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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, June 6, 1985

The House met at 10 a.m.

The Reverend Timothy J. O’Brien,
professor, political science, Marquette
University, Milwaukee, WI, offered
the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Heavenly Father, we acknowledge
You as the Author of Life and the one
who sustains us all. We thank You for
the countless blessings You have so
graciously granted the peoples of this
planet. We call on You today, in this
great Chamber, to humbly ask for
Your continued guidance—for insight,
humility, integrity, and courage—so
that the problems mankind has within
its family might be lessened; so that
justice among peoples be more closely
experienced; that those societal sins of
materialism, racism, sexism, milita-
rism, and narcissism—sins which frac-
ture the fragile unity of Your family—
be eradicated.

We pray that the power of Your
spirit touch the hearts and minds of
this Nation’s leaders, and that the
public policies enacted in this Hall, re-
flect Your divine plan.

Help us, Lord, to live peaceably—in
harmony with You, in harmony with
Your Earth, in harmony with Your
people, and in harmony with our-
selves.

For this we pray.

And, Lord, in a special way we pray
today for the repose of the souls of
two Members of this body, both from
Wisconsin, Members with whom I had
the privilege of working closely, Clem-
ent J. Zablocki and William A. Steiger.
May they rest in peace. 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.

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I
demand a vote on agreeing to the
Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair's approval of the Journal.

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

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr.
Speaker, 1 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 266, nays
127, answered “present’” 2, not voting

38.

Ackerman
Addabbo
Akaka
Alexander
Anderson
Andrews
Annunzio
Anthony
Archer
Aspin
Atkins
AuCoin
Barnard
Barnes
Bateman
Bates
Bedell
Beilenson
Bennett
Berman
Bevill
Biaggi
Bogges
Boland
Boner (TN)
Bonior (MI)
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boxer
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfield
Broyhill
Bruce
Bryant
Burton (CA)
Bustamante
Byron
Campbell
Carper

Carr
Chappell
Clinger
Coats
Coelho
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Conyers
Cooper
Coyne
Daniel
Darden
Daschle
Davis

de la Garza
DelLay
Dellums
Dicks

Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan (ND)
Dowdy
Downey
Duncan
Dwyer
Dyson

Early
Eckart (OH)

Edgar
Edwards (CA)
English
Erdreich
Evans (IL)
Fascell

Fazio

[Roll No. 142]
YEAS—266

Feighan
Pish
Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley
Fowler
Frank
Frost
Fuqua
Garcia
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Gradison
Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)
Green
Guarini
Hall (OH)
Hall, Ralph
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hansen
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Hefner
Hertel

Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hubbard
Hughes
Hutto
Hyde
Jeffords
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kastenmeier
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Kolter
Kostmayer
Kramer
LaFalce
Lantos
Leath (TX)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland
Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lipinski
Lloyd

Long
Lowry (WA)
Luken
MacKay
Markey
Martin (NY)
Martinez
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCloskey

MecCollum
MeCurdy
McHugh
McKinney
Mica
Michel
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Moore
Morrison (CT)
Mrazek
Murphy
Murtha
Mpyers
Natcher
Neal
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O’Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Olin

Ortiz
Owens
Panetta
Pashayan
Pease
Pepper
Perkins
Petri
Pickle
Price
Rahall
Ray
Regula
Reild
Richardson
Rinaldo
Ritter

Rowland (CT)
Rowland (GA)
Roybal
Rudd
Russo

Sabo
Scheuer
Schnelder
Schulze
Schumer
Belberling
Sharp
Bisisky
Bkelton
Slattery
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Snowe
Snyder

8t Germain
Staggers
Stokes
Strang
Stratton

Studds
Swift
Synar
Tallon
Tauzin
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Traxler
Valentine

Badham
Bartlett
Barton
Bentley
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Boehlert
Boulter
Brown (CO)
Burton (IN)
Callahan
Carney
Chandler
Chappie
Cheney
Clay

Cobey

Vander Jagt
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
Wheat
Whitehurst
Whitley

NAYS—127

Grotberg
Gunderson
Hartnett
Hendon
Henry
Hiler

Hillis
Ireland
Jacobs
Kasich
Kindness
Kolbe
Lagomarsino
Latta

Lent

Lewis (CA)

Col
Combest
Conte
Coughlin
Courter
Craig
Dannemeyer
Daub

(MO)

Derrick
DeWine
Dickinson
DioGuardi
Dreler
Durbin
Eckert (NY)
Edwards (OK)
Evans (IA)
Fawell
Fiedler
Fields
Franklin
Frenzel
Gallo
Gekas
Goodling
Gregg

Lightfoot
Livi

Loeffler
Lott

Lowery (CA)
Lujan
Lungren
Mack
Marlenee
Martin (IL)
MecCain
McCandless
McDade
McEwen
McGrath
McKernan
McMillan
Meyers
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Mitchell
Moorhead
Morrison (WA)
Nielson
Oxley

Parris
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Whitten
Williams
Wise
Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
Wyden
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Young (MO)

Penny
Porter
Quillen
Ridge
Roberts
Roemer
Roth
Saxton
Schaefer
Schroeder
Schuette
Sensenbrenner
Shaw
Shelby
Shumway
Shuster
Sikorski
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (NH)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Denny
Smith, Robert
Solomon
Spence
Stangeland
Stenholm
Stump
Sundquist
Swindall
Tauke
Taylor
Thomas (CA)
Vucanovich
Walker
Weber
Whittaker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zschau

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—2

Crockett

Applegate
Armey
Bliley
Brown (CA)
Coble
Crane
Dingell
Dornan (CA)
Emerson
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Gilman
Gingrich

Dymally

Heftel
Hoyer
Huckaby
Hunter
Kemp
Leach (IA)
Lewis (FL)
Lundine
Madigan
Manton
Monson
Obey
Pursell
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NOT VOTING—38

Rangel
Bavage
Siljander
Bmith (NE)
Solarz

Sprait
Stallings
Stark
Sweeney
Udall
Wilson
Wirth

So the Journal was approved.

The result of the vote was

an-

nounced as above recorded.

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [0 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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FATHER TIMOTHY O'BRIEN

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

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
my colleagues to join me this morning
in welcoming Father Timothy O’Brien
as our guest chaplain.

Father O’'Brien has a rich back-
ground in the State of Wisconsin and
in our Nation's Capital. He graduated
from St. Mary Springs Academy in
Fond du Lac and received a bachelor
of arts degree from St. Francis de
Sales College in Milwaukee and a
degree in theology from St. Francis
School of Pastoral Ministry. He re-
ceived his master’s degree in political
science from Marquette University,
and his Ph.D. political science from
Catholic University of America.

He was ordained as a priest for the
Milwaukee Archdiocese and has served
as the assistant pastor of St. Matthias
Parish in Milwaukee. He also has
served as a liaison for social concerns
to the U.S. Catholic Conference in
Washington, and the Wisconsin
Catholic Conference in Madison, WI
for the Milwaukee Archdiocese. Addi-
tionally, he acted as the national di-
rector of communication for the
Catholic League of Civil Rights.

Currently, Father O'Brien is an as-
sistant professor of political science at
Marquette University. He is a widely
respected author and lecturer on reli-
gion in politics and interest group poli-
tics and has completed a national
study on inner city private schools and
coauthored a book, “Inner City Pri-
vate Schools.” He also has produced a
TV movie based on this study entitled
“Miracle in the Inner City."”

Father O’'Brien is a special friend,
and I have had the privilege of bene-
fitting from his wisdom, guidance, and
encouragement for many years.

He is held in high regard in the aca-
demic and religious communities. He is
also held in extremely high regard in
my office. In an effort to broaden his
educational base, Father O’Brien has
logged many hours in congressional of-
fices. He worked in the office of the
late Congressman William H. Steiger,
and during the past two summers, my
office has had the privilege of working
with him. He brings to the office intel-
ligence, compassion, and a marvelous
sense of humor.

It is truly a pleasure working with
Father O’Brien, and it is an honor to
have him here today as our guest
chaplain.

DENIAL OF MEDICAL TREAT-
MENT FOR SOUTH AFRICANS

(Mr. LELAND asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous
matter.)
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Mr. LELAND. Mr. Speaker, in light
of the historic first step this House
undertook yesterday to destroy apart-
heid, I'd like to bring to my colleagues’
attention a disturbing article that ap-
peared in the Washington Post yester-
day. I request that the article appear
in today’'s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
under the section entitled Extensions
of Remarks.

The Post has learned that South Af-
rican Police keep watch at all area
hospitals to arrest any blacks with
gunshot wounds. The wound is used as
evidence of involvement in so-called ri-
otous clashes with the police. Fearing
arrest, many blacks are foregoing med-
ical treatment—or operating on them-
selves—and dying as a result.

I find it tragically ironic that while
some fear offending South Africa with
strong opposition to apartheid, hor-
rendous human rights violations in
South Africa continue to surface.

According to the National Medical
and Dental Association in South
Africa, police intimidate and arrest pa-
tients in hospitals, place them under
arrest in their beds—sometimes even
handcuffed to the bed itself—and
often confiscate their medication
when transferred to jail cells. These
patients are even denied access to the
last rites.

In the face of these atrocities we can
not—we must not—continue President
Reagan’s “quiet diplomacy.” In pass-
ing the Anti-Apartheid Act of 1985 the
House took the first step toward a
nonviolent end to apartheid. We now
must complete the walk toward free-
dom for all South Africans. Thank
you.

SUPPORT THE COMMUNIST
RESISTERS IN NICARAGUA

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

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, a
few weeks ago, on the very day the
House was putting itself through an-
other futile debate on Nicaraguan aid,
a Soviet ship unloaded more than $14
million in military hardware at a Nica-
raguan port.

When the House came up empty,
the Soviets raised the stakes. The very
next day, the little dictator from Ma-
nagua, Daniel Ortega, took off for
Moscow with a new and expanded
shopping list.

Next week, the House will have an-
other chance to provide a bare mini-
mum of support for those resisting
Communist domination in Nicaragua.

If we waffle again, it will be another
signal for the Soviets to up the ante
and for Ortega to put on his green fa-
tigues and take another shopping trip.

This time he could come home with
the missiles and Mig's some Members
of this body are waiting to see before
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they become convinced something sin-
ister is going on south of the border.
But by then, it might be too late.
Let’s keep our marines and the little
dictator at home by supporting those
willing to give their lives in a fight we
all want to avoid.

TORNADO-RAVAGED AREAS
AIDED, THANKS TO FEDERAL
DISASTER ASSISTANCE

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

Mr. KOLTER. Mr. Speaker, late
Friday night, last week, a number of
tornadoes touched down in my district
in Pennsylvania. They caused untold
damage and personal tragedy.

Late Monday morning the White
House awarded Federal disaster relief
status to those areas hit by the torna-
does.

On Tuesday, Vice President GEORGE
BusH flew to Pennsylvania to tour the
damaged areas and to convey the mes-
sage that Federal assistance would be
forthcoming.

What the Vice President and the
President did not say, is that if they
had their way there would be no Fed-
eral disaster assistance.

I rise today to thank responsible
Members of both parties in both
Houses of Congress for resisting ad-
ministration proposals to eliminate
these critical programs. Even now the
administration has cut the level, of
Federal assistance, raised disaster loan
interest rates, introduced strict eligi-
bility requirements, and reduced disas-
ter aid funding.

I am glad that the Congress, and not
the President, has had the last word
on protecting disaster relief programs.
The people of my district are more
than glad, they're relieved.

CANADA'S TAX ON TOURISM
LITERATURE STRAINS INTER-
NATIONAL RELATIONS

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

Mr. BONER of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, during the summit meeting
in March between President Reagan
and Canadian Prime Minister Brian
Mulroney our two governments re-
solved a problem of great importance
to the U.S. tourism industry. Prime
Minister Mulroney gave his word that
he would take steps to exempt travel
literature from a 10-percent excise tax
Canada has imposed for 3 years. That
tax brazenly goes against all other
international practice related to trade
in tourism.

The resolution reached between the
two heads of State specifically agrees
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that Government-sponsored tourist lit-
erature and literature printed by
chambers of commerce, automobile as-
sociations and “similar organizations”
would be exempt from the tax. The
Canadians amended their law in May
to exempt government-sponsored liter-
ature, but this only fulfills half of the
agreement. They are now claiming
that the second stage of implementa-
tion, which we can expect in a year or
so, will cover the nongovernment enti-
ties.

This doesn’t even begin to solve half
of our problem. It merely confuses the
issue. This tax is imposed arbitrarily
at the border. It causes great confu-
sion and continuous problems with Ca-
nadian customs officials.

This is a slap in the face to Presi-
dent Reagan and to many Members of
Congress who have patiently sought a
resolution to this taxation problem.
We have brought this subject up at in-
terparliamentary meetings between
Canada and the United States. We
have worked through the State De-
partment and other international
bodies to convince the Canadians that
the strain on international relations is
not worth the meager amounts of
money being collected at the border.
Today I am adding my name as a co-
sponsor to H.R. 1002 which would
impose a retaliatory tax on Canadian
literature entering the United States
and I urge my colleagues to join me.

CENTRAL AMERICA: A DOSE OF
REALITY

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, on
this day 41 years ago, the combined
forces of the Allies mounted the great-
est seaborne invasion in history, on
the coast of France. Some 10,000 men
of that force became casualties by the
end of the day, it was the beginning of
the great campaign to start a second
front in Europe, and to end World
War II.

The D-day invasion was one that
Americans supported; it involved a ter-
rible cost, but it was one that our
people understood and accepted.

But that is not the case in Central
America. The people of this country
are not anxious or willing to start a
war in Central America. Nor do the
people of Central America see us as
liberators. Yet, President Reagan con-
tinues to build up an elaborate com-
mand center in Panama; he continues
to build up vast military installations
in Honduras. He is doing all he can to
get Costa Rica to abandon its histori-
cal neutrality; and he refuses to under-
take any negotiation that could possi-
bly avoid warfare in one of the world’s
most improverished regions.
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This is not a policy that our allies
support; it is not a policy that our
people support.

Yet here we are, talking openly
about an invasion of Nicaragua, and
talking about more aid to the so-called
Contras, whose lack of success and
lack of popular support among Nicara-
guans is nothing short of breathtak-
ing.

Some want to support this new aid
because they are embarrassed and of-
fended that the Nicaraguan President
went to Moscow looking for help.
Some want to support this new aid be-
cause they fear being accused of
“losing Nicaragua.” But where else
would Nicaragua go for help but
Moscow, if our Government turns
away all possibilities of negotiation, let
alone moderation and conciliation?
And who thinks that Nicaragua was
ever ours to lose in the first place?

The truth is, if the Nicaraguan Gov-
ernment is anti-American, it is more
because our policies fostered that,
than anything else. Who created
Somoza? We did. Who killed the popu-
lar revolution of Sandino? We did. And
who among our allies supports the
Reagan policy? Nobody. More of the
same old policy of bullets and bombs
will not save Nicaragua; this is the
policy that has driven it away, isolated
democrats in that country, and made
it easy for the Sandinistas to use anti-
American sentiment as the tool to con-
solidate their power. Why compound
our error?

SWEDISH FLAG DAY

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

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, today
is recognized in Sweden as Swedish
Flag Day. Although this holiday was
first observed in 1916 and honors the
Swedish flag, it also commemorates
the election of Gustavus Vasa, a young
nobleman, as King in 1523.

Gustavus Vasa encouraged the adop-
tion of the Lutheran religion in
Sweden, increased the power of the
throne and laid the foundation for the
modern state. He centralized the ad-
ministration, dealt harshly with re-
volts, built an efficient army, and en-
couraged trade and industry.

It was also on this day that the
oldest written constitution in Europe
was adopted in Sweden in 1809.

The day, a national holiday in
Sweden, is celebrated as the King pre-
sents a national flag to Swedish orga-
nizations and societies at a special
ceremony. It is observed by Swedish-
Americans throughout the United
States with appropriate outdoor fes-
tivities.
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TAX REFORM—THE PRESIDENT
IS UNDULY POLITICIZING IT

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

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I favor tax reform. Our present
code does indeed contain far too many
shelters and other loopholes and is un-
necessarily complex.

I believe the President has been cor-
rect in joining in highlighting these
points, but I want to express to him
my deepening concern about his state-
ments of recent days.

First, he is more and more project-
ing the feeling that his approach to
tax reform is motivated more by the
desire for partisan political gain
through impact on party alignment
than the good of the Nation.

Second, I resent the President’s
recent comments in some States that
because of the deduction for State and
local taxes, certain States have been
subsidizing other States which, the
President claims, have not yet learned
how to say no to special-interest
groups. That issue is far more complex
than this latest one-liner of the Presi-
dent. Certain States suffered more
woefully than others during the reces-
sion of the early 1980's, and over the
years some bore the weight of migra-
tion to their States.

Mr. Speaker, the President appar-
ently softens or hardens his com-
ments, depending on where he is
speaking, but many of us hear all of
them and say to the President,
‘“Beware.”

O 1040

NICARAGUA—ANOTHER
VIETNAM

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

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, our great
Nation, born in revolution, has often
played a noble role on the world stage,
but there have been incidents in our
history upon which the American
people must look back in shame. More
often than not, those events occurred
when willful men, abusing the trust of
the people, dragged the United States
into nefarious international adven-
tures.

We are nearing such a moment of
shame now. Ronald Reagan obviously
will stop at nothing, up to and includ-
ing creating phony incidents to drag
the United States into war against the
less than 3 million poverty-stricken
people of Nicaragua. Next week this
House has another opportunity to
stand with the American people
against Ronald Reagan’s adventurism.
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I urge the American people to tell
their Representatives in Congress
now, Nicaragua must not become an-
other Vietnam.

INVITATION TO THE PRESIDENT

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

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, I read
in the paper yesterday that the Presi-
dent of the United States was in Okla-
homa. He was invited by our junior
Senator, who wanted him to visit an
AT&T plant so that the President
could see that there is something
other than oil and agriculture in the
State of Oklahoma.

I wish I had known early enough, be-
cause I want to invite the President to
go to Pushmataha County in the
southeast part of the State, one of my
20 counties, where we have approxi-
mately 20 percent of the people unem-
ployed.

Nearly three-fourths of the counties
that I have in my district have double-
digit unemployment, low per capita
income of less than $5,000 and outmi-
gration of 50 percent of the people in
the last 50 years.

I was shocked when I saw that the
President and his aides have not done
an economic analysis of what would
happen to jobs and industry in this
country if the tax reform package was
accepted in total.

I can tell you from my analysis what
would happen if the tax reform pack-
age would be accepted in total. It will
cause the greatest erosion of American
industries overseas than any time in
history, at a time when we have seen
under the policies of this administra-
tion the U.S. trade debt skyrocket
from $28 billion to $130 billion a year.
The U.S. trade debt is five times great-
er during the 4 years under President
Reagan. We have exported over 4 mil-
lion jobs during the last 4 years, at the
same time in my district in Oklahoma
we have double-digit unemployment.

Our people are crying out for jobs.
They are crying out for industry to be
built in our Nation, not overseas in
foreign countries. We need to get our
priorities straight.

GASEOUS DIFFUSION PLANT TO
REMAIN OPEN

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

Mr. HUBBARD. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday the U.S. Department of Energy
officially announced that the Padu-
cah, KY, gaseous diffusion plant oper-
ated by Martin Marietta Corp. would
not be closed. In fact, there will be an
increase in production of enriched ura-
nium at the Paducah plant.
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There are 1,300 employees at the Pa-
ducah gaseous diffusion plant, the big-
gest employer in my congressional dis-
trict.

This was and is news because a de-
cline in the worldwide demand for ura-
nium enrichment has caused the De-
partment of Energy to halt production
at one of the three Government-
owned gaseous diffusion plants, the
other two being in Ohio and Tennes-
see.

White House and Energy Depart-
ment officials yesterday predicted the
Paducah plant would be vital to Gov-
ernment needs through and beyond
the year 2000.

The people of western Kentucky are
indeed grateful to the U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy, Secretary John S.
Herrington, and former Energy Secre-
tary Donald P. Hodel, now Secretary
of the U.S. Department of the Interi-
or.

THE TAXPAYERS' BILL OF
RIGHTS

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

Mr. REID. Mr. Speaker, when it
comes to the subject of tax reform we
seem to repeat ourselves. That is, from
session to session we seem to talk
about the need for reform, and contin-
ue to close our sessions without having
reformed it.

I am pleased that the administration
has taken a first step toward needed
tax simplification.

However, in addition to resolving the
fiscal part of our tax system, there is a
critical need to consider some of the
system’s other shortcomings as well.
In this case, I am referring to the
need, to inject equity into the Internal
Revenue Service policies, and treat-
ment of our Nation’'s taxpayers. That’s
why I have introduced the Taxpayers'
Bill of Rights.

This legislation addresses such prob-
lem areas as questionable tax enforce-
ment practices, disclosure of rights
and obligations of taxpayers, the
awarding of costs to prevailing taxpay-
ers, procedures involving taxpayer
interviews, provisions for an ombuds-
man, GAO oversight of the IRS, and
an appeals process for adverse IRS de-
cisions.

This legislation is designed to pro-
tect the taxpayers against tax collec-
tion abuses. By doing this we are
taking an important step toward re-
storing taxpayer confidence in our Na-
tion’'s tax system.

DEMONSTRATES
SUPPORT FOR THE WIC PRO-
GRAM

HOUSE ITS

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

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, as many
of my colleagues are by now aware,
the administration has agreed to re-
quest the remaining $76 million appro-
priated in Public Law 98-472 for the
Special Supplemental Food Program
for women, infants, and children. The
WIC Program was started in 1972 to
improve the diet of low-income preg-
nant and nursing women and young
children certified by physicians to be
at nutritional risk.

The administration was made aware
of the will of Congress on this issue
because of a number of actions by
both bodies of Congress. I want to
thank my colleagues who cosponsored
House Concurrent Resolution 146, a
measure that I introduced on May 9.
This resolution made clear to the exec-
utive branch the will of this body re-
garding the WIC Program. Eighty of
my colleagues cosponsored the meas-
ure. The range or political philoso-
phies represented on that list was a
clear demonstration that the WIC
Program has broad support. The inter-
est of my colleagues in the measure
was, no doubt, prompted by their con-
cern for the 237,000 women and chil-
dren who would have been cut from
the WIC rolls had the $77 million not
been released. As a freshman, it was
also encouraging to see the product
that can result when Republicans and
Democrats join forces and work to-
gether to improve the lives of the
people we represent.

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF
ORDER AGAINST CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 2577, SUPPLE-
MENTAL APPROPRIATIONS,
1985

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 186 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 186

Resolved, That all points of order for fail-
ure to comply with the provisions of clause
3 of rule XIII and sections 311(a) and 402(a)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
(Public Law 93-344) are hereby waived
against the consideration of the bill (H.R.
2577) making supplemental appropriations
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1985, and for other purposes. During the
consideration of said bill, all points of order
against the following provisions of the bill
for failure to comply with the provisions of
clauses 2 and 6 of rule XXI are hereby
waived: On page 2, lines 7 through 18; on
page 3 lines 1 through 10; on page 3, lines 14
through 19; on page 4, line 12 through page
5, line 24; on page 6, line 11 through page 17,
line 24; on page 8, line 8 through page 10,
line 6; on page 11, line 19 through page 12,
line 5; on page 12, line 10 through page 13,
line 16; on page 13, line 21 through page 15,
line 4; on page 15, line 13 through page 16,
line 3; on page 16, line 9 through page 18,
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line 3, on page 18, line 15 through page 19,
line 11; on page 20, line 14 through page 21,
line 5; on page 21, lines T through 15; on
page 21, line 21 through page 22, line 4; on
page 23, lines 1 and 2; on page 24, lines 1
through 12; on page 24, line 20 through
page 25, line 2; on page 28, line 10 through
page 30, line 4; on page 30, line 9 through
page 39, line 18; on page 43, lines 2 through
20; on page 44, line 1 through page 46, line
22; on page 47, lines 1 through 5; on page 47,
line 10 through page 49, line 12, on page 49,
line 20 through page 50, line 16; on page 50,
page 19 through page 51, line 23; on page 52,
line 6 through page 54, line 10; on page 54,
line 16 through page 55, line 25; on page 56,
lines 9 through 11; on page 56, lines 15
through 24; on page 57, lines 5 through 7;
on page 57, line 12 through page 60, line 19;
on page 62, lines 1 through 21; on page 63,
lines 4 through 8; on page 64, line 7 through
page 65, line 20; on page 66, lines 1 through
21; on page 67, lines 2 through 6; on page 67,
lines 15 through 17, on page 68, lines 1
through 25; on page 69, lines 6 through 16;
on page 69, line 19 through page 70, line 6;
on page T0, lines 12 through 20; on page T1,
lines 1 through 12; on page 72, line 1
through page 73, line 5; on page 73, lines 11
through 13; on page 73, lines 22 through 24;
on page 74, line 14 through page 79, line 17;
on page 79, line 22 through page 80, line 16;
on page 84, lines 1 through 6; on page 84,
lines 16 through 18; on page 86, lines 10
through 15; on page 86, line 18 through
page 87, line 11; on page 87, line 17 through
page 88, line 18; on page 89, lines 14 through
20; on page 91, line 7 through page 92, line
12; on page 92, line 18 through page 94, line
12; on page 94, lines 22 and 23; on page 96,
line 14 through page 97, line 9; on page 97,
lines 13 through 20; on page 98, lines 24 and
25; on page 99, lines 20 through 25; and on
page 100, lines 5 and 6.

It shall be in order to consider the follow-
ing amendments to the bill printed in the
Congressional Record on June 4, 1985: (1) as
amendment by, and if offered by, Repre-
sentative Dorgan of North Dakota, and all
points of order against said amendment for
failure to comply with the provisions of
clause 2 of rule XXI and section 311(a) of
the Congressional Budget Act are hereby
waived; (2) an amendment by, and if offered
by, Representative Breaux of Louisiana, and
all points of order against said amendment
for failure to comply with the provisions of
clause 2 of rule XXI and section 311(a) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 are
hereby waived; (3) an amendment by, and if
offered by Representative English of Okla-
homa, and all points of order against said
amendment for failure to comply with the
provisions of clauses 2 and 6 of rule XXI
and section 311(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act are hereby waived, and (4) an
amendment by, and if offered by, Repre-
sentative Studds of Massachusetts, and all
points of order against said amendment for
failure to comply with the provisions of sec-
tion 311(a) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 are hereby waived. If any portion of
the text of the bill beginning on page 25,
line 3 through page 28, line 9 is stricken on
a point of order pursuant to clause 2 or 6 of
rule XXI, it shall be in order to consider an
amendment offered by the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations, inserting
after page 28, line 9 any portion of such
paragraph which has been stricken which
does not contain appropriations not author-
ized by law, and all points of order against
said amendment for failure to comply with
the provisions of clause 2(c) or 6 of rule
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XXI and section 311(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-344) are
hereby waived.

SEc. 2. (a) After the bill has been read for
amendment in its entirety and after the dis-
position of all other amendments, including
any considered pursuant to the procedure
specified in clause 2(d) of rule XXI, it shall
be in order to consider the amendments pro-
vided for in subsection (b) of this section. A
motion that the Committee of the Whole
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopt-
ed shall not take precedence over the
amendments provided for in subsection (b).
If such a motion is offered as preferential
over amendments specified in the second
sentence of clause 2(d) of rule XXI, and is
adopted, the Committee of the Whole shall
not rise but shall proceed to the consider-
ation of the amendments provided for in
subsection (b).

(b) Pursuant to subsection (a), it shall be
in order to consider the following amend-
ments, which shall be considered in the fol-
lowing order only, which shall be considered
as having been read, which shall not be sub-
ject to amendment except as specified,
which shall not be subject to a demand for a
division of the question in the House or in
the Committee of the Whole, and which
shall be in order although amending a por-
tion of the bill already passed in the reading
of the bill for amendment:

(1) the amendment printed in the Con-
gressional Record of June 5, 1985, by Repre-
sentative Michel of Illinois, if offered by
Representative Michel or Representative
McDade of Pennsylvania, said amendment
shall be debatable for not to exceed two
hours, to be equally divided and controlled
by the proponent of the amendment and a
Member opposed thereto, all points of order
against said amendment for failure to
comply with the provisions of clause T of
rule XVI, clause 2 of rule XXI, and section
311(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 (Public Law 93-344) are hereby waived,
and after debate thereon the amendment
shall be subject to the following two amend-
ments:

(2) the amendment printed in the Con-
gressional Record of June 5, 1985, by, and if
offered by, Representative Boland of Massa-
chusetts, said amendment shall be debata-
ble for not to exceed one hour, to be equally
divided and controlled by Representative
Boland 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 clause 2 of rule
XXI are hereby waived;

(3) the amendment printed in the Con-
gressional Record of June 5, 1985, by, and if
offered by Representative Gephardt of Mis-
souri, and said amendment shall be debata-
ble for not to exceed one hour, to be equally
divided and controlled by Representative
Gephardt and a Member opposed thereto,
and all points of order against said amend-
ment for failure to comply with the provi-
sions of clause 7 of rule XVI and clause 2 of
the rule XXI are hereby waived; and

(4) the amendment to the bill printed in
the Congressional Record of June 5, 1985,
by, and if offered by Representative Hamil-
ton of Indiana, said amendment shall be de-
batable for not to exceed one hour, to be
equally divided and controlled by Repre-
sentative Hamilton and a Member opposed
thereto, and all points of order against said
amendment for failure to comply with the
provisions of clause T of rule XVI, clauses 2
and 6 of rule XXI, and section 311(a) of the
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Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (Public
Law 93-344) are hereby waived. If amend-
ments numbered 1 (as or as not amended)
and 4 are both adopted, only amendment
numbered 4 shall be considered as having
been finally adopted and reported back to
the House. At the conclusion of the consid-
eration of the bill for amendment, the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill back to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except one
motion to recommit.

0O 1050

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DursiN). The gentleman from Texas
[Mr. FrosT] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. QuiLLEN], pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, before we begin debate
on this resolution I would like to make
a unanimous-consent request to make
a technical correction in the rule.

Mr, Speaker, at the time the Com-
mittee on Rules voted to report a rule
on the supplemental appropriation it
was agreed that the Hamilton amend-
ment would be debatable for 2 hours.
However, due to a typographical error
when the rule was filed, only 1 hour of
debate was provided for that amend-
ment.

This unanimous-consent request
simply is intended to make the correc-
tion so that the rule is consistent with
the vote in the Rules Committee and
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HamirTonN] is allowed 2 hours of
debate on his amendment. This re-
quest has been cleared with the minor-
ity.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to make a technical correction to
House Resolution 186 to provide 2
hours of debate on the Hamilton
amendment.

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

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 186 is a rule waiving cer-
tain points of order and providing pro-
cedures for the consideration of H.R.
25717, the supplemental appropriations
bill for fiscal year 1985. The rule
waives clause 3 of rule XIII, which re-
quires a Ramseyer in committee re-
ports, and sections 311(a) and 402(a) of
the Congressional Budget Act against
consideration of the bill.

Section 311(a) prohibits the consid-
eration of legislation which would
cause the new budget authority or
outlay ceilings in the most recent
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budget resolution to be exceeded. Ap-
propriations recommended in H.R.
2577 would cause the Committee on
Appropriations to exceed its discre-
tionary budget authority allocation
for fiscal year 1985 by $2.7 billion.
However, House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 152, the House-passed first budget
resolution for fiscal year 1986, assumes
enactment of the budget authority
provided in the supplemental for fiscal
year 1985. Since the first budget reso-
lution has not yet been enacted, the
increases in the committee’s alloca-
tions have not yet taken effect; howev-
er, the Committee on Rules has grant-
eds this waiver in light of the action
taken by the House on the first budget
resolution and in anticipation of a con-
ference agreement.

Section 402(a) of the Budget Act
prohibits the consideration of any leg-
islation which authorizes the enact-
ment of new budget authority for a
fiscal year unless it has been reported
by May 15 prior to the beginning of
that fiscal year. H.R. 2577 contains
one provision in which new budget au-
thority for fiscal year 1986 is author-
ized, thus necessitating the waiver of
section 402(a) against consideration of
the bill.

During the consideration of the bill,
the rule waives all points of order
against certain paragraphs of the bill
for failure to comply with the provi-
sions of clauses 2 and 6 of rule XXI.
Clause 2 of rule XXI prohibits unau-
thorized appropriations or legislative
provisions in a general appropriation
bill and clause 6 prohibits reappropri-
ations or transfers in general appro-
priation bills.

The rule also specifically makes in
order four amendments printed in the
CoONGRESSIONAL RECORD of June 4 and
waives certain points of order against
those amendments. The first, to be of-
fered by Representative Dorcan of
North Dakota, provides $4.3 million
for the necessary expenses for State
and local agencies to distribute surplus
commodities under the Temporary
Emergency Food Assistance Act of
1983. The rule provides waivers of
clause 2, rule XXI and section 311(a)
of the Budget Act against the Dorgan
amendment.

The second amendment, to be of-
fered by Representative Breauvx of
Louisiana provides $4 million for the
establishment of the Gillis W. Long
Poverty Law Center at the Loyola Uni-
versity School of Law in New Orleans.
The rule also waives clause 2, rule
XXI and section 311(a) of the Budget
Act against the amendment.

The third amendment, to be offered
by Representative EncLisH of Oklaho-
ma, is legislative language requiring a
waiver of clause 2, rule XXI which is
waived in the rule, as are clause 6 of
rule XXI and section 311(a) of the
Budget Act. The English amendment
seeks to strike language recommended
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by the Committee on Appropriations
and to insert in lieu thereof language
which would require approval of the
Secretary of the Army for construc-
tion projects on the Arkansas River or
on its tributaries and would separate
authorization of the Arkansas and
Red River projects to ensure that
funds authorized and appropriated for
the Red River projects cannot be used
for Arkansas River projects.

The final amendment is to be of-
fered by Representative Stupps of
Massachusetts and the rule waives sec-
tion 311(a) of the Budget Act against
that amendment. The Studds amend-
ment seeks to make available an addi-
tional $15 million in fiscal year 1985
for the operating expenses of the U.S.
Coast Guard. These moneys are to be
derived as authorized from the boat
safety account of the aquatic re-
sources trust fund.

Mr. Speaker, while these four
amendments are specifically made in
order in the rule, I should point out to
my colleagues that House Resolution
186 does not preclude the offering of
other amendments to the bill. Any
germane amendment which does not
otherwise violate any rule of the
House may be offered to H.R. 2577.

During the hearing on the rule for
H.R. 2577, the Committee on Rules re-
ceived a number of requests from au-
thorizing committee chairmen not to
provide waivers against unauthorized
and legislative provisions recommend-
ed by the Committee on Appropria-
tions. In response to their requests,
the Committee on Rules did not pro-
tect a number of paragraphs in the
bill. Chief among those provisions
which are not protected against points
of order for failure to comply with the
provisions of clause 2 of rule XXI are
a number of water projects. The Ap-
propriations Committee, in the first
paragraph of chapter IV, has recom-
mended 62 Corps of Engineers new
starts, of which 32 were previously au-
thorized. The remaining 30 are not au-
thorized but are provided for in H.R.
6, the Water Resources Conservation,
Development and Infrastructure Im-
provement and Rehabilitation Act of
1985, which is currently pending in the
Committee on Public Works and
Transportation.

House Resolution 186 does not pro-
vide a waiver of clause 2, rule XXI
against this paragraph of the bill and
therefore, a point of order could lie
against this particular paragraph of
chapter IV. The rule does, however,
provide that if this paragraph is
stricken on a point of order, that it
shall be in order for the chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations to
offer an amendment to reinsert in
that portion of the bill any of those
projects striken on the point of order
which are already authorized by law.
The rule also provides that should the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
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mittee offer such an amendment, that
all points of order against that amend-
ment for failure to comply with the
provisions of clauses 2(c) and 6 of rule
XXI and section 311(a) of the Budget
Act are waived.

Mr. Speaker, the bill recommended
by the Committee on Appropriations
does not contain any funds which
would be applicable to the situation in
Nicaragua. The rule does, however,
make two major amendments and two
perfecting amendments in order which
deal specifically with the issue of aid
to the Contras in Nicaragua.

The rule provides that after the bill
has been read for amendment in its
entirety and after the disposition of
all other amendments, including the
consideration of limitations as provid-
ed in clause 2(d) of rule XXI, it shall
then be in order to consider the Nica-
ragua amendments specifically made
in order in the rule. The rule provides
that a motion for the Committee of
the Whole to rise and report the bill
to the House with such amendments
as may have been adopted shall not
take precedence over the Nicaragua
amendments provided for in the rule
and, that if a motion for the commit-
tee to rise is offered as preferential
over the Nicaragua amendments and is
adopted, the Committee of the Whole
shall not rise, but shall then proceed
to the consideration of the Nicaragua
amendments.

The Committee on Rules has recom-
mended this procedure in order that
the Nicaragua issue can be considered
as separate and distinet from the pro-
visions of the supplemental. This pro-
vision of the rule will ensure that the
issues in the supplemental and all
amendments, including any limitation
amendments, will be disposed of prior
to the consideration of the Nicaragua
amendments made in order in the rule.

When the Committee of the Whole
considers these amendments, the rule
provides that they shall be considered
in the specified order only, that they
shall be considered as having been
read, they shall not be subject to a
demand for a division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of
the Whole, and that they shall be in
order although they are amending a
portion of the bill already passed in
the reading of the bill for amendment.

The rule first provides for the con-
sideration of an amendment printed in
the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp of June 5,
1985, by Representive MicHEL of Illi-
nois, and if offered by Representative
MicHEL or Representative McDADE of
Pennsylvania. The Michel/McDade
amendment shall be debatable for 2
hours, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent of the
amendment and a Member opposed
thereto, and the rule waives all points
of order against the amendment for
failure to comply with the provisions
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of clause 7 of rule XVI, the germane-
ness rule, clause 2 of rule XXI and sec-
tion 311(a) of the Budget Act.

The Michel/McDade amendment
provides a $27 million appropriation
for direct humanitarian assistance to
the Nicaraguan Contras and $2 million
for implementation of a Contadora
agreement. The amendment also pro-
vides that the President is to direct
the administration of the funds and
that he is prohibited from funneling
the funds to the Contras through
either the CIA or the Department of
Defense. The funds are to be made
available to the Contras in three in-
stallments coinciding with the submis-
sion of reports by the President to the
Congress on what steps he has taken
to resolve the conflict in Nicaragua.

Following debate on the Michel/
McDade amendment, that amendment
will be subject to the following two
perfecting amendments. It will first be
in order to consider the amendment
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of June 5, 1985, by, and if offered by,
Representative Boranp of Massachu-
setts. The Boland amendment shall be
debatable for 1 hour to be equally di-
vided and controlled by Representa-
tive Boranp and a Member opposed
thereto, and all points of order against
the amendment for failure to comply
with clause 7 of rule XVI and clause 2
of rule XXI are waived. The Boland
amendment contains indentical lan-
guage to current law and provides that
no funds are to be made available to
the CIA, the Department of Defense
or any other intelligence agency of the
United States for any activities which
would have the effect of either direct-
ly or indirectly supporting military or
paramilitary operations in Nicaragua.

Following disposition of the Boland
amendment, the rule provides that it
shall then be in order to consider a
second perfecting amendment printed
in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD on June
5, 1985, by, and if offered by, Repre-
sentative GeEpHARDT of Missouri, and
the Gephardt amendment shall be de-
batable for 1 hour to be equally divid-
ed and controlled by Representative
GEPHARDT and a Member opposed
thereto. All points of order against the
Gephardt amendment for failure to
comply with the provisions of clause 7
of rule XVI and clause 2 of rule XXI
are waived in the rule. The Gephardt
amendment seeks to delay the avail-
ability of the funds made available to
the Contras in the Michel-McDade
amendment for 6 months.

After the vote on the Gephardt per-
fecting amendment, the rule provides
that the vote will then occur on the
Michel-McDade amendment as amend-
ed, or not amended, as the case may
be. The rule then provides that it shall
be in order to consider an amendment
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of June 5, 1985, by, and if offered by,
Representative HamriLToN of Indiana.
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The Hamilton amendment shall be de-
batable for 2 hours to be equally divid-
ed and controlled by Representative
HamirtoNn and a Member opposed
thereto and all points of order against
the Hamilton amendment for failure
to comply with the provisions of
clause 7 of rule XVI, cilauses 2 and 6 of
rule XXI and section 311(a) of the
Budget Act are waived.

The Hamilton amendment provides
$14 million in fiscal year 1985 for hu-
manitarian assistance to Nicaraguan
refugees who are outside Nicaragua.
These funds are to be used to provide
such assistance through the Interna-
tional Committee of the Red Cross or
the U.N. High Commissioner for Refu-
gees and the amendment provides spe-
cifically that the assistance provided is
not to be used for the provisioning of
combat forces.

Because the rule makes in order two
major Nicaragua amendments which
differ substantially in philosophy, the
rule makes in order what has come to
be known as the king-of-the-mountain
procedure. Under this procedure in
House Resolution 186, even if the
Michel-McDade amendment is initially
adopted, if the Hamilton amendment
is subsequently agreed to in the Com-
mittee of the Whole, the Hamilton
amendment shall prevail and only the
Hamilton amendment shall be report-
ed back to the House. In other words,
the last of the two major amendments
adopted will be the amendment re-
ported back to the House.

Finally, the rule provides that at the
conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report the bill back to
the House with such amendments as
may have been adopted and the previ-
ous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion, except one motion to
recommit.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2577 provides sup-
plemental appropriations of $13.5 bil-
lion in net new budget authority for
fiscal year 1985. Nearly half of this
amount is mandatory under current
law including a $3.5 billion payment to
the Social Security trust fund to cover
military service wage credits as re-
quired by the Social Security Amend-
ments of 1983. Of the discretionary ap-
propriations, $3.9 billion is to reim-
burse the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion for net realized losses sustained,
$2 billion for aid to Israel and Egypt
and an additional $287 million for stu-
dent financial assistance under the
Pell Grant Program.

Mr. Speaker, this supplemental is an
important legislative proposal and
under the rule it will be fully debated
and open to amendment. I urge adop-
tion of the rule in order that the
House may proceed to the consider-
ation of H.R. 2577,
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Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.
Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Frost] has ably explained
the rule and it would be redundant for
me to go into the same subject matter
in detail.

We all know it is an unusual and
complex rule fashioned to deal with a
complicated situation. It should be
adopted.

The Rules Committee met for 2 days
on this matter, and we consulted with
many Members representing different
points of view in regard to the issues
and items contained in this supple-
mental appropriations bill. I think it is
accurate to say that no one is com-
pletely satisfied with this rule, but
that it is acceptable to those most
closely involved with this bill and with
the process bringing it to the floor at
this time.

The members of the Appropriations
Committee have worked hard on this
very important bill, and they have
done an outstanding job under diffi-
cult circumstances. They deserve our
thanks and they certainly have mine.

I want to state emphatically that
the Appropriations Committee is not
at fault, because this bill requires a
great number of waivers of the ordi-
nary rules of the House. The Appro-
priations Committee was compelled by
its responsibilities to this country and
to the House to move forward with
this supplemental appropriations bill.
The members of the Committee on
Appropriations have acted in a com-
pletely responsible manner,

This supplemental is a major bill
dealing with a number of important
matters. In addition to the items con-
tained in this bill, the rule provides for
debate and votes on the question of as-
sistance to the democratic resistance
forces in Nicaragua.

The rule makes in order a reasona-
ble, bipartisan proposal to be offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. McDabg], together with Mr.
MicHEL and Mr. McCurpy as well as a
proposal advanced by Mr. HAMILTON of
Indiana. The McDade-Michel-McCur-
dy amendment provides the House the
opportunity to step forward to support
the brave men and women of Nicara-
gua who are resisting a pro-Commu-
nist regime ruling over their home-
land. The McDade-Michel-McCurdy
amendment deserves our support and I
urge its passage.

Mr. Speaker, I ask for a “yes” vote
on the rule so that the House can get
down to the business of debate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. QUIL-
LEN] has consumed 3 minutes.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BOULTER].
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Mr. BOULTER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. Mr. Speaker, with a
great deal of sadness and confusion in
my heart, I rise in opposition to this
rule. I find many problems with it, and
a lot of misunderstanding about it.

I want to bring to the attention of
my colleagues an article from yester-
day’s paper in Wichita Falls, TX, the
Wichita Falls Times, which describes
how emergency crews and relief orga-
nizations were on standby early yester-
day afternoon, as residents of low-
lying neighborhoods in Wichita Falls
watched 5 inches of rain cause creeks
to rise to nearly flood levels.

This is 2 common problem for that
city, Mr. Speaker, a problem that has
existed for over 30 years. The last time
Wichita Falls had flooding, in 1982,
about 31 million dollars’ worth of
damage was caused.
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Annually, damages of about $4 mil-
lion in property damage result from
flooding in Wichita Falls, TX.

We have in past Congresses, before I
got here, Mr. Speaker, attempted to
pass badly needed authorization water
projects. Last year an omnibus water
bill containing somewhere around 300
of these projects, many of which I
think were not justified, and not
urgent, and not a proper investment,
was passed by this body but did not
make it through the other body. And
the same thing is going to happen this
year. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6 is a multibil-
lion dollar project involving 300
projects, many of which are simply
pork and that is all there is to it. But
this supplemental bill, Mr. Speaker,
contains about 60 projects, as I under-
stand it, all urgently needed, all repre-
senting a true investment in our coun-
try, about half of which are unauthor-
ized. But I was told by the chairman
of the authorizing committee that be-
cause there was language in the sup-
plemental bill which made the appro-
priation subject to authorization that
it would be supported. And now I find
that these unauthorized projects are
being stripped out.

Mr. Speaker, I find this very disap-
pointing. We have created a separate
package of some of these projects.
H.R. 1558, which is in the authorizing
committee, the committee will not
report that out because it does not
contain everybody’s project. Again, it
probably will report out H.R. 6, but it
does contain everybody's project, it is
too expensive, it is too full of pork,
and it is not going to be signed into
law.

Meanwhile, Mr. Speaker, the creeks
are rising today in Wichita Falls, the
place is flooding, there are numerous
other projects which require immedi-
ate attention, and I do not understand
this process. I deplore it. I just wanted
to speak against it. I just cannot be-
lieve this is happening.
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Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to advise the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Frost]l that I have four
more requests for time, and at this
time I yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man from Tennessee very much for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I intend to oppose this
rule. I would hope that most Members
of this body would see fit to oppose
this rule. This rule is a budget buster.
This rule, pure and simple, says that
we are going to bust the budget. If you
do not believe that, all you have to do
is look at the report written by the Ap-
propriations Committee on the supple-
mental appropriations bill and you
will find that they admit that the rule
makes in order a bill which is going to
bust the budget to the tune of $2.7 bil-
lion.

Now, that is the low figure. I some-
times wonder around here just how we
come up with some of the figures that
show up in these Appropriations Com-
mittee reports. But it is at least that
much. It is at least a $2.7 billion
budget buster.

Now, the way we are going to get to
that is through this rule, because what
this rule does is it makes possible all of
that spending without having legiti-
mate points of order raised against it.
Page after page after page after page
of this bill should be subject to a point
of order, but it will not be because all
of those points of order are waived
under the rule that we are considering
here. So the rule is a real test vote
here.

What do we want to do about trying
to preserve the integrity of the au-
thorization process, the appropriation
process and ultimately the budget
process?

If you want to just consider the
Budget Act that we always regard so
sacrosanct around here when we are
debating it, and we go down through
every number as though life and death
depended upon getting that number
precisely right during the debates on
this floor, and we still come out with
massive deficits at the end of that
budget process, if you think that that
budget process is at all important, con-
sider this about the rule that you are
about to vote on: It simply waives the
Budget Act with regard to this bill. It
says that the Budget .Act does not
apply as it regards this bill.

This is $13.5 billion in spending in
the supplemental appropriation bill,
and we are simply going to say,
“Throw the Budget Act out, it does
not apply, it is time to spend the
money."”

That is how this House contributes
to deficits. All of you are hearing from
your constituents, every one of you,
that the American people are disgust-
ed with deficits. And we all go out and
we make these great speeches, out
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across the country, about how we are
worried about deficits, that deficits are
a terrible thing and we have got to do
something to stop this President from
coming up with deficits or stop other
Members of Congress from spending
the money or doing something about
deficits. Raise taxes, some of our col-
leagues suggest.

Well, the way we come up with defi-
cits is when we spend the money. Here
we are going to spend the money, we
are going to spend it in violation of
the Budget Act when we waive the
Budget Act, we are going to spend it in
violation of the rules of the House, so
we waive the rules of the House. This
rule is an atrocity. This rule starts us
down the road toward passing a bill
later on this day or next week that
will bust the budget and bust the
budget big. And so next time when
your constituents ask you, “Where did
the deficit come from?” well, the defi-
cit came from voting for this rule
which makes in order a bill which is
going to exceed the budget to at least
the tune of $3 billion.

Where you want to stop that process
is right here with this rule. Reject this
rule and perhaps we will have a
chance to get at this supplemental ap-
propriation bill and stop the spending
in it which is in violation of the
Budget Act, stop the spending which is
in violation of the authorization proc-
ess and get us back to the protections
that we have built in, supposedly, for
ourselves against overspending.

Approve this rule and what is going
to happen is that we are going to go
about the business of spending and we
are going to end up doing what we
have done so often in the past. In the
last 5 years this Congress has over-
spent its own budgets by $157 billion.
Those great sacrosanct budgets that
we put in place, we have overspent
them ourselves by $157 billion. This is
how it is done: It is done with supple-
mental appropriation bills and it is
done with rules that make those sup-
plemental appropriation bills in order.

I say to my colleagues that I think
we ought to reject this rule, we ought
to reject it out of hand. It is a budget
buster. We ought to turn it down.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. McCuURDY].

Mr. McCURDY. I thank the gentle-
man from Tennessee for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, as a Democrat, I feel it
is unfortunate that I had to seek time
from the Republican side of the aisle
in order to voice a dissent.

Mr. Speaker, I am not going to
object to this rule. I am not going to
vote against the rule. But I do feel
compelled to voice my concern as to
the tactics used in developing this por-
tion of the rule dealing with the
amendments on Nicaragua.
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The Rules Committee has specifical-
ly excluded a Democratic Member,
specifically myself, from appearing or
being designated on the rule by Mr.
MicHEL. I appeared before the Rules
Committee with Mr. McDapg, asking
for a freestanding amendment, the
McCurdy-McDade amendment, which
was not granted. However, Mr. MICHEL
was granted the opportunity to
present the amendment. He is present-
ing the amendment drafted by Mr.
McDabpe and myself.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the Rules
Committee made a mistake in not al-
lowing Mr. MicHEL to designate this
amendment the MecCurdy-McDade or
McDade-McCurdy amendment.

Mr. Chairman, Americans want nei-
ther a Republican nor a Democratic
policy. Americans want a bipartisan
policy for Nicaragua as well as El Sal-
vador that puts the United States on
the side of democracy and liberty.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr, Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. LoTT].

Mr. LOTT. I thank the gentleman
from Tennessee for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I voted against the rule
in the Rules Committee for a number
of reasons. Frankly, the whole process
stinks. Every year it is unbelievable
what we go through on supplemental
appropriations and continuing appro-
priations in the Rules Committee. And
we have done it again this time.

But the chief reason why I voted
against it in the Rules Committee was
the shabby treatment afforded our
Republican leader and a bipartisan co-
alition on their amendment to provide
assistance to the democratic resistance
in Nicaragua.

The gentleman from Oklahoma who
preceded me was specifically excluded.
Why? There is a long tradition around
here of having bipartisan support for
amendments, Republicans and Demo-
crats. But in this instance, nothing
doing. It was clear there would not be
a Democrat’s name on this amend-
ment.

I even had difficulty getting the
normal language in there in the Rules
Committee, saying that the Republi-
can leader or his designee could offer
the amendment. We never got that
agreement, as a matter of fact, instead
it said Mr. MicHEL or Mr. McDADE, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania. It could
not even say “‘or his designee.”

I had been led to believe, and I think
I can say we had been led to believe,
that the majority leadership and our
leader or his designee had agreed that
we would have a clean shot at offering
an amendment on the situation in
Nicaragua. But that is not the case
under this rule. Instead, the bipartisan
Michel-McDade-McCurdy amendment
will be subject to two further amend-
ments by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. BorLanNp] and the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT]
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amendments which effectively could
emasculate the Michel-McDade-
MecCurdy amendment if they are
adopted.
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If either of those amendments is
adopted, the House will not have an
up or down vote on the original, bipar-
tisan proposal;, it will be one that is
amended and substantially changed.
This procedure constitutes, in my
opinion, a breach of faith and is inex-
cusable.

The Barnes-Hamilton Nicaragua al-
ternative, on the other hand, is not
subject to amendment under the rule.
And on a bipartisan vote, as a matter
of fact, we had a Democrat that voted
with us to give the gentleman from Il-
linois [Mr. MicHEL] a clean shot to
amend Barnes-Hamilton—give us two
bites of the apple, since the other side
on this issue gets at least three bites at
the same apple. But, no, even in the
interest of fairness, that attempt to
make this rule fair on the subject of
Nicaragua was turned down.

So, instead of having a direct choice
between Michel-McDade-McCurdy on
the one hand, and Hamilton-Barnes on
the other, the House could end-up
having to choose between Boland-Gep-
hardt on the one hand, and Hamilton-
Barnes on the other. This isn't even a
tweedle-dee, tweedle-dum choice; it's
Jjust plain dumb.

Mr. Speaker, the other major issue
facing the Rules Committee was
whether to honor the requests made
by Chairman WHITTEN and his com-
mittee to protect certain unauthorized
items and transfers in the bill against
points of order. I regret to say that
the Rules Committee muffed this one
as well. Under the guise of presumably
deferring to the wishes of an authoriz-
ing committee chairman, the Rules
Committee protected certain unau-
thorized projects but not others.

There’s no rhyme or reason to why
certain projects were protected and
others weren't unless you want to
count nonsense rhymes. If the Rules
Committee can be credited for any-
thing in all this it is with devising an
ingenious new rule of inconsistency.

But that's not the end of it. After
turning down some of Chairman
WHITTEN's requests for waivers, the
Rules Committee turned around and
granted four Members—all Democrats
incidentally—those same waivers so
they could offer amendments to add
new unauthorized items to the bill. At
least it can be said that this generous
grant of waivers to noncommittee
chairmen is consistent with the Rules
Committee’s new rule of inconsistency.

Mr. Speaker, I can't say enough bad
things about this rule, but I'll stop
here; I think the rule speaks volumes
for itself. It all comes down to two
simple words: “Fairness” and ‘“‘consist-
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ency.” The rule lacks both of these
qualities.

It is just a classic case of unfairness
and inconsistency. I am sick about it;
the whole process. I want to vote for
it, because I am trying to keep my eyes
on the bottom line; and the bottom
line here, to me, is a vote on the situa-
tion in Nicaragua. That is why I would
even be inclined to think about voting
for this dastardly rule or the bill itself,
even if it had eliminated a project in it
in my district.

I hope our colleagues will be aware
of this process, and that we will stop
doing it. We voted on a rule in the
Rules Committee when we never even
had a copy of it before us in printed
form. I kept asking questions because
I was worried about voting on a rule
that I had not even seen.

What happened? They messed them-
selves up. They did not give the
Barnes-Hamilton amendment the
same amount of time as the Michel-
McDade-McCurdy amendment, and
had to ask for unanimous consent to
change it.

The process stinks; we have got to
stop doing this.

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

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I thank the
gentleman, Mr. QuiLLEN, for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise reluctantly to
support the rule. I am very disappoint-
ed in this rule after reading it last
night late when it came. I tried to
make some analysis of why the rule
was written the way it was, and I find
50 many inconsistencies, so many ir-
regularities in this rule that it is really
shocking. It is becoming increasingly
s0 as we see more and more of these
types of rules coming down the path.

I guess I can use a phrase that we
hear once in a while: “Here we go
again.” In chapter 4 that I am particu-
larly interested in, points of order
were waived on some projects; not
others. Our Subcommittee on Energy
and Water spends months studying
these projects, and I fully understand
the concern that the authorizing com-
mittee has made, but we tried to very
carefully protect those differences
with the authorizing committee and
thought, 3 weeks ago, that we had an
understanding that we had built a
fence around those projects that are
very high in priority, and very neces-
sary, yet construction would not start
on those projects until they were au-
thorized, but much-needed engineer-
ing and studies could continue. They
can only continue if they were appro-
priated money in this supplemental
appropriation.

Let us take a look at some of the
projects that are not going to be in
this bill. Mobile Harbor has a benefit-
cost ratio of 4.7 to 1. A very necessary
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project for export badly needed to
meet our balance of trade.

Mississippi River ship channel, in
the gulf to Baton Rouge, it has a B/C
ratio of 8.2 to 1. One of the vital links
in our transportation system in this
country. Gulfport Harbor, a safety im-
provement. Very badly needed for an
unsafe harbor today. Yet, it will not be
included in this bill that we can cor-
rect it.

Norfolk Harbor. The coal industry at
one time was very large in our coun-
try. The export market is still there,
except we do not have a port today
that the large colliers can get in and
get out and make it profitable. So the
coal importing countries do not import
from the United States any more. Nor-
folk Harbor would help correct this
and put us back and be competitive
with the rest of the world.

Lock and dam 26 above St. Louis, at
Alton, IL. A second lock is very badly
needed to get the grain out of Minne-
sota, and Iowa and the Dakotas so
that it can be exported.

The Gallipolis on the Ohio River;
West Virginia-Ohio. A bottleneck
where the tows have to be broken
today. Maybe as high as 3 days tows
have to wait and pay demurrage while
they wait to get through this antiquat-
ed lock system. Yet, we are not going
to correct it.

The list goes on of the projects that
your subcommittee put in and your
full committee put in because they are
high priority. When you go back
home, you tell the people back home

and the American Taxpayers Union,
whatever that group is; certainly not
businesspeople representing that orga-

nization, that would fight badly
needed projects like this, it would
create jobs, and make us competitive.

When you go back home and your
coal miners ask you: “Why can't we
export coal any more? Why are we no
longer working?” Your factories will
say we are no longer able to export be-
cause the ports are not deep enough;
they are not clear enough; they are
not safe enough.

When you tell your people back
home, well, we buckled under because
there was a little, internal argument
inside the House of Representatives
about whose turf was being stepped
upon. The American people are dis-
gusted, rightfully so, that we bicker
among ourselves here because we do
not want to step on someone’s turf.

So when we are no longer competi-
tive and the national debt continues to
climb because we can not be competive
for need of better ports and transpor-
tation in this county. Tell them it is an
“internal problem”; explain that we
have a problem inside; that we have to
wait for another committee to do its
job before we can correct the prob-
lems.

Well, I think it is high time that this
Congress goes on and does what needs
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to be done. Your Appropriations Com-
mittee does not like the posture we are
put in. But if America is to be competi-
tive, and we must be, we cannot let
little differences here interfere.

I am sorry we have the rule that we
have today; it is not the proper rule,
but it is the best in town we have
today. We have got some things in this
supplemental that must be appropri-
ated. I will vote for the rule; I know
you are going to have to hold what-
ever you have to do do it. But it is
badly needed.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. BROwWN].

Mr. BROWN of Colorado. I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time and the opportunity to share
some thoughts with my colleagues on
this particular rule.

Mr. Speaker, this rule sets a very im-
portant precedent: What we are decid-
ing with this rule is whether or not we
will waive requirements to comply
with the Budget Act. While we may
have different priorities, while we may
have different interests, everyone in
this Chamber shares concern about
the overwhelming deficit this country
has accumulated.

Two hundred and fourteen billion
dollars is the latest estimate of this
year’'s deficit. It appears it will be
higher than that with the slowdown in
the economy in recent months. Ladies
and gentlemen, this bill throws that
Budget Act out. It says in this rule
that we will ignore the budget; that we
will not stay within the limits; that we
will waive even those liberal guide-
lines. This is a very clear and precise
vote. It is a test of whether or not we
have the willingness to stay within
that budget guideline.

The guidelines call for an enormous
deficit; one of the largest of any coun-
try in the history of the world. What
we are seeing with this rule is that we
are going to throw even those guide-
lines out; that in effect we want a defi-
cit even bigger than $214 billion.
Ladies and gentlemen, the issue is not
just the billions of increased spending.
The issue is a test of whether this
House will live with any limit; whether
we will give credence to any budget
plan; whether we are willing to stand
within any guidelines.

If we are to have any credibility at
all in putting this country back on the
road of controlling deficits and inter-
est, we have to turn this rule down.
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I hope before the Members vote on
this rule they will give consideration
to the precedent we are establishing.
If we pass this rule and pass this sup-
plemental, we are saying that we are
going to ignore the calls of the Ameri-
can people to bring fiscal sanity to this
Nation’s budget.
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Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I know,
as I said in the beginning, this is a
complicated rule, but we need to have
this bill on the floor, and I urge the
adoption of the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of
our time to the leader on this side, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL].

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DursBiN). The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MicHEL]
for 6 minutes.

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

Mr. Speaker, notwithstanding some
of the comments, good comments, that
have been made by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER], the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
Brown], and our whip on our side, the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
Lottl, the gentleman from Illinois is
constrained to support the rule, and
for any number of reasons.

Pirst of all, if we might clear the air
a little bit here, yes, it is a $14 billion
total supplemental appropriation bill,
and there are some items in here,
frankly, I wish were not in the meas-
ure, but we also know there is $3% bil-
lion in here for the Social Security
Trust Fund to cover the military obli-
gation that we have in that particular
area.

There is nearly $4 billion in here for
the Commodity Credit Corporation for
our agricultural communities.

Yes, there is $1% billion for Israel,
and $500 million for Egypt in both
economic and military assistance.

I think there is nearly $2 billion for
pay supplemental and veterans' bene-
fits of $200 million.

There is also $245 million to give
better protection to our State Depart-
ment facilities abroad, prompted by
the recent terrorist bombings that
have taken place.

There is even a budgeted item in
here for student loans of $665 million.

So there are some very meritorious
things in this package of supplemen-
tals, and it ought not to be simply dis-
credited out of hand. As for the ex-
cesses, every Member certainly is enti-
tled to express himself on those and
yes on the process and mechanism by
which we are considering this bill.

The whip, the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. LoTtTr]l pointed out very
forcefully, I thought, the machina-
tions of the Committee on Rules in de-
nying Members on the other side of
the aisle cosponsorship of that very
critical amendment that has to do
with aid to the Contras. That is the
prinicpal reason why this Member has
to support this rule wholeheartedly,
because the need for that assistance is
urgent and paramount and cannot be
delayed any longer. It would be good if
we could have it isolated as one specif-
ic piece of legislation, but that is not
in the cards.
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This supplemental has got to move,
and move expeditiously. The Speaker
was good enough to offer me several
weeks ago the opportunity to get an-
other shot at providing humanitarian
assistance to the Contras. You will
recall a few weeks ago we lost the vote
on my second amendment by the
narrow margin of two votes. We have
recrafted an amendment in combina-
tion with Mr. McDapE and Mr. STtoMpP
on our side and Mr. MURTHA, Mr.
McCurpy, Mr. ROEMER, and others on
the Democratic side. I understand now
the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. FAsCELL],
is prepared to support what we are
proposing as a group of bipartisan
Members of this House.

I would agree with the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. McCurpy], that
we ought to have a bipartisan ap-
proach on an issue as important as
this one in Central America. It has to
be.

So stripping away all these machina-
tions that have taken place here,
whether one denies this or that
Member visibility, or whatever the
point is, I have no pride of authorship
here. It is a combination of minds
working together to get something
that will pass this House, and that is
of absolute, paramount importance.

So without going into the details of
what our McDade-McCurdy amend-
ment calls for Members will have an
opportunity to speak on the subject
probably next Tuesday when that por-
tion of this measure will be before this
body.

But I want to thank the distin-
guished ranking member for yielding
me this time to at least get these
thoughts off my mind and to maybe
clear the air somewhat. Hopefully the
bill will move along expeditiously and
then, of course, when those very criti-
cal amendments are considered, bear
in mind that there will be 2 hours of
debate on our bipartisan-supported
amendment which I hope will pass
with a very wide margin.

As the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. Lort] has pointed out, there are
also made in order a couple opportuni-
ties to weaken our amendment with
two additional amendments, each of
which will be debated an hour, and
then finally the Barnes-Hamilton
rerun of that measure will be the last
one. As the distinguished member of
the Committee on Rules pointed out,
the last amendment standing, of
course, will prevail. Hopefully Mr. Bo-
land’s and Mr. Gephardt's amend-
ments will be defeated and Barnes-
Hamilton will finally be rejected after
adoption of our bipartisan amend-
ment. In other words the first vote will
come on the bipartisan amendment.
We want it to pass with a wide margin
and all three amendments to it defeat-
ed soundly so that on final passage it

is still the bipartisan McDade-McCur-
dy amendment that remains standing
under the procedure outlined in this
rule.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I again
urge adoption of the rule so that we
can get down to the business of consid-
ering this measure.

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I have no
additional requests for time. I urge
adoption of the rule and move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 267, nays
149, not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 143]
YEAS—267

Coleman (TX)
Collins
Conte
Cooper
Coyne
Daniel
Darden
Daschle
Davis

de la Garza
DelLay
Derrick
Dicks
DioGuardi
Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan (ND)
Dowdy
Downey
Duncan
Durbin
Dwyer
Dyson
Early
Eckart (OH)
Edgar
Edwards (CA)
English
Erdreich
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Fazio
Feighan
Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley

Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frost
Fuqua
Garcia
Gaydos
Gephardt
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)

Green
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Hefner
Heftel
Hertel
Hillis
Horton
Hoyer
Hubbard
Hutto
Jeffords
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Jones (TN)
Kaptur
Kasich
Eemp
Kennelly
Kildee
Kindness
Kleczka
Kolter
LaFalce
Lantos
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Lent

Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lipinski
Lloyd
Long
Lowry (WA)
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
MacKay
Madigan
Manton
Markey
Marlenee
Martinez
Matsui

Ackerman
Addabbo
Akaka
Alexander
Anderson
Andrews
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Aspin
Atkins
Barnard
Barnes
Bedell
Beilenson
Bennett
Bentley
Bereuter
Bevill
Biaggi
Bliley
Boehlert
Boggs
Boland
Boner (TN)
Bonior (MI)
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Breaux
Brooks
Brown (CA)
Broyhill
Bruce
Bryant
Burton (CA)
Bustamante
Byron
Campbell
Camney
Carper
Carr
Chandler
Chappell
Cheney
Clay
Clinger
Coble
Coelho
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Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCloskey
MecCurdy
McDade
MecGrath
McHugh
McKernan
McMillan
Meyers
Mica
Michel
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Mineta
Mitchell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moody
Morrison (CT)
Morrison (WA)
Mrazek
Murphy
Myers
Natcher
Neal
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Ortiz
Owens
Panetta

Archer
Armey
AuCoin
Badham
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bates
Berman
Bilirakis
Boulter
Boxer
Broomfield
Brown (CO)
Burton (IN)
Callahan
Chappie
Coats
Cobey
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Conyers
Coughlin
Courter
Craig

Crane
Crockett
Dannemeyer
Daub
Dellums
DeWine
Dickinson
Dornan (CA)

Edwards (OK)
Evans (IA)
Fawell
Fiedler
Fields
Fish
Frank
Franklin
Frenzel
Gallo
Gejdenson
Gekas

Gibbons
Goodling
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Snyder
St Germain
Staggers
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Swift
Synar
Tallon
Tauzin
Taylor

Th (GA)

Rogers
Rose

Rostenkowskl
Roukema
Rowland (GA)

Smith (NJ)
Snowe

NAYS—149

Gradison
Gregg
Grotberg
Hall, Ralph

Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Udall
Valentine
Vander Jagt
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
‘Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whitten
Williams
Wise

Wolf
Wright
Wyden
Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (MO)

Pashayan
Penny
Petri
Porter

Hammerschmidt Ridge

Hartnett
Henry
Hiler

Holt
Hopkins
Howard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hyde
Ireland
Jacobs
Jones (OK)
Kastenmeier
Kolbe
Kostmayer

Lowery (CA)
Lungren
Mack
Martin (IL)
Martin (NY)
McCain
McCandless
MecCollum
McEwen
McEKinney
Miller (WA)
Molinari
Monson
Moorhead
Murtha
Nielson
Oxley
Packard
Parris

Ritter
Roberts

Roe

Roemer

Roth
Rowland (CT)
Saxton

Schaefer
Schroeder
Schuette
Schulze
Sensenbrenner
Shaw
Shumway
Shuster
Sikorski
Siljander
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (NH)
S8mith, Denny
Smith, Robert
Solomon
Spence
Stangeland
Strang
Stump
Sundquist
Sweeney
Swindall
Tauke
Thomas (CA)
Vucanovich
Walker
Weaver
Weber

Weiss

Wheat
Whittaker
Wolpe
Wortley
Wylie

Young (FL)
Zschau

NOT VOTING-—17

Dingell
Emerson

Gilman
Gingrich

Hansen
Hendon
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Hunter
Kanjorski
Leath (TX)
Moore

Pursell
Solarz
Spratt
Stallings
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Messrs. HYDE, PARRIS, CALLA-
HAN, ROE, HUGHES, LELAND,
RALPH M. HALL, MOLLOHAN, and
AUuCOIN changed their votes from
“yea’” to “nay.”

Mr. MOLLOHAN changed his vote
from “nay” to “yea.”

So the resolution, as modified, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1787, EXPORT-IMPORT
BANK ACT OF 1945 AMEND-
MENTS

Mr. FROST, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 99-164) on the resolution
(H. Res. 192) providing for the consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 1787) to
amend the Export-Import Bank Act of
1945, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1452, REFUGE ASSIST-
ANCE EXTENSION ACT OF 1985

Mr. FROST, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 99-163) on the resolution
(H. Res. 191) providing for the consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 1452) to
amend the Immigration and National-
ity Act to extend for 2 years the au-
thorization of appropriations for refu-
gee assistance, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

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

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr.
Speaker,
from California’s belief that the
voting machine was in error is in fact
in error and I would ask the Speaker
that immediately following rollcall
vote 141 that I be shown as having
voted “no,” had I voted.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman’s statement will appear in
the RECORD.

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to

apparently this gentleman’
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revise and extend their remarks on the
bill, H.R. 2577, and that I may include
tabular and extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1985

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 2577) making
supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1985,
and for other purposes; and pending
that motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that general debate be
limited to not to exceed 1 hour, the
time to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. ConTE] and myself.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, the gentle-
man's motion is strictly on general
debate and it has nothing to do with
the amendment process; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. WHITTEN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yvield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. WHITTEN. 1 did not understand
the gentleman'’s question.

Mr. WALKER. I was having difficul-
ty hearing the gentleman’s unani-
mous-consent request. If I understood
it correctly, it was for the general
debate only for 1 hour and does not
affect the amendment process; is that
correct?

Mr. WHITTEN. That is correct, and
I believe the rule fixes the time on
many of the amendments.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the Chair,
and I withdraw my reservation of ob-
jection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.
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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 bill,
H.R. 2577, with Mr. Brown of Califor-
nia in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first
reading of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani-
mous-consent agreement, the gentle-
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man from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN]
will be recognized for 30 minutes and
the gentleman 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.

Mr. Chairman, I say that history re-
peats itself. In 1959 President Eisen-
hower vetoed the public works bill,
and we failed to override that veto. It
went back to the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and we cut all of the projects
by 2% percent; passed the bill again,
sent it to the President; he vetoed it
again, but this time we overrode the
President’s veto.

Then, as now, the argument was
whether we should look after our own
country or spend all of our money on
foreign aid and other things, much of
it, abroad.

Here we bring you a bill in which we
attempt to look after public works
projects which are badly needed in the
United States. For 10 years we have
not had an authorization for public
works signed into law.

We do not have the gold and silver
today to back our money. But we do
have our country, and for 10 years we
have been unable to get an authoriza-
tion bill through the Congress that is
needed for its development and protec-
tion.

This is despite the fact that we have
very able men on our Public Works
Committee and other legislative com-
mittees. It is not their fault. They
have tried and tried. But the fact that
we have been unable to enact authori-
zation bills of a general nature into
law means that we are in a difficult
situation here today. I regret that the
Rules Committee had to bring out the
rule that they did.

We bring a bill here today that is
$69 million below the President’s rec-
ommendation. I call your attention to
the fact that only a few weeks ago the
President asked for a $2.5 billion in-
crease in foreign aid for 2 months. I
have had letter after letter condemn-
ing the money in here that is for
public works in our own country. I
have not had a single letter complain-
ing about what is being added as an in-
crease for foreign countries, $2,375
million.

Is it not ridiculous for us to get in
that situation?

We had better start looking after
our own country, because defense and
all the rest are dependent on how we
take care of it.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation is es-
sential. It provides needed funds for
dozens and dozens of essential Govern-
ment programs.

After months of hearings and delib-
eration, this bill is $69,111,900 below




June 6, 1985

the overall amount recommended by
the President and provides a total
amount of funding of $13,490,749,000
all of which was requested by your
President and my President. Of the
amounts recommended by the commit-
tee, over 46 percent is considered rela-
tively uncontrollable under existing
law. The committee took actions to re-
scind $807,201,000 in previously appro-
priated funds that were deemed to be
no longer necessary and recommended
transfers of budget authority totaling
some $892,067,000. The bill as reported
is also well within the assumptions for
the revised 1985 levels of the House
passed budget resolution.

The committee bill is below the
budget requests of the administration.
In developing the bill the committee
found it necessary to reflect its own
judgment and to rearrange budget pri-
orities in a few critical areas. This was
done with prudence.

Let me quote from the committee
report:

In preparing this measure, attention was
given to the fact that we must work to
reduce the deficit and work toward a bal-
anced budget, at a level high enough to pro-
tect essential activity. A sound economy and
strong public support is necessary in order
to maintain national defense. It is absolute-
ly necessary that we must protect and devel-
op our physical resources such as our rivers
and harbors, our land and our forests, if we
are to remain strong and if we are to contin-
ue our position in world affairs. The Com-
mittee agrees that our nation must keep the
wheels of industry turning, for our present
debt is such that increased domestic produc-
tion is essential.

Mr. Chairman, this is a balanced bill
which touches nearly every agency
and department of the Government
and every part of the Nation.

The measure before us provides
funding for the elderly, for the young,
for the farmers, for the military, for
students, for national energy needs,
and for our Nation’s natural resources.

And Mr. Chairman, before we com-
plete consideration of the bill, we will
also address the Contra issue.

Also, Mr. Chairman, this bill pro-
vides a total of more than $1,700 mil-
lion for supplemental pay costs to
cover the expense of the January 1,
1985, pay increase recommended by
the President for Federal employees.

Mr. Chairman, some of the high-
lights of the bill include the following:

Selected major highlights
[In millions of dollars]
Program supplementals:
Rental housing assistance—rescis-

Other rescissions

Payment to the Social
trust fund

Aid to Israel and Eygpt (subject to
enactment of authorization legis-
lation and submission of a
budget request)

Guaranteed student loans

Food stamps

Commodity Credit Corporation

319
3,936

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

State Department—security sup-
plemental and buildings abroad...
International financial institutions
Veterans benefits .........cccccervverirennronss
Payment to the Postal Service
fund

Family social service

Student financial assistance (Pell

grants)

Rail service assistance

National Forest System

Federal Crop Insurance Program ...

All other miscellaneous items

Mr. Chairman, let me say that this
bill is the result of considerable effort
by many, many people. First I want to
thank the ranking minority member
of the committee, Mr. CoNTE of Massa-
chusetts, and all of the subcommittee
chairmen and ranking minority mem-
bers for their contributions. The bill
before you basically reflects the rec-
ommendations of the subcommittees.
Of course, all 57 members of the com-
mittee have been involved in its prepa-
ration. I believe this bill deserves your
support.

Recently I made some study of the
earlier days of our Congress when we
had the Articles of Confederation, and
when we had the various States, and
they wished to put everything back on
the States. It did not work at all.

Did you ever think about why we
have the word “United” in our Na-
tion’s name? It is because they
brought all of the States together
under the Constitution to work to-
gether, and we do not have two sets of
people; citizens of the States are citi-
zens of the United States. We are one
and the same.

So I say to you as we come to consid-
er this bill, let us decide whether we
want to take care of our domestic
needs first and then we can look
around and see what we want to do for
others. It is high time we did it.

History repeats itself. In 1959 Mr.
Eisenhower was President and he
vetoed the public works bill because it
had 67 new starts. We failed to over-
ride his veto. It came back to commit-
tee and I made the motion for it with
the support of the late Mike Kirwan,
and the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. NarcHER] who is here now. We
reduced all projects by 2% percent and
sent it back to the President with the
new starts retained in the bill. As Mr.
Kirwan said, it is the only time that it
has been successfully done in history.
And I used this argument: Do you
mean that you are going to let a
budget officer determine what
projects which you are going to have
and which you are going to surren-
der—the obligation and the authority
we have as a Congress to pick out the
projects that we believe in? Are you
going to have to wait for 10-year-old
authorizations, because for so many
years we have been unable to get an
authorizing bill enacted into law.

I say the time has come, and I have
said it to the Rules Committee, for the

245
237
219

169
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Congress to speak up and meet its obli-
gation to the people of this Nation. I
voted for the New York bailout, I
voted for the Chrysler loan, because
they were sound. This is a big country.
I hope you will help us to treat all sec-
tions fairly and equally.
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I repeat, the funds in this bill are
badly needed.

AGRICULTURE

Mr. Chairman, as the gentlemen
know, I continue as chairman of the
Subcommittee of the Appropriations
Committee for Agriculture. Now in the
area of agriculture our Government
has held farm production off of world
markets and given our export markets
to our competitors. All the money that
they charge up to farmers as a cost of
the Farm Program was in part paid to
him because they would not let him
sell his product. On four occasions the
administration has issued embargoes
on our exports where the farmers
could not sell. But the middleman who
bought from the farmer was paid for
his loss when you would not let him
ship to Russia or Japan or these other
places. But if you produced the food
or the commodities they did not do
anything to help pay you for the loss
of your market.

Today we have $212 billion of debt
in agriculture. When at the end of this
year the farmers owe interest on that
debt, plus the interest on this year’s
loan, plus the debt for this year, prac-
tically all will be bankrupt.

Mr. Chairman, today’'s Wall Street
Journal contains an excellent descrip-
tion of the critical problem now faced
by farmers and others involved with
the farm economy.

Let me read some of the points men-
tioned in the article:

The battered farm economy has deterio-
rated in recent weeks, shoving farm lenders
and their customers deeper into the morass.

- - - L] -

The Federal Deposit Insurance Corp.’s
problem bank list now includes 371 farm
banks; last June, the figure was 231.
Twenty-four of the 43 banks that have
‘f:alled so far this year were agricultural

Farm banks—so called because at least a
quarter of their loans are to farmers—and
other commercial banks with agriculture
portfolios together have about $51 billion in
farm exposure. As much as 50% of that
debt, or $25.5 billion, is now ‘“dangerously
delinquent or soon to be.”

L] L] - - -

Some bankers predict that as many as 20
Iowa banks will fail this year. In 1984, three
failed.

L] L] L] . -

The farm banks' land problem also is get-
ting worse. Through farm failures and fore-
closures, banks in recent months have been
accumulating farmland in many areas faster
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t}lan at almost anytime since the Depres-
sion.

Mr. Chairman, it is critical that
Members understand the severity of
this problem. Agriculture is our larg-
est single industry; it is larger than
the auto, steel, and housing industries
combined. It is the foundation of our
whole economy. A fall in farm income
always led off every depression. The
warning signs are out.

We have $500,000 in this bill for a
survey to determine how much of the
present debt was incurred because the
Government would not let the farmers
sell their products, or would not help
him to keep part of the world market.
As a nation it appears now that we will
be forced to suspend payment of that
part of the debt caused by embargo.

I think that that is highly essential.

We have other provisions for agri-
culture, but the controversy here
seems to be on the water projects
which are so essential to our major
cities and to all parts of the Nation.

I repeat again at this stage and I will
speak later on this matter: Should we
not retain to ourselves the obligation
or the right to exercise our obligation
to look after the welfare of our coun-
try, because of the debts we owe? The
President’s budget shows us that our
debt is going to be $2 trillion by the
end of 1986, $2 trillion. Can we afford
to let our country go to pot if we are
to meet such unbelievable debt? We
could leave our children and our chil-
dren’s children all the money in the
world, but without a strong land itself
they would not make it. But if we pro-
tect our soil, prevent our rivers from
flooding, if we take care of our coun-
try, with our harbors developed, with
our streams controlled, with water
supply available for our cities then
their future can be good for they
could set up their own financial
system. If you do not go along with
this bill and hope that in conference
we can take care of the projects that
may be left out under this rule, if you
do not go along we are going to have a
serious situation in our own country.

So I ask the gentlemen’s help in
going along with the position of our
committee. I hope we can handle this
matter in such a way that we will have
some leeway in conference so that we
can look at the projects that the com-
mittee provided for in this bill and let
the Congress again regain its control
from the Office of Budget and Man-
agement. We will be living up to our
responsibility. We will retain in the
Congress the right to designate public
works projects.

I hope the gentlemen will go along
with us. I am glad to see my colleagues
have voted for the rule.

For those unauthorized projects
which go out, I hope we can provide
for them in conference, subject of
course to later approval by the Con-
gress. Since for 10 years the authoriz-
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ing committee has been unable to au-
thorize new projects, it is up to us to
fill the void. These projects are sup-
ported by the local people, by their
Representatives in Congress and are
very much needed. I am going to do
my best in conference to see that they
are taken care of as we do under the
rule for authorized projects.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for the support
of all my colleagues for this essential
legislation.

Give us a chance to help our col-
leagues, many of whom have waited 10
years for equal treatment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] has
consumed 10 minutes.

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

Mr, Chairman, in the past 4 years
this House has considered nine general
supplementals. These bills fit a pat-
tern, and the bill before us today is cut
from the same cloth.

First, consistent with the pattern,
most of the money is in a few accounts
where we appropriate the amount re-
quested by the President for routine
supplementals.

In this bill, $10.6 billion, or 80 per-
cent of the total, is in 11 programs
where we have provided the exact
amount of the budget estimate, and
which includes food stamps, CCC, the
international banks, Israel and Egypt,
veterans' benefits, retired Federal em-
ployees, and a payment to the Social
Security Trust Fund for military serv-
ice credits.

This part of the bill is like a shiny
new car, It is expensive, but you don't
have to look under the hood to know
that it will get you home.

I wish that we could pass this part of
the bill separately, so that our veter-
ans, and people on food stamps, could
have their benefits while we stage our
annual performance of “roll out the
barrel.”

Unfortunately, they will wait while
we play.

That brings me to the rest of the
money in the bill, which is only $2.9
billion, and which is shown in the com-
mittee report as $69 million under
budget.

However, that $69 million under
budget is like a used car with only 69
miles on the odometer. You should
look under the hood, and check the
odometer very carefully, before you
try to drive that car off the lot.

And if you know where to look, you
will find that the odometer on this bill
has been set back.

For example, if you look on page 7T
of the report, you will see that the bill
contains $278 million in rescissions,
which is accurate. But you will also see
that there was no request for these re-
scissions, which is not accurate. Of the
$278 million in budget authority re-
scinded in this bill, $239 million was in
fact requested by the President on
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February 6 of this year. If those rescis-
sions are scored as requested, which
they were, then the bill is over budget
by $170 million.

In fact, on February 6 the President
proposed a total of $1.8 billion in re-
scissions, and by rescinding only $278
million, we are actually over budget by
a total of $1.5 billion.

Now that you have adjusted the
speedometer, you should look under
the hood.

And you will find that the commit-
tee, like the master political mechan-
ics that we are, have made some ad-
justments.

We cut $885 million from the supple-
mental request for defense pay costs,
and we approved $39 million in rescis-
sions which were in fact not requested
by the President.

We used those savings to finance
$163 million in unbudgeted pay sup-
plementals, and $932 million in un-
budgeted program supplementals.

Next, take the cap off the distribu-
tor, and look very carefully at the
wiring.

The pay supplementals that we re-
ceived from the administration re-
quired that DOD absorb only 26 per-
cent of its additional pay costs, while
all other agencies had to absorb 72
percent. I think those priorities were
wrong, and so did the committee.

By cutting $885 million from DOD
pay, and adding $162 million for other
agencies, we provide that both DOD
and the civilian agencies absorb 56
percent of their additional pay costs. I
think those priorities are right, and
deserve your support.

When we added $932 million in un-
budgeted program supplementals, we
included $171 million for 65 new water
projects, which have a total cost now
estimated at $4 billion. While several
of the worst projects were stricken by
the full committee, it remains to be
seen whether we can reach a compro-
mise with the Senate which will be ac-
ceptable to the administration.

We added $168.6 million to cover the
additional revenue forgone by the
Postal Service due to volume increases
and the rate increases implemented in
February of this year.

We added $55.5 million for guaran-
teed student loans, which is the addi-
tional amount required under current
law.

We added $287 million for Pell
grants, which is the additional amount
required to continue assistance with a
maximum award of $2,100 and a cost
of attendance limit of 60 percent as
provided by current law.

We added $35.6 million for foster
care and adoption assistance, which is
the additional amount required under
current law.

We added $45 million for the Bureau
of Land Management to cover funds
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already borrowed and spent for emer-
gency firefighting costs.

That’s how it looks under the hood.

Most of the program supplementals
are required under existing law. Our
proposed pay supplementals are,
frankly, more fair and equitable than
those recommended by the adminis-
tration.

While I cannot support the water
projects on their own, they are only
one chapter in this bill.

Each Member must make his or her
own judgment, but for my part, I
intend to give this car a test drive.

Mr. Chairman, when 1 testified
before the Rules Committee I suggest-
ed that if the money for Nicaragua
ends up being put in here it might be
called pork insurance, to secure the
administration's support for some of
these water projects. In fact, I wonder
whether the Nicaragua money should
really be put in the agriculture section
of the bill.

In full committee, we made some im-
provements in the water section of the
bill—and the gentleman from Alabama
is to be commended for that effort.
We removed two projects, and added
cost sharing language to the Animas
La Plata project in Colorado. But the
section is still objectionable

I talked a minute ago about how you
should look under the hood and kick
the tires of this car. Well, unless we
adopt some of the amendments today
to cut back on these water projects,
you'd also better look behind the car
and see if you're dragging about 5 bil-
lion dollars’ worth of cement and con-
crete. Even if it doesn’t stop you com-
pletely, it's sure going to kill your
miles per gallon.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. CoNTE] has
consumed 8 minutes.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require to
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
NATcHER], a member of the committee.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman,
chapter VIII of the fiscal year 1985
supplemental appropriations bill, H.R.
2577, includes $4,592,841,000 for the
Departments and Agencies under the
jurisdiction of the Labor, Health and
Human Services and Education Sub-
committee. This is an increase of
$384,091,000 over the amount request-
ed by the President. Of the total rec-
ommended in the bill, $4,299,841,000—
94 percent—is for entitlement activi-
ties where payments are mandated
under existing law. This includes an
indefinite appropriation of not to
exceed $3,500,000,000 for payments to
the Social Security Trust Funds re-
quired by the Social Security Amend-
ments of 1983. This payment adjusts
the credit to the trust funds made in
1983 for pre-1957 military service wage
credits. This appropriation is described
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in detail on pages 110 and 111 of the
committee report. Other mandatory
payments include $79,495,000 for
foster care and adoption assistance
programs authorized by title IV-E of
the Social Security Aet and
$720,346,000 for the Guaranteed Stu-
dent Loan Program.

Chapter VIII includes a supplemen-
tal amount of $287 million for the Pell
Grant Program. Adding this amount
to the $3,325 million included in the
1985 Appropriations Act will provide a
total of $3,612 million for Pell grant
awards for the coming academic year
1985-86.

In the 1985 appropriation for the
Department of Education we recom-
mended, and Congress approved, a
maximum Pell grant award of $2,100
up to a limit of 60 percent of the cost
of attendance at a college or universi-
ty. These provisions were included in
the appropriation bill signed by the
President on November 8, 1984.

In the 1985 supplemental budget
submitted by the President on Febru-
ary 4, 1985, as request was included to
reduce the maximum Pell grant from
$2,100 to $2,000 up to 50 percent of the
cost of attendance. We examined this
request from the President and found
that almost 1 million low income stu-
dents would receive little or no in-
crease in their Pell grant award.

The subcommittee recommended
going along part way with the budget
request by providing a maximum grant
of $2,100 up to 50 percent of the cost
of attendance. But this action would
also have resulted in many low income
students attending public community
colleges not receiving any increase in
their Pell grant award.

In full committee, I offered an
amendment which was adopted to
retain the maximum grant of $2,100
up to 60 percent of the cost of attend-
ance. I felt we were right last year
when the 1985 appropriation was en-
acted and I still feel that we should
stay with it and make no changes. Mil-
lions of low income students have been
counting on some increase in their Pell
grant award, and I think we should
help them as much as we can.

There is a shortfall in the Pell grant
program from 1983 and 1984 appro-
priations of $468 million. The adminis-
tration has proposed to borrow this
amount from the 1985 appropriation
and we have agreed to allow them to
cover the prior years’ shortfalls in this
manner. However it would be more ap-
propriate for the administratior. to
submit a budget request to cover prior
years' shortfalls so that continued bor-
rowing would not be necessary.

In any case, we want to make it clear
that the supplemental bill includes
sufficient funds to provide a $2,100
maximum Pell grant up to 60 percent
of the cost of attendance. In the 1986
appropriation bill, the whole matter of
Pell grant funding will be considered
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including the problem of prior years’
shortfalls.

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

Mr. Chairman, the minority agrees
with the gentleman from Kentucky,
chairman of the subcommittee on
Labor-Health and Human Services—
Education.

Mr. Chairman, the labor, health and
human services, and education section
of this supplemental contains a rela-
tively small number of money items,
compared to a number of other sec-
tions, although a large Social Security
item makes the amount of funding
proposed quite significant.

This section provides $4.593 billion
in program supplementals for labor,
health and human services, and educa-
tion programs, $384 million over the
budget request.

Of that total, $4.3 billion is for man-
datory items that need to be provided:
$3.5 billion for Social Security, $720
million for guaranteed student loans,
and $79.5 million for adoption assist-
ance and foster care.

The balance is for discretionary pro-
grams, for which there was no admin-
istration request for funds: $287 mil-
lion for Pell grants and $6 million in
first-time funding for the Family Vio-
lence Prevention and Services Act.
There is also $30 million in trust fund
money provided for State unemploy-
ment insurance operations.

The largest item is the $3.5 billion
for Social Security, and deserves a
word of explanation. It represents the
second installment of cashing out the
pre-1957 military service credits, as re-
quired by the Social Security bailout
legislation passed in 1983. The admin-
istration requested the full $3.5 bil-
lion, but since the actual requirement
won't be finally determined until Sep-
tember 30, the bill provides an indefi-
nite appropriation of up to $3.5 billion.

Another $1.07 billion is for Student
Financial Assistance Programs. $720
million is for guaranteed student
loans, $665 million of which, requested
by the administration, is to cover
shortfalls in fiscal year 1984 and fiscal
year 1985. The remaining $55 million,
added by the committee, is to cover
the cost of State administrative allow-
ances and loan advances, which the
Department had proposed to eliminate
in fiscal year 1985, but which a
number of States indicated could lead
to serious problems in their adminis-
tration of the program; $287 million is
for Pell grants, to cover estimated
shortfalls in the current program
during fiscal year 1985. The adminis-
tration had requested reducing the
maximum grant and cost of attend-
ance allowance from the $2,100/60
percent provided for in the fiscal year
1985 labor, HHS, and education appro-
priations bill. The committee chose
not to reduce the scope of the pro-
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gram, but rather to provide the funds
necessary to meet the Congressional
Budget Office estimates of the full
cost of the program at a $2,100 maxi-
mum grant, 60 percent cost of attend-
ance allowance level.

It should be pointed out, however,
that the Pell Grant Program remains
seriously underfunded. This supple-
mental does not address shortfalls in
the program accumulated during fiscal
years 1983 and 1984, estimated by the
Department of Education to amount
to $468 million. Somehow this will still
need to be addressed in the near
future, and represents a serious prob-
em.

I would like to call attention to the
$6 million in first-time funding for the
Family Violence Prevention and Serv-
ices Act, passed as title III of the child
abuse amendments at the end of the
last Congress. This was an amendment
I offered in full committee. It will pro-
vide funds to the States to set up shel-
ters for battered spouses and their
children. A small portion of the funds,
15 percent, will go toward the estab-
lishment of a National Clearinghouse
on Family Violence Prevention and to
make training and technical assistance
grants to local and State law enforce-
ment agencies to provide means for ef-
fectively responding to incidents of
family violence.

Domestic violence is a major prob-
lem that we have swept under the rug
for too long. When the authorization
bill was being considered in the House,
some figures were used that there may
be something like 6 million cases of
spouse abuse a year, with some 2,000
to 4,000 spouses battered to death.

This program will serve as seed
money, providing funds that have to
be matched on the State and local
levels to set up shelters. No shelter
can receive funding for more than 3
years, and the matching requirement
goes up each of the 3 years. So we will
not be setting up another Federal bu-
reaucracy here, but using Federal
funds in their most effective way, as
seed money and as an incentive to en-
courage involvement on all levels in
this issue so deserving of attention.

I am pleased to say that this amend-
ment received a wide degree of biparti-
san support in Congress from the Con-
gressional Caucus on Women's Issues,
of which I am a member, members of
the Select Committee on Children,
Youth, and Families, and many indi-
vidual Members in the House and the
Senate. It also enjoyed the support of
many organizations, such as the Asso-
ciation of Junior Leagues, and organi-
zations in my congressional district,
such as the Women’s Services Center
in Pittsfield.

The other major funding item in
this section is $79.5 million for foster
care and adoption assistance, two re-
cently created entitlements that are
now growing by leaps and bounds. The
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administration requested the $79.5
million, but request that $35.6 million
of it be transferred from other pro-
grams. The committee agreed with the
overall amount, but not with the
transfer, and so provided the full $79.5
million by supplemental funds.

Finally, in this section of H.R. 25717,
there are a number of bill and report
provisions, of greater or lesser signifi-
cance, dealing with the timing or con-
ditions relating to appropriations
items provided in previous appropria-
tions action.

There is one of these I would draw
special attention to. The report lan-
guage concerning the Area Health
Education Center Program is of con-
cern to me. It involves a very technical
matter of interpretation of the au-
thorization legislation relating to the
availability of special initiatives
grants. The situation is that there are
a few States that have rather unique
AHEC setups, involving regional
AHEC's that were set up over a stag-
gered period of time. Some of those re-
gional AHEC's have completed their 6
years of core Federal support, while
other regional AHEC’s in the State are
still in their 6-year core support
period.

In 1981, in the Omnibus Reconcilia-
tion Act, a Special Initiatives Program
was set up to allow small grants to
those AHEC's that had completed
their 6 years of core support for inno-
vation and development. That act did
not take any special recognition of the
unique way that the AHEC's Program
is set up in two or three States across
the country, and the question is how
those unique programs should be
treated under the Special Initiatives
Program. Since the statute is not
clear, one must turn to the report lan-
guage, where it is clear that the pur-
pose of the new program was to pro-
vide a grant program to AHEC's that
had exhausted their core support. And
since that is the clear intent of the
program, the statute should be inter-
preted accordingly, to make the Spe-
cial Initiatives Program available to
AHEC’s that have exhausted their
core support, including those regional
AHEC's that have done so. It is my
belief that the Office of the Secretary
in the Department of Health and
Human Services should reconsider the
position of the Health Resources and
Services Administration on this issue,
in light of the need to make the inter-
pretation of the statute reflect the
intent of Congress in creating the pro-
gram. There is absolutely no clear pro-
gram or policy reason to sidetrack this
intent through a narrow reading of
the statute that goes off on a techni-
cal interpretation not clearly ground-
ed in the meaning of the statute or in
the intent of the Congress, and I
would urge the Department, on this
small issue of great importance to me,
to reconsider the issue accordingly.
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Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. BoLAND].

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, chap-
ter VI, the HUD-independent agencies
chapter, is truly noncontroversial. I'll
take just a few minutes to highlight
the key provisions of this chapter.

We have included supplemental ap-
propriations of $239,700,000. Offset-
ting that amount, a total of
$628,846,000 is proposed for rescission.
And of that amount—$24,906,000 is in
response to section 2901 of the Deficit
Reduction Act of 1984.

Under the Department of Housing
and Urban Development, the commit-
tee is recommending that an addition-
al $528,940,000 of section 236 budget
authority be rescinded. This action
will complete the conversion of units
receiving rental assistance payments
to the Section 8 Subsidy Program.
This conversion process has been un-
derway for a number of years. It pro-
vides a long-term solution to the prob-
lem of inadequate funding to amend
RAP contracts.

Second, under HUD, the administra-
tion proposed that $253,137,569 of
excess 1985 public housing operating
subsidy funds, be rescinded. The com-
mittee has recommended reducing
that rescission to $75 million and the
bill also includes language which will
permit unutilized funds to be carried
over from 1985 to 1986. In reducing
the rescission, the committee recog-
nizes that additional funds will be re-
quired in 1986 over and above the
budget request of $1,010 million. To
meet actual performance funding
system requirements for operating
subsidies next year.

The committee has included
$500,000 under the Consumer Product
Safety Commission to continue the
interagency study of cigarette fire
safety. The purpose of this effort is to
study cigarettes which are more rapid-
ly extinquished to reduce the risk of
household fires.

In connection with the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency the committee
is recommending a supplemental ap-
propriation of $20 million to help im-
plement EPA's expanded responsibil-
ities under amendments to the Re-
source Conservation and Recovery Act
passed last November. In order to pro-
vide EPA with the resources to under-
take these new activities the commit-
tee approved a $21 million reprogram-
ming in January. This $20 million sup-
plemental appropriation will add 50
work-years and provide the necessary
funds for meeting the new permitting
and enforcement activities outlined in
the legislation.

With respect to the Veterans' Ad-
ministration, the committee has in-
cluded the requested $175 million for
compensation and pensions and $44.2
million for readjustment benefits.
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These amounts will provide funding
for added entitlement benefits author-
ized by the Congress last year.

For increased VA pay costs, the com-
mittee is recommending supplemental
appropriations of $186,050,000 in new
budget authority and $2,712,000 in
transfers. This involves the largest
single increase in our chapter—$80
million for the VA’s medical care ap-
propriation. The administration had
requested a $72,524,000 supplemental
appropriation in medical care and pro-
posed that the VA absorb an addition-
al $106,695,000.

Requiring the VA to absorb more
than $100 million would cause medical
care staffing to drop 2,100 positions
below the 193,941 established when
Congress passed and the President
signed the 1985 HUD-Independent
Agencies Appropriation Act.

I want to make clear that the com-
mittee does not agree that hospital
staffing should be reduced. Such
action not only limits the number of
patients that can be treated—but—
more importantly—it reduces the qual-
ity of care to levels that could threat-
en the safety of the VA patients.

For those reasons, the committee
has recommended that $152,524,000 be
provided for increased pay costs in the
medical care account. This increase of
$80 million will allow the VA to main-
tain an average employment of 193,941
and avoid unnecessary and potentially
damaging reductions in required medi-
cal activities.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to
touch on an item that is not included
in the bill. The Federal Emergency
Management Agency proposed a trans-
fer of $3.1 million to the salaries and
expenses appropriation from the
emergency management planning and
assistance account to cover a projected
salary shortfall of approximately $3
million. In addition, FEMA requested
that $2,472,000 be transferred from
the same account to provide for in-
creased pay costs.

The committee is not recommending
any transfer of funds the report on
page 99 details the rationale behind
this action—but I would like to touch
on one or two points.

The simple fact is that FEMA has
been employing more people than it
can support on an annual basis. But
what is more troubling is that the
Agency and its management has been
aware of the problem and has not
taken action to correct it.

This management problem dates
back to fiscal year 1984 when the
Agency obligated $3.7 million more for
salary costs than were budgeted. The
additional funds were taken from
other objects such as travel and equip-
ment. And today—1 year later—FEMA
still has more employees on board
than it can support. This violates ex-
isting law which states that funds
should be apportioned to prevent obli-
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gations or expenditures at a rate that
would require a supplemental appro-
priation. The fact is that FEMA is
technically in violation of the Anti-De-
ficiency Act.

Also, contributing to the problem is
the fact that unused funds targeted
for salaries under the Government
preparedness activity were used to
augment the management function.
FEMA took this action without in-
forming the committee and in clear
violation of established reprogram-
ming procedures. At the end of fiscal
year 1984, approximately 100 people
were augmenting the management
function—but the simple fact is that
the Agency did not have the funds
available to support those positions.

The committee’s recommendation is
intended to force the agency to reduce
employment now rather than later.
The fact is that even if all the funds
requested for transfer were provided
in 1985—FEMA would still have to
reduce employment by several hun-
dred positions in order to get down to
a level that it can support in 1986.

Mr. Chairman, this situation is intol-
erable. The Agency is purposely at-
tempting to force the Congress to pro-
vide a supplemental appropriation.
For all practical purposes, FEMA man-
agement is ignoring the problem—be-
cause that management expects the
Congress to come to its rescue. In
other words, FEMA is telling us that
unless we provide the money—it will
furlough hundreds of employees.

I recognize that this action is
tough—it is difficult—but I believe it is
necessary. Why is it necessary—be-
cause it goes to the very heart of the
constitutional relationship of the Con-
gress and the executive branch as it
relates to the power of the purse. I
urge the Members of this House to
support the committee’'s recommenda-
tion.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, chapter
VI of this bill, the HUD and independ-
ent agencies chapter is very noncon-
troversial, but does meet some impor-
tant national needs. I should like to
detail just a few.

This bill includes $56 million for the
EPA to continue its work in imple-
menting the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act, enacted last year.
This money is to be used for salaries
and expenses, largely for hazardous
waste permitting and enforcement ac-
tivities. This act forms an important
part of our national environmental
policy and money appropriated for
this purpose is a sound investment.

We have provided the Veterans' Ad-
ministration with $44.2 million in
funds for readjustment benefits.
These additional funds will assist Viet-
nam-era veterans by increasing their
educational subsistence benefits. This
addition is necessary to make the in-
creased payments authorized by the
Veterans' Benefits Improvement Act
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of 1984. This is consistent with this
House’s support of Vietnam-era veter-
ans and is an important part of our
Nation’s veterans’ programs.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, chapter VI
contains a rescission of $75 million in
operating subsidy money for low-
income housing projects. This is sub-
stantially less than the amount of the
rescission requested by HUD, but re-
flects what we on the subcommittee
believe to be a level that will allow
local public housing authorities to
meet their obligations.

Let me conclude by saying that the
minority is in full agreement with the
chairman of the subcommittee on this
chapter of the bill, and I urge Mem-
bers on this side of the aisle to adopt
this chapter and the bill.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, chapter
VI contains our committee’s recom-
mendations for —$389.2 million, in-
cluding rescissions of budget authority
in the amount of $99.9 million, rescis-
sions of contract authority in the
amount of $528.9 million and $239.7
million in new appropriations.

We have included the administra-
tion’s requests for $175 million to the
Veterans’ Administration for compen-
sation and pensions payments and
$44.2 million to the VA for readjust-
ment benefits, We have approved a de-
ferral request of the National Science
Foundation for $31.5 million in science
education funds, and we have ap-
proved a request from the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration
for clarification of congressional
intent in providing a total of $155.5
million for space station activities in
the fiscal year 1985 appropriation act.
In addition, we have approved $24.9
million in deficit reduction act rescis-
sions, most of which had been pro-
posed by the President in February.

For the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, the committee
has recommended a supplemental re-
scission of $23.4 million in contract au-
thority and $528.9 million in budget
authority in response to revised esti-
mates on the number of conversions
from the Rental Assistance Program
to the Section 8 Program in 1985. We
have also recommended the recission
of $75 million in payments for the op-
eration of low-income housing projects
to address revised estimates on 1985
operating subsidy requirements and
projections for fiscal year 1986 re-
quirements.

With regard to unrequested program
supplementals, the committee has rec-
ommended $500,000 for the Consumer
Product Safety Commission to cover
costs related to the recently author-
ized cigarette fire safety study and
costs related to meetings of the techni-
cal study group.

We have included a total of $20 mil-
lion and 50 work years for the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency to accel-
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erate regulatory development and
technical assistance in support of Re-
source Conservation and Recovery
Act-related activities under abatement,
control, and compliance.

In title II of the bill, the committee
has recommended $186 million in sup-
plemental appropriations for pay
costs, and $1,712 million in transfers.
The majority of the $75 million in-
crease over the administration's re-
quests is for medical care at the Veter-
ans’ Administration, and allows the
VA to avoid anticipated reductions in
medical care activities.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I will respond primarily on chapter II,
which is under the subcommittee I am
privileged to chair.

You might think, to read the news-
paper or hear the news, that this
whole bill is about Nicaragua. As a
matter of fact that is $14 million; the
bill covers between $13 and $14 million
in supplementals, and there are some
very important matters involved total-
ly unrelated to Nicaragua. Chapter II
totals about $408 million in supple-
mental funds, but we are $1.5 million
under what the amount appropriated
in the 1985 enacted law plus the sup-
plementals requested by the adminis-
tration.

Under this bill, we implement the
Comprehensive Crime Control Act we
passed here last fall. The prison

system is involved; additional Border
Patrol agents are involved; drug en-
forcement is involved; the FTC, SBA,

and the Maritime Commission, the
SEC, there is funding to enhance secu-
rity for the embassies overseas where
we have had some problems and Amer-
icans have died.

There are a number of very impor-
tant things in this bill that have not
received much attention, and I think it
should be called to everyone's atten-
tion that there are many items affect-
ing virtually everyone in the United
States in this bill and that the dispute
regarding aid to Nicaraguan Contras is
only a small part of the bill.

I yield to the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. BIAGGIL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding, and I ask him to yield for
the purpose of engaging in a collogquy.

Chairman SmiTH, I want to express
my gratitude for supporting my re-
quest to disapprove the administra-
tion’s proposal, D85-94 on page 9 of
H.R. 25717, to defer the $8.5 million ap-
propriated for replacement of the
training vessel of the State University
of New York Maritime College in the
supplemental appropriations bill, 1984.
The administration has done little, if
anything, to pursue the issue of re-
placing the Empire State. That vessel
is 33 years old and is becoming more
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expensive and difficult to maintain
with each passing year.

Now, it appears that the only solu-
tion is to again mandate the immedi-
ate acquisition of a replacement train-
ing vessel for New York, as a continu-
ation of the program that commenced
with the replacement of the Massa-
chusetts training vessel, the Bay State.
I believe the acquisition of a replace-
ment vessel will be cost-effective and
in the national interest. I again thank
you for your continuing interest and
support.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The gentleman
from New York is correct in his review
of this very important issue. Last year,
we appropriated these funds for a re-
placement training vessel and included
in the Supplemental Appropriation
Act language that authorized all Fed-
eral agencies to expedite the acquisi-
tion of any vessel declared surplus.
Since then, we've received correspond-
ence from the Maritime Administira-
tion, stating that continuous surveil-
lance over potentially available ships
has identified only three ships—all of
which they say are less suitable than
current training vessels.

While the Administrator of the Mar-
itime Administration indicated in testi-
mony before our committee that the
current ship would be good for a mini-
mum of 5 to 8 years more, we also
heard testimony from the admirals of
the State academies—including the
New York Maritime Academy—con-
cerning the state of disrepair and poor
condition of the current school ships.

I agree that the $8.5 million should
be made available. Hopefully, this will
also motivate the administration to es-
tablish a program for the replacement
of training vessels used by other State
academies.

I want to thank the gentleman for
his kind remarks. I am pleased to have
been of assistance.

Mr. BIAGGI. I want to again thank
the gentleman from Iowa. I expect
that, since this is the second time we
have expressed our intentions, the ad-
ministration will proceed with the ac-
quisition of a replacement training
vessel for the State University of New
York Maritime College.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, chapter
II of the supplemental provides $407.5
million for programs and activities of
the Departments of Commerce, Jus-
tice, and State, the Judiciary and cer-
tain related agencies, $1.5 million
below the budget requesis. Of the
total amount appropriated, $336.5 mil-
lion is for program items, and $71 mil-
lion is for pay costs.

The committee has denied all major
rescission prcposals, the amounts of
which are not reflected in the com-
parisons just cited. Programs which
would be required to be funded by this
action include $203 million for the
Economic Development Administra-
tion, $100 million for several grant
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programs within the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, and
$18.5 million for trade adjustment as-
sistance for firms impacted by im-
ports. The total amount for these
three programs, $321.5 million, repre-
sents 86 percent of the total rescis-
sions requested by the President for
items in this chapter.

More than half of the total program
supplementals included in this chap-
ter, or $234 million, is for phase II of
the State Department security supple-
mental request. Phase I was funded in
Public Law 98-473, the fiscal year 1985
continuing resolution, in the amount
of $110 million. This program was de-
signed as a response to the bombings
of our Embassy facilities in Lebanon
and Kuwait last year. A number of
Embassies are to be relocated and
others will receive security upgrades,
mostly in the Middle East and Persian
Gulf areas. The specific locations are
identified in the committee report.
Also provided are addition regional se-
curity officers, armored vehicles,
marine security guards, and improved
communications. Security at the main
State Department facilities in Wash-
ington will also be enhanced.

This chapter also includes $20.1 mil-
lion for contractor delay claims and
additional operating costs for the
Moscow Embassy project. These funds
are needed because of unforeseen
delays by the Soviet contractor, and
the United States will pursue the re-
covery of some or all of the claims.

Smaller items in the chapter include
$3.9 million for the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency for additional
costs related to the Geneva arms re-
duction talks, $20 million for the
Board for International Broadcasting
for the capital modernization plan for
Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty,
$6.6 million to the U.S. Information
Agency to continue the facilities mod-
ernization program for the Voice of
America, and the funding necessary
for a number of Department of Justice
and Judieciary accounts to meet the in-
creased requirements of the Compre-
hensive Crime Control Act of 1984 and
the Bankruptcy Amendments and Fed-
eral Judgeships Act of 1984, including
the initial funding for the U.S. Sen-
tencing Commission.

Report language accompanies the
bill, including additional views by the
three minority members of the sub-
committee, dealing with the proce-
dures to be followed by the adminis-
tration in connection with applications
pending before the Federal Communi-
cations Commission to provide addi-
tional international satellite communi-
cations service. Hopefully, agreement
can be reached before the House-
Senate conference on the bill so that
language can be included in the state-
ment of the managers which is satis-
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factory to all parties concerned, in-
cluding Intelsat.

Two controversial transfer proposals
have not been approved, namely to
transfer $12.2 million from the Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Program, and $3.9 million from
the State and Local Drug Grants Pro-
gram, which funds the Regional Infor-
mation Sharing Systems [RISS]. The
committee continues to support these
programs and, therefore, we have
denied these transfers.

Finally, this chapter contains all lan-
guage addressed to the Maritime Ad-
ministration which prohibits funds to
be used to enforce any rule allowing
the repayment of construction differ-
ential subsidies by ship owners as a
means of entering into now proscribed
domestic trade, unless legislation is en-
acted by Congress regarding this
matter. Similar language was carried
in fiscal year 1984 and fiscal year 1985
appropriation acts.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
ADDABBO].

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, the
Defense portion of this supplemental
bill deals mostly with providing addi-
tional appropriations for pay raise
costs.

The first language provision makes
available $1,500,000 from available
funds to pay for the expenses of the
Commission on Merchant Marine and
Defense. This Commission is to ad-
dress the problems relating to the
transportation of defense materials
and personnel in time of war or na-
tional emergency and report its find-
ings to Congress. It was felt this was
an important area that needed a study
and the Commission was authorized in
last year's DOD Authorization Act.

The other language provision deals
with the Civil Air Patrol and corrects
an imperfection in the DOD Authori-
zation Act of last year. The provision
would allow the Air Force to reim-
burse the Civil Air Patrol for pur-
chases of major items of equipment.
Presently, the Air Force must be the
purchasing agent resulting in long
delays and most costly purchases.

The committee included a paragraph
which provides transfer authority of
$240 million to begin a rewinging pro-
gram for the A-6E attack aircraft. It
has been discovered that the wing life
of the aircraft is substantially less
than anticipated resulting in the
grounding or restricted flight of a
number of the aircraft. The committee
feels this program should go forward
as soon as possible in order to get
these aircraft back to full flight status
guickly. The committee realizes appro-
priate authorizing legislation will have
to be enacted before this program can
go forward and an amendment will be
offered at the proper time insuring
this fact.
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The committee considered supple-
mental requests to cover the pay raise
costs of $2.2 billion. The committee
recommends the appropriation of $1.3
billion and transfer authority of $600
million to cover these increased costs.
The reduction of $300 million results
from the identification of certain pro-
gram surpluses, lower personnel
strengths, lower contract support serv-
ice levels, and other areas. The full ex-
planation of these recommendations
appears on pages 45 through 51 of
House Report 99-142 presently before
you.

Mr. Chairman, that briefly describes
the defense chapter of the supplemen-
tal appropriations bill, 1985.
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Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDabE].

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, the
defense portion of this year’s supple-
mental is very straightforward, and in
my view, noncontroversial. The admin-
istration requested funds only for the
annual pay increase for both military
personnel (4 percent) and civilian em-
ployees (3.5 percent) of the Depart-
ment of Defense, increases authorized
by the Congress last year.

To cover the pay raise, the adminis-
tration requested about $2.16 billion.
The Appropriations Cominittee has
approved the following approach to
meet the request.

The request was reduced by $337
million, due to surpluses identified by
the Department, and also because the
supplemental requested funds which
were inappropriate for this supple-
mental; the committee approved an in-
crease in new obligational authority of
$1.28 billion; and finally, it has been
recommended that another $590 mil-
lion, from other DOD accounts, be
transferred to help defray the pay
raise costs. These transfers consist pri-
marily of contract savings and antici-
pated lapsing balances.

The minority members of the com-
mittee have endorsed this approach,
and I urge its approval by the house.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
YATES].

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, chapter
VII of the fiscal year 1985 supplemen-
tal bill deals with the Department of
the Interior and related agencies and
contains a net of $89,155,000 in new
budget authority for program supple-
mentals. That total includes
$146,037,000 of appropriations offset
by $56,882,000 in rescissions. In addi-
tion, it contains $48,725,000 for in-
creased pay costs.

The bulk of the funds recommended
for appropriation are for repayment of
emergency firefighting costs which
have been borrowed from other ac-
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counts. These amounts include
$45,000,000 for the Bureau of Land
Management; $3,900,000 for the Na-
tional Park Service; $12,850,000 for the
Bureau of Indian Affairs; and
$61,247,000 for the Forest Service; a
total of $122,997,000 out of the
$146,037,000 in supplemental appro-
priations recommended. Other
amounts recommended are $6,760,000
for unemployment compensation
costs; $1,994,000 for the Northern
Marianas cost-of-living adjustment;
$4,800,000 for Office of Surface
Mining regulatory activity; $100,000
for costs for the Martin Luther King
Center; $800,000 for late interest pay-
ments to States from receipts under
the Minerals Leasing Act, $7,018,000
for Indian trust responsibilities, and
$1,568,000 for construction of an
earthquake emergency communica-
tions system in Mono Valley, CA.

The bill includes $48,725,000 for pay
costs out of a total liability of
$88,288,000, which means agencies will
absorb 45 percent of the cost.

Rescissions include $26,882,000 pur-
suant to section 2901, Deficit Reduc-
tion Act and $30,000,000 of contract
authority from the land and water
conservation fund. The offset fiscal
year 1986 requirements, $8,808,000 in
new deferrals have been recommend-
ed.

In addition to the appropriations
recommended, the bill recommends de-
nying $1,179,388,000 in deferrals pro-
posed by the administration. Of this
amount, $1,097,776,000 is for con-
structing and filling the strategic pe-
troleum reserve. The administration
proposal is for a moratorium on the
reserve for several years. Our hearings
bring us to the conclusion that this is
not a good policy. There is no more
storage capacity left in the reserve; oil
cannot be distributed at sufficient
rates; there is a lead time of several
years for constructing capacity and
our ability to cover import reductions
will be decreasing in that time; a mora-
torium does not save money; and over-
all stocks have not increased for 4
years so that we are not better off
than we were before. For all these rea-
sons the bill recommends rejecting the
construction deferral and also filling
the reserve at a minimum of 50,000
barrels a day in fiscal year 1986.

The bill recommends disapproval of
$38,925,000 out of a proposed
$48,397,000 deferral for fossil energy
research and development in the De-
partment of Energy. We believe these
funds are necessary to continue a bal-
anced research program in fiscal year
1985 in areas such as magnetohydro-
dynamics, gasification, liquefaction,
cleanup systems, and fuel cells.

The bill also recommends disapprov-
ing the deferral of funds for the con-
struction of a tunnel through the
Cumberland Gap, based on safety con-
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siderations and preserving the histori-
cal features of the National Park.
Through the efforts of the committee
and the physical configuration, Ken-
tucky and Tennessee have agreed to
assume maintenance and operating
costs of the tunnel and access roads
once the tunnel is built.

The committee is providing $800,000
for payments to States from receipts
under mineral leasing to enable the
Minerals Management Service to pay
late interest payments due to States
and Indian allottees from the collec-
tion of royalties from mineral leasing
operations. The committee is disap-
pointed in the performance of MMS in
correcting this deficiency in light of
the commitments made in their fiscal
year 1984 reprogramming request to
initiate procedures to more quickly
process royalty information and de-
crease reporting and data base errors.
The committee expects MMS to seek
to remedy this problem and imple-
ment the procedures outlined by MMS
to the committee so that there will be
no need for such funding in fiscal year
1986.

Finally, it is recommended that the
proposed deferral of funds to the
Navajo Indian irrigation project be
disapproved.

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

Mr. Chairman, chapter VII, Interior
and Related Agencies, provides for
$146 million in appropriations, $56.9
million in rescissions, and $8.8 million
in new deferrals. The committee also
recommended disapproval of $1.2 bil-
lion in deferrals recommended by the
President.

For the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, “Management of Lands and Re-
sources,” the committee recommended
a straight appropriation of $45 million
to cover emergency firefighting costs.
Under authority provided in the gen-
eral provisions of the 1985 Appropria-
tions Act, the Secretary of the Interior
is authorized to transfer appropriated
funds from several accounts within
the Department to pay for fire costs in
excess of appropriations provided.
However, this provision also requires
that the borrowed funds be replen-
ished with a supplemental at the earli-
est opportunity. The administration
requested no additional funds, but in-
stead proposed to use resources avail-
able as a result of a proposed deferral
of construction funds for the Cumber-
land Gap Tunnel project.

In addition to providing the full
amount required to cover unanticipat-
ed fire costs, the committee recom-
mended disapproval of the $34.7 mil-
lion deferral for construction of the
Cumberland Gap Tunnel. Although it
was agreed to fund the construction of
this project, the committee was espe-
cially concerned that the operation
and maintenance costs be borne by the
States involved. It's expected that the
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fiscal year 1986 Interior and Related
Agencies appropriations bill will con-
tain language to condition Federal ap-
propriations upon an agreement be-
tween the States to provide for the op-
eration and maintenance of the
tunnel.

Under general provisions for ths
chapter, bill language is included to
prohibit the implementation of a com-
prehensive Federal land interchange
between the Forest Service and the
Bureau of Land Management. Part of
the interchange may be done without
legislation; so this section would pro-
hibit the planning for this program in
the absence of authorizing legislation
and a comprehensive field implemen-
tation plan. The administration ob-
jects to this provision and stated that
“such a prohibition unnecessarily
eliminates potential savings.”

Of the $48.4 million proposed for de-
ferral in Fossil Energy Research and
Development, this supplemental disap-
proves $38.9 million of the requested
amount for deferral. The specific
projects are listed in the committee
report.

The largest single dollar amount
considered in chapter VII addresses a
proposed deferral for the strategic pe-
troleum reserve. The administration
requested an immediate moratorium
on further construction of storage fa-
cilities and oil acquisition for the stra-
tegic petroleum reserve.

The committee recommendation
contained in this bill provides for the
completion of the proposed construc-
tion at the Big Hill facility in Texas
and the acquisition of oil, at a lower
rate, to fill SPRO storage capacity.
Under this plan, the fill rate for the
reserve would be 50,000 barrels a day.
The construction deferral was $271
million, and the acquisition deferral
was $827 million. Both deferrals were
rejected.

Finally, of the $88.3 million needed
to cover the total amount of the pay
costs, this supplemental provides $48.7
million for the agencies in this chap-
ter. The administration requested
$19.5 million. The committee also ap-
proved $26.8 million in rescissions, and
$8.8 million in deferrals.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. LEHMAN].

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. I thank
the chairman and compliment him on
his efforts in bringing this bill to the
floor.

At this time, I yield to my colleague
on the subcommittee, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. MRAZEK].

Mr. MRAZEK. I thank the chairman
of the subcommittee for allowing me
an opportunity to state and highlight
for the record the committee’s inten-
tion in drafting certain language now
under consideration by the House.

In essence, the bill would direct the
Secretary of the Department of Trans-
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portation to reexamine and, where ap-
propriate, to revoke, suspend, or
modify an air carrier’s certificate or
permit where it is found that the air
carrier has violated U.S. law pertain-
ing to the illegal importation of con-
trolled substances or has failed to
adopt certain measures to prevent the
importation of illegal drugs into the
United States aboard its aircraft.

Mr. Chairman, you and I were
present during the committee’s debate
about this language. In an effort to
preclude anyone in the public or pri-
vate sector from concluding that this
bill language merely restates existing
law and provides no new grant of sub-
stantive authority to the Secretary, I
would like to pose to you the following
questions, if I might:

Do I understand correctly that this
language poses upon the Secretary of
the Department of Transportation a
nondiscretionary duty to revoke, sus-
pend, or modify the certificate or
permit of an air carrier upon a finding
that the air carrier has violated U.S.
law pertaining to the illegal importa-
tion of drugs into the United States or
has failed to adopt available measures
to prevent such illegal importation?

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. The gen-
tleman is correct.

Mr. MRAZEK. Do I also understand
correctly that this duty is distinct
from, and independent of, her existing
discretionary powers to revoke, sus-
pend, or modify an air carrier’s certifi-
cate or permit?

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. This is cor-
rect.

Mr. MRAZEK. The committee ob-
serves in its report, 99-142 at page 121,
that the Department of Transporta-
tion has not acted expeditiously or
forcefully in stopping the flow of
drugs into the United States by air
carrier. I would ask the chairman if he
will support efforts during the next
fiscal year’s hearings to have the Sec-
retary account for her efforts to exe-
cute and administer the bill's man-
date.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. I certainly
will support the gentleman'’s efforts on
such occasions.

Mr. MRAZEK. I thank the chairman
and also the chairman of the subcom-
mittee. Through your leadership, this
body continues to demonstrate its un-
wavering commitment to act forcefully
to stop the flow of illegal drugs into
the country. I feel, with your contin-
ued active support, Mr. Chairman, we
will get the job done.

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. I thank
the gentleman.

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

Mr. Chairman, the Transportation
chapter of the supplemental provides
necessary funds for a number of im-
portant programs. Perhaps the most
time-sensitive is the provisions of
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funds for the salaries of employees of
the Interstate Commerce Commission,
who have been subject to a furlough
program since mid-April. I hope that it
will be possible to end the furloughs as
soon as this bill is through the House
and some indication of Senate inten-
tions with regard to the ICC can be
obtained.

We have also included funds for a
rail-highway crossing demonstration
project in Springfield, IL, and have
provided for an increase in the limita-
tion of section 511 railroad loan guar-
antees, which will permit the Federal
Railroad Administration to consider
additional guarantee applications.

For the Coast Guard, we have in-
cluded $8.4 million for the removal of
a railroad bridge that obstructs navi-
gation in Newark Bay, NJ. In addition,
we have included funds to liquidate
some defaulted railroad loan guaran-
tees, to settle some of the remaining
Conrail litigation, and to provide for
certain capital improvements on the
Panama Canal.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
McHucH].

Mr. McHUGH. I thank the chair-
man for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this supplemental appropriations bill
for fiscal year 1985 and urge my col-
leagues to support it. I would especial-
ly like to commend our chairman, the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
WHa1ITTEN] for his leadership and coop-
eration in helping to resolve a crisis af-
fecting the Special Supplemental Food
Program for Women, Infants and Chil-
dren [WIC].

The administration requested a total
appropriation of $1.254 billion for the
WIC Program for this fiscal year. Con-
gress determined that this was inad-
equate to maintain current services
through fiscal year 1985, and there-
fore, appropriated $1.5 billion for the
full year, mandating that $1.254 bil-
lion be used during the first 10 months
of the fiscal year and that allocations
to the States be made at an annual
rate of $1.5 billion during this period.
Disbursement of the balance of $246
million for August and September was
made subject to submission of an ad-
ministration budget request. It was
very clear that Congress expected the
administration to submit a formal
budget request for the balance.

Unfortunately, the administration
did not act in conformity with Con-
gress’ expectation and intent. The
Office of Management and Budget
[OMB] initially requested only $169
million of the $246 million appropri-
ated for August and September. It re-
fused to allocate funds to the States at
the annual rate of $1.5 billion and,
consistent with this lower level of
funding, some USDA officials advised
States to start cutting caseloads.
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As a result of OMB’s action, by mid-
May approximately 15 States were
either cutting WIC caseloads or reduc-
ing the amount of food provided to
WIC participants. If no action were
taken to ensure the release of the ap-
propriated funds being withheld, most
States would have had to cut their
programs no later than August. An es-
timated quarter million women, in-
fants and children who are at nutri-
tion risk would have been removed
from the program.

The legislation before us would pre-
clude these needless cutbacks. The Ap-
propriations Committee has provided
that the full $1.5 billion appropriation
be released. On June 5, after the bill
was reported to the House, OMB final-
ly announced that it was releasing the
balance of the funds. We welcome that
announcement, belated as it is, but
also note that this bill directs OMB to
release the remainder of the $1.5 bil-
lion appropriation to the States by
July 1, 1985.

Furthermore, we expect USDA to al-
locate these funds equitably. Current-
ly, there is a problem with USDA’s al-
location of funds because USDA has
computed the so-called WIC stability
grants on the basis of an outdated and
incorrect inflation forecast.

More particularly, there are two
problems with the forecast. First, the
forecast does not reflect substantial
increases in infant formula prices that
recently took effect. In predicting
infant formula prices, the forecast as-
sumed that formula prices would rise
at the rate of inflation in the economy
generally. However, this has proven to
be incorrect. While the inflation rate
for the economy generally is running
at about 4 percent, infant formula
prices will be approximately 8 percent
higher in fiscal year 1985 than they
were in fiscal year 1984.

The second error relates to increases
in orange juice prices resulting from
the severe freeze in Florida this
winter. Fruit juice is a major compo-
nent of the WIC package, and the pre-
dominant fruit juice used in the WIC
Program is orange juice. However, in
forecasting changes in the price of
fruit juices, USDA has been tracking
changes in the processed fruits and
vegetables component of the Con-
sumer Price Index. Since fruit juice in
general, and orange juice in particular,
constitute only a small part of this
CPI series, USDA's approach has
failed to fully take into account the in-
creases in the cost of the fruit juices
provided in the WIC Program. This
problem can easily be rectified. There
is another CPI component that is
much more appropriate for tracking
changes in WIC fruit juice costs—the
CPI for frozen fruit and fruit juice.
This CPI series conforms much more
closely to what is actually happening
to WIC fruit and juice costs. I would
also note that the CPI has a separate
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component for frozen orange juice, a
component which could and should be
used.

In short, because USDA mistakenly
assumed that infant formula prices
would rise at the same rate as infla-
tion generally and that WIC fruit
juices would rise at the same rate as
all processed fruits and vegetables, its
forecast for WIC food prices in fiscal
year 1985 has been significantly short
of the mark.

Accordingly, the committee report
accompanying this bill directs that in
distributing appropriated funds to the
States:

The Department should take into consid-
eration price increases which have occurred
in infant formula and orange juice.

We expect the Department to revise
its inflation forecast to reflect these
and other actual price increases.

In conclusion, I would hope that
OMB has finally learned that Con-
gress is serious in its bipartisan sup-
port for this highly effective and cost-
beneficial program. We have every
right to expect the agency to follow
the intent and directions of Congress
and in all other ways to obey the law.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time at
this time.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Flori-
da [Mr. Mackl.

Mr. MACK. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today out of
tremendous concern—concern for
what is apparently a misplaced sense
of priorities by this House as it moves
to approve a supplemental appropria-
tions bill boosting Federal spending up
another $13.5 billion.

I'm perplexed, Mr. Chairman, for we
just returned after a week back home
with the good people we represent,
hopefully listening and learning just
what it is they expect form us here in
Washington.

And they are adamant about the
need to reduce Federal spending. The
people back home who pay these bills
have one overriding priority: They
want meaningful reduction in the Fed-
eral deficit and they want it now.

That is their priority. Why isn't it
ours?

Here we are, pressing on with yet an-
other herd-like stampede to spend the
American taxpayer into oblivion.

As I traveled southwest Florida, the
folks there say its time we in Washing-
ton got the message and put a stop to
this wanton spending and reduce the
national deficit.

Is this not the scene of a similar
gathering just 2 weeks earlier as we la-
bored and struggled to reach a consen-
sus for $56 billion in savings—either
real or imagined—to bring down the
deficit?
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Despite appearance of concern for
this problem, we will choose once
again to ignore the priorities of the
American taxpayer and instead cling
to an endless spending spree mentality
that has characterized Congress over
these many years.

I ask each of my distinguished col-
leagues, how can we in honesty and
good conscience, dish out money for 66
new water projects that will drain the
Federal Treasury of billions of dollars?

Is this bill justified by spending $10
million to deal with an outbreak of
grasshoppers?

Or by $300,000 to speed up research
and development of shrimp aquacul-
ture, $500,000 to study cigarettes that
will not burn furniture, or almost $9
million in added spending for the
House of Representatives?

Of course not.

These are not the priorities outside
of bureaucratic Washington. Yet there
they are, items of apparent priority to
this body.

It's distressing that in order to
obtain passage of this package, two
items of serious concern have been or
will be loaded into this red-ink agenda.

The long-delayed aid to freedom
fighters for democracy in Nicaragua,
and the valuable all-important eco-
nomiec support for our friends in the
Middle East, Israel, and Egypt, have
been wrapped into this otherwise of-
fensive bill.

No less than 2 months ago, a majori-
ty in this House turned its back on as-
sistance for the freedom fighters while
a smiling, delighted Daniel Ortega was
winging his way into the arms of Com-
munist Moscow.

Everyone talks about promoting de-
mocracy in Central America. Well, let
us now make that commitment and
support the Michel amendment.

Israel, of tremendous strategic im-
portance and, certainly one of our
closest allies throughout the world, de-
serves this economic assistance of $1.5
billion.

As that nation struggles to emerge
from great economic distress, it contin-
ues to make the needed sacrifices. An
austere budget that slashed all impor-
tant defense spending by $600 million
and raised already high taxes by $750
million is set. We must continue to
help our ally to get its economy under
control.

But I am troubled by the encasing of
these items in the increased spending
package now on the floor. The lessons
of last November and the message
from those whom we are privileged to
represent are clear:

We, in the Congress, must stop this
spending and reduce the national defi-
cit.

If not for ourselves, then for the
sake of our children and our grand-
children.

As someone who clearly understands
this priority of the American people, I
will oppose passage of this bill.
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Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER].

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the amend-
ment which will designate an addition-
al $15,000,000 for the operating ex-
penses of the U.S. Coast Guard for
1985 and 1986.

In addition to funding two other
programs, this amendment directs
funding for the full operation of the
13 Coast Guard stations on the shores
of the Great Lakes. These stations are
currently scheduled for closure or con-
solidation under the Great Lakes con-
solidation plan. As a Representative of
the Great Lakes State of Wisconsin, I
am deeply concerned about the safety
hazards created by this plan. I am par-
ticulary worried about the additional
time it will take the Coast Guard to
arrive on the scene of an emergency
should the plan be implemented.

The Coast Guard station in Sheboy-
gan, WI, clearly illustrates the safety
problems created by proposed consoli-
dation. According to the statistical
analysis compiled by the U.S. Coast
Guard here in Washington, DC, it is
estimated the Sheboygan Coast
Guard’s average response time is 28
minutes. With the closing of this sta-
tion, the average response time would
increase to 84 minutes. Computer gen-
erated statistics aside, the Sheboygan
Coast Guard personnel estimated
their actual average response time to
be between 10 and 15 minutes, not 28
minutes, once they are underway.
While the Coast Guard finds an 84
minute response time acceptable, I do
not. Hypothermia could be a major
problem. Very few human beings can
survive 1 to 2 hours’ submersion in the
frigid waters of Lake Michigan whose
average temperature during the boat-
ing season is 50 degrees.

I support this amendment because it
addresses the ‘“serious imbalance that
exists between the Coast Guard’s re-
sponsibilities and the resources avail-
able to the service” as cited in House
Report 97-356. The Coast Guard oper-
ations funded by this amendment will
not receive moneys from the General
Treasury, but instead from the boat
safety account of the aquiatics re-
sources fund. This fund, established
by the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984,
consists of money derived from that
portion of Federal tax on gasoline
which is attributable to the purchase
of motorboat fuel.

This amendment is consistent with
the intent of the Deficit Reduction
Act which requires a portion of the
taxes paid for the purchase of motor-
boat fuel to support operations of the
Coast Guard. It will ensure the boat
safety account funds, intended by
Congress for Coast Guard operations,
will not be diverted to other purposes.

Finally, this amendment apparently

does not conflict with the administra-
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tion’s policies for the Coast Guard in
future fiscal years. The administration
has requested the inclusion of user fee
language identical to this amendment
as part of the Department of Trans-
portation appropriations bill for fiscal
year 1986. Because the Deficit Reduc-
tion Act of 1984 did not become law
until last August, no similar language
was included in the fiscal year 1985
budget.

The Coast Guard performs a variety
of services vital to the safety, security,
economy, and environmental health of
our Nation. The passage of this
amendment will allow the Coast
Guard to continue these important
services through 1986 while not in-
creasing the overall budget.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to call to
the attention of our colleague who
just addressed the House that I agree
with him thoroughly, but may I say
that we also have other problems. The
budget requests of the administration
this year did not ask for a dime to be
put against reducing the deficit or the
debt. The budget asks us to cut domes-
tic programs by $28.9 billion, at the
same time it asks for a $36.2 billion in-
crease in the carryover balances for
the military.

0 1250

As my colleagues know, we are all
for a strong defense, but you cannot
measure a strong defense by how
much money you provide for military
spending or how much you waste.

I mention this because we all better
realize that behind a strong defense
must be a strong economy, and there
must be public support as well as capa-
bility and readiness. I think I can
prove that I have worked as hard as
anyone has trying to balance the
budget and bring in appropriations
below the President's recommenda-
tions. But we must also protect our
country to which we have to look to
for support. I say to the Members
again that if we leave to our children
and our children’s children a worn-out
country with the land eroded, the for-
ests gone and all of that, they will
never make it.

On the other hand, if we leave them
a rich country, they can set up their
own financial system. I have used this
illustration many, many times, and it
always registers. We had better bal-
ance the budget but by taking care of
essential domestic programs. It was
saild some years ago about a certain
country that it had the only balanced
budget in the world; it did not owe a
dollar nor, did it have one either.

So we are trying to take care of the
essentials, that on which all else de-
pends. The land from which we all
have to get our living for the support
of our society. May I say that our com-
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mittee has tried to keep these things
in balance, but unfortunately there
are some people who get money mixed
up with wealth. We must take care of
our finances if we can, but it is a must
that we take care of our real wealth on
which our money is based.

So we make no apologies for having
reduced the President’'s recommenda-
tion. I would like to have reduced it
more. It is a case of priorities. I say
take care of the base, then look
around to see what else we can do.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Flori-
da [Mr. MacKay].

Mr. MacKAY. 1 thank the gentle-
man for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the supplemental appropriations bill.
Many of the Members may have seen
Congressional Quarterly this past
week which pointed out an unusual
phenomenon that is going on in the
House now: We are in our 6th year,
since 1980, we have reduced the deficit
every year, and then when we have
finished reducing the deficit, we have
gone home to find out that the deficit
has gone up.

I call attention, particularly, to last
year. Many of you will recall, certainly
it is vivid in my mind, the $28 billion
downpayment that we were going to
make on the deficit last year. That $28
billion was going to reduce the project-
ed deficit to $181 billion.

P.S.: When the smoke cleared and it
was all over with, the deficit was $227
billion. That is after our $28 billion re-
duction.

Now, what is going to happen this
year? We are in our 6th year of this
same cycle. That is a very interesting
question and one that we should pay
particular attention to. Two weeks
ago, when we debated the budget bill,
which is designed to cut the deficit $56
billion, that was the same week that
the numbers came out showing what
the economy is actually doing. The
whole deficit reduction effort is based
on the assumption that the GNP is
growing at 4 percent annually. It turns
out it is not; it turns out it is growing
at less than 1 percent annually.

What impact would that have? It
turns out it may be that our beginning
baseline deficit will be $20 billion
higher. So now instead of $56 billion,
maybe we have a $36 billion reduction
in the deficit. Here we are, 2 weeks
later, before the Budget Committee
conferees have had their first meeting,
with a supplemental appropriations
bill that in and of itself is going to in-
crease the deficit $6 billion.

There are a lot of red flags; there is
a lot of handwriting on the wall. Mr.
Volcker is looking at the same facts
and circumstances that we are looking
at. We are treating them as irrelevant;
Mr. Volcker is treating them as very,
very relevant indeed. In fact, interest
rates have now been reduced to the
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lowest point in 5 years. Mr. Volcker
apparently thinks we have a major
problem, as he has adopted the most
expansionist monetary policy of the
decade.

What would that problem be? The
problem is that despite an extraordi-
narily stimulative fiscal policy, our
economy is sagging. Congress is literal-
ly pumping on the accelerator, but the
economy is running out of gas. Mr.
Volcker’'s tight monetary policy, the
traditional brake, has been released.
But things are still sagging.

There is increasing apprehension
that the unprecedented trade deficit
may also be functioning as a brake on
the economy—a much more effective
brake than anyone had anticipated. In
fact, the risk is that the trade deficit
itself is going to put us into a reces-
sion, even in the face of openly stimu-
lative fiscal and monetary policy.

I want to make it clear that I don’t
disagree with what Mr. Volcker is
doing. There is a major risk, however.
The risk is that monetary policy, by
itself, will not prove adequate to coun-
teract the drag of the trade deficit.
The dramatic reduction of interest
rates will provide immediate stimula-
tion to the housing industry and those
parts of the economy not impacted by
international competition.

But it is not all clear that stimula-
tive economic policy, by itself, will
reduce the value of the dollar. Even if
it does, it appears there may be a
delay of as much as a year before the
correction takes place. In the mean-
time, steel, textiles, heavy equipment,
agriculture, and now finally computers
and other high-tech industries are suf-
fering serious damage.

If the desired reduction in the value
of the dollar doesn’t come about, or if
there is an undue delay, we may find
ourselves in serious trouble—much
qgicker than any of us have anticipat-
ed.

I suggest to the Members that it is
time for us to quit doing business as
usual in this House; it is time for us to
get very serious about this, very seri-
ous indeed, before we find ourselves
faced with a recession.

If you want to know what that sce-
nario would look like, go back to
CBO’s report released last February
and look at their low-growth scenario.
Their low-growth scenario says maybe
we could have a recession in 1987.
Look at what would happen. The dy-
namics all would work the same in
1986. You would end up not with a
deficit of $200 billion; but with a defi-
cit approaching $400 billion. Worst of
all, this would occur when we would
have already used up all of the stimu-
lative fiscal and monetary remedies at
our disposal.

Nobody likes to cry wolf, and I am
optimistic by nature. It is simply irre-
sponsible, however, to continue play-
ing games with supplemental appro-
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priations bills intended to be used only
for emergency situations which could
not have been anticipated during the
normal budget process.

At the very least, let us eliminate
funding for the water projects. Clear-
ly, these are in no way an emergency.
Let us honor the budget process, and
go forward in this bill with the real
emergencies to the extent they are
there. Otherwise, the budget deficit,
and the trade deficit resulting from it,
may turn out to be a more serious
emergency than those we are now de-
bating.

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

Mr. MAcKAY. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. KASICH. I appreciate the gen-
tleman's comments on monetary
policy, but I would hope rather than
express concern about the Fed moving
in a direction to provide available
credit, that the gentleman would ap-
plaud and encourage the Fed to move
us toward maximum, noninflationary
growth. In fact, the Fed probably has
been too restrictive.

Mr. MacKAY. I hope I did not say
that I think the Fed is doing wrong; I
said I think there is a great deal of
risk in it. The Fed is using a tool
which is stimulative when you are
dealing with a traditional recession.
What we do not know is the impact of
reducing interest rates on the value of
the dollar. If the dollar declines in
value, and if the decline occurs quick-
ly, the trade deficit can be expected to
decline, If this does not happen, or if
there is undue delay, we are in a very
risky situation.

The risk could be avoided if Con-
gress would move seriously to reduce
spending. That is what I intended to
say.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, may I say that I
agree with the gentleman who just
preceded me about the financial situa-
tion which we are in. I think we have
to increase production. We now are
buying shoes, textiles, steel, and cars
abroad on credit. Our balance-of-trade
deficit runs more than $100 billion—
money for things we are buying over-
seas when we could be producing them
ourselves.

If you bought steel from Japan you
as an individual might make money
because it is cheaper, but the Nation
looses. If it is bought at home, you
would have the steel and the money
too.

I wish to point out here that while
we agree about the dangers to our fi-
nancial situation which needs to be
corrected, we better take care of the
land and develop it because that is
what you have got to look to. We have
domestic programs which are absolute-
ly essential to keep public support. As
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I have said many, many times, and I
repeat it again to my friends, if we
leave to our children and our chil-
dren’s children a fertile land, with our
harbors improved, with our rivers har-
nessed against flood and drought, with
all of our resources intact, they will
make it fine. They could set up a new
financial system if necessary.

On the other hand, if we paid every
nickel we owe and if we did it by let-
ting our country go to pot, in future
years, this Nation would be like China
and India with little on which to build.
We are not wasting money because
money spent on our own country is
not waste; it is merely common sense.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. BRowN].
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Mr. BROWN of Colorado. I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I will be offering sev-
eral amendments to the bill that I
think, meet the concerns of the Mem-
bers. All of us are interested in reduc-
ing the deficit, in looking for areas
where we can trim unneeded spending.

I believe there are several areas in
this bill that merit your consideration.
First of all, with regard to our own
budget. One area is the increase in
committee salaries, and Members; al-
lowances. These budgets have been in-
creased dramatically. They are well
above last year. We are suggesting
that the increase be halved. That
change saves us $3.2 million. It is an
effort that we can make and still have
more money in these categories than
we had last year,

The second area where we can save
money in this supplemental is the
$500 million that is put in as kind of a
bonus to Egypt. Egypt has already re-
ceived this year $2.2 billion. The pro-
posal is to add another $500 million to
that over and above what they already
received. One of the factors, I think,
that bears on this is the fact that they
have not even been able to spend what
we have given them already.

There is over $2 billion left unspent
from prior aid.

I hope when we consider these areas,
we will ask ourselves, in a year in
which we have talked about not even
giving Federal employees a pay in-
crease, why it is we should be throw-
ing $500 million more to Egypt.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. KAsICH].

Mr. KASICH. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take a
few minutes because I think we have
touched on an issue absolutely critical
to the strength and the growth of this
economy. There have been a number
of us on this side being joined by in-
creasing numbers on the Democrat
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side of the aisle who have been con-
cerned not just about fiscal policy, al-
though everybody here is vitally con-
cerned about fiscal policy, and we have
all called for actions to reduce the def-
icit. Fortunately, we were able to get a
budget resolution that moved in the
direction of $56 billion in cuts. I do not
know whether we have some phony
numbers in there or not, but at least
we have both sides of the aisle talking
about cutting deficits by more than
$50 billion.

But I hope at the same time we show
our concern about fiscal policy, we
also continue to examine and express
our concern about monetary policy.
Many of us on this side have said that
the Federal Reserve over the last year
has been overly restrictive and has not
followed a policy of maximum nonin-
flationary growth. We have called for
reductions in discount rates, reduc-
tions in Federal funds rates and a
monetary policy that will, in fact, ac-
commodate maximum noninflationary
growth that will provide jobs and
bring the deficit down.

What we have seen over the last 9
months is a GNP growth of an average
rate of less than 2 percent, which we
think is very alarming. We have
argued that if we could bring rates
down, we could see the kind of eco-
nomic growth we want to see. We
would see some moderation of the
problems in agriculture and we would
see some moderation in the interna-
tional trade deficit problem because of
overly high rates that attract foreign
investment. We would see some mod-
eration of the strength of our dollar
and the ability to export our products.

Of course, we have seen the Fed
move in that direction, and when the
Fed recently lowered its discount rate,
we saw the stock market jump above
1300 to its highest level in history. I
hope we are going to see improve-
ments in the GNP growth rates, but it
is important for this Congress not to
just talk about fiscal policy but also to
examine the importance of monetary
policy.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KasicH]
has expired.

Mr. CONTE. Mr, Chairman, I yield 2
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. KASICH. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this additional time.

Mr. Chairman, the bottomline here
is, and I think the gentleman from
North Dakota agrees with me on this
point, if we ignore monetary policy
and have the Fed keeping rates at
such a high rate, or money conditions
so tight that we do not have the kind
of growth that we want, we will start
eating away at budget cuts by not
having GNP growth of at least the 2-
percent level.

There are some people down at the
Fed who view economic growth as a
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negative factor. I view economic
growth as a positive factor. We ought
to bring rates down, give people work,
and it will help us across the board.

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, let me just associate
myself with the gentleman’s remarks.
I think he is dead right.

Monetary policy is a very important
part of this country’s economic game
plan. We are talking about fiscal poli-
cies on the floor of this House, but
monetary policy is critical and we need
a monetary policy that is complemen-
tary to fiscal year.

We need a monetary policy that pro-
vides for economic growth in this
country, and I just want to support
the kind of things the gentleman has
been talking about with respect to
monetary policy.

Mr. KASICH. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’'s comments and would just like
to say I welcome the discussion about
the role of monetary policy in this
country.

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

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. REGULA. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, would the gentleman
agree that before we can have an ex-
pansionary monetary policy, it is very
important to get fiscal policy under
control?

Mr. KASICH. I think that we need
to have a monetary policy that encour-
ages the maximum noninflationary
growth, and that monetary policy has
tremendous impact on our deficits.

It is certainly true that at the same
time this Congress ought to be work-
ing to control fiscal policy and cutting
that deficit, which is what my opening
remarks were all about.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield further, he
makes a point of noninflationary mon-
etary policy, but it seems to me that
has to be rooted in a very strong fiscal
policy, and that is part of what we are
talking about today, and that is hold-
ing down the deficit by having a re-
sponsible appropriations measure, and
then, of course, we can think about ex-
panding monetary policy.

Mr. KASICH. There is no question
that we need to cut deficits. That is
why I complimented both sides of the
aisle for coming up with a package
here that addresses the deficit by a re-
duction of over $50 billion.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KasicH]
has again expired.
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Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 additional seconds to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. KASICH. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this additional time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I know this: that in a
noninflationary economy, when you
have declining commodity prices, de-
clining land values, declining gold and
silver prices, and sluggish growth in
too many sectors of the economy, and
you have the vice chairman of the Fed
who is now starting to dissent on a
consistent basis, there is no reason for
the Fed to tighten monetary policy,
but should, rather, accommodate the
growth.

No one in this Chamber wants to see
a policy that leads to inflation, but
what we certainly want to see is a com-
plementary fiscal and monetary
policy.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
North Dakota [Mr. DorGaN].

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me,

Mr. Chairman, without belaboring
the point, if we have an inappropriate
monetary policy, it can seriously exac-
erbate the fiscal policy problems that
Congress faces.

I agree that we do not want a mone-
tary policy to be used by those of us in
Congress who have strong feelings
about the Fed to excuse us from any
responsibility in fiscal policy. But I
think the gentleman from Ohio was
trying to say, and I agree with him,
that we must use monetary policy in
an appropriate way to complement our
fiscal policy and to engender economic
growth in this country.

Part of our fiscal policy problems
has been that we are trying to ride
uphill on a bicycle and somebody else
has the brakes on. I think we can do
much better in coordinating our mone-
tary and our fiscal policies.

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

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. I
yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. KASICH. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I think what con-
cerns many of us on this side is that
we want the Fed to provide maximum
noninflationary growth, and when we
have an economy where you see farm-
ers not being able to sell their com-
modities, their land values plummet,
gold and silver prices down, and all the
measures of inflation, yet the Fed
moves to tighten, that does not make
any sense. We want the Fed to provide
for maximum noninflationary growth,
which helps us on deficit reduction.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY].

Mrs. BENTLEY. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding this time to me,

Mr. Chairman, I support H.R. 2577,
the supplemental appropriations bill
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for fiscal year 1985, and I want to call
specific attention to the funds which
would be provided to the Army Corps
of Engineers and for a variety of water
projects.

It is unfortunate that vital water
projects, such as the dredging of Balti-
more’s main shipping channel, have
been delayed because the administra-
tion and the Congress can not reach
agreement on a cost-sharing formula.

Opponents of this bill have criticized
the fact that some of the projects
which would benefit are unauthorized.
Mr. Chairman, I want to emphasize
that Baltimore's channel dredging
project has been authorized for 15
years. Although a very small portion
of the funds that would be made avail-
able to the corps would go to Mary-
land, it is absolutely vital that this
money be provided—because it is es-
sential to the continued ability of the
Port of Baltimore to compete and to
the future economic health of the
State of Maryland.

The State of Maryland demonstrat-
ed its fiscal responsibility and its will-
ingness to compromise last week, when
Maryland officials revealed a rede-
signed channel plan which will reduce
the cost of Maryland’s total dredging
project by $115 million or 33 percent
of the original amount. This conces-
sion has now put Maryland in a posi-
tion where it can negotiate with the
Federal Government; it has reached a
threshold—a point where it is now fi-
nancially feasible to agree on a formu-
la, and finally get our desperately
needed channel project moving.

As a fiscal conservative, I do not be-
lieve Federal funds should be expend-
ed on projects which have not been
authorized by Congress, but a vote on
this supplemental bill does not and
can not settle that issue.

I have worked long and hard, both
with officials of OMB and with Mary-
land State officials, in an attempt to
find some common ground—to reach
agreement, and to get on with Balti-
more’s channel project. I do not
intend to quit now. I intend to vote for
this legislation.

It is also important to sound a note
of warning here today: It is absolutely
imperative that a national policy on
America’s deep-draft commercial ports
be formulated and clearly enunciated.

Our Nation’s great seaports play an
absolutely essential role in our Na-
tion’s international trade, and port de-
velopment—including the dredging of
deeper channels—is necessary if we are
to improve America's balance of trade.

In addition to economic consider-
ations, deep channels and commercial-
ly viable ports are also essential to our
national security.

I intend to continue my attempts to
make the administration recognize the
strategic and economic importance of
our seaports, and I hope my colleagues
here today will also recognize the im-
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portance of many of the projects in
this legislation. I urge them to support
it, as I do.
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Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, I take this opportuni-
ty to commend the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY]. She has
doggedly fought for the Baltimore
Harbor project since she came to the
Congress. I know she has been most
persistent in pursing this project with
me and with the other members of the
committee. I just want to take this op-
portunity to commend her for her fine
statement and for her work on behalf
of the project for the dredging of Bal-
timore Harbor.

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. SKEEN].

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, as one
of the new members of the Appropria-
tions Committee, I want to begin my
discussion on this bill by stating that I
am very much impressed with the dili-
gence and the concern that this com-
mittee has demonstrated throughout
the whole gamut of hearings on every
facet of work on the particular ques-
tions that we are dealing with in this
bill. They are numerous, they are ex-
tensive, and they are complicated. I
want to thank the committee chair-
man, the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. WHITTEN], who has done an out-
standing job, in my view, in being open
and fair with every member of the full
committee, as well as his subcommit-
tee.

I also want to thank the wTanking
member, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Contel, for his dili-
gence. He tries to attend just about
every markup that we have. I also ex-
press my thanks to the gentleman
from California [Mr. RovsaLl, on
whose subcommittee I serve as rank-
ing member.

I want to assure the members on
this side of the aisle that if they think
that the process that the Appropria-
tions Committee goes through is capri-
cious, frivolous, or withgut concern
over deficits in the spending picture,
they are very much mistaken. I, rather
than to take the attitude that anytime
we come out with an appropriation bill
it has a lot of pork barrel or this, that,
or the other I assure you there is a
very great concern that the priorities
are adhered to. There is a critical con-
cern for the deficit, and there is not
what I would consider to be a great
deal of pork barrel. One man’s ‘“pork
barrel” is somebody else’s “priority."”

I know we are debating philosophy
and a lot of other facets of this ques-
tion, but I do want to tell the Mem-
bers this: that I think they have a
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good Appropriations Committee. The
committee does a good job, and the
members work very hard at it.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the bill making supplemental
appropriations for fiscal year 1985.

As a new member of the committee,
it has been an honor and a privilege
for me to work with the distinguished
gentleman from Mississippi on the Ag-
riculture Subcommittee.

1t has also been a pleasure to serve
as the ranking Republican member of
the Treasury-Postal Service Subcom-
mittee chaired by my good friend and
colleague, Ep RoysaL. In all, I believe
both the Agriculture and Treasury
chapters to be reasonable and well bal-
anced, considering the commitments
we have made to fund the programs
under the jurisdiction of the respec-
tive subcommittees.

In title I of the bill, making supple-
mental appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, I was especially
pleased to work with Chairman WHiIT-
TEN to ensure that emergency funding
was provided to the animal and plant
health inspection service for grasshop-
per control in 17 Western States. In
New Mexico, the grasshopper prob-
lems have been particularly severe
with an economically significant infes-
tation of over 8 million acres.

The committee also recommended
an appropriation of $1.2 million for a
grant to the Department of Agricul-
ture for the purpose of assisting in re-
locating the Fort Stanton Experimen-
tal Station to another site making
available land needed for a replace-
ment airport to service the village of
Ruidoso, NM.

For the past 20 years, Federal, State,
and local officials have been seeking a
site suitable for the development and
operation of a replacement for the
current airport. The indisputable need
being that over 25 airplane crashes
have claimed the lives of 17 people
since the National Transportation
Safety Board began keeping records in
1964. The Department of Transporta-
tion has listed the current airport at
Ruidoso as one of the more dangerous
airports in our Nation.

Turning now to chapter 11, making
supplement.g,_l appropriations for the
Department of the Treasury and relat-
ed agencies,

The subcommittee has recommend-
ed that all of the administration’s sec-
tion 2901 recissions be accepted—for a
total of about $48 million.

Likewise, all—except for two supple-
mental pay requests were accepted as
proposed. The administration pro-
posed only half the funding required
for the Customs Service and IRS pay
costs; $6 million was added to fully
fund the Customs Service pay costs;
and to prevent further disruption in
tax processing; the IRS was fully
funded with a $33 million add-on.
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The big ticket item in this chapter,
not requested by the administration, is
a $168 million supplemental for the
revenue foregone subsidy. This
amount is needed to make up for the
recent rate increase and unanticipated
volume increase.

This chapter also provides funds to
ATPF, Customs, and the IRS for the es-
tablishment of a drug enforcement
task force in Miami, as requested by
the President.

Finally, I am grateful for the unani-
mous support received for an amend-
ment I offered during consideration of
the bill at full committee to provide
the necessary support for the National
Critical Materials Council. The estab-
lishment of this Council was mandated
on July 31, 1984, when President
Reagan signed into law Public Law 98-
373, the National Critical Materials
Act of 1984. As noted in the law, stra-
tegic and critical industrial minerals
and materials are essential for our na-
tional security, economic well-being
and industrial production. The princi-
pal aim of the Council will be to pro-
vide high-level and permanent input
to the President on our Nation’s stra-
tegic and critical mineral and material
policies.

Overall, Mr. Charman, I believe
chapter 11 is very reasonable given the
circumstances. I urge the adoption of
the chapter and the bill.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, 1
have no further requests at this time.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. Rayl.

Mr. RAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the bill and to align myself with the
remarks of the gentleman from Flori-
da, [Mr. Buppy MacKay] who recently
spoke against the bill.

Mr. Chairman, let me say that I was
raised up on the edge of the Depres-
sion, and when we had a good year on
the farm, my father and mother
bought me and the children new over-
alls and new shoes, and when we had a
bad year on the farm, she patched up
the knees and we wore those old shoes.
I want to tell the Members that we
have had a bad year in this country
this year, and we need to patch up our
clothes knees and wear our old shoes.

We have tried to communicate to
the public in a responsible fashion the
dangers we see facing this country,
and if something is not done soon
about our deficit spending habits, we
are going to be in much more serious
trouble than we are today. We told the
people that we are going to tighten up
our belts, we have asked them across
the board to tighten their belts and
accept freezes, cuts, and adjustments
and generally they have agreed to do
that.

Mr. Chairman, this supplemental
bill we are considering today is going
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to shake their confidence in this Con-
gress if it passes and I would request
that we vote it down in its entirety.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] has 3
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. CoNTE] has 1
minute remaining.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. MURPHY].
® Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to any attempt to delete
funding for long-overdue water
projects contained in H.R. 2577. The
fiscal year 1985 supplemental appro-
priations bill provides necessary
moneys to be used for water resource
development. Some of my distin-
guished colleagues may object to this
provision of the bill as too costly. Simi-
larly, the Reagan administration be-
lieves that H.R. 2577 is unacceptable
in its present form, largely because of
water projects.

Certainly all of us are concerned
about the rising cost of the Federal
deficit. However, I urge my distin-
guished colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to keep certain facts in perspec-
tive.

First of all, I find it difficult to grasp
why the present administration wishes
to completely cut important national
priorities such as the water projects
contained in H.R. 2577, while at the
same time, recommends greater and
greater increases in foreign aid. Mr.
Chairman, I cannot justify a policy of
billions for foreigners but not 1 cent
for American interests. Furthermore,
it seems that the cry of deficit is con-
veniently used whenever this adminis-
tration does not want a particular do-
mestic program funded.

As far as these water resource
projects are concerned, the benefits
derived from them will more than
exceed their costs, especially in the
long run. These projects will provide
us with a better national infrastruc-
ture. This improvement can only serve
to make transportation easier, and
therefore, cheaper. Hence, American
goods will be priced more cheaply and
be able to complete more effectively—
especially in the international market-
place.

Furthermore, these projects will
result in better flood control mecha-
nisms and improvements in communi-
ty water supplies. Similarly, channel
and harbor facilities will be enhanced
and recreational opportunities will be
provided. These are concrete benefits
that Americans will be able to enjoy.

Mr. Chairman, I would also remind
my colleagues that it has been 6 years
since the Congress has funded projects
for the Army Corps of Engineers. This
has been a lengthy freeze to say the
least. We, as a Nation, cannot afford
to freeze this vital funding; H.R. 2577,
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though far from perfect, is a reasona-
ble means to provide it.

If I may, I would for a brief moment
like to speak as a citizen of southwest-
ern Pennsylvania. As my friends in
this Chamber know, many times I
have emphasized the fact that there is
no Reagan recovery in this depressed
region. Double digit unemployment
persists, factories are closing, and
closely knit communities are dying. By
improving our waterborne transporta-
tion network, we will be providing a
direct impetus to employment in the
area. The short- and long-term eco-
nomic benefits are clear.

In closing, I would ask that my col-
leagues not be misled by the deficit
smokescreen being fueled by chapter
IV’'s opponents. If anything, these
water projects are long overdue. If
America is to regain her competitive
advantage, the better transportational
infrastructure which will result from
these water projects will help to
achieve this worthwhile goal.e
@ Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I am introducing today an
amendment to provide an additional
$4.27 million to the Temporary Emer-
gency Food Assistance Program
[TEFAP] a small but important pro-
gram used by food banks, soup kitch-
ens, and other coummunity groups to
feed the hungry. Twenty-nine States
have either run out of money, or will
soon run out of money, for this pro-
gram. The short-falls are estimated to
total $4.27 million for the fourth quar-
ter of this fiscal year, the amount of

this appropriation.
The TEFAP Program sends surplus

Government commodities, commod-
ities currently stored in warehouses
and caves around the country, to
States who in turn send them to local
community groups for distribution to
the hungry—those 20 million Ameri-
cans who are without food for at least
2 days per month, according to the
Physician’s Task Force on Hunger in
America. The group is headed by Dr.
Larry Brown of the Harvard School of
Public Health.

Since the program’s inception in
1983, TEFAP has distributed 163 mil-
lion pounds of flour; 169 million
pounds of nonfat dry milk and 1.2 bil-
lion pounds of processed cheese, as
well as other commodities, to the
States. These commodities are an im-
portant supplement for local feeding
progams, which are often run on shoe-
string budgets with volunteer staff.

It is clear to me that it is well worth
continuing this program, both from a
humanitarian standpoint and from a
fiscal standpoint. Many of TEFAP's
recipients are families. Studies of an-
other supplemental feeding program,
the WIC Program, clearly show that
$1 spent on Child Nutrition Programs
saves at least $3 in longer-term health
costs. In addition, there is a savings of
Commodity Credit Corporation stor-
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age costs that would otherwise be in-
curred.

The Food Research and Action
Center, in calls last week to State com-
modity directors, compiled the statis-
tics which show the $4.27 million
short-fall in this program for the
fourth quarter. It is my intention that
this appropriation be targeted to those
States who have already run out of
money for TEFAP, or who will soon
run out of money for this program.
About half the States have not been
able to rquest any commodities for
July, even at a reduced level, accord-
ing to a May USDA report.

It is unfortunate that this problem
didn’t come to light sooner. One of the
difficulties is that TEFAP is a reim-
bursement program, with vouchers
flowing back to USDA through two
levels, from the local community
group to the State, and then from the
State to USDA. This process means a
delay in determining exactly how
much of a funding shortfall exists.

That is why we are acting today.
The timeframe for ordering these
commodities and distributing them for
the fourth quarter of this year is going
to be tight. In their calls to State com-
modity directors, the Food Research
and Action Center did ask whether
States would be able to handle distri-
bution on shortened notice of avail-
ability, and the consensus was that if
the commodities and additional funds
were available, they would be able to
do so. USDA administrators of this
program, however, will have to offer
as much cooperation and flexibility as
possible in meeting this goal.

A number of groups support this
amendment, including: Food Research
and Action Center, Bread for the
World, the National Farmers Union,
Interfaith Action for Economic Jus-
tice, Children’'s Defense Fund, League
of United Latin American Citizens, Na-
tional Council of Senior Citizens,
Rural Coalition, National Milk Pro-
ducers Federation, United States Con-
ference of Mayors, Food Research and
Action Center, Lutheran Council/
USA, Friends Committee on National
Legislation, Church Woman United,
National Council of Churches of
Christ in the USA, Church of the
Brethern-Washington  Office, and
United Church of Christ/Office for
Church in Society.

These groups understand that while
the amount we are debating is small,
as the Federal budget goes, the good
that is done by this program is large. I
urge your support for this amend-
ment.e
® Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to take this opportunity to
make a few comments about that por-
tion of H.R. 2577 which provides fund-
ing for the second lock at lock and
dam 26 in Alton, IL, and for environ-
mental and recreational projects on
the Upper Mississippi River.
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Now, I recognize that all of this
funding may be stricken on a point of
order since none of these activities
have been authorized to date. Even so,
I would simply like to take a few mo-
ments to commend the committee for
their balanced approach to the use of
the Upper Mississippi River System.

Mr. Chairman, I favor the second
lock at lock and dam 26 but only if it is
combined with the environmental and
recreational programs that were in-
cluded when the recommendation was
brought before Congress in 1982 as
part of the master plan for the Upper
Mississippi River.

This master plan was authorized in
1978 by Public Law 95-502 to provide
Congress with answers to questions on
navigation capacity and environmental
impacts of navigation operation and
maintenance. The Upper Mississippi
River Basin Commission was instruct-
ed to prepare the plan.

The master plan contains a set of 12
recommendations for maintaining and
enhancing the Upper Mississippi River
System as a multipurpose system
having two congressional mandates:
one as a nationally significant ecosys-
tem and the other as a nationally sig-
nificant commercial navigation
system. The recommendations cover a
broad range of problems and issues
from navigational improvement to
habitat rehabilitation.

Separately, the second lock at Alton
could be called a pet, pork barrel
project. Sure, there are those that
argue the lock is needed to reduce the
already existing bottleneck of barges
that are in the area. But we are al-
ready building a brand new, 1,200 foot
lock system there that will be ready to
function shortly.

The point is that the second lock at
Alton was recommended as part of a
master plan, developed by an inde-
pendent commission with the consul-
tation of various Federal and State
agencies. I was pleased to learn that
the committee looks favorably on the
master plan by including language to
provide, dollar for dollar, money to
cover the other environmental and
recreational recommendations over
and above the second lock.

If the second lock at Alton, IL, is
going to become a part of this supple-
mental appropriation bill, then the en-
vironmental and recreational projects,
must be included to keep the intent of
the master plan as developed by the
Upper Mississippi River Basin Com-
mission.

Again, I want to thank the members
of the committee for recognizing the
multipurpose use of this resource by
providing for all of its uses: Naviga-
tion, recreation, and the environment.
I look forward to working with you
toward this end.e
@ Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 2577 and the
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amendment offered by Congressman
WHiITTEN. I will address my comments,
however, to one provision which I be-
lieve is of particular importance to my
constituents—the Ellicott Creek Flood
Control Project.

Fifteen years ago the Ellicott Creek
Flood Control Project was made part
of an omnibus water bill and was
signed into law by President Nixon.
This action was taken in response to a
devastating flood in the area. Unfortu-
nately, since that time similar trage-
dies have struck twice. Seven years
ago, in the aftermath of the now infa-
mous “Blizzard of "77,"” severe flooding
from the Ellicott Creek caused exten-
sive property loss and damage. This
past winter, melting snows from a
major blizzard and incessant rains re-
sulted in yet another flood, causing an
estimated $12 million in damage.

This most recent debacle has been
declared a major disaster by the Presi-
dent. The Army Corps of Engineers es-
timates that damage from the Ellicott
Creek flooding during a 5-day period
in February is between $4 and $5 mil-
lion. Officials said that the proposed
flood control project would have
helped significantly to reduce the
damage.

In my opinion, this latest flooding
was largely preventable. Efforts to
secure funding for the flood control
project have been underway for the
past 15 years. This project has

bounced between the Congress and ad-
ministrations like a political basket-
ball. I won't detail the long history of

this proposal, except to say that the
time to act is now. Statistically, we can
expect that a flood of this magnitude
will occur in the next 10 to 15 years.
The Corps of Engineers Chief in Buf-
falo said that the Corps could have
construction work on Ellicott Creek
underway within 90 days of the date
they receive funding. The $22.9 mil-
lion flood control project calls for
work over 4 construction seasons. If
funding is approved, work would begin
in the spring of 1986 and be completed
in 1989, perhaps just in time for the
next flood.

The President’'s 1986 budget request
dated February 4, 1985, states “that
the Ellicott Creek project is urgently
needed to reduce flood damages in the
lower Ellicott Creek Basin. The down-
stream portion of Ellicott Creek has
been subjected to flooding for a
number of years.” As if to drive home
the point, within 3 weeks of this
report, nature unleashed a flood from
Ellicott Creek which was unparalleled
in the past 25 years. The need is no
longer urgent. It is imperative that
this project be constructed—Now!

Residents of the towns hit hardest
during these floods, Tonawanda and
Ambherst, NY, know that it is only a
matter of time before disaster strikes
again. Without this flood control
project, there is no hope of preventing
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the inevitable destruction of home and
business properties caused by raging
flood waters.

True, we can’t control the will of
nature. But we can control some of its
destructive effects. What are some-
times more difficult and frustrating to
control are the budgetary constraints
which limit Federal spending for such
worthy projects. I, perhaps more than
many, understand the need to cut
spending to reduce the Federal budget
deficit. But in this situation, the
adage, “an ounce of prevention is
worth a pound of cure,” has true
meaning.

Investing dollars now in a project
which will mitigate the inevitable
flood damage, costing the Federal,
State, and local governments millions
of dollars to repair is not only smart,
but is also economically prudent.

For these reasons, I strongly support

the Whitten amendment, and urge
each and every one of my colleagues to
do likewise.@
@® Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, the bill
before the committee today would ap-
propriate $186,300,000 in new budget
authority to the Corps of Engineers,
$20,850,000 to the Bureau of Reclama-
tion and $56 million to the Tennessee
Valley Authority.

The bill includes funds for 62 new
construction starts for the Corps of
Engineers and 4 new starts for the
Bureau of Reclamation. Included in
the 62 corps projects are 32 projects
which have been previously author-
ized and 30 projects which are includ-
ed in H.R. 6 which has been ordered
reported by the Public Works and
Transportation Committee.

Our subcommittee has been working
closely with the Interior and Insular
Affairs Committee with regard to the
Bureau of Reclamation projects and to
my knowledge we are in complete
agreement with respect to those
projects.

As Members will recall, this House
passed H.R. 3958, the water resources
development appropriation bill, 1984,
on October 6, 1983, which contained a
total of 43 new projects for the corps
and the Bureau of Reclamation. Un-
fortunately, that bill was never passed
by the Senate.

Last year, under the leadership of
Chairman RoE of the Water Resources
Subcommittee of the Public Works
and Transportation Committee, the
House overwhelmingly passed H.R.
3678. However, the Senate never acted
on the bill. This year, the Public
Works and Transportation Committee
has introduced H.R. 6, the new water
project authorization bill, and I under-
stand that bill is scheduled to be re-
ported in mid-June. However, it is un-
certain at this time when the bill will
be considered on the floor. In addition,
the bill may well be referred to other
authorizing committees for their con-
sideration.
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Most of the projects funded in the
bill before us today have already been
apprqved by the House on two prior
occasions.

As you know, our subcommittee has
tried to wait for the legislative com-
mittee to complete authorizing action
for several years, and as evidenced by
House passage of the authorizing bill
last year, Mr. RoE is making every
effort to move the legislation. It ap-
pears, however, that if there are to be
new construction projects funded, the
House is going to have to move ahead
with the bill before us today.

As Members will recall, the last bill
authorizing new water projects for the
Corps of Engineers was enacted in
1976. With a few minor exceptions, no
new construction starts have been
funded since 1980 due to differences
between the executive and legislative
branches regarding user fees, cost
sharing and financing of water
projects. In the report accompanying
the regular fiscal year 1984 appropria-
tion bill for energy and water develop-
ment, the committee stated:

The committee is aware of the urgent
need for some new construction projects
and for the repair and rehabilitation of
some existing projects. Testimony has been
presented indicating the urgent needs in
this area * * * The committee fully intends
to recommend funding for new construction
for both the Corps of Engineers and the
Bureau of Reclamation for fiscal year 1984.

The projects contained in chapter IV
are in response to the commitment
made by the committee.

I do not believe there are many au-
thorizing and appropriations subcom-
mittees which work closer together
than do Chairman’s RoE’s subcommit-
tee and my Subcommittee on Energy
and Water Development.

The introduction of H.R. 6 through
the Public Works and Transportation
Committee and the probability that
the bill will be presented to the full
House of Representatives is most en-
couraging.

The projects funded in the bill in-
clude a number of projects proposed
by the administration in fiscal years
1983, 1984, 1985, 1986, and other au-
thorized projects which are worthy of
construction, and urgently needed
projects which are awaiting authoriza-
tion. The committee is confident that
every effort will be made by the 99th
Congress to enact legislation authoriz-
ing new projects and, where appropri-
ate, make adjustments in cost sharing.
Use of funds provided by this bill for
construction of projects not yet au-
thorized is, therefore, linked to such
authorization. Moreover, adjustments
in cost sharing enacted during this
Congress would apply to the projects
funded herein to include those pres-
ently authorized.

With regard to cost sharing, the
committee recognizes the responsibil-
ity of the authorization committees to
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establish cost-sharing policies, but is
concerned that the application of rigid
cost-sharing requirements would
create a situation of have versus have-
nots. Many States and localities do not
have the capability to share costs to
the same extent, if at all, that others
may have. This is particularly undesir-
able in the case of flood control
projects where human lives and the
economic viability of communities are
involved. Because of this, the commit-
tee encourages a flexibile approach to
cost sharing. I believe it is important
to note that since the exact formula
for cost sharing is still under consider-
ation, it is not possible to predict the
Federal share of the costs of the
projects in the bill at this time.

The committee received many re-
quests from Members to fund projects
already authorized as well as those in
the pending authorization bill. Unfor-
tunately, the number of major water
resource development projects that
can be funded in any particular fiscal
year is necessarily limited. Even with
incremental funding of only that por-
tion of work that can be accomplished
within a fiscal year, the large number
of necessary projects and the high cost
of many of them Ilimit the total
number that can be considered for
funding at any one time.

The projects recommended for
funded in this bill represent the high-
est priority projects in each major cat-
egory of water resource development.
The committee will consider funding
additional projects in subsequent ap-
propriation bills.

The recommended funding for the
Tennessee Valley Authority provides
$5 million for an essential water dem-
onstration project affecting the health
of Bristol, TN, residents.

The bill contains language that ex-
empts the construction of an author-
ized Oregon-California powerline from
the Clayton Act and the Federal
Power Act.

The report accompanying the bill
provides a good explanation of the rec-
ommendations in the bill as well as a
brief description of the projects
funded in the bill.

This is a good bill and report and I
recommend its adoption by the com-
mittee.@
® Mrs. LONG. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 2577 containing
a $6 million appropriation for a family
violence program enacted last year
under the Child Abuse Amendments
of 1984.

It is estimated that between 2 and 6
million women are battered by their
husbands annually. Only half of these
women seek professional help. Unfor-
tunately, less than half of the women
and children that do seek refuge actu-
ally receive aid. Lack of funding for
the overcrowded shelters shatters
their hopes for the professional care
they desperately require and deserve.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

These women are victimized not only
by their husbands’ brutality toward
them, but also by their inaccessability
to professional services that focus on
restoring homelife.

In my own district, the Family
Counseling Agency has been estab-
lished in Alexandria, LA to provide im-
mediate care to battered wives. This
agency provides the following vital
services to wives and their families:

Long-term and overnight shelter to
abused women and their children;
crisis counseling on a group or individ-
ual basis; referrals for legal aid, job
service, welfare, and so forth.

Twenty-four-hour crisis hotline sup-
plying emotional support or urgent
placement arrangements for abused
women and their children.

Since its establishment in 1984, this
agency has served close to 400 men,
women, and children. The number of
victims served this year alone has al-
ready surpassed the total number of
individuals seeking help last year.

Services such as the Family Counsel-
ing Agency in my district have the po-
tential to provide immediate care. This
potential cannot be realized without
money for expanding shelters, increas-
ing professional staffs, supporting
client needs, and informing the public
about its extensive programs.

Those outstanding services are cru-
cial to the treatment of women who
have been hurt and humiliated by
those closest to them. The money can
be utilized to provide family violence
programs with more professional staff
members, larger shelters, and a great-
er information network to spread the
word to women that professional, emo-
tional, and financial support are avail-
able. With the assurance that family
violence programs are fully funded,
more women will feel secure in seeking
help.

A recent article in Time magazine
entitled “Wife Beating: The Silent
Crime” (Sept. 5, 1983) brought the
problem to national attention. This ar-
ticle mentioned the following startling
facts:

Nearly 6 million wives will be abused
by their husbands in any one year.

Some 2,000 to 4,000 women are
beaten to death annually.

The Nation’s police spend one-third
of their time responding to domestic
violence calls.

Battery is the single major cause of
injury to women, more significant
than auto accidents, rapes or mug-
gings.

I recommend this enlightening arti-
cle to my colleagues’ attention. The
grim case histories it describes are
guaranteed to move you in support of
family violence program funding.

WiIFE BEATING: THE SILENT CRIME

There is nothing new about wife beating,
It has always happened, everywhere. Often
it is accepted as a natural if regrettable part
of woman's status as her husband’s proper-
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ty. Throughout history unlucky women
have been subjected to the whims and bru-
tality of their husbands. The colloguial
phrase ‘“rule of thumb” is supposedly de-
rived from the ancient right of a husband to
discipline his wife with a rod “no thicker
than his thumb.” In the U.S. the statistics
reflect no unprecedented epidemic of do-
mestic violence, but only a quite recent
effort to collect figures—often inexact, but
startling even when allowances are made for
error—on what has always existed:

Nearly 6 million wives will be abused * by
their husbands in any one year.

Some 2,000 to 4,000 women are beaten to
death annually.

The nation's police spend one-third of
thel}sr time responding to domestic-violence
calls.

Battery is the single major cause of injury
to women, more significant than auto acci-
dents, rapes or muggings.

What is new is that in the U.S. wife beat-
ing is no longer widely accepted as an inevi-
table and private matter. The change in at-
titude, while far from complete, has come
about in the past ten to 15 years as part of
the profound transformation of ideas about
the roles and rights of women in society. In
cities and states scattered across the coun-
try, legal structures and social service net-
works, prompted by grass-roots women's or-
ganizations, have begun to redefine spouse
abuse as a violation of the victim’s civil
rights and a criminal act of assault subject
to the same punishments as other acts of vi-
olence.

Marital abuse has been called “the silent
crime.” Bringing it out into the open by
talking about it is the first step toward a so-
lution. But for most people, including even
the victim and the abuser, the almost
reflex-like response to the subject is to deny
that such abuse exists. In fact, however, a
1979 FBI report stated that 40% of women
killed were murdered by their partners, and
10% of men by theirs. (Many of the women
acted in selfdefense.)

When it comes to squabbling around the
house, women give as good as they get. But
a domestic spat is not battering, which in-
volves a pattern of escalating abuse In a sit-
uation from which the victim feels she
cannot escape. Because they are usually
physically stronger than their wives, men
are less likely to be battered; for reasons of
pride, they are also far less likely to report
it. Sociologist Murray Straus, an expert on
family violence, nonetheless estimates that
each year 282,000 men are beaten by their
wives.

Personal testimony indicates that any
female, regardless of class or race, can
become a battered wife. In Stamford, Conn.,
& woman married to a Fortune 500 executive
locked herself into their Lincoln Continen-
tal every Saturday night to escape her hus-
band’s kicks and punches. She did not leave
him because she mistakenly feared he could
sue for divorce on ground of desertion and
she, otherwise penniless, would get no ali-
mony.

Barbara, 30, a middle-class housewife from
South Hadley, Mass., was first beaten by
her husband when she was pregnant. Last
summer Barbara's husband hurled a dinner
plate across the kitchen at her. His aim was
off. The plate shattered against the wall
and a piece of it struck their four-year-old
daughter in the face, blinding the child in
one eye.

In Miami, Diane, 27, a receptionist, said
she married “a real nice guy,” a Dr. Jekyll
who turned into Mr. Hyde a week after the
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wedding. “Being married to this man was
like being a prisoner of war. I was not al-
lowed to visit my family. I couldn’t go out
on my own. He wouldn't even let me cry. If I
did, it started an ‘episode.’ "

In a Duluth shelter for battered women,
Lola, who married 19 years ago at age 18,
said her husband was losing control more
frequently: “He gets angry because he's
coming home with a bag full of groceries
and I didn't open the door fast enough. Be-
cause he didn't like the way I washed the
clothes, Because the supper’s not ready. Be-
cause supper's ready too soon."”

In Atlanta, Rita, 30, told TiMe's Roger
Witherspoon that her husband William, 40,
a hospital worker, asked her to come into
the bedroom during a birthday party she
was giving for neighborhood children. “He
slapped me blind. He pulled the shotgun
from the wall and dared me to move. I cried
and asked him why he was bothering me.
He just tore my clothes off. He said I was a
bitch and used other ugly words. I asked
him not to do that because the children and
their parents were here. But he just left the
room and told everyone to leave. Then he
told me to get back in bed and that we were
going to make love. I said no. But he had
the .38 and a knife and hit me. I got in and
we did it. My nose was still bleeding.”

An extraordinary number of abuse cases
involve guns or knives. In Los Angeles,
Harry Whalen, 48, a curtain installer, is
serving a 15-year-to-life sentence for killing
his fourth wife, Betty, 35. She was hiding in
a Long Beach, Calif., women'’s shelter, seek-
ing a divorce. Whalen caught her in her law-
yer's office parking lot and begged to hold
the couple's small child. He then ordered
Betty into his van and drove off. Three
months later her body was found in a shal-
low grave in the desert; she had been shot in
the face. One of Whalen's former wives re-
ported later that he had threatened to kill
her too.

Many men, and even many women, believe
that abused wives have a masochistic streak
that keeps them in the home long after the
beatings have begun. But Michigan Psychol-
ogist Camella Serum dismisses such assump-
tions as folklore “Masochism has no rel-
evance in this situation. It is just another
way to blame the victim. The reason she
stays has nothing to do with loving the pain
or seeking the violence.”

Battering follows a cycle: first a buildup
of tension, then a violent explosion, and fi-
nally a period of remorse and apologies that
rekindle hope that the batterer will change
and remain loving. Karla Digirolomo, 26, ex-
ecutive director of the New York State Gov-
ernor's Commission on Domestic Violence,
describes her experience in her first mar-
riage as typical. When she was pregnant her
husband broke her nose. She told everyone
she had fallen down. The obstetrician never
questioned the bruises on her body. “I felt
worthless, totally to blame, responsible for
my husband's actions. I kept thinking, 'If I
had done something different, things would
improve.” You gradually change. You think,
‘If I can stop doing x, y or 2z, then nothing
will happen.’ You assume all responsibility.”

If the woman does not leave or seek help
after the first episode it can be taken as a
sign of acquiescence, which usually leads to
more violence. But it is extremely difficult
to pack up and go, even if a woman can
afford to. Explains Jane Tolliver, a counsel-
or in the Atlanta Y.W.C.A.'s battered-
women's program: ‘“They've been told by
their ministers and their families that a
good woman can change a man.” These
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women represent society’'s traditional
values. Says Tolliver: “They are nurturing.
They want successful marriages. And it is
precisely those things that trap them.”

Often a battered woman has grown up
with violence and accepts it as a pitiful form
of caring, or at least as something inevitable
in a relationship. She may feel desperately
that the world is a dangerous place and that
she needs a protector, even a man who beats
her. Ashamed, terrified that any resistance
will provoke greater violence, isolated from
her family and friends, often without any
means of support other than the husband,
many a battered woman sinks into despair-
ing submission, from which the only escape
is eventual widowhood, her own murder (or,
perhaps in a flash of retaliatory rage, her
husband’s), or suicide. According to a four-
year study of a major metropolitan hospital
completed this year, 25% of all women’s sui-
cide attempts are preceded by a prior histo-
ry of battering.

Domestic violence is lethal, and not only
to women. A 1978 article in Police Magazine
reports that 409 of all police injuries, and
20% of all police deaths on duty, are the
result of becoming caught in a family dis-
pute. Risks aside, answering domestic-dis-
turbance calls is the bane of policemen ev-
erywhere. “We end it for an hour or two
and do a lot of paper work,” says Officer
Lawrence Santos of Harlem’'s 25th Precinct.
To a frightened woman, though, even a re-
luctant policeman offers more hope than an
insensitive one. Sergeant Louis Mancuso of
Manhattan's Ninth Precinct, for example,
does not think arrests are always the best
solution. He believes there are often extenu-
ating circumstances, observing after hearing
about one brutal assault. “Maybe she wasn't
giving him what he needed sexually.” De-
troit Executive Deputy Police Chief James
Bannon explains such lingering attitudes.
“Police officers are as violent in domestic re-
lations as others. Probably more so.”

Doctors, social workers and psychiatrists
have frequently been even less helpful than
the police. Evan Stark, research associate at
Yale's Institution for Social and Policy
Studies, and his wife, Dr. Anne Flitcraft, in
a study of family violence, concluded that
the medical profession and social agencies
“are an essential part of the battered syn-
drome." Says Stark: “They treat the women
like they are crazy.” Doctors fail to note
signs of abuse, label battered women psy-
chotic or hypochondriacal, prescibe tran-
quilizers and tell them to go home, and
“make a woman doubt her own sanity” by
sending her to a family therapist.

The first shelter for battered women
opened in a private home in Pasadena,
Calif., in 1964. There are now approximately
800 in the country. All of them have waiting
lists, and the demand is staggering. The
Y.W.C.A. alone has 210 shelter or service
programs such as hot lines, safe-home net-
works and counseling programs in 30 states.
From 1978 through 1980, the Y.W.C.A. shel-
tered 46,100 women and children and gave
counseling to 50,000 women. But they esti-
mate they cannot accommodate 80% of
those who need assistance. In a new and
ironic effort to provide more services, at
least 14 states earmark funds for domestic-
violence programs by imposing a surcharge
on marriage licenses.

Mother is a good person. Mother is a
happy person. Mother is a nice person.
Mother is very, very pretty. Those kind
words were painted on a poster by a child
whose mother had found refuge at Crescent
House, the first battered-women’s shelter in
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New Orleans. Crescent House serves more
than 500 clients a year, housing 25 women
and children at a time, Like all such shel-
ters, it is initially a place for battered
women to hide. It also offers help in deci-
phering the demoralizing puzzle of welfare
offices and court procedures, and in aiding
victims to imagine an alternative future.
Almost as important, a shelter is a place
where a woman will be believed and listened
to. In 13% of wife-abuse cases, children have
also been assaulted, and shelters provide a
refuge for them, too. In keeping with their
efforts to break the cycle of violence, almost
all shelters have firm rules against spank-

What kind of man would hit a woman?
Not only hit her, but blacken her eyes,
break the bones in her face, beat her
breasts, kick her abdomen and menace her
with a gun? There is a very good chance
that he was beaten as a child. Perhaps be-
cause of his early trauma, he is often emo-
tionally stunted. Michael Groetsch, director
of probation for the New Orleans Municipal
Court, sees scores of accused wife abusers
every week. “There is very interesting anal-
ogy between a male batterer and a two- or
three-year-old child,” Groetsch says. “His
tantrums are very similar to those of a two-
year-old. Like a narcissistic child, the bat-
terer bites when he’s throwing a tantrum. I
have seen many women come in with teeth
marks all over their arms and legs.”

The wife beater probably drinks, al-
though, as Groetsch points out, “he drinks
to beat, he doesn't beat because he drinks."”
Unemployment does not cause battering,
but hard times make it worse. In Youngs-
town, Ohio, for example, where the unem-
ployment rate in 1982 reached 219, domes-
tic violence increased a staggering 404%
over 1979,

Craig Norberg, a founder of the men's
self-help group RAVEN (Rape and Vielence
End Now) in St. Louis, says the typical
spouse beater is unable to cope with the tra-
ditional notion of masculinity. ‘“Not male-
ness, but the traditional male role, which re-
quires men to be stoic. It requires men to
not need intimacy, to be in control, to be
the ‘big wheel,” and when there is a problem
to ‘give’em hell.!’ The difficulty is that nine
out of ten men fail at that list, at least in
their own judgment.”

Indeed, the batterer is often afflicted with
mind-bending insecurity. The man's wife,
says Psychologist Walker, is “the emotional
glue that holds him together.” As a conse-
quence, he is desperately afraid of losing
her. “All the time I knew she was going to
leave me,"” says William, the Atlanta birth-
day-party batterer. “She liked to play the
song Slip Away, and I knew she was going to
do it.” Explains Dick Bathrick, a clinical
pscyhologist who with a colleague runs the
only program for wife abusers in Georgia:
“The husband is trying to make her be
closer to him by controlling her physically—
and he doesn't realize that he's driving her
away.”

The last time William saw his wife he beat
her until he tired. “When it was over,” he
says, "I picked her up off the floor and
kissed her and told her I was sorry. I wanted
to feel the pain that she felt. S8o I kissed
her. Her nose was running and she was
crying, and I loved her very much."

Such displays of tenderness are not un-
usual. “He may send her roses if she has
left,” says Michigan Psychologist Serum,
“but it's not out of love. It's out of a desire
to regain control.” Indeed, batterers can be
very calculating, both in how they deal with
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their wives and with the authorities once
they are caught. They are frequently
charming to a fault. Says Therapist Jeffery
Perez, who runs a program for batterers in
New Orleans: “These guys are real slick and
real glib. They can play therapy off against
the court system and not have to be respon-
sible.”

The first self-help group for abusive men
was formed in Boston in 1977. There are
now about 50. Very few men go to such cen-
ters on their own. Either their partner has
left or is threatening to, or they are attend-
ing under court order. By and large, they do
not believe they have done anything wrong,
sometimes insisting that they are not bat-
terers at all. Those who own up to being vio-
lent frequently believe their wives are at
fault. Nick, 33, an unemployed New Yorker
who chose a six-week counseling program
over 90 days in jail, is franker than most.
“Most of the time I thought I was right. It
[the violence] was called for.” If they stay
in a treatment program, and very few do
without a court order, some men reach a
kind of self-awareness that results in a more
pacific nature. In a spouse-abuse workshop
in Rockland County, N.Y., a man named
George, 50, reported at the end of six weeks,
“If a husband takes control of himself, a
wife cannot make him hit her.” As aware-
ness goes, this particular insight might
make Freud gape, but George’s wife Susan
reports no violence for the past 18 months.

Historically, batterers have fallen between
the cracks, being neither nuts nor eriminals,
at least by the standards of the day. “A man
beats up his wife because he can.” says Uni-
versity of Rhode Island Sociologist Richard
Gelles, one of the pioneers in the study of
family violence. Indeed, a man usually does
not beat up his boss or male acquaintances.
The consequences—Iloss of job, a charge of
criminal assault, an old-fashioned black
eye—are simply too great. Now the conse-
quences are rising for violence against one's
wife. Shelters for abused women have cre-
ated a safety net for wives who previously
would have been afraid to take their hus-
bands to court. Newspapers, judges, hospi-
tals, neighbors, even a growing number of
once exasperated police officers, are begin-
ning to understand the dimensions of the
problem. More important, states and mu-
nicipalities are putting laws on the books
that give women a realistic chance of get-
ting protection and redress through the
courts. As Franci Livingston, an attorney
with the Center for Women Policy Studies
in Washington, points out, “Ten years ago
there were no real, specific laws providing
remedies for women. If a woman wanted
protection using the courts, she would have
to get it as part of a domestic-relations pro-
ceeding—meaning separation or divorce.”

At that time, police could not make an
arrest without actually witnessing violence
or seeing compelling physical evidence of
abuse. Nowadays such requirements are
being eased. In Michigan, for example, a law
allowing police to arrest batterers for misde-
meanor assaults on grounds of “probable
cause” was passed in 1978 and became a
model for other states. In Massachusetts,
women can walk into any court and receive
an immediate emergency restraining order
against an abusive husband.

The Los Angeles city attorney’'s family-vi-
olence program, which began four years
ago, was one of the first to recognize that
domestic violence is a crime, not a private
matter, and should be prosecuted as such.
The decision to prosecute is taken out of the
victim’s hands. Explains Deputy City Attor-
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ney Susan Kaplan: “Out of 5,000 domestic-
violence cases that cross our desk each year,
half of the victims want to drop the
charges. Now the woman is told misdemean-
or charges will be pressed anyway. Will she
testify? It never even comes to that. Once
the husband realizes, ‘Hey, this is a crime,
this is prosecutable,’ he pleads guilty right
there.”

According to the National Center on
Women and Family Law, one-third of the
women who come to shelters have also been
sexually assaulted by their mates. Only four
years ago, such violations were so accepted
that California State Senator Bob Wilson
protested a California law allowing prosecu-
tion for marital rape by saying. “If you can’t
rape your wife, who can you rape?” Today,
17 states have abolished laws that excluded
husbands from rape prosecution.

The tightening of laws against wife beat-
ing has resulted in higher conviction rates.
In Duluth, for example, 82% of those arrest-
ed for spouse abuse are convicted, up from
20% in 1979. Still, only a fraction of abusive
husbands are reported to the authorities,
much less arrested and convicted.

For the glib, angry men who pummel
their wives, a brush with the law sometimes
has a sobering effect. A recent Police Foun-
dation working paper concluded: “It is clear
that the recidivism measure is lowest when
police make arrests.” New York’s Karla Di-
girolomo agrees: “In general, arrests work
because they give the message to the man
that such behavior is inappropriate. They
also give the message to the woman that
somebody will help her.”

The crackdown represents an important
shift in how the nation views wife abuse., No
longer does a woman have to go it alone in a
legal system that is stacked against her; no
longer does she have to deny the suggestion,
either stated or implied, that she got what
she deserved. Now the courts and the com-
munity are swinging to her side—and the
bullying husband is beginning to pay the
price.e
® Mr. LUNDINE. Mr. Chairman, I
want to bring to the attention of my
colleagues an important provision of
the supplemental appropriations bill
before the House today. H.R. 2577
contains almost $237 million in U.S.
arrearage payments to the multilater-
al development banks. These arrear-
ages, the result of chronic funding
shortfalls in previous continuing reso-
lutions, are necesary to bring the
United States up to date with regard
to its obligations to these institutions.

U.S. payments to these banks are
predicated on already negotiated
agreements among the member con-
tributing countries. The list of contrib-
uting members reads like a who’s who
list of our allies and trading partners.
The Treasury Department negotiates
the U.S. contribution after consulta-
tions with the Congress and the rele-
vant U.S. Government agencies con-
cerned with our participation in the
MDB'’s. When agreement on a replen-
ishment of resources is reached the
administration submits the proposed
U.8. share to Congress for approval.
Congress then has an opportunity to
approve or disapprove the agreement
submitted by the President. Once such
legislation is authorized by the Con-
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gress and signed by the President the
United States has committed to pay-
ment of its share of the replenish-
ment.

Previous failure to approve author-
ized contributions to these institutions
has consistently raised serious credibil-
ity problems for the United States—
credibility problems which affect our
relationship with our allies and the de-
veloping countries. Much as U.S. ex-
porters must be perceived as reliable
suppliers of the goods and services
they sell in order to successfully com-
pete on world markets, so too must the
United States maintain its reputation
as a responsible member of the World
Bank and other regional development
banks if we are to remain influential
in these institutions. And I can assure
my colleagues that U.S. influence and
participation is critical if these institu-
tions are to continue serving our inter-
ests.

My subcommittee will be holding an
extensive series of oversight hearings
in the coming months to help deter-
mine what the future role of these in-
stitutions should be in most effectively
fostering economic development in
Africa, Asia, and Latin America. We
will not be afraid to criticize these in-
stitutions and the development poli-
cies they have pursued when such crit-
icism is warranted. However, our exer-
cise will be a futile one if the United
States does not live up to its previous
commitments to these banks and their
clients, the developing countries. We
simply will not have the platform
from which to promote the changes
which we might find desirable to sup-
port. Overall the World Bank, Inter-
American Development Bank, Asian
Development Bank, and African De-
velopment Bank have served U.S. eco-
nomic, humanitarian, and strategic in-
terests well in the past. Improvements
can be made to ensure that they con-
tinue to do so in the future.

I want to take this opportunity to
commend the work of the chairman of
the Foreign Operations Subcommit-
tee, Mr. OBEY, for successfully forging
bipartisan support for this funding re-
quest in the Congress. I am confident
that our efforts, along with a strong
level of commitment from the Presi-
dent and his administration, will
enable the United States to maintain a
constructive role in helping the MDB's
fulfill their responsibility as engines
for economic progress in the develop-
ing world. I, therefore, urge the House
to approve these needed funds.e
® Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 25717, the sup-
?l%ment,al appropriations bill for fiscal

985.

This measure would fund a host of
key programs for the remainder of the
fiscal year. In several instances, the
bill limits the activities of Federal
agencies until Congress has a chance
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to set the terms under which these ac-
tivities should be carried.

a member of the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee, and
one who represents the great Port of
Baltimore, I am particularly interested
in two provisions of this bill which
relate to the Nation’s maritime indus-
try.

CDS PAYBACK

The first of these is in chapter 2
which prohibits the Department of
Transportation from enforcing a con-
troversial rule dealing with CDS pay-
back.

This rule would permit vessel owners
to repay their construction differen-
tial subsidies in return for the right to
enter the domestic trade until Con-
gress specifies the standards to govern
any repayment program.

This rule would fundamentally alter
a principle of the Merchant Marine
Act of 1970 which permitted bulk car-
riers to receive a Federal subsidy in
order to build vessels in American
shipyards.

In exchange for accepting construc-
tion subsidies, these vessel owners
were prohibited from operating in the
domestic trade.

While these operators were building
ships with subsidy for use in the for-
eign trade, our Nation's domestic oper-
ators were investing heavily in build-
ing new ships and retrofitting older
ones for our domestic trade, particu-
larly the Alaskan oil market.

The new rule fundamentally
changes the rules in the middle of the
game, despite the fact that domestic
operators built their ships without
subsidy and had considerably larger
amounts of investment capital at risk
than did those who built vessels with
subsidy.

At a House hearing last month, ship-
builders, maritime unions, and domes-
tic ship owners spoke about the dire
economic and national security conse-
quences which would occur if this rule
takes effect.

The provision in H.R. 2577, which
was approved by the Appropriations
Committee by a more than 2-to-1
margin, simply bars the enforcement
of the rule until Congress specifies the
standards which should govern the re-
payment program.

Like similar restrictions on earlier
appropriations bills, the amendment
in the supplemental simply preserves
the status quo so that Congress can
address the economic and security
issues raised by CDS repayment.

However, nothing in this legislation
precludes ongoing judicial review of
the legality of the rule or the rulemak-
ing process that was followed.

The legislation stops the rule from
going into effect pending further
action by the Congress.

We are trying to provide the respec-
tive congressional authorizing commit-
tees with time to reach a settlement
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on this issue after almost 2% years of
discussion and debate.

I look forward to working with the
leadership of my own committee, par-
ticularly our chairman and vice chair-
man, Representatives JoNes and
BiacGi, on a permanent formula for
CDS repayment.

BALTIMORE HARBOR DREDGING

The second provision in this bill I
want to voice by support for is chapter
4, the section which provides startup
funds for numerous port development
projects, including the Baltimore
Harbor dredging project.

Dredging Baltimore to a depth of 50
feet has been authorized since 1970,
and it is crucial that we proceed with
this project as expeditiously as possi-
ble.

The Port of Baltimore is the single
biggest economic resource in the State
of Maryland.

Maritime activity connected with
the port employs nearly 80,000 people
directly and is worth over $1.2 billion
annually in revenues for organizations
and individuals.

The Baltimore Harbor project is the
oldest authorized port development
project in the Nation which has never
received a Federal appropriation.

The fact that we have not begun to
deepen the harbor channel has had a
significant, harmful effect on the port.
Increasingly large container vessels
need deeper channels to export dry
bulk commodities, particularly coal.

Despite Baltimore's premier status
on the east coast as a port loading
center, the absence of a 50-foot chan-
nel has reduced its competitive posi-
tion. In the process, our potential for
new jobs and new port-related indus-
tries has been slowed.

It is critical that we get on with the
business of developing our Nation’s
port and waterway infrastructure.
That is why I support chapter 4 of
this supplemental.

I commend the members of the Ap-
propriations Committee for these
projects, including full committee
Chairman WHITTEN, subcommittee
chairmen, Near SmiTH and Tom
BeviLL, and my own colleague from
Maryland on the committee, STENY
HoOYER.

I thank them for their work and
urge my colleagues to support prompt
passage of this supplemental appro-
priations bill. Thank you.e
® Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to this year's supple-
mental appropriations bill, H.R. 2577.
During the time I have served in this
body I have witnessed what has come
to be an annual sham and a flagrant
disregard for budgetary procedures.
The legitimate and useful purpose of
supplemental appropriations, to add
urgent and necessary funds to regular
annual appropriations, has been seri-
ously distorted and abused over the
years. I, like many of my fellow Mem-
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bers, find myself forced into an unfor-
tunate catch-22 situation. As a con-
cerned legislator, I would like to sup-
port legislation to fund unforeseen yet
necessary expenditures, in order to
avoid the crisis of funding cutoffs and
to help maintain the proper functions
of Government. Yet, at the same time,
I am most opposed to many of the ap-
propriations in this bill which would
fund discretionary pet projects and
which have not been authorized, nor
requested by the President. Time and
time again, Congress has given only lip
service to the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, by failing to meet dead-
lines, and by waiving its own rules gov-
erning the authorization and appro-
priations process which requires that
an authorization precede an appro-
priation.

This legislation is a textbook exam-
ple of a situation that cries out for the
use of a Presidential line item veto.
The bill contains millions of dollars
worth of unauthorized appropriations.
And once again there are a number of
pork barrel appropriations riding pig-
gyback on the legitimate budgetary re-
quests. Our Government is one of
checks and balances. The line item
veto would provide a further check by
the executive branch to curtail the un-
restrained spending of Congress. A
line-item veto would give to the Presi-
dent the authority originally envi-
sioned by the authors of the Constitu-
tion, a power that has been eroded by
Congress to the point where it has
little persuasive influence on Con-
gress’ appetite to spend. Let us not
continue to send to the President bills
such as the one we are debating today,
which contain much of what is good
and some of what is wasteful, and
then tie the President's hands, forcing
him to accept all or nothing. Let us
provide a means of escape from the
catch-22 trap by means of which we
are held hostage by the tyranny of
special interests, pet projects, and un-
caring big spenders. It is long past
time that we follow the lead of 43
State legislatures and establish a line-
item veto.

This bill before us today contains 64
new water resource development
projects, only half of which have been
authorized. Many of these are de-
signed to serve primarily local inter-
ests and, therefore, must be catego-
rized as pork barrel water projects.
The Office of Management and
Budget has projected that the total
cost of the additional water projects
from start to finish will be about $4.8
billion. During last Congress, similar
pork barrel water projects were re-
moved from the continuing resolution
in conference because of a veto threat
by the President. Yet, the procedure
was not changed and the same process
is being repeated. Pork barrel propo-
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nents have returned to the trough to
lap up some more Government largess.

I am not against the Federal support
of water projects; to the contrary, 1
have voted for many such projects and
indeed am seeking reauthorization of
one in my own district—the Auburn
Folsom South project. But I am not
seeking an appropriation without
proper authorization or local cost-
sharing provisions which help to re-
lieve the Federal Government from
bearing the entire burden.

Overall, I support many provisions

of this bill as they represent legiti-
mate needs necessitating Federal
funding. But at a time when deficits
are projected to exceed $200 billion
and Congress is struggling toward defi-
cit reduction, I believe all Federal
spending must come under close scru-
tiny. The old routine of adding big
spending projects into appropriations
bills must be put to an end. We must
not allow the lure of funneling money
into our home districts or appeasing
special interests to deter us from our
goal of reducing Federal spending and
balancing the budget.@
@ Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, includ-
ed in chapter VI of this bill is a provi-
sion dealing with the Tijuana sewage
problem that has affected the San
Diego community.

Last year, Congress appropriated $5
million for design and construction of
a treatment facility to address the
problem of sewage from Tijuana pol-
luting the Tijuana River basin and
San Diego beaches. For various rea-

sons that money was never obligated.
Since that time, the Government of
Mexico has expressed its willingness
and commitment to construct and

maintain a treatment facility in
Mexico to ensure the proper treat-
ment and control of wastewater from
Tijuana.

Congressman DuNcaNn HUNTER and I
have developed a proposal—which has
been approved by the city and county
of San Diego and the State of Califor-
nia—to construct a collector system
and pipeline that would divert rene-
gade sewage to the proposed Mexican
treatment plant. This supplemental
conveyance system will ensure the pro-
tection of the San Diego area.

Because the current statutory lan-
guage is too restrictive, chapter VI of
this bill contains a technical amend-
ment that will allow the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency to release the
previously appropriated funds for the
planning and design of this proposal.

I am grateful of the assistance and
attention of the Appropriations Sub-
committee on HUD and Independent
Agencies, and particularly the efforts
of Chairman Ep BoLAND.

Soon this international problem,
which has plagued the San Diego area
for decades, will be resolved.@
® Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I
should like to commend the committee
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and subcommittee chairmen, Mr.
WHaHITTEN and Mr. NATcHER and the
ranking minority member, Mr. CONTE,
for including in the fiscal year 1985
supplemental appropriations bill an
extremely important provision: fund-
ing for the program to aid family vio-
lence victims.

The tragedy of family violence
cannot be overstated. This problem
claims 2,000 to 4,000 women's lives
each year. Approximately 1.8 million
women annually are the victims of
spouse abuse. Assistance for these
women is far from adequate, a fact il-
lustrated clearly by statistics from
many shelters which report that they
must turn away seven women for
every one woman that they can serve.
Last year we enacted the Child Abuse
Amendments of 1984, and included a
provision for a family violence pro-
gram which permits funds to be given
to nonprofit organizations that oper-
ate shelters for battered women and
their children. However, funds have
not been appropriated thus far. The
$6 million included in this bill for the
program is critically needed and repre-
sents a sincere beginning in our efforts
to alleviate this problem.e

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no ad-
ditional requests for time, the Clerk
will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That the
following sums are appropriated, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, to provide supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1985, and for other purposes, namely:

TITLE I
CHAFPTER 1
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE

For an additional amount for necessary
expenses of “Cooperative State Research
Service”, $300,000.

For an additional amount for a grant
under the Act of August 4, 1965, as amended
(7 U.8.C. 450i) to the New Mexico State Uni-
versity to help relocate the Fort Stanton
Experimental Station to another site, there-
by making available land needed for a new
Ruidoso airport; $1,200,000 to remain avail-
able until expended, to be available only
upon the legislative transfer of the land
from the Bureau of Land Management to
the Sierra Blanca Airport Commission or
the Village of Ruidoso and upon the enact-
ment of an amendment to the law establish-
ing the airport improvement fund which
will permit Airport Trust Funds to help re-
imburse New Mexico for its investment.

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION
SERVICE

For an additional amount for the Federal
share of the cooperative boll weevil eradica-
tion program, not to exceed $650,000; and
for an additional amount to restore funds
borrowed from other programs in order to
conduct a grasshopper control program,
$10,000,000.

EcoNoMmIc RESEARCH SERVICE

For an additional amount for the Econom-

ic Research Service to determine the losses
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suffered by United States farm producers of
agricultural products during the last decade
as a result of embargoes on the sale of
United States agricultural products and the
failure to offer for sale in world markets
commodities surplus to domestic needs at
competitive prices for use in determining
what part of existing indebtedness of farm-
ers should be suspended as a result of such
foreign policy, $500,000.

STATISTICAL REPORTING SERVICE

For an additional amount for “Statistical
Reporting Service”, $1,560,000, for the
Quarterly Farm Labor Survey.

AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND
CONSERVATION SERVICE

Effective May 1, 1985, none of the funds
in this or any other Act shall be available to
close or relocate any State or county office
of the Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service. '

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION
SUBSCRIFTION TO CAPITAL STOCK

To enable the Secretary of the Treasury
to subsecribe and pay for capital stock of the
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation, as pro-
vided in section 504(a) of the Federal Crop
Insurance Act of 1980 (7 U.S.C. 1504),
$50,000,000.

FEDERAL CROF INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND

For emergency borrowing authority as au-
thorized by section 516(d) of the Federal
Crop Insurance Act, as amended (Public
Law 96-365), $113,000,000 shall be available
to the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation.

ComMmmoDITY CREDIT CORPORATION
REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES

For an additional amount to reimburse
the Commodity Credit Corporation for net
realized losses sustained, but not previously
reimbursed, pursuant to the Act of August
17, 1961 (15 U.S.C. T13a-11, T13a-12),
$3,935,790,000.

OFFICE OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT POLICLY

Of the funds made available by Public
Law 98-473 for the Office of Rural Develop-
ment Policy, $209,000 shall remain available
until September 30, 1986.

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘“Salaries
and expenses”, $17,000,000, to provide for
the review of farm loans held by the Farm-
ers Home Administration to determine, on a
case-by-case basis, which borrowers are
unable to continue making payments of
principal and interest due to circumstances
beyond their control and, thereby, qualify
for temporary deferral of principal and in-
terest and the foregoing of foreclosure as
authorized by law. Upon presentation of
substantial evidence to the Secretary that a
borrower qualifies, payment of principal
and interest shall be suspended and the Sec-
retary shall forego foreclosure of loans
owed to the Federal Government, as author-
ized by law. Other creditors shall be re-
quested to postpone payments due.

LOAN PROGRAMS

Effective November 12, 1983, and thereaf-
ter, the interest rate charged by the Farm-
ers Home Administration to housing, farm,
water and waste disposal, and community
facility borrowers shall be the lower of the
rates in effect at either the time of loan ap-
proval or loan closing and any Farmers
Home Administration grant funds associat-
ed with such loans shall be set in amount
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based on the interest rate in effect at the
time of loan approval.

Foop AND NUTRITION SERVICE
FEEDING PROGRAM FOR WOMEN, INFANTS AND
CHILDREN (WIC)

The appropriation for the feeding pro-
gram for women, infants and children
(WIC) contained in the conference agree-
ment on H.R. 5743 (House Report 98-1071),
as enacted into law by reference in Public
Law 98-473, is hereby amended by striking
out “, which shall be available only to the
extent an official budget request is trans-
mitted to the Congress".

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

For an additional amount for
stamp program”’, $318,856,000.

0 1320

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

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

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, chapter
I contains our committee’s recommen-
dations for $4.49 billion in general pro-
gram supplementals for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. The majority of
this amount, $3.936 billion is to reim-
burse the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion for net realized losses. Although
the President has not submitted a re-
quest for such appropriations, the
fiscal year 1986 budget request de-
notes the requirements for this addi-
tional budget authority within its pro-
posal for the conversion of the restora-
tion of CCC losses to a permanent,
definite appropriation. In light of the
committee’s rejection of this proposal,
the administration has not objected to
this provision.

The committee has recommended
five fiscal year 1985 program supple-
mentals as requested by the adminis-
tration. These include $1.56 million for
the Statistical Reporting Service to
convert the annual Farm Labor
Survey to a quarterly basis; $50 mil-
lion to subscribe and pay for Federal
Crop Insurance Corporation capital
stock; an additional $113 million in
emergency borrowing authority for
the FCIC; $318.9 million for the Food
Stamp Program; and $17 million for
salaries and expenses at the Farmers
Home Administration.

In addition to those items requested
by the administration, the committee
has also recommended $300,000 to the
Cooperative State Research Service
for shrimp aguaculture research; an
amount not to exceed $650,000 for the
cooperative Boll Weevil Eradication
Program at the Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service; $10 million
to APHIS to restore the funds bor-
rowed from other programs to conduct
a grasshopper control program;
$500,000 to the Economic Research
Service to conduct several studies; and
a $209,000 reappropriation to the
Office of Rural Development Policy.

Among the remaining provisions in
chapter I include a prohibition on the

“Food
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use of funds in this or any other act
for the closure or relocation of any
State or county office of the Agricul-
tural Stabilization and Conservation
Service as of May 1, 1985. We have
also included $1.2 million for New
Mexico State University to assist in
the relocation of the Fort Stanton Ex-
perimental Station to another site,
making land available for a new Riu-
doso airport. The availability of these
funds is made contingent on the enact-
ment of legislation providing for the
land transfer and the establishment of
an airport improvement fund.

We have also included several provi-
sions for the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration to which the administration
has expressed opposition. These in-
clude the provision on the suspension
of payment on principal and interest
of loans upon presentation of substan-
tial evidence to the Secretary that a
borrower qualifies, and the require-
ment that FmHA charge the lower of
the interest rates in effect at the time
of loan closing or loan approval on
water and waste loans.

Finally, the committee has included
language repealing a requirement con-
tained within the fiscal year 1985 con-
tinuing resolution and making avail-
able $76 million in appropriated funds
for the Special Supplemental Food
Program for Women, Infants and Chil-
dren [WIC]. It is my understanding
that the President will today submit a
budget request to the Congress effec-
tively providing for the release of
these funds. I am hopeful that this re-
quest will soon be forthcoming, and
that the Food and Nutrition Service
will make these funds available to par-
ticipating States by July 1, in accord-
ance with the directive contained
within our report to accompany this
bill.

With regard to increases for pay
costs, the committee has recommend-
ed a total of $46.5 million, including
$673,000 by transfer and $903,000 by
increases in limitations. These recom-
mendations are included in title II of
this bill.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DORGAN OF NORTH
DAKOTA

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Dorcan of
North Dakota: Page 6, after line 3, insert
the following:

TEMPORARY EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE

PROGRAM

For necessary expenses for States and
local agencies to carry out the distribution
of surplus commodities under the Tempo-
rary Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983
(7 U.S.C. 612¢c note), $4,270,000.

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

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. I
am glad to yield to the gentleman
from Texas.
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Mr. LELAND. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to commend the gentleman
for putting forward this proposition.

I rise in support of the amendment
offered by my colleague, Mr. DORGAN,
to provide supplemental funding for
the Temporary Emergency Food As-
sistance Program of $4.3 million.

Twenty-nine States will be unable to
continue providing commodities now
in Federal storage to the poor without
these funds for transportation and
storage. The State aid enables private
and local government agencies to
bring the food to the 15 percent of our
country’s population now living below
the threshold of poverty.

There is no question that the food is
needed. An April report by the U.S.
Conference of Mayors stated that in
21 cities surveyed during the first 3
months of this year, 24 percent—
nearly one-fourth—of the emergency
demand for food went unmet. How can
we possibly keep food in storage—at a
cost to the taxpayers—when there is
documentation that needs are unmet?

In my own city, Houston, TX, emer-
gency food assistance requests contin-
ue to increase. The Houston food bank
distributed more than half a million
pounds of food in 1982; by the end of
1984 that distribution had risen by
over 600 percent. Houston metropoli-
tan ministries tell me that their week-
day meal service provides the only
meal for 76 percent of the home-
bound elderly they serve.

In Texas the TEFAP Program brings
monthly allotments of food to 436,100
households in 250 counties. To date in
fiscal year 1985 almost 5 million
pounds of commodites—rice, cheese,
butter, and dry milk—have been dis-
tributed.

According to a study prepared by
the Food Research and Action Coun-
cil, Texas is one of the States experi-
encing a shortfall in TEFAP funds.
The Texas Antihunger Coalition, the
capital area food bank of Texas and
the State Department of Human Re-
sources report that the amount
needed is $650,000. This is less than
some States require and more than
others but certainly not too much to
move food from unproductive storage
to people who are hungry.

Some States are attempting to make
up the shortfall. In Texas, Al Price, a
State representative from Beaumont,
has introduced legislation to use carry-
over funds to supplement TEFAP.
However, there is no certainty that
such funding transfers will be suffi-
cient.

Earlier this year I introduced the
comprehensive Nutrition Assistance
Act which called for more adequate
funding for TEFAP for fiscal year
1986. Mr. DorceaN, who is also a
member of the House Select Commit-
tee on Hunger, was a cosponsor of that
legislation. The amendment now
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before us is crucial to sustaining the
flow of commodities needed by hungry
people during the final quarter of this
year.

The system set up by States and
local governments in cooperation with
churches and other private groups to
deliver commodities has worked well
with limited financial support from
the Federal Government. Each dollar
appropriated is matched by countless
volunteer hours. To bring this process
to a halt is certainly not in the public
interest.

During the past few weeks we have
seen new reports reminding us that
more than half the children in this
country grow up poor. This situation is
shameful. To deny growing children
proper nutrition today is to deny them
their future. The proposed amend-
ment will help thousands of families
with small children, as well as the el-
derly and other needy individuals,
meet nutritional needs during the
next 3 months. This is the least we can
do.

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, there are some things we
do in our Government that we must
do. One is, in a country as wealthy as
this, we must feed those who are
hungry.

In 1983 President Reagan offered an
initiative that I thought was an awful-
ly good one. He initiated a program
that would allow the surplus commod-
ities that are stored in caves in Missou-
ri and other places around the coun-
try—milk, nonfat dry milk, cheese,
cornmeal, honey, and so on—to be
moved out of storage, for which we are
paying a substantial amount of money,
into soup kitchens, food banks, and
other areas of the country serving the
hungry and the needy in America.

I supported President Reagan when
he did that. I commended him for it. I
think it is an awfully good program. It
is better that we discontinue paying
storage on those surplus commodities
and use the money instead to move
those commodities to the people who
are trying to feed the hungry in Amer-
ica.

We have run into a problem, howev-
er, on the cost of distribution. Fifty
million dollars was made available as
part of the cost of moving these com-
modities to the volunteer organiza-
tions in the country who are going to
distribute the food to the hungry
people.

In the fourth quarter of this fiscal
year, there is a need for $4.27 million
to continue the ability of about 29
States who either have now run out of
money or will run out of money to dis-
tribute these commodities.

Mr. Chairman, some things can wait,
but some things cannot. This is a case
where people simply will not eat these
commodities that instead will be
stored in surplus if we do not provide
this money. We are not talking about
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a great deal of money, but it does
make a big difference.

The question of whether we provide
that money now really will determine
whether or not those commodities
move from storage to the soup kitch-
ens of America to help feed hungry
people.

I have not offered amendments to
supplementals in the past and I am re-
luctant to do so today, but this is one
of those things that cannot wait. The
news reports in this country show that
the number of hungry in this country
is increasing. One-fourth of the chil-
dren in America under the age of 6 are
living in poverty. That is a staggering
figure.

We do have surplus food. We do
have the capacity, with the leadership
of President Reagan under a program
created by him, and adopted by Con-
gress, to move this food to people who
will distribute it to the hungry of
America. That makes good sense. It
makes good sense for everybody: For
the farmers; for the taxpayers who
have to pay for the storage; but espe-
cially, it makes good sense in terms of
our responsibility to the hungry
people of America.

I would urge, Mr. Chairman, that we
accept this amendment.

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

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. 1
would be happy to yield to the gentle-
man from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to compliment the gentleman for his
amendment.

Earlier this year I had a hearing in
my own district on the problem of the
homeless. We had chance to go out
and visit the food banks and many of
the feeding kitchens in those areas.
There is a desperate need for this
amendment and I compliment the gen-
tleman from North Dakota for offer-
ing it.

I think it is something that is vitally
important. At a time when this coun-
try, in a very generous way, is dealing
with problems throughout the world, I
do not think we should forget the
people right here at home who are
needy and need this assistance.

I urge the House to accept this
amendment.

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. I
thank the gentleman from Washing-
ton.

It would be my intention that the
USDA would use this money to target
the areas that need this money, to
move these commodities to the hungry
people in this country.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, we
have no objection to the amendment
on this side.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the necessary number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I have no specific ob-
jection to the amendment offered by
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the gentleman from North Dakota at
this time. This is in part due to the
fact that very little, if any, informa-
tion on the amendment has been avail-
able to this committee, at least on this
side of the aisle. Our committee in the
last Congress made $50 million avail-
able to the Temporary Emergency
Food Assistance Program for this
fiscal year. We support this program
and the commodities which are made
available to the needy men and women
and children of this country; however,
I am not convinced of the need for
$4.27 million in supplemental assist-
ance at this time.

I will accept the good intentions of
the gentleman, as expressed in the
amendment; however, in the period of
time that precedes our conference
with the other body on this supple-
mental bill, I plan to take a very close
look at the justification for this addi-
tional amount and request a full
report from the Department of Agri-
culture on the administration of this
program to date.

I would like to have the attention of
the gentleman from North Dakota for
a few questions.

First of all, how many State and
local agencies require supplemental
funding for TEFAP in 1985?

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota.
There are now 29 States that either
have now or will be facing a shortage
of money prior to the end of the fiscal
year. A number of those States have
gone back and tried to get additional
moneys from their State or local juris-
dictions. In many cases that is impossi-
ble to do. State legislatures in some
cases are not in session. Other bodies
have adjourned that would have been
able to provide additional money.

Unfortunately, I say to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. CONTE],
a number of us do not have very much
information about this because the in-
formation on this problem has been
developed rather recently; but the dif-
ficulty we have is that if we do not
provide some additional help the dis-
tribution of the commodities will be
cut off. That is why I consider this a
rather urgent request.

Mr. CONTE. Well, further, what ac-
counts for this need? As I understand
it, the full amount authorized and ap-
propriated was made available in De-
cember. Why is it that the States and
local agencies now have overspent
funds, when they received money only
6 months ago?

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. It is
not necessarily a case of local govern-
ments overspending. In most instances
it is a case of the States that have a
larger geography to serve discovering
that transportation costs are much
greater than that which was made
available to them.

Let me say that I fully support the
gentleman’'s notion that in the coming
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weeks, working up to a conference
committee, we need to get as much in-
formation as we can from the USDA
to make certain that we are only
spending money that is necessary. I
think the gentleman and I share the
same goal. We want these commodities
to move from storage to hungry
people. We want to get that job done,
but we do not want to spend any more
money than is necessary.

Mr. CONTE. The other thing I want
to say is that I heard the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. DiIcks] say
that he has examined the program. So
have I. But I have also examined some
program participants in my hometown
of Pittsfield. I know people who are re-
tired, husbands and wives from the
General Electric Co., who are going
down to Las Vegas resorts and are out
there collecting cheese. Now that is
wrong. We have got to tighten up on
this program.

I want to help the hungry. I want to
help the needy; but you know what
happens. Some say, “Well, Joe Blow
next door gets it, so why shouldn't I
get it?” That is a scandal and an out-
rage.

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield
further to me?

Mr. CONTE. Yes, go ahead.

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. I
agree with that. But, we do not want
the exception, in my judgment, to
injure the rule. If there is an excep-
tion, if there is abuse, I want to work
with the gentleman to get rid of that
abuse; but the rule is that the number
of hungry in this country are increas-
ing. We have got enormous amounts of
surplus commodities. I support the
President’s attempt to move them out
to the people that need to eat them.

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

Mr. CONTE. Surely, gladly.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to say that I agree with the gentle-
man, too. I think it is absolutely essen-
tial that these resources go to the
people in the communities who are
truly needy and I certainly support
the gentleman.

I might add, I do not think people
should be gambling with their cheese
money, either.

The CHAIRMAN. The guestion is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from North Dakota [Mr.
DoRGAN].

The amendment was agreed to.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise to ask a couple
of questions about a section of the bill
that we just passed with regard to the
Food Stamp Program.

The supplemental appropriation al-
locates $318,856,000 for the Food
Stamp Program. I would ask the dis-
tinguished Chairman, the gentleman
from Mississippi, is this money for the
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Food Stamp Program within the
budget allocation from last year?

Mr. WHITTEN., Mr. Chairman, may
I say to the gentleman, it is and the
money, as the gentleman knows, is re-
quired under the basic law. This is the
exact request that we were given by
the President as to what the require-
ments would be for the remainder of
the year.

Mr. WALKER. That was my second
question. In other words, this is going
to be sufficient money now to carry us
through the end of the year; is that
correct?

Mr. WHITTEN. That is my under-
standing.

Mr. WALKER. Well, I go back, the
reason I am asking the questions is
that it seems to me that when we
passed the appropriations bill last
year, we only partially funded the
Food Stamp Program. The original
budget request from the Reagan ad-
ministration was for $11.596 billion
and the appropriation level was $11.5
billion.

O 1330

I do not have the exact figure that

was in the budget, but the gentleman

is assuring me that the $318 million
that we are appropriating here is

within the budget from last year and

will not exceed last year’s budget re-
quest for food stamps, and will get us
through the rest of the year; is that
correct?

Mr. WHITTEN. Of course I am a
little skeptical about giving the gentle-
man a guarantee. This is handled by
the executive branch of the Govern-
ment and it is a big program, as the
gentleman knows. Our committee has
tried regularly to try to control the
handling of the Food Stamp Program.
It is a program where it is hard to con-
trol because many prosecutors do not
care to deal with the slight violations
of the law that occur. Also, the certifi-
cation is by the State welfare agents
and the handling of it at the local
level is by the State welfare agencies.

I can tell the gentleman this: It is
our best judgment as to what they
need, it is the full amount of the Presi-
dent’s budget request, and the money
is required by law.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man for that explanation.

What about the fact, then, that last
year we funded the program for only
part of the year at the full appropria-
tion level? I mean where are the extra
funds coming from if this is within the
budget?

Mr. WHITTEN. As the gentleman
will see in our report on page 21, we
point out:

Public Law 98-473, enacted October 12,
1984, provided that, effective November 1,
1984, food stamp allotments would be in-
creased to reflect 100 percent of the cost of
the Thrifty Food Plan. Until passage of this
law, food stamp allotments for fiscal year
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1985 were scheduled to be based on 99 per-
cent of the value of the Thrifty Food Plan.

So we are only following the law.

Mr. WALKER. 1 thank the gentle-
man, but that still does not get to the
point I am raising. I realize that we
have laws that may cause the amount
for the Food Stamp Program to in-
crease the cost, and that is what we
are responding to here. I am trying to
find out whether or not we are staying
within the budget. I am concerned
about the fact that last year when we
appropriated money, when the appro-
priations bill was on the floor we only
partially funded the Food Stamp Pro-
gram. We only funded the Food Stamp
Program for a period of some months,
and it was not for the full year. It
seems to me that it was for a 9-month
period, but it may have been for 10%-
or an 11-month period. I have forgot-
ten exactly.

I am trying to find out right now
whether or not we are now going over
the budget in order to make up for the
fact that we only partially funded the
Food Stamp Program.

Mr. WHITTEN. The gentleman is
familiar with what the budget is that
is sent to Congress by the President,
actually worked up by Mr. Stockman
in the Office of Management and
Budget. They have a regular system of
submitting a budget request for far
less than the law requires. In those in-
stances we have appropriated the
money as provided by law for such
time as it would last. They want to
write us a letter and ask us to appro-
priate the full amount and not send
down an official budget estimate so we
are the ones who appear to exceed the
budget. So there have been a number
of times we have appropriated the re-
quested amount for less than 1 year
because they refused to send a budget
request that is sufficient to carry out
the law for the full year. So that is a
constant problem that we have with
the Office of Management and
Budget.

Mr. WALKER. My point is, though,
that you give the administration kind
of a Hobson's choice and you do it I
think very consciously then when in
fact what you do is only fund the pro-
gram for part of the year. You use up
all of the money in the budget and
then say to the administration: “But if
you send us a letter, send us a letter
asking for money for the rest of the
year, then it is you that are at fault
for exceeding the budget and not us.”

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WaLKER] has expired.

(By unanimous consent Mr. WALKER
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.

Mr. WHITTEN. From our viewpoint,
they are asking us to either exeed the
budget or to violate the law. So we ap-
propriate the money for the period
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that it will last as required by law,
which I think is the only way to get
the Office of Management and Budget
to send a proper budget estimate
down.

For this estimate I do not think that
applies, because for fiscal year 1985 we
appropriated the full amount required
under the law. The law was changed
after we passed our bill and the Presi-
dent submitted a supplemental re-
quest to carry out the new law.

Mr. WALKER. So what I hear is
that we should not, under the best
judgment of the committee, have an-
other supplemental appropriation
back sometime this summer for addi-
tional moneys for the Food Stamp
Program?

Mr. WHITTEN. I do not know how
to satisfy the gentleman, not only
about this but about any other thing.
I will just tell him what the committee
has done. We have refused to change
the law by appropriating less money
than required by law for the full year.
We have appropriated the full amount
required to carry out the law. We have
followed the figures requested by the
President, but, again, it is an estimate.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

CHAPTER II
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
GENERAL ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

For an additional amount for ‘“Salaries
and expenses”, $9892,000, to remain available
until expended.

Of available funds under this head,
$449,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2901 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984,

BUREAU OF THE CENSUS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of available funds under this head,
$241,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2901 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.

ECONOMIC AND STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of available funds under this head,
$433,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2901 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.

EconoMic DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of available funds under this head,
$120,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2901 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.

INTERNATIONAL TRADE ADMINISTRATION
PARTICIPATION IN UNITED STATES EXPOSITIONS
(RESCISSION)

Of available funds under this head, $6,000
are rescinded pursuant to section 2901 of
the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.
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MINORITY BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT AGENCY
MINORITY BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT
(RESCISSION)

Of available funds under this head,
$305,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2901 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984,

UNITED STATES TRAVEL AND TOURISM
ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of available funds under this head,
$468,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2901 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC
ADMINISTRATION
FISHERMEN'S CONTINGENCY FUND

For an additional amount for “Fisher-
men's Contingency Fund”, $500,000, for car-
rying out the provisions of Title IV of
Public Law 95-372, as amended, to be de-
rived from receipts collected pursuant to
that Act, to remain available until expend-
ed.

FISHERIES LOAN FUND
(RESCISSION)

Of available funds under this head,
$1,550,000 are rescinded.

FEDERAL SHIP FINANCING FUND, FISHING
VESSELS

For necessary expenses of the “Federal
Ship PFinancing' Fund, Fishing vessels”,
$20,700,000, to remain available until ex-
pended together with such sums as may be
necessary for the payment of interest, for
payment to the Secretary of the Treasury
for debt reduction.

PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of available funds under this head,
$1,472,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2901 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.

NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND
INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of available funds under this head,
$183,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2901 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.

PUBLIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES,
PLANNING, AND CONSTRUCTION
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
head, $32,000 are rescinded pursuant to sec-
tion 2901 of the Deflcit Reduction Act of
1984,

RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
MARITIME ADMINISTRATION
OPERATIONS AND TRAINING
(DISAPPROVAL OF DEFERRAL)

The Congress disapproves the proposed
deferral D85-54 relating to the Department
of Transportation, Maritime Administra-
tion, “Operations and Training” as set forth
in the message of February 6, 1885, which
was transmitted to the Congress by the
President.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DAUB

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Daus: On page
9 strike out lines 24 through 26 and on page
10 strike out lines 1 through 6.
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Mr. DAUB. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment I am offering this after-
noon would delete language in this
bill, which amazingly prevents the re-
payment of at least $200 million in
taxpayers’ money back to us and to
the Federal Treasury.

The taxpayers subsidized U.S. ship-
pers competing in foreign commerce to
the tune of hundreds of millions of
dollars over the last decade or so.
These shippers now want to repay
these subsidies to us with interest.
This would result in $200 million to
$400 million of repayments to the
Tresaury.

In return for these repayments
these shipowners want to be allowed
to compete in transporting Alaskan oil
to the lower 48 States, which current
law prevents them from doing. Com-
peting in this market could save $800
million to $3 billion over the next 3
years in reduced oil costs.

The House first concurrent budget
or Gray resolution assumes that at
least $200 million of these subsidies
will be paid back in the next year. So
did the 92 Group budget substititue
and the Latta budget substitute. The
Senate budget resolution also assumes
this repayment.

It seems that all major budget in-
struments in the House or the other
body assume that the American tax-
payer is going to get at least $200 mil-
lion of prior subsidies repaid to them.
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All budget instruments, that is,
except for the one before us today.
This supplemental appropriations bill
has a rider in it which I propose to
strike to prevent these substantial re-
payments as well as the lower Alaskan
oil costs which would result from per-
nllltting domestic oil shipping competi-
tion.

My amendment would knock out
this costly rider, a rider which is de-
signed to prevent the regulations pub-
lished which would be effective tomor-
row from going into effect that would
have allowed by regulation this repay-
ment to occur.

But I have received assurances from
my colleagues, Mr. WALTER JONES, the
distinguished chairman of the House
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, and Mr. NorMAN LENT, the
distinguished ranking member of that
committee, that they will work for leg-
islation in the committee permitting
substantial repayment and increased
shipper competition in Alaskan oil.

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 6, 1985.
TAKE MY SUBSIDY—PLEASE

This headline from a New York Times edi-
torial describes the saga of shipowners
caught in the unfortunate position of at-
tempting to give back taxpayer money! I
call the position unfortunate because giving
back American money even at a time of
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staggering deficits appears to be a formida-
ble task. They haven't been allowed to do it.

Here's their problem. In the 1970’s the
taxpayer paid hundreds of millions of dol-
lars to construct oil tankers to be used in
foreign trade. The taxpayer provided and
will continue to provide operating subsidies
for these ships. Many of these shipowners
now want to repay the subsidies to the
Treasury with interest and forego future op-
erating subsidies! This could result in pay-
;;mnts to the Treasury of $200 to $400 mil-

on!

In exchange for the privilege of returning
money to the taxpayer, these shippers want
to participate in transporting domestic oil
from Alaska to the lower 48 states. Their
participation in this trade will result in re-
duction in shipping cost of Alaskan oil from
$800 million to $3 billion according to the
Department of Transportation. This means
big saving for consumers over the next few
Years.

The Department of Transportation has
tried to allow repayment of the subsidies
and permit competition in Alaskan oil trade.
Congress has blocked such anti-deficit
heresy. In fact, the supplemental appropria-
tion bill on the floor this week again blocks
this repayment.

This is despite the fact that the First Con-
current Resolution, the House 92 Group
Substitute, the Latta Substitute and the
Senate Concurrent Budget Resolution all
assume that at least $200 million of the sub-
sidies will be repaid by shippers.

For the sake of taxpayers and consumers
as well as the novel notion that repaying
the taxpayer ought to rise to the status of
an unalienable right, I intend to offer an
amendment to the Supplemental Appropria-
tions deleting that portion of the Act which
prevents this subsidy payback.

I hope you will join me in supporting this
amendment.

Sincerely,

HaL Daus,
Member of Congress.

[From the New York Times, April 15, 1985]
TAKE My SuBSIDY—PLEASE

The owners of big American-built oil tank-
ers want to give back some $400 million in
Government subsidies. But they're having a
hard time persuading Washington to accept
the cash. The chronicle of their difficulties
is a dreary study of government at its worst.

It costs far less to build a ship in a foreign
shipyard than in America. Yet some Ameri-
cans are afraid that foreign competition will
destroy the commercial shipbuilding indus-
try. They have gone far with the dubious
theory that the industry is essential to na-
tional defense.

That is how Congress came to spend hun-
dreds of millions in the 1970's to subsidize
fully half the cost of building 29 oil tankers
for the international trade. But even with
these subsidies, the tankers have been
unable to turn a profit.

The only American tankers making money
today are the ones carrying oil from Alaska
to American refineries. They are highly in-
efficient but manage a profit because they
have a captive market. Oil companies are
barred by law from selling Alaskan crude
abroad and must use American-built ships
to carry it to American refineries.

Not surprisingly, therefore, the owners of
the subsidized international fleet would like
to get into this lucrative Alaska market. But
when Congress decided to subsidize their
ships, it insisted that they would have to
stay out of domestic competition. So the in-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

ternationals are begging to give back the
subsidies.

The Transportation Department tenta-
tively agreed two years ago to take the deal,
with interest, and let the big tankers into
the Alaska trade. But the owners of the rust
buckets now serving Alaska protested bitter-
ly. If they were driven out of business, they
argued, the Navy would no longer have
their ships to use in wartime.

The 'I‘ransportallon Department properly
dismissed that claim. If barely seaworthy
tankers are needed to fight the next war, it
concluded, let the Pentagon buy them for
scrap value and keep them in mothballs.
The real question was whether the Alaska
shippers deserved precedence over the tax-
payers who subsidized the internationals.
And the answer to that, it concluded, was
easy.

But the story did not end there. The
Alaska fleet steamed up to the Capitol Hill
and got Congress to prohibit the deal. And
it wants the prohibition renewed when it ex-
pires on May 15. Given the budget deficit,
Congress, too, is likely to yield to common
sense, But that still leaves the White House,
where highly placed friends of the Alaska
tankers are trying to persuade the National
Security Council to reweave the threadbare
argument about national defense. Is the Ad-
ministration serious about reducing waste
and making the economy more competitive?
Watch what it does.

I have also spoken with both Mr.
Biaccr, the chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Merchant Marine, and Mr.
GENE SNYDER, the able ranking
member of that subcommittee, who
pledged their best efforts on this
matter of such importance to the tax-
payers and consumers.

I understand a member of one of
those committees is present and de-
sires to have a colloquy.

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

Mr. DAUB. I would be happy to
yield to the distinguished chairman of
the subcommittee.

Mr. BIAGGI. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, pursuant to our dis-
cussion prior to this moment, I want
to assure the gentleman [Mr. Davugsl
that the Merchant Marine Subcom-
mittee, which I chair, has had hear-
ings on the issue and is prepared to
have markup the week after next, and
I cannot be more vigorous in my com-
mitment to the gentleman [Mr. DAUB]
so that he can be assured that this
committee is determined to go ahead
and have legislation. What we are
trying to do is work out a compromise,
a compromise which is conceivable.
Both ends of the spectrum are moving
in light of the reality of the day, irre-
spective of the philosophical differ-
ences. We are trying to work it
through the legislation so that we can
accommodate all segments of the in-
dustry without destroying the indus-
try and also accommodate the gentle-
man’s prime concern with relation to
some moneys coming back into the
revenue.

Mr. DAUB. Mr. Chairman, I say to
the gentleman I appreciate his com-
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mitment in that regard. I am not a
member of the subcommittee or the
full committee of which the gentle-
man is a member. I profess not to be
an expert on the matter, but I am in-
terested in the budget savings that
have been generally agreed upon by
the Congress up to this point and I am
interested as well in the procompeti-
tion aspect of that.

I think there is a great consumer
benefit but I do not want to interfere
with what seems to be a fairly rapid
track. This supplemental was probably
not anticipated, and the committee
has already committed itself to a
markup to forge those savings and
that improvement in the competitive
price of oil from Alaska.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gen-
tleman for his interest in that regard
and thank him for his contribution to
my thinking in the matter.

Mr. BIAGGI. I thank the gentleman
for his comments.

Mr. DAUB. If I might proceed, I do
want the Recorp to reflect a “Dear
Colleague” which was entitled “Take
My Subsidy, Please” which is the cap-
tion as well of an article I would like
to include in the REecorp, with the
Chairman’s permission, by the New
York Times, so entitled, which dis-
cusses this differential subsidy and
what now appears to be a substantial
agreement on both sides of the aisle
and in both bodies.

With that, Mr. Chairman, if there
are no objections, I would ask permis-
sion that my amendment be with-
drawn and would so move.

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

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, all I can say is
I am very disappointed in the gentle-
man from Nebraska withdrawing his
amendment.

Mr. DAUB. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment
is withdrawn.
® Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in very strong opposition to the
amendment to strike the provision
which deals with CDS payback from
the supplemental.

As my colleague from Nebraska has
indicated in offering this amendment,
the Department of Transportation has
issued a final rule to provide a formula
for CDS repayment.

I oppose that rule for three simple
and straightforward reasons:

First, because it will cause a substan-
tial loss of jobs in the domestic seafar-
ing and shipbuilding industries.
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A recently released study by De-
loitte, Haskins and Selles puts the
total at somewhere around 8,000, and
some have said that is just the tip of
the iceberg.

Second, it will hurt our national se-
curity.

This rule will put most of our Na-
tion’s smaller tankers out of business
permanently. Yet it is these very tank-
ers we will need in the event of our
own “Falklands crisis”.

Third, this rule essentially changes
the rules in the middle of the game.

The Merchant Marine Act of 1970
specifically gave bulk carriers the
right to receive construction subsidies
so they could build ships in American
shipyards.

In return for these subsidies, these
operators were restricted to ploughing
the foreign trade exclusively.

They freely accepted subsidy, yet
now they want to repay those subsi-
dies and enter a trade which has been
reserved since the 1920’s for those who
built vessels in American shipyards
without Federal help.

On the other hand, operators in the
domestic trade invested large sums of
capital, at considerable risk, in return
for the right to operate in the Jones
Act.

These entrepreneurs have supported
a strong U.S. merchant marine and
U.S. shipbuilding base, because both
help provide American jobs and a
strong defense.

It is poor policymaking for a depart-
ment of the Federal Agency to move
on such a critical issue without Con-
gress having its rightful opportunity
to set the terms for any repayment.

Fourth, and finally, I oppose this
rule because it is based on a false as-
sumption:

That it will bring the Government a
windfall in revenue with no strings at-
tached, while at the same time lower-
ing the cost of home heating oil for
consumers.

The Deloitte study I referred to ear-
lier suggests that under the best of cir-
cumstances. the rule would cause a
negative impact on the Federal Treas-
ury.

The rule could cost us as much as
$475 million from lost Federal tax rev-
enues, defaults on title XI loan guar-
antees, and additional unemployment
payments by the Government.

In addition, at a hearing last month
before the Merchant Marine Subcom-
mittee, the proponents of this rule in-
dicated that it would not save consum-
ers 1 cent in lower home heating oil or
gasoline prices.

It is the level of foreign-imported oil,
and little else, which regulates heating
oil and gas prices.

CONCLUSIONS

We need a compromise on this issue
which will settle it equitably and fairly
once and for all.
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But Congress needs additional time
to set the terms for any repayment.

Nothing in this legislation precludes
ongoing judicial review of the legality
of the rule or the rulemaking process
that was followed.

I am hopeful that we reach an equi-
table settlement on this issue and urge
my colleagues to support the Appro-
priations Committee and vote down
this amendment to strike the CDS
payback language in the supplemen-
tal.®

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

GENERAL PROVISION

None of the funds provided in this or any
other Act shall be used for the enforcement
of any rule with respect to the repayment of
construction differential subsidy for the
permanent release of vessels from the re-
strictions in section 506 of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, as amended: Provided,
That such funds may be used to the extent
such expenditure relates to a rule which
conforms to statutory standards hereafter
enacted by Congress.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at page 10.

The CHAIRMAN. It is required that
the Clerk read the preceding para-
graph, which we will assume is now
done, and the gentleman from Michi-
gan is recognized.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I
have a point of order against this sec-
tion.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
has a point of order against the sec-
tion beginning on page 9?

Mr. WALKER. No; I am sorry; page
10.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DINGELL

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DiNceLL: Page
10, after line 6 insert the following:

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Notwithstanding the provisions of the
next paragraphs under the heading “Sala-
ries and Expenses” in this Act regarding re-
location of the Fort Lauderdale, Florida,
Monitoring Station, before the Federal
Communications Commission and the Gen-
eral Services Administration take any action
under such paragraphs committing funds
for any purpose or disposing of Federal
lands and facilities for such station, the
Chairman of the Commission and the Ad-
ministrator of the Administration shall (1)
jointly prepare and submit to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Commerce and the Com-
mittee on Government Operations of the
House of Representatives and the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transporta-
tion and the Committee on Governmental
Affairs of the Senate a letter or other docu-
ment setting forth in detall provisions and
procedures for such acquisition, construc-
tion, and disposition which reasonably carry
out the provisions of these paragraphs expe-
ditiously, but will not disrupt or defer any
programs or regulatory activities of the
Commission or adversely affect any employ-
ee of the Commission (other than those at
the Monitoring Station who may be re-
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quired to transfer to another location)
through the use of appropriations for the
Commission in fiscal years 1986 and 1987,
and (2) wait a minimum of 30 calendar days
for review by such Committees. Any reim-
bursed funds received by the Commission
from the Administration pursuant to these
paragraphs shall remain available until ex-
pended.

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

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

Mr. WALKER. Reserving the right
to object, I do so simply to make an in-
quiry. It sounds to me as though the
amendment goes to the section of the
bill to which I was about to raise a
point of order and was assured that
the point of order did not rest at that
time.

Mr. Chairman, I would renew my re-
quest that I be permitted to raise my
point of order to the section of the bill
that begins on line 7 of page 10.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan has offered an amend-
ment after line 6 and prior to line 7.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I will
be delighted to yield to the gentleman
for the purpose of making the point of
order as long as the amendment is con-
sidered in the proper course.

The CHAIRMAN. That paragraph
has not been read. It is not in order to
raise a point of order against it at this
time,

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve then a point of order with regard
to the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] re-
serves a point of order.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
DingeLL] is recognized for 5 minutes in
support of his amendment.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I
offer the amendment reluctantly be-
cause of the great respect for the dis-
tinguished and able gentleman from
Florida [Mr. SmiTH], who not only is
most able, but has been most persua-
sive. He and the staff of the Subcom-
mittee on Telecommunications have
had discussions on this matter, as have
members of the staff of the full Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and
at the appropriate time I will ask
unanimous consent to include the cor-
respondence with the FCC relative to
this matter in the REcCORD:

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION,

Washington, June 5, 1985.

Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL,

Chairman, Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC.

DeAR CHAIRMAN Dingerr: This is in re-
sponse to your letter of May 30, 1985, ex-
pressing concern regarding a provision of
H.R. 2577, the Supplemental Appropriation
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Bill for Fiscal Year 1985, that relates to a
proposed relocation of the Commission’s Ft.
Lauderdale Monitoring Station within the
State of Florida.

Please be assured that it was never the in-
tention of the Federal Communications
Commission to circumvent, in any way, the
Committee on Energy and Commerce re-
garding the proposed relocation of the mon-
itoring station. In fact, the legislative pro-
posal for such a relocation was initiated by
Congressman Larry Smith of Florida. Back-
ground information concerning this matter
is reflected in the enclosures; a letter dated
June 18, 1984, to me from six south Florida
Congressmen; a letter dated June 26, 1984,
to me from Congressman Wirth, a letter
dated July 18, 1984, to Congressman Wirth
from me; and a letter dated February 11,
1985, to Congressman Smith from me.

As reflected in the enclosures, the FCC
had no objections to Congressman Smith's
proposal if a suitable site could be found, if
funding could be made available for the re-
location, and if the relocation could be ac-
complished without disruption to the Com-
mission operations. We understood that
Congressman Larry Smith would coordinate
this proposal with appropriate House and
Senate Committee staffs.

With this as background, the following
answers are provided to your specific ques-
tions:

1. Has the FCC concluded that relocation
is necessary or appropriate? What justifica-
tion, if any, exists for such a relocation?
When did the FCC advise Congress of the
need to relocate? What are the FCC reloca-
tion plans? What is the estimated cost
thereof?

Answer: The FCC does not believe that re-
location is necessary. However, there would
be benefits to the public and to the Commis-
sion if such a relocation were authorized by
Congress. Present power restrictions on
radio and TV stations due to their proximi-
ty to the Fort Lauderdale Monitoring Sta-
tion could be lifted if the monitoring station
is moved, thereby providing better service to
residents of the Fort Lauderdale area. Relo-
cation to the proposed Vero Beach site
would also enhance the overall effectiveness
of the Commission’s nationwide direction
finding network as there would be less fre-
quency congestion in that area. Finally,
there could be a net gain to the U.S, Treas-
ury in the range of two to three million dol-
lars.

The FCC has had on-going discussions
with Congressional staff since June 1984 re-
garding the possibility of relocating the Ft.
Lauderdale Monitoring Station due to the
construction of the highway adjacent to the
Fort Lauderdale site. This proposal was dis-
cussed directly with Congressman Larry
Smith in February 1985, when he indicated
his willingness to pursue this issue with his
fellow Congressmen and Senators.

If the relocation is approved by the Con-
gress, the Commission would begin immedi-
ate procurement action to locate and exe-
cute an option on a new site such as Vero
Beach. Once an option is negotiated, the
current site would be declared excess to the
General Services Administration (GSA) and
would be put up for sale. Once a sale of the
current site is negotiated by GSA with a
lease-back provision, and funds from the
sale become available, the Commission
would exercise its option to buy the land
and award contracts for the construction of
the new facility. Relocation to another site
will cost approximately four million dollars.
This excludes the cost of leasing-back the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

present facility pending construction of a
new monitoring station.

I should emphasize that if Congress does
not enact the requisite authorization for the
relocation, or GSA cannot carry out its re-
sponsibilities in a timely manner, the Com-
mission will proceed with its original plans
to construct a new monitoring station with
its antenna systems at the present Fort Lau-
derdale location. If we do not continue with
our present schedule and the road construc-
tion is completed before the new station is
finished, we run the serious risk of adverse-
ly affecting our vital monitoring mission
due to the increased level of vehicular igni-
tion noise.

2. Does the FCC support the provisions of
H.R. 25677?

The Commission supports the provisions
of the Bill for the reasons and with the res-
ervations stated above.

3. The bill appears to authorize the FCC
to use FCC operating funds in FY 1986 and
1987 for the relocation and to provide for a
reimbursement. When must the FCC
commit funds for the relocation? What will
happen to FCC operations if the reimburse-
ment does not occur in FY 1986 or in FY
1987? Why is reimbursement appropriate
and necessary?

We are advised by the State of Florida
that road construction adjacent to our Fort
Lauderdale Monitoring Station will com-
mence in November 1985 and the new high-
way is scheduled to open for public use in
December 1987. During construction, moni-
toring capabilities will be adversely affected
to a degress as the result of increased radio
noise. Interference will increase substantial-
ly when the new highway is opened. There-
fore, it is imperative that we complete re-
construction or relocation of the monitoring
station on or before the end of 1987.

If authorization to move the Fort Lauder-
dale Station elsewhere in Florida is granted,
funds would be needed in FY 1986 to initi-
ate the relocation process.

As mentioned previously, if the proposed
relocation is not authorized by Congress and
funded in a timely fashion by sale of the
present site, the Commission will proceed
with its original plans to reconstruct the
monitoring station at its present Fort Lau-
derdale location to ensure continuity of our
nationwide monitoring network.

Either a direct appropriation or expedited
sale and reimbursement as proposed in H.R.
2577 is required to relocate the Fort Lauder-
dale Monitoring Station. Approximately
75% of the Commission's appropriated
funds are for salaries and benefits and most
of the remainder is for essential support
services such as office rent, telecommunica-
tions, and travel. Due to the cost, the Com-
mission is not able to fund the relocation
out of existing appropriations without seri-
ously impairing its rulemaking, licensing,
and enforcement programs.

4, Please explain why it is necessary to
provide special provisions for the General
Services Administration (GSA) to dispose of
the property? Why is existing law not ade-
quate? Does the GSA support this provi-
slon? What is the fair market value of this
FCC property? Will all of the property be
sold?

The special provisions required relate to
the reimbursement of the funds directly to
FCC. GSA has the authority to sell the land
once declared excess, but not to reimburse a
part of the sale price to the Commission.
Further, GSA regulations concerning prop-
erty disposal normally involve a lengthy
process of offering available land first to
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government agencies and then to the public
for sale. The proposed special provisions
would provide for both expeditious and
direct reimbursement to the FCC. If the re-
location is approved by Congress, the special
provisions are required to ensure continuity
of monitoring operations in the critical
Florida area.

Because the authority contained in this
legislation is discretionary, and no final de-
cision to proceed in this manner has been
made by the Commission, we have not yet
been in direct contact with GSA. However,
because of concerns you have raised, we will
immediately contact GSA to explore the
feasibility of this proposal and report to you
on the results of our discussions.

We have not had a recent land appraisal
on the Ft. Lauderdale property. However, as
indicated in one of the enclosures, an offer
of $6.8 million dollars for the property has
been received. Accordingly, it appears that
the fair market value of the property would
likely be in the range of $6-7 million dollars.

It is anticipated that all the property
would be sold.

I trust the above is fully responsive to
your inquiry. Please call me if you need any
addtional information. I wish to assure you
that the Commission will take no action on
this matter which will in any manner jeop-
ardize our mission or programs.

Sincerely,
MARK S. FOWLER,
Chairman.
HoOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 18, 1984.
Hon. MARK FOWLER,
Chairman, Federal Communications Com-
mission, Washington, DC.

Dear Mg. CHAIRMAN: On behalf of our
constituents in South Florida, we are writ-
ing you concerning the F.C.C. Monitoring
Station in Ft. Lauderdale.

The Ft. Lauderdale station was built in
1947 when our entire region was largely un-
developed. This area is now the eleventh
most populated of the United States. To
keep up with the rapid growth, the commu-
nications industry of the region increased to
provide local service. The Monitoring Sta-
tion is now located in the center of the
region,

The radio stations and the newly designat-
ed UHF Channel 33 would like to expand
their coverage in the region, but they
cannot because of the location of the Moni-
toring Station. Presently, the stations are
forced to limit their coverage area to stay
within the boundaries of the Monitoring
Station. If the station could be moved, the
problem would be resolved.

At the present time, a large portion of
Dade and Broward Counties cannot receive
certain coverage of AM stations in the
evening. The radio stations and Channel 33
have been forced by the F.C.C to reduce
their power to avoid interfering with the
Monitoring Station. It is unfair to these
radio stations and listeners in this area to be
subject to this problem because the Moni-
toring Station is not, by virtue of population
growth, where it should be.

The F.C.C. is planning to move the station
in the next few months due to the construc-
tion of a new interstate highway. Unfortu-
nately, the station currently plans to move
?he entire operation only a few hundred
eet.

The Monitoring Station provides impor-
tant functions such as helping ships at sea
and aireraft in distress. However, it does not
have to be located in Broward County to
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fulfill its service. In fact, the idea to move
the station originally came from F.C.C. per-
sonnel that operate the facility.

The radio stations in the area have pro-
posed twelve separate pieces of federal land
for the site of the station, but the F.C.C.
Field Operations Bureau has rejected each
site. F.C.C. officials also claim they lack a
Congressional appropriation to make such a
move. Yet, the land on which the current
site is located is estimated to be worth $6
million. The logical solution is to sell the ex-
isting site and use the funds to move the
station to a new unobtrusive location which
would enable AM stations in Dade and
Broward to expand coverage.

We currently are working on the authori-
zation and appropriations of funds to move
this station. We hope the funding may be
provided for a move.

We would like the F.C.C. to agree to the
following:

(1) Delay plans to move within the
present site for 3 months;

(2) Meet with Members of Congress and
Radio Station representatives from South
Florida in the next several weeks;

(3) Work closely with South Florida sta-
tions to find an alternative site; and

(4) Examine all proposed sites and provide
reports on the feasibility of these locations
as a site for the Monitoring Station.

We hope you find these suggestions rea-
sonable, and we look forward to your
prompt reply on this important matter.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Very truly yours,
E. CLAY SHAW,
DANTE B. FASCELL,
DAN Mica,
LAWRENCE J. SMITH,
WILLIAM LEHMAN,
CLAUDE PEPPER,
Members of Con-
gress.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TELECOMMUNICA-
TIONS, CONSUMER PROTECTION,
AND FINANCE OF THE COMMITTEE
ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, June 26, 1984.
Hon. MARK S. FOWLER,
Chairman, Federal Communicalions Com-
mission, Washington, DC.

Dear CHAIRMAN Fowirer: I am writing in
regard to the FCC monitoring station locat-
ed in F't. Lauderdale, Florida. I have been
contacted by a Member of the Florida dele-
gation who is concerned about the inability
of several Florida radio stations to expand
their coverage area while the FCC main-
tains a monitoring station in the area. A
letter from six Members of the Florida dele-
gation, outlining their concerns about the
station, was forwarded to your office on
June 18,

It is my understanding that the monitor-
ing station is to be moved a short distance in
the near future to allow for the construc-
tion of an interstate highway. Florida
broadcasters believe that this is an oppor-
tune time to relocate the FCC monitoring
station so that they can expand their cover-
age area to better serve residents in this
area. The current location of the monitor-
ing station has grown from a sparsely popu-
lated area, when the station was originally
built, to a heavily urbanized area. According
to FCC personnel employed at the monitor-
ing station and engineer analyses performed
by the Florida broadcasters, moving the sta-
tion to a less cluttered “RF” invironment
would allow it to function better than at its
current location.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

I am concerned about the difficulty the
Florida Broadcasters have experienced in
resolving this matter with the Commission.
For example, twelve alternate sites for the
station have been proposed by the broad-
casters and other interested parties, yet it
appears that the Commission has not care-
fully studied moving the monitoring station
to any of these proposed sites.

Given the information concerning the sta-
tion's potential increased efficiency at an-
other location, and the current adverse
impact on local broadcasters, I believe the
relocation of the monitoring facility should
be given the most serious consideration and
study by the Commission. Toward this end,
six Members of the Florida delegation have
requested that the Commission delay plans
to move the site for three months, and meet
with members of Congress and radio station
representatives from South Florida in the
next several weeks. I am pleased to have
learned that the Commission has agreed to
meet with these interested parties. I strong-
ly urge your most serious consideration of
their requests in order to resolve this
matter.

It is imperative that the Commission ex-
amine this situation quickly. Otherwise, the
monitoring station may be moved only a few
hundred feet when it would appear that
both the Commission and local broadcasters
could benefit from its relocation to a less
populated area.

In advance, thank you for your attention
to this matter.

With best wishes.

Sincerely yours,
TimorHY E. WIRTH,
Chairman.
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION,
Washington, DC, July 18, 1984.

Hon. TiMoTHY E. WIRTH,

Chairman, Subcommiltee on Telecommuni-
cations, Consumer Protection and Fi-
nance, U.S. House of Represenlalives,
Washington, DC.

DearR CHAIRMAN WiIrTH: This is in re-
sponse to your letter of June 26, 1984, re-
garding the FCC monitoring station located
in Ft. Lauderdale, Florida.

In response to a letter dated June 18,
1984, signed by Congressmen E. Clay Shaw,
Dante B. Fascell, Dan Mica, Lawrence J.
Smith, William Lehman and Claude Pepper
a meeting was held on June 27, 1984, at the
Capitol. Attending that meeting from the
Commission were Richard M. Smith, Chief,
Field Operations Bureau; Robert W. Cris-
man, Chief FOB Engineering Division; Jack-
son F. Lee, Director of Legislative Affairs;
and Sue Ann Preskill, Office of General
Counsel. Congressmen Fascell, Smith and
Lehman and staff members attended as did
a delegation of South Florida Broadcasters.

A discussion was held outlining the prob-
lems of both this agency and the affected
broadcasters. Mr. Smith stated that the
FCC would be willing to move the monitor-
ing station if (1) a satisfactory site in South
Florida is found, and (2) the Commission re-
ceives the necessary funding from the Con-
gress to make the move. At the end of the
meeting it was agreed that the broadcasters
would assist the Field Operations Bureau in
finding a location that would fulfill the
Commission’s needs. In fact, as of today, a
preliminary meeting has been scheduled be-
tween a representative of one of the broad-
cast stations and Mr. Crisman.

I hope this is responsive to your request.
Let me assure you that we are anxious to
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work with the South Florida Congressional
delegation and the broadcasters to attempt
a solution to this problem.
Sincerely,
MARK S. FOWLER,
Chairman.

FEBRUARY 11, 1985.
Hon. LAWRENCE J. SMITH,
U.S. House of Representalives,
Washington, DC.

DeAR CoNGRESSMAN SmiTH: This is in re-
sponse to the January 31, 1985, meeting
with you and your staff members Jonathan
Slade and Paul Smith regarding possible re-
location of the Commission’s South Florida
monitoring station from Fort Lauderdale to
Vero Beach. Attending the meeting for the
Commission were Richard M. Smith, Chief,
Field Operations Bureau [FOB], FOB staff
members Robert W. Crisman and Lawrence
Clance, Thomas Campbell, Office of Manag-
ing Director, and Marilyn McDermett, Mass
Media Bureau.

As you are aware, the Fort Lauderdale
Monitoring Station is one of 13 such facili-
ties in the country whose mission is to moni-
tor the entire radio spectrum, analyze sig-
nals to determine technical compliance with
U.S. radio laws and international treaties,
and use radio direction finding techniques
to determine the source of unauthorized
and interfering signals. These facilities are
relied upon by the U.S. Coast Guard to pro-
vide radio direction finding fixes for search
and rescue. The locations of these stations
were very carefully selected to optimize
rual:ldio reception and direction finding base-

es.)

Over the past several years, as part of the
plan to convert State Road 84, which fronts
the Fort Lauderdale Monitoring Station
property, to an interstate highway, the
Commission reached an agreement with the
State of Florida to accept a small parcel of
land along the back edge of the property in
exchange for the portion of the Commis-
sion’s property which the state needs in
order to improve the highway. Because this
exchange would have left the main monitor-
ing building intolerably close to radio fre-
quency ignition noise from automobiles
using the highway, the State of Florida pro-
vided funding, initially in the amount of
$700,000, to reconstruct the main building
and several of the antennas at a location on
the property further removed from the
highway. Specifications for the new build-
ing have been completed, and we are now
soliciting bids for construction.

The land which the Fort Lauderdale Mon-
itoring Station occupies and the surround-
ing area was relatively undeveloped agricul-
tural land when the station was built in
1947. Rapid development in the past few
decades has transformed the surrounding
area into an affluent suburbia and prime
broadcast audience market.

The Commission, for many years, has
placed restrictions on licensees in all radio
services regarding the maximum amount of
radio signal field strength they can transmit
over each of our monitoring stations. This is
necessary to protect the sensitive receiving
equipment from overload due to strong sig-

' A direction finding baseline is the geographical
distance between any two direction finding stations
which can hear a given target signal. For a long
range system designed to pinpoint signals anywhere
in the world, the baselines must be as long as possi-
ble because greatest accuracy Is obtained when the
baseline distances approach the distance to the
target signal.
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nals which would prevent reception of the
weaker signals we are attempting to monitor
and direction find, including emergency or
distress calls from ships and airceraft. Unfor-
tunately, it also sometimes prevents broad-
casters from being able to reach the great-
est possible audience.

The broadcasting community in South
Florida has approached the Commission
several times in the past few years regard-
ing the possibility of moving the monitoring
station out of the more developed Fort Lau-
derdale area of South Florida. However, the
Commission does not presently have fund-
ing in its appropriation for such a move. Es-
timated costs of such a relocation would be
on the order of four million dollars, depend-
ing upon the site. Aside from the funding
problem, no fully suitable alternative sites
had been identified until recently.

As a result of a June 1984 meeting with
six South Florida Congressmen (including
yourself), FCC staff, and several South
Florida broadcasters, a task force was
formed to identify possible alternate sites. A
site that meets Commission requirements
has been found near Vero Beach. The en-
closed map shows the location of this prop-
erty. In the meantime, a firm offer has been
made to purchase the present Fort Lauder-
dale Monitoring Station property for 6.8
million dollars.

Therefore, it now appears that the gov-
ernment can acquire property and construct
& new monitoring station near Vero Beach
for approximately 4 million dollars and sell
the present property for 6.8 million dollars,
producing a net gain for the Federal Gov-
ernment of nearly 3 million dollars.

The Commission fully supports relocating
the South Florida monitoring station to the
Vero Beach site. Such a move, due to the
less developed conditions in that area, would
enhance the overall effectiveness of the
Commission's nationwide radio direction
finding network. However, without an abso-
lute assurance that the required authoriza-
tion and appropriations will be provided for
this move, it is necessary for us to continue
our plans to construct a new building at our
current location. Once funding is provided,
it will take up to two years to complete a
move to the new location. If we do not con-
tinue with our present schedule and the
road construction is completed before the
new building is finished, we run the serious
risk of adversely affecting our vital monitor-
ing capability due to the increased level of
vehicular ignition noise.

We appreciate your interest and assist-
ance in this matter, If I can be of any fur-
ther help, please do not hesitate to contact
either me or Commission staff members in-
volved.

Sincerely,
MARK S. FOWLER,
Chairman.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, the
function of the legislation here would
be to authorize movement of a Federal
facility. The Committee on Energy
and Commerce has not considered this
matter and we are much troubled
about the consequences of this, par-
ticularly from several standpoints.
First we are troubled that we cannot
ascertain for sure how the movement
of the facility can be accomplished
with PCC funds without terminating,
deferring, or changing FCC programs.
We are also troubled that regulatory
activities or other matters before that
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agency might be adversely affected.
We are concerned about the impact of
the language of the bill on FCC em-
ployees. The function of the amend-
ment is to take into consideration the
desirable concerns of the very able
gentleman from Florida and at the
same time to deal with the questions
that we feel are important and should
be considered as matters in an appro-
priate legislative format and proceed-
ing.
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The amendment will prevent a
number of possibilities that are trou-
blesome, particularly adverse impact
on FCC programs; on employees, and
on a number of projects which might
be terminated or otherwise affected at
FCC.

It is our hope that the committee
will accept the amendment, and that
the very able gentleman from Florida,
for whom I have the greatest respect,
will find it possible to find our sugges-
tions acceptable in terms of addressing
the concerns that he might have and
at the same time keeping in mind the
concerns that the Committee on
Energy and Commerce would have.

I am delighted to yield from my
friend from Florida.

Mr. SMITH of Florida. I thank the
gentleman for yielding, and I want to
commend the gentleman for his coop-
erative spirit and his ability to find a
way out of what was obviously an ex-
isting problem for the authorizing
committee.

I want to thank him also for the
spirit in which he has allowed this to
operate when I spoke and dealt with
the chairman of the subcommittee
that has original jurisdiction on this
matter, together with the staff.

I just want to say that I hope as well
that this committee will accept the
amendment, because I feel it deals
with the problems, and I would like to
say and I probably will have to seek
my own time to let the committee un-
derstand why we are doing it on this
basis, that this will take care of the
concerns raised but also it will allow us
to move forward with the project,
which would otherwise cost a great
deal more money, and that the chair-
man of the full committee, Mr. DIN-
GELL from Michigan, who has been so
cooperative I think understands the
value of the project, notwithstanding
the fact that technically there might
be other ways that he would like to do
this, but also that proceeding in this
fashion does not authorize any new
money; nor does it authorize a new
project or & new FCC station, and in
addition will have the ultimate effect
of saving the Government between $3
and $4 million recoupment to the
Treasury on the difference between
the land which is going to be sold from
the old FCC station and the new land
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which is going to be the site of the
new FCC station.

I would hope that this committee,
and I would seek my own time and I
want to yield back the balance of the
gentleman’s time, would allow me to
explain, so that possibly Mr. WALKER
may reconsider and withdraw his res-
ervation.

I thank, again, the gentleman who
has been so cooperative and does such
a fine job for the FCC.

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the gentle-
man.

I yield to the distinguished gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I want to say to
the gentleman, as chairman of the
subcommittee that handled this
matter, I had agreed not to fight this
amendment, but at that time I did not
know the gentleman would come in
here on crutches.

Mr. DINGELL. Well, the odds are
always, I would observe, against the
gentleman from Michigan when I con-
tend with the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Nevertheless, I
do think the gentleman’s amendment
clarifies, the provision in the bill. I
want to assure him that we had no in-
tention at any time of crippling the
FCC in any of their other operations.
What we were trying to do with the
provision we put in the bill was just a
commonsense approach to earn $2.5
million for the Government and at the
same time let the FCC move to a loca-
tion that they agree would be a better
location. Relocating the Fort Lauder-
dale Monitoring Station would just be
better for everybody concerned, and
we are just trying to be accommodat-
ing.

Mr. DINGELL. And if the gentle-
man would permit, without additional
cost to the Government.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Actually, the
relocation was estimated to earn at
least $2.5 million for the Government.

Instead of staying on the present
site and building another facility, they
can sell the site and the facility for
more than they cost to buy a site that
is better than the present one, build a
new facility, and have $2.5 million left.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania desire to
pursue his point or order?

Mr. WALKER. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I
do.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania wish to fur-
ther reserve his point of order?

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I fur-
ther reserve my point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts is seeking recogni-
tion?

Mr. CONTE. I rise in support of the
amendment, and I yield to my good
friend from Illinois.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. O'BRIEN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding, and in addition to
the sympathy generated by the
crutches, I am inclined to think that
there is a certain degree of practicality
to this amendment that recommends
that we pass it irrespective of the sus-
ceptibility of the matter to a point of
order.

I support it, and yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. CONTE. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania now wish to
renew his point of order?

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order against the
amendment; that it is a violation of
clause 2 of rule XXI.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. DiINGELL]
desire to be heard on the point of
order?

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman con-
cedes the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
concedes the point of order and the
amendment of the gentleman from
Michigan is out of order.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXFENSES

The Federal Communications Commission
is authorized to expend such funds as may
be required in fiscal years 1986 and 1987 out
of appropriations for fiscal years 1986 and

1987 for the Federal Communications Com-
mission, not to exceed $5,000,000, to relocate
its Fort Lauderdale, Florida, Monitoring
Station within the State of Florida, to in-
clude all necessary expenses such as options
to purchase land, acquisition of land, lease-
back of the present monitoring station
pending acquisition and construction of a
new monitoring station, architectural and
engineering services, construction of a new
monitoring station and related facilities,
moving expenses, and all other costs associ-
ated with the relocation of the monitoring
station and personnel.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Michigan wish to raise a
point of order at this point?

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I
have a point of order at this point.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state his point of order.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order that the pro-
visions of the paragraph starting at
line 7 down through line 21 at page 10
is violative of rule XXI, clause 2, in
that it constitutes legislation in an ap-
propriation bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Does anyone else
desire to be heard on the point of
order?

The Chair is prepared to rule.

The gentleman’s point of order is
well taken, and the Chair sustains the
point of order, and that paragraph is
stricken from the bill,
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The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

The Federal Communications Commission
shall promptly declare the present monitor-
ing station (including land and structures
which will not be relocated) excess to the
General Services Administration for disposi-
tion. The General Services Administration
shall sell such property and structures on
an expedited basis, including provisions for
lease-back as required, and shall compensate
the Commission from the proceeds of the
sale all costs associated with the relocation
of the Fort Lauderdale Monitoring Station
to another location, not to exceed
$5,000,000.

POINTS OF ORDER

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I
have a point of order on the para-
graph at line 22, page 10 through line
6, page 11.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman
will state his point of order.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order that this is
violative of the provisions of rule XXI,
clause 2, in that it constitutes legisla-
tion in an appropriation bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Does anyone else
wish to be heard on the point of
order?

The Chair is prepared to rule. The
gentleman’s point of order is sus-
tained.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the rest of
the section be considered as read,
printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving a point of order against the
next two paragraphs, as long as my
right so to do is protected, I will not
object.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of
order is sustained against this para-
graph.

The Clerk will read the next para-
graph.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I
make points of order against the para-
graph at lines 7 through 13, lines 14
through 18 at page 11, on grounds
that those paragraphs also constitute
legislation in an appropriations bill.

The CHAIRMAN. In accordance
with the request of the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. ConNTE] the
paragraphs are considered as read.

The Chair will entertain the point of
order raised by the gentleman from
Michigan.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Any excess funds received by the General
Services Administration from the sale of the
present property, less any funds reimbursed
to the Federal Communications Commis-
sion, and less normal and reasonable
charges by the General Services Administra-
tion for costs associated with the sale of the
present property, shall be deposited to the
general fund of the Treasury.

The authority under this Act with respect
to the relocation of the Fort Lauderdale
Monitoring Station shall (1) extend through
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fiscal year 1987, and (2) be in addition to
any limits on expenditures for land and
structures specified in the Commission's ap-
propriation for fiscal years 1986 and 1987.

Does anyone else desire to be heard
on the point of order?

Mr. DINGELL. Merely, Mr. Chair-
man, that these two paragraphs do
constitute legislation in an appropria-
tions bill, violating clause 2 of rule
XXI.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct, in the opinion of the Chair.
The point of order is sustained, the
paragraphs are stricken from the bill.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for “Salaries
and Expenses”, $3,811,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 1986.

SMaLL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of available funds under this head,
$27,601,000 are rescinded.

BUSINESS LOAN AND INVESTMENT FUND

For additional capital for the “Business
Loan and Investment Fund”, $27,601,000, to
r;amaln available without fiscal year limita-
tion.

DEFPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
GENERAL ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of available funds under this head,
$166,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2801 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.

WORKING CAPITAL FUND
(RESCISSION)

All funds made available under this head
in Public Law 98-411 are rescinded.

UNITED STATES PAROLE COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For an additional amount for “Salaries
and Expenses”, $100,000.
LEGAL ACTIVITIES
SALARIES AND EXPENSES, GENERAL LEGAL
ACTIVITIES
(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

For an additional amount for ‘“Salaries
and expenses, general legal activities”,
$874,000.

Of available funds under this head,
$470,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2901 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.
SALARIES AND EXPENSES, ANTITRUST DIVISION

(RESCISSION)

Of available funds under this head,
$65,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2901 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, UNITED STATES
ATTORNEYS AND MARSHALS
(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

For an additional amount for “Salaries
and expenses, United States attorneys and
marshals”, $11,003,000, of which $2,065,000
shall remain available until September 30,
1986.

FOINT OF ORDER

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chair-

man, I make a point of order against
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that part of the paragraph on page 13,
lines 17 to 20. The cited language is in
violation of House Rule XXI, clause
2(a), which provides that no appro-
priation be reported in any general ap-
propriation bill for any expenditure
not previously authorized by law.

The CHAIRMAN. Does anyone else
care to be heard on the point of order?

If not, the Chair is prepared to rule.

The point of order is well taken; the
Chair sustains the point of order, and
the paragraph is stricken.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Of available funds under this head,
$889,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2901 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.

SUPPORT OF UNITED STATES PRISONERS

In Public Law 98-411 delete the appropria-
tion language under the heading “Support
of United States Prisoners” and substitute
the following:

For support of United States prisoners in
non-Federal institutions, $53,240,000; and in
addition, $10,000,000 shall be available
under the Cooperative Agreement Program
for the purposes of renovating, construct-
ing, and equipping State and local correc-
tional facilities: Provided, That amounts
made available for constructing any local
correctional faeility shall not exceed the
cost of constructing space for the average
Federal prisoner population to be housed in
the facility, or in other facilities in the same
correctional system, as projected by the At-
torney General: Provided further, That fol-
lowing agreement on or completion of any
federally assisted correctional facility con-
struction, the availability of the space ac-
quired for Federal prisoners with these Fed-
eral funds shall be assured and the per diem
rate charged for housing Federal prisoners
in the assured space shall not exceed oper-
ating costs for the period of time specified
in the cooperative agreement.

FEES AND EXPENSES OF WITNESSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for “Fees and
expenses of witnesses”, $1,300,000, and in
addition, $1,500,000 to be derived by trans-
fer from the Support of United States Pris-
oners. Provided, That of the amount appro-
priated under the above head for fiscal year
1985, not to exceed $850,000 shall be avail-
able for planning, construction, renovation,
and repair of buildings for protected witness
facilities.

ASSETS FORFEITURE FUND

For expenses authorized by 28 U.S.C. 524,
as amended by the Comprehensive Forfeit-
ure Act of 1984, such sums as may be neces-
sary to be derived from the Department of
Justice Assets Forfeiture Fund: Provided,
That in the aggregate, not to exceed
$5,000,000 shall be available for expenses
authorized by subsections (c)1)B),
(e)X1XE), and (eX(1)X(F) of that section.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, COMMUNITY
RELATIONS SERVICE

(RESCISSION)

Of available funds under this head,
$43,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2901 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.

INTERAGENCY LAW ENFORCEMENT
ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT

For an additional amount for “Organized
Crime Drug Enforcement", $635,000.
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POINT OF ORDER

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I make a point of order
against that part of the paragraph on
page 16, lines 4 and 5. The cited lan-
guage is in violation of House Rule
XXI, clause 2.

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentle-
man permit the Clerk to read that
paragraph?

The Clerk read as follows:

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

For an additional amount for “Salaries
and expenses”, $2,900,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 1986: Provided,
That $10,000,000 provided in Public Law 98-
166 for the relocation of the Washington
field office within the District of Columbia
shall remain available until expended.

Of available funds under this head,
$3,505,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2901 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. EDwARDS], raises
a point of order against this para-
graph.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. That
is correct, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state his point of order.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Chairman, the cited language is in vio-
lation of House Rule XXI, clause 2(a),
which provides that no appropriation
shall be reported in any general appro-
priation bill for any expenditure not
previously authorized by law.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other
Member care to be heard on the point
of order?

If not, the Chair is prepared to rule.

The point of order is well taken, and
the Chair sustains the point of order.
The paragraph will be stricken.

The Clerk will read.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I have a parliamentary inquiry.

What was just stricken? We are not
clear about which lines were stricken.
Was it just lines 4 and 5?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
inform the gentleman that lines 4
through 8 were striken, the entire
paragraph.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I think the point of order was against
lines 4 and 5.

I ask unanimous consent that we
return to that paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was in
error on that. It is only lines 4 and 5
that were stricken.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, do I
now understand that we struck the
$2.9 million for the antiterrorism pro-
gram but that we did not strike the

June 6, 1985

$10 million for the relocation of the
Washington field office?

The CHAIRMAN. The point of
order did not cover the provisions of
lines 6 through 8. The Chair is going
to ask the Clerk to reread that portion
of the paragraph.

The Clerk read as follows:

Provided, That $10,000,000 provided in
Public Law 98-166 for the relocation of the
Washington field office within the District
of Columbia shall remain available until ex-
pended.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order against the sec-
tion of the bill on page 16, lines 6
through 8, that this constitutes an ap-
propriation without appropriate au-
thorization.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other
Member desire to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
this is a reappropriation. I do not be-
lieve that point of order would lie.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is not
aware of any provision of Public Law
98-166 that requires these funds to be
available until expended.

Can the gentleman give a citation to
that effect?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I would say that it is correct that that
law does not require that they remain
available until expended. The rest of
it, however, it a reappropriation.

The CHAIRMAN. Nevertheless, the
Chair supports the point of order and
rules that it is legislation on an appro-
priation bill, and that portion of the
paragraph will be stricken.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

DrUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

For an additional amount for “Salaries
and expenses”, $3,300,000.

Of available funds under this head,
$876,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2001 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.

IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING RESCISSION)

The appropriation under the heading
“Salaries and expenses” in Public Law 98-
411 is amended by inserting the following
before “: Provided’: “and of which not to
exceed $6,586,000 for construction shall
remain available until expended".

Of available funds under this head,
$947,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2901 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.

FEDERAL PRISON SYSTEM
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS AND
RESCISSION)

For an additional amount for *“Salaries
and expenses’”, Federal Prison System,
$900,000, and in addition, $2,183,000 to be

derived by transfer from “Support of United
States Prisoners”.
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Of available funds under this head,
$451,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2901 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984,

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES
(RESCISSION)

Of available funds under this head,
$13,000 are rescinded pursuant to section
2901 of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984.

OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS
JUSTICE ASSISTANCE

Of the unobligated funds available under
the “Justice assistance” account for the Ju-
venile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act, $800,000 shall be made available for
Emergency Federal Law Enforcement As-
sistance authorized by Public Law 98-473,
notwithstanding the provisions of sections
222(b), 223(b), and 228(e) of title I of the Ju-
venile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act, as amended.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BREAUX

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Breauvx: On
Page 18, line 4, after the period, insert:

LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION
PAYMENT TO THE LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION

For an additional amount for “Payment to
the Legal Services Corporation” for a grant
for the establishment of the Gillis W. Long
Poverty Law Center at the Loyola Universi-
ty School of Law in New Orleans $4,000,000
to remain available until expended.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Chairman, and
my colleagues, it is a rare opportunity
indeed when we have occasion to
honor one of our departed colleagues
after having served this body and this
institution and this country for a
number of years, outstandingly I
might add, by approving a project
which also serves not only the memory
of our colleague, Gillis Long in this
case, but also serves a real need, that
being the poor of the United States of
America.

The money that is being appropri-
ated in this bill will go toward estab-
lishing the Gillis W. Long Poverty Law
Center at Loyola University in Louisi-
ana. Loyola University has already
purchased a physical plant as a facility
for the sum of nearly $11.9 million. In
addition, it is going to take about an
additional $8 million to complete the
facility, to complete construction and
to complete the library and education-
al equipment, as well as the renova-
tion to the facility.

Loyola has also embarked upon a
fund-raising drive and there is allocat-
ed from the university an additional
$2 million over and above the pur-
chase cost of $11.9 million. The univer-
sity has established a fund-raising
effort to provide additional funds.
This is a one-time $4 million grant
which will provide for the funding of
the renovation of the law school facili-
ties.

It is important to note that the Gov-
ernment and the people of the United
States, in addition to honoring the
memory of our departed colleague,
will get something very substantial
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and very tangible, and that is at least
160,000 legal service hours of work
being contributed by the students and
by the lawyers at the university
toward working on programs that
would benefit the poor not only of
Louisiana but, of course, throughout
the entire Nation.

Under this formula, the one-time
Federal grant of $4 million would
produce a favorable in-kind reimburse-
ment period of less than 6 academic
years, as I have just outlined for the
benefit of our Members.

So, Mr. Chairman and Members, I
would ask support for this amend-
ment. I think it is only appropriate, in
the sense that it can be justifiable
from an expenditure standpoint, but,
as I have indicated, it is not very often
that we get the opportunity, to honor
a departed colleague for the work that
he has done while he was here and at
the same time really make a very posi-
tive contribution to the practice of law
and to the defense of people who for
so long have not been adequately de-
fended.

Mr. O'BRIEN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BREAUZX. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. O’'BRIEN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, in addition to the
benefits and substance of the amend-
ment, it is entirely proper, it seems to
me that we do this in memory of a
highly honored and distinguished
Member of this body who did nothing
but bring credit to the rest of us.

Mr. BREAUZX. I thank the gentle-
man for his comments. It is certainly
my privilege and pleasure to offer the
amendment and also to have our
former colleague’s wife with us, Mrs.
CatHY LoNG, who now sits with us as a
Member of this distinguished body,
also supporting this legislation.

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

Mr. BREAUX, I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gen-
tleman on his statement and I am
pleased to have the opportunity to
join my fellow Lousianians in support-
ing this amendment to help fund the
Gillis W. Long Poverty Law Center at
Loyola University in New Orleans.

Throughout his life, our departed
colleague, Gillis Long, always dis-
played great concern and compassion
for the underprivileged of our Nation.
Although we were of different politi-
cal and philosophical presuasions,
both he and I, as former practicing at-
torneys, were aware of the need for
the availability of adequate legal serv-
ices for the less affluent as well as for
those more fortunate. Therefore, I am
pleased that Loyola University has
provided an opportunity to honor
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Gillis’ memory by directly assisting
the poor and elderly of Louisiana with
their legal needs.

This amendment, which provides $4
million in seed money to Loyola Uni-
versity to establish the Gillis Long
Poverty Center, will go a long way in
assisting the needy and elderly by al-
lowing law students and practitioners
to provide quality legal services at no
cost to the recipient.

Loyola University is already working
with the American Bar Association,
the Louisiana Bar Association, and the
New Orleans Bar Association to pro-
mote the active involvement of private
lawyers in providing pro bono services
to the poor. In addition, Loyola has es-
tablished a well deserved reputation
for assisting the New Orleans commu-
nity by providing legal services to
many in the area through their well
organized and effectively operating
law clinie.

Through this program, third year
law students are given the opportunity
to serve clients and hone their legal
skills by providing supervised legal
services to needy clients on a regular
basis. The additional funds provided in
this amendment will enable Loyola to
significantly expand these current op-
erations.

As a representative of the greater
New Orleans area I hope the House
will support this funding to honor
Gillis by allowing Loyola to expand its
facilities and its legal services beyond
the New Orleans area to the rest of
the State and to the Eighth District of
Louisiana which Gillis’ widow, and our
colleague, CATHY LONG now represents.
Meeting the legal assistance needs of
the rural residents and rural poor of
Louisiana will be a most fitting tribute
to Gillis who devoted decades of serv-
ice to the poor.
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Mrs. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mrs. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, as one
who has worked with this project since
its inception and as a cosponsor of the
gentleman's amendment, there are
several points regarding the intent of
this amendment establishing the Gillis
W. Long Poverty Law Center that
should be clarified.

It is the intent of the sponsors of the
amendment that the Long Poverty
Law Center will act as a demonstra-
tion and dissemination project in the
development and dissemination of stu-
dent educational materials, continuing
legal education materials, and other
printed and video materials developed
to train both students and practition-
ers alike in the provision of legal serv-
ices to Legal Services Corporation eli-
gible clients.

To accomplish this, it is my under-
standing that the Loyola University
School of Law will produce a variety
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of skills development video tapes and
booklets as well as specific training
and legal manuals for clinic students
and pro bono private attorneys to
assist in the provision of quality serv-
ices to clients on a national basis. In
addition, the university, under the
auspices of the Gillis W. Long Poverty
Law Center, will regularly conduct
continuing legal education seminars
which will be taped for national distri-
bution to universities and State and
local bar associations.

Another intent of the sponsors is
that this grant be restricted to LSC el-
igible clients and LSC legal issues, that
is civil law. It is my understanding
that Loyola University has agreed to
guarantee that intake and counseling
will be given to all potential clients
and a determination will be made as to
the eligibility of the client in terms of
financial and case eligibility prior to
providing any legal services. Any cli-
ents served in areas of non civil law;
that is eriminal law, who do not meet
the LSC financial guidelines will be
served only at the University's ex-
pense.

This grant from the Legal Services
Corporation to fund the Gillis W.
Long Poverty Law Center should be
maintained in a separate and unique
account by the recipient. Only activi-
ties which meet the program and
funding criteria established by the
Corporation would be funded through
this account. All other activities, such
as criminal legal representation,
should be funded through the School
of Law’s University-provided funds.

LSC regulations establish certain
fund balance restrictions for the ex-
penditure of grants. It is not the
intent of the sponsors of this amend-
ment that the grant herein authorized
be subject to such limitation. Rather,
it is our intent that these funds be ex-
pended over a multiyear period.

Finally, it is not the intent of the
sponsors of this amendment that the
grant herein authorized in any way
effect the funding of Legal Services
Corporation providers in Louisiana,
that is, these funds would not be con-
sidered in the allocation of census-
based funds to the State.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am sympathetic
with the purpose of this amendment. I
do want to point out, however, that we
have had a law school, at least one in
Iowa, that has been doing this for 4 or
5 years, and I do not think we should
in colloguies here decide the param-
eters and limitations that they are
going to operate under. That is some-
thing that we will have to decide in a
more legislative way. We will do that
in conference or before we get this bill
out of conference.

I think that the purpose is obviously
a good purpose; I am very sympathetic
to it, but I think that we should real-
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ize that the rules under which the
grant would be made will be deter-
mined either in the legislation adopted
in conference or the report of the
managers.

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
members of the Rules Committee, es-
pecially Chairman PEPPER, for making
it possible for this amendment to be
offered today. I also want to thank my
dear friends Linpy Boces and JoOHN
BREAUZX, and the entire Louisiana dele-
gation, for all their hard work in
bringing this important matter before
the House.

The Poverty Law Center, at Loyola
University in New Orleans, which was
dedicated in the memory of my hus-
band, Gillis, will be an extremely valu-
able educational institution. The
center will train young lawyers how
best to help those least able to help
themselves in our society. It is so fit-
ting that such an institution should
bear the name of Gillis W. Long,
whose primary commitment through-
out his career was to serve the less for-
tunate among us.

The Gillis W. Long Poverty Law
Center, with the help of the funding
being requested today, will provide
both clinical education and communi-
ty service. Law students will be trained
in the legal disciplines which are of
special importance to the poor—ecivil
rights, elderly law, family law, housing
and equal employment rights, and en-
titlements. As seniors, students will
provide legal services to the poor. In
addition, through the center’s continu-
ing legal education and pro bono advo-
cacy and coordination activities, thou-
sands of free or reduced fee client
hours will be provided to Louisiana’s
poor.

Mr. Chairman, I commend Loyola
University for its outstanding record
of community service, and am confi-
dent that the Long Poverty Law
Center will help to expand the range
of desperately needed services avail-
able to those in need. I ask that my
colleagues join me in supporting this
worthy effort.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in very strong
support of the amendment that has
been offered by the ranking Member
of the Louisiana delegation and the
gentlewoman from Louisiana.

As one who came into this body
under the tutelage of Gillis Long, I be-
lieve that this measure is particularly
important, and particularly appropri-
ate. Gillis Long was an American and a
Member of this House who was com-
mitted to people; committed to the
poor; committed to the young; com-
mitted to students; committed to edu-
cation, and most of all, committed to
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justice for all Americans and all
people.

In that sense, we could, perhaps,
take no more appropriate action, and
Loyola could take no more appropriate
action than naming in the honor of
Gillis Long their Poverty Law Center,

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that we
would adopt this unanimously. Not
only as has been so ably stated by the
gentlewoman from Louisiana and the
dean of the Louisiana delegation, in
honor of Gillis Long, but as important-
ly, in honor of the values and princi-
ples for which Gillis Long fought his
entire life.

I am pleased, Mr. Chairman, to rise
in strong support of this amendment.
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Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this amendment. I think it
is very appropriate to honor our dis-
tinguished colleague, Gillis Long, who
was such a great American and an out-
standing Member of this body.

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

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support
this amendment.

I knew Gillis Long from the time he
first came to the Congress, and ap-
peared before him at the Committee
on Rules many, many times with my
chairman, Jamie WHITTEN. He was
always a true gentleman, and he
always did his homework. He knew the
issues that came before the Rules
Committee, and he knew them well.
But above all, he loved and served his
district and he loved and served the
people of the State of Louisiana.

He was a great friend and he will be
sorely missed. This is a great tribute to
him and I am pleased to support this
amendment.
® Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to lend my full support for the Breaux
amendment which would establish the
Gillis Long Poverty Center at Loyola
University School of Law in New Orle-
ans, LA,

I can think of no more fitting, ap-
propriate, or meaningful tribute we
could pay to our late and distinguished
colleague than to designate this center
in the city and State he loved so
dearly and to which he gave so many
years of his life in public service.

For those of us who served with
Gillis, we know that the House of Rep-
resentatives is a lesser institution since
the passing of Gillis Long. We lost one
of our most dedicated and effective
Members with his untimely passing.
We lost a colleague who was renowned
for his commitment to helping the
poor, disadvantaged, and the elderly.
These are the same people who would
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be served by those who would attend
the Gillis Long Center.

As we proceed with this amendment,
let us remember who it is we honor
with it. We honor a great man and
public servant., We honor a good friend
to so many of us. We pay tribute in a
tangible fashion to those causes that
Gillis championed so well in his career
in this House. To his widow and suc-
cessor in the House, CaTHY, I am hon-
ored to support this amendment which
brings justice to this House by ac-
knowledging one of our most able col-
leagues.@

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX].

The amendment was agreed to.

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

Mr. Chairman, I waited until we
have finished with that last amend-
ment because I did not want my words
to suggest that Members ought not to
vote for it. But I am reminded that
just before we authorized $4 million
for that worthy cause we knocked out
on points of order, $2.9 million of addi-
tional salaries and expenses for the
Federal Bureau of Investigation,
which is a request by the administra-
tion to have the domestic antiterror-
ism project go forward and just prior
to that we sustained a point of order
which knocked out the increase for
U.S. attorneys.

Now, some people say why should we
be increasing funds in a supplemental
in those areas?

Last year on this floor, in a frenzy to
make sure that we all got in front of
the crime issue before the elections,
we passed, after traveling a rather cir-
cuitous route, the largest crime pack-
age in the history of the United
States. We authorized in a bankruptcy
bill an addition of 85 judgeships
around this country.

The fact of the matter is, if we are
going to have 85 new judges, if we are
going to have a significantly expanded
Federal law enforcement operation,
and if we are going to have an expand-
ed domestic antiterrorism project in
this country, and we are going to man
it, it is going to cost money. But we
just blithely had points of order,
which were certainly appropriate
under the rules, and knocked those
figures out. Then we rush to another
amendment to appropriate $4 million
for a study project in memory of one
of our departed Members.

I would just suggest that at some
point in time we ought to establish
priorities. Fighting crime is more than
talking about it on the floor. Fighting
crime is more than pointing your
finger at the administration and
saying they are not doing enough.
Fighting crime is more than saying we
need additional personnel. Fighting
crime is more than complaining that
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the administration is not putting
enough white-collar criminals behind
bars. Fighting crime is more than com-
plaining that what we are doing is
giving light sentences out to Federal
offenders because we do not have
enough U.S. attorneys available to
prosecute those cases.

Fighting crime is more than estab-
lishing a new parole law which re-
quires new personnel in order to en-
foree it, and then not furnishing that
new personnel or the wherewithal to
proceed.

So maybe we followed the rules.
Those additions have not been author-
ized by the Committee on the Judici-
ary, of which I am a member, and so
we have made sure that that waiver
was not appropriate. Yet it just seems,
strange to me, in a week when our
newspapers and our nightly newscasts
are filled with questions about domes-
tic sabotage and espionage and terror-
ism, we have made sure that we have
kept a tidy package here by not allow-
ing funds to go forward because they
have not been authorized by that com-
mittee.

It bothers me very deeply, because
crime is an important question. The
need for U.S. attorneys is absolutely
there, it is proven. The need for addi-
tional personnel to assist and beef up
the FBI is there. And as much as I will
rail about increases in other areas in a
supplemental, if we are going to put
these other increases forward, then we
ought to be very, very serious about
what our priorities are.

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

Mr. LUNGREN. I would be happy to
yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. EARLY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I could not agree
with the gentleman more. We just
struck $2.9 million from domestic ter-
rorism, to me one of the gravest
threats we have upon this country. We
are going to have to wait until the in-
stance occurs, and then we are going
to correct it rather than prevent it.

The gentleman was wrong when he
suggested that it was an increase. The
FBI has spent this much money in
1982, 1983, and 1984, despite the fact
that this Congress has not given them
the money. They have transferred it
from other areas, from drugs and nar-
cotics, from white-collar crime, but the
Judiciary authorizing committee that
does not come forward with a bill and
makes this happen year in and year
out certainly, to me, is very discourag-
ing.

We just recently had an arrest in do-
mestic terrorism in which we have 30
groups parading in this country on the
left and on the right, very radical
groups, doing this and doing that. We
just had a group that was arrested this
past week in which, in her apartment,
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the FBI seized files of a self-pro-
claimed revolution containing detailed
plans to bomb areas of the Old Execu-
tive Office Building in the White
House complex, and also to bomb sev-
eral other Federal buildings, the par-
ticular group that blew up the U.S.
Senate, and we are going to strike that
money on an ego trip. I certainly agree
with the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. Lun-
GREN] has expired.

(On request of Mr. WALKER and by
unanimous consent, Mr. LUNGREN was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. LUNGREN. I thank the gentle-
man for his remarks. It is not my in-
tention to point the finger at one com-
mittee or the other in this. My con-
cern is that following the procedures
that we have here, a point of order
was sustained. It was offered, in the
first place, and then sustained, and
thereby had the effect of which the
gentleman speaks.

It bothers me very deeply at a time
when we have a unique, acute problem
with respect to domestic terrorism,
when we have problems with respect
to domestic espionage, when we have
problems with respect to white-collar
crime, when we pass legislation that is
supposed to deal with these things we
do not then come along and do our
duty and pass the funds that are nec-
essary and create the positions that
are necessary to enforce it.

We are creating paper tigers here in
the area of law enforcement. We have
had a lot of bombs thrown here by
Members on both sides of the aisle at
this and other administrations for not
doing enough. But here as we go
blithely through our job in making
sure we take care of water projects
and other things, we forget about this.
I just cannot understand it. To me, it
is absolutely unconscionable.

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

Mr. LUNGREN. I would be happy to
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I dc want to point
out that it was a very targeted point of
order as well, because under this sec-
tion, what was done was the antiter-
rorism program was stricken, despite
the fact that there was a provision
right next to that that was also eligi-
ble to be stricken from the bill which
provided for a new building.

So the sense of priorities was that
we were going to get rid of the terror-
ism program and keep the new build-
ing. I rose and made the point of order
against the new building, too, but I
must tell the gentleman that when the
point of order was made against the
terrorism progra