposal. Depending
on the conclusion of this study and its
evaluation, there is a potential savings
to the taxpayer, somewhere in the area
of $3 billion to $5 billion, and perhaps
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much more, in the costs of disposing of
these weapons.

The Chair might wonder why the
chairman of the Energy and Natural
Resources Committee is interested and
involved with this issue, and to what
degree does he have expertise in this
area that falls under the auspices of
the Department of Defense and under
the Defense authorization bill. The
Chairman would respond, Madam
President, by noting that, as chairman
of the Energy and Natural Resources
Committee, I spend a great deal of
time and energy in the area of nuclear
waste and nuclear waste disposal and
the transportation of nuclear waste.

I might add that there has been
moved globally about 25,000 tons of
high-level nuclear waste throughout
the world. We have, currently, in some
80 reactors in 31 sites in the United
States, high-level nuclear waste that
we are contemplating at some time
moving to Yucca Mountain in Nevada.
So I think the qualifications for a con-
tribution to the area of disposing of
chemical weapons is appropriate in the
body of the amendment. This amend-
ment simply calls for a study. It does
not mandate changes in the program at
this time, but will provide the Congress
with an important and needed oppor-
tunity to responsibly evaluate alter-
natives to our chemical weapons dis-
posal program in the future.

Surprisingly enough, there is no au-
thority to evaluate alternatives at this
time for the Department of Defense. It
was my hope this amendment would be
accepted by the floor managers.

I think it is noteworthy, Madam
President, that prior to the Senate’s
ratification of the Chemical Weapons
Treaty, the United States did adopt the
policy that we would dispose of our
chemical weapons in a safe and envi-
ronmentally responsible manner. As
most of my colleagues know, the dis-
posal process is now underway, but it is
becoming clear that we cannot afford
to continue this program as it is cur-
rently constructed because of the
costs.

According to the General Accounting
Office, the costs of the stockpile dis-
posal program have escalated seven-
fold, from an initial estimate of $1.7
billion to a current estimate of $12.4
billion. The costs of the nonstockpile
program, which consists of the location
and destruction of chemical weapons
ordinance that was disposed of through
burial or other means in the past,
could cost an additional $15.1 billion
and take up to 40 years to complete.

Well, that is a total of about $27.5 bil-
lion to dispose of our chemical weap-
ons. However, the GAO indicates that
both the costs and the disposal sched-
ules are highly uncertain and that it
will likely take more time and likely
take more money to get this job done.

Well, as a consequence of that di-
lemma, Madam President, I think the
program needs a fresh look, a new com-
prehensive evaluation by the program
managers in the Department of De-
fense.
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Today, we have stockpiled chemical
weapons stored at 9 locations. On the
chart on my right, one can see that we
start out with the Johnston Atoll, an
island in the Pacific, roughly 700 miles
southwest of Hawaii. We have another
in Tooele, UT. Umatilla, OR; Pueblo,
CO; Pine Bluff, AR; Anniston, AL; Blue
Grass, KY; Aberdeen, MD, and New-
port, IN.

The chemical consistencies of the
weapons stored there are abbreviated
here by GB, which is a sarin nerve
agent, and HD, which is a mustard blis-
ter agent, and VX, which is a nerve gas
agent.

Now, I have had the opportunity to
visit the facility at Johnston Island on
two occasions in the last 3 years. The
chemical weapons are stored in cap-
sules that look like hundred pound
bombs. And within the bomb itself, or
the casing, we have two components.
One is an agent that is separate and
distinct from the other nerve gas
agents, and there is a triggering mech-
anism. Of course, the chemical reac-
tion takes place when the two are
mixed, or the exterior shell is punc-
tured or broken. It is rather revealing
to contemplate the terrible con-
sequences of this type of weaponry,
Madam President. It was explained
that these can be fired from a Howitzer
in ground activity, exploding perhaps
300 or 400 feet in the air, and the mist
of the vapors, upon contact with the
skin, will take a life within 30 seconds.
Now, when you see this stored, you
come to grips with the reality of the
devastation of this type of weaponry
and the necessity of proper disposal.

It is also important to recognize how
it got there because this stuff wasn’t
made at Johnston Island. It was
shipped there from Europe, and some
was shipped from some of our bases in
the Pacific. It was shipped under the
observation of the Army Corps of Engi-
neers. It was shipped safely and met
the criteria for shipment, which was
evaluated to ensure its safety.

So it is important to keep in mind in
this discussion that these weapons we
are now disposing of at Johnston Is-
land, for the most part, were weapons
that were part of the NATO capability,
shipped from Germany, and have been
safely transported to Johnston Island
and are under the process of being de-
stroyed.

Now, at Johnston island, we have
this capability for weapons demili-
tarization and incineration. This com-
plies, as it must, with all applicable en-
vironmental laws, including the Re-
source Conservation and Recovery Act,
the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water
Act, and the Toxic Substances Control
Act. It is a superbly safe, state-of-the-
art facility. It is also very expensive.
This plant cost approximately $1 bil-
lion.

What they have there are chambers
where they take these things that look
like bombs with the chemical in them
and they actually take, in parts, the
Chamber—that is, the inner Chamber,
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remove that, and put it in an area
where they are able to dispose, through
heat, of the volatility of the particular
chemical agent. The other part goes in
another Chamber and is burned at a
very high temperature in an enclosed
cycle process. So there is nothing that
gets into the atmosphere.

Now, we have recently opened an-
other $1 billion facility in Tooele, UT.
The theory is that we are going to have
to build some seven more of these
plants, capable of disposing of this
chemical waste at each of the locations
where stockpiled chemical weapons are
stored. So while we have operational
facilities at Johnston Atoll and Tooele,
UT, we are prepared to put in seven
more at a billion dollars each, simply
because we are prohibited from even
considering shipping this to safe dis-
posal sites already on line.

As I said, we have a perfectly func-
tioning facility on Johnston Island,
which has been operational for a num-
ber of years. Should we move or even
consider moving chemical weapons to
Johnston Island and dispose of all of
them in that plant we have already
built? The answer clearly is no. There
are objections from California and ob-
jections from Hawaii. Nobody wants
this to happen in their own backyard.
These States that have the chemical
weapons stored are in kind of a catch-
22. They don’t want them there any-
more. If they want to get rid of them,
they have to build a plant at a cost of
over a billion dollars, as opposed to the
alternative of shipping them to one or
two sites.

Well, the answer to this $5 billion
question is simple. Under current law,
the Department of Defense cannot
move chemical weapons across State
lines. In fact, they can’t even study the
concept of transporting the munitions
to an existing plant and thus build
fewer plants. So if you look at the
practicality of where we are, we are of
one mind set. Reality: If we want to
get rid of this stuff, we have to build
seven plants rather than move the stuff
because we have a law that prohibits us
from moving these agents across State
lines for disposal at one or two plants.

In other words, the Department of
Defense can’t even think about saving
money by having this process occur in
just a couple of plants instead of—well,
it would be a total of nine. My amend-
ment is designed to allow the Depart-
ment of Defense to study the transpor-
tation issue, as well as whatever other
approaches might be available to help
bring down program costs consistent
with the safe disposal of these chem-
ical weapons.

My amendment does not repeal the
provision in the 1995 defense authoriza-
tion bill that prohibits the movement
of chemical weapons munitions across
the State lines.

At this time, we are only seeking a
study to identify and evaluate options.
This study will assess lifecycle costs as
well as risks. We are not moving be-
yond the study phase because I, for
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one, will await the results of the study
before reaching any firm conclusions.

But I have a hunch—and it is more
than a hunch—that we can save money
by reassessing this process. I am not
suggesting it should go to any one
place. But the reality is that we are de-
signing a framework here for disposal
in seven new additional sites which
still need to be built. Given that we
have two state of the art, fully oper-
ational facilities at Johnston Island
and Tooele, UT, is it really necessary
that we need to build seven additional
sites? Or can we consolidate this proc-
ess, perhaps with one site on the east
coast and one site in the middle of the
country? Our technical people have
proven the competency of disposing of
this, as we have had this process under-
way at Johnston Island and Tooele for
some time. We seem to be so paranoid
over the fact that we have this stuff
and we are caught, if you will, in a di-
lemma of, well, if we want to get rid of
it, we have to build a plant where it is
stationed because nobody wants to see
it moved across to someplace else
where it can be disposed of. But nobody
addresses what the experts tell us rel-
ative to the ability to move this stuff
safely. We moved it safely from Ger-
many to Johnston Island, it can be
done and has been done. To suggest
that we can’t move it 400 or 500 miles
by putting it in the type of containers
that will alleviate virtually any expo-
sure associated with an accident, I
think, sells American technology and
ingenuity short. We can move chemical
weapons in a safe and environmentally
responsible manner, and we can save a
lot of money by reducing the number of
facilities that we are committed to
build.

So I urge the Senate to adopt my
amendment. Again, I urge my col-
leagues to reflect on the reality that
this amendment does not mandate any
changes in the program. It will not
mandate the movement of any chem-
ical weapons from one place to another
or remove the prohibitions to move
weapons across State lines. It would
merely allow the Department of De-
fense to study alternatives and report
back to Congress by March 15, 1998. I
know of the sensitivity of Members
whose States are affected. But I ask
them to consider the merits of a study
to evaluate, indeed, whether we can
move some of this to some places and
reduce the number of facilities that we
are going to build at a billion dollars a
crack. What are we going to do with
these facilities when the weapons have
been deactivated and destroyed? We are
going to destroy the facilities. I urge
adoption of the amendment.

Madam President, if I may, it is my
intention to ask for the yeas and nays
on my amendment at the appropriate
time. The floor managers can address
it at their convenience.

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator with-
hold on that for a moment?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Yes.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. MURKOWSKI. 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. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
I am not sure whether the Parliamen-
tarian recorded my request for the yeas
and nays. I would like to withdraw ask-
ing for the yeas and nays on my
amendment at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have not been ordered.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.

AMENDMENT NO. 753, AS MODIFIED

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to modify my amendment which
is pending at the desk at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has the right to modify his amend-
ment at this time.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified.
The amendment (No. 753), as modi-

fied, is as follows:

At an appropriate place in title III, insert
the following:

SEC. . REPORT ON OPTIONS FOR THE DISPOSAL
OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS AND
AGENTS.

Notwithstanding any provision of law:

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than March
15, 1998, the Secretary of Defense shall sub-
mit to Congress a report on the options
available to the Department of Defense for
the disposal of chemical weapons and agents
in order to facilitate the disposal of such
weapons and agents without the construc-
tion of additional chemical weapons disposal
facilities in the continental United States.

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report shall include
the following:

(1) a description of each option evaluated;

(2) an assessment of the lifecycle costs and
risks associated with each option evaluated;

(3) a statement of any technical, regu-
latory, or other requirements or obstacles
with respect to each option, including with
respect to any transportation of weapons or
agents that is required for the option;

(4) an assessment of incentives required for
sites to accept munitions or agents from out-
side their own locales, as well as incentives
to enable transportation of these items
across state lines;

(5) an assessment of the cost savings that
could be achieved through either the applica-
tion of uniform federal transportation or
safety requirements and any other initia-
tives consistent with the transportation and
safe disposal of stockpile and nonstockpile
chemical weapons and agents; and

(6) proposed legislative language necessary
to implement options determined by the Sec-
retary to be worthy of consideration by the
Congress.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). Without objection, it is so
ordered.
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MODIFICATIONS TO AMENDMENTS NOS. 666, 667,
668, AND 670, EN BLOC

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, on behalf
of Senator WELLSTONE, I ask unani-
mous consent that it be in order to
modify his amendments numbered 666,
667, 668, and 670, en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair. Mr.
President, on behalf of Senator
WELLSTONE, I send his modifications to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments are so modified.

The modifications are as follows:

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 666

On page 1, line 5, strike ‘‘shall” and insert

in lieu thereof ‘‘is authorized to”’.
MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 667

On page 7, line 13, strike ‘‘shall”’ and insert

in lieu thereof ‘‘is authorized to’’.
AMENDMENT NO. 668, AS MODIFIED

At the end of subtitle D of title X, add the

following:

SEC. .TRANSFER FOR VETERANS’ HEALTH CARE
AND OTHER PURPOSES.

(a) TRANSFER REQUIRED.—The Secretary of
Defense is authorized to transfer to the Sec-
retary of Veterans’ Affairs $400,000,000 of the
funds appropriated for the Department of De-
fense for fiscal year 1998.

(b) USE OF TRANSFERRED FUNDS.—Funds
transferred to the Secretary of Veterans® Af-
fairs shall be for the purpose of providing
benefits under the laws administered by the
Secretary of Veterans’ Affairs, other than
compensation and pension benefits provided
under Chapters 11 and 13 of title 38, United
States Code.

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 670

On page 1, line 6, strike ‘‘shall” and insert
in lieu thereof ‘‘is authorized to’.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair 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. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I have two
amendments that I would like to lay
down. Both are at the desk.

AMENDMENT NO. 607
(Purpose: To impose a limitation on the use
of Cooperative Threat Reduction funds for
destruction of chemical weapons)

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, the first
amendment at the desk is amendment
No. 607.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KYL] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 607.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of subtitle E of title X, add the
following:
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SEC. 1075. LIMITATION ON USE OF COOPERATIVE
THREAT REDUCTION FUNDS FOR DE-
STRUCTION OF CHEMICAL WEAP-
ONS.

(a) LIMITATION.—No funds authorized to be
appropriated under this or any other Act for
fiscal year 1998 for Cooperative Threat Re-
duction programs may be obligated or ex-
pended for chemical weapons destruction ac-
tivities, including for the planning, design,
or construction of a chemical weapons de-
struction facility or for the dismantlement
of an existing chemical weapons production
facility, until the date that is 15 days after
a certification is made under subsection (b).

(b) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATION.—A cer-
tification under this subsection is a certifi-
cation by the President to Congress that—

(1) Russia is making reasonable progress
toward the implementation of the Bilateral
Destruction Agreement;

(2) the United States and Russia have re-
solved, to the satisfaction of the United
States, outstanding compliance issues under
the Wyoming Memorandum of Under-
standing and the Bilateral Destruction
Agreement;

(3) Russia has fully and accurately de-
clared all information regarding its unitary
and binary chemical weapons, chemical
weapons facilities, and other facilities asso-
ciated with chemical weapons;

(4) Russia has deposited its instrument of
ratification of the Chemical Weapons Con-
vention; and

(5) Russia and the United States have con-
cluded an agreement that—

(A) provides for a limitation on the United
States financial contribution for the chem-
ical weapons destruction activities; and

(B) commits Russia to pay a portion of the
cost for a chemical weapons destruction fa-
cility in an amount that demonstrates that
Russia has a substantial stake in financing
the implementation of both the Bilateral De-
struction Agreement and the Chemical
Weapons Convention, as called for in the
condition provided in section 2(14) of the
Senate Resolution entitled ‘A resolution to
advise and consent to the ratification of the
Chemical Weapons Convention, subject to
certain conditions’’, agreed to by the Senate
on April 24, 1997.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) The term ‘‘Bilateral Destruction Agree-
ment”’ means the Agreement Between the
United States of America and the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics on Destruction
and Nonproduction of Chemical Weapons and
on Measures to Facilitate the Multilateral
Convention on Banning Chemical Weapons,
signed on June 1, 1990.

(2) The term ‘‘Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion” means the Convention on the Prohibi-
tion of the Development, Production, Stock-
piling and Use of Chemical Weapons and on
Their Destruction, opened for signature on
January 13, 1993.

(3) The term ‘‘Cooperative Threat Reduc-
tion program’ means a program specified in
section 1501(b) of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997 (Public
Law 104-201: 110 Stat. 2731; 50 U.S.C. 2362
note).

(4) The term “Wyoming Memorandum of
Understanding’ means the Memorandum of
Understanding Between the Government of
the United States of America and the Gov-
ernment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics Regarding a Bilateral Verification
Experiment and Data Exchange Related to
Prohibition on Chemical Weapons, signed at
Jackson Hole, Wyoming, on September 23,
1989.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, let me brief-
ly describe what this amendment does.
Then I will discuss it in further detail
later.
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In summary, this amendment estab-
lishes five conditions for the assistance
that is to be provided to Russia for de-
struction of its chemical weapons, the
so-called Nunn-Lugar funding. Very
briefly, this resolution is called for be-
cause the funding that we have pro-
vided to Russia to date does not appear
to be adequately supported by the Gov-
ernment of Russia for its part of its
own chemical weapons destruction pro-
gram. If one could view this in the na-
ture of matching funds, I think it is
easy to understand. We have provided a
great deal of money, of Nunn-Lugar
funding, to Russia, much of it for de-
struction of their chemical weapons.
They have not reciprocated by allo-
cating or spending any of their own
money for the destruction of their
chemical weapons.

In addition, they have not ratified
the Chemical Weapons Convention.
They have not complied with the terms
of the so-called Wyoming Memoranda,
which is one of the methods by which
we exchange information about our
chemical stocks in furtherance of an
agreement to destroy them. They have
backed out of the bilateral destruction
agreement, which was our bilateral
agreement to destroy our mutual
stocks of chemical weapons. They have
not advanced a penny toward the devel-
opment of the facilities for the destruc-
tion of their weapons that are cur-
rently being designed with U.S. Gov-
ernment money. In effect, they have
not shown any willingness to join us in
the destruction of those weapons which
pose the most threat to the United
States and other people around the
world.

As a result, partially in conformance
with the terms of the chemical weap-
ons treaty, which was earlier adopted,
and in conformance with S. 495, which
had other specific requirements, and
consistent with requirements that the
House of Representatives placed on the
House-passed version of the defense au-
thorization bill, we provide five spe-
cific requirements that the Russian
Government will have to meet in order
to receive this funding.

First, that they show reasonable
progress toward implementation of the
1990 Bilateral Destruction Agreement;
second, that resolution of outstanding
compliance issues related to the Wyo-
ming Memorandum of Understanding
and the BDA, that be resolved—at least
that there be progress toward that;
third, a full and accurate Russian ac-
counting of its own CW program, as re-
quired by those previously mentioned
agreements; fourth, Russian ratifica-
tion of the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion; and, fifth, bilateral agreement to
cap the United States CW destruction
assistance and Russian commitment to
pay for a portion of their part of their
own CW destruction costs.

As I said, these are reasonable re-
quirements to be attached to U.S. tax-
payer dollars going to the country of
Russia for the destruction of their
chemical weapons. I will discuss it in
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further detail later, but it seems to me
to be more than reasonable for us to
attach these conditions. If we do not,
then additional taxpayer money is
going to be sent to Russia with no indi-
cation whatsoever that Russia will
ever support the program funded with
U.S. taxpayer dollars to support their
chemical weapons destruction pro-
gram.

Perhaps most important, the most
that it appears right now that Russia is
inclined to do is to destroy those old
chemical weapons that pose an envi-
ronmental concern to Russia with
United States dollars at the same time
that they are using Russian dollars to
continue a covert development and pro-
duction program of new chemical
weapons. So it makes no sense for us to
be spending U.S. taxpayer dollars to
help them destroy the stocks of the old
environmentally unsafe weapons that
they would like to get rid of anyway,
at the same time they are using their
money to develop new chemical weap-
ons and produce those new chemical
weapons that could someday be used
against the United States—all in viola-
tion of the chemical weapons treaty, I
might add.

So that is the nature of the first
amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 605
(Purpose: To ensure the President and Con-
gress receive unencumbered advice from
the directors of the national laboratories,
the members of the Nuclear Weapons Coun-
cil, and the commander of the United

States Strategic Command regarding the

safety, security, and reliability of the

United States nuclear weapons stockpile)

Mr. KYL. If there is no objection, the
second amendment is amendment No.
605. I call up that amendment at this
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no objection, the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KYL] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 605.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 347, between lines 15 and 16, insert
the following:

SEC. 1075. ADVICE TO THE PRESIDENT AND CON-
GRESS REGARDING THE SAFETY, SE-
CURITY, AND RELIABILITY OF
UNITED STATES NUCLEAR WEAPONS
STOCKPILE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Nuclear weapons are the most destruc-
tive weapons on earth. The United States
and its allies continue to rely on nuclear
weapons to deter potential adversaries from
using weapons of mass destruction. The safe-
ty and reliability of the nuclear stockpile
are essential to ensure its credibility as a de-
terrent.

(2) On September 24, 1996, President Clin-
ton signed the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty.

(3) Effective as of September 30, 1996, the
United States is prohibited by relevant pro-
visions of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law
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102-377) from conducting underground nu-
clear tests ‘‘unless a foreign state conducts a
nuclear test after this date, at which time
the prohibition on United States nuclear
testing is lifted”’.

(4) Section 1436(b) of the National Defense
Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989 (Public
Law 100-456; 42 U.S.C. 2121 note) requires the
Secretary of Energy to ‘‘establish and sup-
port a program to assure that the United
States is in a position to maintain the reli-
ability, safety, and continued deterrent ef-
fect of its stockpile of existing nuclear weap-
ons designs in the event that a low-threshold
or comprehensive test ban on nuclear explo-
sive testing is negotiated and ratified.”.

(5) Section 3138(d) of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 re-
quires the President to submit an annual re-
port to Congress which sets forth ‘“‘any con-
cerns with respect to the safety, security, ef-
fectiveness, or reliability of existing United
States nuclear weapons raised by the Stock-
pile Stewardship Program of the Department
of Energy”’.

(6) President Clinton declared in July 1993
that ‘“‘to assure that our nuclear deterrent
remains unquestioned under a test ban, we
will explore other means of maintaining our
confidence in the safety, reliability, and the
performance of our weapons’. This decision
was codified in a Presidential Directive.

(7) Section 3138 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 also re-
quires that the Secretary of Energy establish
a ‘‘stewardship program to ensure the preser-
vation of the core intellectual and technical
competencies of the United States in nuclear
weapons’’.

(8) The plan of the Department of Energy
to maintain the safety and reliability of the
United States nuclear stockpile is known as
the Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Program. This approach is yet unproven. The
ability of the United States to maintain war-
heads without testing will require develop-
ment of new and sophisticated diagnostic
technologies, methods, and procedures. Cur-
rent diagnostic technologies and laboratory
testing techniques are insufficient to certify
the future safety and reliability of the
United States nuclear stockpile. In the past
these laboratory and diagnostic tools were
used in conjunction with nuclear testing.

(9) On August 11, 1995, President Clinton di-
rected ‘‘the establishment of a new annual
reporting and certification requirement [to]
ensure that our nuclear weapons remain safe
and reliable under a comprehensive test
ban”’.

(10) On the same day, the President noted
that the Secretary of Defense and the Sec-
retary of Energy have the responsibility,
after being ‘‘advised by the Nuclear Weapons
Council, the Directors of DOE’s nuclear
weapons laboratories, and the Commander of
United States Strategic Command’, to pro-
vide the President with the information to
make the certification referred to in para-
graph (9).

(11) The Joint Nuclear Weapons Council es-
tablished by section 179 of title 10, United
States Code, is responsible for providing ad-
vice to the Secretary of Energy and Sec-
retary of Defense regarding nuclear weapons
issues, including ‘‘considering safety, secu-
rity, and control issues for existing weap-
ons’’. The Council plays a critical role in ad-
vising Congress in matters relating to nu-
clear weapons.

(12) It is essential that the President re-
ceive well-informed, objective, and honest
opinions from his advisors and technical ex-
perts regarding the safety, security, and reli-
ability of the nuclear weapons stockpile.

(b) PoLICY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—It is the policy of the
United States—
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(A) to maintain a safe, secure, and reliable
nuclear weapons stockpile; and

(B) as long as other nations covet or con-
trol nuclear weapons or other weapons of
mass destruction, to retain a credible nu-
clear deterrent.

(2) NUCLEAR WEAPONS STOCKPILE.—It is in
the security interest of the United States to
sustain the United States nuclear weapons
stockpile through programs relating to
stockpile stewardship, subcritical experi-
ments, maintenance of the weapons labora-
tories, and protection of the infrastructure
of the weapons complex.

(3) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(A) the United States should retain a triad
of strategic nuclear forces sufficient to deter
any future hostile foreign leadership with ac-
cess to strategic nuclear forces from acting
against our vital interests;

(B) the United States should continue to
maintain nuclear forces of sufficient size and
capability to hold at risk a broad range of
assets valued by such political and military
leaders; and

(C) the advice of the persons required to
provide the President and Congress with as-
surances of the safety, security and reli-
ability of the nuclear weapons force should
be scientifically based, without regard for
politics, and of the highest quality and in-
tegrity.

(c) ADVICE AND OPINIONS REGARDING NU-
CLEAR WEAPONS STOCKPILE.—Any director of
a nuclear weapons laboratory or member of
the Joint Nuclear Weapons Council, or the
Commander of United States Strategic Com-
mand, may submit to the President or Con-
gress advice or opinion in disagreement with,
or in addition to, the advice presented by the
Secretary of Energy or Secretary of Defense
to the President, the National Security
Council, or Congress, as the case may be, re-
garding the safety, security, and reliability
of the nuclear weapons stockpile.

(d) EXPRESSION OF INDIVIDUAL VIEWS.—No
representative of a government agency or
managing contractor for a nuclear weapons
laboratory may in any way constrain a di-
rector of a nuclear weapons laboratory, a
member of the Joint Nuclear Weapons Coun-
cil, or the Commander of United States Stra-
tegic Command from presenting individual
views to the President, the National Secu-
rity Council, or Congress regarding the safe-
ty, security, and reliability of the nuclear
weapons stockpile.

(e) PROHIBITED PERSONNEL ACTIONS.—No
representative of a government agency or
managing contractor may take any adminis-
trative or personnel action against a director
of a nuclear weapons laboratory, a member
of the Joint Nuclear Weapons Council, or the
Commander of the United States Strategic
Command, in order to prevent such indi-
vidual from expressing views under sub-
section (¢) or (d) or as retribution for ex-
pressing such views.

(f) DEFINITIONS.—

(1) REPRESENTATIVE OF A GOVERNMENT
AGENCY.—The term ‘‘representative of a gov-
ernment agency’’ means any person em-
ployed by, or receiving compensation from,
any department or agency of the Federal
Government.

(2) MANAGING CONTRACTOR.—The term
“‘managing contractor’” means the non-gov-
ernment entity specified by contract to
carry out the administrative functions of a
nuclear weapons laboratory.

(3) NUCLEAR WEAPONS LABORATORY.—The
term ‘‘nuclear weapons laboratory’ means
any of the following:

(A) Los Alamos National Laboratory.

(B) Livermore National Laboratory.

(C) Sandia National Laboratories.
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Mr. KYL. Mr. President, the purpose
of this amendment—and this is really a
very simple amendment that I think
specific language will be worked out on
with members of the committee and
hopefully could be included as part of
the managers’ amendment—is simply
to ensure that the President of the
United States receives direct and ob-
jective and unencumbered advice re-
garding the safety and reliability and
security of the U.S. nuclear force from
the directors of the national labora-
tories and the members of the Nuclear
Weapons Council.

Just one bit of background here.
Both the national laboratories and the
Nuclear Weapons Council are supposed
to give the President advice about the
safety, reliability, and security of our
nuclear force. For them to be able to
do that in an objective way, they obvi-
ously need to tell it as it is, “‘tell it
like it is,” without any fear that they
are not adhering to any party line with
respect to those issues.

This, in effect, extends the Gold-
water-Nichols-like protection that has
previously been provided to members
of the armed services, the Joint Chiefs,
for example, to the lab directors and
the members of the Nuclear Weapons
Council so they can give the President
unvarnished, objective, accurate infor-
mation, and that information can also
come to the Congress, all for the pur-
pose of enabling us to set proper na-
tional policy with respect to our nu-
clear weapons.

Mr. President, I will have more to
say about this later. As I said, I hope
the amendment can be worked on and
included as part of the managers’
amendment. We will discuss this
amendment further later.

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business for 9 minutes.

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. GRASSLEY per-
taining to the introduction of S. 996
and S. 997 are located in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks time?

Mr. GRASSLEY. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

———

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I send a
cloture motion to the desk.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on Calendar
No. 88, S. 936, the National Defense Author-
ization Act for fiscal year 1998:

Trent Lott, Strom Thurmond, Jesse
Helms, Pete V. Domenici, R.F. Ben-
nett, Dan Coats, John Warner, Spencer
Abraham, Thad Cochran, Larry E.
Craig, Ted Stevens, Tim Hutchinson,
Jon Kyl, Rick Santorum, Mike
DeWine, Phil Gramm.

Mr. LEVIN. Would the majority lead-
er yield?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I yield to
the distinguished manager of the bill
on that side of the aisle.

Mr. LEVIN. I want to thank the ma-
jority leader for yielding. I have had a
brief conversation with the majority
leader because we are in a rather un-
usual situation where there will be no
rollcall votes, further rollcall votes,
until late tomorrow, and that we will
be then having a whole series of roll-
call votes that could occur I believe as
early as 5 o’clock tomorrow afternoon,
or whatever the UC reads.

But in my conversation with the ma-
jority leader, I was led to believe—and
I think this would be very helpful—
that if we are making good progress on
getting rollcall votes late tomorrow
and the next day, that there is a possi-
bility at least that there will be no
need to proceed with the cloture vote
on Thursday. And I want to thank him
for that.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I could
respond.

Of course you always have the option
of vitiating a cloture vote. My only
goal is trying to get this very impor-
tant legislation moved through to com-
pletion this week. I know that that is
the desire on both sides of the aisle. I
am concerned about the number of
amendments that have been suggested,
as many as 150 first-degree amend-
ments. I know a lot of those will fall
very quickly once we start moving
through the process and getting to the
end of the week. But I certainly will
consult with the Democratic leader,
with the Senator from Michigan, and
Senator THURMOND, to see how we are
doing. And we can take that into con-
sideration when we get to Thursday
and see what the prospects are at that
time.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the majority
leader.

Mr. LOTT. This cloture vote will
occur sometime Thursday unless it is
vitiated. I will consult with the Demo-
cratic leader for the exact time of the
vote.

I do ask unanimous consent that the
mandatory quorum under rule XXII be
waived.

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I now ask
unanimous consent that there be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning
business with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 5 minutes each.

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

———

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the TUnited
States submitting treaties and sundry
nominations which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

———

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-2390. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a rule entitled ‘‘Tuberculosis in Cattle
and Bison”’, received on June 30, 1997; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC-2391. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the Annual Report for fiscal year
1996 under the Youth Conservation Corps
Act; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

EC-2392. A communication from the Rail-
road Retirement Board, transmitting, a draft
of proposed legislation entitled ‘‘Railroad
Retirement and Railroad Unemployment In-
surance Amendments Act of 1997°; to the
Committee on Labor and Human Resources.

EC-2393. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy Management Staff,
Office of Policy Food and Drug Administra-
tion, Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
of a rule entitled ‘“Medical Devices; Reclassi-
fication of the Infant Radiant Warmer”’, re-
ceived on June 27, 1997; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

EC-2394. A communication from the Dep-
uty Director, Regulations Policy Manage-
ment Staff, Office of Policy, Food and Drug
Administration, Department of Health and
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report of a rule entitled ‘‘Indirect
Food Additives: Adhesives and Components
of Coatings; and Adjuvants, Production Aids,
and Sanitizers”, received on June 27, 1997; to
the Committee on Labor and Human Serv-
ices.

EC-2395. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Federal Housing Finance Board,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of
the Federal Home Loan Banks and the Fi-
nancing Corporation for calendar year 1996
under the Chief Financial Officers Act; to
the Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-2396. A communication from the Direc-
tor Morale, Welfare and Recreation Support
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Activity, Department of the Navy, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the annual reports for calendar years
1995 and 1996 of the Retirement Plan for Ci-
vilian Employees; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

EC-2397. A communication from the Dis-
trict of Columbia Auditor, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Washington
Convention Center Authority Accounts and
Operation for Fiscal Years 1995 and 1996°’; to
the Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-2398. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy Management Staff,
Office of Policy Food and Drug Administra-
tion, Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Indirect Food Additives:
Adjuvants, Production Aids, and Sanitizers”,
received on July 7, 1997; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

EC-2399. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy Management Staff,
Office of Policy Food and Drug Administra-
tion, Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Postmarketing Expedited
Adverse Experience Reporting for Human
Drug and Licensed Biological Products; In-
creased Frequency Reports’, received on
July 7, 1997; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

EC-2400. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy Management Staff,
Office of Policy Food and Drug Administra-
tion, Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
of a rule entitled ‘“‘Indirect Food Additives:
Polymers; Technical Amendment’’, received
on July 7, 1997; to the Committee on Labor
and Human Resources.

EC-2401. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy Management Staff,
Office of Policy Food and Drug Administra-
tion, Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
of a rule relative to expanded safe use of
triisopropanolamine, received on July 7, 1997;
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

EC-2402. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to
violations of the Antideficiency Act; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

EC-2403. A communication from the Archi-
tect of the Capitol, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report of expenditures during the
period October 1, 1996 through March 30, 1997;
to the Committee on Appropriations.

EC-2404. A communication from Chief,
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report relative to Revenue
Ruling 97-29; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-2405. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report of a rule relative to
guidance for income tax benefits (RIN 1545—
AV33), received on June 30, 1997; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

EC-2406. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report relative to An-
nouncement 97-70; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

EC-2407. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of a notice
relative to Home Health Agency costs; to the
Committee on Finance.

EC-2408. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to
staff-assisted home dialysis under the Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.
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EC-2409. A communication from the Con-
gressional Affairs Officer of the Federal
Election Commission, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report relative to the National
Voter Registration Act for the calendar
years 1995 and 1996; to the Committee on
Rules and Administration.

———

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. MURKOWSKI (by request):

S. 991. A bill to make technical corrections
to the Omnibus Parks and Public Lands
Management Act of 1996, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

By Mr. CAMPBELL:

S. 992. A bill to amend chapter 44 of title
18, United States Code, to increase the max-
imum term of imprisonment for offenses in-
volving stolen firearms; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself and Mr.
DoDD) (by request):

S. 993. A bill to assist States and secondary
and postsecondary schools to develop, imple-
ment, and improve career preparation edu-
cation so that every student has an oppor-
tunity to acquire academic and technical
knowledge and skills needed for postsec-
ondary education, further learning, and a
wide range of opportunities in high-skill,
high-wage careers, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

S. 994. A Dbill to provide assistance to
States and local communities to improve
adult education and literacy, to help achieve
the National Educational Goals for all citi-
zens, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources.

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself,
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs.
BOXER, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr.

TORRICELLI, and Mrs. MURRAY):

S. 995. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to prohibit certain interstate
conduct relating to exotic animals; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and
Mr. SPECTER):

S. 996. A bill to provide for the authoriza-
tion of appropriations in each fiscal year for
arbitration in United States district courts;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GRASSLEY:

S. 997. A bill to amend chapter 44 of title
28, United States Code, to authorize the use
of certain arbitration procedures in all dis-
trict courts, to modify the damage limita-
tion applicable to cases referred to arbitra-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

——————

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. BREAUX:

S. Con. Res. 36. A concurrent resolution
commemorating the bicentennial of Tuni-
sian-American relations; to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

By Mr. COVERDELL:

S. Con. Res. 37. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that Lit-
tle League Baseball Incorporated was estab-
lished to support and develop Little League
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baseball worldwide and should be entitled to
all of the benefits and privileges available to
nongovernmental international organiza-
tions; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (by re-
quest):

S. 991. A bill to make technical cor-
rections to the Omnibus Parks and
Public Lands Management Act of 1996,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

THE OMNIBUS PARKS AND PUBLIC LANDS
MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1996

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce legislation, at
the request of the administration, to
make technical corrections to the Om-
nibus Parks and Public Lands Manage-
ment Act of 1996.

Mr. President, I would like to submit
a copy of the administration’s letter of
transmittal along with a copy of the
bill and section-by-section analysis,
and I ask unanimous consent that they
be printed in the RECORD.

At the end of the 104th Congress, leg-
islation was enacted making a number
of changes to various laws affecting the
national parks and other public lands.
This new law, Public Law 104-333, the
Omnibus Parks and Public Lands Man-
agement Act of 1996, included over 100
titles. With over 119 individual bills
being included in this package, a num-
ber of cross-references need changing,
along with some spelling and grammat-
ical errors.

Mr. President, this bill, when enacted
will make the necessary technical cor-
rections.

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

S. 991

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CON-
TENTS.

The table of contents in section 1 of divi-
sion I of the Omnibus Parks and Public
Lands Management Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
4094; 16 U.S.C. 1 note; hereinafter referred to
as the “Omnibus Parks Act’) is amended by
striking—

“Sec. 504. Amendment to Boston National
Historic Park Act.

“Sec. 505. Women’s Rights National Historic
Park.”

and inserting—

“Sec. 504. Amendment to Boston National
Historical Park Act.

“Sec. 505. Women’s Rights National Histor-
ical Park.”.

SEC. 2. THE PRESIDIO OF SAN FRANCISCO.

(a) Section 101(2) of Division I of the Omni-
bus Parks Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 4097; 16 U.S.C.
460bb note) is amended by striking ‘‘the Pre-
sidio is”’ and inserting ‘‘the Presidio was’’.

(b) Section 103(b)(1) of Division I of the
Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4099; 16 U.S.C.
460bb note) is amended in the last sentence
by striking ‘‘other lands administrated by
the Secretary.” and inserting ‘‘other lands
administered by the Secretary.”.

(c) Section 105(a)(2) of Division I of the
Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4104; 16 U.S.C.
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460bb note) is amended by striking ‘“‘in ac-
cordance with section 104(h) of this title.”
and inserting ‘‘in accordance with section
104(i) of this title.”.

SEC. 3. COLONIAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK.

Section 211(d) of Division I of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4109; 16 U.S.C. 81p) is
amended by striking ‘‘depicted on the map
dated August 1993, numbered 333/80031A,"" and
inserting ‘‘depicted on the map dated August
1996, numbered 333/80031B,".

SEC. 4. BIG THICKET NATIONAL PRESERVE.

(a) Section 306(d) of Division I of the Omni-
bus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4132; 16 U.S.C. 689
note) is amended by striking ‘‘until the ear-
lier of the consummation of the exchange of
July 1, 1998,” and inserting ‘‘until the earlier
of the consummation of the exchange or July
1, 1998,”.

(b) Section 306(f)(2) of Division I of the Om-
nibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4132; 16 U.S.C. 689
note) is amended by striking ‘‘located in
Menard Creek Corridor’” and inserting ‘‘lo-
cated in the Menard Creek Corridor”.

SEC. 5. LAMPREY WILD AND SCENIC RIVER.

The second sentence of the unnumbered
paragraph relating to the Lamprey River,
New Hampshire in Section 3(a) of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1274(a)) is
amended by striking ‘‘through cooperation
agreements’ and inserting ‘‘through cooper-
ative agreements’’.

SEC. 6. VANCOUVER NATIONAL HISTORIC RE-
SERVE.

Section 502(a) of Division I of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4154; 16 U.S.C. 461 note)
is amended by striking ‘‘published by the
Vancouver Historical Assessment’ published
by the Vancouver Historical Study Commis-
sion” and inserting ‘‘published by the Van-
couver Historical Study Commission”.

SEC. 7. AMENDMENT TO BOSTON NATIONAL HIS-
TORICAL PARK ACT.

Section 504 of Division I of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4155, 16 U.S.C. 1 note) is
amended by striking “SEC. 504. AMEND-
MENT TO BOSTON NATIONAL HISTORIC
PARK ACT.” and inserting “SEC. 504.
AMENDMENT TO BOSTON NATIONAL HIS-
TORICAL PARK ACT.”.

SEC. 8. MEMORIAL TO MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.

Section 508(d) of Division I of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4157, 40 U.S.C. 1003 note)
is amended by striking ‘‘section 8(b) of the
Act referred to in section 4401(b)),” and in-
serting ‘‘section 8(b) of the Act referred to in
section 508(b),”.

SEC. 9. ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRES-
ERVATION REAUTHORIZATION.

The first sentence of Sec. 205(g) of Title II
of the National Historic Preservation Act (16
U.S.C. 470 et seq.) is amended by striking
“and are otherwise available for the pur-
pose.” and inserting ‘‘and are otherwise
available for that purpose.”.

SEC. 10. GREAT FALLS HISTORIC DISTRICT, NEW
JERSEY.

Section 510(a)(1) of Division I of the Omni-
bus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4158; 16 U.S.C. 461
note) is amended by striking ‘‘the contribu-
tion of our national heritage’ and inserting
‘‘the contribution to our national heritage’’.
SEC. 11. NEW BEDFORD NATIONAL HISTORIC

LANDMARK DISTRICT.

(a) Section 511(c) of Division I of the Omni-
bus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4160; 16 U.S.C.
410ddd) is amended as follows:

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘certain
districts structures, and relics” and insert-
ing ‘‘certain districts, structures, and rel-
ics.”

(2) in clause (2)(A)(i) by striking ‘‘The area
included with the New Bedford National His-
toric Landmark District, known as the’’ and
inserting ‘‘The area included within the New
Bedford Historic District, a National Land-
mark District, also known as the”.
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(b) Section 511 of Division I of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4159; 16 U.S.C. 410ddd) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(e) GENERAL MANAGEMENT
PLAN.” and inserting ‘‘(f) GENERAL MANAGE-
MENT PLAN.”’; and

(2) by striking ‘“(f) AUTHORIZATION OF AP-
PROPRIATIONS.” and inserting ‘‘(g) AUTHOR-
IZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.” .

(c) Section 511(g) of Division I of the Omni-
bus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4159; 16 U.S.C.
410ddd) is further amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘to carry out the activities
under section 3(D).” and inserting ‘‘to carry
out the activities under subsection (d).”’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘pursuant to cooperative
grants under subsection (d)(2).”” and insert-
ing ‘‘pursuant to cooperative grants under
subsection (e)(2).”.

SEC. 12. NICODEMUS NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE.

Section 512(a)(1)(B) of Division I of the Om-
nibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4163; 16 U.S.C. 461
note) is amended by striking ‘‘Afican-Ameri-
cans’ and inserting ‘‘African-Americans’’.
SEC. 13. UNALASKA.

Section 513(c) of Division I of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4165; 16 U.S.C. 461 note)
is amended by striking ‘‘whall be comprised’’
and inserting ‘‘shall be comprised’.

SEC. 14. REVOLUTIONARY WAR AND WAR OF 1812
HISTORIC PRESERVATION STUDY.

Section 603(d)(2) of Division I of the Omni-
bus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4172; 16 U.S.C. la-5
note) is amended by striking ‘“The study
under subsection (b) shall—’ and inserting
“The study shall—".

SEC. 15. SHENANDOAH VALLEY BATTLEFIELDS.

(a) Section 606(d) of Division I of the Omni-
bus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4175; 16 U.S.C. 461
note) is amended as follows:

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘estab-
lished by section 5.” and inserting ‘‘estab-
lished by subsection (e).”’;

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘estab-
lished by section 9.” and inserting ‘‘estab-
lished by subsection (h).”’; and

(3) in paragraph (e) by striking ‘‘under sec-
tion 6.” and inserting ‘‘under subsection
®.”.

(b) Section 606(g)(5) of Division I of the
Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4177; 16 U.S.C.
461 note) is amended by striking ‘‘to carry
out the Commission’s duties under section
9.” and inserting ‘‘to carry out the Commis-
sion’s duties under subsection (i).”.

SEC. 16. WASHITA BATTLEFIELD.

Section 607(d)(2) of Division I of the Omni-
bus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4181; 16 U.S.C. 461
note) is amended by striking ‘‘will work with
local land owners’ and inserting ‘‘will work
with local landowners”.

SEC. 17. SKI AREA PERMIT RENTAL CHARGE.

Section 701 of Division I of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4182; 16 U.S.C. 497c) is
amended as follows:

(1) in subsection (d)(1) and in subsection (d)
last paragraph, after ‘1994-1995 base year,”
insert “AGR”’;

(2) in subsection (f) by striking ‘‘subles-
sees’’ and inserting ‘‘subpermittees’; and

(3) in subsection (f) by striking ‘‘(except for
bartered goods and complimentary lift tick-
ets)” and inserting ‘‘except for bartered
goods and complimentary lift tickets offered
for commercial or other promotion pur-
poses)”’.

SEC. 18. ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO VISITOR CEN-
TER.

Section 809(b) of Division I of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4189; 16 U.S.C. 410ff note)
is amended by striking ‘‘referred to in sec-
tion 301 and inserting ‘‘referred to in sub-
section (a)”.

SEC. 19. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE ADMINISTRA-
TIVE REFORM.

(a) Section 814(a) of Division I of the Omni-
bus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4190; 16 U.S.C. 170.
note) is amended as follows:
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(1) in paragraph (7) by striking ‘“(B) CoM-
PETITIVE LEASING.—’’ and inserting ‘“(B) CoM-
PETITIVE LEASING.—’;

(2) in paragraph (9) by striking ‘‘granted by
statue’ and inserting ‘‘granted by statute’’;

(3) in paragraph (11)(B)(ii) by striking
“more cost effective” and inserting ‘‘more
cost-effective’’;

(4) in paragraph (13) by striking ‘‘estab-
lished by the agency under paragraph (13),”
and inserting ‘‘established by the agency
under paragraph (12),”’; and

(5) in paragraph (18) by striking ‘‘under
paragraph (7)(A)(i)(I), any lease under para-
graph (11)(B), and any lease of seasonal quar-
ters under subsection (1), and inserting
‘“‘under paragraph (7)(A), and any lease under
paragraph (11),”.

(b) Section 7(c)(2) of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C.
4601-9(c)) is amended as follows:

(1) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘The
sum of the total appraised value of the lands,
water, and interest therein’” and inserting
“The sum of the total appraised value of the
lands, waters, and interests therein”’; and

(2) in subparagraph (F) by striking ‘‘all
property owners whose lands, water, or in-
terests therein, or a portion of whose lands,
water, or interests therein,” and inserting
‘“all property owners whose lands, waters, or
interests therein, or a portion of whose
lands, waters, or interests therein,”.

(c) Section 814(d)(2)(E) of Division I of the
Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4196; 16 U.S.C.
431 note) is amended by striking ‘‘(Public
Law 89-665; 16 U.S.C. 470w-6(a)), is amended
by striking’’ and inserting ‘‘(Public Law 89—
665; 16 U.S.C. 470w—-6(a)), by striking”’.

(d) Section 814(g)(1)(A) of Division I of the
Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4199; 16 U.S.C.
1f) is amended by striking ‘‘(as defined in
section 2(a) of the Act of August 8, 1953 (16
U.S.C. 1c(a))),” and inserting ‘‘(as defined in
section 2(a) of the Act of August 8, 1953 (16
U.S.C. 1(c)(a)),”.

SEC. 20. BLACKSTONE RIVER VALLEY NATIONAL
HERITAGE CORRIDOR.

Section 10 of the Act entitled ‘“An Act to
establish the Blackstone River Valley Na-
tional Heritage Corridor in Massachusetts
and Rhode Island’, approved November 10,
1986 (Public Law 99-647; 16 U.S.C. 461 note), is
amended as follows:

(1) in subsection (b) by striking ‘‘For fiscal
years 1996, 1997 and 1998, and inserting ‘‘For
fiscal years 1998, 1999, and 2000,”’; and

(2) in subsection (d)(2) by striking ‘“‘may be
made in the approval plan” and inserting
“may be made in the approved plan’.

SEC. 21. TALLGRASS PRAIRIE NATIONAL PRE-
SERVE.

(a) Section 1002(a)(4)(A) of Division I of the
Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4204; 16 U.S.S.
689u) is amended by striking ‘‘to purchase a
portion of the ranch,” and inserting ‘‘to ac-
quire a portion of the ranch,”.

(b) Section 1004(b) of Division I of the Om-
nibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4205; 16 U.S.C.
689u-3) is amended by striking ‘‘of June 3,
1994,” and inserting ‘“‘on June 3, 1994,.

(c) Section 1005(g)(3)(A) of Division I of the
Omnibus Parks (110 Stat. 4207; 16 U.S.C. 689u-
3) is amended by striking ‘‘Maintaining and
enhancing the tall grass prairie’”’ and insert-
ing ‘“Maintaining and enhancing the
tallgrass prairie’’.

SEC. 22. RECREATION LAKES.

(a) Section 1021(a) of Division I of the Om-
nibus Parks (110 Stat. 4210; 16 U.S.C. 4601-10e
note) is amended by striking ‘‘for rec-
reational opportunities at federally-managed
manmade lakes’” and inserting ‘‘for rec-
reational opportunities at federally managed
manmade lakes”.

(b) Section 13 of the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund Act of 1965 (Public Law 88-
578, 78 Stat. 897) is amended as follows:
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(1) in subsection (b)(6) by striking ‘‘the ec-
onomics and financing of recreation related
infrastructure.” and inserting ‘‘the econom-
ics and financing of recreation-related infra-
structure.”’;

(2) in subsection (e) by striking ‘“The re-
port shall review the extent of water related
recreation’ and inserting ‘‘The report shall
review the extent of water-related recre-
ation’’; and

(3) in subsection (e)(2) by striking ‘‘at fed-
erally-managed lakes’ and inserting ‘‘at fed-
erally managed lakes’’.

SEC. 23. BOSTON HARBOR ISLANDS RECREATION
AREA.

(a) Section 1029(d)(6) of Division I of the
Omnibus Parks Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 4235; 16
U.S.C. 460kkk) is amended by striking ¢(6)
RELATIONSHIP OF RECREATION AREA TO BOS-
TON-LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT.” and by
inserting ‘‘(6) RELATIONSHIP OF RECREATION
AREA TO BOSTON-LOGAN INTERNATIONAL AIR-
PORT.”.

(b) Section 1029(e)(3)(B) of Division I of the
Omnibus Parks Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 4235; 16
U.S.C. 460kkk) is amended by striking ‘‘pur-
suant to subsections (b)(3), (4), (5), (6), (7), (8),
(9), and (10).” and inserting ‘‘pursuant to sub-
paragraphs (e)(2)(C), (D), (E), (F), (&), (H), (D),
and (J).”.

(c) Section 1029(f)(2)(A)(I) of Division I of
the Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4236; 16
U.S.C. 460kkk) is amended by striking ‘‘and
a delineation of profit sector roles and re-
sponsibilities.” and inserting ‘‘and a delinea-
tion of private-sector roles and responsibil-
ities.”.

(d) Section 1029(g)(1) of Division I of the
Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4238; 16 U.S.C.
460kkk) is amended by striking ‘‘and revenue
raising activities.” and inserting ‘‘and rev-
enue-raising activities.”’.

SEC. 24. NATCHEZ NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK.

Section 3(b)(1) of the Act of October 8, 1988,
entitled ‘““An Act to create a national park at
Natchez, Mississippi”” (16 U.S.C. 41000 et
seq.), is amended by striking ‘‘and visitors’
center for Natchez National Historical
Park.” and inserting ‘‘and visitor center for
Natchez National Historical Park.”.

SEC. 25. REGULATION OF FISHING IN CERTAIN
WATERS OF ALASKA.

Section 1035 of Division I of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4240; 16 U.S.C. 1 note) is
amended by striking “SEC. 1035. REGULA-
TIONS OF FISHING IN CERTAIN WATERS
OF ALASKA.” and inserting “SEC. 1035. REG-
ULATION OF FISHING IN CERTAIN
WATERS OF ALASKA.”.

SEC. 26. NATIONAL COAL HERITAGE AREA.

(a) Section 104(4) of Division II of the Om-
nibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4244; 16 U.S.C. 461
note) is amended by striking ‘‘that will fur-
ther history preservation in the region.”” and
inserting ‘‘that will further historic preser-
vation in the region.”’.

(b) Section 105 of Division II of the Omni-
bus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4244; 16 U.S.C. 461
note) is amended by striking ‘‘The resources
eligible for the assistance under paragraphs
(2) and (5) of section 104’ and inserting ‘‘The
resources eligible for the assistance under
paragraph (2) of section 104”.

(c) Section 106(a)(3) of Division II of the
Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4244; 16 U.S.C.
461 note) is amended by striking ‘‘or Sec-
retary to administer any properties’ and in-
serting ‘‘or the Secretary to administer any
properties’’.

SEC. 27. TENNESSEE CIVIL WAR HERITAGE AREA.

(a) Section 201(b)(4) of Division II of the
Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4245; 16 U.S.C.
461 note) is amended by striking ‘‘and associ-
ated sites associated with the Civil War”’ and
insert ‘‘and sites associated with the Civil
War’.

(b) Section 207(a) of Division II of the Om-
nibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4248; 16 U.S.C. 461
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note) is amended by striking ‘“‘as provide for

by law or regulation.” and inserting ‘‘as pro-

vided for by law or regulation.”’.

SEC. 28. AUGUSTA CANAL NATIONAL HERITAGE
AREA.

Section 301(1) of Division II of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4249; 16 U.S.C. 461 note)
is amended by striking ‘‘National Historic
Register of Historic Places,” and inserting
‘“‘National Register of Historic Places,”’.

SEC. 29. ESSEX NATIONAL HERITAGE AREA.

Section 501(8) of Division II of the Omnibus
Parks Act (110 Stat. 4257; 16 U.S.C. 461 note)
is amended by striking ‘‘a visitors’ center’’
and inserting ‘‘a visitor center’’.

SEC. 30. OHIO & ERIE CANAL NATIONAL HERIT-
AGE CORRIDOR.

(a) Section 805(b)(2) of Division II of the
Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4269; 16 U.S.C.
461 note) is amended by striking ‘‘One indi-
viduals,” and inserting ‘‘One individual,”.

(b) Section 808(a)(3)(A) of Division II of the
Omnibus Parks Act (110 Stat. 4272; 16 U.S.C.
461 note) is amended by striking ‘‘from the
Committee.” and inserting ‘‘from the Com-
mittee,”.

SEC. 31. HUDSON RIVER VALLEY NATIONAL HER-
ITAGE AREA.

Section 908(a)(1)(B) of Division II of the
Omnibus Parks act (110 Stat. 4279; 16 U.S.C.
461 note) is amended by striking ‘‘directly on
nonfederally owned property’ and inserting
‘‘directly on non-federally owned property’’.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

Section 1 corrects the names of two histor-
ical parks in the Table of Contents.

Section 2(a) corrects the historical fact that
the U.S. Army had already stopped using the
Presidio as a military base at the time this
Act was introduced in the 104th Congress.
The current language was taken from a pre-
vious bill that was drafted prior to the Army
leaving the Presidio. Section 2(b) corrects a
misspelling. Section 2(¢) corrects an erro-
neous cross-reference.

Section 3 provides a new map reference for
Colonial National Historical Park. The cor-
rect map includes all of Lot 49 that was part
of the Page Landing Addition authorized to
be made to the park, but only half of which
was included on the map referenced in the
Omnibus Parks Act.

Section 4(a) corrects the bill language to re-
flect the intent of Congress that the report is
due until the land exchange at Big Thicket
National Preserve is completed or by July 1,
1998, whichever comes first. Section 4(b) in-
serts a word to allow the sentence to read
correctly.

Section 5 provides the correct name for co-
operative agreements.

Section 6 eliminates duplicative language
in the sentence.

Section 7 corrects the name of the park in
the title to the section.

Section 8 corrects a cross-reference.

Section 9 changes ‘‘the purpose’” to ‘‘that
purpose’ which references related language
in the sentence.

Section 10 changes a preposition in the sen-
tence.

Section 11(a) inserts a comma between two
distinct items in the sentence. Section 11(b)
corrects a duplicative subsection reference
by relettering two subsections. Section 11(c)
corrects two erroneous cross-references.

Section 12 corrects a misspelling.

Section 13 corrects a misspelling.

Section 14 eliminates a redundant sub-
section reference.

Section 15 corrects four cross-references.

Section 16 corrects a spelling error.

Section 17 clarifies a time period, changes
an incorrect word, and clarifies a term.

Section 18 corrects a cross-reference.

Section 19(a) corrects the spelling of the
paragraph title. Section 19(b) makes the use
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of a similar phrase parallel in the two places
it is used. Section 19(c) eliminates two un-
necessary words, making this subparagraph
parallel to the others. Section 19(d) corrects
the punctuation for a U.S. Code citation.

Section 20(1) revises the years for which de-
velopment funds are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Blackstone River Valley Na-
tional Heritage Corridor. Since the Omnibus
Parks Act was not enacted until November
of 1996 after appropriations has already been
enacted for fiscal year 1997, the Act’s lan-
guage eliminated two of the three years for
which funds would have been authorized. The
new language reinstates the intended three-
year authorization. Section 20(2) corrects a
misspelling.

Section 21(a) would change the word in the
bill’s findings describing the secretary’s au-
thority to obtain land at Tallgrass Prairie
NP to make it consistent with the actual au-
thority in Section 1006 that allows acquisi-
tion of land only by donation, not purchase.
Section 21(b) changes a preposition in the
sentence. Section 21(c) corrects the spelling
of a word, making it parallel throughout the
section.

Section 22 inserts hyphens in two compound
adjectives and removes hyphens in two com-
pound adjectives where its use is incorrect.

Section 23(a) capitalizes the name of the
airport in the title to the paragraph. Section
23(b) corrects a cross-reference. Section 23(c)
corrects a word in the compound adjective
and inserts a hyphen. Section 23(d) inserts a
hyphen in a compound adjective.

Section 24 uses a singular name for the vis-
itor center making it parallel with similar
references in the bill.

Section 25 changes a word in the title from
the plural to the correct singular spelling.

Section 26(a) changes an incorrect adjec-
tive. Section 26(b) eliminates a redundant
cross-reference that was left from a previous
version of the bill that permitted land acqui-
sition. Section 26(c) inserts a word to allow
the sentence to read correctly.

Section 27(a) eliminates redundant lan-
guage in the sentence. Section 27(b) corrects
the verb tense.

Section 28 inserts the correct name of the
National Register of Historic Places.

Section 29 uses a singular name for the vis-
itor center making it parallel with similar
references in the bill.

Section 30(a) makes the noun singular to
agree with its pronoun. Section 30(b) re-
places a period in the middle of sentence
with a comma.

Section 31 inserts a hyphen in a word mak-
ing it parallel to its use in the title of the
section and in other places in the bill.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, DC, June 3, 1997.
Hon. ALBERT GORE, Jr.,
President of the Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed is a draft of
a bill ‘‘to make technical corrections to the
Omnibus Parks and Public Lands Manage-
ment Act of 1996, and for other purposes.”’

We recommend that the bill be introduced,
referred to the appropriate committee for
consideration, and enacted.

At the end of the 104th Congress, legisla-
tion was enacted making a number of
changes to various laws affecting the na-
tional parks and other pubic lands. This new
law, P.L. 104-333, the Omnibus Parks and
Public Lands Management Act of 1996, in-
cluded over 100 titles. With many individual
bills being included in this package, a num-
ber of cross-references need changing, along
with some spelling and grammatical errors.
The attached draft bill would make these
corrections.
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The Office of Management and Budget has
advised that there is no objection to the en-
actment of the enclosed draft legislation
from the standpoint of the Administration’s
program.

Sincerely,
JANE LYDER,
Legislative Counsel, Office of
Congressional and Legislative Affairs.
Enclosures.

By Mr. CAMPBELL:

S. 992. A bill to amend chapter 44 of
title 18, United States Code, to increase
the maximum term of imprisonment
for offenses involving stolen firearms;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

THE STOLEN GUN PENALTY ENHANCEMENT ACT
OF 1997

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President,
many crimes in our country are being
committed with stolen guns. The ex-
tent of this problem is reflected in a
number of recent studies and news re-
ports. Therefore, today I am intro-
ducing the Stolen Gun Penalty En-
hancement Act of 1997 to increase the
maximum prison sentences for vio-
lating existing stolen gun laws.

Reports indicate almost half a mil-
lion guns are stolen each year. As of
March 1995, there were over 2 million
reports in the stolen gun file of the
FBI’s National Crime Information Cen-
ter including 7,700 reports of stolen ma-
chine guns and submachine guns. In a 5
year period between 1987 and 1992, the
National Crime Victimization Survey
notes that there were over 300,000 inci-
dents of guns stolen from private citi-
zZens.

Studies conducted by the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms note
that felons steal firearms to avoid
background checks. A 1991 Bureau of
Justice Statistics survey of State pris-
on inmates notes that almost 10 per-
cent had stolen a handgun, and over 10
percent of all inmates had traded or
sold a stolen firearm.

This problem is especially alarming
among young people. A Justice Depart-
ment study of juvenile inmates in four
States shows that over 50 percent of
those inmates had stolen a gun.

In my home State of Colorado, the
Colorado Bureau of Investigation re-
ceives over 500 reports of stolen guns
each month. As of this month, the Bu-
reau has a total of 34,825 firearms on
its unrecovered firearms list.

All of these studies and statistics
show the extent of the problem of sto-
len guns. Therefore, the bill I am intro-
ducing today will increase the max-
imum prison sentences for violating
existing stolen gun laws.

Specifically, my bill increases the
maximum penalty for violating four
provisions of the firearms laws. Under
section 922(i) of title 18 of the United
States Code, it is illegal to knowingly
transport or ship a stolen firearm or
stolen ammunition. Under section
922(j) of title 18, it is illegal to know-
ingly receive, possess, conceal, store,
sell, or otherwise dispose of a stolen
firearm or stolen ammunition.

The penalty for violating either of
these provisions, as provided by section
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924(a)(2) of title 18, is a fine, a max-
imum term of imprisonment of 10
years, or both. My bill increases the
maximum prison sentence to 15 years.

The third provision, set forth in sec-
tion 922(u) of title 18, makes it illegal
to steal a firearm from a licensed deal-
er, importer, or manufacturer. For vio-
lating this provision, the maximum
term of imprisonment set forth in 18
U.S.C. 924(i)(1) would be increased to a
maximum 15 years under my bill.

And the fourth provision, section
924(1) of title 18, makes it illegal to
steal a firearm from any person, in-
cluding a licensed firearms collector.
This provision also imposes a max-
imum penalty of 10 years imprison-
ment. As with the other three provi-
sions, my bill increases this maximum
penalty to 15 years.

In addition to these amendments to
title 18 of the United States Code, the
bill I introduce today directs the
United States Sentencing Commission
to revise the Federal sentencing guide-
lines with respect to these firearms of-
fenses.

Mr. President, I am a strong sup-
porter of the rights of law-abiding gun
owners. However, I firmly believe we
need tough penalties for the illegal use
of firearms.

The ‘‘Stolen Gun Penalty Enhance-
ment Act of 19977 will send a strong
signal to criminals who are even think-
ing about stealing a firearm. And, I
urge my colleagues to join in support
of this legislation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

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

S. 992

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

SECTION 1. STOLEN FIREARMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 924 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking (i), (j),”’;
and

(B) by adding at the end the following:

‘(7T Whoever knowingly violates sub-
section (i) or (j) of section 922 shall be fined
as provided in this title, imprisoned not
more than 15 years, or both.”’;

(2) in subsection (i)(1), by striking
years’ and inserting ‘15 years’’; and

(3) in subsection (1), by striking ‘10 years”
and inserting ‘‘15 years’.

(b) SENTENCING COMMISSION.—The United
States Sentencing Commission shall amend
the Federal sentencing guidelines to reflect
the amendments made by subsection (a).

“10

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself
and Mr. DopD) (by request):

S. 993. A bill to assist States and sec-
ondary and postsecondary schools to
develop, implement, and improve ca-
reer preparation education so that
every student has an opportunity to ac-
quire academic and technical knowl-
edge and skills needed for postsec-
ondary education, further learning, and
a wide range of opportunities in high-

S6993

skill, high-wage careers, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Labor
and Human Resources.

THE CAREER EDUCATION REFORM ACT OF 1997

S. 994. A bill to provide assistance to
States and local communities to im-
prove adult education and literacy, to
help achieve the national educational
goals for all citizens, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

THE ADULT BASIC EDUCATION AND LITERACY

FOR THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY ACT

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today,
I am introducing two important edu-
cation bills on behalf of Secretary
Riley and the administration. One is
designed to meet the changing needs of
students in vocational education pro-
grams. The other outlines a com-
prehensive strategy for enhancing
adult education and literacy services.
Creating effective educational opportu-
nities for these two student popu-
lations is essential if we are to make
the American dream a reality for all
our citizens.

The Career Preparation Education
Reform Act restructures Perkins Act
programs to promote student achieve-
ment in academic and technical skills.
Only with both a strong academic
background and training in an employ-
able skill will students be fully pre-
pared to compete in the 2lst-century
job market. Recognizing this core prin-
ciple, the legislation supports broad-
based career preparation education
which meets high academic standards
and links vocational education with
wider educational reform efforts. It en-
courages learning in both classroom
and workplace settings. This proposal
also contains strong accountability
provisions to ensure that local pro-
grams are actually achieving these
goals.

The Adult Basic Education and Lit-
eracy for the Twenty-First Century
Act recognizes that adult education is
an integral component of our work
force development system. Nearly 27
percent of the adult population has not
earned a high school diploma or its
equivalent. Their chances for career
success are increasingly limited. Adult
education programs open doors for
those who successfully participate in
them. They help participants to ad-
vance in the working world and to fully
participate in every aspect of commu-
nity life. This legislation streamlines
existing adult education and literacy
programs to maximize both access to
educational opportunities and to en-
hance the quality of services. It seeks
to target resources on those areas
where the greatest need exists.

One of the highest priorities for the
Labor and Human Resources Com-
mittee this year is the development of
a comprehensive work force develop-
ment strategy for our Nation. Effective
vocational education and adult edu-
cation programs must be major compo-
nents of such a plan. These innovative
proposals put forth by Secretary Riley
should help us to achieve that goal.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that each bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bills
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 993

Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That this Act may be
cited as the ‘‘Center Preparation Education
Reform Act of 1997,

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE CARL D.
PERKINS VOCATIONAL AND APPLIED
TECHNOLOGY EDUCATION ACT

AMENDMENT TO THE ACT

SEC. 101. The Carl D. Perkins Vocational
and Applied Technology Education Act (20
U.S.C. 2301 et seq.; hereinafter referred to as
‘“‘the Act”) is amended in its entirety to read
as follows:

‘‘SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS

“SECTION 1. (a) SHORT TITLE.l1—This Act
may be cited as the ‘Carl D. Perkins Career
Preparation Education Act’.

“(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of
contents for this Act is as follows:

“TABLE OF CONTENTS

‘“Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

‘“Sec. 2. Declaration of policy, findings, and

purpose.

“Sec. 3. Authorization of appropriations.
“TITLE I—PREPARING STUDENTS FOR

CAREERS

“PART A—CAREER PREPARATION EDUCATION

‘““Sec. 101. Career Preparation Education;
Priorities.

“Sec. 102. State leadership activities.

‘“Sec. 103. State plans.

““Sec. 104. Local activities.

““Sec. 105. Local applications.

‘“‘Sec. 106. Performance goals and indicators.

“Sec. 107. Evaluation, improvement, and ac-
countability.

‘“Sec. 108. Allotments.

““Sec. 109. Within-State allocation and dis-
tribution of funds.

“PART B—TECH-PREP EDUCATION

‘“Sec. 111. Program elements.

“Sec. 112. State leadership activities.

‘“Sec. 113. Local activities.

““Sec. 114. Local applications.

“Sec. 115. Evaluation, improvement, and ac-
countability.

‘“Sec. 116. Allotment and distribution.

“TITLE II—-NATIONAL SUPPORT FOR
STATE AND LOCAL REFORMS

201. Awards for excellence.
202. National activities.

203. National assessment.
204. National research center.
205. Data systems.

206. National Occupational Informa-
tion Coordinating Committee.
Career preparation education for
Indians and Native Hawaiians.

“TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS

“Sec.
‘“Sec.
‘“Sec.
‘“Sec.
‘“Sec.
““Sec.

‘“Sec. 207.

“Sec. 301. Waivers.

“Sec. 302. Effect of Federal payments.

““Sec. 303. Maintenance of effort.

‘“Sec. 304. Identification of State-imposed
requirements.

‘“Sec. 305. Out-of-State relocations.

‘“Sec. 306. Entitlement.

“Sec. 307. Definitions.

‘“‘DECLARATION OF POLICY, FINDINGS, AND
PURPOSE

“SEC. 2. (a) DECLARATION OF PoLICY.—The
Congress declares it to be the policy of the
United States that, in order to meet new
economic challenges brought about by tech-
nology, increasing international economic
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competition, and changes in production tech-
nologies and the organization of work, the
Nation must enable every student to obtain
the academic, technical, and other skills
needed to prepare for, and make a transition
to, postsecondary education, further learn-
ing, and a wide range of opportunities in
high-skilled, high-wage careers.

“(b) DECLARATION OF FINDINGS.—The Con-
gress finds that—

‘(1) in order to be successful workers, citi-
zens, and learners in the 21st century, indi-
viduals will need a combination of strong
basic and advanced academic skills; com-
puter and other technical skills; theoretical
knowledge; communications, problem-solv-
ing, and teamwork skills; and the ability to
acquire additional knowledge and skills
throughout a lifetime;

“(2) students in the United States can
achieve challenging academic and technical
skills, and may learn better and retain more,
when they learn in context, learn by doing,
and have an opportunity to learn and under-
stand how academic and technical skills are
used outside the classroom;

““(3) a majority of high school graduates in
the United States do not complete a rigorous
course of study that prepares them for com-
pleting a two-year or four-year college de-
gree or for entering high-skill, high-wage ca-
reers; adult students are an increasingly di-
verse group and often enter postsecondary
education unprepared for academic and tech-
nical work; and certain individuals (includ-
ing students who are members of special pop-
ulations) often face great challenges in ac-
quiring the knowledge and skills needed for
successful employment.

‘“(4) education reform efforts at the sec-
ondary level are creating new American high
schools that are committed to high academic
standards for all students, and that ensure
that all students have the academic and
technical skills needed to pursue postsec-
ondary education, provide students with op-
portunities to explore careers, use tech-
nology to enhance learning, and create safe,
supportive learning environments;

“(5) community colleges are offering
adults a gateway to higher education, access
to quality occupational certificates and de-
grees that increase their skills and earnings,
and continuing education opportunities nec-
essary for professional growth by ensuring
that the academic and technical skills
gained by students adequately prepare them
for the workforce, by enhancing connections
with employers, and by obtaining sufficient
resources so that students have access to
state-of-the-art programs, equipment, and
support services;

‘“(6) State initiatives to develop chal-
lenging State academic standards for all stu-
dents are helping to establish a new frame-
work for education reform, and States devel-
oping school-to-work opportunity systems
are helping to create opportunities for all
students to participate in school-based,
work-based, and connecting activities lead-
ing to postsecondary education, further
learning, and first jobs in high-skill, high-
wage careers;

“(7) local, State, and national programs
supported under the Carl D. Perkins Voca-
tional and Applied Technology Education
Act have assisted many students in obtain-
ing technical and academic skills and em-
ployment, and technical preparation (tech-
prep) education has promoted the integra-
tion of academic and vocational education,
reinforced and stimulated improvements in
classroom instruction, and forged strong sec-
ondary-postsecondary connections that serve
as a catalyst for the reform of vocational
education and the development of school-to-
work systems;

‘“(8) career preparation education increases
its effectiveness and better enables every
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student to achieve to challenging academic
standards and industry-recognized skill
standards and prosper in a highly competi-
tive, technological economy when it is
aligned with broader State and local edu-
cation reforms and with challenging stand-
ards reflecting the needs of employers and
the demands of high-skill, high-wage careers,
and has the active involvement of employers,
parents, and labor and community organiza-
tions in planning, developing, and imple-
menting services and activities;

‘“(9) while current law has promoted impor-
tant reforms in vocational education, it con-
tains numerous set-asides and special pro-
grams and requirements that may inhibit
further reforms as well as the proper imple-
mentation of performance management sys-
tems needed to ensure accountability for re-
sults;

‘(10) the Federal Government can—
through a performance partnership with
States and localities based on clear pro-
grammatic goals, increased State and local
flexibility, improved accountability, and per-
formance goals, indicators, and incentives—
provide to States and localities financial as-
sistance for the improvement and expansion
of career preparation education in all States,
as well as for services and activities that en-
sure that every student, including those with
special needs, has the opportunity to achieve
the academic and technical skills needed to
prepare for postsecondary education, further
learning, and a wide range of careers; and

‘(11) the Federal Government can also as-
sist States and localities by carrying out na-
tionally significant research, program devel-
opment, dissemination, evaluation, capacity-
building, data collection, professional devel-
opment, and technical assistance activities
that support State and local efforts to imple-
ment successfully programs, services, and
activities that are funded under this Act, as
well as those supported with their own re-
sources.

‘(c) DECLARATION OF PURPOSE.—The pur-
pose of this Act is to assist all students,
through a performance partnership with
States and localities, to acquire the knowl-
edge and skills they need to meet chal-
lenging State academic standards and indus-
try-recognized skill standards, and to pre-
pare for postsecondary education, further
learning, and a wide range of opportunities
in high-skill, high-wage careers. This pur-
pose shall be pursued through support for
State and local efforts that—

‘(1) build on the efforts of States and lo-
calities to develop and implement education
reforms based on challenging academic
standards;

‘“(2) integrate reforms of vocational edu-
cation with State reforms of academic prepa-
ration in schools;

‘(3) promote, in particular, the develop-
ment of services and activities that inte-
grate academic and occupational instruc-
tion, link secondary and postsecondary edu-
cation, and promote school-based and work-
based learning and connecting activities;

‘“(4) increase State and local flexibility in
providing services and activities designed to
develop, implement, and improve career
preparation education, including tech-prep
education, and in integrating these services
and activities with services and activities
supported with other Federal, State, and
local education and training funds in ex-
change for clear accountability for results;

‘“(6) provide every student, including those
who are members of special populations,
with the opportunity to participate in the
full range of career preparation education
programs, services, and activities;

‘(6) integrate career guidance and coun-
seling into the educational processes, so that
students are well prepared to make informed
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education and career decisions, find employ-
ment, and lead productive lives; and

“(7T) benefit from national research, pro-
gram development, demonstration, dissemi-
nation, evaluation, capacity-building, data
collection, professional development, and
technical assistance activities supporting
the development, implementation, and im-
provement of career preparation education
programs, services, and activities.

‘“‘AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

‘“SEC. 3. (a) PREPARING STUDENTS FOR CA-
REERS.—(1) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out part A of title I, relating
to career preparation education, $1,064,047,000
for the fiscal year 1998 and such sums as may
be necessary for each of the fiscal years 1999
through 2002.

‘“(2) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out part B of title I, relating
to technical preparation education,
$105,000,000 for the fiscal year 1998 and such
sums as may be necessary for each of the fis-
cal years 1999 through 2002.

“(b) NATIONAL SUPPORT FOR STATE AND
LocAL REFORMS.—From the amount appro-
priated for any fiscal year under subsection
(a) the Secretary shall reserve—

‘(1) not more than 7 percent to carry out
title II (except section 207, relating to career
preparation education for Indians and Native
Hawaiians), of which not more than 2 per-
cent of the amount appropriated under sub-
section (a) for any fiscal year after the fiscal
year 2000 shall be available to carry out ac-
tivities under section 201, relating to awards
for excellence; and

(2) 1.75 percent to carry out activities
under sections 207(b) and 207(c), relating to
career preparation education for Indians, and
section 207(d), relating to career preparation
education for Native Hawaiians.

“TITLE I—PREPARING STUDENTS FOR

CAREERS

““PART A—CAREER PREPARATION EDUCATION
‘‘CAREER PREPARATION EDUCATION; PRIORITIES

“SEC. 101. (a) CAREER PREPARATION EDU-
CATION.—(1) In order to enable every student
to obtain the academic, technical, and other
knowledge and skills that are needed to
make a successful transition to postsec-
ondary education and a wide range of career
and further learning, as well as support, to
the maximum extent possible, the integra-
tion of vocational education with broader
educational reforms underway in States and
secondary and postsecondary schools, funds
under this part shall be used to support ca-
reer preparation education programs, serv-
ices, and activities.

‘“(2) As used in this Act, career preparation
education programs, services, and activities
means those that—

‘“(A) support the development, implemen-
tation, or improvement of State School-to-
Work systems as set forth in title I of the
School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 1994; or

‘“(B) otherwise prepare students for em-
ployment and further learning in technical
fields.

““(b) PRIORITIES.—In using funds under this
part, States and local recipients, as de-
scribed in section 105(a), shall give priority
to services and activities designed to—

‘(1) ensure that every student, including
those who are members of special popu-
lations, has the opportunity to achieve a
combination of strong basic and advanced
academic skills, computer and other tech-
nical skills, theoretical knowledge, commu-
nications, problem-solving, and other skills
needed to meet challenging State academic
standards and industry-recognized skill
standards;

‘“(2) promote the integration of academic
and vocational education;

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

‘“(3) support the development and imple-
mentation of courses of study in broad occu-
pational clusters or industry sectors;

‘“(4) effectively link secondary and postsec-
ondary education;

‘() provide students, to the extent pos-
sible, with strong experience in, and under-
standing of, all aspects of an industry;

‘“(6) provide students with work-related ex-
periences, such as internship, work-based
learning, school-based enterprises, entre-
preneurship, and job-shadowing that link to
classroom learning;

‘“(7T) provide schoolsite and worksite men-
toring;

‘“(8) provide instruction in general work-
place competences and instruction needed
for students to earn a skill certificate;

‘“(9) provide career guidance and coun-
seling for students, including the provision
of career awareness, exploration, and plan-
ning services, and financial aid information
to students and their parents;

‘“(10) ensure continuing parent and em-
ployer involvement in program design and
implementation; and

‘“(11) provide needed support services, such
as mentoring, opportunities to participate in
student organizations, tutoring, the modi-
fication of curriculum, classrooms, and
equipment, transportation, and child care.

“‘STATE LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES

“SEC. 102. (a) RESPONSIBLE AGENCY OR
AGENCIES.—Any State desiring to receive a
grant under this part, as well as a grant
under part B, shall, consistent with State
law, designate an educational agency or
agencies that shall be responsible for the ad-
ministration of services and activities under
this Act, including—

‘(1) the development, submission, and im-
plementation of the State plan;

‘(2) the efficient and effective performance
of the State’s duties under this Act; and

‘“(3) comnsultation with other appropriate
agencies, groups, and individuals that are in-
volved in the development and implementa-
tion of services and activities assisted under
this Act, such as employers, industry, par-
ents, students, teachers, labor organizations,
community-based organizations, State and
local elected officials, and local program ad-
ministrators, including the State agencies
responsible for activities under the State’s
implementation grant under the School-to-
Work Opportunities Act of 1994.

““(b) IN GENERAL.—Each State that receives
a grant under this part shall, from amounts
reserved for State leadership activities under
section 109(c), conduct programs, services,
and activities that further the development,
implementation, and improvement of career
preparation education within the State and
that are integrated, to the maximum extent
possible, with broader education reforms un-
derway in the State, including such activi-
ties as—

‘(1) providing comprehensive professional
development (including initial teacher prep-

aration) for vocational, academic, career
guidance, and administrative personnel
that—

‘“(A) will help such teachers and personnel
to meet the goals established by the State
under section 106; and

‘“(B) reflects the State’s assessment of its
needs for professional development, as deter-
mined under section 2205(b)(2)(C) the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965, and is integrated with the professional
development activities that the State carries
out under title II of that Act;

‘“(2) developing and disseminating cur-
ricula that are aligned, as appropriate, with
challenging State academic standards and
industry-recognized skill standards;

“(3) monitoring and evaluating the quality
of, and improvement in, services and activi-
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ties conducted with assistance under this
Act;

‘“(4) promoting equity in secondary and
postsecondary education and, to the max-
imum extent possible, ensuring opportuni-
ties for all students, including students who
are members of special populations, to par-
ticipate in education activities that are free
from sexual and other harassment and that
lead to high-skill, high-wage careers;

‘() supporting tech-prep education activi-
ties, including, as appropriate, activities de-
scribed under part B of this title;

‘(6) improving and expanding career guid-
ance and counseling programs that assist
students to make informed education and ca-
reer decisions;

“(7) improving and expanding the use of
technology in instruction;

‘(8) supporting partnerships of local edu-
cational agencies, institutions of higher edu-
cation, and, as appropriate, other entities,
such as employers, labor organizations, par-
ents, community-based organizations, and
local workforce boards for enabling all stu-
dents, including students who are members
of special populations, to achieve to chal-
lenging State academic standards and indus-
try-recognized skill standards;

“(9) promoting the dissemination and use
of occupational information and one-stop ca-
reer center resources;

‘(10) providing financial incentives or
awards to one or more local recipients in rec-
ognition of exemplary quality or innovation
in education services and activities, or exem-
plary services and activities for students
who are members of special populations, as
determined by the State through a peer re-
view process, using performance goals and
indicators described in section 106 and any
other appropriate criteria;

¢“(11) supporting vocational student organi-
zations, especially with respect to efforts to
increase the participation of students who
are members of special populations in such
organizations;

‘“(12) developing career preparation edu-
cation curricula that provide students with
understanding in all aspects of the industry;
and

‘“(13) serving individuals in State institu-
tions, such as State correctional institutions
and institutions that serve individuals with
disabilities.

‘‘(c) SPECIAL POPULATIONS.—Any State
that receives a grant under this part shall—

‘(1) work to eliminate bias and stereo-
typing in education at the secondary and
postsecondary levels;

‘‘(2) disseminate data on the effectiveness
of career preparation education programs,
services, and activities in the State in meet-
ing the educational and employment needs
of women and students who are members of
special populations;

‘“(3) review proposed actions on applica-
tions, grants, contracts, and policies of the
State to help to ensure that the needs of
women and students who are members of
special populations are addressed in the ad-