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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, September 25, 1984 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.O., offered the following 
prayer: 

We remember those people who 
know difficulty because of the anxi­
eties of life. 0 God, our prayers are 
with those who know pain or suffer­
ing, that they may be healed; with 
those who experience loneliness or de­
spair, that they might be comforted; 
with those who are captive, that they 
might be freed; with those who face 
discrimination, that they might know 
justice. Gracious God, whose love sur­
rounds us, may Your blessing be with 
all Your people that we may know the 
gift of Your peace, that peace that 
surpasses all human understanding. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex­

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed with 
amendments in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested, a bill of the 
House of the following title: 

H.R. 5172. An act to authorize appropria­
tions to the Secretary of Commerce for the 
programs of the National Bureau of Stand­
ards for fiscal years 1984 and 1985 and for 
related purposes. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate agrees to the amendment 
of the House with an amendment to a 
bill of the Senate of the following 
title: 

S. 2688. An act to amend the Natural Gas 
Pipeline Safety Act of 1968 and the Hazard­
ous Liquid Pipeline Safety Act of 1979 to au­
thorize appropriations for fiscal years 1985 
and 1986, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that 
the Senate had passed a joint resolu­
tion and a concurrent resolution of the 
following titles, in which the concur­
rence of the House is requested: 

S.J. Res. 310. Joint resolution to designate 
the week beginning September 16, 1984, as 
"National Osteopathic Medicine Week"; and 

S. Con. Res. 139. Concurrent resolution 
condemning South Africa's arrests and de­
tentions of political opponents. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 
5743, AGRICULTURE, RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT AND RELATED 
AGENCIES PROGRAM APPRO­
PRIATIONS, 1985 
Mr. WHITTEN submitted the fol­

lowing conference report and state­
ment on the bill <H.R. 5743) making 
appropriations for Agriculture, Rural 
Development and Related Agencies 
Programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1985, and for other pur­
poses: 
CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 98-1071) 
The committee of conference on the dis­

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 
5743) "making appropriations for the agri­
culture, rural development, and related 
agencies programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1985, and for other pur­
poses," having met, after full and free con­
ference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend­
ments numbered 3, 6, 14, 19, 25, 26, 27, 29, 
31, 32, 38,45, 55,65, 66, 67,70,72, 75,78,79, 
80, 81, 82 and 83. 

That the House recede from its disagree­
ment to the amendments of the Senate 
numbered 2, 7, 13, 17, 18, 23, 24, 28, 30, 35, 
36, 42, 43, 60, 73, 7 4, 77 and 85, and agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 1, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $1,385,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 4, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment insert the following: 

For necessary expenses to carry on services 
relating to the coordination of programs in­
volving public a./fairs, and tor the dissemi­
nation of agricultural in/ormation and the 
coordination of in/ormation work and pro­
grams authorized by Congress in the Depart­
ment, $6,655,000, of which not to exceed 
$10,000 shall be available tor employment 
under 5 U.S.C. 3109, and not to exceed 
$2,000,000 may be used tor farmers' bulletins 
and not fewer than two hundred thirty-two 
thousand two hundred and fifty copies tor 
the use of the Senate and House of Repre­
sentatives of part 2 of the annual report of 
the SecretarY (known as the Yearbook of Ag­
riculture) as authorized by 44 U.S.C. 1301: 
Provided, That in the preparation of motion 
pictures or exhibits by the Department, this 
appropriation shall be available tor employ­
ment pursuant to the second sentence of sec­
tion 706fa) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 
u.s.c. 2225). 

For necessary expenses for liaison with the 
Congress on legislative matters, $495,000. 

For necessary expenses tor programs in­
volving intergovernmental a./fairs, emergen­
cy preparedness, and liaison within the ex­
ecutive branch, $465,000. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 5: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 5, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $14,929,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 11: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 11, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $27,328,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 12: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 12, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $46,000,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 15: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 15, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment insert $500,000; tor rangeland 
research grants as authorized by subtitle M 
of the National Agricultural Research, Ex­
tension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977, as 
amended; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 16: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 16, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $284,276,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 21: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 21, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $17, 741, 000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 22: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 22, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment inse.rt $337,829,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 34: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 34, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $26,500,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 37: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
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bered 37, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $2,515,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 39: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 39, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $344,199,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 40: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 40, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $395,056,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 41: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 41, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Restore the matter stricken by said 
amendment amended to insert the following 
in lieu of the sum named therein: $100,000; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 46: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 46, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $2,345,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 47: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 47, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $3,221,000,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 48: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 48, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $3,220,000,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 49: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 49, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

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

SELF-HELP HOUSING LAND DEVELOPMENT FUND 

For direct loans from the SeTJ-Help Hous­
ing Land Development Fund pursuant to 
section 523fb)(1)(BJ of the Housing Act of 
1949, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1490cJ, 
$27,700,000. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 50: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 50, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $732,000,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 51: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 51, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $700,000,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 52: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 52, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $28,000,000; and the­
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 53: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 53, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $2,420,000,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 54: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 54, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $500,000,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 56: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 56, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $340,000,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 57: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 57, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In -lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $150,000,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 58: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 58, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $115,000,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 59: 
That the House recede from its disagree-· 

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 59, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $115,000,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 61: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 61, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert: 1490cJ 
$8,000,000; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 62: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 62, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

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

RURAL HOUSING PRESERVATION GRANTS 

For grants for rural housing preservation, 
as authorized by section 522 of the Housing 
and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 
<Public Law 98-181>, $5,000,000. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 63: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 63, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $14,654,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 64: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 64, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $8, 750,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 71: 
That the House. recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 71, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $83,448,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 76: 
That the House recede from its disagree­

ment to the amendment of the Senate num­
bered 76, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment insert $5,038,000; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference report in 
disagreement amendments numbered 8, 9, 
10, 20, 33, 44, 68, 69 and 84. 

JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 
BOB TRAxLER, 
MATTHEW F. McHUGH, 
WILLIAM H. NATCHER, 
DANIEL K. AKAKA, 
WES WATKINS, 
JACK HIGHTOWER, 
NEAL SMITH, 
BILL ALExANDER, 
VIRGINIA SMITH, 
J. K. ROBINSON, 
JoHN T. MYERs, 
HAROLD ROGERS, 
SILVIO 0. CONTE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
THAD COCHRAN, 
JAMES A. McCLURE, 
MARK ANDREWS, 
JAMES ABDNOR, 
BOB KASTEN, 
MACK MATTINGLY, 
ARLEN SPECTER, 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
TOM EAGLETON, 
JOHN C. STENNIS, 
LAWTON CHILES, 
QUENTIN N. BURDICK, 
JIM SASSER, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 
The managers on the part of the House 

and Senate at the conference on the dis­
agreeing votes of the two Houses · on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 
5743) making appropriations for Agricul­
ture, Rural Development, and Related 
Agencies programs for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1985, and for other 
purposes, submit the following joint state­
ment to the House and Senate in explana­
tion of the effect of the action agreed upon 
by the managers and recommended in the 
accompanying conference report. 

Report language included by the House 
which is not changed by the report of the 
Senate, and Senate report language which is 
not changed by the conference are approved 
by the committee of conference. The state­
ment of the managers, while repeating some 
report language for emphasis, does not 
intend to negate the language referred to 
above unless expressly provided herein. 
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TITLE I-AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS 

PRODUCTION, PROCESSING AND MARKETING 
ADVISORY COMMITTEES (USDA) 

Amendment No. 1: Appropriates 
$1,385,000 for Advisory Committees of the 
Department of Agriculture instead of 
$1,398,000 as proposed by the House and 
$1,384,020 as proposed by the Senate. 
Within the funds provided, the Secretary 
will be expected to establish a group of out­
side experts to review and propose simplica­
tions of USDA forms. 

WORKING CAPITAL FuND 
Amendment No. 2: Appropriates 

$6,000,000 for the Departmental Working 
Capital Fund as proposed by the Senate in­
stead of $8,000,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

Amendment No. 3: Deletes Senate lan­
guage making this appropriation available 
without fiscal year limitation. The conferees 
agree that the planned purchase of current­
ly leased equipment should be accomplished 
during fiscal year 1985. 

OFFICE OF GOVERNMENTAL AND PuBLIC 
AFFAIRS 

Amendment No.4: Appropriates a total of 
$7,615,000 for the Office of Governmental 
and Public Affairs instead of $7,691,000 as 
proposed by the House and $7,614,090 as 
proposed by the Senate. The conference 
agreement also separately identifies the 
funding available for public affairs, congres­
sional affairs, and intergovernmental affairs 
as proposed by the House instead of provid­
ing funding in a single amount as proposed 
by the Senate. 

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 
Amendment No. 5: Appropriates 

$14,929,000 for the Office of the General 
Counsel instead of $15,079,000 as proposed 
by the House and $14,642,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 6: Provides a transfer of 
$786,000 from the food stamp program to 
the Office of the General Counsel as pro­
posed by the House instead of a transfer of 
$723,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The net effect of the conference agree­
ment provides a total of $15,652,000 for the 
Office of the General Counsel instead of 
$15,865,000 as proposed by the House and 
$15,365,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
conference agreement includes $500,000 to 
fund legal services previously financed by 
reimbursement from the Forest Service. 

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 
. Amendment No. 7: Appropriates 

$489,022,000 for the Agricultural Research 
Service as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$485,379,000 as proposed by the House. 

For human nutrition research the confer­
ence agreement includes increases over the 
budget request for the following locations: 
Tufts Nutrition Research 

Center............................................ $1,800,000 
Grand Forks Nutrition Research 

Center............................................ 429,000 
Children's Nutrition Research 

Center, Baylor College of Med-
icine................................................ 300,000 
The House bill had provided increases of 

$1,800,000 for the Tufts Nutrition Research 
Center and $300,000 for the Children's Nu­
trition Research Center at Baylor. The 
Senate bill had provided an increase over 
the budget request of $429,000 each for 
Tufts, Grand Forks, the Children's Center 
at Baylor, and Letterman Hospital in San 
Francisco. 

For brucellosis research the conference 
agreement provides $3,244,000 as proposed 

by the House instead of $2,7 44,000 as pro­
posed by the Senate. 

For dairy forage research the conference 
agreement provides $2,970,000 as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $2,829,000 as pro­
posed by the House. 

For the research facility at Beckley, West 
Virginia, the conference agreement provides 
$2,076,000 as proposed by the Senate in­
stead of $1,977,000 as proposed by the 
House. For the research facility at Kear­
neysville, West Virginia, the conference 
agreement provides $2,700,000 as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $2,571,000 as pro­
posed by the House. 

For sugarcane research the conference 
agreement provides $2,578,000 as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $2,328,000 as pro­
posed by the House. 

For research on potatoes the conference 
agreement provides $4,999,000 as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $4,761,000 as pro­
posed by the House. 

For postgraduate fellowships the confer­
ence agreement provides $3,000,000 instead 
of $5,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
The House bill contained no similar provi­
sion. The conferees note that $2,000,000 is 
included for postgraduate fellowships in 
connection with the 1890 land-grant colleges 
and Tuskegee Institute, for a total USDA 
program of $5,000,000. 

For plant stress research at Lubbock, 
Texas, the conference agreement provides 
$900,000 as proposed by the House instead 
of $750,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

For the research center at Lane, Ok.laho­
. rna, the conference agreement provides 
$300,000 as proposed by the House instead 
of $176,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

For cherry dieback research the confer­
ence agreement provides $172,000 as pro­
posed by the House instead of $107,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides for 
two weed research projects as proposed by 
the House funded at $100,000 each. The 
Senate bill contained no provision for these 
two projects. 

For the research centers at Wenatchee 
and Yakima, Washington, the conference 
agreement provides increases of $48,000 and 
$61,000, respectively, as proposed by the 
Senate. The House bill contained no similar 
provision. 

The conferees agree that the existing 
joint program for the foothill area in the 
Yazoo Basin, where the Soil Conservation 
Service and the Corps of Engineers have 
been directed to coordinate their authorities 
and funds to meet the problems of water­
shed protection and flood prevention and, if 
possible, control, needs additional research 
to determine the methods and means to pre­
vent deterioration of drainage outlets, 
streambank erosion and increased runoff. 
This program, made necessary by 3 one 
hundred-year floods in 10 years, recognizes 
that treatment of the watershed is essential­
ly a part of any flood prevention or control 
program. Cooperative projects with local 
contributions may be used to the fullest 
extent possible. 

To do this job in the most effective 
manner, the National Sedimentation Labo­
ratory, which supports the work of the 
Army Corps of Engineers and the Soil Con­
servation Service, should also coordinate its 
activities with that of the Army Corps of 
Engineers Vicksburg Waterways Experi­
ment Station for the most effective answers. 

The National Sedimentation Laboratory is 
to make such facilities available as required 
to house the scientists, supporting staff, and 

equipment needed in support of the joint 
effort. For that purpose, $1,750,000 is appro­
priated for personel, equipment and facili­
ties to carry out this research effort; 
$350,000 for personnel and support costs 
and $1,400,000 for any necessary expansion 
of facilities. The $350,000 for salaries and 
expenses is for first-year start up costs of 
the scientific and support staff to work in 
support of the joint effort with the Soil 
Conservation Service and the Corps of Engi­
neers. Cooperation of the Engineering 
School of the local University is expected, 
and the above funds shall also be available 
for students who may work on this project. 

The conference agreement provides for a 
general reduction of $852,000 instead of 
$900,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
House bill contained no similar provision. 
The conferees will expect that an additional 
$100,000 will be applied to the program at 
the Southeastern Fruit and Nut Tree Labo­
ratory in Byron, Georgia, for an increase of 
$100,000 over the program level proposed in 
the fiscal year 1985 budget. 

CITRUS CANKER 
Because of the potential impact on the do­

mestic citrus industry and the disruption of 
interstate commerce and international 
trade, the conferees note with deep concern 
the recent outbreak of citrus canker in the 
State of Florida. As this outbreak appears 
to be of an unknown yet highly virulent 
strain, the conferees direct the Agricultural 
Research Service to immediately accelerate 
research into its characteristics, methods to 
prevent its spread, and methods for its 
eradication. The conferees expect the De­
partment to report to Congress within 90 
days concerning the progress being made in 
this important area. 

Amendment No. 8: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which provides that uniform allowances for 
each uniformed employee of the Agricultur­
al Research Service shall not be in excess of 
$400 annually. 

Amendment No. 9: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which added Fresno, California, to the ex­
ceptions contained in the bill regarding the 
purchase of land. 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 
Amendment No. 10: Reported in technical 

disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
with an amendment as follows: 

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

BUILDINGS AND FACILITJES 

For acquisition of land, construction, 
repair, improvement, extension, alteration, 
and purchase of fixed equipment or facili­
ties of or used by the Agricultural Research 
Service, where not otherwise provided, 
$23,050,000, to remain available until ex­
pended. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of 
the House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes 
$9,100,000 for construction of the Metabo­
lism and Radiation Research Laboratory at 
North Dakota State University as proposed 
by the Senate. The agreement also includes 
$11,100,000 for construction of the National 
Soil Tilth Center at Ames, Iowa, as pro-
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posed by the Senate, and $700,000 in plan­
ning funds for a Warmwater Aquaculture 
Research Center at Mississippi State Uni­
versity as proposed by the Senate. The con­
ference agreement includes $1,400,000 for 
expansion of the National Sedimentation 
Laboratory to support the Soil Conservation 
Service and the Army Corps of Engineers in 
the joint effort to solve the flooding and sil­
tation problems in the small streams and 
rivers in the foothills area of the Yazoo 
Basin, as previously discussed. 

The conference agreement also includes 
$300,000 for planning a germplasm collec­
tion facility at Aberdeen, Idaho, as proposed 
by the Senate. For construction of an ad­
ministration and laboratory building for the 
Small Farms Research Center at Booneville, 
Arkansas, the conference agreement in­
cludes $450,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
The House bill contained no funds for plan­
ning or construction of buildings and facili­
ties. 

The agreement also provides that these 
funds shall remain available until expended. 

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE 

Amendment No. 11: Earmarks $27,328,000 
for special research grants instead of 
$17,235,000 as proposed by the House and 
$29,407,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The following table reflects the confer­
ence agreement for special research grants: 

[In thousands of dollars] 

House bill Senate 
biH 

Confer­
ence 

agreement 

Special Research Grants (P.L 89-106) ...... (17,235) (29,407) (27,328) 
STEEP-Soil erosion in N.W .................... 622 622 622 
Food and agriculture policies................... 156 156 156 
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Rural deve nt centers....................... 311 311 
Soybean cys nematode (Missouri) .... .... . 300 300 
Bean and beet (Michigan) ...................... 97 97 
Animal health............................................................... 7,156 
Aquaculture (Stoneville) .......................... 420 420 
Oair:v and beef photoperiod (Michigan)... 35 35 
Pesticide clearance................................... 1,440 1,440 
Minor use animal drugs........................... 2 40 2 40 
Pesticide impact assessment.................... 2,069 2,069 
Dairy goat research (Texas)................... 100 100 
Aquaculture (general).............................. .................. 518 
Germplasm resources............................... 1,000 1,000 
Blueberry shoestring virus (Michigan) .... 96 96 
Peach tree short life (S. carolina).......... 192 192 

: �~�~�=�t�!�. �.�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�: �: �:�:�:�:�: �: �:�:�:� .......... �~�~ �.�1 �.�.�.�.� �~�~�§� 
Sugarland use research (Hawaii) ............ 150 150 
Mosquito research .. .................................. 480 480 
�~�i�~�e�!�f�n�o�d �.� �T�n�J�e�m�~�~�~�~ �/ �e�s�e�a �r �d�i �.�.� 2so 200 

�o�~�~�~�~�O�i�t�h� .. oak'aia· .. ::::::::::::::::::::: �1 �~� ............ so .. .. 
Sunflower insects (North bakota) ............................... 150 
Tropical and subtropical........................... 3,250 3,250 
Potato research: 

Eastern ............ ............ ........................ 200 200 

�=�=�~�~�~ �.�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�: �: �:�:�:�:�:�:�: �:�:�: �: �:�:�:�:�:� �~�~� """""4iiii"" 
Asparagus yield decline (Michigan)......... 100 100 
Bi<H:ontrol of gra%s...................... 50 50 
Wool research (Texas ............................ 150 .......... 

4 
.. 
5 
.. 
0 
.... .. 

�~�P�o�l�i�c�y� Institute ( issouri) ................. 450 

""'" 3:091" 
311 
300 
97 

6,000 
420 
35 

1,440 
240 

2,069 
100 
518 

1,000 
96 

192 
361 

150 
480 
250 

100 
50 

150 
3,250 

200 
200 
200 
100 
50 

150 
450 

Biomass from dairy processing waste 

�S�t�2�1�:�~ �· �i�i�i�e �"�" �i�.�i �'�i�c�l�i�i �" �a�i�i�'�)�'�: �:�:�: �: �:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:� 300 300 �~�~� 
EDB replacement �(�~�a�w�a �i �i�f �.�.�.�.�.�.�.�. �.�. �.�. �.�. �.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.� �~�~� .......... 300.... 300 

�{�:�~�t�~�t�i�f�i�~�~�c�h�i�i�i�s�e�a�i�C�i�i �:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�: �: �:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:� ....... �~�~�~� ........... 3:ooo .. 
�l�n�t�=�s�k�a�'�r�.�~�~ �.�~�~� ..... �~�~ �.�~�~ �.�.� 100 100 

�C�r�a�i�~�~�)� �~ �~�~�~� .. �~�~� ... �~�~ �.�.� 100 .................... 100 
AlternatiVe cropping systems in the 

Southeast................................................................. 660 
Maple research............................................................. 250 

300 
100 

The conferees expect that the wood utili­
zation research program located at Purdue 
University will cooperate with Michigan 
State University in the research conducted 
in the Mid-west. 

Amendment No. 12: Earmarks $46,000,000 
for competitive research grants instead of 
$32,518,000 as proposed by the House and 
$50,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The following table reflects the confer­
ence agreement for competitive research 
grants: 

[In thousands of dollars] 

House Senate Confer­
ence 

�~�~�~� .. �~�~ �~�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�.�. �.� 7,500 15,000 16,500 

�~�'�!�J�~�~ �:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:� (518) .................... �m�~�!� 
(659405+) ·.·.·.· ..... ·.·.·.·.· .. ·.·.·.· .... ·.·.·. Alcohol fuels........................................ ( (540) 

Animal science......................................... 7,500 4,500 4,500 

�=�~�~ �.�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�: �: �:�:�:�: �: �:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�: �:� (7{:l ::::::::::::::::::::""""'(500) 
�A�q�!�~�= �- �~�~�~ �.�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�: �:�:�: �: �: �:�:�:�:�"�" �"�"�" �5�1�8 �"�"�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�: �: �:�:�:�:�:� ...... �~�~ �: �~�~ �.� 

Aquaculture.......................................... (518) .................................... .. 
Pest science............................................. 5,000 .................... 3,000 

�:�;�~�~�~ �:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:�:� !t5l :::::::::::::::::::: !tml 
Human nutrition (animal and plant) ....... 2,000 2,000 2,000 
Biotechnology........................................... 10,000 28,500 20,000 

Sugarcane in Hawaii............................ (250) ..................................... . 

Total, competitive research grants.. 32,518 50,000 46,000 

The conferees direct the agency to imple­
ment a formal reporting procedure to report 
accomplishments under the competitive re­
search grants program to the House and 
Senate Appropriations Cominittees on a 
quarterly basis. 

Amendment No. 13: Earmarks $5,760,000 
for the support of animal health and disease 
research as authorized by section 1433 of 
Public Law 95-113 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 14: Deletes Senate lan­
guage earmarking $540,000 for grants in ac­
cordance with section 1419 of Public Law 
95-113. 

Amendment No. 15: Earmarks $500,000 for 
rangeland research grants instead of 
$1,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. These 
grants shall be based on a matching formula 
of 50 percent Federal and 50 percent non­
Federal funding, except for grants to Feder­
al laboratories. 

Amendment No. 16: Appropriates a total 
of $284,276,000 for the Cooperative State 
Research Service instead of $254,441,000 as 
proposed by the House and $291,395,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

ExTENSION SERVICE 

Amendment No. 17: Provides for pay­
ments to Micronesia as proposed by the 
senate. 

Amendment No. 18: Deletes House lan­
guage providing for a transfer of $25,533,000 
from the food stamp program to the ex­
panded food and nutrition education pro­
gram. 

Amendment No. 19: Earmarks $3,500,000 
for the urban gardening program as pro­

.poied -by the BoUie instead of .$3.000.000 a.i 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 20: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
with an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert the following: payments 
tor carrying out the provisions of the Re­
newable Resources Extension Act of 19 78, 
$2,500,000; payments tor a financial man­
agement assistance program under section 
J(d) of the Act, $1,000,000; 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement earmarks 
$2,500,000 for renewable resources extension 
activities instead of $4,000,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The agreement also includes $1,000,000 to 
support additional state extension efforts in 
assisting financially distressed farmers. 
These funds will be available for comprehen­
sive financial management guidance and 
counseling either through seminars conduct­
ed by the university or by direct assistance 
from the local county agent. 

Amendment No. 21: Earmarks $17,741,000 
for payments to the 1890 land-grant colleges 
and Tuskegee Institute instead of 
$17,724,000 as proposed by the House and· 
$17,758,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 32: Appropriates 
$337,829,000 for the Cooperative Extension 
Service instead of $308,779,000 as proposed 
by the House and $337,846,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 23: Adds Micronesia as 
proposed by the Senate. 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL LIBRARY 

Amendment No. 24: Appropriates 
$11,400,000 as proposed by the Senate in­
stead of $11,661,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION 
SERVICE 

SALAIUES AND EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 25: Appropriates 
$277,041,000 for salaries and expenses of the 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 
as proposed by the House instead of 
$267,181,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
conference agreement includes $73,400,000 
for brucellosis eradication. $1,100,000 for the 
Federal share of the funds needed to conduct 
a boll weevil eradication program in Arizona 
and California, and $500,000 for the control 
of outbreaks of grasshoppers and Mormon 
crickets. 

The conferees will expect that the meas­
ures of progress in the brucellosis eradication 
program as outlined in the House report will 
be achieved by the end of fiscal year 1985. 

Amendment No. 26: Deletes Senate lan­
guage earmarking funds for the control of 
outbreaks of grasshoppers and Mormon 
crickets. The conferees will expect the 
$500,000 to be accounted for separately with­
in the total funds provided. 

Amendment No. 27: Deletes Senate lan­
guage earmarking the Federal share of the 
funds needed to conduct a boll weevil eradi­
cation program in Arizona and California. 
The conferees will expect the $1,100,000 to 
be accounted for separately within the total 
funds provided. 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

Amendment No. 28: Appropriates 
$2,361,000 for buildings and facilities of the 
Animal and Plant Health lnspectiori."Service 
as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$2,386,000 as proposed by the House. 

FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE 

Amendment No. 29: Appropriates 
$353,239,000 for the Food Safety and Inspec­
tion Service as proposed by the House in­
stead of $355,248,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The Conferees will expect the De­
partment to submit a supplemental budget 
request at the earliest possible date to secure 
appropriated funds for the continuous in-
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spection of pocessing plants in the event that 
the legislative proposal to allow discretion­
ary inspection does not become law. 

ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE 

Amendment No. 30: Appropriates 
$45,614,000 as proposed by the Senate in­
stead of $45,752,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

Amendment No. 31: Deletes Senate lan­
guage requiring the Economic Research 
Service and the Agricultural Marketing 
Service to conduct a study of the State milk 
control laws and the impact of such laws. 
The conferees feel that such a study should 
be conducted and will expect the two agen­
cies to carry out the study; however, the 
conferees do not feel it is necessary that 
provisions for studies be carried in bill lan­
guage. 

STATISTICAL REPORTING SERVICE 

Amendment No. 32: Appropriates 
$56,289,000 for the Statistical Reporting 
Service as proposed by the House instead of 
$56,430,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes a re­
duction of $562,890 as proposed by the 
Senate and restores $537,980 of the general 
House reduction instead of $678,890 as pro­
posed by the Senate. The agreement also in­
cludes $25,000 to restore the peanut stocks 
and processing report as proposed by the 
Senate. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

MARKETING SERVICES 

Amendment No. 33: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which provides that none of the funds ap­
propriated or made available under this Act 
may be used by the Secretary of Agriculture 
to implement any amendment to an order 
applicable to a fruit, vegetable, nut or spe­
cialty crop issued pursuant to section 8c of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amend­
ed and reenacted by the Agricultural Mar­
keting Agreement Act of 1937 <7 U.S.C. 
608c), unless each such amendment thereto 
is submitted to a separate vote. 

The conference agreement ensures that 
growers will have an opportunity to vote on 
each proposed amendment separately, with­
out that amendment being linked to any 
other consideration, including termination 
of the order, unless a majority of the grow­
ers favor such action. 

LlMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 34: Limits administrative 
expenses from fees collected by the Agricul­
tural Marketing Service to $26,500,000 in­
stead of $30,910,000 as proposed by the 
House and $23,072,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 
FUNDS FOR STRENGTHENING MARKETS, INCOME, 

AND SUPPLY (SECTION 32) 

Amendment No. 35: Makes a technical cor­
rection in the bill as proposed by the 
Senate. 

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS 

Amendment No. 36: Appropriates $990,000 
for payments to States and possessions as 
proposed by the Senate instead of 
$1,000,000 as proposed by the House. 

OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION 

Amendment No. 37: Appropriates 
$2,515,000 for the Office of Transportation 
instead of $2,540,000 as proposed by the 
House and $2,514,600 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

FARM INCOME STABILIZATION 

AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND 
CONSERVATION SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 38: Appropriates 
$50,857,000 for salaries and expenses of the 
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 
Service as proposed by the House instead of 
$52,201,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 39: Provides for a trans­
fer from the Commodity Credit Corporation 
of $344,199,000 for salaries and expenses of 
the Agricultural Stabilization and Conserva­
tion Service instead of $342,452,000 as pro­
posed by the House and $345,992,000 as pro­
posed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 40: Provides a total of 
$395,056,000 for salaries and expenses of the 
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 
Service instead of $393,309,000 as proposed 
by the House and $398,193,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

DAIRY INDEMNITY PROGRAM 

Amendment No. 41: Appropriates $100,000 
for the dairy indemnity program instead of 
$180,000 as proposed by the House. 

CORPORATIONS 

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND OPERATING EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 42: Appropriates 
$200,000,000 for administrative and operat­
ing expenses of the Federal Crop Insurance 
Corporation as proposed by the Senate in­
stead of $202,234,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND 

Amendment No. 43: Appropriates 
$110,000,000 for the Federal Crop Insurance 
Corporation Fund as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $126,000,000 as proposed 
by the House. 

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES 

Amendment No. 44: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
with an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment, insert: $8,350,000,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of 
the House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement appropriates 
$8,350,000,000 for reimbursement for net re­
alized losses of the Commodity Credit Cor­
poration instead of $8,500,000,000 as pro­
posed by the House and $8,698,269,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation is a 
revolving fund and when commodities are 
sold competitively in world trade, the pro­
ceeds from the sale are returned to the 
fund. Since the Corporation is now selling 
competitively in world trade, sufficient 
funds can be returned to the fund to allow 
the reduction below the budget request 
agreed to by the conferees. 

GENERAL SALES MANAGER 

Amendment No. 45: Restores House lan­
guage providing for the General Sales Man­
ager to be organizationally independent of 
the Foreign Agricultural Service. The 
Senate language included the General Sales 
Manager under the Foreign Agricultural 
Service <Amendment No. 72). 

The conferees have agreed to the House 
report language which directs the Sales 
Manager to prepare two specific reports for 
the use of the House and Senate Appropria-
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tions Committees. The first will be a report 
of the cost to the farmer and the U.S. econ­
omy of each embargo on the sale of agricul­
tural products beginning with the soybean 
embargo in 1973. The second will be a report 
of the economic impact, by year, on the U.S. 
farmer and the U.S. economy of failing to 
sell U.S. farm commodities at competitive 
prices in world markets. The conferees will 
expect to receive a preliminary report by 
November 1, 1984, and a final report shall 
be submitted no later than December 30, 
1984. 

TITLE II-RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAMS 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 

OFFICE OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT POLICY 

Amendment No. 46: Appropriates 
$2,345,000 for the Office of Rural Develop­
ment Policy instead of $2,439,000 as pro­
posed by the House and $2,017,000 as pro­
posed by the Senate. The conference agree­
ment includes $350,000 for contracts to de­
velop job opportunities in rural depressed 
areas of Oklahoma. 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 

RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND 

Amendment No. 47: Provides that 
$3,221,000,000 shall be available for insured 
housing loans instead of $3,170,000,000 as 
proposed by the House and $3,261,000,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 48: Provides that 
$3,220,000,000 shall be available for subsi­
dized interest loans to low-income borrowers 
instead of $3,170,000,000 as proposed by the 
House and $3,260,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

The conference agreement provides a 
total of $900,000,000 for rural rental assist­
ance loans <section 515) instead of 
$850,000,000 as proposed by the House and 
$940,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

SELF-HELP HOUSING LAND DEVELOPMENT FUND 

Amendment No. 49: Provides $2,700,000 in 
loans from the self-help housing land devel­
opment fund as proposed by the Senate, and 
makes a technical change in the wording of 
the amendment. 

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND 

Amendment No. 50: Provides $732,000,000 
for real estate loans instead of $801,000,000 
as proposed by the House and $705,000,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 51: Provides not less than 
$700,000,000 for farm ownership loans, in­
cluding guaranteed loans, instead of 
$750,000,000 as proposed by the House and 
$675,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 52: Provides not less than 
$28,000,000 for water development, use, and 
conservation loans, including guaranteed 
loans, instead of $31,000,000 as proposed by 
the House and $26,000,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

Amendment No. 53: Provides 
$2,420,000,000 for operating loans, including 
guaranteed loans, instead of $2,070,000,000 
as proposed by the House and $2,570,000,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 54: Earmarks 
$500,000,000 for guaranteed operating loans 
instead of $150,000,000 as proposed by the 
House and $650,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 55: Deletes Senate lan­
guage providing that guaranteed operating 
loans shall be available immediately upon 
enactment of this Act. 
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RURAL DEVELOPMENT INSURANCE FUND 

Amendment No. 56: Provides $340,000,000 
for insured water and sewer facility loans in­
stead of $375,000,000 as proposed by the 
House and $270,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 57: Provides $150,000,000 
for guaranteed industrial development loans 
instead of $200,000,000 as proposed by the 
House and $100,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 58: Provides $115,000,000 
for insured community facility loans instead 
of $130,000,000 as proposed by the House 
and $100,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

RURAL WATER AND WASTE DISPOSAL GRANTS 

Amendment No. 59: Appropriates 
$115,000,000 for rural water and waste dis­
posal grants instead of $125,000,000 as pro­
posed by the House and $90,000,000 as pro­
posed by the Senate. 

RURAL HOUSING FOR DOMESTIC FARM LABOR 

Amendment No. 60: Deletes House lan­
guage appropriating $4,393,000 for rural 
housing for domestic farm labor. 

llriUTUAL AND SELF-HELP HOUSING 

Amendment No. 61: Appropriates 
$8,000,000 for mutual and self-help housing 
instead of $6,000,000 as proposed by the 
House and $10,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The amendment also corrects a U.S. 
Code citation. 

RURAL HOUSING PRESERVATION GRANTS 

Amendment No. 62: Appropriates 
$5,000,000 for rural housing preservation 
grants instead of $10,000,000 for a pilot 
project as proposed by the House. The addi­
tional funds are to expand the program pro­
vided for under the Second Supplemental 
Appropriations Act for fiscal year 1984 
<Public Law 98-396). 

CONSERVATION 

SoiL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

RIVER BASIN SURVEYS AND INVESTIGATIONS 

Amendment No. 63: Appropriates 
$14,654,000 for river basin surveys and in­
vestigations instead of $15,911,000 as pro­
posed by the House and $13,556,000 as pro­
posed by the Senate. 

WATERSHED PLANNING 

Amendment No. 64: Appropriates 
$8,750,000 for watershed planning instead of 
$8,858,000 as proposed by the House and 
$8,675,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

The conference agreement includes 
$350,000 to be used to continue existing con­
traets with an entity of the State of Oklaho­
ma as provided on page 85 of the House 
report <No. 98-809). 

AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND 
CONSERVATION SERVICE 

AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGR.Al\1 

Amendments No. 65 and 66: Delete Senate 
language which proposed exceptions to the 
annual payment limitation under the agri­
cultural conservation program. 

The conferees will expect ACP funds to be 
allocated to the States in such a manner as 
to assure that funds are available for instal­
lation of practices in the fall season. 

TITLE III-DOMESTIC FOOD 
PROGRAMS 

FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE 

CHILD NUTRITION PROGR.Al\IS 

Amendment No. 67: Restores House lan­
guage providing that $48,700,000 shall be 
available only to the extent an official 

budget request is transmitted to the Con­
gress. 

FEEDING PROGR.Al\1 FOR WOMEN, INFANTS, AND 
CHILDREN <WIC) 

Amendment No. 68: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
with an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert the following: 
$1,254,288,000 for the period October 1, 1984 
through August 1, 1985; and $245,712,000 for 
the period August 2, 1985 through September 
30, 1985, which shall be available only to the 
extent an official budget request is transmit­
ted to the Congress: Provided, That funds 
shall be apportioned to the States based on 
an annual appropriation level of 
$1,500,000,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of 
the House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides a 
total of $1,500,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $1,254,288,000 as proposed 
by the House. The House bill included a 
partial year appropriation for the WIC pro­
gram, which would have funded the pro­
gram at an annual rate of $1,500,000,000. 
The conference agreement provides full­
year funding, subject to the submission of 
an offical budget request. 

The agreement also provides that funds 
are to be allocated to the States based on an 
annual appropriation level of $1,500,000,000. 
It is the conferees' intent that participation 
in the WIC program be maintained by this 
appropriation and that the program be car­
ried out in such a manner as to fully obli­
gate the $1,500,000,000 appropriated by this 
Act in fiscal year 1985. Any action to allo­
cate funds inconsistent with a full-year ap­
propriation level for the program of 
$1,500,000,000 will be an improper withhold­
ing of funds. 

FOOD STAMP PROGR.Al\1 

Amendment No. 69: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
with an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert the following: 
$11,450,000,000, of which $652,427,000 shall 
be available only to the extent an official 
budget request is transmitted to the Con­
gress 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of 
the House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The House bill provided $10,797,573,000, 
the full amount of the budget request, 
through the date on which funds would be 
exhausted operating the program under 
current law. The Senate bill provided 
$11,450,000,000, the Congressional Budget 
Office's estimate of the appropriation neces­
sary to fully fund the program for fiscal 
year 1985. The conference agreement pro­
vides full-year funding, subject to the sub­
mission of an official budget request for the 
balance of the funds. 

FOOD DONATIONS PROGRAMS 

Amendment No. 70: Appropriates 
$139,546,000 for the food donations pro­
grams as proposed by the House instead of 
$141,146,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
conference agreement includes $116,000,000 
for the elderly feeding program, which will 
maintain this program at the current serv­
ices level throughout fiscal year 1985. 

I 

TITLE IV-INTERNATIONAL 
PROGRAMS 

FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE 

Amendment No. 71: Appropriates 
$83,448,000 instead of $84,291,000 as pro­
posed by the House and $83,291,000 as pro­
posed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes 
$1,000,000 as proposed by the House for pur­
chase of LANDSAT data on the Soviet 
Union. 

Amendment No. 72: Deletes Senate lan­
guage related to the Office of the General 
Sales Manager since this program is funded 
under the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

PUBLIC LAW 480 

Amendment No. 73: Appropriates 
$705,000,000 for titles I and III of the Public 
Law 480 program as proposed by the Senate 
instead of $555,000,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

Both the House and Senate bills provided 
for a titles I and III program level of 
$1,021,000,000. The difference in the appro­
priation levels related to the funding of the 
program and not to the program level. 

Amendment No. 74: Deletes House lan­
guage providing for the use of Commodity 
Credit Corporation funds as authorized by 7 
u.s.c. 1702. 

Amendment No. 75: Deletes Senate lan­
guage providing that such additional 
amounts as may be necessary to replace un­
realized estimates of receipts shall be avail­
able for the titles I and III program. 
OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION AND 

DEVELOPMENT 

Amendment No. 76: Appropriates 
$5,038,000 for the Office of International 
Cooperation and Development instead of 
$3,574,000 as proposed by the House and 
$5,574,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes 
$1,500,000 to support an agricultural schol­
arship program for foreign students from 
countries which have graduated from AID 
assistance. The conferees will expect OICD 
to consult with the Foreign Agricultral 
Service, the Department of State, and the 
appropriate committees of Congress to pre­
vent the selection of students from coun­
tries which are competitors with U.S. agri­
cultural exports. In making such determina­
tion, consideration shall be given to the pro­
duction potential of the countries selected. 
Students should be from those countries 
needing specific assistance in developing ag­
ricultural systems necessary to meet the 
food needs of their domestic populations. 

The conference agreement deletes Senate 
funding for the Caribbean Basin Initiative 
and includes a general reduction of $36,000. 

TITLE V-RELATED AGENCIES 
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 77: Appropriates 
$372,072,000 for salaries and expenses of the 
Food and Drug Administration as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $372,172,000 as pro­
posed by the House. The conferees note 
that should additional staff and funds be 
needed to implement authorizing legislation 
with regard to drug price competition and 
patent term restoration, a supplemental 
budget request should be submitted at the 
earliest possible date. 

TITLE VI-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Amendment No. 78: Deletes Senate lan­
guage which provides that funds for the Ag­
ricultural Research Service, Buildings and 
Facilities shall remain available until ex-

' 
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pended. This language is included in 
Amendment No. 10. 

Amendment No. 79: Deletes Senate lan­
guage regarding leverage transactions and 
dealer options. The conferees agree that 
this matter should be addressed by the leg­
islative committees, and not by the Appro­
priations Committees. 

Amendment No. 80: Deletes Senate lan­
guage which added what is known as the 
"sodbuster" bill. The conferees agree that 
this bill should be addressed by the legisla­
tive committees where the bill is now in con­
ference, and not by the Appropriations 
Committees. 

Amendment No. 81: Deletes Senate lan­
guage expressing the sense of Congress that 
in agricultural trade the United States 
should treat Japan no better than Japan 
treats the United States. The conferees 
agree that the current and projected trade 
balance between the United States and 
some countries is of great concern. However, 
the conferees agree that this matter should 
be addressed by the appropriate legislative 
committees and not by the Appropriations 
Committees. 

Amendment No. 82: Deletes Senate lan­
guage expressing the sense of Congress that 
the Secretary of the Treasury should not 
issue unregistered bearer bonds. The confer­
ees have deleted this language based on as­
surances from the administration that un­
registered bearer bonds would not be issued. 

Amendment No. 83: Restores House lan­
guage related to rural housing loan funds 
and the allocation of low-income versus very 
low-income funds. 

Amendment No. 84: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
with an amendment as follows: 

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

SEc. 628. The Secretary shall use the au­
thority provided by law in 7 U.S.C. 1981a 
which provides: 

Loan moratorium and policy on 
foreclosures 

In addition to any other authority that 
the Secretary may have to defer principal 
and interest and forego foreclosure, the Sec­
retary may permit, at the request of the bor­
rower, the deferral of principal and interest 
on any outstanding loan made, insured, or 
held by the Secretary under this chapter, or 
under the provisions of any other law ad­
ministered by the Farmers Home Adminis­
tration, and may forego foreclosure of any 
such loan, tor such period as the Secretary 
deems necessary upon a showing by the bor­
rower that due to circumstances beyond the 
borrower's control, the borrower is tempo­
rarily unable to continue making payments 
of such principal and interest when due 
without unduly impairing the standard of 
living of the borrower. The Secretary may 
permit interest that accrues during the de­
ferral period on any loan deferred under this 
section to bear no interest during or aJter 
such period: Provided, That if the security 
instrument securing such loan is foreclosed 
such interest as is included in the purchase 
price at such foreclosure shall become part 
of the principal and draw interest from the 
date of foreclosure at the rate prescribed by 
law. 

The Secretary shall implement regulations 
pursuant to this section within 60 days of 
the enactment of this Act: Provided, That of 
the amount made available for guaranteed 
operating loans, not to exceed $200,000,000 

may be added to and used for guaranteed 
farm ownership loan purposes. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of 
the House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement deletes House 
language which specified that in the case of 
a loss of single family housing due to a nat­
ural disaster the Secretary shall accept pay­
ment of unpaid principal and interest as full 
settlement of borrower's liability. The con­
ferees have deleted this language but expect 
that the Secretary will issue new procedures 
and regulations to see that the present in­
equities caused by the current regulations 
are prevented. 

The agreement adds language that re­
quires the Secretary to implement regula­
tions within 60 days for carrying out 7 
U.S.C. 1981a, enacted August 4, 1978. To 
date, regulations have not been issued for 
carrying out 7 U.S.C. 1981a. 

At the request of the Secretary, the con­
ferees have included authority to transfer 
up to $200,000,000 from guaranteed operat­
ing loans to guaranteed farm ownership 
loans. The conferees have been assured by 
the Department that this authority is neces­
sary to allow the use of the most flexible re­
financing authority in the basic law. 

The conferees have been assured by the 
Department that in carrying out the recent­
ly announced program, they will also con­
tinue to operate the regular guaranteed pro-
grams. . 

Amendment No. 85: Deletes House lan­
guage providing that each account in the 
bill be reduced by 1 percent. 

CONFERENCE TOTAL - WITH COMPARISONS 

The total new budget <obligational) au­
thority for the fiscal year 1985 recommend­
ed by the Committee of Conference, with 
comparisons to the fiscal year 1984 amount, 
the 1985 budget estimates, and the House 
and Senate bills for 1985 follow: 
New budget <obligational) 

authority, fiscal year 
1984..................................... $33,743,256,000 

Budget estimates of new 
<obligational) authority, 
fiscal year 1985 ................. 32,219,884,000 

House bill, fiscal year 1985 31,811,425,550 
Senate bill, fiscal year 

1985..................................... 33,446,046,710 
Conference agreement, 

fiscal year 1985 ................. 32,179,480,000 
Conference agreement 

compared with: 
New budget <obliga­

tional) authority, fiscal 
year 1984 ........................ -1,563,776,000 

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1985....... -40,404,000 

House bill, fiscal year 
1985 ................................. +368,054,450 

Senate bill, fiscal year 
1985 ································· -1,266,566,710 

NoTE.-An additional $946,839,000 will be avail­
able to the extent an official budget request is 
transmitted to the Congress. 

JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 
BOB TRAxLER, 
MATTHEW F. McHUGH, 
WILLIAM H. NATCHER, 
DANIEL K. AKAKA, 
WES WATKINS, 
JACK HIGHTOWER, 
NEAL SMITH, 
BILL ALEXANDER, 
VIRGINIA SMITH, 
J.K. ROBINSON, 
JOHN T. MYERS, 

HAROLD ROGERS, 
SILVIO 0. CONTE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
THAD COCHRAN, 
JAMEs A. McCLURE, 
MARK ANDREWS, 
JAMES ABDNOR, 
BoB KASTEN, 
MACK MATTINGLY, 
ARLEN SPECTER, 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
ToM EAGLETON, 
JOHN C. STENNIS, 
LAWTON CHILES, 
QUENTIN N. BURDICK, 
JIM SASSER, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFER­
ENCE REPORT ON H.R. 5167, 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AU­
THORIZATION ACT, 1985 
Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the managers 
have until midnight, tonight, Septem­
ber 25, 1984, to file a conference report 
on the bill <H.R. 5167) to authorize ap­
propriations for fiscal year 1985 for 
the military functions of the Depart­
ment of Defense, to prescribe military 
personnel levels for that fiscal year for 
the Department of Defense, and for 
other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

MAKING IN ORDER ON OR 
AFTER SEPTEMBER 26, 1984, 
CONSIDERATION OF CONFER­
ENCE REPORT ON H.R. 5167, 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AU­
THORIZATION ACT, 1985 
Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it be in order 
on Wednesday, September 26, 1984, or 
any day thereafter, any rule of the 
House notwithstanding, to take up the 
conference report on the bill <H.R. 
5167) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 1985 for the military func­
tions of the Department of Defense, to 
prescribe military personnel levels for 
that fiscal year for the Department of 
Defense, and for other purposes, that 
all points of order against the confer­
ence report be waived, and that the 
conference report be considered as 
read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
illinois? 

There was no objection. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE 
SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
to the Members that there will be no 
1-minute speeches today. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG]. 
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-

ATION OF HOUSE JOINT RESO­
LUTION 648, CONTINUING AP­
PROPRIATIONS, 1985 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak­

er, by direction of the Committee on 
Rules, I call up House Resolution 588 
and ask for its immediate consider­
ation. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol­
lows: 

H. REs. 588 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop­

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, 
pursuant to clause l(b) of rule XXIII, de­
clare the House resolved into the Commit­
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the joint res­
olution <H.J. Res. 648) making continuing 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1985, and 
for other purposes, and the first reading of 
the joint resolution shall be dispensed with. 
All points of order against the consideration 
of the joint resolution for failure to comply 
with the provisions of section 303<a> of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 <Public 
Law 93-344) are hereby waived. After gener­
al debate, which shall be confined to the 
joint resolution and shall continue not to 
exceed one hour, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi­
nority member of the Committee on Appro­
priations, the joint resolution shall be con­
sidered as having been read for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. No amendment 
to the joint resolution shall be in order 
except the following amendments, which 
shall be considered as having been read, and 
which shall not be subject to amendment or 
to a demand for a division of the question in 
the House or in the Committee of the 
Whole: 

< 1) the amendment printed in the Con­
gressional Record of September 24, 1984, by, 
and if offered by, Representative Frenzel of 
Minnesota, and said amendment shall be de­
batable for not to exceed thirty minutes, to 
be equally divided and controlled by Repre­
sentative Frenzel and a Member opposed 
thereto; 

(2) the amendment printed in the Con­
gressional Record of September 19, 1984, by, 
and if offered by, Representative Brown of 
Colorado, and said amendment shall be de­
batable for not to exceed thirty minutes, to 
be equally divided and controlled by Repre­
sentative Brown and a Member opposed 
thereto; 

(3) the first amendment printed in the 
Congressional Record of September 19, 
1984, by, and if offered by, Representative 
Price of Illinois, and said amendment shall 
be debatable for not to exceed thirty min­
utes, to be equally divided and controlled by 
Representative Price and a Member opposed 
thereto; 

(4) the amendment printed in the Con­
gressional Record of September 24, 1984, by, 
and if offered by, Representative Conte of 
Massachusetts, and said amendment shall 
be debatable for not to exceed thirty min­
utes, to be equally divided and controlled by 
Representative Conte and a Member op­
posed thereto; 

(5) the amendment printed in the Con­
gressional Record of September 19, 1984, by, 
and if offered by, Representative Miller of 
California, and said amendment shall be de­
batable for not to exceed thirty minutes, to 
be equally divided and controlled by Repre­
sentative Miller and a Member opposed 
thereto, and all points of order against said 

amendment for failure to comply with the 
provisions of clause 7 of rule XVI and sec­
tion 303<a> of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (Public Law 93-344) are hereby 
waived; 

(6) the amendment printed in the Con­
gressional Record of September 19, 1984, by, 
and if offered by, Representative Panetta of 
California, and said amendment shall be de­
batable for not to exceed thirty minutes, to 
be equally divided and controlled by Repre­
sentative Panetta and a Member opposed 
thereto; 

<7> the amendment printed in the Con­
gressional Record of September 19, 1984, by, 
and if offered by, Representative Williams 
of Montana, and said amendment shall be 
debatable for not to exceed thirty minutes, 
to be equally divided and controlled by Rep­
resentative Williams and a Member opposed 
thereto; 

(8) the amendment printed in the Con­
gressional Record of September 24, 1984, by, 
and if offered by, Representative Dixon of 
California, and said amendment shall be de­
batable for not to exceed thirty minutes, to 
be equally divided and controlled by Repre­
sentative Dixon and a Member opposed 
thereto, and all points of order against said 
amendment for failure to comply with the 
provisions of clause 7 of rule XVI are 
hereby waived; 

(9} the amendment printed in the Con­
gressional Record of September 19, 1984, by, 
and if offered by, Representative Fascell of 
Florida, and said amendment shall be debat­
able for not to exceed thirty minutes, to be 
equally divided and controlled by Repre­
sentative Fascell and a Member opposed 
thereto, and all points of order against said 
amendment for failure to comply with the 
provisions of clause 7 of rule XVI are 
hereby waived; 

<10> the amendment printed in the Con­
gressional Record of September 24, 1984, by, 
and if offered by, Representative Roe of 
New Jersey, and said amendment shall be 
debatable for not to exceed thirty minutes, 
to be equally divided and controlled by Rep­
resentative Roe and a Member opposed 
thereto, and all points of order for failure to 
comply with the provisions of clause 7 of 
rule XVI and section 303(a) of the Congres­
sional Budget Act of 1974 <Public Law 93-
344) are hereby waived; and 

< 11 > the second amendment printed in the 
Congressional Record of September 19, 
1984, by, and if offered by, Representative 
Price of Illinois, and said amendment shall 
be debatable for not to exceed thirty min­
utes, to be equally divided and controlled by 
Representative Price and a Member opposed 
thereto, and all points of order against said 
amendment for failure to comply with the 
provisions of clause 7 of rule XVI and sec­
tion 303<a> of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 <Public Law 93-344) are hereby 
waived. 
At the conclusion of the consideration of 
the joint resolution for amendment, the 
Committee shall rise and report the joint 
resolution to the House with such amend­
ments as may have been adopted, and the 
previous question shall be considered as or­
dered on the joint resolution and amend­
ments thereto to final passage without in­
tervening motion except one motion to re­
commit. 

0 1210 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman 

from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG] is recog­
nized for 1 hour. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak­
er, I yield the customary 30 minutes, 
for the purposes of debate only, to the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUIL­
LEN], pending which I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule before us 
today makes in order House Joint Res­
olution 648, the continuing appropria­
tions bill for fiscal year 1985. Before I 
explain the provisions of the rule, I 
would like to discuss with my col­
leagues how we arrived at this point. 

As most Members know by now, the 
rule that we bring to you today is con­
siderably different from the rule that 
was defeated on the floor last Thurs­
day. The earlier rule was an attempt 
by Rules Committee members to pro­
tect the legislative process, and to say 
"no," when it is important to say "no." 

As we all know, the theory of our 
legislative process is that we first au­
thorize and then we appropriate. 
These two steps reflect, to some 
degree, the whole concept of checks 
and balances in our Government. 

The authorizing committees are sup­
posed to establish policy. The Appro­
priations Committee is to make deci­
sions on which programs to fund and 
at what levels. Obviously, these two 
steps will overlap at times, but the 
process should allow the House as a 
body to look at problems from two dif­
ferent perspectives, one of policy and 
one of budget. 

Sometimes, the process works better 
than it does at others. The past few 
years could hardly be described as the 
best of times. We, at the Rules Com­
mittee, simply by the nature of our 
job, find ourselves in the middle of 
most legislative disputes. I think we all 
recognize that conflicts are built into 
the system. 

The authorizing committees some­
times feel that the Appropriations 
Committee is encroaching upon their 
jurisdictions. The Appropriations 
Committee, on the other hand, right­
fully complains that authorization 
bills are often not enacted by the time 
appropriations bills must be marked 
up. 

And, indeed, appropriations bills 
sometimes lack authorization for as 
much as two-thirds of the programs 
they include. To complicate things 
even more, members of the Appropria­
tions Committee feel that their right­
ful role has been hampered, and to 
some extent supplanted, by the budget 
process itself. 

Let me remind my colleagues, how­
ever, that continuing resolutions did 
not spring from the passage of the 
Budget Act. Rather, the Budget Act 
was the response of the Congress to 
the breakdown of the authorization/ 
appropriation process. It was an at­
tempt to try to make that process 
work. 
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Long before the passage of the 

Budget Act, we failed to enact appro­
priations bills on time, and Govern­
ment was being run by continuing res­
olution. The budget process was an 
effort to respond to the frustrations 
and conflicts that earlier made ration­
al spending decisions impossible. 
If the process has not worked, it is 

either because there are those among 
us who do not want the process to 
work, or because none of us has 
worked hard enough to make the proc­
ess work. 

Unfortunately, even under the new 
system, as under the old, there contin­
ues to be the inevitable "Christmas 
tree" bills-those "last train leaving 
the station" type of bills. For Mem­
bers lucky enough to get on the train, 
measures that have languished for a 
good portion of the Congress are en­
acted. Other Members, who may have 
worked as hard, are left, bills in hand, 
at the station. Obviously, this is no 
way to run a railroad. 

My colleagues and I on the Rules 
Committee believe that there will 
eventually be a day of reckoning if we 
do not come to grips with the sub­
stance of our problems. The fault is 
not in the process; but the fault is in 
ourselves. While we regret that the 
membership of the House chose not to 
endorse our proposal for a clean reso­
lution last Thursday, we nevertheless 
bend to the will of the majority. 

We can only interpret that vote to 
mean that the House wishes to consid­
er additional amendments to the con­
tinuing resolution. We therefore pro­
pose today a rule that allows consider­
ation of all 11 amendments we were 
asked to make in order. 

The amendments are listed in the 
rule and must be printed in the CoN­
GRESSIONAL RECORD by the Member of­
fering the amendment. The amend­
ments are not subject to amendment 
or to a division of the question. Each 
amendment may be debated for 30 
minutes. 

Five of the amendments have waiv­
ers. In five of the instances, a waiver is 
granted for failure to comply with 
clause 7 of rule XVI, which requires 
that amendments be germane. 

In three instances, a waiver of sec­
tion 303(a) of the Budget Act is grant­
ed because the amendments contain 
spending and such amendments are 
not in order prior to the adoption of a 
first budget resolution. Members 
should note that the bill itself requires 
the same waiver of section 303(a) of 
the Budget Act and for the same 
reason. 

Listed below are the amendments 
made in order by the rule with a brief 
explanation of each: 

1. Representative Frenzel's amendment 
would reduce the discretionary budget of 
the Labor /HHS appropriations by 2 per­
cent-a $500 million reduction. 

2. Representative Hank Brown's amend­
ment would provide an across-the-board 2 
percent cut of funds appropriated by titles 
I-III of H.R. 6237, the Foreign Assistance 
Apprpriation Act for fiscal year 1985, which 
is referenced by the continuing resolution. 
Those titles provide funds for Multilateral 
Economic Assistance, Bilateral Economic 
Assistance and Military Assistance. 

3. Representative Price's first amendment 
would delete "reported to or subsequently" 
from the Continuing Resolution. This would 
have the effect of maintaining the current 
rate of funding until the House passed the 
DoD appropriation bill. 

4. Representative Conte's amendment 
would forward fund the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting for fiscal year 1987 at 
$159.5 million-the fiscal year 1986 level. 

5. Representative George Miller's amend­
ment would increase title XX funding by 
$50 million to provide training of licensed or 
registered child-care center staff in the pre­
vention of child abuse in connection with 
the provision of child-care services. 

6. Representative Panetta's amendment 
would increase the allotment of food stamps 
to eligible individuals to reflect the full cost 
of the thrifty food plan, adjusted to reflect 
changes in the cost of that plan during the 
year ending June 30, 1984. Currently, as a 
result of the Reconciliation Act of 1983, the 
allotments reflect 99 percent of the cost of 
the thrifty food plan. This language was in­
cluded in H.R. 5151, the Hunger Relief Act 
of 1984, which was adopted by the House on 
August 1, 1984 by a 364-39 vote. The Senate 
has not yet acted on H.R. 5151. The amend­
ment would cost $130 million for one year. 

7. Representative Pat Williams' amend­
ment would prohibit the use of any funds to 
contract with a private operator for the ad­
ministration of a civilian conservation 
center of the Jobs Corps. 

8. Representative Dixon's amendment 
would provide for the enactment of H.R. 
3932, as passed by the House. This would re­
solve the issue raised as a result of the Su­
preme Court's Chadha decision relating to 
the legislative veto. This bill was passed by 
the House on October 4, 1983, but has not 
been considered by the Senate. 

9. Representative Fascell's amendment 
would provide for the enactment of H.R. 
5119, the International Security and Devel­
opment Cooperation Act of 1984. The for­
eign aid authorization bill passed the House 
May 10, 1984, but has not been considered 
by the Senate. 

10. Representative Roe's amendment 
would provide for the enactment of H.R. 
3678, the Water Resources, Conservation, 
Development, and Infrastructure Improve­
ment and Rehabilitation Act of 1983. This 
bill passed the House June 29, 1984, but has 
not yet been considered by the Senate. 

11. Representative Price's second amend­
ment would provide for the enactment of 
H.R. 5167, as passed by the House on June 
1, 1984. The bill is currently in conference 
committee. 

The rule prohibits the offering of 
any amendment other than those 
listed in the resolution. The Rules 
Committee believes that such a rule is 
necessary because of the nature of a 
continuing resolution. Continuing res­
olutions, as the result of a change in 
House Rules at the beginning of this 
Congress, are now privileged and do 
not require a rule for consideration. 

General appropriations bills also are 
privileged and may be considered at 

any time after the layover period is 
fulfilled. These regular appropriations 
bills, however, are subject to a point of 
order for lack of authorization or for 
containing legislative language. No 
such point of order lies against a con­
tinuing resolution. There are no prohi­
bitions on what continuing resolutions 
may contain in regard to legislation or 
unauthorized programs. They may be 
reported from the Appropriations 
Committee with any combination 
thereof. 

In addition, continuing resolutions 
for the most part are broad-scaled leg­
islative vehicles. For example, the par­
ticular measure before us today incor­
porates nine of the regular appropria­
tion bills for fiscal year 1985. Obvious­
ly, a great variety of amendments 
would be germane to such a measure. 
In short, if we do not impose some lim­
itations, as proposed by this rule, then 
the floodgates are open. 

Consequently, the Rules Committee 
reported a rule making in order those 
amendments requested, but did not 
leave the continuing resolution totally 
unprotected on the floor. The motion 
to recommit could be fairly �b�r�o�a�~� in 
nature but would be subject to the test 
of germaneness as well as other appli­
cable House rules. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say again that 
we, at the Rules Committee, have 
tried to put together a rule that pro­
tects the legislative process within a 
framework that is acceptable to the 
majority of the House. Obviously, our 
preference was for a rule we believe to 
be more consistent with the legislative 
process. Since that position has not 
been sustained by the House, we have 
reported the rule before us today. This 
rule allows a significant number· of 
amendments covering a substantial 
spectrum of the legislative arena. 

The rule also allows the House to 
make a yes or no decision on these 
amendments in a reasonable time­
frame, and to conclude its consider­
ation of the continuing resolution in a 
timely manner. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 588 
allows the consideration of the con­
tinuing resolution and I urge its adop­
tion so that the House may proceed 
with its legislative business. 

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

Mr. Speaker, last week when the 
rule on the continuing resolution was 
before this body, I fought it very 
strongly because I thought it was a 
turkey. 

The Rules Committee went back in 
session and reported out a resolution 
which I think this House can vote for. 
I think the rule is a good rule. It 
makes in order 11 amendments to be 
debated for 30 minutes each on the 
floor of the House and lets the Mem­
bers of the House decide. I think that 
is what the decisionmakers in this 
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body, and by that I mean each individ­
ual Member, would like to have as evi­
denced by their vote in defeat of the 
rule last week. 

I understand that there is going to 
be a movement to vote down the previ­
ous question to add the core of the 
President's anticrime measure to this 
resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel that the rule re­
ported by the Rules Committee is a 
good rule. I support it and I urge my 
colleagues to do likewise. 

0 1220 
It is time that we get down to the 

business of passing this continuing res­
olution without any further fights be­
cause any delay will delay the adjourn­
ment of this Congress. And there is 
nothing more important to the Nation 
than to see that these Federal agen­
cies continue to operate without inter­
ruption, to see that the Social Security 
recipients receive their checks, and to 
see that Government operates without 
delay. And I am sure that those who 
are proposing to vote down the previ­
ous question have in mind the same 
goal of no delay. But I am afraid that 
is not what will happen. 

I support the President's anticrime 
package, and I would like to see it 
come to the floor as a separate meas­
ure because it then can be fully debat­
ed and enacted into law, embracing 
the Senate concept or the concept 
which this House would pass. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption 
of the rule as presented by the Rules 
Committee. 

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak­
er, I have no further requests for time. 
Does the gentleman from Tennessee 
have any requests for time? 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I do 
have six requests for time. 

At this time, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
LoTT]. 

Mr. LOTT. I thank the gentleman 
from Mississippi for yielding me this 
time, and, Mr. Speaker, at the outset I 
want to commend my Rules Commit­
tee chairman and colleagues for the 
courageous stand they took in report­
ing the first rule on this continuing 
resolution. I continue to think that it 
was the right and responsible course 
to try to keep this continuing resolu­
tion lean and clean. 

But, the House has spoken and de­
feated that earlier rule, last Thursday. 
So the Rules Committee met again 
last Friday noon, at the request of the 
Speaker, and reported to you this new 
rule which makes in order all 11 
amendments that were requested of us 
at our !Jist hearing on this matter. 
Among other things, this rule will 
make in order amendments to enact 
the entire foreign aid authorization, 
the entire Department of Defense au-

thorization, and the entire water 
projects authorization. And that's only 
for starters. 

We have also made in order amend­
ments to enact a DC government reor­
ganization bill to correct defects in the 
original self-government act that have 
arisen due to the Chadha decision; -and 
we make in order amendments to in­
crease funds for food stamps [Mr. PA­
NETTA], social service block grants for 
day care worker training [Mr. 
MILLER], public broadcasting, and to 
retain Federal control over civilian 
conservation centers. In short, the 
Rules Committee has completely capi­
tulated to the perceived will of the 
House in wanting to make this con­
tinuing resolution a pick-up train for 
all the loose cars that might otherwise 
be left in the rail yards in this 98th 
Congress. This continuing resolution 
has been termed by some as the last 
train leaving the station, and no one 
wants to be left behind. Whether this 
train is bound for glory or somewhere 
else remains to be seen. I will say that 
we were additionally able to make in 
order two amendments which would 
actually reduce funding in the areas of 
foreign aid and Labor, HHS and Edu­
cation-amendments by the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. BROWN] and the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. FREN­
ZEL]. So, these are not all add-on 
amendments. 

Mr. Speaker, I have already indicat­
ed what my first preference was, and 
the House was rejected that lean and 
clean approach for this more catch-all 
approach that is provided under our 
most recent rule. So I would suggest 
that as long as we are taking this tack, 
we should use the opportunity to add 
just one more item that doesn't in­
volve spending a lot of additional 
money-it authorizes a minimal 
amount-and yet should be one of our 
top priorities in these waning days of 
the 98th Congress. I am referring to 
the administration's omnibus anti­
crime package. 

The other body passed S. 1762, the 
Comprehensive Crime Control Act of 
1984, on February 2 of this year by a 
vote of 91 to 1. The ranking Republi­
can on the House Judiciary Commit­
tee, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. FisH], introduced that identical 
bill as H.R. 5963 on June 28 of this 
year. And yet, both bills continue to 
languish in the House Judiciary Com­
mittee as if crime was really not a 
matter of serious concern. 

Oh, we've gotten dribs and drabs and 
trickles and pieces from that commit­
tee from time to time under the rubric 
of anticrime legislation; but we 
haven't really gotten any serious and 
concerted effort to come to grips with 
the crime problem in a comprehensive 
fashion. The rationale seems to be, 
"Let them eat crumbs, and maybe we 
can convince them after awhile that 
we've given them the whole loaf." 

Well I would suggest, Mr. Speaker, 
that nobody's really going to take that 
piecemeal approach seriously, especial­
ly when we have a major crime bill al­
ready passed by the other body that is 
just waiting for action by this House. 

So what I am suggesting today is 
that, as long as we are using this con­
tinuing resolution as a vehicle for en­
acting several major authorization 
bills, we should also use it to enact the 
comprehensive crime control bill that 
has been pending in this body since 
last February. I am going to urge that 
we defeat the previous question so we 
can amend this rule and make in order 
one more amendment which will be of­
fered by Mr. FisH and consist of the 
text of the Senate-passed anticrime 
bill. 

Let's make it clear to the American 
people once and for all that this 98th 
Congress is not going home until we 
enact this major and comprehensive 
crime package and that we have the 
guts to deal with the problem now in­
stead of piecemeal and at a later date. 

I, therefore, want to make it quite 
clear to my colleagues that the vote on 
the previous question will be a vote on 
whether you want to enact a major 
crime package in this Congress. A "no" 
vote on the previous question is a vote 
for such an opportunity. A "yes" vote 
on the previous question will mean 
that you don't really care about the 
crime problem. In short, Mr. Speaker, 
it would be a real crime if we don't 
take up this comprehensive anticrime 
bill now. Vote down the previous ques­
tion. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. FISH]. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I support 
the effort to defeat the ordering of 
the previous question on the rule and 
to make in order my amendment to 
the bill. My amendment-identical to 
S. 1762-will permit the consideration 
by the House of Representatives of 
the President's Comprehensive Crime 
Control Act of 1984 as it passed the 
Senate by a vote of 91 to 1. I intro­
duced this measure in the House as 
H.R. 5963, and I believe the American 
people want and deserve these im­
provements. 

This somewhat unorthodox proce­
dure is necessitated by the Democratic 
leadership's refusal to permit this 
body to consider these important 
crime proposals. Those few carefully 
selected crime issues which have been 
placed before this body have been con­
sidered under special procedures that 
prohibit amendment. This is made 
particularly unacceptable by the insuf­
ficient response to criminal problems 
posed by House legislation which is 
often weaker than that passed by the 
Senate. 

Over the past several weeks this 
body has passed some crime bills that 
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are a part of the President's package. 
These crime bills, however, are non­
controversial measures and do not con­
stitute the heart of the Comprehen­
sive Crime Control Act. The three re­
forms, sentencing reform, bail reform, 
and reform of the insanity defense, 
are but a few key provisions which de­
serve full consideration by the Mem­
bers. 

The failure to consider this impor­
tant package rests with the House 
leaders who have prevented this body 
from acting upon criminal law reforms 
which I believe are supported by a ma­
jority of Members of this body. 

It is this extraordinary refusal to 
permit consideration of crime issues 
which has led to these procedures 
which I support today. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 1762 and its compan­
ion, H.R. 5963, contained 46 parts. The 
House has passed only 15 parts. Four 
more have passed the Judiciary Com­
mittee. No others have been reported 
by subcommittees, and only three 
more have been the subject of hear­
ings. Mr. Speaker, 24 parts of the 
Comprehensive Crime Control Act 
have received no House action whatso­
ever. Over half of the bipartisan 
Senate crime bill, which not a single 
Senate Democrat present voted 
against, has not even been subject to 
hearings. 

With only a few legislative days re­
maining in this Congress, 10 parts 
await conferences with the Senate. 
These numbers indicate the problems 
with the piecemeal approach. But 
more important, qualitatively, are 
measures which have not been granted 
rules: Bail reform, sentencing reform 
and the insanity defense. 

Mr. Speaker, because of the slow 
process for the last year and a half 
that has brought us to this point, 
there is no time for this Congress to 
act on all this legislation individually. 

0 1230 
The Members should realize and the 

American people understand that a 
vote on the previous question on this 
rule is the only vote in this Congress 
on comprehensive crime control. It is 
nothing short of that; it will be known 
as that. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali­
fornia [Mr. LUNGREN]. 

Mr. LUNGREN. I thank the gentle­
man for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I join my colleagues in 
asking that we vote down the previous 
question so that we might have an op­
portunity to attach the President's 
Crime Control Act to this bill coming 
before us. 

I .supported the Rules Committee 
last week; I would much rather that 
we have a clean bill. This is not a rule 
for a clean bill, we all acknowledge 
that. If that is what we are going to do 
here because we think certain other 

bills are extremely important, we 
ought to also allow the President's 
Comprehensive Crime Control Act to 
be attached to this legislation. 

Why? Because for the very first time 
in over 7 years, the Roper poll shows 
that crime and drugs as a combined 
issue is the No. 1 issue in the United 
States. For the first time in over 7 
years, it is more important than any 
other issue. More important even than 
any economic issue. 

I would urge my colleagues that we 
ought to take this opportunity to at 
least confront it. Some would say that 
this is not the ideal; I would agree, 
this is not the ideal. But certainly not 
having an opportunity to vote on the 
President's crime bill is not the ideal. 
This is a bill, mentioned by my col­
league just a minute ago, that passed 
in the Senate without one Democratic 
vote against it. Ninety-one to one this 
Congress; 95 to 1 in the Congress 
before. We have never had a chance to 
vote on it. 

Now we know certain things can be 
brought here. The ERA was brought 
here, less than a week of passing out 
of our Judiciary Committee, in a situa­
tion that many of us objected to. That 
was brought here because the Speaker 
told us that he would schedule it and 
he thought it was important. 

Yesterday we passed a very impor­
tant bill, an important bill giving citi­
zenship, posthumously, to Corporal 
Staniszewki from the great State of 
Massachusetts. Not only was that 
brought up in quick order, but it by­
passed the subcommittee and the Full 
Committee of Judiciary. We were 
scheduled to deal with that bill today, 
and now we find ourselves a day after 
it is passed out of the full House. 

The point is when the leadership 
wants certain bills to get to the floor, 
we have an opportunity to vote on 
them. There is no other opportunity, 
evidently, in this House for us to go on 
the record on bail reform, on sentenc­
ing reform, on insanity defense, all 
those things that are contained in the 
President's comprehensive crime con­
trol package bill that passed the 
House overwhelmingly. 

The sentencing reform package that 
we want to put in here is Senator KEN­
NEDY's sentencing reform package sup­
ported by the President. If the Presi­
dent of the United States and the 
senior Senator from Massachusetts 
can get together on something like 
that, it must be pretty comprehensive, 
and not very controversial. 

We ought to at least have the oppor­
tunity to deal with this at this time. 
Our distinguished late colleague, Carl 
Perkins, describing the committee on 
which I am privileged to serve, the Ju­
diciary Committee, referred to it in 
some ways as the "burial committee." 
The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
HYDE] calls it the "Bermuda Trian­
gle:" Things go in there and they are 

lost forever. They do not even make a 
blip on the radar screen. 

What we are saying is bring it back 
up; give us an opportunity to vote on 
it. Vote down the previous question 
when it comes up later today. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Indi­
ana [Mr. MYERS]. 

Mr. MYERS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
rule, and I am opposed to any other 
move to not approve this rule. I recog­
nize that this rule does provide more 
than many of us would like to see, but 
this hour in this session of the Con­
gress, when most Members want to go 
back home, and recognizing the re­
sponsibility that we have here in the 
House to complete the Nation's work 
for appropriations to fund about 90 
percent of our Government, I see no 
other choice but to support this rule 
today. That is because on Sunday 
night, if we do not pass this CR, or 
some continuing resolution, major por­
tions of our Federal Government are 
going to be shut down. 

Now, some may applaud and say we 
ought to shut down a lot of it; but that 
is not the responsible thing to do. I 
recognize that there are many bills 
that Members would like to have in­
cluded in this continuing resolution. I 
would like to see the crime bill includ­
ed; I would like to have seen it passed 
already. I would like to have seen 
something done about the natural gas 
bill. We could go down a list of bills 
that should have been passed by this 
Congress. Maybe the right thing to do 
would be for us to stay here for an­
other 2 weeks and complete the Na­
tion's business, but we have not got it 
done this late, and now we are faced 
with the one responsibility of how to 
keep this Government running. 

I think it reaches some point where 
we have to say no to more additions to 
the CR and, that we are going to con­
tinue the vital functions of our Gov­
ernment. The Rules Committee has 
struck a compromise which is accepta­
ble in my view. It will not be the bill 
many people would like to see because 
you did not get your particular bill in, 
and the crime bill is one of the many 
that we would like to have seen passed 
by now. This is an appropriation bill. 
The amendments that have been made 
in order by this rule have been consid­
ered and passed by the House. To in­
clude this crime bill which has not 
been yet considered by the House and 
would be allowed only one-half hour 
for such an important bill is not the 
way to make law. The crime problem 
is too important to limit the discussion 
and not even allow possible amend­
ments. 

I hope this House today will not 
defeat the previous question, will 
move on with our business as it should 
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be to approve this continuing resolu­
tion so we can go to conference with 
the other body and do the responsible 
thing by working out this appropria­
tion. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor­
ida [Mr. McCOLLUM]. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. I thank the gen­
tleman for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, the issue before us 
today is not just a question of what is 
the rule going to look like; it is a ques­
tion of the agenda of this Congress as 
we go to the waning days, and are we 
going to consider one of the most im­
portant issues to come before this 
Congress in many a day that we have 
not been able to get to the floor of the 
House. We have been struggling in the 
4 years that I have been on the Crimi­
nal Justice Subcommittee to get to the 
floor for a vote the President's omni­
bus crime bill and the effort has been 
going for a lot longer than that. 

In an effort to allow this body to 
work its will, to give a chance for all 
the Members of this body to vote on 
the President's omnibus crime bill 
that we have been waiting so long to 
get a chance to do, I strongly urge the 
Members to vote to defeat the previ­
ous question. It is absolutely crucial 
that we not allow this kind of proce­
dure to go forward without an oppor­
tunity this session of Congress to vote 
on this comprehensive package. 

What is in it? Well, what is in it is 
major reform of sentencing for one 
thing. It would require a determinate 
sentencing by the judges; it would put 

-guidelines on them; it would set up a 
uniformity of sentencing procedure; it 
would abolish parole. In essence, we 
get truth in sentencing again which we 
have not had in this country for many 
a year. 

It would also have bail reform in it, a 
situation where we could finally have 
an opportunity for judges to be able to 
say no, I am not going to release some­
body out onto the streets if he is a 
danger to the community. It has the 
insanity defense reform in it. It has, as 
Mr. FISH said earlier, 46 different 
parts in it, 24 of which have never 
been up in this Congress, even out of 
our committee for hearings. 

Nonetheless, this package passed the 
other body by an overwhelming vote 
of 91 to 1 in this Congress. It passed 
by 99 to 1 in the last Congress. The 
people of the United States have a 
right to expect this body, the Congress 
of the United States, the House of 
Representatives, to act on this crime 
package to get at one of the major 
problems of our Nation, and there is 
no reason why a matter as noncontro­
versial as this is should be thwarted a 
vote on the floor of the House because 
some of the leadership do not like 
some of the provisions that the vast 
majority of us .would readily endorse, 
would readily vote for. 
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So, again, I urge the Members to 
vote down the previous question and 
let us go forward with an opportunity 
to vote on this Omnibus Crime pack­
age in this session of Congress, this 
week, and get on with the duty of this 
body. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. DEWINE]. . 

Mr. DEWINE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, the question today is a 
question of priorities. Why do the 
people send us to Washington? It may 
be very easy to say we should not put 
anything on this bill and slip away 
home next week; that might be the 
easy thing to do. Let no one have any 
doubt about what the issue is on this 
vote. 

I urge defeat of the previous ques­
tion. If you are serious about passing 
anitcrime legislation; if you want to 
make systemic changes; if you want to 
make comprehensive changes in the 
Criminal Code, this is the only way in 
this Congres you are going to be able 
to do it. 

We have waited 2 years, 2 years and 
this is the only chance we are going to 
be able to get to do it. If the Members 
think it is wrong that a trial court 
judge today in the Federal system 
cannot consider the dangerousness to 
the community, that a hardened crimi­
nal is dangerous to the community in 
setting bond, if you think a trial court 
judge should be able to consider that, 
then I ask you to vote no. 

If the Members think that we need 
tremendous changes in our sentencing 
law, then I ask the Members to vote 
no. If you and your constituents are 
tired of seeing people get a lengthy 
sentence and turn around and not 
really serve that sentence but be out 
in a few days, then I ask you to vote 
"no." 

D 1240 
Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. I 
do not want anyone else in this House 
to feel that JIM QuiLLEN does not sup­
port the anticrime package; I do. I 
think the way that it is being proposed 
today is not correct. I think that 
making a fight to defeat the previous 
question is simply making a point. 

The continuing resolution is no 
place for the anticrime measure. It de­
serves special attention. It deserves a 
special schedule on the floor of the 
House. It deserves full debate because 
it is so important to America, but tack­
ing it on to a continuing resolution is 
merely making a point and I do not 
think at this late hour it is the time to 
do it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KINDNESS]. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 

time and I would ask a "no" vote on 
the previous question on the rule. 

The Comprehensive Crime Control 
Act is the only chance at doing some­
thing constructive about criminal law 
reform in a comprehensive manner in 
this Congress. A "no" vote on the pre­
vious question will be the real law and 
order vote for this Congress. 

A "no" vote on the previous question 
will be your real and only law and 
order vote in this Congress. Adoption 
of the Comprehensive Crime Control 
Act, incidentally, could make the con­
tinuing appropriations resolution a lot 
more acceptable at the White House, I 
would think. 

The people of this Nation expect 
more from this Congress than they 
are getting. Some constructive, com­
prehensive, effective reform of crimi­
nal law is the least we can do after 15 
years of study, and we can to it now. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle­
man for yielding to me. Mr. Speaker, 
the proponents of this rule argue that 
the time is late, that we cannot at this 
late hour take up this bill. Well, I 
would suggest that we ought to check 
how they voted the other day when we 
had a chance for a clean continuing 
resolution when the Appropriations 
and the Public Works Committees had 
figured out they did not have enough 
pork in that resolution so they would 
not vote for a clean resolution. 

The hour is late because they made 
it late but there is room in this bill for 
all kinds of things. Now we have got 
child care provisions in there and all 
kinds of things, but we cannot put 
crime in. It seems to me that here is a 
place where we can address the crime 
issue. 

Let us also take a look at the point, 
this bill has a better chance of getting 
signed into law if this crime package is 
in there. The President is probably 
going to veto a pork bill but if we put 
the crime package in there it has got a 
better chance of getting enacted into 
law so the people who want to get it 
enacted might better vote for the 
move that we are going to make to put 
the crime package into the bill. 

Mr. LOTI'. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman yield just for a couple of 
brief points? 

First of all, if you vote against the 
previous question you are not killing 
this rule. All you would be doing is 
give the House an opportunity to vote 
on the criminal law reform package. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman is absolutely correct, not 
killing the law in any way. 

Mr. LOTT. If the gentleman will 
yield further for one point. 

Mr. Speaker, under this rule the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH] 
would have 30 minutes to explain the 
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omnibus crime package and the chair­
man of the Committee on the Judici­
ary could offer the substitute amend­
ment and would also have 30 minutes. 
It would be the usual 30 minutes of 
debate on an issue of this kind and so 
we would have an opportunity to vote 
on comprehensive criminal law 
reform. 

Mr. WALKER. That is correct, Mr. 
Speaker, and I do not think anybody 
can hide behind procedure here. This 
is the vote on this session on crime. 
This would tell your constitutents 
whether you are willing to see tough 
anticrime measures at least debated in 
the House of Representatives. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali­
fornia [Mr. DANNEMEYER]. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the effort to defeat 
the previous question so we can vote 
on the issue of crime legislation. But 
my comments this morning are an ob­
jection to bringing to the floor of the 
House for consideration a continuing 
resolution whereby Members are pre­
cluded from offering amendments to 
reduce spending for individual appro­
priations bills. 

For instance, this continuing resolu­
tion will preclude us from offering an 
amendment to reduce spending in 
transportation, in defense, and also in 
the foreign assistance program. This 
Member from California, during the 
course of this year, has offered amend­
ments to implement some of the rec­
ommendations of the Grace Commis­
sion to other individual appropriation 
bills as they came along. I think that 
is a proper procedure. 

It prevents accountability when we 
bring up these issues in the continuing 
resolution. We are precluded from a 
separate vote on individual appropria­
tion bills. I resent that and I think we 
should defeat the rule as well. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor­
ida [Mr. SHAwl. 

Mr. SHAW. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding to me. Mr. Speaker, I gen­
erally would be standing here speaking 
against putting something on a rule 
such as this. However, in this particu­
lar instance, we are in the last inning 
of play. This Congress is about to ad­
journ and the most important piece of 
legislation perhaps to have passed the 
Senate this year continues to sit over 
here gathering dust and not being con­
sidered by this body. 

Mr. Speaker, I heard you on the 
radio this morning speaking of the 
President and the amount of time that 
he would work during a day. Mr. 
Speaker, I have trouble looking at 
that particular comparison when I see 
that this Congress is about ready to go 
out of session for months at a time. I 
find it very hard to understand how 
anybody could criticize anyone for not 

putting in a full work day when we do 
not put in a full work year. 

There is much work that could be 
done in this Congress and this is the 
last chance we are going to have to get 
at this most important piece of legisla­
tion. 

There is no question about it. This is 
the crime vote for this session, and 
anybody who does not realize that is 
not paying attention. 

It is most important that we vote 
against the previous question and that 
we bring up the question of this most 
important crime bill before this House 
and do it now before it is too late. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
and yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas­
sachusetts [Mr. CoNTE]. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the rule. I thought that the 
rule that we had down here last week 
was a good rule and one which would 
guarantee safe harboring for the con­
tinuing resolution. 

At that time I commended the Rules 
Committee and I commend them 
again. It was a courageous act on their 
part but it was the right thing to do. 
Now we are going to have 11 amend­
ments in order here. I am sure they 
will get all adopted, and the other 
body over there will have a tremen­
dous amount of amendments. If we are 
not able, in that conference under the 
able leadership of my chairman JAMIE 
WHITTEN and BILL NATCHER, to go over 
there and strip this bill, we are going 
to get a veto. We will be here next 
Friday or next Saturday or next 
Sunday trying to iron out this situa­
tion. 

I am going to vote down the previous 
question because I think if they allow 
11 amendments, why not let the crime 
package in here? We let everything 
else in. 

Just think about it; why not vote 
down the previous question? 

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

Mr. Speaker, when a different rule 
on this same bill was up last week, I 
fought in the Rules Committee as 
hard as I could against the rule and I 
fought against the rule on the floor of 
the House. 

I understand when the Rules Com­
mittees met to report out this rule 
there was no effort to add an anti­
crime package. Yet we find the fight 
here on the floor here today to vote 
down the previous question to add it. 
And many of the proponents who are 
seeking to vote down the previous 
question supported the rule last week. 

Whatever each individual Member 
does is his own right. I criticize no one 
but we all know the importance of an 
anticrime package. This is not the ve­
hicle. We are only making a show. 

I think we need the anticrime pack-
age on the floor of the House as a sep-

arate measure, and let us support this 
rule and let us adopt it and proceed to 
debate on the continuing resolution as 
quickly as we can. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak­
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES]. 

0 1250 
Mr. HUGHES. I thank the gentle­

man for yielding this time to me. 
Mr. Speaker, I want to say to my col­

league, the gentleman from Tennes­
see, that he is absolutely right; it is a 
show and I regret it because crime 
really is not a partisan issue. Crime is 
everybody's problem, and I am just so 
sorry to see the crime issue get caught 
up in election year politics. 

I am disappointed with some of my 
colleagues on the Committee on the 
Judiciary because they have not repre­
sented the facts correctly. We have 
passed or will have passed some 24 
crime bills in this Congress. That is 
probably the most productive effort 
on crime in the entire five terms I 
have been here, 10 years. 

The administration just last week 
asked me if I would take up three bills 
dealing with antiterrorism in the clos­
ing days of this session because of the 
problems that we experienced in 
Beirut just last week. I have a hearing 
scheduled tomorrow on three major 
anticrime bills. We are going to move 
them through to completion, hopeful­
ly in this session of the Congress, be­
cause it is important to do so at this 
time, even though we must have seven 
bills we are trying to conference with 
the Senate right now. 

I say to my colleague, the gentleman 
from Florida, that we are moving 
crime legislation, and he knows that, 
out of the Subcommittee on Crime as 
fast as we can tum it out. 

I listened to my colleagues here on 
the floor 2 weeks ago argue against a 
number of my crime bills because they 
were brought up on the Suspension 
Calendar. We were trying to expedite 
them through the short process to get 
them over to the other body. My col­
leagues argued at that time that be­
cause they could not offer amend­
ments to bills on the Suspension Cal­
endar that Members should vote 
against them. Here my colleagues now 
want to offer in the continuing resolu­
tion bills that have never been taken 
up in the Congress measures, in some 
instance that we bypassed because we 
felt there were other bills more impor­
tant than some of the bills that are in­
cluded in this package now they want 
to tack these bills onto the continuing 
resolution without the benefit of hear­
ings, debate or thoughtful examina­
tion. 

We passed and sent to, the other 
body, over a year ago the Justice As­
sistance Act of 1983. It has been col­
lecting dust since May 1983. If you 
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were to ask the National District At­
torneys' Association what their No. 1 
priority is, it is the Justice Assistance 
Act. That is the one bill that we can 
work on that will impact street crime. 
Members surely know that 95 percent 
of the street crime that is committed, 
invokes a violation of local law, not 
Federal law. So the one bill that we 
can offer that will do something about 
serious street crime we cannot seem to 
get out of the Senate. 

I say to my colleagues that right 
now we must have 12 bills in the other 
body that have not been acted upon. 
We have passed five major crime bills 
that the President has already signed 
into law. 

For anybody to get up on this floor 
and suggest that we have not made 
major changes in the criminal justice 
process does not know what he is talk­
ing about. The gentleman from Michi­
gan, HAL SAWYER, and I have had an 
excellent bipartisan working relation­
ship and we have turned this subcom­
mittee into a true anticrime workshop. 

So I would urge my colleagues to 
vote for the previous question. Placing 
nongermane crime measures on the 
continuing resolution is no way to leg­
islate. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak­
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. RoDINO]. 

Mr. RODINO. I thank the gentle­
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, it is incredible that 
today we have Members who, recogniz­
ing the importance of the issue of 
crime and crime in this country, and 
who are aware of the serious efforts 
that have been made by both the 
Committee on the Judiciary, and the 
Crime Subcommittee, under the chair­
manship of the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. HuGHES] to deal with 
these issues, not in a piecemeal fash­
ion, but in a fashion that shows re­
sponsibility and deliberation over 
these matters, ignore that and the ac­
tions already taken by the House. 

As the gentleman from New Jersey 
has stated now, the committee has 
presented to this House over 20 meas­
ures and some of them languished in 
the other body, without serious action. 
We consider those to be very impor­
tant matters: 

For example, the Justice Assistance 
Act-identified by most State and local 
crime fighters as the single most im­
portant anticrime measure before 
Congress. This bill would provide 
States and local governments-where 
over 99 percent of criminal prosecu­
tions occur-with matching funds for 
proven crime fighting programs. It is 
the only measure before Congress that 
actually works to increase the detec­
tion of crime and the apprehension of 
criminals. The legislation was included 
in the seven part anticrime bill passed 
in the 97th Congress and vetoed by 
the President. It was again passed by 

the House in May 1983 and languished 
in the other body for over a year. Only 
recently, has the other body taken 
action on that legislation. 

The House has passed 18 crime 
measures in this Congress. 

Other matters that were recently 
brought to the floor of this House, 
under suspension of the rules in order 
to expedite those measures and allow 
time for the differences that existed 
between the measures to be resolved 
in conference, were defeated by the 
very people who are now discussing 
the importance of these matters. That 
procedure had been agreed upon not 
only by the subcommittee chairman, 
but the ranking minority member on 
the other side as a vehicle in order to 
assure that these matters would have 
been acted on. 

Mr. Speaker, all I can say is that in 
the last Congress we did have a crime 
package which included a very impor­
tant issue, the issue of creating a drug 
czar to deal with the tremendously dif­
ficult problem of drugs and the illegal 
traffic in narcotics. That was a pack­
age agreed upon by our House and the 
other body. That package went to the 
President of the United States and the 
President of the United States vetoed 
that very important issue. 

All I can say is, Mr. Speaker, it just 
does not comport with what we are 
hearing. There is no justification 
whatsoever for this attempt at this 
time to consider this issue as a crime 
package. 

Some of the Members on the other 
side of the aisle complained when the 
committee takes a bill on single limit­
ed subject to the floor on the Suspen­
sion Calendar because there is no op­
portunity to perfect the bill through 
the amendment process. Here some of 
the same Members support an entire 
omnibus crime package which in part 
attempts to undo legislation already 
passed by the House without any op­
portunity to carefully review and per­
fect all of the myriad segments of the 
bill. 
- I believe that the best and wisest 
course of action would be for us to ad­
dress the limited issues that need be 
addressed in the continuing resolu­
tion-those that deal with authoriza­
tions and funding-the purpose of the 
measure. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak­
er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
in which to revise and extend their re­
marks on House Resolution 588. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak­

er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I favor legislation of 
course, on the crime package and I 

think all of us understand that this is 
neither the time nor the circum­
stances in which such a serious matter 
should be considered. 

Let me say that I would oppose 
making in order the crime package at 
this time to the rule. The Committee 
on Rules held extensive hearings on 
the rule. No one asked that any of 
these bills be made in order. While we 
have made in order the offering of 
four amendments that are legislative, 
three of them are complete authoriza­
tion bills, I must point out that all of 
these measures have been passed by 
the House. 

I ask Members to vote for the previ­
ous question. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak­
er, I move the previous question on 
the resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
ordering the previous quesiton. 

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

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 218, nays 
17 4, not voting 40, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews <TX> 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Britt 
Brooks 
Brown<CA> 
Burton<CA> 
Byron 
Carper 
Carr 
Chappell 
Clarke 
Clay 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daniel 

[Roll No. 4111 
YEAS-218 

Darden 
Daschle 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards (CA> 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford(Ml) 
Ford<TN> 
Frank 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gore 
Gray 
Hall <OH> 
Hall, Sam 
Hance 

Harkin 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
He! tel 
Hightower 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jenkins 
Jones (NC) 
Jones(TN) 
Kastenmeier 
Kazen 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Leath 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman(FL) 
Levin 
Levine 
Levitas 
Lipinski 
Long(LA) 
Long(MD) 
Lowry<WA> 
Luken 
Lundine 
MacKay 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
McCloskey 
McHugh 
McNulty 
Mikulski 
Miller (CA> 
Min eta 
Minish 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
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Mollohan Reid Synar Goodling Kogovsek Rangel Jones <NC> Myers Smith <IA> 
Montgomery Richardson Tallon Gramm Kostmayer Ritter Jones <TN> Natcher Smith <NE> 
Moody Rodino Thomas<GA> Guarini Leland Savage Kaptur Neal Smith<NJ> 
Morrison <CT> Roe Torres Hall (IN) Markey Schulze Kazen Nichols Snyder 
Mrazek Rose Torricelli Hammerschmidt Marlenee Simon Kennelly Nowak Solarz 
Murphy Rostenkowski Towns Harrison Martin<NC> Williams <OH> Kildee O'Brien Spratt 
Murtha Rowland Traxler Hatcher McGrath Wilson Kleczka Oakar StGermain 
Myers Roybal Udall Hertel Morrison <WA> Kolter Oberstar Staggers 
Natcher Russo Vento Hunter Pepper LaFalce Obey Stark 
Neal Sabo Volkmer Lantos Ortiz Stokes 
Nichols Scheuer Walgren 0 1310 Leath Ottinger Stratton 
Nowak Schumer Watkins 

The Clerk announced the following Lehman<CA> Owens Studds 
Oakar Seiberling Waxman Lehman<FL> Packard Swift 
Oberstar Shannon Weaver pairs: Levin Panetta Tallon 
Obey Sikorski Weiss On this vote: Levine Parris Tauzin 
Olin Sisisky Wheat Lipinski Patterson Thomas<GA> 
Ortiz Skelton Whitley Mr. Leland for, with Mr. Corcoran against. Lloyd Pease Torres 
Ottinger Slattery Whitten Mr. Guarini for, with Mr. Erdreich Long<LA> Penny Torricelli 
Owens Smith<FL> Williams <MT> against. Long<MD> Pickle Towns 
Panetta Smith <IA> Wirth Mr. Rangel for, with Mr. McGrath Lowry<WA> Price Traxler 
Patterson Solarz Wise against. Luken Quillen Udall 
Pease Spratt Wolpe Mr. Pepper for, with Mr. Breaux against. Lundine Rahall Vander Jagt 
Penny StGermain Wright Martinez Ratchford Vento 
Pickle Staggers Wyden Mr. STRATTON, Ms. KAPTUR, and Matsui Reid Volkmer 
Price Stark Yates Mr. VALENTINE changed their votes Mavroules R ichardson Walgren 
Quillen Stokes Yatron from "yea" to "nay." Mazzoli Rinaldo Watkins 
Rahall Studds Young<MO> McCloskey Rodino Waxman 
Ratchford Swift Mr. DINGELL and Mr. BEILENSON McDade Roe Weaver 

changed their votes from "nay" to McHugh Rose Weiss 
NAYS-174 "yea." McNulty Rostenkowski Wheat 

Andrews <NC> Hopkins Porter So the previous question Mica Rowland Whitehurst 
Applegate Horton Pritchard was or- Mikulski Roybal Whitley 
Archer Hubbard Pursell de red. Miller <CA> Rudd Whitten 
Badham Huckaby Ray The result of the vote was an- Miller <OH> Russo Williams <MT> 
Bartlett Hyde Regula nounced as above recorded. Min eta Sabo Wirth 
Bateman Ireland Ridge Minish Scheuer Wise 
Bereuter Jacobs Rinaldo The SPEAKER. The question is on Mitchell Schumer Woll 
Bilirakis Jeffords Roberts the resolution. Moakley Seiberling Wolpe 
Bliley Johnson Robinson The question was taken; and the Mollohan Shannon Wright 
Boehlert Jones <OK> Roemer Speaker announced that the ayes ap- Montgomery Shelby Wyden 
Broomfield Kaptur Rogers Moody Shuster Yates 
Brown<CO> Kasich Roth peared to have it. Morrison <CT> Sikorski Yatron 
Broyhill Kemp Roukema Mrazek Sisisky Young<AK> 

RECORDED VOTE Murphy Skelton Young<MO> Burton <IN> Kindness Rudd 
Campbell Kramer Sawyer Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I Murtha Smith <FL> 
Carney Lagomarsino Schaefer demand a recorded vote. NOES-135 Chandler Latta Schneider A recorded vote was ordered. 
Chapple Leach Schroeder The vote was taken by electronic Andrews <NC> Johnson Pursell 
Coats Lent Sensenbrenner Archer Jones <OK> Ray 
Conable Lewis <CA> Sharp device, and there were-ayes 257, noes Badham Kasich Regula 
Conte Lewis <FL> Shaw 135, not voting 40, as follows: Bartlett Kastenmeier Ridge 
Coughlin Livingston Shelby 

[Roll No. 4121 Beilenson Kemp Roberts 
Courter Lloyd Shumway Bereuter Kindness Robinson 
Craig Loeffler Shuster AYES-257 Bilirakis Kramer Roemer 
Crane, Daniel Lott Siljander 

Ackerman Coleman <TX> Ford<TN> 
Boehlert Lagomarsino Rogers 

Crane, Philip Lowery <CA> Skeen Broomfield Latta Roth 
Dannemeyer Lujan Smith<NE> Addabbo Collins Frank Brown<CO> Leach Roukema 
Daub Lungren Smith<NJ) Akaka Conte Frenzel Broyhill Lent Sawyer 
De Wine Mack Smith, Denny Albosta Conyers Frost Burton <IN> Levitas Schaefer 
Dickinson Madigan Smith, Robert Alexander Cooper Fuqua Campbell Lewis <CA> Schneider 
Dreier Marriott Snowe Anderson Coyne Garcia Carney Lewis <FL> Schroeder 
Duncan Martin <IL> Snyder Andrews <TX> Crockett Gaydos Chandler Livingston Sensenbrenner 
Edwards <AL> Martin<NY> Solomon Annunzio Daniel Gejdenson Chapple Loeffler Sharp 
Edwards <OK> Mazzoli Spence Anthony Darden Gekas Coats Lott Shaw 
Emerson McCain Stangeland Applegate Daschle Gephardt Conable Lowery <CA> Shumway 
English McCandless Stenholm Asp in Davis Gibbons Coughlin Lujan Siljander 
Erlenborn McCollum Stratton AuCoin de la Garza Gilman Courter Lungren Skeen 
Evans <IA> McCurdy Stump Barnard Dellums Glickman Craig Mack Slattery 
Fiedler McDade Sundquist Barnes Derrick Gonzalez Crane, Daniel MacKay Smith, Denny 
Fields McEwen Tauke Bateman Dicks Gore Crane, Philip Marriott Smith, Robert 
Fish McKernan Tauzin Bates Ding ell Gradison Dannemeyer Martin <IL) Snowe 
Frenzel McKinney Taylor Bedell Dixon Gray Daub Martin<NY> Solomon 
Gekas Mica Thomas<CA> Bennett Donnelly Green De Wine McCain Spence 
Gilman Michel Valentine Berman Dorgan Hall <OH> Dickinson McCandless Stangeland 
Gingrich Miller <OH> VanderJagt Bevill Dowdy Hall, Ralph Dreier McCollum Stenholm 
Gradison Molinari Vandergriff Biaggi Downey Hall, Sam Edwards <OK> McCurdy Stump 
Green Moore Vucanovich Bliley Duncan Hamilton English McEwen Sundquist 
Gregg Moorhead Walker Boland Durbin Hance Erlenborn McKernan Synar 
Gunderson Nelson Weber Boner Dwyer Harkin Evans<IA> McKinney Tauke 
Hall, Ralph Nielson Whitehurst Bonker Dymally Hawkins Fiedler Michel Taylor 
Hamilton O'Brien Whittaker Borski Dyson Hayes Fields Molinari Thomas<CA> 
Hansen<ID> Oxley Winn Bosco Early Hefner Fish Moore Valentine 
Hansen<UT> Packard Woll Boucher Eckart Heftel Gingrich Moorhead Vandergriff 
Hartnett Parris Wortley Boxer Edgar Hightower Gregg Nelson Vucanovich 
Hefner Pas hay an Wylie Britt Edwards <AL> Hillis Gunderson Nielson Walker 
Hiler Patman Young<AK> Brooks Edwards <CA> Holt Hansen <ID> Olin Weber 
Hillis Paul Young(FL) Brown<CA> Emerson Horton Hansen<UT> Oxley Whittaker 
Holt Petri Zschau Bryant Evans <IL> Howard Hartnett Patman Winn 

Burton<CA> Fascell Hoyer Hiler Paul Wortley 
NOT VOTING-40 Byron Fazio Huckaby Hopkins Petri Wylie 

Carper Feighan Hughes Hubbard Porter Young<FL> Bethune Cheney Dorgan Carr Flippo Hutto Ireland Pritchard Zschau Boggs Clinger Erdreich Chappell Florio Hyde 
Bonior Coleman <MO> Ferraro Clarke Foglietta Jacobs NOT VOTING-40 
Breaux Corcoran Fowler Clay Foley Jeffords 
Bryant D 'Amours Franklin Coelho Ford <MI> Jenkins Bethune Boggs Bonior 
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Breaux 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coleman <MO> 
Corcoran 
D'Amours 
Erdreich 
Ferraro 
Fowler 
Franklin 
Goodling 
Gramm 
Guarini 

Hall <IN> McGrath 
Hammerschmidt Morrison <W A> 
Harrison Pashayan 
Hatcher Pepper 
Hertel Rangel 
Hunter Ritter 
Kogovsek Savage 
Kostmayer Schulze 
Leland Simon 
Madigan Williams <OH> 
Markey Wilson 
Marlenee 
Martin<NC> 

0 1330 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Leland for, with Mr. Corcoran against. 
Mr. Rangel for, with Mr. McGrath 

against. 
Mr. Guarini for, with Mr. Pashayan 

against. 
Mr. Erdreich for, with Mr. Cheney 

against. 
Mr. Pepper for, with Mr. Hunter against. 
Mr. RUDD changed his vote from 

"aye" to "no." 
So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an­

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES 
ON S. 905, NATIONAL ARCHIVES 
AND RECORDS ADMINISTRA­
TION ACT OF 1983 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate bill <S. 905) 
to establish the National Archives and 
Records Administration as an inde­
pendent agency, with the House 
amendments thereto, insist on the 
House amendments, and agree to the 
conference asked by the Senate. 

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserv­
ing the right to object, I do so just to 
check to see whether or not this has 
been cleared by the minority. 

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

Mr. WALKER. Reserving the right 
to object, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, it cer­
tainly has. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman, and I withdraw my res­
ervation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? The Chair hears none, and ap­
points the following conferees: Mr. 
BROOKS, Mr. FuQUA, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. 
HORTON, and Mr. KINDNESS. 

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS, 
1985 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 588 and rule XXIII, the 
Chair declares the House in the Com­
mittee of the Whole House on the 

State of the Union for the consider­
ation of the joint resolution, House 
Joint Resolution 648. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the 
joint resolution <H.J. Res. 648) making 
continuing appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1985, and for other pur­
poses, with Mr. BROWN of California in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the first reading of the bill is dis­
pensed with. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] will be rec­
ognized for 30 minutes and the gentle­
man from Massachusetts [Mr. CoNTE] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN]. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may re­
quire. 

My colleagues, this is not the easiest 
job that I ever had dealing with a con­
tinuing resolution. I just work here, as 
you know, and this is a job that my po­
sition carries with it. 

There are as many explanations of 
why we face this situation as there are 
individual Members; to some it is tele­
vision coverage encouraging everybody 
to deliver speeches; others say it is the 
Budget Committee because the 
Budget Committee has been unable to 
work out a conference agreement with 
the Senate side and under the Budget 
Act we are prohibited from bringing 
up any spending or revenue bill until 
they agree on a budget resolution. 

Mr. Chairman, because of the 
budget impass we were forced to go to 
the Committee on Rules this spring 
and request that section 303 of the 
Budget Act be waived. We in turn, 
have tried to stay within a target 
based on the resolution that was 
passed by the House. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my best informa­
tion that, at the moment, we are 
within the target set by the House 
passed resolution since the Budget 
Committee could not get an agreement 
with the other body. That agreement 
is required by May 15 of each year. 
Here we are in September. 

Mr. Chairman, whatever the reason 
for our present situation, the problem 
is that on October 1 we begin a new 
fiscal year and unless we act quickly, 
practically the whole Government 
comes to a standstill. 

Mr. Chairman, let me describe for 
the Members what our experience 
shows that we face on the Committee 
on Appropriations. In the last 4 years, 
in the continuing resolutions and sup­
plementals, we have held the line on 

this side to a greater degree than I 
ever thought possible. But, on the 
Senate side, they have added amend­
ment after amendment. In 1981, 432 
amendments; in 1982, 132 amend­
ments; in 1983, 254 amendments; and 
this year 216 amendments were added 
on the other side. 
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Now I know they will tell you that 

they dropped a whole lot of them on 
the way from the Senate over here, 
but every Senate Member got a news 
release for his efforts and the House 
Member did not get any credit for the 
proposition. 

This year, knowing that we were 
going to conference with the other 
side, and knowing what we have been 
facing when we go to the Senate, I 
talked to members of the Appropria­
tions Committee and asked what are 
those things that are badly needed, 
that we believe should be added so 
that we would be in position to take 
care of our colleagues in the House 
and therefor take care of the country. 

Let me show you what is involved 
here. Involved is the fact that in the 
past dozen years we have had no au­
thorization for new water source 
starts. The bill H.R. 3678 passed the 
House under the leadership of our 
friend, the gentleman from New 
Jersey, BoB RoE. The items included 
in full committee action on House 
Joint Resolution 648 by Mr. BEVILL 
and the amendment to be offered by 
Mr. RoE put us in a somewhat equal 
situation when we go to conference 
with the Senate. Listen to this. Please 
remember that these items for needed 
waste resource development constitute 
only three-tenths of 1 percent of the 
increase asked for military spending 
and foreign aid. Are we going to tum 
down three-tenths of 1 percent for our 
own country? 

Recently I spoke to the National 
Coal Association and asked, "Don't 
you want to save money?" I said, "Yes, 
but also I want to know where you are 
going to spend it." 

You do not save money by cutting 
out oil for your automobile. If the 
foundation of your house is crumbling 
you do something about it. You 
cannot put up with a leaky roof too 
long. We have to take care of our 
country. 

So may I say to my colleagues that 
not only did we put these things here 
to look after our country, at the cost 
of only three-tenths of 1 percent, but 
in writing to the Rules Committee, I 
said that we may have overlooked 
other things that are essential to keep­
ing the country strong so we would un­
derstand if they were made in order. 

So may I say to my colleagues we 
bring you what we feel we have to do 
to give equal treatment to our col­
leagues in the House. This is what we 
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have to do to have an equal standing 
when we get into the conference with 
our colleagues on the other side so 
that we are looking after our own 
country because all the rest depends 
on it. 

Way back in 1959 I made the motion 
to override the veto of the President 
of the United States. We passed a 
public works bill in the Congress with 
67 new starts. It was vetoed. ·we failed 
to override his veto. It came back to 
our Committee on Appropriations and 
with the support of my friend, BILL 
NATCHER, and MIKE KIRWAN and 
others, I suggested we cut everything 
2% percent, which was the usual slip­
page in construction and that we send 
it back to the President to restore 
again the right of the American peo­
ple's branch of the Government, the 
Congress, to start new projects. My 
motion carried, but the President 
vetoed the bill again. 

It might interest the Members to 
know that the President's veto mes­
sage said in substance that in view of 
what we owe at home and abroad, in 
view of the terrible financial probleins 
that we have, we cannot afford these 
67 new starts in our own country. 

In my argument to the Congress I 
used the President's own arguments 
that not to override his veto would be 
a mistake in view of our troubles at 
home and abroad, in view of our finan­
cial situation, that we have got to take 
care of our own country. That is all we 
have left to protect because we do not 
have gold and silver behind our 
money, but we have got our country. 

Before the Members is an effort to 
let us start looking after our own 
country, for it is our own country to 
which we have to look. That is our 
wealth. Dollars and cents, we are in 
bad shape. We need to level off our 
budget deficits. We need to get back 
on a stable basis so you can trade and 
traffic and know what you are doing, 
but remember that money is only our 
medium of exchange. Our real wealth 
is the country itself, the material 
things. 

Mr. Chairman, today I bring to the 
floor of the House a resolution which 
will continue the orderly operations of 
the Government into the next fiscal 
year. The rule that we are operating 
under today does provide for the 
House to work its will on 11 amend­
ments. I do not know what the out­
come will be, but I do know that we 
will be in better shape when we face 
our Senate counterparts. 

BASIC PHILOSOPHY 

The continuing resolution that we 
bring before you today continues what 
is essential. It is necessary to continue 
the orderly operations of the Govern­
ment into the new fiscal year-which 
is just 6 days away. 

As everyone in the Chamber knows, 
the Committee on Appropriations has 
been asked to do a very difficult job 

this year, and we are doing the best we 
can. 

A major principle that is embodied 
in this resolution is that it basically re­
flects the latest action of the House in 
acting upon the individual appropria­
tion bills. 

MECHANICS OF THE RESOLUTION 

Five bills are provided for the House 
passed bill rate. They can be found in 
section 10l<a> of the draft; they are: 
Agriculture, District of Columbia, In­
terior, Labor-HHS-Education, and 
military construction. 

The foreign assistance bill is provid­
ed for in section 10l<b> at the rate of 
operations provided in the House re­
ported bill. 

The defense bill is provided for in 
section 10l<c> at the lower of either 
the current rate or the budget esti­
mate. A special provision is made in 
this section that automatically adjusts 
the rate to: First, the committee re­
ported rate, when that occurs, and 
later to the House passed rate, when 
the House passes the bill. In addition 
there are four special limitations that 
reflect actions taken by the House 
dealing with: Nicaragua, the MX mis­
sile, the antisatellite weapon system, 
and the cruise missile. These limita­
tions are identical to provisions carried 
in the House passed authorization bill 
<H.R. 5167). 

The transportation bill is provided 
for at the lower of either the current 
rate or the budget estimate in section 
101{d). 

The Treasury-Postal Service bill is 
provided for at the rate of operations 
provided for in the conference report 
agreed to on the House floor on Sep­
tember 12. 

The water resource development ap­
propriations bill <H.R. 3958) which 
passed the House on October 6, 1983, 
is carried at the House passed bill rate 
in section 101(a). 

Section 101<f> of the resolution pro­
vides continuing authority at the cur­
rent rate for approximately 20 pro­
grams that lack authorization and 
need to be continued into the coming 
fiscal year. 

TERMINATION DATE 

The resolution which you have 
before you provides funding through 
September 30 or when a regular bill is 
enacted into law. The resolution pro­
vides that when a regular bill is signed 
into law, the provisions of this con­
tinuing resolution automatically disen­
gage. 

ABORTION AND SCHOOL PRAYER LIMITATION 

Finally, the mechanics of this reso­
lution provide for the continuation of 
the existing provisions of law regard­
ing the prohibition, against preventing 
the implementation of programs of 
voluntary school prayer and medita­
tion in public schools. These provi­
sions will remain in effect during the 
duration of the continuing resolution. 

NEED FOR ACTION 

The rule under which this resolution 
is being considered makes 11 amend­
ments in order. I do not know what 
the disposition will be of each of them 
but I merely remind by colleagues that 
the fiscal year expires at midnight, 
Sunday, September 30, and it will not 
be easy to provide for the orderly con­
tinuation of the Government unless 
we pass this resolution today. 

Remember, under the opinion of the 
Attorney General, unless a continuing 
resolution is enacted by midnight, 
Sunday, September 30, many Govern­
ment services will stop. 

I thank my colleagues and urge your 
support for this resolution. Thank 
you. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the bill before the 
House today is the first continuing 
resolution for fiscal 1985. 

The resolution covers the nine regu­
lar appropriations bills for fiscal 1985 
which have not yet been enacted into 
law. For projects and activities covered 
by the resolution, funds are available 
until September 30, 1985, or for what­
ever period is specified by the applica­
ble appropriation bill. 

If a bill is subsequently enacted, the 
continuing resolution disengages, and 
the funding levels and conditions are 
established by the enacted bill. 

Activities covered by five bills are 
continued at the rate and under the 
conditions of the bill as passed the 
House as of October 1, 1984: Agricul­
ture, District of Columbia, Interior, 
Labor-HHS-Education, and military 
construction. 

Several unauthorized programs 
which were not included in the House­
passed Labor-HHS bill are specifically 
continued at the current rate. 

Activities covered by the defense bill 
are continued at the current rate or 
the budget estimate, whichever is 
lower, under the current terms and 
conditions. If the 1985 Defense bill is 
subsequently reported to or passed the 
House, then the rate and the condi­
tions shall be those reported to or 
passed the House. 

The following restrictions are ap­
plied until the 1985 Defense appro­
priations bill is reported to or passed 
the House: 

No funds shall be available to in­
crease a procurement <P-1> or RDT&E 
<R-1) line item above fiscal 1984, or to 
initiate or resume any such line item 
for which funds were not available in 
fiscal 1984. 

No funds shall be available to initi­
ate certain multiyear procurements. 

No funds shall be available for the 
purpose or effect of supporting direct 
or indirect military or paramilitary op­
erations in Nicaragua. 

Funds for procurement of the MX, 
testing the antisatellite weapon, and 
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deployment of the naval nuclear 
cruise missile are subject to specified 
restrictions in the House-passed De­
fense authorization. 

Funds for National Guard Reserve 
and equipment, and retired pay, de­
fense, shall be at the current rate. 

Activities covered by the foreign aid 
bill are continued at the rate, and 
under the terms and conditions of the 
bill as reported to the House on Sep­
tember 13, 1984. 

Activities covered by the Transporta­
tion bill are continued at the current 
rate or the budget estimate, whichever 
is lower, and under the current terms 
and conditions. Several programs 
which were zeroed in the budget esti­
mate are specifically continued at the 
current rate. 

Activities covered by the Treasury 
bill are continued at the rate and 
under the conditions provided in the 
conference report. 

Finally, the resolution funds the 43 
new projects in the 1984 public works 
supplemental as passed the House, and 
provides funds or authority for 10 ad­
ditional new projects. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my 
summary of the resolution. I will sup­
port the resolution on final passage. I 
did not agree with several of the 
amendments added by the committee, 
and I will oppose several of the 
amendments made in order by the 
rule. 

However, whatever the outcome is 
today, we must proceed to conference, 
and do our best to get a resolution 
that will be signed into law. 

It is clear from the action of the Ap­
propriations Committee, and from the 
action of the House in defeating the 
rule last week, that we are not going 
to get a clean resolution from the com­
mittee and through the House. 

This resolution is the only game in 
town, so I will vote to pass it and go to 
conference. 
EL NINO DISASTER ASSISTANCE, SMALL BUSINESS 

ADMINISTRATION 

Section 117 of the resolution author­
izes disaster assistance loans from the 
Small Business Administration for 
fishermen, fish processors, and agri­
cultural enterprises who suffered 
losses due to abnormal weather and 
sea conditions related to the El Nino 
climatic conditions in the Pacific 
Ocean in 1982 and 1983. 

The administration strongly opposes 
this provision. Assuming an average 
SBA loan of $10,000-and the average 
could well be three times that 
amount-but assuming a $10,000 aver­
age, the demand for farm disaster 
loans could be as high as $350 million. 
SBA's entire fiscal year 1985 program 
level for such loans is $500 million, 
thus only $150 million would be avail­
able for all other disasters affecting 
small businesses. Over the past decade 
the lowest amount needed for SBA 
physical disaster loans in any single 

year was almost $200 million. While 
disasters cannot be predicted, it is ob­
vious that this El Nino Program would 
exceed the resources available for such 
loans. 

These farm loans should be proc­
essed through the Farmers Home Ad­
ministration, which has the resources 
and the expertise to handle them. 
SBA has authorized staff of 4,000; 
Farmers Home has 11,700. SBA esti­
mates that they would receive about 
35,000 loan applications under this El 
Nino Program. which would require 
360 person-years, or $10.8 million, in 
additional direct labor costs. 

For these reasons I hope this provi­
sion will be dropped by the Senate and 
subsequently by the conference. 

DEFENSE 

The conference report holds Defense 
to the fiscal 1984 enacted level or the 
1985 budget request-program by pro­
gram-whichever is lower until the 
fiscal year 1985 bill is reported by full 
committee or subsequently passed by 
the House at which time· the reported 
and/ or passed level is triggered in. 

No new starts are allowed and no 
new multiyear contracts may be initi­
ated. 

A prohibition against using CIA or 
any other funds from any Govern­
ment agency for use against the Gov­
ernment of Nicaragua is imposed. 

Funds for the MX, antisatellite 
weapons, and nuclear-tipped cruise 
missiles carry the same restriction as 
is contained in the authorization bill 
as passed by the House. 

The Defense Subcommittee conclud­
ed markup of the 1985 bill a week ago 
and is hoping to go to full committee 
on September 26. When that occurs, 
and assuming no major changes, the 
Defense level will be the committee re­
ported figure of $269.2 billion not in­
cluding transfers. This is $23 billion 
below the January request. 

In the case of MX, antisatellite 
weapons, and nuclear cruise missiles, 
the subcommittee repeated exactly 
the restrictions contained in the 
House-passed authorization bill. 

The authorization committees have 
now concluded their conference and 
while we don't yet know the exact de­
tails of agreements reached on the 
MX, antisatellite weapons, and cruise 
missiles, we have every reason to be­
lieve that the terms of that compro­
mise and the agreement between the 
Speaker and the majority leader in 
the other body will be an item of con­
ference in the continuing resolution. 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. Chairman, the fiscal year 1985 
energy and water development appro­
priations bill was signed by the Presi­
dent last July 16 and became Public 
Law 98-360. Given that fact, one 
might well question whether it is ap­
propriate for there to be an energy 
and water development section in this 
continuing resolution. It would prob-

ably be more appropriate to character­
ize sections 106 to III of the continu­
ing resolution as an energy and water 
supplemental appropriation, and in 
some cases, supplemental authoriza­
tion. Section 109, for example, pro­
vides authorizing language for some 14 
projects. 

In addition, section 101(a) of the 
continuing resolution provides appro­
priations as contained in H.R. 3958, 
the water resource development sup­
plemental that passed the House last 
October 6. Also known as the new 
starts water supplemental, that meas­
ure provides for 39 new Corps of Engi­
neers projects and 4 new Bureau of 
Reclamation projects. Half of the 
corps projects are not authorized. 

A continuing resolution is supposed 
to do just that-continue ongoing pro­
grams until such time as a regular ap­
propriations measure can be adopted. I 
think that serious consideration 
should be given to the propriety of 
using the continuing resolution as a 
vehicle to authorize and appropriate 
for new water projects. 

My comments should not be regard­
ed as being critical of all of these 
projects-many of them are extremely 
meritorious and, under other circum­
stances, I would be supporting them. 

But this is neither the time nor the 
place to initiate new water projects. 

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE 

The resolution funds foreign assist­
ance at the rate and as provided in the 
foreign assistance appropriations bill 
as reported on September 13, 1984. A 
summary of the reported bill is as fol­
lows: 
Bill comparisons: 

Bill as reported................. $17,851,7 43,306 
Below budget requests .... -419,272,920 
Below fiscal year 1985 

enacted............................ -90,120,330 
Bill breakdown: 

Multilateral economic 
budget authority........... 1,824,285,056 

Multilateral economic 
off budget....................... (3,684,012,169> 

Bilateral economic........... 6,544,826,250 
Military assistance........... 5,617,632,000 
Eximbank direct loans .... 3,865,000,000 

Total ............................ $17,851,743,306 
BILL HIGHLIGHTS 

Israel-Total aid is $2.6 billion, in­
cluding $1.2 billion in grant economic 
aid <$350 million over the administra­
tion's request), and $1.4 billion in for­
given military loans (same as the re­
quest). Language provides that up to 
$150 million of the military loans shall 
be for research and development in 
the United States for the Lavi Bomber 
Program, and not less than $250 mil­
lion of such funds shall be spent in 
Israel for the Lavi Program. Language 
also provides that all of the $1.2 bil­
lion in grant economic aid shall be 
provided as a cash transfer before Jan­
uary 1, 1985. Sense of Congress lan­
guage states that aid levels for Egypt 
are based in great measure on the con-
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tinued participation of that nation in 
the Camp David accords and on the 
Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty, and 
Egypt and Israel are urged to renew 
their efforts to restore a full diplomat­
ic relationship and achieve realization 
of the Camp David accords. 

Sense of Congress language prohib­
its sales of sophisticated weaponry­
specifically advanced aircraft, new air 
defense weapons systems or other new 
advanced military weapons systems­
to Jordan unless the Government of 
Jordan is publicly committed to the 
recognition of Israel and to prompt 
entry into serious peace negotiations 
with Israel. 

Egypt-total aid in this bill is $1.99 
billion, including $815 million in grant 
economic aid <$65 million over the re­
quest> and $1.175 billion in forgiven 
military loans <same as the request). 
Egypt also will receive food for peace 
aid through the Agriculture appro­
priations bill in the amount of $243.3 
million, for a total aid package of 
$2,233,300,000 in fiscal year 1985. 

El Salvador-total aid is 
$383,250,000, including $260 million in 
economic aid and $123,250,000 in mili­
tary aid. The economic aid consists of 
$180 million in economic support 
funds <$30 million below the request) 
and $80 million in AID development 
assistance. The military aid consists of 
$106.75 million in military grants 
<$9.25 million below the request), $15 
million in foreign military sales <same 
as the request), and the requested $1.5 
million in military training. Language 
is included making half of the $106.75 
million in military grants available of 
October 1, 1984, with the remaining 
half to be available March 31, 1985. 
The second half could be made avail­
able prior to March 31 if the President 
certifies an emergency, and written ap­
proval is obtained from the House and 
Senate Appropriations Committees. 

The administration must also con­
sult with these committees prior to 
March 31 regarding progress in El Sal­
vador against death squad activities, 
corruption and misuse of funds, and 
for improved military performance 
and peaceful resolution of the conflict 
there. Congress directs that the 
second half military aid funds not be 
obligated until "substantial progress" 
has been made in these areas. Also, $5 
million of the military grant funds 
cannot be expended until the investi­
gation, trial and verdicts are concluded 
in the murder case of two United 
States and one Salvadoran land 
reform officials. 

Turkey, Greece, and Cyprus-total 
security assistance for Turkey is $540 
million, including $410 million in for­
eign military sales <$115 million below 
the request> and $130 million in mili­
tary grants <$100 million below there­
quest). Also, the request of $175 mil­
lion in economic support funds is in­
cluded, as well as $4 million requested 

for military training. Total economic 
and military aid to Turkey is $719 mil­
lion, or $215 million below the request. 
Greece gets the requested $500 million 
in foreign military sales and the re­
quested $1.7 million in military train­
ing, for a total of $501.7 million. 
Cyprus gets $15 million in economic 
support funds <$12 million over there­
quest), with bill language prohibiting 
use of these funds for housing assist­
ance. Report language states that the 
funds should be used for higher educa­
tion scholarships for Cypriots in the 
United States. 

Report language urges a peaceful 
settlement of the conflict on Cyprus, 
including the return of the town of 
Famagusta-Verosha to the Govern­
ment of Cyprus. 

The Philippines-total aid is $180 
million, including $155 million in eco­
nomic support funds <$60 million over 
the request), $25 million in military 
grant aid <same as the request), and $0 
in foreign military sales <$60 million 
below the request). Bill language ties 
the ESF funds to the normal adminis­
trative review procedures of the 
Agency for International Develop­
ment. Report language expresses con­
cern about past misuse of such funds, 
and continuing concern about human 
rights abuses and weakness of demo­
cratic institutions in the Philippines. 

Five percent earmarking of econom­
ic support funds for health-bill lan­
guage is included requiring that not 
less than 5 percent of the $3.664 bil­
lion for economic support funds be 
used only for the delivery of primary 
health care services and basic health 
education (primarily oral rehydration 
and immunization programs), training 
for health care workers, and medical 
supplies and equipment. Such aid is to 
be provided through private and vol­
untary organizations and international 
organizations wherever appropriate. 

Population programs and abortion­
$290 million is included for population 
programs, $40 million over the re­
quest. Of this total $46 million is for 
the U.N. Fund for Population Activi­
ties, and $20 million is for projects 
funded by the Office of Population, 
AID, which funds nongovernmental 
organizations. 

Bill language is included reaffirming 
the committee's commitment to U.S. 
population assistance based on exist­
ing authorizations, as interpreted by 
AID's 1982 "Policy Paper: Population 
Assistant" -in effect, rejecting the ad­
ministration's more recent policy 
paper on the subject. Bill language 
also prohibits the denial of funds by 
the administration to multilateral or 
nongovernment private and voluntary 
organizations for activities paid for by 
funds other than those appropriated 
by Congress, so long as those activities 
are conducted "in accordance with all 
applicable U.S. Federal laws and regu­
lations." Two provisions in the bill also 

prohibit the use of population pro­
gram funds for any country or organi­
zation which includes as a part of its 
programs "involuntary abortion." 

International financial institutions­
total contributions are $5.185 billion, 
including $1.501 billion in paid-in 
budget authority and $3.684 billion in 
callable capital for the World Bank, 
the Inter-American Development 
Bank, the International Development 
Association, the Asian Development 
Bank and the African Development 
Fund and Bank. Included in these 
totals are $319.6 million in paid-in 
budget authority and $794.5 million in 
callable capital to clear up several past 
due U.S. obligations, of which $150 
million in budget authority is for the 
final U.S. contribution to IDA VI. 
ASSISTANCE LEVELS AND LANGUAGE PROVISIONS 

REGARDING ISRAEL 

Aid in fiscal year 1985 appropria­
tions bill, H.R. 6237, as included in the 
continuing resolution, House Joint 
Resolution 648-total aid is $2.6 bil­
lion, including $1.2 billion in grant eco­
nomic aid <$350 million over the ad­
ministration's request), and $1.4 bil­
lion in forgiven military loans <same as 
the request). Language provides that 
up to $150 million of the military 
loans shall be for research and devel­
opment in the United States for the 
Lavi bomber program, and not less 
than $250 million of such funds shall 
be spent in Israel for the Lavi pro­
gram. Language also provides that all 
of the $1.2 billion in grant economic 
aid shall be provided as a cash transfer 
before January 1, 1985. Sense of Con­
gress Language states that aid levels 
for Egypt are based in great measure 
on the continued participation of that 
nation in the Camp David accords and 
on the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty, 
and Egypt and Israel are urged to 
renew their efforts to restore a full 
diplomatic relationship and achieve re­
alization of the Camp David accords. 
Sense of committee language prohibits 
sales of sophisticated weaponry-spe­
cifically advanced aircarft, new air de­
fense weapons systems or other new 
advanced military weapons systems­
to Jordan unless the Government of 
Jordan is publicly committed to the 
recognition of Israel and to prompt 
entry into serious peace negotiations 
with Israel. 

HUD AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

The fiscal year 1985 Hun-Independ­
ent Agencies Appropriations Act was 
signed into law on July 18, 1984 
(Public Law 98-371>. No general provi­
sions of continuing authority for the 
programs of HUD and the 17 inde­
pendent agencies is contained within 
the reported joint resolution. 

Five specific provisions of this reso­
lution, however, do pertain to HUD 
and the independent agencies. The 
committee-reported resolution extends 
for 1 year the authorization for the 
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Federal Crime Insurance Program, 
and amends the National Housing Act 
to give HUD the authority to continue 
section 236 interest reduction pay­
ments and rental subsidies when non­
insured State agency rental housing 
projects are foreclosed. 

Language is included to make an 
Ohio wastewater treatment plant eligi­
ble to receive an EPA grant from the 
State's regular construction grant allo­
cation, and to provide $9 million in 
budget authority from within recap­
tured assisted housing funds for a sec­
tion 8 new construction project in 
Washington, DC. 

Report language to accompany this 
resolution also includes a table identi­
fying the Veterans' Admininstration's 
major construction projects for fiscal 
year 1985 in response to the V A's re­
vised priority list as submitted on 
August 31, 1984, in accordance with 
congressional directive. 

INTERIOR 

The continuing resolution for fiscal 
year 1985 provides $8.034 billion for 
the Department of the Interior and 16 
related agencies at a rate for oper­
ations and to the extent and in the 
manner provided for in the fiscal year 
1985 appropriations bill which passed 
the House on August 2, 1984. 

H.R. 5973, the Interior appropria­
tions bill for fiscal year 1985, has been 
marked up in full committee in the 
other body, but has not yet been con­
sidered on the Senate floor. The com­
mittee-reported bill differs from the 
House-passed version in more than 400 
instances, and recommends $108 mil­
lion more than the House. 

The House-passed Interior bill is 
$687,840,000 under the fiscal year 1984 
enacted level of $8,721,705,000. The 
fiscal year 1984 enacted figure in­
cludes the funding for programs, 
projects, and activities for fiscal year 
1985 as contained within the Second 
Supplemental Appropriations Act for 
fiscal year 1984 signed into law on 
August 22, 1984. 

The continuing resolution contains 
the $5 billion rescission for the Syn­
thetic Fuels Corporation as passed by 
the House. This rescission is not re­
flected in the $8.034 total. 
House-passed level............... $8,033,865,000 
Senate committee mark..... 8,141,830,000 
Fiscal year 1984 enacted..... 8,721,705,000 
Revised budget request ...... 8,07 4,098,000 

LABOR/HHS EDUCATION 

There are two provisions relating to 
the Departments of Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education and 
Related Agencies in House Joint Reso­
lution 648, the continuing resolution. 

The first, contained in section 
10l<a), incorporates the provisions of 
H.R. 6028, the fiscal year 1985 Labor, 
Health and Human Services and Edu­
cation appropriations bill, passed by 
the House on August 1. Since House 
passage, we have been awaiting action 
by the Senate, which is now consider-

ing the bill, and so need to make provi­
sion in this continuing resolution for 
the programs considered in that bill, 
to assure funding is provided come Oc­
tober 1. 

The second, contained in section 
101<f), makes provision for the many 
programs on which action was de­
ferred in H.R. 6028, because their au­
thorizations for fiscal year 1985 were 
not in place. For those programs, pri­
marily in the health area, some $7.9 
billion was appropriated in fiscal year 
1984, and some $7.1 billion was re­
quested in the fiscal year 1985 budget. 

House Joint Resolution 648 provides 
for continued funding for all the de­
ferred programs except one, which I 
will mention, at the current rate and 
under current terms and conditions, in 
order to allow the programs to contin­
ue to operate while the authorization 
process runs its course. 

The one program not covered by 
House Joint Resolution 648, and thus 
for which no funding is provided, is 
the Corporation for Public Broadcast­
ing, an omission that I disagree with 
and will offer an amendment to cor­
rect. Since CPB is 2-year advance 
funded, the funding in question is for 
fiscal year 1987. While that may seem 
like a long time away, the fact is that 
CPB has been operating on a 2-year 
advance funded basis since 1975, and 
that has become a central tenet of its 
operation, providing time and stability 
for advance planning. With the out­
look for the reauthorization in ques­
tion, it is important that we make pro­
vision for funding CPB at least at its 
current rate in order to preserve the 
concept of advance funding for CPB. 

As reported from the full committee, 
the continuing resolution continues 
funding for programs in the Treasury I 
Postal Service bill as provided in the 
House-passed conference report. 
During consideration of the report, 
four amendments agreed to in confer­
ence were either rejected or removed 
on a point of order: 

No. 24. Small gunmakers amend­
ment: This Senate amendment ex­
empts custom gunmakers from excise 
tax regulations if they produce less 
than 50 firearms per year. The House 
receded in conference, but the provi­
sion was stricken on a point of order. 

No. 26. Arizona telescope: This 
Senate amendment waives the duty re­
quirements for articles necessary for 
the installation and operation of a tel­
escope in the State of Arizona. The 
House receded, but the provision was 
stricken on a point of order. 

No. 66. Presidential library reform: 
This legislative bill was added on the 
Senate floor. It reforms the "out of 
hand" Presidential library system. The 
House conferees agreed to recede, but 
a motion to insist prevailed on a voice 
vote. 

No. 92. Forfeiture bill: This 42-page 
legislative bill was added on the 

Senate floor. This legislation-passed 
by both bodies at some point-reforms 
the law concerning the confiscation of 
property seized during drug raids. The 
provision was stricken on a point of 
order. 

During the regular Treasury /Postal 
conference, a compromise was reached 
on a proposed move of BGFO to Hy­
attsville, MD, from their downtown lo­
cation because of the Treasury Annex 
renovation. The report language urged 
the BGFO to move to GSA facilities, 
now vacant, in Hyattsville. This lan­
guage is now in the CR. 

The resolution also prohibits the im­
plementation of certain customs regu­
lations concerning duty-free shops in 
Hawaii. 

Other general highlights of the 
Treasury conference agreement are as 
follows: 

The conference agreement �p�r�o�v�i�d�e�~� 
$643,465,000 for the U.S. Customs 
Service. This amount effectively re­
stored the administration's proposed 
personnel reduction and added an­
other 100 positions. The Senate report 
instructed the Customs Service to 
assign these agents and support per­
sonnel to the New York City area. 

However, the conference report 
clearly states that "since it is not the 
policy of the conferees to direct de­
partments as to where personnel 
should be placed, the conferees direct 
that the additional 100 customs per­
sonnel be assigned to the highest pri­
ority drug interdiction task force re­
quirements." At the same time, the 
conferees did recognize the New York 
City area as one of these high priority 
areas. 

For the air interdiction program, the 
conference agreement provides 
$44,425,000, the amount in the Senate­
passed bill. This level is a substantial 
increase over the amount requested by 
the administration, $32 million. 

The conferees also agreed to accept 
a House provision prohibiting the Cus­
toms Service from closing or consoli­
dating certain offices and functions. 
Language was also added to the con­
ference report concerning the imple­
mentation of interim regulations relat­
ing to textiles and textile products. 

Under title II, the U.S. Postal Serv­
ice, the conferees agreed to accept two 
Senate amendments. First, the confer­
ees agreed to a provision which pro­
hibits the Postal Service from charg­
ing any State or local child support en­
forcement agency a fee for informa­
tion requested or provided concerning 
an address of a postal customer. Al­
though the Postal Reorganization Act 
mandates that charges be assessed for 
all services provided, certain excep­
tions have been made, namely, law en­
forcement agencies. 

This amendment is designed to cor­
rect an inequity in the postal regula-
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tions and assist these programs that 
operate with scarce resources. 

Second, the conferees accepted an 
amendment prohibiting the consolida­
tion or closing of small rural post of­
fices in fiscal year 1985. 

The conferees agreed to accept the 
House position on the construction of 
the Federal building in Long Beach, 
CA. Despite the opposition of the 
Member representing this area, $20 
million was included in this year's lim­
itations. Second, the conferees agreed 
to delete the House provision prohibit­
ing construction on a Federal building 
in Charleston, SC. However, report 
language was included to clarify the 
committee's intent. 

The conference agreement included 
$5.2 million for the John F. Kennedy 
Library in Boston, MA. The funds 
would be used to increase storage 
space for records and museum objects, 
to increase classroom and seminar 
space for educational purposes and to 
improve maritime access to the library 
facility. The plan would add about 
25,000 square feet to the facility. 

As the author of this provision and 
as a conferee, it's my intention that 
these funds should be used to address 
three pressing needs. First, the on-site 
space for records and Presidential 
papers is virtually exhausted. The li­
brary now stores millions of docu­
ments and visual aids at two off-site 
facilities in the Boston area. 

Besides the inconvenience, some 
records and museum objects are, in 
the world of library officials, "in im­
mediate jeopardy of deteriorating". 
Second, since there has been such a 
big surge in demand for the facility by 
student groups, these funds will be 
used for the construction of additional 
meeting rooms and an auditorium. 
And third, since the access to Colum­
bia Point is severely limited, these 
funds will be used to construct a mari­
time access facility. 

As the author of this amendment, 
it's my intention and I believe the in­
tention of the conferees that these 
funds should be used for these stated 
purposes only not for other improve­
ments to this Federal facility. Any 
other repair or alteration such as the 
repair of the sea wall should be funded 
through existing resources of the Na­
tional Archives. For Member's refer­
ence, the House committee report and 
bill includes these details. 

The House bill prohibited OPM 
from enforcing or even changing the 
regulations issued concerning a new 
pay-for-performance system and re­
ductions-in-force. Since he was inaugu­
rated, the President has tried to imple­
ment a performance pay system for 
our Federal civil service. Most Ameri­
cans agree that Federal employees 
should not receive automatic within 
grade increases without any reference 
to performance. Similarly, "on-the­
job" performance should be a factor in 

the decision to reduce an employee 
force. The President has tried to bring 
prudent business practices to the man­
agement of our Federal civil service. 

For this provision, the conferees 
agreed to a compromise position. 
Under this agreement, the prohibition 
on the regulations will remain in 
effect until July 1, 1985. This time 
period should give both sides ample 
time to work out their differences. 

Mr. Chairman, let me also take this 
opportunity to address an issue affect­
ing the U.S. Postal Service that was in­
cluded in the second supplemental for 
fiscal year 1984. During the House 
consideration of this measure, I of­
fered an amendment that prohibits 
the Postal Service from changing em­
ployee compensation structures during 
the period of contract negotiations 
with the unions, as prescribed in the 
Postal Reorganization Act. 

Essentially, the amendment is de­
signed to prohibit the Postal Service 
from imposing the two-tier pay system 
while the contract negotiations are in 
the factfinding stage or in binding ar­
bitration. As I said back in August, the 
amendment deals only with the proc­
ess of negotiations, not the issues 
under consideration. It's basically de­
signed to ensure that the Postal Reor­
ganization Act of 1970 is implemented 
as the Congress intended. 

As the author of this amendment, it 
was my intention that this provision 
apply beyond the October 1, 1984 expi­
ration date of H.R. 6040. The language 
in the amendment specifically stated 
that funds in "this or any other act" 
not be used to implement the pro­
posed two-tier system while the con­
tract negotiations were in progress. 

During the consideration of the con­
ference report on H.R. 6040, Congress­
man WILLIAM FORD, chairman of the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, clearly outlined the scope of 
this amendment; "the Conte amend­
ment restores the status quo and en­
sures neutrality while the statutory 
process works its will. The Postal Serv­
ice may not use any funds made avail­
able to it under any act-including the 
Postal Reorganization Act-to imple­
ment compensation changes except in 
accordance with a negotiated agree­
ment or an arbitration award.'' 

The House of Representatives clear­
ly expressed its will on a motion of­
fered by Chairman WHITTEN. By a 
vote of 378 ayes to 1 no, a motion to 
insist on the Conte amendment was 
overwhelmingly approved. 

For this reason and because the 
intent of the amendment was to cover 
the entire period of factfinding and ar­
bitration, I did not offer a similar pro­
vision to this continuing resolution. 

Mr. Chairman, considering such 
widespread support in the House, I 
thought that Members would be inter­
ested in an update on the issue. 

TRANSPORTATION 

I regret that because of a jurisdic­
tional dispute between the Public 
Works Committee and the Committee 
on Appropriations, it has not been pos­
sible to bring to the floor H.R. 5921, 
the Department of Transportation ap­
propriations bill for fiscal year 1985. 

Section 101(d) provides for the fund­
ing of transportation and related pro­
grams at the lower of the fiscal year 
1984 appropriations or the fiscal year 
1985 budget request level, with the ex­
ception of four programs for which no 
1985 budget request was made. Those 
four programs, rail/highway crossing 
demonstrations, local rail service as­
sistance, Northeast Corridor Improve­
ment Program, and activities of the 
U.S. Railway Association, would be 
funded at the current rate under sec­
tion 101(f) of the continuing resolu­
tion. 

Some of the major differences be­
tween the continuing resolution rate 
and H.R. 5921 as reported from the 
Appropriations Committee are as fol­
lows: 

�r�~�t �i �~� H.R. 5921level 

Coast Guard operating expenses ...........•...•... $1,670,000,000 
Coast Guard A. C 7 !................................... 362,000,000 
FAA facilities and equipment........................ 750,000,000 
FAA airport development grants................... 800,000,000 
Federal aid highways.................................... 12,500,000,000 
Rail/highway crossmg demos....................... 15,000,000 
Northeast corridor improvement................... 100,000,000 
Amtrak.......................................................... 680,000,000 
UMTA formula grants (sees. 9 and 18) ...... 2,390,000,000 
UMTA discretionary grants (sec. 3) ............ 1,100,000,000 
UMTA interstate transfer (transit)............... 250,000,000 

$1,750,000,000 
303,000,000 

1,500,000,000 
987,000,000 

13,300,000,000 
48,000,000 
54,000,000 

684,000,000 
2,550,000,000 
1,125,000,000 

320,000,000 

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues can 
see, the consequence of proceeding by 
continuing resolution rather than en­
acting our regular bill is that certain 
programs have to be carried at a lower 
rate. I am especially disappointed that 
the levels of funding for the FAA and 
mass transit could not have been 
higher. Nevertheless, this is the conse­
quence of the Public Works Commit­
tee's opposition to our bill, and we will 
have to live with it. 

I would like to mention one other 
item in H.R. 5921, the regular trans­
portation appropriations bill, that is 
not in the continuing resolution. That 
item is language prohibiting the De­
partment of Transportation from 
planning or implementing any change 
in the current Federal status of the 
Transportation Systems Center in 
Cambridge, MA. Similar language was 
contained in the Senate version of the 
transportation appropriations bill. 

I wanted to make clear that al­
though we have not included that lan­
guage in the continuing resolution, it 
is the intent of the committee that no 
change in the status of the TSC 
should be made under the authority of 
this continuing resolution. There is a 
fundamental premise that ongoing ac­
tivities should not be terminated 
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under a continuing resolution, and 
that principle applies to the TSC. 

0 1350 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

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

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GRAY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the joint resolution 
appropriates roughly $3.5 billion for 
the section 3 and section 9 UMTA pro­
grams of which $1.1 billion is distribut­
ed to transit recipients through the 
section 3 urban discretionary grant 
program and $2.4 billion through the 
section 9 formula grant program. 
There is some confusion between 
UMT A and the transit industry as to 
funding eligibility under those two 
programs. 

Section 3 of the UMTA Act states 
that funds may be used for "the acqui­
sition, construction, reconstruction, 
and improvement of facilities and 
equipment for use • • • in mass trans­
portation service • • *" Section 9 
states that funds "shall" be used for 
"* • • the planning, equipment, and 
associated capital maintenance items 
for use • • • in mass transportation 
service." The confusion concerns the 
application of these provisions to the 
major overhaul of transit rolling stock 
prior to the end of the rolling stock's 
useful life. 

Though it is generally recognized 
that rolling stock have standard useful 
lives-for example, 25-35 years for 
rapid transit cars and railroad equip­
ment-those periods only apply to the 
life of the vehicle's body and frame 
and not to major subcomponent parts 
which are useful for a much shorter 
duration. The replacement or recon­
struction of these component parts is 
a major expense over and beyond rou­
tine maintenance which transit prop­
erties have extreme difficulty afford­
ing out of their constricted operating 
budgets. Quite arguably, these items 
are legitimate capital items which at 
or near the end of their useful life 
must be replaced or completely rebuilt 
at a significant cost to the transit op­
erator. 

If capital funds are proscribed from 
use for major overhaul purposes, tran­
sit properties may be constrained to 
defer such improvements to avoid the 
major operating expense. The result 
will be increased daily maintenance ac­
tivities in response to subsystem fail­
ures and varying subsystem replace­
ment schedules given the different 
component lives. This will require ad­
ditional man-hours and facilities and 
unscheduled troubleshooting and 
repair. Under such a maintenance pro­
gram, vehicles become increasingly un­
reliable due to increased service fail-

ures and longer down time to repair. 
As cars break down more often, those 
that do run, receive greater usage and 
thereby deteriorate more rapidly and 
fail sooner. This circle of deterioration 
and failures cannot be broken without 
a complete rehabilitation program to 
simultaneously restore the subsystems 
of the vehicle. 

In my view, the inclusion of recon­
struction of transportation as a eligi­
ble expense in section 3, indicates that 
overhaul projects which call for re­
placement of major vehicle subsystems 
and the labor costs associated with the 
replacement or total rehabilitation of 
subsystems, should be eligible for sec­
tion 3 funding. 

Section 9 of the act already recog­
nizes that overhauls are capital ex­
penditures by making associated cap­
ital maintenance items eligible for sec­
tion 9 capital expenditures. However, 
UMTA Circular 9030.1, which inter­
prets the act, unilaterally states that 
labor costs associated with installing 
these parts are not eligible. In my 
opinion, this interpretation clearly 
thwarts the intent of Congress in al­
lowing capital expenditures for these 
expensive replacement parts. 

The House Committee on Public 
Works in its committee report accom­
panying H.R. 5504, which passed the 
House in June, expresses support for 
section 3 and section 9 capital funding 
of mid-life overhauls of transit vehi­
cles. The interpretation I suggest here 
is, in my view, not inconsistent with 
that committee report language. 

For these reasons I believe that 
cost/effective vehicle overhaul 
projects should receive and are eligible 
for Federal capital funding under the 
terms of sections 3 and 9. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, the gentleman has made a very 
convincing argument for the capital 
funding of vehicle overhaul projects. 
The Federal Government has invested 
millions of dollars in the acquisition of 
mass transportation vehicles and has a 
vested interest in ensuring that they 
achieve their useful life in a cost-effec­
tive manner. Within the context of 
the provisions of sections 3 and 9 
which you have cited, I believe that 
cost-effective overhauls of bus or rail 
rolling stock which are intended to 
ensure the rolling stock achieve their 
generally recognized useful life could 
be eligible for Federal capital assist­
ance. I, therefore, also believe com­
plete rehabilitation of subsystems and 
major subcomponent parts and labor 
costs involved in installing them 
during a vehicle overhaul could be 
considered eligible for capital funding. 
I strongly recommend that UMTA 
work with Congress to resolve the con­
fusion in the application of sections 3 
and 9 to major overhaul projects. 
e Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
agree with the gentleman's concerns 
regarding the vehicle overhaul issue 

and also believe that major overhauls 
could be eligible for capital funding 
through sections 3 and 9. I, therefore, 
also strongly encourage UMTA to 
work with Congress to resolve the con­
fusion regarding the application of the 
sections 3 and 9 programs to major 
overhaul projects. The Public Works 
and Transportation Committee will at­
tempt to further clarify the intent of 
Congress on this issue when it next 
considers public transit authorizing 
legislation.• 
e Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chair­
man, I rise in support of the statement 
made by the gentleman from Pennsyl­
vania. Chicago is the second largest 
transit system in the Nation and has 
one of the oldest vehicle fleets. To dis­
allow the cost-effective use of capital 
funding, conducting major vehicle 
overhauls means committing the older 
transit systems to the provision of un­
reliable service and encourages prema­
ture investment of Federal funds in 
new vehicle acquisitions.• 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to my good friend, the gentle­
man from Minnesota [Mr. FRENZEL]. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to engage the gentleman 
from Massachusetts in a colloquy on 
the meaning of a certain phrase in the 
resolution. On page 3, line 7, page 6, 
line 5, and page 7, line 8, there occurs 
the phrase "current rate" which de­
scribes the funding level for certain 
programs either for the entire fiscal 
year, or pending passage of a regular 
appropriations bill. 

"The Principles of Federal Appro­
priations Law," first edition, June 
1984, U.S. General Accounting Office, 
Office of General Counsel, includes 
the following entry for the phrase 
"current rate": 

The current rate is equivalent to the total 
amount of money which was available for 
obligation for an activity during the fiscal 
year previous to the one for which the con­
tinuing resolution is enacted. • • • Current 
rate refers to a sum of money rather than a 
program level. • • • Thus, when a continu­
ing resolution appropriates in terms of the 
current rate, the amount of money available 
under the resolution will be limited by that 
rate. 

Mr. CONTE. If the gentleman will 
yield, it is my understanding that, for 
the purpose of this joint resolution as 
reported, the current rate is intended 
to be as generally defined by the GAO, 
which is, except where otherwise pro­
vided by legislative intent, "equivalent 
to the total amount of money which 
was available for obligation for an ac­
tivity" during the fiscal year 1984. 

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentle­
man. 

I further ask the gentleman, then, 
there are no exceptions to this general 
rule within the resolution? 

Mr. CONTE. There are no excep­
tions. 
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Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentle­

man for his helping me to clarify my 
understanding of the resolution. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to 
House Joint Resolution 648, the con­
tinuing resolution for fiscal year 1985. 

I have often made known my objec­
tion to continuing resolutions. It is a 
haphazard, appalling procedure. We 
have continuing resolution only when 
we come up short. We have huge con­
tinuing resolutions like this one when 
we have failed miserably. The failure, 
however, is not that of the Appropria­
tions Committee. It belongs to all of us 
in policy branches of government. 

This single bill, as far as I can tell, 
contains well over half of the total 
spending for the next fiscal year. It 
threatens to become a vehicle for 
every sort of left over favorite pro­
gram. 

We are stuck with this horrible bill 
because of our failures of the last 9 
months. It is my intent to attempt 
wherever possible to limit the damage 
to the public purse. 

My judgment is that this bill will be 
far over budget. The factsheet provid­
ed by the Budget Committee indicates 
that this bill is about $26.5 billion 
under the allocation assigned to the 
Appropriations Committee by our 
budget. Sadly, that estimation is mis­
leading. 

First, the bill funds defense at last 
year's level. We have learned that an 
accommodation has been reached be­
tween our leadership and that of the 
other body, centering on a 5-percent 
real growth rate for defense. That will 
add about $23 billion to the price of 
this bill, by the time we finish with 
the regular defense bill. That leaves us 
about $3.5 billion under budget. 

Second, there are 21 extra unauthor­
ized and unappropriated programs 
that appear in section (f) of the con­
tinuing. Most of those are Labor-HHS­
Education provisions. The total for 
that portion of the 21 extra programs 
is about $7.8 billion. The Senate-re­
ported figures for the same programs 
is about $100 million more. That 
leaves us about $3.4 billion under 
budget. 

Third, we have pending before us 11 
amendments, most of which seek to 
add some spending. At least two will 
cost more than $100 million apiece. 

Fourth, we can expect prodigious ad­
ditions by the Senate. 

Even if we make no additions to this 
bill, this is only round one of spending 
on these programs. Supplementals will 
certainly bust the budget wide open. 
We have a math and science bill that 
remains unappropriated. A foreign as­
sistance supplemental seems likely. A 
civilian and military pay raise will 
have to be funded. 

If we make no addition to this bill, 
our total supplementals cannot exceed 
more than about $3.5 billion if we are 
to stay within our budget. By compari-

son, last year we had enacted legisla­
tion by April that required $3.8 billion 
in supplementals. We are certain to 
match, and exceed, that record for 
fiscal year 1985. 

This is, simply, an expensive bill, 
which will become more expensive. I 
have no idea how close we are to the 
President's deficit downpayment. I 
hope he does, and has a veto pen 
handy. I know we are frighteningly 
close to our own House budget ceiling, 
which I thought excessive in the first 
place. My estimation is that if we 
don't bust our fiscal year 1985 budget 
ceiling with passage of this bill, then 
we will with the addition of the first 
supplemental to come along. 

This resolution ought to be defeated. 
We ought to have a clean resolution, 
with an opportunity to make further 
reductions. I also urge Members to 
closely examine my amendment to the 
Labor-HHS-Education portion of the 
bill when it is considered. 

I shall vote no, and urge my col­
leagues to do likewise. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. FAZIO]. 

Mrs. BURTON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FAZIO. I yield to the gentle­
woman from California. 

Mrs. BURTON of California. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
engage my colleague, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. FAZIO], in a collo­
quy at this time. 

In reference to section 110, I would 
like to acknowledge that contractual 
negotiations regarding power rates are 
currently underway between the city 
of San Francisco and the Modesto and 
Turlock irrigation districts. These par­
ties have negotiated contracts in good 
faith for over half a century, 50 years, 
and I am confident that their discus­
sions today will result in a fair com­
promise. We are very close to reconcil­
ing, and I am very happy about that. 
This matter is going to be reconciled 
within this week, and I hope the lan­
guage in this section will not be neces­
sary in our final legislation. 

Is it the gentleman's opinion that 
the results of an agreement between 
the city of San Francisco and the two 
districts that I mentioned would allow 
section 110 to be deleted in confer­
ence? 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, respond­
ing to the gentlewoman's question at 
the conclusion of her remarks, I would 
say that if an agreement can be 
reached-and I am certainly hopeful 
that it could be this week-it would 
not be my purpose to pursue this legis­
lation any further. I am not certain 
that I would be a conferee, but as the 
author of the provision I would cer­
tainly discuss with the conferees the 
possibility of deleting it should all of 
the parties reach an agreement on this 

matter this week. And I would certain­
ly join the gentlewoman from Califor­
nia [Mrs. BURTON], the gentlewoman 
from California [Mrs. BoXER], and I 
am certain Mr. COELHO and Mr. 
LEHMAN, in urging the parties to reach 
that sort of conclusion. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FAZIO. I yield to the gentle­
woman from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the gentle­
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the 
gentleman for his remarks. I want to 
thank the gentlewoman from Califor­
nia [Mrs. BURTON] for engaging in this 
colloquy. We are working on a minute­
by-minute basis with the people in San 
Francisco. I know the gentleman from 
California [Mr. COELHO] is involved in 
the negotiations. I just want to thank 
the gentleman very much for stating 
here publicly that he will be flexible 
on this and that if in fact there is a 
fair agreement reached, that there will 
be no need for this section. 

Mr. FAZIO. The gentlewoman uses 
the word "flexible." I think it is very 
important that all parties be flexible 
in this because should there fail to be 
the kind of flexibility that would allow 
for a fair and equitable agreement to 
be worked out, then we may have to 
pursue legislation in the conference 
committee. And certainly I know the 
gentlewoman is using every good 
office she can bring to the solution of 
the problem, and I think we would all 
like to have it resolved at the State 
and local level. 

Mrs. BURTON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FAZIO. I yield to the gentle­
woman from California. 

Mrs. BURTON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I do want to thank Mr. 
FAZIO, Mr. COELHO, and Mr. LEHMAN 
for the effort they have put in helping 
us to resolve this issue. 

Mr. FAZIO. I appreciate the gentle­
woman's comments. 

0 1400 
Mr. COELHO. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FAZIO. I yield to the gentleman 

from California. 
Mr. COELHO. I thank the gentle­

man for yielding to me. 
Mr. Chairman, I also want to join in 

the remarks that have been made here 
on the floor, and to compliment the 
gentlewomen from San Francisco, 
Mrs. BURTON, and Mrs. BOXER, for 
their efforts in trying to bring this to 
resolution. I would also like to thank 
the senior Senator from our State for 
trying to get this problem resolved. 
Hopefully, nothing will have to go into 
law, and it will all be resolved long 
before that. 
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Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Colo­
rado [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I observe that the ap­
propriations involved in the continu­
ing resolution are roughly $200 million 
above the amount that is allowed for 
in our own budget resolution. It is my 
intention to offer an amendment to 
the continuing resolution then that 
would save $280 million in this area. 

I will offer a 2-percent reduction 
which will not affect the funds appro­
priated for Egypt and Israel. It will 
not reduce the fund ceiling for Central 
America because the $200 million ceil­
ing in the measure will remain. 

What does it do? It cuts 2 percent in 
each of the three titles. Those titles 
that deal primarily with the major 
portions of the bill: Multilateral aid, 
bilateral aid, and military assistance. 

What would it do to the bill? If this 
amendment passes, it would still leave 
those first three sections minus the 
foreign military sales area, with a 15-
percent increase over last year. That is 
if the amendment passes. 

So I would suggest to my colleagues 
that it is a modest amendment; it still 
leaves a major increase in foreign as­
sistance. But at least it brings it back 
within the bounds of our own budget 
resolution. 

While this is a small step, I think it 
is an important step to bring balance 
to our efforts to control domestic 
spending as well as foreign assistance. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. LoNG]. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, the continuing reso­
lution before us contains the fiscal 
year 1985 foreign assistance appropria­
tions bill <H.R. 6237) that the Commit­
tee on Appropriations reported on 
September 13, 1985. 

While it is necessary to include the 
fiscal year 1985 foreign aid bill in the 
continuing resolution at this time, I 
am hopeful that it will be possible to 
consider the regular 1985 bill in the 
normal fashion on the House floor 
before this Congress adjourns. I have 
made this request to the leadership, 
and I have urged that the bill be 
scheduled. In the meantime, I urge 
adoption of the continuing resolution. 

For the first time in several years 
the foreign aid appropriations bill is 
relatively noncontroversial and is sup­
ported by both sides of the aisle. It 
was reported from both the subcom­
mittee and the full Committee on Ap­
propriations without a single objec­
tion. 

We have reached acceptable compro­
mises on Central America and on the 
balance between military and econom­
ic funding while at the same time 

holding foreign assistance funding 
$419 million below the fiscal year 1985 
budget request and $28 million below 
the total fiscal year 1984 appropria­
tions. 

Title I of the bill provides $1.5 bil­
lion in new budget authority for the 
multilateral international financial in­
stitutions and $328 million primarily 
for U.N. organizations. For the first 
time in recent years there are no 
major disputes about the international 
development banks. 

Title II provides $6.5 billion for bi­
lateral economic assistance primarily 
administered through the Agency for 
International Development [AIDl. 
Economic aid for Israel and Egypt is 
increased by $415 million above the 
administration request. The adminis­
tration does not object to this add-on. 

Title III provides $5.6 billion for 
military assistance programs. The re­
quested large increases for military as­
sistance which we have seen during 
the past 3 years have ended. A reason­
able compromise has been reached on 
El Salvador. 

Title IV provides $3.9 billion for the 
direct-loan authority of the Export­
Import Bank. For the first time this 
administration and the Congress are 
in agreement over these levels. 

For Israel, the bill contains $1.4 bil­
lion in military assistance and $1.2 bil­
lion in economic-support funds. Lan­
guage provides the Israeli Lavi pro­
gram up to $150 million for research 
and development in the United States 
and not less than $250 million for pro­
curement in Israel. 

For Egypt, the bill contains $1.175 
billion in military assistance and $815 
million in economic support funds. Ad­
ditionally, though not in this bill, 
Egypt will receive $243.3 million in 
Public Law 480 Food-for-Peace funds. 

For the Philippines we have provid­
ed the same amount as the budget re­
quest; however, we have redistributed 
the funds following the provisions of 
the House-passed foreign affairs au­
thorization bill. This provides $155 
million in economic-support funds and 
$25 million in military-assistance 
funds. 

For El Salvador, we have provided 
$180 million in economic-support 
funds, $15 million in foreign military 
credit sales, and $106.75 million in 
military-assistance program funding. 
We provide one-half the MAP money 
for obligation in each half of the fiscal 
year. However, before the second half 
can be obligated the administration 
must consult with the committee in 
regard to reduction and punishment of 
death-squad activities, elimination of 
corruption, and misuse of governmen­
tal funds, development of an El Salva­
dor plan to improve military perform­
ance, and progress toward discussions 
leading to a peaceful resolution of the 
conflict; $5 million of the military 
funds are withheld until there is a 

trial and verdict in connection with 
the AIFLD murders. 

Finally, we have provided funds to 
four new programs. The bill contains 
$10 million for an Inter-American In­
vestment Corporation subject to au­
thorization. Funding of $25 million for 
the widely supported child-survival 
fund is included. We provided $75 mil­
lion for an economic policy initiative 
for Africa. And, $104 million has been 
provided for the foreign military gen­
eral reserve fund in order to address 
problems arising from governments 
failing to repay interest and principal 
on their foreign-military-credit pur­
chases. 

Mr. Chairman, the fiscal year 1985 
foreign assistance appropriations bill 
is a good one, and I am hopeful it can 
be considered and passed by the 
House. 

In the meantime it is necessary to 
include the bill in the continuing reso­
lution. I would urge adoption of the 
resolution. 

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

Mr. LONG of Maryland. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. HANCE. Mr. Chairman, it is vi­
tally important to remember that any 
assistance program, whether it is for 
El Salvador or some other developing 
nation, should include the private 
sector of that nation as a key partici­
pant in the development of a national 
economy. I think that it is up to the 
Congress to indicate that this is our 
intention. Am I correct in believing it 
was the committee•s intention to send 
such a signal? 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Yes; the 
gentleman is absolutely correct. It was 
the committee•s intent to coordinate 
such private-sector development with 
the assistance program in this bill. 
What I deeply regret is that there is 
not a stronger private sector in El Sal­
vador to accomplish this aid. 

Mr. HANCE. The major role of the 
International Monetary Fund and the 
World Bank has been to encourage de­
velopment through the private sector. 
Am I to understand that both the IMF 
and the World Bank are to encourage 
private sector development in all de­
veloping nations, in particular El Sal­
vador? 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Yes; may I 
remind my colleague that, almost 
without exception, the IMF and the 
World Bank encourage private-sector 
economies and generally work well 
with the private sectors of their 
member nations. So I think that it was 
the intention of the committee to en­
courage the IMF and the World Bank 
to assist the development of private­
sector economies through loan pro­
grams and other incentives. 

Mr. HANCE. I appreciate the oppor­
tunity to have this exchange with the 
distinguished chairman of the commit-
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tee and appreciate his clarifying the 
point that this aid program is to work 
in concert with the IMF and World 
Bank in helping to develop the pri­
vate-sector economies of the member 
nations of those organizations, and in 
developing the private sector, in par­
ticular, of El Salvador. 
e Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the pending joint resolu­
tion making continuing appropriations 
for various programs and agencies as 
we approach the beginning of fiscal 
year 1985. Obviously no one likes to 
have to resort to this legislative device 
year after year-but if in fact we do 
have to-we should make sure the leg­
islative product is equitable and pro­
gressive. 

We find ourselves in a far better sit­
uation than last Thursday when the 
House soundly and wisely defeated an 
attempted gag rule issued by the 
Rules Committee which would have 
had the effect of devastating many 
good programs which would simply 
expire due to the lack of an authoriza­
tion bill. The rule today is far better­
it allows these programs to continue 
and makes in order some other needed 
amendments which can stand up to an 
individual vote as the full House 
deems it. 

Let me address myself to several 
positive features about this continuing 
resolution. My strongest words are for 
perhaps one of the smaller items in 
this legislation. Section 113 of the con­
tinuing resolution would extend the 
Federal Crime Insurance Program ad­
ministered by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency for 1 year. Were 
we not to take this step today-this 
most worthwhile program would 
expire. This program provides impor­
tant protection to thousands of home­
owners and small businesses located in 
economically distressed areas of our 
Nation from the financial devastation 
brought on by certain crimes such as 
robbery. This program has special sig­
nificance for the State and city of New 
York. It is estimated that more than 
7,500 businesses and 22,000 residences 
are covered under the Federal Crime 
Insurance Program in economically 
distressed areas of the State and city. 
Not only does this program provide 
protection to individuals and individ­
ual businesses-it really serves as a 
catalyst for neighborhood redevelop­
ment in given areas of the United 
States. Your large cities, in many re­
spects, are a collection of individual 
neighborhoods. City revitalization 
begins from within-it comes from al­
lowing those neighborhoods most in 
need of help to get it. As the neighbor­
hoods develop, so too does the city. 
These neighborhoods develop when 
business invests-when homes are 
built and rehabilitated-and, of course, 
when people move in to fill those 
houses and frequent those businesses. 
The fear of crime-not only the physi-

cal fear-but the financial one-has 
always served as a deterrent against 
redevelopment of certain neighbor­
hoods. In its own small way-the Fed­
eral crime insurance program has 
helped to lessen that fear and has al­
lowed neighborhood development to 
continue. 

Our choice is very simple. If we vote 
for this CR as reported by the Appro­
priations Committee, we have succeed­
ed in keeping this program going. If 
we should either defeat the rule or the 
CR-we are contributing to its expira­
tion and the aspirations of millions 
who have a stake in neighborhood re­
development. 

I also wish to lend my support to 
section 114 of the continuing resolu­
tion for it will ensure the continuation 
of subsidies by the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development to 
low-income-housing projects following 
a State-initiated foreclosure action. 
According to the State of New York, 
its State Mortgage Loan Corp. man­
ages a 1.2 billion portfolio of low­
income housing. These State-financed, 
privately owned projects receive subsi­
dies from HUD under the section 236 
rental-assistance payment and rent­
supplement programs. The continu­
ation of the HUD subsidies is critical­
for without them, low-income tenants 
could not afford to rent the units. 

I am in strong support of two provi­
sions contained in the defense portion 
of the CR. I support the continuation 
of the ban on direct or indirect fund­
ing for the support of military or para­
military operations in Nicaraqua. The 
House has spoken very clearly on this 
subject on a number of occasions with 
a clear message-we should not in any 
way be subsidizing this clearly flawed 
element of our Central American 
policy. 

The other defense-related item I en­
dorse is the language barring the use 
of any funds for the procurement of 
the MX missile until at least April 1, 
1985, and thereafter only by joint con­
gressional resolution. This is another 
reaffirmation of a strongly held posi­
tion in the House. 

Finally, I wish to indicate my sup­
port for the inclusion of all the 
projects provided for the Water Re­
sources Development Act which was 
passed by the House last September. It 
provides for some $118 million in ur­
gently needed projects aimed at flood 
control, navigation, and other water­
resource projects. 

Section 10Ha> of this legislation in­
corporates the House-passed Labor­
HHS appropriations bill. Among the 
many features of this bill is one of spe­
cial importance to my home State of 
New York. A modest but essential 5-
percent inflation increase is provided 
for employment service activities at 
the State level. In the case of New 
York, its employment service has suf­
fered severe cutbacks due to formula 

changes and could have faced the 
prospect of laying off some 200 work­
ers. This CR will provide an additional 
$2.8 million for New York State Em­
ployment Service which can help to 
avert these layoffs and not disrupt 
necessary employment services to New 
York's unemployed. 

Passage of this continuing resolution 
will allow two other programs to con­
tinue even without authorization legis­
lation having been approved. The first 
is the all-important Low-Income 
Energy Assistance Program and the 
other are the various programs under 
the health block grants. Both pro­
grams serve the low income of our 
Nation and provide important services 
and protection. 

On balance and considering the cir­
cumstances we face, House Joint Reso­
lution 648 is the best we can do. It de­
serves our prompt passage today so we 
do not close out this fiscal year with so 
many good and important programs 
facing the prospect of extinction. It 
would be highly irresponsible to allow 
that to happen and the CR is the re­
sponsible approach we must adopt.e 
e Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to reiterate my support for the 
four-engine jet-noise regulations man­
dated by the Federal Aviation Admin­
istration back in 1976, and reinforced 
by the Aviation Safety and Noise 
Abatement Act of 1979. Both require 
all four-engine jets operating at U.S. 
airports to comply with existing noise 
standards by January 1, 1985. 

Over the past 8 years, U.S. carriers 
have spent large sums of money to 
achieve jet-noise compliance. Further­
more, all U.S. carriers have submitted 
plans to the FAA demonstrating how 
they can and plan to meet the Janu­
ary deadline. We cannot say the same 
for foreign carriers which operate out 
of our airports. Not only have some 
foreign carriers chosen to ignore these 
noise regulations, but some have asked 
that they be exempt from compliance. 

Specifically, a few months ago, the 
airport operator for Miami petitioned 
the FAA for a 3-year exemption for all 
international flights in and out of 
Miami from the four-engine jet-noise 
rule. Mr. Chairman, to grant such an 
exemption would be grossly unfair to 
our U.S. carriers, and would give for­
eign carriers preferential treatment 
they have not earned. 

Unfortunately, this is just another 
in a long series of efforts to block the 
implementation of aircraft-noise re­
strictions. It was aircraft noise that led 
Congress to enact the Noise Pollution 
Control Act in 1972. Under an agree­
ment, the FAA was to have promulgat­
ed and enforced aircraft-noise stand­
ards; EPA was given this responsibility 
for all other transportation modes. 

Yet, the FAA did all it could to delay 
and then to undermine the effective­
ness of aircraft-noise standards. EPA 
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recommendations concerning aircraft 
noise were completely ignored by the 
FAA in many cases. Under great pres­
sure by Congress, the FAA finally 
issued the required regulations. How­
ever, I would like to ask my colleagues 
what good is a national standard if we 
grant wholesale exceptions to it. 

EPA was forced to abandon its noise 
program several years ago due to the 
administration's budget cuts. Thus, 
EPA does not even have the ability to 
determine the extent to which compli­
ance with still-standing noise regula­
tions is occurring. We, therefore, must 
rely solely on the FAA to ensure that 
nose abatement is attained. 

It's time for the FAA to get tough 
on noise control. Rejecting exemptions 
to the four-engine jet-noise rule would 
be a good start.e 
e Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the bill. 

This legislation would do many 
things that clearly need to be done. 
But I also want to take note of the 
fact that it does not do something 
which clearly should not be done, and 
that is to grant 11th hour exemptions 
from longstanding rules limiting the 
noise produced by the noisiest of the 
old jet airliners now flying. 

Regulations were adopted over 7 
years ago requiring airlines to bring 
the older four-engine jets into compli­
ance with noise standards by January 
1, 1985, or cease to use them in the 
United States; 4 years ago the Con­
gress not only reaffirmed those regula­
tions but directed FAA to make sure 
that that regulation applied as fully to 
foreign airlines serving U.S. airports as 
it did to U.S. airlines. 

Most U.S. airlines have acted to 
comply. They've taken us at our word. 
They've spent enormous amounts of 
money to buy new complying aircraft, 
or to reengine, or retrofit old aircraft. 
Now a few minor carriers, most of 
them foreign, want us to waive this 
longstanding requirement for them. 
Many of them bought these aircraft 
only after the regulation was adopted; 
they therefore got them at bargain­
basement prices from U.S. carriers 
who had to sell them to get their own 
fleets into compliance; and now they 
want us to allow them to avoid the 
costs already being borne by their 
U.S.-airline competitors. 

We would under no circumstances 
agree to their request for preferential 
treatment, and we should certainly 
not do so as part of any continuing 
resolution. To do so would be unfair to 
the vast majority of airlines who have 
complied in good faith, and it would be 
unfair to our citizens who have suf­
fered through jet-noise impacts 
around airports in the belief that the 
relief we have promised was on the 
way. Even to make legislative exemp­
tions just for carriers flying overseas 
into one or just a few airports would 
put all other airports nationwide at a 

disadvantage in competition for that 
commerce. 

Perhaps more importantly, to give in 
at this point would put airlines on 
notice that when we impose compli­
ance schedules of any kind on them 
they might do better to ignore those 
schedules, to wait until the 11th hour, 
and to then plead hardship and get an 
extension. We hope to have a number 
of such compliance schedules imposed 
on carriers, not only on jet noise, but 
also on fire safety, smoke detectors, 
and so on. None of those compliance 
schedules will hold unless carriers can 
believe that when we direct them to 
spend money to comply we will not 
later exempt their competition from 
the same costs. 

If we cannot hold the line in this 
case, I do not know when we will be 
able to hold the line. Legislative ex­
emptions to these noise rules are op­
posed not only by environmental 
groups and those concerned about jet 
noise around airports, but also by U.S. 
airlines, by the major aviation labor 
unions, and by the associations of the 
airport operators. This is the place to 
draw the line. I am therefore pleased 
that this bill does not grant exemp­
tions from jet-noise rules, and I urge 
that any subsequent effort to put such 
provisions into this bill be strongly op­
posed.e 
e Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of House Joint Resolution 
648. I am very pleased that the Com­
mittee on Appropriations included full 
funding of $17.7 million, in accordance 
with the recommendations of the 
House Veterans' Affairs Committee, 
for the Philadelphia VA Hospital con­
struction project. However, it is still 
vital that funds for the balance of the 
project be included in the fiscal year 
1986 budget, in order to meet the com­
mitment to the city of Philadelphia. 
This full funding was a result of very 
close cooperation between the Com­
mittee on Appropriations and the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs, and I 
want to thank the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on BUD-Independent 
Agencies, Mr. BoLAND, and the sub­
committee's ranking minority member, 
Mr. GREEN, for their assistance and 
leadership. The gentleman from Penn­
sylvania [Mr. CouGHLIN] was also very 
helpful, and I want to express my ap­
preciation to him as well. 

This construction project is neces­
sary in order to update decrepit and 
outmoded existing facilities and pro­
vide a new clinical addition, parking 
spaces, and a 240-bed nursing-home­
care unit for the veterans of Philadel­
phia. Philadelphia area veterans were 
very supportive of this project, and I 
am grateful for their help. 

I urge my colleagues to support 
House Joint Resolution 648.e 
e Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chair­
man, I am pleased to note that the 
Committee on Appropriations has in-

eluded in its report on this measure a 
list of Veterans' Administration con­
struction projects which the commit­
tee expects will be undertaken with 
funds appropriated earlier this year. I 
think our efforts earlier in the session 
in trying to reach agreement with the 
Appropriations Committee in the 
projects to be approved have succeed­
ed to the extent that we have defeated 
those who opposed the start of work 
to renovate the Philadelphia VA Hos­
pital. I am glad to see that logic and 
good sense prevailed. I am also grati­
fied that the Appropriations Commit­
tee has joined the Committee on Vet­
erans' Affairs in insisting that the VA 
make up its mind as to what to do 
about Allen Park and the downtown 
Detroit site before appropriating 
funds for site acquisition. 

I was disheartened when the VA an­
nounced that they were going to spend 
$2 million for a study of possible ren­
ovations at the two existing VA hospi­
tals in the Baltimore area. This matter 
has been studied from every angle 
before; no action resulted from those 
studies, although a clear course of 
action was apparent. 

Now, the VA is going to study it 
again. The VA knows what's needed. 
What we need is leadership and deci­
sionmaking favorable to verterans in 
the Baltimore area. I will support no 
effort to further delay the construc­
tion of a new replacement hospital. 

I would like to commend the chair­
man of the Hun-Independent Agen­
cies Subcommittee for his vigilant 
scrutiny of VA budget needs, and for 
his responsible leadership in providing 
what is needed. We passed the VA's 
appropriation bill on May 30 of this 
year, and it was signed into law on 
July 28, 1984. I was pleased with the 
swift action on this measure and the 
chairman deserves the veterans' 
thanks. The gentleman from Massa­
chusetts [Mr. BoLAND] and the gentle­
man from New York [Mr. GREEN] have 
provided outstanding leadership in 
getting the fiscal year 1985 bill en­
acted into law. 

Having said that, I must remind all 
of my colleagues that there is an au­
thorization process for VA construc­
tion projects estimated to cost in 
excess of $2 million. We shall continue 
to insist that this process be honored 
in future appropriations for the Veter­
ans' Administration. It is not unusual 
for the House to insist that a project 
be authorized before an appropriation 
is made for that project, and I am 
giving notice well in advance that I 
expect this will apply with equal force 
to VA appropriations in the future. I 
look forward to working with my col­
leagues on the appropriations in this 
regard next year.e 
e Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in strong support of passage of 
the continuing resolution <H.J. Res. 
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648). I commend my colleague, Mr. 
WHITTEN for his leadership and hard 
work on this resolution. 

Included in the continuing resolu­
tion report language are directions to 
the Department of Commerce to com­
plete a study of the importation of 
counterfeit native American arts and 
crafts and to report their findings 
back to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce by March 31 of next year. 
Many native Americans in my district 
depend on the native American arts 
and crafts trade for their livelihoods 
and have been hurt by the recent rise 
in importation of these counterfeit 
goods. 

This illegal importation is apparent­
ly a cash-only business; we do not 
know the full extent of the damage it 
is causing the native American arts 
and crafts industry in the United 
States. I ask the Department of Com­
merce to include but not limit their 
study to an analysis and recommenda­
tions with respect to the economic im­
pacts of the illegal importation of 
counterfeit native American turquoise 
and silver jewelry and other Indian 
arts and crafts industry, recommenda­
tions on workable remedies to this 
problem including the requiring of 
permanent labeling <rather than re­
movable labeling) on arts and crafts 
imported into the United States, and 
the prevention of the exporting from 
the United States of arts and crafts 
which were imported into the United 
States and from which the country of 
origin label was removed. 

I thank all of my colleagues who as­
sisted me in my efforts to direct this 
study and once again, commend Mr. 
WHITTEN for his work on the continu­
ing resolution.• 
e Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of House Joint Resolu­
tion 648, continuing appropriations for 
fiscal year 1985. This resolution pro­
vides interim funding for departments 
and agencies whose regular fiscal year 
1985 appropriations bills will not have 
been enacted into law by October 1, 
1984, the beginning of fiscal year 1985. 
Spending on programs during this 
period is limited to a level specified in 
House Joint Resolution 648. The con­
tinuing appropriations provided by 
House Joint Resolution 648 automati­
cally expire upon the enactment of 
the individual appropriations bills. 

Four of the 13 regular appropria­
tions bills for fiscal year 1985 have 
been enacted into law: BUD-independ­
ent agencies <Public Law 98-371>; 
energy and water development <Public 
Law 98-360); legislative branch <Public 
Law 98-367); and Commerce, Justice, 
State and the judiciary <Public Law 
98-411). 

The House has passed 10 of the 13 
regular �a�p�p�r�o�p�r�i�a�t�i�o�~� bills for fiscal 
year·1985. Defense, foreign assistance, 
and transportation appropriations 
bills remain to be passed by the House. 

The other body has passed seven ap­
propriations bills. 

House Joint Resolution 648 provides 
for continued funding for six major 
spending categories at levels identical 
to those in the House-passed versions 
of fiscal year 1985 appropriations bills: 
Agriculture <H.R. 5743>; District of Co­
lumbia <H.R. 5899); Interior <H.R·. 
5973); Labor, Health and Human Serv­
ices, and Education <H.R. 6028); and 
military construction <H.R. 5898). 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to commend 
my colleagues, Mr. WHITTEN, chair­
man of the Appropriations Committee, 
Mr. CONTE, ranking minority member 
of the committee, and Messrs. STOKES 
and DIXON, for their diligent work on 
this resolution.• 
e Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Chairman, by 
approving the continuing resolution 
covering fiscal 1985 appropriations we 
will be attempting again to get needed 
education funding out to schools for 
this school year. Although the House 
approved the Labor-HHS-Education 
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1985 
on August 1, the Senate has not acted. 
Today's effort is an attempt to present 
the Senate with this issue so that it 
must act on it. This bill would provide 
funds for almost all the Federal educa­
tion programs: elementary and second­
ary education, aid to the handicapped 
and disadvantaged, vocational and 
adult education, bilingual education, 
and student aid. 

In recent years, scores of studies 
have cited flaws in our schools and de­
cried declining test scores and teacher 
competence. The President's Commis­
sion described education in America as 
permitting a "rising tide of mediocri­
ty." There are problems in our 
schools; their always have been. But 
these problems should cause us to in­
crease our effort to support our 
schools, not berate them. We should 
support this bill providing adequate 
funding for the wide range of Federal 
programs today. 

As a legislator, I am pleased to have 
had a part in developing the math-sci­
ence education bill recently signed 
into law. This bill will fund a range of 
programs to help teachers improve in­
struction in mathematics and science. 
It would also provide help in teacher 
training and teaching materials, as 
well as provide scholarships for people 
committed to becoming future math 
and science teachers. We hope that 
this effort will give teachers and stu­
dents the tools they need to succeed in 
an increasingly technological world. 

I am also gratified that we have pro­
vided some funds to schools to help 
remove asbestos from school buildings. 
Many old school buildings contain 
hazardous asbestos and the Environ­
mental Protection Agency is now bear­
ing up to accept applications for asbes­
tos abatement and removal. 

The Federal Government cannot 
solve every problem of American edu-

cation, but we can help. If we provide 
seed money, I am certain that the 
American people care enough about 
education and they will match it many 
times over with local, State, and pri­
vate money. A nation as abundant in 
resources as ours should commit itself 
to a strong education system.e 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the joint resolution is considered 
as having been read for amendment 
under the 5-minute rule. 

The text of the joint resolution is as 
follows: 

H.J. REs. 648 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep­

resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the following 
sums are hereby appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro­
priated, and out of applicable corporate or 
other revenues, receipts, and funds, for the 
several departments, agencies, corporations, 
and other organizational units of the Gov­
ernment for the fiscal year 1985, and for 
other purposes, namely: 

SEc. 101. <a> Such amounts as may be nec­
essary for projects or activities, not other­
wise specifically provided for in this joint 
resolution, at a rate for operations and to 
the extent and in the manner provided for 
in the following appropriation Acts as 
passed by the House of Representatives as 
of October 1, 1984: 

Agriculture, Rural Development, and Re­
lated Agencies Appropriation Act, 1985; 

District of Columbia Appropriation Act, 
1985; 

Department of the Interior and Related 
Agencies Appropriation Act, 1985; 

Departments of Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education, and Relat­
ed Agencies Appropriation Act, 1985; 

Military Construction Appropriation Act, 
1985;and 

Water Resource Development Appropria­
tion Act, 1984. 

<b> Such amounts as may be necessary for 
projects or activities at the rate for oper­
ations and to the extent and in the manner 
provided for in H.R. 6237, the Foreign As­
sistance and Related Programs Appropria­
tions Act, 1985, as reported to the House of 
Representatives on September 13, 1984. 

<c> Pending enactment of the Department 
of Defense Appropriation Act, 1985, such 
amounts as may be necessary for continuing 
activities which were conducted in the fiscal 
year 1984, for which provision was made in 
the Department of Defense Appropriation 
Act, 1984, under the current terms and con­
ditions and at a rate for operations not in 
excess of the current rate or the rate provid­
ed for in the budget estimates, whichever is 
lower, until the Department of Defense Ap­
propriation Act, 1985, is reported to or sub­
sequently passed by the House of Repre­
sentatives, whereupon such amounts as may 
be necessary shall become available at a rate 
for operations for activities and under the 
terms and conditions as provided for in such 
Appropriation Act and accompanying House 
report for fiscal year 1985, as reported to or 
subsequently passed by the House of Repre­
sentatives, the latest action prevailing: Pro­
vided, That no appropriation or funds made 
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available or authority granted pursuant to 
this subsection shall be used for new pro­
duction of items not funded for production 
in fiscal year 1984 or prior years, for the in­
crease in production rates above those sus­
tained with fiscal year 1984 funds or to initi­
ate, resume or continue any project, activi­
ty, operation or organization which are de­
fined as any project, subproject, activity, 
budget activity, program element, and sub­
program within a program element and for 
investment items are further defined as a P-
1 line item in a budget activity within an ap­
propriation account and an R-1 line item 
which includes a program element and sub­
program element within an appropriation 
account, for which appropriations, funds, or 
other authority were not available during 
the fiscal year 1984 until the Department of 
Defense Appropriation Act, 1985, is reported 
to or subsequently passed by the House of 
Representatives: Provided further, That no 
appropriation or funds made available or 
authority granted pursuant to this subsec­
tion shall be used to initiate multiyear pro­
curements utilizing advance procurement 
funding for economic order quantity pro­
curement unless specifically appropriated 
later or until the Department of Defense 
Appropriation Act, 1985, is reported to or 
subsequently passed by the House of Repre­
sentatives: Provided further, That during 
fiscal year 1985, no funds available to the 
Central Intelligence Agency, the Depart­
ment of Defense, or any other agency or 
entity of the United States involved in intel­
ligence activities may be obligated or ex­
pended for the purpose or which would 
have the effect of supporting, directly or in­
directly, military or paramilitary operations 
in Nicaragua by any nation, group, organiza­
tion, movement, or individual until the De­
partment of Defense Appropriation Act, 
1985, is reported to or subsequently passed 
by the House of Representatives: Provided 
further, That the appropriations or funds 
made available or authority granted pursu­
ant to this subsection for procurement of 
MX missiles shall be in accordance with and 
subject to all the limitations, restrictions, 
and conditions set forth in sections 110 and 
1132 of the Department of Defense Authori­
zation Act, 1985 <H.R. 5167), as passed by 
the House of Representatives on June 1, 
1984, until the Department of Defense Ap­
propriation Act, 1985, is reported to or sub­
sequently passed by the House of Repre­
sentatives: Provided further, That the ap­
propriations or funds made available or au­
thority granted pursuant to this subsection 
for testing of the Space Defense System 
<anti-satellite weapon) shall be in accord­
ance with and subject to all the limitations, 
restrictions and conditions set forth in sec­
tion 207 of the Department of Defense Au­
thorization Act, 1985 <H.R. 5167), as passed 
by the House of Representatives on June 1, 
1984, until the Department of Defense Ap­
propriation Act, 1985, is reported to or sub­
sequently passed by the House of Repre­
sentatives: Provided further, That the ap­
propriations or funds made available or au­
thority granted pursuant to this subsection 
for possible deployment of any cruise mis­
sile designed to carry a nuclear warhead and 
to be launched from a naval vessel or for 
the assembly of nuclear warheads onto such 
a cruise missile shall be in accordance with 
and subject to all the limitations, restric­
tions and conditions set forth in section 
1130 of the Department of Defense Authori­
zation Act, 1985 <H.R. 5167), as passed by 
the House of Representatives on June 1, 
1984, until the Department of Defense Ap-

propriation Act, 1985, is reported to or sub­
sequently passed by the House of Repre­
sentatives: Provided further, That funds 
shall be available for National Guard and 
Reserve Equipment and Retired Pay, De­
fense at the current rate until the Depart­
ment of Defense Appropriation Act, 1985, is 
reported to or subsequently passed by the 
House of Representatives. 

(d) Such amounts as may be necessary for 
continuing activities, not otherwise specifi­
cally provided for in this joint resolution, 
which were conducted in the fiscal year 
1984, for which provision was made in the 
Department of Transportation and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1984, under 
the current terms and conditions, and at a 
rate for operations not in excess of the cur­
rent rate or the rate provided for in the 
budget estimates, whichever is lower. 

(e) Such sums as may be necessary for 
programs, projects, or activities provided for 
in the Treasury, Postal Service and General 
Government Appropriations Act, 1985 <H.R. 
5798) to the extent and in the manner pro­
vided for in the conference report and joint 
explanatory statement of the committee of 
conference as passed by the House of Repre­
sentatives on September 12, 1984, as if en­
acted into law: Provided. That, notwith­
standing section 102 of this joint resolution, 
the Department of the Treasury shall con­
solidate the operations of the Bureau of 
Government Financial Operations in ac­
cordance with the language concerning 
amendment numbered 9 in the joint explan­
atory statement of the committee of confer­
ence (H. Rept. 98-993). 

(f) Such amounts as may be necessary for 
continuing the following activities, not oth­
erwise provided for in this joint resolution, 
which were conducted in the fiscal year 
1984, under the terms and conditions pro­
vided in applicable appropriation Acts for 
the fiscal year 1984, at the current rate: 

Activities under section 163 of the Feder­
al-aid Highway Act of 1973, as amended; 

Activities under section 5(h)(2) of the De­
partment of Transportation Act, as amend­
ed; 

Activities under title VII of the Railroad 
Revitalization and Regulatory Reform Act 
of 1976, as amended; 

Activities related to the United States 
Railway Association under the Regional 
Rail Reorganization Act of 1973, as amend­
ed; 

Activities under the Public Health Service 
Act; 

Activities under title V of the Social Secu­
rity Act; 

Activities under section 427<a> of the Fed­
eral Coal Mine Health and Safety Act; 

Activities of the Regional Offices of Fa­
cilities Engineering and Construction; 

Activities under title XXVI of the Omni­
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981; 

Refugee and entrant assistance activities 
under the provisions of title IV of the Immi­
gration and Nationality Act, title IV and 
part B of title III of the Refugee Act of 
1980, and sections 501 (a) and (b) of the Ref­
ugee Education Assistance Act of 1980, 
except that such activities shall be contin­
ued at a rate for operations not in excess of 
the lower of the current rate or the rate au­
thorized by H.R. 3729 as passed the House 
of Representatives: Provided. That such 
funds may be expended for individuals who 
would meet the definition of "Cuban and 
Haitian entrant" under section 50He) of the 
Refugee Education Assistance Act of 1980, 
but for the application of paragraph (2)(B) 
thereof; 

Head Start activities authorized by the 
Head Start Act; 

Child abuse prevention and treatment and 
adoption opportunities activities authorized 
by the Child Abuse Prevention and Treat­
ment Act, and title II of the Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment and Adoption 
Reform Act of 1978; 

Runaway and homeless youth activities 
authorized by the Runaway and Homeless 
Youth Act; 

Aging programs and activities authorized 
by the Older Americans Act of 1965; 

Developmental disabilities program and 
activities authorized by the Developmental 
Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights 
Act; 

Native American activities authorized by 
the Native American Programs Act of 1974; 

Foster care activities authorized by sec­
tion 102<a>U> and 102<c> of Public Law 96-
272; 

Foster care and adoption assistance activi­
ties authorized by title IV-E of the Social 
Security Act; 

School assistance in federally affected 
areas authorized by title I of the Act of Sep­
tember 30, 1950, and the Act of September 
23, 1950; 

Emergency immigrant education activities 
authorized by section 101(g) of Public Law 
98-151; and 

Activities under the Follow Through Act. 
SEc. 102. Unless otherwise provided for in 

this joint resolution or in the applicable ap­
propriation Act, appropriations and funds 
made available and authority granted pur­
suant to this joint resolution shall be avail­
able from October 1, 1984, and shall remain 
available until <a> enactment into law of an 
appropriation for any project or activity 
provided for in this joint resolution, or <b> 
enactment of the applicable appropriation 
Act by both Houses without any provision 
for such project or activity, or <c> Septem­
ber 30, 1985, whichever first occurs. 

SEc. 103. Appropriations made and author­
ity granted pursuant to this joint resolution 
shall cover all obligations or expenditures 
incurred for any project or activity during 
the period for which funds or authority for 
such project or activity are available under 
this joint resolution. 

SEc. 104. Expenditures made pursuant to 
this joint resolution shall be charged to the 
applicable appropriation, fund, or authori­
zation whenever a bill in which such appli­
cable appropriation, fund, or authorization 
is contained is enacted into law. 

SEc. 105. Any appropriation for the fiscal 
year 1985 required to be apportioned pursu­
ant to subchapter II of chapter 15 of title 
31, United States Code, may be apportioned 
on a basis indicating the need <to the extent 
any such increases cannot be absorbed 
within available appropriations) for a sup­
plemental or deficiency estimate of appro­
priation to the extent necessary to permit 
payment of such pay increases as may be 
granted pursuant to law to civilian officers 
and employees and to active and retired 
military personnel. Each such appropriation 
shall otherwise be subject to the require­
ments of subchapter II of chapter 15 of title 
31, United States Code. 

SEc. 106. There is appropriated an addi­
tional amount for Construction, general, 
$6,000,000, to remain available until expend­
ed, of which $4,000,000 shall be made avail­
able for the construction of the project for 
correction of the design deficiency of the 
navigation project for Barnegat Inlet, as de­
scribed in the report of the Chief of Engi­
neers dated January 20, 1983, and the May 
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21, 1984, supplement thereto, which project 
shall be constructed at full Federal expense. 

SEc. 107. There is appropriated an addi­
tional amount for Flood Control, Mississippi 
River and Tributaries, Arkansas, Illinois, 
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, 
and Tennessee, $2,000,000, to remain avail­
able until expended. 

SEc. 108. There is appropriated an addi­
tional amount to carry out the programs au­
thorized by the Appalachian Regional De­
velopment Act of 1965, as amended, 
$11,000,000, to remain available until ex­
pended. 

SEc. 109. Notwithstanding any other pro­
vision of this joint resolution: 

<A> The Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, shall take 
such action as may be necessary to remedy 
slope failures and erosion problems 0) 
along the banks of the Coosa River, Ala­
bama, in order to protect the Fort Toulouse 
National Historic Landmark and Taskigi 
Indian Mound in Elmore County, Alabama, 
at an estimated cost of $31,000,000, and <2> 
along the banks of the Black Warrior River, 
Alabama, in order to protect the Mound 
State Monument National Historic Land­
mark near Moundville, Alabama, at an esti­
mated cost of $4,860,000. Such actions shall 
be coordinated with the Secretary of the In­
terior and the State of Alabama. 

(a) Prior to initiation of construction of 
the projects authorized by subsection <A>. 
appropriate non-Federal interests shall 
agree-

(1) to provide without cost to the United 
States all lands, easements, and rights-of­
way necessary for construction and oper­
ation of the projects; 

(2) to hold and save the United States free 
from damage due to construction, operation, 
and maintenance of the projects, not includ­
ing damages due to the fault or negligence 
of the United States or its contractors; 

(3) to accomplish without cost to the 
United States all modifications or reloca­
tions of existing sewerage and drainage fa­
cilities, buildings, utilities, and highways 
made necessary by construction of the 
projects; and 

<4> to maintain and operate all features of 
the projects after completion, in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secre­
tary. 

<B> Within available funds, the Secretary 
of the Army, acting through the Chief of 
Engineers, is authorized and directed to per­
form necessary channel and associated work 
in connection with the Turtle Creek, Penn­
sylvania, local protection project; and shall 
take such action as may be necessary to 
remove accumulated snags and other debris 
blocking the channel of the Hatchie River 
and its tributaries in the vicinity of Bridge 
Creek and the Little Hatchie River in Mis­
sissippi; and shall take such action as may 
be necessary to perform necessary channel 
and associated work in connection with the 
Glencoe, Alabama, flood control project. 

<C> Notwithstanding any existing agree­
ments, within funds otherwise made avail­
able for the Yazoo Basin, the Corps of Engi­
neers is directed to operate and maintain 
the McKinney Bayou Pumping Plant in ac­
cordance with the provisions of Public Law 
678 of the Seventy-fourth Congress, ap­
proved June 15, 1936, as amended by Public 
Law 526 of the Seventy-ninth Congress, ap­
proved July 24, 1946, effective upon the pas­
sage of this joint resolution. 

<D> The authorization for the Sardis Lake 
project, Oklahoma, contained in section 203 
of the Flood Control Act of 1962, as amend-

ed by section 108 of the Energy and Water 
Development Appropriation Act of 1982 is 
hereby amended to authorize and direct the 
Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, to plan, design, and con­
struct access road improvements to the ex­
isting road from the west end of Sardis Lake 
to Daisy, Oklahoma, at an estimated Feder­
al cost of $10,000,000 and the State or politi­
cal subdivision shall agree to operate and 
maintain said facilities at their own ex­
pense. 

<E> The Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, is directed 
to utilize funds previously appropriated for 
the Meramec River Basin flood control 
study, to establish a demonstration project 
for flood forecasting/warning on the Lower 
Meramec River to demonstrate the capabil­
ity of nonstructural means of flood control 
through the procurement and installation 
of commercially available equipment. The 
Chief of Engineers is to operate and main­
tain this system for a period of time suffi­
cient to demonstrate its functioning during 
the occurrence of a one hundred year Mera­
mec River flood or for a period of two years, 
whichever is less. After the system has been 
field-tested, the Chief of Engineers is to 
report to the Congress the results of this 
prototype testing. 

<F> The Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, shall grant, 
within ninety days of enactment of this 
joint resolution, to the University of Ala­
bama at Huntsville the funds appropriated 
to the Secretary of the Army pursuant to 
title I of Public Law 98-50 for the design 
and construction of a Corps of Engineers 
learning facility at Huntsville, Alabama. 
This grant shall be made to the University 
of Alabama at Huntsville subject to the con­
ditions that the University will convey the 
grant funds to the Chief of Engineers to 
design and construct the learning facility on 
lands owned by the University at Huntsville 
and the completed facility is to be owned 
and maintained by the University and to be 
operated by the University and the corps as 
a joint-use facility, all according to such 
specifications, terms, and cost sharing ar­
rangements for operation and maintenance 
as the University of Alabama at Huntsville 
and the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, may agree. 
The Secretary of the Army, acting through 
the Chief of Engineers, shall report to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the 
United States House of Representatives and 
the United States Senate on a monthly 
basis on the status of the required agree­
ments and the construction of the learning 
facility until such time as the facility is con­
structed and operational at the University 
of Alabama at Huntsville. 

< G > The Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, is author­
ized and directed to remove the Berkeley 
Pier, which extends into San Francisco Bay, 
California, approximately twelve thousand 
feet, at an estimated cost of $3,200,000. 

<H> The Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, is author­
ized and directed to undertake such struc­
tural and nonstructural measures as he 
deems feasible to prevent flood damage to 
communities in the Pearl River Basin, Saint 
Tammany Parish, Louisiana. 

<I> <a> The Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, shall, after 
consultation with the advisory committee 
established under subsection <b>, carry out a 
demonstration project for the development, 
operation, and maintenance of a recreation 

and greenbelt area on and along the Des 
Moines River, Iowa, between the point at 
which the Des Moines River is intersected 
by United States Highway 20 to the point 
downstream at which relocated United 
States Highway 92 intersects the Des 
Moines River. Subject to subsection (b) and 
<c> of this section, such project shall in­
clude, but not be limited to-

(1) the construction, operation, and main­
tenance of recreational facilities and 
streambank stabilization structures; 

(2) the operation and maintenance of all 
structures constructed before the date of 
enactment of this joint resolution <other 
than any such structure operated and main­
tained by any person under a permit or 
agreement with the Secretary) within the 
area described in the Des Moines Recre­
ational River and Greenbelt Map and on file 
with the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation of the House of Representa­
tives; and 

(3) such tree plantings, trails, vegetation, 
and wildlife protection and development 
and other activities as will enhance the nat­
ural environment for recreational purposes. 

<b>O> The advisory committee referred to 
in subsection <a> shall be constituted as fol­
lows: 

<A> five persons shall be appointed by the 
Governor of Iowa; 

<B> two persons shall be appointed by 
their respective board of supervisors to rep­
resent each of Mahaska, Marion, Warren, 
Jasper, Polk, Dallas, Boone, and Webster 
Counties; 

<C> one person shall be appointed by the 
mayor of the city of Des Moines and one ad­
ditional person shall be appointed by the 
mayor of each other incorporated munici­
pality within whose boundaries a portion of 
such recreation area lies; and 

<D> three employees or officials of the 
Corps of Engineers shall be appointed by 
the Secretary. 

<2> Each member of the advisory commit­
tee shall serve at the pleasure of the author­
ity which appointed such member. 

<3> No member of the advisory committee 
who is not an officer or employee of the 
United States shall receive compensation on 
account of his service on the committee or 
travel expenses or per diem in lieu of sub­
sistence with respect to the performance of 
services for the committee. Members of 
such advisory committee who are officers or 
employees of the United States shall not re­
ceive additional compensation on account of 
their service on the committee. 

(4) The advisory committee may elect 
such officers and spokesmen as it deems ap­
propriate and may appoint such ad hoc com­
mittees of interested citizens as it deems ap­
propriate to assist the committee in advising 
the Secretary. 

<c> The construction and maintenance of 
structures and plant and husbandry activi­
ties referred to in subsection <a> of this sec­
tion shall be conditioned upon the owner­
ship by the United States of the land or in­
terests therein necessary for such purposes. 

(d) In carrying out the project described 
in subsection <a> of this section, the Secre­
tary may acquire by purchase, donation, ex­
change, or otherwise land and interests 
therein, as the Secretary determines are 
necessary to carry out such project. If the 
Secretary purchases any land or interest 
therein from any State or local agency, he 
shall not pay more than the original cost 
paid by such State or local agency for such 
land or interest therein. No land or interest 
therein may be acquired by the United 
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States to carry out such project without the 
consent of the owner, and nothing herein 
shall constitute an additional restriction on 
the use of any land or any interest therein 
which is not owned by the United States. 

<e> Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Federal share of the project to 
be carried out pursuant to this section shall 
be 100 per centum of the cost of the project. 

(f) There is authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out this section $6,000,000, for 
fiscal years beginning after September 30, 
1983. 

<J> The project for navigation, Tampa 
Harbor, East Bay Channel, Florida, is 
hereby authorized to be prosecuted by the 
Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, substantially in accord­
ance with the plans and subject to the con­
ditions recommended in the report of the 
Chief of Engineers, dated January 25, 1979, 
at an estimated initial cost of $2,717,000. 
The Secretary shall monitor the effects of 
construction, operation, and maintenance of 
the project on water quality and the envi­
ronment. 

<K> The project for navigation, Newport 
News Creek, Virginia, authorized by the 
River and Harbor Act of 1946, is hereby 
modified to authorize the relocation and re­
construction by the Commonwealth of Vir­
ginia of the project upon approval of plans 
for such relocation and reconstruction by 
the Secretary of the Army. 

SEc. 110. Notwithstanding any other pro­
vision of this joint resolution, all rates for 
the sale of electric power generated at facili­
ties constructed pursuant to 38 Stat. 242, 
1913, shall be based upon the costs of gener­
ating and transmitting such power and shall 
be approved by the Secretary of the Interi­
or. 

SEc. 111. Notwithstanding any other pro­
vision of this joint resolution, no part of the 
funds provided under this joint resolution 
or any other provisions of law may hereaf­
ter be used by the Comptroller General to 
review or decide any protest submitted 
under subchapter V of chapter 35 of title 31, 
United States Code, involving the nonappro­
priated fund procurement of property or 
services by the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

SEc. 112. There is appropriated an addi­
tional $5,000,000, to remain available until 
expended, for the "Tennessee Valley Au­
thority" for the conduct of a demonstration 
project for the construction of a main water 
transmission line for the city of Bristol, 
Tennessee, in the vicinity of the Authority's 
Boone Lake. 

SEc. 113. Section 120l<b><l> of the Nation­
al Housing Act is amended-

<1> by striking out "September 30, 1984" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "September 30, 
1985";and 

<2> in subparagraph <A>, by inserting after 
"1985" the following: ", and September 30, 
1986, respectively". 

SEc. 114. The penultimate proviso in the 
paragraph under the heading "Rent Supple­
ment" in the Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1983 <Public Law 98-63, 97 Stat. 301, 
320) is amended to read as follows: "Provid­
ed further, That upon the completion of 
each contract under such sections 101 or 
236(f)(2) on behalf of qualified tenants on a 
State-aided, noninsured rental housing 
project, the balance of the contract author­
ity provided in appropriation Acts for such 
contract shall be rescinded:". Any amounts 
of authority for contracts under section 236 
of the National Housing Act <12 U.S.C. 
1715z-1> or under section 101 of the Housing 
and Urban Development Act of 1965 <12 

U.S.C. 1701s) which would otherwise 
become available at the time of cancellation 
of any such contract as a result of a foreclo­
sure action, or a transfer of a deed in lieu of 
foreclosure, of a State-aided, noninsured 
rental housing project having any contracts 
under such sections shall remain available 
for such project for the balance of the term 
which remains at the time of cancellation of 
such a contract as a result of a foreclosure 
action or such transfer of deed, and the Sec­
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
shall offer to execute new contracts under 
such sections, subject to compliance with 
the requirements of sections 236 <b> and 
<f><2> of the National Housing Act, or such 
section 101, respectively. 

SEc. 115. The item relating to "Depart­
ment of Housing and Urban Development­
Housing Programs-Annual Contributions 
for Assisted Housing" in the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development-Independ­
ent Agencies Appropriation Act, 1984 
<Public Law 98-45; 97 Stat. 219, 220), is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

"Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act or any other law regarding the 
availability of recaptured budget authority, 
$9,000,000 of budget authority recaptured 
and becoming available for obligation in 
fiscal year 1984 shall be made available only 
to provide assistance under the new con­
struction program of section 8 of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 for 40 dwelling 
units in the Carmel Plaza North Project 
Numbered 000-32028-PM/LS, in the District 
of Columbia, which project was terminated 
by the Secretary of Housing and Urban De­
velopment on July 26, 1984. Such budget au­
thority shall remain available for obligation 
for fiscal year 1985, and the provisions re­
pealed by section 209<a> of the Housing and 
Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 <Public 
Law 98-181; 97 Stat. 1153, 1183) shall 
remain in effect with respect to such project 
and budget authority.". 

SEc. 116. The Administrator of the Envi­
ronmental Protection Agency shall make a 
grant not to exceed $2,337,000 from con­
struction grant funds allotted to the State 
of Ohio for fiscal year 1985 to the owners of 
the Rocky River Wastewater Treatment 
Plant in Rocky River, Ohio, for reimburse­
ment of such owners for the cost of contruc­
tion of such plant. 

SEc. 117. <a> Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, rule, or regulation, for pur­
poses of section 7<b> of the Small Business 
Act <15 U.S.C. 636(b)), the Administrator of 
the Small Business Administration shall, 
with respect to small business concerns in­
volved in the fishing industry and with re­
spect to agricultural enterprises, treat the 
recent drought and El Nino-related ocean 
conditions as disasters under such section: 

<1> disaster loan assistance shall be provid­
ed to the fishing industry pursuant to para­
graph <2> of such section-

<A> the term "recent El Nino-related 
ocean conditions" means the ocean condi­
tions (including high water temperatures, 
scarcity of prey, and absence of normal up­
wellings) which occurred in the eastern Pa­
cific Ocean off the west coast of the North 
American Continent during the period be­
ginning with June 1982 and ending at the 
close of December 1983, and which resulted 
from the climatic conditions occurring in 
the Equatorial Pacific during 1982 and 1983; 

<B> the term "fishing industry" means any 
trade or business involved in-

(i) the catching, taking, or harvesting of 
fish <whether or not sold on a commercial 
basis), 

(ii) any operation at sea or on land, in 
preparation for, or substantially dependent 
upon, the catching, taking, or harvesting of 
fish, and 

<liD the processing or canning of fish <in­
cluding storage, refrigeration and transpor­
tation of fish before processing or canning); 
and 

<C> the term "fish" means finfish, mol­
lusks, crustaceans, and all other forms of 
marine animal and plant life other than 
marine mammals and birds; and 

<2> disaster loan assistance shall be provid­
ed to agricultural enterprises on account of 
drought commencing during the dates speci­
fied in <a><l><A> above pursuant to para­
graph <1 > of such section-

<A> at a rate of interest equal to the based 
upon computations of eligibility pursuant to 
rules in effect for emergency loans from the 
Farmers Home Administration, both as of 
January 1, 1984; 

<B> the Small Business Administration 
shall not impose on such enterprises any 
loss threshold or other type of minimum 
loss test which is not imposed on non-agri­
cultural enterprises on the commencement 
date of the drought, either to determine the 
eligibility for such loans or to determine the 
amount of eligibility for loan assistance; and 

<C> the determination of a natural disas­
ter by the Secretary of Agriculture pursu­
ant to subtitle C of the Consolidated Farm 
and Rural Development Act <7 U.S.C. 1961> 
shall be deemed a disaster declaration by 
the Small Business Administration for pur­
poses of determining eligibility for assist­
ance under section 7<b><l> of the Small 
Business Act as amended herein. 

SEc. 118. None of the funds appropriated 
or made available by this joint resolution or 
any other Act may be used by the United 
States Customs Service to propose any rule 
or regulation relating to the subject matter 
of the Advanced Notice of Proposed Regula­
tions published in the Federal Register on 
July 21, 1983 (48 Fed. Reg. 33318>: Provided, 
That nothing shall prevent the expenditure 
of funds to propose any rule or regulation 
relating to duty-free stores which imple­
ments or conforms to statutory standards 
hereafter enacted by Congress. 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendments 
are in order except the 11 amend­
ments made in order by House Resolu­
tion 588 which shall only be in order if 
offered by the Member designated in 
said resolution. 

The amendments shall be considered 
as having been read when offered, and 
shall not be subject to amendment. 
Each amendment shall be debatable 
for not to exceed 30 minutes equally 
divided between the proponent and a 
Member opposed thereto. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONTE 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol­
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CoNTE: On 
page 9, after line 14, insert the following: 
"Payment to the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting under the Communications 
Act of 1934 as amended for the fiscal year 
1987: Provided, That for purposes of this 
payment, the current rate shall be the 
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amount of the payment provided in fiscal 
year 1986;". 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 588, the amendment 
is considered as having been read. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. CoNTE] will be recognized for 15 
minutes, and a Member opposed will 
be recognized for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. CoNTE]. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, the pur­
pose of this amendment is to address 
what I see as an omission in House 
Journal Resolution 648. Currently, 
there is no provision made for continu­
ing the activities of the Corporation 
for Public Broadcasting-there is zero 
in here for CPB. 

My amendment would continue 
funding for CPB at the current rate, 
pending reauthorization of the pro­
gram. Mr. Chairman, when the House 
passed the fiscal year 1985 Labor/ 
HHS/Education appropriations bill on 
August 1, funding for CPB and more 
than $7.7 billion worth of other pro­
grams was deferred because their au­
thorizations were not in place. 

It was my understanding, at that 
time, that funding for those deferred 
programs would be provided in the 
continuing resolution. And, in fact, 
funding has been provided in this con­
tinuing resolution for every one of 
those $7.7 billion in deferred pro­
grams, except for one, the Corporation 
for Public Broadcasting. My amend­
ment would simply treat CPB like all 
the other Labor /HHS programs await­
ing reauthorization, keep them going 
at the current rate, under current 
terms and conditions, until the reau­
thorization is passed and the commit­
tee can consider funding under the 
new authorized levels. 

Let me say that this amendment is 
in no way intended to undermine the 
authorization process. I supported the 
CPB authorization that was vetoed. 
And I will support the Goldwater bill 
recently passed by the Senate and due 
in the House soon. I hope an authori­
zation bill is enacted in time for us to 
consider funding under the new au­
thorization in the conference on this 
continuing resolution. But until that 
authorization is in place, some provi­
sion needs to be made for continued 
funding of the CPB. 

Let me also say that this amendment 
is in no way intended to go around the 
recent veto of the CPB authorization. 
The dispute over the reauthorization 
of CPB involves the level of increase 
for CPB in fiscal year 1987. This 
amendment provides for no increase. 
Since CPB is 2-year advance funded, it 
simply carries forward the fiscal year 
1986 level into fiscal year 1987 at the 
current rate, $159.5 million. 

Finally, there may be those who say 
that there is no need to address CPB 
funding at this time, since it is a 2-year 
advance funded program. I would 

simply say that advance funding has 
been a central principle of CPB's oper­
ation since 1975. It is essential to 
permit planning in advance, so that 
CPB can begin to produce the new 
children's mathematics series today, 
with the commitment that the funds 
will be there to put the program on 
the air in 1987. Forward funding is 
also regarded as a cornerstone of the 
insulation of public broadcasting from 
undue outside influence. 

So, I would say to my colleagues, 
treat CPB the same as every other 
Labor /HHS program, and support this 
amendment to provide funding at the 
current rate pending reauthorization, 
to assure continuation of the program 
without interruptions, or station 
breaks. No commercials. 

0 1410 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, 

would the gentleman yield to me at 
this point? 

Mr. CONTE. I would be glad to yield 
to my good friend from Kentucky [Mr. 
NATCHER]. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, as I 
understand the gentleman's amend­
ment, the amount would be 
$159,500,000. 

Mr. CONTE. That is right, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. NATCHER. This would be the 
amount that was carried in the fiscal 
year 1984 bill, including the supple­
mental of $29,500,000, making the 
total $159,500,000. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time we have 
no objections to the gentleman's 
amendment. 

Mr. CONTE. Thank you, Mr. Chair­
man. I want to thank my good friend 
from Kentucky. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 
opposed to the amendment seek recog­
nition? 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Massa­
chusetts [Mr. CONTE]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PANETI'A 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk which 
I offer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol­
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. PANETrA: H.J. 
Res. 648 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 

"SEc. . <a> Funds appropriated by this 
joint resolution or any other appropriation 
act to carry out the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
<7 U.S.C. 2011-2029) shall, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law or this Act, be 
used in a manner to ensure that, under the 
food stamp program, households certified as 
eligible to participate in the program are 
issued an allotment that reflects the full 
cost of the thrifty food plan, adjusted to re­
flect changes in the cost of such plan for 
the twelve months ending June 30, 1984, 
rounded to the nearest lower dollar incre­
ment for each household size. 

"(b) The provisions of subsection <a> shall 
be effective during the period beginning No­
vember 1, 1984, and ending September 30, 
1985.". 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. PANETTA] will be 
recognized for 15 minutes and a 
Member opposed will be recognized for 
15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. PANETTA]. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con­
sume. 

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

Mr. PANETTA. I am pleased to yield 
to the gentleman from South Caroli­
na. 

Mr. TALLON. I thank the gentle­
man for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
engage my distinguished colleague, 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Transportation, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. LEHMAN], in a colloquy. 

In my district, I have 14 miles of 
railroad track between the cities of 
Conway and Myrtle Beach, located in 
Horry Country, SC. Horry County has 
recently agreed to purchase from Sea­
board Coast Line Railroad this 14 
miles of track. This track services the 
fastest growing area in the State of 
South Carolina, and its continued op­
eration is critical to this area's eco­
nomic development. 

Recognizing the significance of this 
rail segment, the Senate conference 
committee report for the fiscal year 
1984 DOT appropriations bill con­
tained $30,000 to fund a study, to 
assess the funding requirements for 
the rehabilitation of this line. The 
conclusion of the study was that con­
siderable rehabilitation was required 
in order to continue service on the 
line. It is my request, and I hope my 
colleague would agree, that funding 
for the rehabilitation of this line be 
addressed under the first moneys dis­
pensed under the Local Rail Service 
Assistance Program by the Secretary 
of Transportation. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. PANETTA. I yield to the gentle­
man from Florida. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I commend the gentleman for his 
diligence in bringing this issue to the 
committee's attention. I know the 
bridge is a major problem for the 
people in the gentleman's district, and 
I call on the Federal Railroad Admin­
istration to give this project high pri­
ority consideration in allocating local 
rail service assistance funds. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of the amendment I offer 
here today is to provide emergency 
relief to the hungry. It basically re­
stores the basis of benefits in the Food 
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Stamp Program from 99 to 100 percent 
of the thrifty food plan. 

I might point out to Members that 
this was a key element of hunger 
relief bill, H.R. 5151, which was adopt­
ed overwhelmingly on a bipartisan 
basis by this House on August 1, 1984. 
It is a key element of the President's 
Task Force on Food Assistance and it 
recommended, in fact, to implement 
this increase. It is also something that 
was done this morning in the other 
body in the markup on this very legis­
lation. 

The Senate Appropriations Commit­
tee has included this proposal with 
regard to the thrifty food plan and it 
also is included in a proposal that has 
been introduced on the Senate side by 
Senator DoLE to try to deal with 
hunger issues similar to what the 
House did on H.R. 5151. 

I obviously have concerns about the 
whole procedure of using a continuing 
resolution for this purpose and indeed 
voted for a tighter rule initially. But 
that having been rejected, we have to 
understand that this is the last oppor­
tunity this year to try to do something 
for those who are hungry in our socie­
ty. 

Surely if we are going to allow the 
opportunity to add authorizations for 
water projects and for foreign aid or 
for defense, then there should be a 
little room to add food for the hungry. 
This may not be pork barrel in the 
pure sense of the word, but it certainly 
is food for the hungry. 

There are overwhelming reasons to 
do this, as many of you know. There is 
a need for emergency relief right now 
that would, under this bill, take place 
over the next 11 months. We have 
seen it from all of the evidence that 
has been provided in this area to the 
committees that I am involved with­
the Subcommittee on Agriculture and 
the Select Committee on Hunger. 

We have conducted hearings 
throughout the country finding the 
same evidence as Senate committees, 
the GAO, the President's Task Force, 
the mayors, and the Governors. All 
come to the same conclusion-that 
there is a problem of growing hunger 
in our society. 

Dramatic increases in participation-
200 and 300 percent occurring at soup 
kitchens and food pantries throughout 
the Nation. 

There is also a severe nutritional 
impact that we are seeing with chil­
dren, many being born either under­
weight or having anemic problems and 
the same type of problems are true 
with regard to the elderly. 

There is obviously no other hunger 
relief that we can expect this year. 
There is no action anticipated on the 
Senate side. However, the action in 
committee this morning indicates that 
there may be some hope to take this 
one small step. 

What does this one small step mean? 
It means $1 to $3 per family per 
month. Not much in congressional 
terms. Not much to most of us, but a 
great deal to those families that ulti­
mately may have to face the choice be­
tween whether they can stay at home 
or have to resort to a soup kitchen or 
a food pantry. 

As I said, the Hunger Relief Act, 
which contained this proposal, was 
adopted overwhelmingly in the House, 
364 to 39. This amendment is within 
the budget resolution in terms of costs 
that are involved here, clearly within 
the budget resolution, and this has 
been approved on a bipartisan basis in 
the past. 

It is the key recommendation of the 
President's Task Force when it came 
to hunger issues. And as I said, there 
is every indication that the other body 
will accept this because of the action 
that they have taken exactly on this 
point today. 

So, I urge your support. I realize 
there are many that may not like the 
procedure and they may not like the 
fact that this is the last train, but it is 
the last opportunity to do something 
for the hungry. Let us not miss that 
chance. 

A table showing the impact of my 
amendment follows: 

FISCAL YEAR 1985 MONTHLY FOOD STAMP ALLOTMENT 
LEVELS FOR 99 PERCENT AND 100 PERCENT OF THE 
THRIFTY FOOD PLAN 

Household size 99 100 Effect of 
percent percent Panetta 

amendment 

$78 $79 +$1 
143 145 + 2 

!.. .................................................................. . 
2 .................................................................... . 
3 .................................................................... . 206 208 + 2 

261 264 + 3 
310 313 + 3 L :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

6 .................................................................. . 373 376 +3 

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

Mr. PANETTA. I am pleased to yield 
to the gentleman from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the gentle­
man for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup­
port of the Panetta amendment. 

As Mr. PANETTA has stated, this 
amendment would simply base food 
stamp benefits on 100 percent of the 
value of the Thrifty Food Plan, the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture's 
lowest cost diet. At the moment, bene­
fits are based on 99 percent of the 
plan. 

Both Mr. PANETTA and I apeared 
before the Rules Committee to seek to 
make this amendment in order. I am 
glad that the committee saw fit to do 
so under the rule adopted earlier 
today. 

There is simply no reason, aside 
from shortsighted cost savings, to con­
tinue the current reduction in food 
stamp benefits. Support for this 
modest restoration is nearly unani-

mous. It was one of the key recom­
mendations of the President's Task 
Force on Food Assistance, and is a cen­
tral piece of the Hunger Relief Act of 
1984, which was adopted overwhelm­
ingly by the House on August 1. 

Support for the Hunger Relief Act 
was very strong, as only 39 Members 
opposed it. And I do not know that 
any one of those Members opposed 
that portion of the bill restoring food 
stamp benefits to the full value of the 
Thrifty Food Plan. In short, I hope 
that support for this amendment will 
be unanimous. 

The Thrifty Food Plan is by no 
means overgenerous. Serious questions 
have been raised as to its nutritional 
adequacy. For a family of four, cur­
rent benefits amount to $253 per 
month, or about $57 a week. This 
figure has not changed for the past 2 
years. 

The President and Congress have 
succeeded in better targeting food 
stamp benefits to the truly needy. 
given our success in this regard, let us 
make absolutely certain that we fulfill 
our commitment to them by providing 
an adequate diet for hungry Ameri­
cans. Benefits based on less than the 
Thrifty Food Plan, a minimal diet to 
begin with, are certainly not adequate. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend my col­
league Mr. PANETTA for his leadership, 
and urge my colleagues to give this 
amendment their full support. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Vermont, 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 
opposed to the amendment seek recog­
nition? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, 
there is no objection on this side. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle­
man from Massachusetts seek recogni­
tion in opposition to the amendment? 

Mr. CONTE. No, Mr. Chairman, I 
want to speak for it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California is in charge of the 
time of those in favor. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from California [Mr. PA­
NETTA] yield to me? 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con­
sume, and I am pleased to yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support ·of 
the Panetta amendment. 

There is little question that this 
amendment meets the intention of 
this House as well as the administra­
tion. The Hunger Relief Act which we 
passed in this House overwhelmingly 
364 to 39 on the 1st of August of this 
year had a provision which authorized 
the restoration of the full amount. Ad­
ditionally, the President's Task Force 
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on Hunger made a similar recommen­
dation. 

I think it is clear that those persons 
who have been certified as truly in 
need of food assistance must be allot­
ted 100 percent of the barest require­
ment to meet those needs. I believe 
that we can do it in this legislation. I 
recommend that we accept this 
amendment. 
e Mr. LELAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered 
by our colleague, Representative PA­
NETTA. I encourage Members to join 
me in voting for its adoption. 

On August 1, this House approved 
H.R. 5151, the Hunger Relief Act 
sponsored by the gentleman from Cali­
fornia. The vote was an overwhelming 
one which reflected broad bipartisan 
support for this effort to alleviate 
hunger in the United States. 

The amendment before us today was 
conceived as part of H.R. 5151. This 
provision restores benefits under the 
Food Stamp Program to a level that 
represents 100 percent the cost of the 
Thrifty Food Plan. Since 1982, bene­
fits have been set at 99 percent of this 
plan. 

This amendment was recommended 
by the President's Task Force on Food 
Assistance. It is noncontroversial and 
it is an important step in bringing the 
food-buying power of food stamps up 
to the actual cost of food. 

The Food Stamp Program is de­
signed to provide monthly benefits to 
assist low-income households in pur­
chasing the food that they require to 
maintain a sound nutritional status. 
Today we have the opportunity to 
assist the Food Stamp Program in 
serving this goal. 

The Select Committee on Hunger, 
which I chair, has carefully examined 
some of the major problems facing 
food stamp recipients. We have found 
that food stamp recipients do not re­
ceive all of the benefits they deserve 
because the method of calculation lags 
behind inflation. There is no time at 
which they are more in need of suffi­
cient benefits than during the winter 
months when expenses for energy and 
utilities are greater and resources 
available for supplementing their food 
purchasing power are diminished. 
Therefore, it is imperative that we 
support this amendment today .e 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I re­
serve the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from California [Mr. PANETTA]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MILLER OF 

CALIFORNIA 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an -a.mendment at 
the desk which I offer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MILLER of 
California: At the end of the joint resolu­
tion, add the following new section: 

SEc. . Notwithstanding any provision to 
the contrary in title XX of the Social Secu­
rity Act-

< 1 > the dollar figure set forth in section 
2003<c><3> of such Act is hereby increased to 
$2,750,000,000 for the fiscal year 1985; 

<2><A> the additional $50,000,000 made 
available to the States for such fiscal year 
pursuant to paragraph < 1 >-

(i) shall be used only for the purpose of 
providing training and retraining, including 
training in the prevention of child abuse in 
child care settings, to providers of licensed 
or registered child care services, operators 
and staffs (including those receiving in-serv­
ice training) of facilities where licensed or 
registered child care services are provided, 
State licensing and enforcement officials, 
and parents, and 

<ii> shall be expended only to supplement 
the level of any funds that would (in the ab­
sence of the additional assistance resulting 
from this section> be available from other 
sources for the purpose specified in clause 
<i>, and shall in no case supplant such funds 
from other sources or reduce the level 
thereof; but 

<B> no more than one-half of the amount 
by which any State's allotment under sec­
tion 2003 of such Act is increased as a result 
of paragraph < 1 > shall actually be paid to 
such State unless it has in effect procedures 
<established by or under State law and 
funded from other sources> for appropriate­
ly screening and conducting background 
checks and criminal investigations of all 
providers of licensed or registered child care 
services and all operators and staffs of fa­
cilities where licensed or registered child 
care services are provided, in accordance 
with standards specified in or established 
under State law, with the objective of pro­
tecting the children involved and assuring 
their safety and welfare while they are re­
ceiving child care services; and 

<3> the determination and promulgation 
required by section 2003<b> of such Act with 
respect to the fiscal year 1985 <to take into 
account the preceding provisions of this sec­
tion> shall be made as soon as possible after 
the enactment of this Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 588, the amendment 
is considered as having been read. 

The gentleman from California will 
be recognized for 15 minutes and a 
Member opposed will be recognized for 
15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman. I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I have an amend­
ment at the desk. This amendment re­
sponds to the deep concerns of child 
care workers, policymakers, and mil­
lions of parents around the country. 
We all have been shocked and angered 
by the tragic incidents of child abuse 
in day care settings. These incidents 
apparently know no geographic 
bounds and are not particular to any 
one type of child care setting. Most re­
cently, a couple operating a day-care 
home in Marin County, in my own San 
Francisco Bay Area, has been charged 

with sexually abusing children as 
young as 2 years old. 

Parents have become fearful; they 
have very limited choices. We must ac­
knowledge that out-of-home child care 
is a necessity for millions of American 
families whose economic well-being de­
pends on it. The child-care system 
itself is under enormous pressure: The 
workers are underpaid and untrained; 
75 percent of child-care workers have 
had no training, and there is a 41-per­
cent turnover rate among child-care 
staff in centers, nurseries and Head 
Start programs. 

According to CRS more than twice 
as many bachelors and masters de­
grees are conferred annually for com­
puter science-than are conferred in 
early childhood education. 

The system is hampered by haphaz­
ard regulation; licensing systems vary 
in every State. Some States have insti­
tuted criminal history record checks 
on potential child-care providers, but 
many have not. 

The Select Committee on. Children, 
Youth and Families, which I chair, 
has just completed a year-long investi­
gation of child care in this country. 
Last week we joined with the Ways 
and Means Subcommittee on Over­
sight to learn specifically about the 
problems of child abuse and child care. 
Witnesses at this hearing-and the 
hearings we have held throughout the 
year-have emphatically stated that 
criminal checks are not enough to pre­
vent abuse. Witnesses told us time and 
time again that we must also train 
child-care providers, staff and parents. 

Every expert cited the child-care 
providers' skill and training as the 
single most important factor in pro­
moting a safe setting. Let me give you 
a few examples: Dr. Susan Aronson, 
representing the American Academy 
of Pediatrics, cited her own research, 
which showed that monitoring and 
training clearly improve the quality of 
care. A five-State study-of California, 
Michigan, Texas, West Virginia, and 
Pennsylvania-confirmed these re­
sults. An intensive monitoring system 
for compliance with State standards 
helped improve the quality of the 
child-care system. And the factors 
showing the greatest impact on im­
proving the quality of care included 
the training and qualifications of 
child-care providers. 

According to Bettye Caldwell, the 
President of the National Association 
for the Education of Young Children, 
"one of the most consistent findings of 
�~�e�s�e�a�r�c�h� over the last 15 years is that 
positive development outcomes for 
children in child care are linked to the 
specialized training of their care-
givers." These conclusions were con­
firmed by State human services offi­
cials, and representatives of child-care 
employees. 
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Let's look at what the administra­

tion's response to this problem has 
been since 1981. Not only did the ad­
ministration drastically cut the funds 
available for child care slots, but they 
eliminated the earmarked $200 million 
for direct child-care services. And they 
eliminated the $75 million set aside for 
training of human service providers. 
The result has been that 24 States­
nearly half-target no title XX funds 
for training. 

In addition, this administration has 
been trying to phase out the only Na­
tional Credentialing Program-the 
Child Development Associate's Pro­
gram-which encourages providers to 
seek training. The result is that child­
care providers can now no longer 
afford a credential, even though over 
half the States include the CDA cre­
dential in their licensing standards. 

We have also learned through out 
hearings, both on child care and child 
abuse prevention, that training of par­
ents is vitally important. Parents need 
to learn how to listen to their chil­
dren, how to recognize abuse, how to 
evaluate a child-care setting and how 
to assess providers and monitor serv­
ices. Dr. Anne Cohn, executive direc­
tor of the National Committee for the 
Prevention of Child Abuse, told the 
committee: 

If we are serious about stopping sexual 
abuse • • • we should educate parents, child­
care workers and pediatricians about how to 
listen • • • so they can detect sexual abuse 
in its earliest stages. 

There is simply not enough support 
and training for parents and child-care 
workers, and those who license and en­
force licensing for child-care settings 
in the midst of this crisis. Emergency 
funds are required to prepare and sup­
port those who care for children to 
prevent any more incidents of abuse in 
child care. 

My amendment would address this 
emergency by doing the following 
things: 

It would provide $50 million to 
States for child abuse prevention and 
child development training of licensed 
or registered child-care providers, 
State licensing officials, and parents. 
These funds would be added to the 
social services block grant solely for 
these purposes. 

State allotments would be based on 
the title XX social services block grant 
allocation formula. No more than one­
half of a State's allotment would be 
paid if the State has no procedures for 
screening and conducting criminal his­
tory checks of providers. 

We're talking here about some pro­
cedures for criminal history record 
checks, and possibly child abuse cen­
tral registry system checks. We have 
left to States the responsibility for 
fashioning procedures which meet 
their needs, but it seems minimal to 
ask that States put in place some pro­
cedures to get a provider and staff sex 

crime history. We're talking here 
about risk reduction to minimize the 
risk of children being abused or sexu­
ally victimized in day care. 

Training funds may only be used for 
new efforts or to augment existing 
programs. 

Emergency funds are required for 
child-care providers to enhance abuse 
prevention and to further child devel­
opment. 

Training is vitally important to help 
parents evaluate child-care settings, 
monitor services, and to recognize and 
deal with abuse. 

Congress has a chance to take solid 
action in response to the concerns of 
millions of American parents. Unless 
we offer greater support and provide 
States with the means of training and 
enforcement, we will go on to other 
subjects, and children will go on to be 
abused. 

I urge you to support our amend­
ment. 

0 1420 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 

the chairman of the subcommittee. 
Mr. NATCHER. I thank the gentle­

man for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, the amendment of­

fered by the gentleman from Califor­
nia [Mr. MILLER] certainly has merit. 
It seems to me, however, that prob­
ably the amendment would be much 
better in order if it had been consid­
ered with the child abuse amendments 
legislation. I believe that bill is H.R. 
1904. I understand the conference 
report on the bill is scheduled for com­
pletion this week. However, Mr. Chair­
man, we are not going to object to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman. 

The gentleman's amendment would 
only authorize $50 million additional 
to the authorization for the social 
services block grant under title XX of 
the Social Security Act. This would in­
crease the total authorization of this 
program from $2.700 billion to $2.750 
billion. There is no additional amount 
appropriated by virtue of the amend­
ment offered by the gentleman from 
California. The intent of the amend­
ment is good. 

Mr. Chairman, we offer no objection 
to this amendment as it is presented. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank 
the gentleman for his cooperation. 

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

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the gentle­
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would simply like to 
add my support to the amendment of­
fered by the gentleman from Califor­
nia and praise him for all the good 
work he has done in this area. 

It is no secret that in the last several 
months people in my community and 

communities throughout America 
have finally begun to understand the 
gravity of this problem, how many 
children have been abused, and for 
every child who has been abused, 
there are literally hundreds of thou­
sands of American mothers and fa­
thers, brothers and sisters, who 
wonder and worry whether their child 
has also met the same fate. 

This amendment is modest, it is 
carefully drawn, it directs itself at the 
problem, but not in a way that will 
waste money, and is something we 
very, very much need in America 
today. 

So I would add my support and once 
again compliment the gentleman for 
taking the lead on this issue, which 
sorely needs work done on it. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I appre­
ciate the support of the gentleman. It 
has special meaning to me today, given 
the fact that the gentleman just 
became a father for the first time yes­
terday and now will share the con­
cerns that all parents have for the 
well-being of their children. I appreci­
ate those expressions of concern from 
the new father of Jessica Emily from 
New York. 

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

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, as I read the amend­
ment offered by the gentleman from 
California, it provides $50 million au­
thorization for training of child-care 
workers, State officials, and parents, 
with at least some of that to be used 
for training in the prevention of child 
abuse. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Yes. 
Mr. CONTE. The gentleman knows I 

am deeply concerned about these 
issues and supportive of them. I 
worked closely with my good friend in 
the well, as he may remember, during 
floor consideration of the authoriza­
tion for the program to assist victims 
of domestic violence, part of the child 
abuse reauthorization conference 
report due on the floor tomorrow. 

That conference report will author­
ize substantial increase in programs 
designed to combat child abuse. 

The gentleman's amendment, as I 
read it, is a straight authorization for 
$50 million, and I want to commend 
him. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank 
the gentleman for his remarks. There 
is no one who can question the gentle­
man's commitment to the issues sur­
rounding child abuse in trying to rid 
this practice from the national land­
scape. 

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

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 
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Mr. GEKAS. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, I am just wondering, 

for my edification, if this be an au­
thorization of $50 million, are we not 
parliamentarily or procedurally at 
odds with ourselves? Are we not con­
sidering at this moment an appropria­
tion bill? Can someone explain that to 
me? Perhaps the gentleman in the 
well can do so. Is this an appropria­
tion? 

Mr. MILLER of California. Under 
title XX, this would become appropri­
ated money if, in fact, it was approved 
by the conference committees. Title 
XX is a capped entitlement and what 
this amendment does is raise that cap 
beyond the limit now set solely for 
this purpose for this 1 year. 

This is similar to legislation that we 
passed last year to provide for child­
care services, for job training, and to 
get people off the unemployment 
rolls. For one time we raised the title 
XX cap for this purpose and this 
amendment would work in a similar 
fashion. 

Mr. GEKAS. That is my question, 
then. Are we saying that what the 
gentleman is doing here is, in effect, 
raising the cap? 

Mr. MILLER of California. Correct 
Mr. GEKAS. But the moneys are 

not being provided with this legisla­
tion. 

Mr. MILLER of California. It is an 
entitlement with a cap on it. We are 
raising the cap, and should the Com­
mittee on Appropriations, in its 
wisdom, and the conference committee 
with the Senate determine to go 
ahead, yes, the money would be made 
available. 

Mr. GEKAS. With the only reserva­
tion being in my mind that it may not 
be in the right ballpark if this be an 
appropriation bill. 

Mr. MILLER of California. It is in 
the right ballpark because that is ex­
actly our concern: That we have a 3-
alarm fire going out there and this is 
the only way in which we can get the 
money to the States immediately 
through an existing process. Other­
wise we have to go through the dual 
process that the gentleman knows and 
create some other means to get the 
money out there. 

Mr. GEKAS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 

the gentleman from Virginia. 
Mr. BLILEY. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, I have read the 

amendment and I support the goals of 
the amendment, but I have a question. 

Under the wording of the amend­
ment, it does not seem to require that 
the funds be expended for child abuse 
prevention. Is that correct? 

Mr. MILLER of California. It does 
not require it for that sole purpose. It 

requires it because in many instances 
when we are talking about training 
child-care workers or parents, as the 
gentleman recently wrote about, we 
are talking about complete training 
for the purposes of understanding and 
listening to our children. One fo the 
things the experts keep telling us is 
that if parents would listen to the chil­
dren, if child-care workers would listen 
to the child:i-en and believe the chil­
dren, possibly detection could come 
along at a much earlier time. 

But the focus, the primary purpose, 
is for that purpose of training related 
to detection, and obviously the preven­
tion of child abuse in these settings, 
but also in family day care which, as 
the gentleman knows, many, many 
more children probably attend. In 
many instances family day care pro­
viders have not opportunity or access 
to these kinds of training programs be­
cause they do not belong to a network 
or a center, but in many instances 
those are also people we want to see 
trained for this purpose. 

Mr. BLILEY. If the gentleman 
would continue to yield, then the gen­
tleman is saying that the majority of 
these funds should be used for this 
purpose, for training people to prevent 
this kind of abuse. 

Mr. MILLER of California. That 
would be my hope. 

Mr. BLILEY. I thank the gentleman 
for clearing that point up. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the intent of 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from California is excellent. I am 
just wondering whether the gentle­
man has looked down the road to see 
what the long-run cost of this would 
be and to what extent this would price 
child care out of the market for the 
average person. 

D 1430 
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 

Chairman, our amendment is offered 
to address just this concern. We think 
that the only way you can really get 
this into the child care system, given 
the conditions under which the cur­
rent child care systems operate in 
terms of their being so price-respon­
sive that people flee the minute you 
raise the prices, is to go in this direc­
tion. This is one of the ways you can 
do it. We are building on an existing 
system that has trained thousands of 
both parents and providers of that 
care system by basically having the 
Federal, State, and local governments 
pick up some of that cost so that it 
does not have to be reflected in the 
cost of the care of those children, 
which then causes the people to go to 

even worse care than they might be 
getting at that moment. 

So the gentleman's concerns are ex­
actly appropriate, and that is the 
reason why we are trying to go in this 
direction. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, as a co­
sponsor of the pending amendment, I 
rise to urge its passage today. As the 
author of H.R. 6207 the Child Protec­
tion Act of 1984, I wish to also indicate 
my agreement with the idea that we 
must take this first step today-this 
important first step I might add-in 
what must be a comprehensive and 
concerted effort to eliminate the scan­
dal of child abuse, including sexual 
abuse in federally funded day-care 
centers. 

The amendment offered by my good 
friend and distinguished colleague, 
GEORGE MILLER, would provide States 
with $50 million in funds to train day 
care providers, State licensing and en­
forcement officials and parents in 
child abuse prevention techniques. 
These funds cannot be used to substi­
tute for existing resources. For any 
State that does not have a law provid­
ing for screening and conducting back­
ground checks and criminal investiga­
tions of day care providers and staff­
their amount of funds under this 
amendment would be reduced by one 
half. 

We take this step today for a basic 
and tragic reason-because we have to. 
Child abuse in day-care centers is not 
a hypothetical problem it is a clear 
and present horror affecting an in­
creasing number of children. Consider 
that in my home city of New York-in 
the first 7 months of 1984 there have 
been 77 reported cases of child abuse 
including sexual abuse in the city's 377 
day-care centers. 

We can also point to a tenfold in­
crease in the number of overall report­
ed cases of sexual abuse against chil­
dren since 1976 including increases in 
cases in day care centers. 

Today we work for a twofold objec­
tive with this amendment. The first is 
to return a sense of greater account­
ability to how Federal day care funds 
are spent. The second is to give in­
creased and proper recognition to the 
importance of training of personnel 
who work with our children in day 
care centers. 

The issue of accountability in my 
judgement is central to this entire 
issue. We are aware of the fact that as 
much as $751 million in Federal funds 
are being spent on day care services. A 
good portion of these funds come from 
the social services block grant pro­
gram-In 1981 this program became a 
block grant. The philosophy behind 
block grants was to transfer responsi­
bilities away from the Federal Govern­
ment over to State and local govern-
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ments. What we in fact have is not a 
transfer of responsibility-but a dis­
turbing abdication of responsibility on 
the part of the Federal Government 
on how certain social service dollars 
are being spent. The day care scandals 
make the point perfectly clear. We 
have the Federal Government provid­
ing carte blanche privileges to States 
and localities in spending social service 
block grant funds. In tum-States and 
localities have created bureaucracies 
which are so large as to be unaccount­
able. Meanwhile funds are allocated to 
day care centers to provide services­
and some of these centers are in turn 
the ones where abuse is taking place. 

In New York City-we know that 
some 60 percent of the $165 million 
spent for day care is Federal money. 
We also realize that the local agency 
which administers the programs, the 
Human Resources Administration, had 
grown so large it was difficult to trace 
whether those day care centers where 
abuse was being reported were Feder­
ally financed. That should not be the 
case and the time has come to start 
ensuring that future SSBG funds are 
in fact accounted for relative to day 
care. 

The issue of better training of day 
care personnel in my mind is also cen­
tral to this issue. Only about 25 per­
cent of day care employees have pro­
fessional training in appropriate serv­
ices. Only 10 States and the District of 
Columbia require caregivers to have 
degrees beyond a high school diploma. 
Even in those States which do require 
a higher degree it is not always in 
early childhood education or child de­
velopment as it should be. 

It should be noted that there are not 
a great number of financial incentives 
associated with day care work. It is un­
fortunate for there are many caring 
individuals in our day care centers 
who deserve much higher compensa­
tion for the work that they do. Lower 
standards invite a lower standard of 
people working in our day care cen­
ters-including those with previous 
records of crimes against children. 
That is abominable. 

Another related problem we have to 
contend with and which may be 
helped by this amendment has to do 
with actions that were taken when the 
social service block grant was estab­
lished. It was accompanied by the 
elimination of special title XX train­
ing funds and reduced overall expendi­
tures by 25 percent. In my home State 
of New York this translated into a 
drastic decline in training funds from 
$14 million to $4 million since fiscal 
year 1980. 

Under this amendment and since 
New York State does have a law in 
effect dealing with screening and 
background checks it will be eligible 
for some $3.8 million in funds under 
this bill which will help a great deal to 

restore earlier cuts which went right 
into training. 

I hope this amendment is adopted. It 
is vital that we take some action 
before we adjourn to deal with this 
problem. Day care is becoming a cen­
tral part of millions of families in this 
Nation. Consider since 1977-the 
number of children 5 years and young­
er whose mothers are employed is up 
by 50 percent to 10 million. Combine 
this with increases in the number of 
single fathers-the need for day care 
services becomes apparent. What must 
also be apparent is the need to make 
sure that these centers are staffed 
with qualifed individuals. The Miller 
amendment is a step in the right direc­
tion and I urge its adoption. 
• Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Chair­
man, we are all shocked and angered 
by the recent allegations of child 
abuse in daycare centers. These tragic 
incidents are most keenly felt by the 
children and families involved and by 
the day care professionals whose dedi­
cation to child development is tar­
nished by the actions of scoundrels. 

As Members of Congress, we are re­
sponsible for monitoring the consider­
able Federal support that is provided 
to our national daycare system. It is 
also our duty to help the States im­
prove child abuse prevention efforts. 
Today we have an opportunity to 
assure that this duty is carried out. 

The first, most obvious way to en­
courage a safe and adequate child care 
system is training for the child care 
staff who spend countless hours with 
our children. Prior to 1981, a separate 
title XX training program existed. 
Today, in the aftermath of budget re­
ductions, this is no longer the case. 
Roughly 75 percent of all child care 
workers have had no training. Staff 
turnover for child care centers, nurser­
ies and Head Start workers exceeds 40 
percent. 24 States no longer target 
title XX funds for training. In light of 
these facts, and the recent revelations 
of abuse, extra resources must be tar­
geted for training day care workers in 
child abuse prevention. 

There is no short cut or quick fix so­
lution to this problem. However, a $50 
million investment today for increased 
training in child abuse prevention­
with a requirement that States investi­
gate the backgrounds and criminal 
records of day care providers-is essen­
tial if we are to make a serious effort 
to improve the safety and quality of 
the child care that our children re­
ceive.e 
e Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Recently, my colleague, GEORGE 
MILLER and I conducted hearings on 
child abuse and day care. We have all 
been outraged by recent reported inci­
dents of child abuse in day care cen­
ters throughout the country, and our 
hearings were designed to find out 

how the Federal Government can help 
States minimize the possibility of fur­
ther incidents. 

The Federal Government has a sub­
stantial stake in the daycare system. 
In particular Federal funds, through 
the title XX social services block 
grant, currently provide the resources 
for most public day care programs. 

We learned in our hearings that 
there is no "quick fix" to the problem 
of abuse. However, it is very clear that 
the lack of training in child abuse pre­
vention is a major shortcoming. Our 
amendment would provide emergency 
funds for child care providers to en­
hance abuse prevention and to further 
child development. The amendment is 
also designed to encourage States to 
prescreen day care employees so that 
persons with previous convictions for 
child abuse cannot prey upon our chil­
dren. 

Mr. Chairman, training is vitally im­
portant-

To help parents evaluate child care 
settings, 

For effective monitoring of child 
care services 

To upgrade the skills of child care 
employees; and 

To help us recognize and deal with 
abuse. 

The protection and development of 
our children is a matter of national 
concern. Our amendment represents 
an essential building block to a com­
prehensive effective program that will 
improve the safety and quality of day 
care.e 

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no 
more speakers seeking recognition, the 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MILLER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROE 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk which I offer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol­
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. RoE: At the 
end of the resolution, add the following: 

SEc. . (a) The provisions of the bill H.R. 
3678 (98th Congress>, as passed the House 
of Representatives on June 29, 1984, are 
hereby enacted. 

(b) Section 102 of this joint resolution 
shall not apply with respect to the provi­
sions enacted by this section. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 588, the amendment 
is considered as having been read. 

The gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. RoE] will be recognized for 15 
minutes, and a Member opposed will 
be recognized for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. RoE]. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this amendment con­
sists of the text of H.R. 3678, the 
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Water Resources Conservation, Devel­
opment, and Infrastructure Improve­
ment and Rehabilitation Act as it 
passed the House on June 29, 1984. It 
is the product of over 3 years of inten­
sive work by the Subcommittee on 
Water Resources, including extensive 
hearings and countless hours of gath­
ering information and consulting in­
terested Members and their staffs. 

Mr. Chairman, we began work on 
this legislation with two basic prem­
ises in mind. The first is that water is 
our most important and most valuable 
national asset, and resolving the prob­
lems relating to the use, overuse and 
abuse of water, as well as protection 
from catastrophic flooding, are items 
of the highest priority. The second 
premise is that we must begin to deal 
with these water resources problems 
according to a national policy that is 
both rational and bipartisan in nature. 
We have worked diligently to achieve 
that goal in this legislation. 

H.R. 3678, as is traditional with 
water resources development bills, 
contains project authorizations, au­
thorizations of water resources stud­
ies, project modifications, and general 
provisions effecting the overall water 
resources program of the Corps of En­
gineers. This bill also continues the 
practice of refining the manner in 
which the corps' existing water re­
sources program is carried out to meet 
our constantly changing water re­
sources needs. As a result, the bill con­
tains a number of features addressing 
water supply needs, environmental 
concerns, energy needs, and project 
study procedures, in addition to the 
traditional provisions addressing flood 
control, navigation, erosion control, 
recreation, and the like. 

This bill also contains a number of 
new provisions which significantly 
expand the water resources program 
of the Corps of Engineers and which 
recognize new water resources needs 
that have arisen as a result of the 
aging process on our water resources 
infrastructure. 

Mr. Chairman, with these prefatory 
remarks, I would like to proceed 
through the bill briefly title by title to 
describe for you its contents. 

Title I authorizes six deep-draft 
navigation projects-projects with an 
authorized depth of 45 feet or more­
and 27 projects for the improvement 
of general cargo ports-ports with an 
authorized depth of between 14 and 45 
feet. 

These deep-draft projects will be 
subject to a new cost-sharing arrange­
ment. The non-Federal share for deep­
draft ports is established at 50 percent 
of the incremental costs of construc­
tion and maintenance associated with 
that part of any project which is 
deeper than 45 feet. For general cargo 
ports, the Federal share will continue 
to be 100 percent. 

If a non-Federal interest collects 
fees on vessels in order to pay for its 
share of a deep-draft port or for other 
port expenses, those fees may only be 
collected from vessels which require a 
channel with a depth of more than 45 
feet. The bill authorizes the collection 
of duties of tonnage, but it states that 
non-Federal interests which do collect 
them can do so only with respect to 
vessels which require the greater 
depth. 

Section 104 provides a mechanism to 
permit non-Federal interests to plan, 
design, and construct port projects 
and later to be reimbursed subject to 
appropriations for those costs that or­
dinarily would be a Federal responsi­
bility, so that a project may be expe­
dited by non-Federal interests. 

Title II authorizes the construction 
of seven critically needed lock and 
dam projects on the inland waterway 
system. These projects consist of re­
placements of obsolete structures and 
improvements to structures needed to 
prevent unacceptable constraints on 
navigation. This title also provides 
that one-third of the cost of the gener­
al navigation features of these 
projects shall be paid only from 
amounts appropriated from the inland 
waterways trust fund-the fund de­
rived from fuel taxes on vessels used 
in commercial waterway transporta­
tion. 

Title III authorizes the construction 
of projects for the control of destruc­
tive flood waters throughout the 
Nation. We have developed a new 
system of cost sharing which we be­
lieve to be fair and equitable. Under 
present law the non-Federal sponsors 
of local flood protection projects pay 
for lands, easements, rights-of-way 
and relocations, which vary from 
project to project, we have included a 
new uniform cost-sharing formula 
which will ensure that regional needs 
are addressed with fairness, and which 
will result in the equitable distribution 
of national water resources invest­
ments needed throughout the Nation. 
The non-Federal share for local flood 
protection projects is established at 25 
percent. Non-Federal interests will 
continue to provide lands, easements, 
rights-of-way and relocations, up to a 
cap of 30 percent of the project's cost. 
If, on the other hand, the cost of 
lands, easements, rights-of-way andre­
locations provided by the non-Federal 
interests is less than 25 percent, the 
non-Federal interests must pay in cash 
the amount necessary to meet the 25 
percent non-Federal share, with inter­
est, over a period of 15 years. 

This cost-sharing provision applies 
to projects which are not under con­
struction as of the date of enactment 
of the act. I would note that the flood 
control project for the Mississippi 
River and tributaries is to be consid­
ered as one project for the purpose of 
the provision, and that all of the ele-

ments of the overall project therefore 
retain their traditional cost sharing. 
Further, we expect to make this fact 
plain in any conference. 

Title IV authorizes a number of 
projects for the protection of shore­
lines on the Atlantic and the gulf 
coasts and the Great Lakes. 

Title V authorizes projects for water 
resources conservation and develop­
ment purposes-including mitigation 
of damages to fish and wildlife, water 
supply, hydroelectric power, stream­
bank erosion control, navigation, and 
other purposes, including many de­
tailed provisions designed to protect 
specific environmental values. 

Title VI authorizes the corps to con­
duct a number of studies. These in­
clude studies of specific water re­
sources problems in particular local­
ities, as well as studies of a more gen­
eral nature. A few of the most impor­
tant provisions for studies of a general 
nature are as follows. 

Section 605 directs the corps and the 
Fish and Wildlife Service to study the 
feasibility of utilizing the corps' capa­
bilities to conserve indigenous wildlife 
and wildlife habitats, including creat­
ing alternative habitats, and benefi­
cially modifying existing habitats. 

Section 606 authorizes the corps to 
make a nationwide study of the Na­
tion's flood problems and the effec­
tiveness of existing projects in reduc­
ing losses from floods. 

Section 610 directs the corps to pre­
pare an estimate of the long-range 
capital investment needs for water re­
sources programs within its jurisdic­
tion-including investment needs for 
ports, inland waterway transportation, 
flood control, municipal and industrial 
water supply, hydroelectric power, 
recreation, and the fish and wildlife 
conservation and enhancement associ­
ated with those programs. 

Section 614 directs the corps to pre­
pare a list of authorized water re­
sources studies for which no report 
has been transmitted to the Congress, 
and to make recommendations with 
respect to each study as to whether or 
not it should continue to be author­
ized. 

Title VII contains a number of 
project modifications for a number of 
authorized water resources projects. 
These modifications were all analyzed 
by the committee on a case-by-case 
basis and were determined to be neces­
sary for the functioning of the 
projects to which they relate. 

Title VIII relates to water supply. 
Subtitle A establishes a loan program 
to be administered by the corps for 
the purpose of repairing, rehabilitat­
ing, expanding, and improving public 
water supply systems and publicly reg-
ulated water supply systems. These 
loans are limited to 80 percent of the 
cost of the water supply project for 
which each loan is made, with an 
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annual limit of $40 million for each 
project and an annual limit of $80 mil­
lion for any State. Before receiving a 
loan, an operator must implement a 
water conservation program in order 
to encourage the responsible use of 
water. 

Subtitle B of title VIII declares a na­
tional interest in economically con­
serving existing water supplies and in 
economically developing new supplies 
through Federal participation in the 
repair, rehabilitation, and improve­
ment of water supply systems and 
through Federal construction of single 
purpose, as well as multiple purpose, 
water supply projects. The non-Feder­
al share of such projects is to be 100 
percent, with the non-Federal inter­
ests initially providing 20 percent, and 
repaying the remaining 80 percent of 
the project costs over a period of up to 
50 years in accordance with the provi­
sions of the Water Supply Act of 1958. 

Title IX changes the names of 11 
water resources projects which have 
been constructed by the corps and 
names specific features of two other 
such projects. One naming is geo­
graphical and the others are in honor 
of prominent individuals who have 
contributed their efforts to the devel­
opment of water resources. 

Title X, deauthorizes more than 300 
authorized corps projects or portions 
of projects. The Congressional Budget 
Office has estimated that, if these 
projects were funded, Federal outlays 
would be approximately $17 billion, 
and outlays by non-Federal units of 
government would be approximately 
$3.1 billion through fiscal year 1996. 

Title XI consists of a number of gen­
eral provisions relating to the corps' 
water resources program. The follow­
ing are a few of the most important 
provisions contained in that title. 

Section 1101 defines the objectives 
for which corps water resources 
projects are to be planned, including 
the objectives of enhancing regional 
economic development, the quality of 
the total environment, the well-being 
and quality of life of the people of the 
United States, the prevention of loss 
of life, and national economic develop­
ment. It also provides that the bene­
fits and costs attributable to these ob­
jectives-both quantifiable and un­
quantifiable-shall be included in the 
corps' evaluations of benefits and costs 
for corps projects. 

Section 1102 requires for the first 
time that non-Federal interests con­
tribute 25 percent of the costs of any 
feasibility report for any water re­
sources study prepared by the corps. 
An exception is made in the case of 
inland waterway projects, for which 
the benefits are generally acknowl­
edged to be too widespread to be spe­
cifically identified with individual 
local governmental entities. 

Section 1103 provides that in the 
evaluation of corps projects the bene-

fits attributable to environmental 
measures shall be deemed to be at 
least to equal to the costs of those 
measures. 

Section 1104 establishes a new $35 
million environmental protection and 
mitigation fund. Amounts in this fund 
are to be available for undertaking, in 
advance of the construction of any 
corps project, any measures author­
ized as part of the project which may 
be necessary to ensure that project-in­
duced losses to fish and wildlife pro­
duction and habitat will be mitigated. 

Section 1122 relates to the master 
plan for the management of the Upper 
Mississippi River System, which was 
prepared by the Upper Mississippi 
River Basin Commission pursuant to 
Public Law 95-502. This section con­
tains congressional approval of the 
master plan as a guide for future 
water policy on the Upper Mississippi 
River System. It authorizes the corps 
and the Interior Department, in con­
sulation with the States, to undertake 
a program, as identified in the master 
plan, for the planning, construction 
and evaluation of measures for fish 
and wildlife habitat rehabilitation and 
enhancement, implementation of a 
long-term resources monitoring pro­
gram, and implementation of a com­
puterized inventory and analysis 
system. 

Section 1135 authorizes the corps to 
review the operation of previously con­
structed projects in order to determine 
the need of modifications in the struc­
tures and operations of those projects 
for the purpose of improving the qual­
ity of the environment in the public 
interest. 

Title XII establishes a National 
Board on Water Resources Policy. The 
Board will be composed of the secre­
taries of the major Federal water re­
sources agencies, together with two 
other members and a chairman ap­
pointed by the President with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. 
Among other things, the Board will be 
responsible for establishing principles 
and standards for the formulation and 
evaluation of Federal water and relat­
ed land resources projects and coordi­
nating Federal water resources policy. 
The establishment of this Board is 
critical to the establishment and im­
plementation of a balanced water re­
sources policy. 

Title XIII establishes a port infra­
structure development and improve­
ment trust fund, and provides that 
there is to be appropriated each year 
to that fund an amount equal to the 
customs duties collected during the 
preceding year, but not to exceed $2 
billion annually. Amounts in the trust 
fund will be available as provided by 
appropriations acts for studies, con­
struction, operation and maintenance 
of general cargo and deep-draft 
projects; for studies, construction, re­
habilitation and maintenance of the 

St. Lawrence Seaway project; and for 
making payments to any non-Federal 
interest which has planned, designed, 
or constructed a port in accordance 
with section 104. 

Title XIV relates to bridges over 
navigable waters. It provides Federal 
assistance for the relocation of two 
bridges that have become obstructions 
to navigation as a result of local land 
subsidence problems. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, title XV re­
quires that any report dealing with 
fish and wildlife mitigation, benthic 
environmental repercussions, or eco­
system mitigation, that is required to 
be sent to the House Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation and 
the Senate Committee on Environ­
ment and Public Works shall also be 
sent to the House Committee on Mer­
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 3678, which is 
the result of over 3 years of intense 
study by our committee, represents 
the first major construction authoriza­
tion bill since 1970-and the most com­
prehensive and environmentally sensi­
tive water resources bill ever devel­
oped. It is necessary to the dynamics 
of our Nation's economy; it is timely; 
and I urge adoption of the amend­
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I now yield such time 
as he may consume to the distin­
guished chairman of the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation, 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
HOWARD]. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment which 
would include in House Joint Resolu­
tion 648 the text of H.R. 3678 as that 
bill passed the House on June 29 of 
this year. 

The passage of this legislation by 
the House by a margin of 359 to 33 
represented the culmination of over 2 
years of intensive efforts by our Com­
mittee on Public Works and Transpor­
tation and its Subcommittee on Water 
Resources to develop a comprehensive 
water resources bill which would truly 
meet the increasing and ever-changing 
water resources needs of our Nation. 

This bill includes titles on ports, the 
inland waterway transportation 
system, flood control, water supply, 
water policy, and project deauthoriza­
tions. It establishes new cost-sharing 
principles for deep ports and for flood 
protection projects. It establishes new 
Federal policy in the very important 
area of providing assistance for the 
construction and rehabilitation of 
water supply systems. It provides for a 
national water policy to govern the 
planning and construction of Federal 
water resources projects. It deauthor­
izes over $11 billion worth of previous­
ly authorized but unconstructed 
projects. It is a bill which is sensitive 
to environmental concerns, to water 
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resources policy concerns, and to the 
water resources needs of our Nation. 

This very important legislation is 
currently pending in the Senate. 
While I certainly hope that the other 
body may be able to pass this bill soon 
and enable us to go to conference, the 
rapid approach of the end of this Con­
gress makes this increasingly unlikely. 
We are, therefore, seeking to add the 
text of this legislation as it passed the 
House to the continuing resolution in 
order to ensure full and proper consid­
eration by both bodies and to secure 
its passage this year. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gentle­
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. EDGAR]. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Roe amendment, which 
includes the omnibus water bill that 
passed the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation and the 
full House and is now pending over on 
the other side. 

Hopefully, with this action of includ­
ing this legislation in the continuing 
resolution, we will get some action in 
the other body. Let me remind my col­
leagues that we have not had an omni­
bus water bill for the last 8 years, and 
I have been an activist in stopping 
these water projects and water bills. 
This year, due to the great work of the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. RoE] 
and others in the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation, we have 
been able to place in this legislation a 
number of positive reforms. 

Our colleague, the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. HowARD], mentioned 
the $11 billion of deauthorizations. 
There is also included in this legisla­
tion a revolving loan fund to replace 
aging water supply systems without 
driving up the national debt on into 
the future. Included in the bill is an 
environmental mitigation fund, which 
is important to mitigate some of the 
damage that has been caused to the 
environment by bad projects. For the 
first time, we set a minimum standard 
of 25 percent cost-sharing on all new 
projects. This is an important way to 
get State and local investment. 

But let me say to my colleagues that 
I do have one concern. We are taking a 
bill which we have worked on and 
crafted and which is a very delicately 
balanced measure, and which is about 
the minimum that I can see that we 
could have, and we are placing it in a 
continuing resolution. We, on the 
Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, will not be able to be 
conferees unless the Speaker chooses 
to appoint our members. I have talked 
with the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. BEVILL], the chairman of the 
Water Resources Subcommittee, and I 
have talked with the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, and I have 
been assured that on policy issues re­
lating to this bill, the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation and 

its Subcommittee on Water Resources 
will be fully involved. I take their word 
at this time, and it is my hope that we 
can come through this process with a 
bill that is identical, or very similar, to 
the bill that I have been able to sup­
port and that many in the environ­
mental community have been able to 
support because of these reforms. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from New Jersey, and I want to urge 
my colleagues to support this bill at 
this time, but I want to put the House 
on notice that if we get into a process 
where the policy issues are stripped 
out and only the water projects are in­
cluded, I will help to lead an effort to 
defeat this bill when it comes back 
from conference, and we will call on 
the President to veto the legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, with the legislation 
in this form at this time, I support the 
language of the gentleman from New 
Jersey. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog­
nizes the gentlewoman from Connecti­
cut [Mrs. JoHNSON] for 15 minutes. 

Mrs. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con­
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend my col­
league; the gentleman from Pennsyl­
vania [Mr. EDGAR], for his clear expla­
nation of the strengths of this bill, but 
I rise in reluctant opposition to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

The leadership of the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation, 
Chairman JIM HOWARD, and ranking 
member GENE SNYDER, have done out­
standing work developing H.R. 3678, 
this water resources authorizing legis­
lation. The tireless efforts of Water 
Resources Subcommittee Chairman 
BoB RoE and ranking member ARLAN 
STANGELAND must be particularly com­
mended. There is certainly much to 
support in this legislation and their ef­
forts and the efforts of many others 
should not go unrecognized. 

My opposition to the amendment 
lies primarily with the fact that it is 
being attached to the continuing reso­
lution. This is not the appropriate ve­
hicle for this water resources authoriz­
ing legislation. The House did indeed 
pass this legislation last June and it is 
up to the Senate through the regular 
legislative process to take action so 
that H.R. 3678 can proceed. 

I also must object to this legislation 
on the grounds of its high cost and po­
tential impact on the budget. While it 
is true that H.R. 3678 authorizes 
projects rather than appropriating 
money for them, it cannot be denied 
that it increases the potential expendi­
tures of many billions of dollars at a 
time when we face many .years of con­
straining spending. 

As I said before, there are many fea­
tures to commend this legislation. It 

includes new policy directions and nu­
merous deauthorizations of projects. 
However, its high cost and the fact 
that we are attempting to attach it to 
the continuing resolution compels my 
reluctant opposition. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. JOHNSON. I yield to the rank­
ing minority member, the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the gentleman 
from New Jersey's amendment and 
urge my colleagues to do likewise. 

Mr. Chairman, Congress and the ex­
ecutive branch have been completely 
deadlocked for 8 years with respect to 
water project authorizations and 
water policy establishment. This legis­
lative gridlock has spanned two admin­
istrations, one Democratic and the 
other Republican. The problem is not 
one of partisan politics but rather is 
the result of a fundamental disagree­
ment that exists between the Congress 
and the executive branch, particularly 
the Office of Management and 
Budget, over which branch of our Fed­
eral Government should be responsi­
ble for setting the Nation's water 
policy. 

It doesn't take a doctoral thesis in 
political science or a lifetime of re­
search in the Library of Congress to 
recognize this situation for what it is. 
How many of my colleagues remember 
the famous water project hit list of 
the previous administration? Or the 
refusal of that administration, and the 
current administration to a lesser 
extent, to forward to the Congress the 
reports prepared by the Corps of Engi­
neers on many of the projects that 
have been ready for authorization for 
years? Or the famous independent 
water project review proposals of 6 
years ago, designed to give veto power 
to the then Water Resources Council 
over individual water projects? Or cur­
rent proposals to revise more than 100 
years of tradition with respect to the 
Federal Government's responsibility 
to maintain the navigability of our Na­
tion's rivers and ports? 

Mr. Chairman, there is no doubt in 
my mind, and I suspect very little 
doubt in the minds of most of us here 
today, about which branch of our Fed­
eral Government the Constitution en­
visions as the policymaking branch. 
We use the shorthand phrase, "The 
President Proposes and the Congress 
Disposes" to reflect this constitutional 
requirement. For more than 200 years 
it has been the law of this land that it 
is the Congress that sets the Nation's 
policy and the executive branch that 
implements that policy. 

More than 2 lf2 months ago, by the 
overwhelming vote of 259 to 33, the 
full House of Representatives passed 
H.R. 3678, the Water Resources Con­
servation, Development, and Infra-
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structure Improvement and Rehabili­
tation Act of 1984. This bill was the 
direct result of 3 years of hearings by 
our Subcommittee on Water Re­
sources, during which we heard from 
hundreds of witnesses and received 
thousands of pages of testimony con­
cerning the projects and water policy 
initiatives included in the bill. 

In reality, however, H.R. 3678 is far 
more than this. It is really the product 
of hearings and negotiations and legis­
lative drafting spanning the past three 
Congresses in addition to this 98th 
Congress. Many of our colleagues will 
recognize projects in H.R. 3678 that 
the House has voted favorably on 
three or four times since the last om­
nibus water project authorization bill 
was signed into law in 1976. For in­
stance, the Gulfport Harbor port 
project in Mississippi, Halstead, KS, 
flood control project, the Oakland 
Outer Harbor dredging project in Cali­
fornia, and the flood damage preven­
tion work at Logan and Nelsonville in 
Ohio-all of which are included in 
H.R. 3678-were previously included in 
1978 in the House-passed version of 
the 95th Congress' H.R. 13059 and 
again in 1980 in the House-passed ver­
sion of the 96th Congress' H.R. 4788. 
These are just a few of the examples. 
Many other projects and provisions of 
H.R. 3678, too numerous to name here, 
are in the same category. 

I have taken this time here today to 
frame the issue in these historical 
terms because I believe that an under­
standing of these matters is extremely 
important for purposes of appreciating 
why the amendment of the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. RoE] must be 
overwhelmingly accepted. 

Unfortunately, our colleagues in the 
other body have been unsuccessful in 
resolving their differences and com­
pleting action on water project author­
ization and policy establishment legis­
lation. Thus, with only a few days re­
maining in this 98th Congress, if we 
fail to accept the Water Resources 
Subcommittee chairman's amendment, 
Congress will once again have allowed 
itself to be stymied in its efforts to ad­
dress this most important and badly 
needed legislation. The executive 
branch, for the fourth Congress in a 
row, will have succeeded in usurping 
the legitimate water policymaking role 
that properly belongs in the legislative 
branch. By default, OMB will continue 
to exercise water project decisionmak­
ing responsibilities that properly 
belong with us. Our Nation's Water 
Resources Development Program will 
continue to languish and the Ameri­
can people will continue to be deprived 
of the investment in our Nation's 
future that is represented by the 
projects and policy contained in H.R. 
3678. 

Mr. Chairman, it is time to put an 
end to this paralysis. The issues are 
controversial, but not insoluble. They 

are complicated, but both bodies, 
House and Senate, have invested tre­
mendous time and effort to under­
stand them over the past few years. 
All that is lacking is the opportunity 
to meet our Senate colleagues in con­
ference and to strike the necessary 
compromises with respect to the issues 
before us. 

If we are successful in adding H.R. 
3678 to this continuing resolution, as I 
am hopeful that we will be, I believe 
we can meet our colleagues in the 
other body in conference and come up 
with compromise language sufficient 
to break the water project authoriza­
tion logjam that is standing in the way 
of the economic and other benefits 
these projects will bring. We owe it to 
ourselves and to our colleagues here in 
the House to make every effort to ac­
complish this goal. Our constituents 
deserve nothing less. 

I strongly urge adoption of the Roe 
amendment. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. JOHNSON. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to commend the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut for her concern be­
cause she has worked on our commit­
tee very aggressively for reform of the 
process, and in normal circumstances I 
would agree with the gentlewoman 
that this is not the appropriate vehi­
cle. I do not think any of us like 
coming to the floor with such an Om­
nibus Harbors and Rivers Act which 
includes so many important areas and 
placing it on a vehicle that essentially 
is an appropriations bill. 

The problem has been with the lack 
of action on the part of the other 
body, but we have over a period of 
time convinced this House and many 
in the other body that cost sharing, re­
duction of the projects that need to be 
deauthorized, the issue of environmen­
tal mitigation, and many of the other 
important issues are important policy 
issues that we have to deal with. If we 
do not take action in this bill at this 
time, I think we are going to find that 
the other body will take no action. 

So I would just like to commend the 
gentlewoman for her leadership in 
overseeing the problem that we have 
had with the words like "pork barrel," 
and other pointed words that I have 
been involved with and have received 
some animosity on the part of our col­
leagues about. But I think we are at a 
very difficult point where we have 
major reforms, and in order to hold 
those reforms, we have got to use this 
very unusual vehicle, I will join my 
colleague in opposing this legislation if 
it comes back from conference and 
those policy reforms are stripped 
away. 

0 1440 
Mrs. JOHNSON. I do appreciate the 

quality of the policy reforms that are 
being proposed in this legislation. I 
truly commend the thoughtfulness 
and the thoroughness of the consider­
ation that went into developing this 
water resources bill. 

I also think that we share, and I 
know Chairman RoE shares with me 
as well as Chairman HowARD, the awk­
wardness of this approach as of this 
moment. 

I simply feel it is my responsibility 
to stand by the process considerations 
and to oppose the precedent that we 
are setting here, but I do agree that 
there are great strengths to this bill 
and I appreciate the comments of the 
gentleman that subcommittee mem­
bers will be vigilant and involved as it 
goes to conference. 

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

Mrs. JOHNSON. I yield now to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in the strongest 
support of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
RoE]. The leadership of Water Re­
sources Subcommittee Chairman RoE 
has continued to be extraordinary and 
his personal efforts are in no small 
part the reason that we are here today 
with a real opportunity to address the 
water resources needs of our Nation. It 
has been a great pleasure to work with 
him and with the chairman of the 
Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, JIM HowARD, and 
ranking member, GENE SNYDER, on 
this vital legislation. 

H.R. 3678 passed the House on June 
29 by an 8-to-1 margin. At that time 
there were numerous amendments and 
extensive debate that permitted the 
House to fully consider and perfect 
this critically important water re­
sources authorizing legislation. 

The issue before us today is not sup­
port for H.R. 3678 itself, which it obvi­
ously has, but adding it to the continu­
ing resolution. 

Why we should, indeed why we 
must, include H.R. 3678 as part of 
House Joint Resolution 648 is a matter 
of time and need. The water resources 
needs of our great Nation cannot 
afford to wait any longer for congres­
sional action. It has been 8 years since 
a water resources authorization bill 
became law and 14 years since a major 
bill was enacted. The size and scope of 
H.R. 3678 are in large part due to the 
years of inability to obtain final legis­
lative action since 1976. The projects 
and problems keep adding up. It is our 
duty to deal with them. 

It was my hope that the other body 
would be able to act in the 3 months 
since we passed our bill. Unfortunate­
ly, this has not happened. That is why 
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we are required to act again on H.R. 
3678. By adding the water resources 
bill to the resolution, we will provide 
the incentive for the other body to act 
as well. It is frankly a means to get us 
to conference on the legislation. 

The resolution currently contains 
funding for a number of water re­
sources projects, all of which I am 
sure are vitally needed, but not all of 
which are presently authorized. If we 
are to authorize projects by way of the 
continuing resolution, then we should 
include the entire authorization pack­
age in order to address the entire Na­
tion's range of concerns. Also, we need 
to resolve the numerous policy ques­
tions, including cost sharing. This can 
be done successfully by including the 
entire H.R. 3678. 

I am fully confident that we can 
complete a conference on these mat­
ters with the Senate in a very short 
time. There are differences between 
the present Senate bill and H.R. 3678, 
but amendments proposed for the 
Senate floor bring the two bills closer 
together. Time may be short, but the 
time is sufficient to get the job done. 
As I said at the outset, time is the key. 
It is in the interest of the Congress 
and the Nation that we act now. It 
may be the last opportunity to ensure 
authorization for the many projects 
that this House so strongly supports. 

I urge all my colleagues to join me in 
voting in favor of the Roe amendment. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle­
man from New Jersey desire to yield 
further time? 

Mr. ROE. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAsl. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I, too, 
rise in support of this legislation, even 
though I have serious concerns which 
are being addressed in an ironic fash­
ion. While we are pleading for water 
projects across the Nation, and I will 
make no bones about that it would 
positively affect projects in niy dis­
trict, we are also putting such re­
straint and constraints on the part of 
local governments involved that per­
haps we are going to see decades and 
decades of inaction built into this very 
legislation, because the increased par­
ticipation on a local basis that is re­
quired here may be the death knell of 
future projects within the very dis­
tricts where we want these projects to 
go forth. 

But nevertheless, I believe we ought 
to adopt this legislation now, because 
we will be imbedding in the legislative 
process, in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
and in the consciousness of all of us 
that indeed water projects are a neces-
sity for the future of our country and, 
therefore, this is the first step toward 
the eventual solution of many of those 
problems. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the legisla­
tion and yield back the balance of my 
time. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I do want to extend 
my greatest appreciation for the lead­
ership of the gentleman from New 
Jersey, JIM HowARD, who is chairman 
of our Public Works Committee, and 
the gentleman from Kentucky, GENE 
SNYDER, who have worked so very, 
very hard, and certainly to my good 
colleague and friend, the gentleman 
from Minnesota, ARLA.N STANGELAND, 
without whose efforts frankly the bill 
would not have gotten to the floor if it 
were not for his help. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. ROE. Yes, I yield to the gentle­
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to compliment both gentle­
men from New Jersey. After all, our 
country is our real wealth. I can't 
think of any two people in the history 
of my service here who have done a 
greater job in trying to look after our 
country. 

I hope that when we look at this 
amendment we realize that what it 
would add to the joint resolution rep­
resents less than three-tenths of 1 per­
cent of this year's administration re­
quested increase for foreign aid and 
military spending. I hope they will 
take a long time before they fail to ap­
prove it. It is a step in the right direc­
tion. 

I wish to commend my friend for the 
great job he has done. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank the distinguished chairman for 
his encomiums and for his kind words, 
and again also the Rules Committee. 
We have a little bit of difficulty last 
week in making our peace, if you like, 
with the Rules Committee who did 
such a· splendid job to be of help to us; 
so we want to thank everyone. This 
will be the third time, God willing, 
that we will pass this bill, so at this 
point I would like to thank the House 
for their consideration. 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. RoE] to include in today's con­
tinuing resolution flood control and 
navigation improvements authorized 
by the House in its passage of H.R. 
3678 on June 29, 1984, by the over­
whelming margin of 259 to 33. Indeci­
sion on the part of the other body to 
resolve its water project differences 
now requires use of available and 
timely legislative means to insure 
severe flood control and navigation 
problems are corrected as soon as pos­
sible so further flood damage can be 
prevented. 

The amendment authorizes the con­
struction of a project for the control 
of destructive flood waters in the 

Pearl River basin in Louisiana and 
Mississippi. The Corps of Engineers 
has been working on this study for 
several years, and preliminary reports 
indicate the construction of flood con­
trol measures in this area could have 
greatly reduced the damage suffered 
due to flooding in the past. 

Additionally, the amendment au­
thorizes construction and study funds 
for flood control along the Amite and 
Comite Rivers. This is a significant 
step as a reconnaissance study now 
being conducted on the Amite and 
Comite basin has determined that had 
a dam and reservoir been in place 
during the flood of 1983, the damage 
prevented would have equaled the cost 
of the project itself. 

The other rivers authorized for 
study-Bogue Chitto, Natalbany, Tan­
gipahoa, Tchefuncte, and Tickfaw-al­
though they frequently overflow their 
banks and create flooding conditions, 
have never been studied for possible 
flood control measures. Flooding is a 
real threat to people living along these 
rivers, and the area must be studied 
for possible corrective measures. The 
amendment, by including these rivers, 
has incorporated my legislation to this 
effect. 

Finally, the amendment authorizes 
the Mississippi River ship channel 
project from Baton Rouge, LA, to the 
Gulf of Mexico. The deep-draft navi­
gation channel in the Mississippi River 
would be enlarged from its present 
depth of 40 feet to a project depth of 
55 feet. This is important to the Port 
of Baton Rouge. Within the Baton 
Rouge Port area, approximately 8.5 
million tons of coal, grain and petrole­
um are shipped annually. This pro­
vides significant jobs and revenue for 
our economy. 

The State of Louisiana is committed 
to all of these projects and has stated 
its support for providing its non-Fed­
eral financial obligation. 

The continuation of these projects is 
critical to the area I represent. I urge 
members to support this amendment 
to insure that adequate flood control 
and river projects are continued. 
e Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of the amend­
ment offered by our distinguished col­
league from New Jersey, Mr. RoE. 

At the outset, I would like to take 
just a moment and commend those 
from our Public Works and Transpor­
tation Committee-specifically, JIM 
HOWARD, BOB RoE, GENE SNYDER, and 
ARLA.N STANGELAND-for their efforts in 
convincing the House and the Rules 
Committee that this omnibus water 
development bill is simply too impor­
tant to be forgotten and cast aside. 

As you know, the Roe amendment 
incoporates into the 1985 continuing 
resolution the text of H.R. 3678, the 
Water Resources Conservation, Devel­
opment and Infrastructure Improve-
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ment and Rehabilitation Act. This is 
the identical measure that was over­
whelmingly approved in this Chamber 
this past June by the vote of 259 to 33. 

Although the Congress has not ap­
proved a water resources development 
bill since 1976, it has been 14 years 
since a true construction authorization 
bill has been signed into law. 

This comprehensive amendment ap­
proves badly needed Army Corps of 
Engineers water projects including 
port development, inland navigation, 
flood control, water supply, and a host 
of other important items. 

Also, this amendment would deau­
thorize more than 300 water projects 
or portions of projects that have an es­
timated completion cost of $11 billion. 

Mr. Chairman, this measure has 
strong bipartisan support and is an in­
vestment in our future. Should we fail 
to adopt this amendment, it could be 
many years before a comparable water 
development measure again reaches 
this floor. And if this scenario unfolds, 
our Nation's water development needs 
will fail to be addressed and the eco­
nomic consequences could be a disas­
ter. 

I urge all of my colleagues to sup­
port this amendment.e 
e Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
continuing resolution before us today 
contains a provision allocating 
$2,337,000 of Ohio's fiscal year 1985 
construction grant funds to reimburse 
the communities of Rocky River, Fair­
view Park, Bay Village, and Westlake 
for costs they incurred to build a 
waste water treatment plant. 

Enactment of this provision will 
show that justice-even if it is de­
layed-need not always be denied. 

The citizens of these communities 
agreed in 1967 to participate in devel­
oping an experimental waste water 
treatment plant. This new technology, 
they were told by EPA, promised the 
high level of treatment required to 
help clean up Lake Erie. 

As the project moved from the plan­
ning phase to the construction phase, 
these communities went forward in 
good faith-relying on the assurances 
of the EPA that pending changes in 
the law would make them eligible for 
SO-percent Federal funding. 

That was in 1972-12 years ago. Ever 
since then, these communities have 
been trying to get EPA to make good 
its promises. And for 12 years, EPA 
has been arguing that the costs for 
building the plant could not be reim­
bursed. Their argument was based on 
a quirk in the law that-they said­
limited reimbursement to "normal" 
projects and excluded experimental 
projects. 

Nothing could persuade them to 
change their needlessly narrow inter­
pretation of the. law. They were deaf 
to the pleas of the communities. They 
forgot the promises they had made. 
They ignored a colloquy in this Cham-

ber in which the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. RoE] restated the intent 
of Congress: That this project was eli­
gible for reimbursement. 

Mr. Chairman, my constituents in 
Rocky River, Fairview Park, Bay Vil­
lage, and Westlake are not asking for 
special treatment. They have borne 
their share of the costs for this 
project-plus interest. In addition, 
they have borne the additional costs 
of replacing the experimental technol­
ogy that failed. 

They are not even asking us to in­
crease the overall spending for con­
struction grants. 

They are asking us to provide the 
same level of Federal support for the 
Rocky River waste water treatment 
plant that we have provided for hun­
dreds of other projects throughout the 
Nation. 

And they are asking us to honor the 
commitments made more than a 
decade ago. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
righting this wrong that has persisted 
too long.e 
e Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Chairman, I 
urge my colleagues to support the Roe 
amendment to include funding for 
critical waterway projects in the so­
called continuing resolution. This is 
our only chance to secure funding for 
these projects since the Senate has 
failed to act on the specific bill the 
House passed over 3 months ago. 

The House bill that would be picked 
up by this amendment was carefully 
considered, environmentally sensitive 
and economically critical. It would be 
the first water resources bill to move 
through Congress in 8 years. Several 
points deserve attention: 

First, many of us from the North­
east have been trying for years to 
bring better balance to water resource 
policy. In our view, we have seen 
money drained away from the older 
areas of the country to the West and 
Southwest for too long. The Northeast 
makes up 45 percent of the country's 
population, but receives only 25 per­
cent of the public works money. This 
works out to about $6 per person spent 
in our region, compared to about $20 
spent on the rest of the country. 
Locks, dams, flood control projects, 
sewers, and water systems are in a de­
clining state in many of these older 
communities. The bill before us today 
attempts to redress these imbalances 
in several ways. 

Second, under this bill, Congress 
would authorize the Corps of Engi­
neers for the first time to establish a 
loan program to repair and rehabili­
tate municipal water supply systems. 
The Northeast-Midwest States can 
expect to receive 91 percent of these 
funds. Without this bill, the corps is 
limited to multipurpose projects, 
which, to be funded, must provide 
multiple benefits like recreation and 
navigation. By establishing a single 

purpose program, we will be able to 
repair aging water systems-a real 
breakthrough for areas like mine. 

Third, the bill includes the sugges­
tion of Pittsburgh area Members of 
Congress to include in their amend­
ment Federal assistance for the Turtle 
Creek flood control project. This is a 
project in a great state of disrepair 
that cannot now handle threatened 
flooding. If we do not move on it, 
340,000 people in 30 municipalities 
could be affected, including people in 
Penn Hills, Braddock Hills, and Forest 
Hills. The boroughs involved have and 
will continue to contribute to the 
project, but only Federal assistance 
can expedite the project and avoid 
human and property damage that 
could be devastating. I hope the House 
will agree to the amendment that adds 
Turtle Creek to the bill. 

Fourth, this bill will aid the econo­
my of areas still suffering from reces­
sion. In Pittsburgh, waterways are a 
fundamental underpinning of the 
economy. Our three rivers provide 
transportation for coal, chemicals, and 
steel. In gross tonnage, Pittsburgh is 
the largest inland port in the United 
States, moving 41 million tons of 
freight annually. 

But our locks and dams were built in 
another time for another time. They 
are old, falling apart, and woefully in­
adequate. By 1990, we will see 78-hour 
delays in traffic on the Ohio. This 
would mean $400 extra cost per hour 
per tow. Our industries and the Pitts­
burgh economy can just not afford 
these extra costs if we are to remain 
competitive. Added transportation 
costs means higher consumer costs. 
One of the major factors in the price 
of coal-and this electricity-is trans­
portation. An efficient navigable wa­
terway system is essential to keep 
costs down. The same is true for coal­
dependent products like steel, which is 
so important to our economy. 

In the Pittsburgh area, the rivers are 
an economic lifeline. 85,000 jobs di­
rectly depend on the availability and 
use of river transportation. I am 
pleased that the House of Representa­
tives is today taking this step toward 
bringing some national fairness and 
economic revitalization to our area 
and am pleased to cast my vote for 
this amendment.e 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle­
man from New Jersey [Mr. RoE]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
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The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 336, noes 
64, not voting 32, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Anderson 
Andrews <NC> 
Andrews <TX> 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
BUley 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Britt 
Brooks 
Brown<CA> 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Chapple 
Clarke 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courter 
Coyne 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
dela Garza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Edgar 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 

[Roll No. 4131 

AYES-336 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Flippo 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford<MI> 
Ford<TN> 
Frank 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gore 
Gray 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall <OH> 
Hall, Ralph 
Hall, Sam 
Hamilton 
Hance 
Harkin 
Hartnett 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hettel 
Hertel 
Hightower 
Hillis 
Holt 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Jenkins 
Jones <NC> 
Jones<OK> 
Jones<TN> 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kazen 
Kemp 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kindness 
Kleczka 
Kogovsek 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
Kramer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lantos 
Leath 
Lehman<CA) 
Lehman<FL> 
Lent 
Levin 
Levine 
Levitas 
Lewis<CA> 
Lewis (F'L) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long<LA> 
Long<MD> 
Lott 
Lowery<CA> 
Lowry<WA> 
LuJan 
Luken 

Lundine 
Lungren 
Madigan 
Markey 
Marriott 
Martin <IL> 
Martin <NY> 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCain 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McHugh 
McKernan 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller<CA> 
Miller <OH> 
Min eta 
Minish 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morrison <CT> 
Morrison <WA> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Ortiz 
Ottinger 
Owens 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Patman 
Patterson 
Pease 
Penny 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Sabo 
Schaefer 

Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
SWander 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith <FL> 
Smith UA> 
Smith <NE> 
Smith <NJ) 
Smith, Robert 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
StGermain 

Archer 
Badham 
Bartlett 
Betlenson 
Boehlert 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Burton <IN> 
Coats 
Conable 
Coughlin 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Daniel 
Dreier 
Erlenborn 
Fish 
Fowler 
Frenzel 
Goodling 

Alexander 
Bethune 
Boggs 
Cheney 
Corcoran 
Crockett 
D'Amours 
Eckart 
Evans UA> 
Ferraro 
Florio 

Staggers 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vandergriff 
Vento 
Volkmer 

NOES-64 
Gradison 
Green 
Gregg 
Hansen<UT> 
Hiler 
Hopkins 
Hubbard 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kastenmeier 
Latta 
Loeffler 
Mack 
MacKay 
Michel 
Nielson 
Obey 
Olin 
Oxley 
Paul 

Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams <MT> 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 

Petri 
Ratchford 
Robinson 
Russo 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Smith, Denny 
Solomon 
Studds 
Synar 
Tauke 
Walker 
Weber 
Wortley 
Yates 
Zschau 

NOT VOTING-32 
Franklin Martin (NC) 
Gramm McGrath 
Hall <IN> Pepper 
Hammerschmidt Ray 
Hansen <ID> Ritter 
Harrison Savage 
Hatcher Schulze 
Hunter Simon 
Leach Williams <OH> 
Leland Wright 
Marlenee 

0 1500 
Messrs. STUDDS, ROBINSON, and 

GREGG changed their votes from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mr. McCOLLUM and Mr. SMITH of 
Florida changed their votes from "no" 
to "aye." 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an­

nounced as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WILLIAMS OF 

MONTANA 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol­
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Williams of 
Montana: Please insert this section at the 
proper point in the bill and renumber subse­
quent sections accordingly. 

SEc. . Notwithstanding section 102, no 
funds appropriated by this or any other Act 
may be used for any contract to administer 
a civilian conservation center of the Job 

Corps if the administration of such center 
was not under contract as of September 1, 
1984. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 588, the amendment 
is considered as having been read. 

The gentleman from Montana [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] will be recognized for 15 
minutes and a Member opposed there­
to will be recognized for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMs]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, I urge the adoption of my 
amendment to prevent the Depart­
ment of Labor from violating clear 
congressional intent by forging ahead 
in contracting out the 30 civilian con­
servation centers of the Job Corps. 
These centers are currently adminis­
tered by the Department of Interior 
and Agriculture. 

The Department of Labor is pro­
ceeding to contract out these centers, 
despite the fact that on August 1, 
1984, Chairman NATCHER of the Sub­
committee on Labor, Health and 
Human Services and Education par­
ticipated in a colloquy on this subject 
with the late Chairman Perkins which 
was supported by Mr. CONTE. The col­
loquy endorsed the statement, "* • • 
that is not the intent of our subcom­
mittee or our Committee on Appro­
priations to see that the total oper­
ation of any civilian conservation 
center-of the Job Corps-is turned 
over by the Federal Government to 
private contractors • • •." Since that 
colloquy, the Department of Labor in 
its letter of August 16 to the Depart­
ment of Agriculture, ignored and vio­
lated the colloquy's intent by imple­
menting A-76 procedures to contract 
out these Job Corps centers. 

My amendment would prohibit con­
tracting out the administration of 
these centers if they had not been 
under such a contract prior to Septem­
ber 1, 1984. 

In the other body, Senator HATcH in­
troduced S. 2111 in the first session of 
the 98th Congress to permit contract­
ing out of these centers. No similar bill 
was introduced in the House. In his 
own Senate Labor and Human Re­
sources Committee his bill went no­
where. It wasn't even marked up in 
subcommittee. 

Just last Friday, September 21, 
1984-see CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page 
S11697-the Senate reaffirmed its po­
sition by passing Senator BUMPERS' 
amendment to H.R. 6028 prohibiting 
contracting out. 

Despite these clear indicators, the 
administration is pushing ahead and 
has done so without notification of the 
Congress and in particular Chairman 
HAWKINS or Chairman NATCHER defy­
ing specific requirements to do so in 
House Report 98-911. 

The Department of Labor intends to 
proceed to contract out these centers 
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between now and when committees 
are reorganized in the 99th Congress. 
It is clear that we must act now to pre­
serve congressional intent before the 
Department of Labor proceeds with 
more privatization of projects on 
public lands without the approval of 
and beyond the recall of Congress. 

The 30 civilian conservation centers 
affected are: 

Arkansas <two USDA): Ozark, Royal; Col­
orado <one USDA>: Collbran; Idaho <one 
USD!): Marsing; Illinois <one USDA>: Gol­
conda; Kentucky <two USDA, one USDD: 
Mariba, Pine Knot, Mammoth Cave; Mis­
souri <one USDD: Puxico; Montana <two 
USDA>: Anaconda, Darby; Nebraska <one 
USDA): Chadron; New York <two USDD: 
Brooklyn, Medina; North Carolina <two 
USDA, one USDI>: Franklin, Pisgah Forest, 
Cherokee; 

Oklahoma <one USDD: Indiahoma; 
Oregon <three USDA): Estacada, Glide, Ya­
chata; South Dakota <one USDA): Nema; 
Tennessee <one USDA>: Bristol; Utah <one 
USD!): Ogden; Virginia <one USDA): Coe­
burn; Washington <one USDA, two USDD: 
Wauconda, Moses Lake, White Swan; West 
Virginia (one USDD: Harpers Ferry; Wis­
consin <one USDA>: Lanoa. 

In Montana, we are particularly 
proud of the record established by the 
Job Corps centers in Anaconda and 
Darby that are operated by the Forest 
Service. Just last week the Trapper 
Creek Job Corps Center, south of 
Darby, received a Federal Department 
of Labor award for best overall per­
formance in the Department's six­
State region. The Anaconda Job Corps 
Center won recognition for most im­
proved center. Both centers have con­
sistently rated in the top third among 
18 centers operated by the Forest 
Service nationwide. The two centers 
offer residential vocational training 
and education for about 224 youths, 
aged 16 to 21. In their 18-year history, 
about 12,000 students have graduated 
from the courses. Student projects 
have provided millions of dollars 
worth of labor and products to com­
munities and agencies in Montana. 

My amendment merely preserves the 
status quo whereby 30 Job Corps cen­
ters will remain operated by the U.S. 
Departments of Agriculture and Inte­
rior. The funding level for Job Corps 
in the Senate version of H.R. 6028 will 
permit the program to continue in its 
present form, and it is my hope that 
House conferees will adopt the Senate 
funding level for the Job Corps. 

I would not be coming here today 
with this amendment of the continu­
ing resolution if the Department of 
Labor was obeying the intent of the 
colloquy which occurred during House 
consideration of H.R. 6028, the fiscal 
year 1985 Labor /HHS/Education bill. 
It was my hope that that effort would 
have been sufficient. This amendment 
has the support of Chairman HAw­
KINS as well as Representatives 
WEAVER, SIMON, KOGOVSEK, STAGGERS, 
SoLARZ, MoRRISON, CLARKE, FRANK. 
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BOUCHER, ALBOSTA, SMITH of Nebraska, 
and LA FALCE. 

I am attaching two important let­
ters: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABoR, 
Washington, DC, August 16, 1984. 

Hon. Jmm B. CROWELL, 
Assistant Secretary for Natural Resources 

and Environment, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CRoWELL: This concerns our 
mutual efforts to determine how to bring 
the costs of the Job Corps' Civilian Conser­
vation centers into line with those operated 
under competitively awarded contracts. As 
you know, this effort was raised in the 
President's Fiscal Year 1985 Budget request 
as a measure that could result in substantial 
cost savings to the Federal government, 
without diminution of the quality of the 
Job Corps program. 

The recent series of meetings that have 
been held on this matter between members 
of our respective staffs have been construc­
tive and enlightening. The meetings, which 
focused mainly on the Department of 
Labor's analysis of costs at the contractor­
operated centers as compared to the costs at 
the Department of Agriculture's centers, 
have not, however, yielded a clear and con­
clusive assessment as to the gains in cost-ef­
fectiveness that would result from contract­
ing out the Federally staffed centers. 

While there is no general disagreement 
that the costs of the Civilian Conservation 
centers run substantially higher than the 
contractor-operated centers, there are ques­
tions concerning the reasons for the cost 
differentials. It has been argued, for exam­
ple, that food costs at the Civilian Conserva­
tion centers are higher than at contractor­
operated centers owing to their remote loca­
tions. On the other hand, it has been argued 
that the remoteness of these locations 
should also result in lower costs on account 
of reduced requirements for security staff. 
These issues, and many similar ones, have 
led us to conclude that the body of data now 
available to us is not adequate to arrive at a 
reasonably accurate determination of the 
cost savings that can be achieved. 

We believe that the procedures found in 
OMB Circular A-76 will yield the types of 
data necessary to assess whether the costs 
of the Civilian Conservation centers can be 
made competitive with other Job Corps fa­
cilities, or at least reduced substantially. 
This Circular, as you know, establishes spe­
cific procedures and requirements to be fol­
lowed by Federal agencies to determine 
whether certain activities and functions cur­
rently performed by Federal employees 
should, on the basis of cost considerations, 
be carried out by private contractors in­
stead. In most cases, including the case at 
hand, these determinations are to be 
reached through a process whereby the Fed­
eral agency participates in a competitive 
bidding process with interested private 
sector firms. 

After consulting with officials in OMB, we 
have established that the policies and proce­
dures set forth in OMB Circular A-76 are di­
rectly applicable to the Job Corps centers 
operated by the Department of Agriculture. 
By simple virtue of the fact that 77 Job 
Corps centers are now being operated by 
contractors, there is no doubt that all cen­
ters must be regarded as potential "commer­
cial activities" falling within the purview of 
the circular. 

With regard to implementing the proce­
dures found in A-76, it appears that the De­
partment of Labor should take the lead in 

managing the process. This role is appropri­
ate for the Department of Labor according 
to section B.l.a. in chapter 3 of circular sup­
plement, part 1, which says in pertinent 
part: 

"The agency requiring the product or 
service shall use the procurement process to 
establish commercial prices. The prospec­
tive providing agency shall furnish the ·re­
questing agency a firm price for the product 
or service which will then be compared by 
the requesting agency to the commercial 
price. A contract shall be awarded if the 
commercial price is more economical." 

As is evident from the passage quoted 
above, it will be the Department of Labor's 
responsibility to establish the commercial 
price for operation of each center through 
the competitive procurement process. At the 
same time, we will ask you to prepare an in­
house estimate for each of these centers. If 
the cost comparison prescribed by A-76 re­
sults in a determination that the best com­
mercial offer for a center is more economi­
cal than the Federal department's estimate, 
then that center will be converted to con­
tractor operation. Otherwise, the center will 
continue to be operated by the Department 
of Agriculture, assuming a continued inter­
est in doing so. 

Because the implementation of A-76 has 
several complex and highly technical as­
pects, I am proposing the formation of a 
task force that would assist the Job Corps 
Director, Mr. Peter Rell, in the development 
of a detailed plan and schedule for carrying 
the process to a successful and timely con­
clusion. Ideally, the task force would in­
clude representatives from the Departments 
of Agriculture, Interior, and Labor who, as a 
group, possess knowledge and expertise in 
A-76 procedures and Job Corps program ad­
ministration. If at all possible, I would like 
the task force to convene by late August. 

If you agree, I would appreciate it if you 
would identify the individuals who would be 
available to represent your Department on 
the task force. Please ask your staff to con­
tact Peter E. Rell, Director, Office of Job 
Corps, with this information. I am, of 
course, available to discuss this initiative 
with you at any time. 

Sincerely, 
PATRICK J. O'KEEFE, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Labor. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
Washington, DC, April13, 1984. 

Mr. DICK RITE, 
Acting Assistant Secretary for Policy, 

Budget and Administration, U.S. De­
partment of Interior, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. HITE: The President's 1985 
budget request for the Employment and 
Training Administration calls for a number 
of specific cost reductions in the Job Corps 
program to maintain current service levels. 
One of the measures included in the Fiscal 
Year 1985 budget involves reducing the cost 
of the civilian conservation centers to make 
them competitive with the contractor-oper­
ated centers. 

I want to assure you that it is not our 
intent through ·this action to remove all re­
sponsibility for Job Corps centers located on 
Federal lands from the Department of Inte­
rior. We have a close, longstanding relation­
ship with you through the operation of the 
program, and we want to maintain that rela­
tionship. Where the day-to day operation of 
the centers is contracted out, we envision 
that some Federal staff from the Depart­
ment of Interior will need to be retained 
onsite for general oversight, management of 
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vocational skills training projects on public 
lands, ensuring that the utilization of public 
lands and facilities is appropriate and that 
the program makes the maximum feasible 
contribution to enhance your Department's 
overall mission. 

Since full implementation of competitive 
operations must occur by July 1, 1985, to re­
alize the savings incorporated in the Presi­
dent's budget, we need to begin developing 
detailed plans and timeframes as soon as 
possible to give us sufficient lead time for 
the procurement process, a transition 
period, and Federal staff phaseout. I would 
appreciate it if you would have your staff 
contact the Director of Job Corps, Peter E. 
Rell, by April 20, 1984, to prepare jointly a 
phaseout/phasein schedule. 

Sincerely, 
PATRICK J . O'KEEFE, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Labor. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. I yiel<i 
to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. NATCHER. I thank the gentle­
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, as the distinguished 
gentleman in the well has pointed out 
to Members of the House, at the time 
the regular bill for fiscal year 1985 for 
the Departments of Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education was 
brought to the House for final pas­
sage, our late friend Carl Perkins, 
asked that I yield to him so we could 
have a colloquy in regard to this same 
matter. 

Mr. Chairman, we still miss Carl 
Perkins. 

The inquiry was as to whether or 
not it was the intent of our committee 
that these Job Corps centers that were 
now being operated properly, very effi­
ciently, should be contracted out. 

We said, Mr. Chairman, it was not 
the intent of our committee. We did 
not approve of it and we believed that 
the Education and Labor Committee, 
that has jurisdiction over the Job 
Corps program should have the final 
say as to this particular matter. 

That was our statement then, Mr. 
Chairman. We thought we were right. 
Mr. Chairman, that is our statement 
today. 

I say, Mr. Chairman, during our 
hearings-my distinguished friend 
from Massachusetts [Mr. CoNTE] will 
agree with this-the Secretary of 
Labor comes before our committee. He 
spends a day, a day and half. We 
always find him very cooperative, Mr. 
Chairman, very cooperative. We have 
no trouble getting along with this gen­
tleman. I think he has done a good 
job. 

He is wrong in this instance, Mr. 
Chairman, or at least his people are 
wrong. The distinguished gentleman 
in the well from Montana is right. The 
chairman of the Education and Labor 
Committee, the new chairman, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. HAw­
KINs] is right. The amendment of the 
gentleman in the well should be adopt-
ed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. I ap­
preciate the support and the kind 
words of the gentleman from Ken­
tucky. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. I yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Let me ask the gentleman in the 
well this question. Could the gentle­
man tell me if this amendment, if 
adopted would prohibit A-76 review 
from going forward? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. I say to 
my friend from Massachusetts that it 
would not permit the A-76 process 
from continuing. The A-76 process, as 
the gentleman knows, is a study proc­
ess. It is not an implementation proc­
ess. 

What the Departments are doing in 
this instance, my friend and my col­
leagues need to understand, is in effect 
bypassing the A-76 process and going 
straight to implementation. 

We are asking them to cease and 
desist that. 

Mr. CONTE. One other question, be­
cause we did have that colloquy on the 
floor. 

I agree with my good friend from 
Kentucky, we all miss Carl Perkins 
very greatly. 

When we had that colloquy on the 
floor on August 1, Mr. Perkins was 
talking about whether centers would 
be totally contracted out. We said no, 
that was not our intent. 

Its that what the gentleman is driv­
ing at? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. That is 
the clear purpose of my amendment. 
If my amendment were implemented 
it would prevent a situation where all 
of the centers would have been con­
tracted out privately. 

Mr. CONTE. Would the gentleman 
support any cost-saving measures to 
reduce the cost of the Civilian Conser­
vation centers? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Would 
the gentleman restate his question. 

Mr. CONTE. Would the gentleman 
support any cost-saving measures to 
reduce the cost of the Civilian Conser­
vation centers? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. The 
Departments estimate that perhaps as 
much $20 million can be saved in Job 
Corps centers through cost-saving 
measures. I agree that that effort 
should be made and I am hopeful that 
the conference committee will agree to 
a figure that will find that. 

However, the administration also es­
timates that in addition to that $20 
million, perhaps another $10 or $12 
million can be saved by contracting 
out these centers. That is disputable 
and I am, of course, hopeful that the 
conference committee . rejects that 
part of the savings. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GEKAS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Reluctantly, I think that the gentle­
man has posed the issue in this par­
ticular bill in his statement that part 
of the cost-saving measures that are 
built into the recommendations by the 
Labor Department have to do with 
contracting out to private firms a job 
that now is being more costly conduct­
ed by others. If those of us who wish 
to do something about deficits really 
know what this is about, we would 
have to reluctantly oppose the gentle­
man's amendment. Is that not correct? 
Is it not so that on plain logic the cost 
now per individual trainee under the 
Job Corps would be sufficiently re­
duced if under the Labor Depart­
ment's recommendations part of these 
centers would be given out to private 
contractors; is that correct? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. There 
is a surmise on the part of the Depart­
ment of Labor that perhaps there can 
be $12 million in savings if all of the 
Job Corps centers are contracted out 
privately. 

0 1520 
The assumption is not based on an 

A-76 study. The assumption is based 
more on thrusting a wet finger into 
the wind. There is no demonstration 
of fact that that $12 million can be 
saved by contracting out these centers. 

Now, let me make one other impor­
tant point to the gentleman. There is 
an increasing notion in this country 
that private business can conduct the 
public's business better than the 
public can conduct it itself. And that is 
what part of the privatization of Gov­
ernment is all about, whether it is 
leasing the Navy, selling the weather 
satellites, or selling what is called the 
Crazy Mountains in Montana. The 
notion is that private business can do 
it better. But the hard fact is that in 
some agencies of Government, and in 
this particular instance, in some Job 
Corps centers, we have demonstrated 
for 20 years that private business 
cannot do as well in these centers as 
can the public. Now, is the public 
going to break even in the cost of run­
ning these centers? No; these centers 
happen to be expensive. Some of them 
are heavy-equipment-operated centers 
in the Forest Service. The cost per stu­
dent participant is higher. But so is 
the job-placement record and the job­
retention record. And it is the opinion 
of many of us that these few remail;l­
ing Job Corps centers which the public 
has found it is best to run themselves, 
even though they are slightly more ex­
pensive per student, should continue 
to be run by the public and not run for 



September 25, 1981,. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 26763 
the purpose of making a profit at the 
student's expense. 

Mr. GEKAS. If the gentleman will 
yield, I believe the gentleman is mis­
taken, but I appreciate the strength of 
his remarks. 

I reluctantly must oppose this legis­
lation. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Is any Member 
opposed to the amendment? 

Mr. GEKAS. I am, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAsl is rec­
ognized for 15 minutes. 

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

Mr. Chairman, as I intimated 
through the colloquy I had with the 
gentleman from Montana, he seems to 
be, in offering this amendment, taking 
the position that in this particular 
amendment we want to issue a job pro­
tection policy for the current employ­
ee factions who are conducting or op­
erating the centers, and I appreciate 
that. But we also have a duty as we 
proceed on the various appropriations 
before us to consider the deficit, that 
overwhelming deficit that is on the 
tongue of every American citizen these 
days. 

If there is one thing that has been 
proved over the years to work to the 
benefit of the American taxpayer, it is 
to allow private contractors where pos­
sible to bid for projects to serve the 
public sector and what the Congress 
has mandated and thereby to preserve 
for the taxpayers the possibility that 
the lowest possible expense will be in­
curred in providing certain services. 
This, to me, is the classic example of 
how that theme can work. Here we 
have nothing to lose if we simply allow 
that process to go on, to allow one of 
these centers or two of these centers 
or all of them, if necessary, but not to 
prohibit any of them from doing so, of 
seeing whether or not a private con­
tracting firm, with a package to be ap­
proved by the Labor Department, with 
all of the safeguards intact, to see 
whether or not we can reduce the per 
capita cost for the training that has to 
go into the projects for all these cen­
ters. 

I must reluctantly reaffirm my oppo­
sition to this measure and to give it a 
chance to work. Why not see whether 
or not contracting out, with all the 
safeguards of bidding to be in place, 
whether or not the hardpressed tax­
payer, at least in this instance, with all 
of the other spending that we are 
about in this Hall of the House of 
Representatives, whether or not it can 
result in some savings for the taxpay­
ers and in some signal that we are in­
terested in reducing, or preventing the 
escalation, at least, of the deficit. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal­
ance of my time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would tell my col­
leagues that this legislation has been 
referred to as perhaps a job protection 
effort for current employees of the 
Job Corps centers. That is not so. I 
have no difficulty with allowing the 
studies to continue which would deter­
mine whether or not all or part of the 
Job Corps centers should be subcon­
tracted out. I have no problem with 
that. I only have a problem with this 
slam-dunk arrangement of the admin­
istration to go ahead and contract out 
every last Job Corps center, even 
though we now have a cooperative, co­
ordinated, 20-year-long working ar­
rangement between private contrac­
tors and the publicly administered Job 
Corps centers. 

This is certainly not an amendment 
that is supported by big spenders wish­
ing to break the budget. I tell my 
friend who opposes the amendment 
that this amendment has been adopt­
ed in the Senate. Just last week they 
put this amendment on their bill. 
They want to stop this headlong effort 
to let the last of the Job Corps centers 
escape the public purview. 

The hard fact is that for 25 years 
now the Job Corps centers in America 
have proven themselves to be among if 
not the most successful job training 
effort in this country. The cooperative 
effort that we have between private 
and public contractors works, and we 
should not allow the Department of 
Labor to go ahead and tinker with 
something that just is not broken. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the amendment 
offered by Mr. WILLIAMS to prevent 
the Department of Labor from taking 
action that would seriously damage 
the civilian conservation centers of the 
Job Corps. 

The Federal Government operates 
30 civilian conservation centers in our 
national forests and parks. Over the 
years, the centers have proven them­
selves to be among the most effective 
Federal· programs for meeting the 
needs of economically disadvantaged 
youths in this country. The centers 
give these young people a chance to 
learn jobs skills and-for the first time 
for many-give them adequate hous­
ing and a nutritional diet. 

Like other Federal programs the Job 
Corps has suffered its share of budget 
cuts over the past 4 years: training 
programs have been trimmed and 
fewer people are being served. But 
today the centers face a new chal­
lenge. The Department of Labor, in 
direct opposition to Congress, has de­
cided to contract out administration of 
the centers to private firms. In other 
words, the Department of Labor is 
preparing to hand over the centers to 
the lowest bidder. 

Mr. Chairman, if something isn't 
broke, don't fix it. It doesn't make 
sense to sacrifice an effective Federal 
program that benefits the economy in 
the long run to save a couple of dollars 
in the short run. I say this as someone 
who has been a consistent critic of 
wasteful Federal spending, as someone 
who voted for an across the board 
spending freeze this year. 

And I say this as someone who has 
had the opportunity to see, first hand, 
how well the civilian conservation cen­
ters work. 

The Angel Job Corps Conservation 
Center, one of the 30 Federal centers, 
is located in Yachats, OR, in my con­
gressional district. Yachats, a small 
community of 500 on the Oregon 
coast, is still reeling from the devastat­
ing recession of the past 4 years. Un­
employment in the community is well 
above the national average. Tradition­
al industries in the area such as fish­
ing and timber are still depressed. 

The Angel Conservation Center and 
the community of Yachats are joining 
together to meet these economic chal­
lenges. 

The Director of the Center and the 
50 members of the staff, who have 
been at the Center an average of 10 
years, have worked to share the bene­
fits of the Center with the community. 
The young people involved in the Cen­
ter's chefs training program invite the 
citizens of Yachats to the Center for 
meals and, until recently, provided 
free meals for people down on their 
luck. The community is allowed free 
use of the Center's facilities for a vari­
ety of local activities and gatherings. 

Every year the Center invites the 
citizens of Yachats to a Christmas 
dinner. And every year the cooking 
classes donate their time and expertise 
to the annual Yachats fish fry. 

The Center's carpentry program has 
provided the labor to build an exten­
sion to the Waldport and Alsea 
Ranger offices and has helped to re­
model the facilities of several nonprof­
it community organizations. In addi­
tion, the Center has donated labor to 
help the local Yachats Lions Club 
build a new library. 

As Carl Shelley, member of the Ya­
chats City Council, remarked: "I've 
never heard anyone say a bad word 
about the Center." 

It is precisely this type of interac­
tion that makes the Angel Center so 
successful-teaching marketable skills 
to the young people going through the 
program while helping to maintain the 
quality of life in the surrounding com­
munity. Unfortunately, it is precisely 
that sort of interaction that will be 
lost if the Department of Labor is al­
lowed to go through with its plans to 
contract the activities of the Center to 
an outside firm. Contracting out 
means higher staff turnover and less 
coordination with local organizations. 



26764 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE September 25, 1984 
Mr. Chairman, Congress has twice 

told the Department of Labor not to 
contract out the civilian conservation 
centers. Apparently, however, the une­
lected bureaucrats in the Department 
of Labor seem to think that they have 
the right to substitute their judgment 
for the will of Congress. 

I say no, and I urge my colleagues to 
vote for the Williams amendment to 
insure the future of the civilian con­
servation centers. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex­
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Mon­
tana [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a 
quorum is not present. Pursuant to 
the provisions of clause 2, rule XXIII, 
the Chair announces that he will 
reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes the 
period of time within which a vote by 
electronic device, if ordered, will be 
taken on the pending question follow­
ing the quorum call. Members will 
record their presence by electronic 
device. 

The call was taken by electronic 
device. 

The following Members responded 
to their names: 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Anderson 
Andrews <NC> 
Andrews <TX> 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Britt 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA> 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Bryant 

[Roll No. 4141 
Burton<CA> 
Burton <IN> 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chappell 
Chapple 
Clarke 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conable 
Conte 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daschle 
Daub 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 

Dowdy 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Erlenborn 
Evans <IA> 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Fish 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 

Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gore 
Gradison 
Gray 
Green 
Gregg 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall<OH> 
Hall, Ralph 
Hall, Sam 
Hamilton 
Hance 
Hansen<ID> 
Hansen<UT> 
Harkin 
Hartnett 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Hertel 
Hightower 
Hiler 
Hillis 
Holt 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones<OK> 
Jones <TN> 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kastenmeier 
Kazen 
Kemp 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kindness 
Kleczka 
Kogovsek 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
Kramer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lantos 
Latta 
Leach 
Leath 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Lent 
Levin 
Levitas 
Lewis <CA> 
Lewis <FL> 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Loeffler 
Long<LA> 
Long<MD> 
Lott 
Lowery<CA> 
Lowry<WA> 
Lujan 
Luken 
Lundine 
Lungren 
Mack 
MacKay 
Madigan 
Markey 

Marriott 
Martin <IL> 
Martin<NY> 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCain 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McHugh 
McKernan 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Miller <OH> 
Min eta 
Minish 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morrison <CT> 
Morrison <WA> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nielson 
Nowak 
O'Brien 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Ottinger 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Patman 
Patterson 
Paul 
Pease 
Penny 
Petri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Rudd 
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Russo 
Sabo 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith<FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NE> 
Smith<NJ> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
StGermain 
Staggers 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vandergriff 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams <MT> 
Wilson 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zschau 

The CHAIRMAN. Three hundred 
ninety-five Members have recorded 
their presence, a quorum is present, 

and the Committee will resume its 
business. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi­
ness is the demand of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAS] for a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 242, noes 
162, not voting 28, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Anderson 
Andrews <NC> 
Andrews <TX> 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Boehlert 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Britt 
Brooks 
Brown<CA> 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Byron 
Carr 
Chandler 
Clarke 
Clay 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coyne 
Craig 
Crockett 
Daschle 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Dell urns 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards <CA> 
Emerson 
Erdreich 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford<MD 
Ford<TN> 
Fowler 

[Roll No. 4151 
AYES-242 

Frank 
Frost 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gore 
Gray 
Guarini 
Hall(OH> 
Hall, Ralph 
Hall, Sam 
Hamilton 
Hance 
Harkin 
Hartnett 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Hertel 
Hightower 
Holt 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jones <NC> 
Jones<TN> 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kogovsek 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Leath 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Levin 
Levine 
Lipinski 
Long<LA> 
Lowry<WA> 
Luken 
MacKay 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McHugh 
McNulty 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Min eta 
Minish 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Morrison <CT> 
Morrison <W A> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nichols 
Nowak 

Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Ottinger 
Owens 
Panetta 
Pashayan 
Patterson 
Pease 
Penny 
Pickle 
Price 
Pritchard 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Reid 
Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith<FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NJ> 
Solarz 
Spratt 
StGermain 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traxler 
Udall 
Vandergriff 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Williams <MT> 
Wilson 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<MO> 
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Archer 
Badham 
Barnard 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Billrakis 
Bliley 
Breaux 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Burton <IN> 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carper 
Chappell 
Chapple 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coleman <MO> 
Conable 
Conte 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Crane, Daniel 
Crane, Philip 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Daub 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dreier 
Early 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <OK> 
English 
Erlenborn 
Evans <IA> 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Frenzel 
Fuqua 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gingrich 
Gradison 
Green 
Gregg 
Gunderson 
Hansen<ID> 
Hansen<UT> 
Hiler 

Alexander 
Bethune 
Boggs 
Cheney 
Corcoran 
D'Amours 
Ferraro 
Franklin 
Gramm 
Hall <IN> 

Hillis 
Hopkins 
Huckaby 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones <OK> 
Kasich 
Kazen 
Kemp 
Kindness 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach 
Lent 
Levitas 
Lewis <CA> 
Lewis <FL> 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Loeffler 
Long<MD> 
Lott 
Lowery <CA> 
Lujan 
Lundine 
Lungren 
Mack 
Madigan 
Marriott 
Martin <IL> 
Martin<NY> 
Mazzoli 
McCain 
McCandless 
McEwen 
McKernan 
McKinney 
Miller<OH> 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nelson 
Nielson 
O'Brien 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parris 
Patman 

Paul 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Ray 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Roemer 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rudd 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Smith<NE> 
Smith, Denny 
Smith, Robert 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Stratton 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Watkins 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whittaker 
Winn 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Zschau 

NOT VOTING-28 
Hammerschmidt Michel 
Harrison Moody 
Hatcher Pepper 
Hunter Ritter 
Leland Savage 
Marlenee Schulze 
Martin <NC> Simon 
McCollum Williams <OH> 
McGrath 
Mica 

0 1550 
Mr. GILMAN changed his vote from 

"no" to "aye." 
So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an­

nounced as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DIXON 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment which is made in order 
under the rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol­
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. DIXoN: At the 
end of the resolution, add the following new 
section: 

SEc. . <a><l> Section 303<b> of the Dis­
trict of Columbia Self -Government and 
Governmental Reorganization Act is amend­
ed to read as follows: 

"(b) An amendment to the charter ratified 
by the registered qualified electors shall 
take effect upon the expiration of the 
thirty-five-calendar-day period <excluding 
Saturdays, Sundays, holidays, and days on 
which either House of Congress is not in 
session) following the date such amendment 
was submitted to the Congress, or upon the 
date prescribed by such amendment, which­
ever is later, unless, during such thirty-five­
day period, there has been enacted into law 
a joint resolution, in accordance with the 
procedures specified in section 604 of this 
Act, disapproving such amendment. In any 
case in which any such joint resolution dis­
approving such an amendment has, within 
such thirty-five-day period, passed both 
Houses of Congress and has been transmit­
ted to the President, such resolution, upon 
becoming law subsequent to the expiration 
of such thirty-five-day period, shall be 
deemed to have repealed such amendment, 
as of the date such resolution becomes 
law.". 

(2) The second sentence of section 
602(c)(l) of such Act is amended to read as 
follows: "Except as provided in paragraph 
(2), such act shall take effect upon the expi­
ration of the 30-calendar-day period <ex­
cluding Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays, 
and any day on which neither House is in 
session because of an adjournment sine die, 
a recess of more than 3 days, or an adjourn­
ment of more than 3 days) beginning on the 
day such act is transmitted by the Chair­
man to the Speaker of the House of Repre­
sentatives and the President of the Senate, 
or upon the date prescribed by such act, 
whichever is later, unless, during such 30-
day period, there has been enacted into law 
a joint resolution disapproving such act. In 
any case in which any such joint resolution 
disapproving such an act has, within such 
30-day period, passed both Houses of Con­
gress and has been transmitted to the Presi­
dent, such resolution, upon becoming law 
subsequent to the expiration of such 30-day 
period, shall be deemed to have repealed 
such act, as of the date such resolution be­
comes law.". 

(3) The third sentence of section 602(c)(l) 
of such Act is amended by deleting "concur­
rent" and inserting in lieu thereof "joint". 

<4> The first sentence of section 602(c)(2) 
of such Act is amended by deleting "only if 
during such 30-day period one House of 
Congress does not adopt a resolution disap­
proving such act." and inserting in lieu 
thereof "unless, during such 30-day period, 
there has been enacted into law a joint reso­
lution disapproving such act. In any case in 
which any such joint resolution disapprov­
ing such an act has, within such 30-day 
period, passed both Houses of Congress and 
has been transmitted to the President, such 
resolution, upon becoming law subsequent 
to the expiration of such 30-day period, 
shall be deemed to have repealed such act, 
as of the date such resolution becomes 
law.". 

(5) The second sentence of section 
602<c><2> is amended to read as follows: 
"The provisions of section 604, relating to 
an expedited procedure for consideration of 
joint resolutions, shall apply to a joint reso­
lution disapproving such act as specified in 
this paragraph.". 

(6) Section 604(b) of such Act is amended 
by deleting "concurrent" and inserting in 
lieu thereof '.'joint". 

(7) Subsections <b> and <c> of section 740 
of such Act are amended by deleting in each 
subsection the words "resolution by either 
the Senate or the House of Representa-

tives" and inserting in lieu thereof "joint 
resolution by the Congress". 

(8) Section 740(d) of such Act is amended 
by deleting "concurrent" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "joint". 

<9> The amendments made by this subsec­
tion shall not be applicable with respect to 
any law, which was passed by the Council of 
the District of Columbia prior to the date of 
the enactment of this joint resolution. and 
such laws are hereby deemed valid, in ac­
cordance with the provisions thereof, not­
withstanding such amendments. 

(b) Part F of title VII of such Act is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 

''SEVERABILITY 

"SEc. 762. If any particular proviSion of 
this Act, or the application thereof to any 
person or circumstance, is held invalid, the 
remainder of this Act and the application of 
such provision to other persons or circum­
stances shall not be affected thereby.". 

<c> Section 164(a)(3) of the District of Co­
lumbia Retirement Reform Act is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(3)(A) The Congress may reject any 
filing under this section within thirty days 
of such filing by enacting a joint resolution 
stating that the Congress has determined-

"(i) that such filing is incomplete for pur­
poses of this part; or 

"(ii) that there is any material qualifica­
tion by an accountant or actuary contained 
in an opinion submitted pursuant to section 
162<a><3><A> or section 162<a><4><B>. 

"(B) If the Congress rejects a filing under 
subparagraph <A> and if either a revised 
filing is not submitted within forty-five days 
after the enactment under subparagraph 
<A> rejecting the initial filing or such re­
vised filing is rejected by the Congress by 
enactment of a joint resolution within 
thirty days after submission of the revised 
filing, then the Congress may, if it deems it 
in the best interests of the participants, 
take any one or more of the following ac­
tions: 

"(i) Retain an independent qualified 
public accountant on behalf of the partici­
pants to perform an audit. 

"(ii) Retain an enrolled actuary on behalf 
of the participants to prepare an actuarial 
statement. 
The Board and the Mayor shall permit any 
accountant or actuary so retained to inspect 
whatever books and records of the Fund 
and the retirement program are necessary 
for performing such audit or preparing such 
statement. 

"<C) If a revised filihg is rejected under 
subparagraph <B> or if a filing required 
under this title is not made by the date 
specified, no funds appropriated for the 
Fund with respect to which such filing was 
required as part of the Federal payment· 
may be paid to the Fund until such time as 
an acceptable filing is made. For purposes of 
this subparagraph, a filing is unacceptable 
if, within thirty days of its submission, the 
Congress enacts a joint resolution disap­
proving such filing.", 

(d) Section 102 of this joint resolution 
shall not apply with respect to the amend­
ments made by this section. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 588, the amendment 
is considered as having been read. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
DIXON] will be recognized for 15 min­
utes and a Member opposed will be 
recognized for 15 minutes. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from California [Mr. DIXON]. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, the amendment that 

I offer to House Joint Resolution 648, 
is the text of H.R. 3932, a bill which 
passed the House of Representatives 
on October 4, 1984. That bill-and this 
amendment-modify Public Law 93-
198, approved December 24, 1973, the 
District of Columbia Self-Government 
and Governmental Reorganization Act 
and brings it into compliance with the 
Supreme Court decision in the case 
INS against Chadha. Specifically, the 
amendment addresses the Court's 
strict interpretation of the principles 
of bicameralism and presentment, and 
provides that the Home Rule Act con­
form to that standard. 

Mr. Chairman, the Home Rule Act 
includes three congressional veto pro­
visions which do not meet the Su­
preme Court test. 

First, amendments to the DC Char­
ter are required to be approved affirm­
atively by concurrent resolution of 
both Houses of Congress. 

Second, acts passed by the Council 
of the District of Columbia and ap­
proved by the Mayor are subject to 
resolutions of disapproval by one or 
both Houses; however, criminal code 
legislation need only be disapproved 
by one House. 

Third, the statute gives Congress au­
thority to control by resolution the 
President's exercise of emergency au­
thority over the Metropolitan Police 
Force. 

Of these three provisions, only the 
second has ever been used by Con­
gress. In using its power, Congress has 
exercised its veto over acts of the Dis­
trict government only twice. More 
than 700 laws have been enacted by 
the city since home rule. But the law 
must be changed to comply with the 
Court's decision. 

In the Chadha decision, the Su­
preme Court concluded that article 1, 
section 7, of the Constitution, which 
requires that bills be passed by both 
Houses of Congress and be presented 
to the President for signature, had not 
been complied with when the veto 
mechanism was used. Since disap­
proved District of Columbia legislation 
is not presented to the President, pre­
sumably it violates the requirements 
of article 1. Because the strict inter­
pretation requires that the dual test of 
bicameralism and presentment be met, 
remedial legislation was introduced. 

H.R. 3932 and its companion piece in 
the Senate, S. 1858 would bring each 
of the veto provisions of the Home 
Rule Act into conformity with the 
Chadha decision by altering the form 
of congressional action from concur­
rent resolution to that of a joint reso­
lution of disapproval. Like laws, joint 
resolutions must be passed by both 
Houses and presented to the President 

for signature. This process would satis­
fy the procedural requirements of arti­
cle 1. 

The application of Chadha to home 
rule raises a number of troubling prob­
lems. The city has been unable to take 
certain financial actions which have 
been planned for some time. The city's 
bond counsel will not give the District 
an unqualified opinion on various 
bonds, thereby precluding the city 
from going to the bond market. Also, 
litigants are using the decision as an 
argument in attackS on city criminal 
laws enacted since home rule. 

Efforts to pass remedial legislation 
seem to be at an impasse. H.R. 3932 
was passed by the House of Represent­
atives at the end of the first session of 
the 98th Congress. However, S. 1858, 
although reported from the Commit­
tee on Governmental Affairs, is still 
pending before the Senate. 

It is imperative, Mr. Chairman, given 
the potential danger not only to the 
city's financial capabilities but to the 
District government itself, to have leg­
islation remedying this problem en­
acted into law. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask the Members of 
this House to support this important 
amendment. 

I include, immediately following 
these remarks, a section-by-section 
analysis of the amendment: 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

SECTION 1 

fa) Charter Amending Procedures.­
Amends Section 303(b) of the District of Co­
lumbia Self-Government and Governmental 
Reorganization Act <Home Ru1e Act) to re­
quire the enactment into law of a joint reso­
lution in order to disapprove an amendment 
to the charter which has been ratified by 
the registered qualified electors. Provides 
that if such a joint resolution is passed by 
Congress and sent to the President within 
the existing 35 calendar day time period 
permitted for such action, but signed into 
law after the expiration of such time period, 
the proposed charter amendment shall be 
deemed repealed as of the date such resolu­
tion becomes law. 

(b) Limitations on the CounciL-Amends 
Section 602(c)(l) of the Home Ru1e Act to 
require the enactment into law of a joint 
resolution in order to disapprove routine 
acts of the Council. Provides that if such 
joint resolution is passed by Congress and 
sent to the President within the existing 30 
calendar day period <exclusive of certain 
specified days) provided such action, but 
signed into law after the expiration of such 
time period, the proposed act of the council 
shall be deemed repealed as of the date such 
resolution becomes law. 

fc) Limitations on the CounciL-Techni­
cal amendment to Section 602<c><I> of the 
Home Ru1e Act which changes the word 
"concurrent" to "joint". 

fd) Limitations on the CounciL-Amends 
Section 602(c)(2) of the Home Ru1e Act to 
require the enactment into law of a joint 
resolution in order to disapprove an act of 
the Council codified in titles 22, 23, or 24 of 
the District of Columbia Code. Provides 
that if such joint resolution is passed by 
Congress and sent to the President within 
the existing 30-day period provided for such 

action, but signed into law after the expira­
tion of such time period, the proposed act of 
the Council shall be deemed repealed as of 
the date such resolution becomes law. 

fe) Limitations on the Council.-Techni­
cal amendment to Section 602(c)(2) of the 
Home Ru1e Act which clarifies the require­
ment for joint resolutions of disapproval 
rather than simple resolutions with respect 
to acts of the Council codified in titles 22, 23 
or 24 of the District of Columbia Code. 

(f) Congressional Action on Certain Mat­
ters.-Amends Section 604(b) of the Home 
Ru1e Act by substituting the word "joint" 
for "concurrent" in the existing language 
outlining the procedures by which resolu­
tions of disapproval are considered by Con­
gress. 

(g) Emergency Control of Police.-Amends 
Section 740 (b) and (c) of the Home Ru1e 
Act to require a joint resolution of Congress 
in order to terminate the existence of a 
state of emergency under which the Presi­
dent of the -United States is empowered to 
require the use of the Metropolitan Police 
force for Federal purposes. 

fh) Emergency Control of Police.-Amends 
Section 740(d) of the Home Ru1e Act tore­
quire enactment of a joint resolution in 
order to permit emergency use of local 
police by the President for a period in 
excess of 30 days. 

fi) Effective Dates.-Provides that the 
amendments made by Section 1 of the bill 
shall apply to laws passed by the Council of 
the District of Columbia after the date of 
enactment of bill, and provides that all laws 
passed by the Council prior to the date of 
enactment of the bill are deemed valid. 
"Deemed valid" is interpreted as meaning 
that the Congress intends all laws which 
were enacted by the Council of the District 
of Columbia and which became effective 
prior to the effective date of H.R. 3932 are 
ratified by the Congress. 

SECTION 2 

This section of the bill adds a severability 
clause to the Home Rule Act as a new Sec­
tion 762. 

SECTION 3 

Section 3 amends Section 164<a><3> of the 
District of Columbia Retirement Reform 
Act by requiring enactment of a joint reso­
lution in order for Congress to reject an 
annual report of the District of Columbia 
Retirement Board and exercise existing op­
tions to correct or resubmit any such report 
found deficient. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there a 
Member desiring to speak in opposi­
tion to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
DIXON]? 

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

Mr. DIXON. I yield to the gentle­
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment offered by the gentle­
man from California [Mr. DIXON]. 

As Chairman DIXON explained, this 
amendment is designed to remove the 
cloud created by the Supreme Court's 
Chadha decision concerning the legis­
lative veto. Since several provisions of 
the District of Columbia Home Rule 
Act are considered by some as uncon-
stitutional, many District statutes and 

. 



September 25, 1984 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 26767 
authority are surrounded by a cloud of 
uncertaintly. 

Specifically, the District has been 
unable to secure an "unqualified" 
legal opinion from bond counsel. This 
opinion is necessary to enter the mu­
nicipal bond market with a reasonable 
rating. The absence of an unqualified 
legal opinion would make any bond 
issued by the city effectively unmar­
ketable; no one would buy the bonds. 

Currently, the District borrows from 
the Federal Treasury with interest. In 
fact, the administration listed the ap­
propriation of $155 million in Federal 
loans to the District of Columbia as an 
objectionable provision in the House 
passed bill <H.R. 5899). On September 
17, 1984, the "young slasher" wrote 
that "The District was to start borrow­
ing in 1984 from the private sector and 
receive all of its capital funds from the 
private sector in 1985". However, ad­
ministration objections to this reform 
have prevented the District from en­
tering the private bond market. 

The lack of authority to issue bonds 
also affects private organizations in 
the District of Columbia. Georgetown 
University, for example, has $65 mil­
lion in tax exempt bonds pending 
before the District for approval. Until 
legislation is enacted clarifying the 
Chadha problem, the city will be 
unable to issue bonds. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 
e Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendment 
which seeks to remove the cloud cre­
ated by the U.S. Supreme Court's deci­
sion in the Chadha case in so far as 
that decision relates to the District of 
Columbia. 

That case, more formally styled as 
Immigration and Naturalization Serv­
ice against Chadha, and related cases, 
is causing a dramatic change in the 
way the executive and legislative 
branches of the Federal Government 
relate to each other. Chadha held that 
congressional veto proVISIOns em­
bodied in several Federal statutes were 
unconstitutional. More specifically, 
the Court held that legislative action 
which has the effect of altering the 
legal rights, duties, and relations of 
persons outside the legislative branch 
must be embodied in actions of both 
Houses of Congress then presented to 
the President for approval or disap­
proval. The Court further held that 
the invalid congressional veto provi­
sions were severable and struck only 
those parts of the statutes which con­
tained them. 

The D.C. Home Rule Act in several 
places contains provisions for congres­
sional veto of acts of the District of 
Columbia Government. According to 
many experts, these provisions fail the 
constitutional test set down in 
Chadha. For example, the legislative 
veto provisions of the Home Rule Act 
were listed in Justice White's dissent 

in the Chadha case, Justice White 
listed 56 acts of Congress which would 
be invalidated by the Court's decision. 
The legislative veto provisions of the 
Home Rule Act were also included in a 
more comprehensive list of 207 con­
gressional veto provisions which the 
U.S. Department of Justice submitted 
to the Congress as failing the test for 
constitutionality as found in the 
Chadha decision. And the Congres­
sional Research Service of the Library 
of Congress, in a special report issued 
July 5, 1983, concluded that the legis­
lative veto provisions of the Home 
Rule Act were suspect under Chadha. 

It is the considered opinion of the 
D.C. Committee, in consultation with 
the District Government, that correc­
tive legislation is the best way to 
excise the D.C. Home Rule Act from 
the taint of Chadha. 

All DC laws passed since home rule 
stand in a shadow of doubt which has 
prompted a proliferation of lawsuits. 
The District is unable to access the 
private bond market and must contin­
ue to borrow long term from the Fed­
eral Treasury, a state of affairs which 
is both expensive and unwanted by the 
District as well as the Federal Govern­
ment. Some criminal cases are not 
being prosecuted because of the 
Chadha cloud over District laws, and 
the situation promises to get worse 
unless legislative action is taken to 
excise the District from the taint of 
Chadha. The future bodes even more 
nightmarish scenarios. So long as 
Chadha stands unchallenged by legis­
lative intervention, the District will be 
a manacled government. Beginning in 
fiscal year 1984 and beyond, the Dis­
trict will have no source of long- or 
short-term financing. While the Dis­
trict has been working diligently to get 
itself into the municipal bond market, 
in the wake of Chadha, it cannot 
secure an "unqualified" legal opinion 
from bond counsel. At the same time, 
the Federal Government will no 
longer provide either bridge loans or 
capital improvement loans to the Dis­
trict. 

Mr. Chairman, this standoff is more 
than a battle of wills. For the nearly 
three-quarters of a million taxpaying 
citizens of the District of Columbia, it 
is a bread-and-butter issue. More than 
300 capital improvement projects are 
threatened, including school, health 
and housing projects. The new munici­
pal office building cannot be complet­
ed if the Congress does nothing. The 
same is true of the District's crosstown 
water main project-a project inciden­
tally which also affects the water de­
livery system to Federal buildings. In 
short, if Congress does nothing, begin­
ning October 1, 1984, there will be no 
source for the $150 million short-term 
borrowing and the $155 million long­
term borrowing that the District Gov­
ernment has relied upon each year to 

function. It is a situation, in my view, 
which cannot be tolerated. 

�~�e�c�a�u�s�e� of the weight of opinion 
tb'at Chadha affected the District and 
because of the unique and trouble­
some burdens the decision presented, 
the Committee on the District of Co­
lumbia acted quickly to provide legis­
lative relief. We passed, and the House 
ultimately passed, H.R. 3932, a 
straightforward proposal containing 
basically technical amendments to the 
DC Home Rule Act, designed to con­
form to the mandate of Chadha. 

The amendment before us, identical 
to H.R. 3932, is designed to conform to 
the mandates of Chadha. It does not 
eliminate congressional oversight of 
District-passed legislation. It does not 
reduce the time for congressional 
review. Indeed, with Presidential in­
volvement, it has the potential of in­
creasing the time of congressional 
review. Moreover, it does not change 
the manner in which the District of 
Columbia Committee functions in the 
event the Congress chooses to involve 
itself in acts of the DC Government. It 
is, however, urgently needed. 

Mr. Chairman, the basic thrust of 
the amendment is simple. In each in­
stance in the DC Home Rule Act 
where a legislative veto is allowed, it is 
stricken, and in its place is inserted 
the requirement for "joint resolution." 
The import of this change is that in 
order for the Congress to reject an act 
of the District of Columbia Council, 
both Houses of Congress must affirm­
atively act by joint resolution, and the 
joint resolution must be presented to 
the President. 

So, at section 303(b) of the Home 
Rule Act, the requirement that Dis­
trict charter amendment proposals be 
approved by concurrent resolution of 
the Congress under the amendment, is 
changed to a requirement of joint res­
olution. At section 602(c)(l), the provi­
sion allowing for congressional rejec­
tion of the DC Council acts by concur­
rent resolution is changed to require 
joint resolution. At section 602(c)(2), 
the provision allowing for one-House 
veto of criminal acts of the DC Coun­
cil is changed to require a joint resolu­
tion to reject such acts. Section 7 40 
which allows the President of the 
United States, in emergency condi­
tions, to direct the Mayor to allow the 
use of the DC Metropolitan Police 
Force, is changed in the amendment 
by requiring a joint resolution by Con­
gress to terminate such use of the 
police rather than a simple resolution. 
And section 164(a)(3) of the DC Re­
tirement Reform Act which allows the 
Congress to reject a report of the Re­
tirement Board by simple resolution, is 
changed to joint resolution. 

The amendment makes laws passed 
by the DC Council prior to its enact­
ment valid and adds a new section to 
the Home Rule Act, section 762, which 
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contains a severability provision. 
There are also certain other technical 
and conforming amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment does 
not go as far as I would like it to go. 
Repeal of the congressional review 
period altogether would have been a 
preferred approach. It is, however, a 
proposal that has widespread support, 
and it does cure the potential prob­
lems raised by Chadha with respect to 
District legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the House to 
support the amendment, an urgent 
matter for the Disctict of Columbia-a 
bill which does not impede or impair 
congressional oversight of DC Govern­
ment action. There are nearly 700,000 
Americans who pay taxes, who fight 
and die in our wars, and who shoulder 
all the burdens of citizenship-who 
are, this day, relying upon this House 
to carry the torch for them. 

Thank you.e 
e Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I 
support the Dixon amendment. 

The amendment seems 














































































































































































































































































