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SENATE—Thursday, April 24, 1986

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Our
prayer this morning will be offered by
the Reverend Dr. Mark Anschutz,
rector of Christ Episcopal Church in
Alexandria, VA. He is sponsored by
Senator PAUL TRIBLE.

PRAYER

The Reverend Dr. Mark Anschutz,
rector, Christ Episcopal Church, Alex-
andria, VA, offered the following
prayer:

Let us pray.

Almighty God, bless this bright land
that Thou hast lifted between the
seas: Her lonely wilds, her rich earth
beneath our feet, her pulsing rivers,
her splendid heights, the teeming
cities and quiet villages of her land-
scape.

Bless, Lord God, this body of per-
sons assembled. Give them minds and
hearts this day and always which will
allow them to wisely apply the fair-
ness of the freedom we proclaim in
this land. Let the laws they will create
this day enshrine and reflect Your
laws and be a mark of Your love on
every citizen of this land. Inspire with
vision every Member of this council,
that in seeking Your truth they may
be purified, this Republic may be
strengthened and Thy glory done.

Inspire us with respect for the digni-
ty of every citizen of this land and es-
pecially those who it would be easy to
forget, the poor, the homeless and des-
titute, the old and the sick, and all
who have none to care for them. Set
us not on selfish paths, Lord God, but
on Your high purposes, that we may
heal all those who are broken in body
or spirit and turn their sorrow into
joy.

And, finally, Lord God, lest we
forget, look down and visit the fami-
lies of those elected to this body who
give of themselves so generously in
support of those who here serve—the
spouses and children and grandchil-
dren of this assemblage. Be Thou their
guide and their strength this day and
evermore, for it is into Thy care that
we entrust them and we pray that Thy
love would encompass them and guide
them. All of this and so much more we
say in the name of our God, the Cre-
ator. Amen.

(Legislative day of Monday, April 21, 1986)

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
distinguished acting majority leader is
recognized.

THE INSPIRATION OF
REVEREND ANSCHUTZ

Mr. TRIBLE. Mr. President, let me
at the outset thank the Reverend
Mark Anschutz for a beautiful prayer
this morning. Reverend Anschutz is
the rector of Christ Church in Alexan-
dria, an ancient Episcopal church
where George Washington and Robert
E. Lee worshiped. Not only does Christ
Church have a distinguished past but
it is a vibrant church today of nearly
2,000 members. Christ Church is spir-
itually alive and growing and at work
in this world trying to heal the bro-
kenness that we see around us.

Mark Anschutz is a powerful preach-
er who inspires and challenges his con-
gregation and who has the rare ability
to take the teachings of the Lord and
translate them to the life that each of
us must lead—the joys, the frustra-
tions, the problems that we all en-
counter. I thank him for being here
this morning.

SCHEDULE

Mr. TRIBLE. The majority leader is
absent because of a meeting at the
White House and in his stead let me
summarize the order of the day.

At the outset the two leaders are
recognized under the standing order
for 10 minutes each. Then there will
be special orders in favor of the fol-
lowing Senators for not to exceed 5
minutes each: Senators HAWKINS,
CRANSTON, PROXMIRE, and MOYNIHAN.
Then the Senate will turn to routine
morning business not to extend
beyond 10:30 a.m., with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for not more
than 5 minutes each. At the conclu-
sion of routine morning business, the
Senate will then resume consideration
of the budget resolution, Senate Con-
current Resolution 120. Pending is
amendment No. 1800, the Moynihan
amendment. Votes can be expected
during the course of this day.

It will be the intention of the major-
ity leader to ask that the Senate not
be in session on Friday if an agree-
ment can be reached to reduce the
statutory time limitation allotted to
the budget resolution by 10 hours.

RESERVATION OF THE
MAJORITY LEADER’'S TIME

Mr. TRIBLE. Mr. President, on
behalf of the majority leader, I ask
unanimous consent to reserve the re-
mainder of the majority leader’'s time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PrESSLER). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

CELEBRATION OF PASSOVER

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, last night
at sundown, Jews the world over
began the weeklong celebration of
Passover.

This holiday, which commemorates
the liberation of the Jews from bond-
age in Egypt, symbolically occurs in
spring. It is a time for new beginnings
and for reaffirmation of one’s faith.

The story of the “Exodus” is retold
each year during the first two nights
of the holiday at Passover seders. Only
unleavened bread, or matzoh, is eaten
during the 7 days of Passover to re-
member the fact that the Jews, has-
tening from Egypt, had no time to
leaven their bread. Other foods, which
symbolize their bitter, difficult lives in
Egypt, are part of the seder service.

Each evening, a cup of wine for the
prophet Elijah is set on the table. For
there is a legend that this prophet
visits every Jewish home on seder
night. Passover is the festival of free-
dom and Elijah is the one who will an-
nounce that happy time in the future
when all men will be free and a new
time of peace and happiness will come
upon the Earth.

All men and women, Jews and non-
Jews, understand the desire, the need
for freedom that drove the Jews from
Egypt thousands of years ago. And we
also share the hope and the belief that
the Elijah's message of peace soon will
be delivered.

RECOGNITION OF THE
MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the minority leader
is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may reserve my time for
use later in the day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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SENATOR HAWKINS' SPECIAL
ORDER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Florida is to be recognized for not to
exceed 5 minutes.

Mr. MATTINGLY. Mr. President, I
rise to offer a statement today by the
Senator from Florida, the Honorable
Paura Hawkins, with reference to
drug testing.

Druc TESTING

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr, President, since the
release of the report by the President’s
Commission on Organized Crime on Drug
Abuse, Drug Trafficking and Organized
Crime there has been a great deal said on
the subject of drug testing. Unfortunately
this has been another case where there has
;Jeen more heat than light shed on this sub-
ect.

There can be little doubt that drug abuse
and even drug use has serious conseguences
for our society, for our families, and even
for ourselves as individuals. A survey by the
American Management Association (AMA)
and Arizona State University found that
one in ten blue- and white-collar workers
used illegal drugs in the workplace.

Contrary to what you might expect, this
problem is not limited to bored assembly
line workers or underachieving middle man-
agers. Joseph A. Pursch, a medical director
of Comprehensive Care Corporation, an al-
cohol and drug addiction treatment center
in Newport Beach, California, has observed
a 100 percent increase in the number of
high-level executives coming in for treat-
ment compared with only five years ago.

A 100 percent increase in high-level execu-
tives in need of treatment. These are the
people who make the crucial business deci-
sions that determine the fate of the entire
company and its employees—to say nothing
of profits. This should be enough to send
shivers down the spine of employees and
stockholders everywhere, and indicate the
magnitude of the problem we are facing.

Some say that there is a distinction be-
tween the so-called recreational use of drugs
and drug use in the workplace. But accord-
ing to the Cocaine National Help Line this
distinction is largely non-existent. In a
study they conducted, 75 percent of the
drug users tested admitted to using illegal
drugs on the job; 64 percent said that drugs
hindered their work performance; 44 per-
cent said they sold drugs to fellow employ-
ees and 18 percent revealed having a drug-
related accident or stealing from employers
to support their habits.

There has also been an inclination to
think that these so-called recreational uses
of illegal drugs in off work hours does not
have an effect on the job. Not so according
to the November 1985 issue of the American
Journal of Psychiatry. In an article entitled,
“Carry-Over Effects of Marijuana Intoxica-
tion on Aircraft Pilot Performance: A Pre-
liminary Report,” authors Yesavage, Leirer,
Denari and Hollister found that even 24
hours after smoking a single marijuana ciga-
rette, pilots’ skill can be impaired. The Psy-
chiatrists asked 10 licensed private pilots to
perform certain maneuvers in an aircraft
simulation device. They then asked the
pilots to smoke one average social “dose” of
marijuana and then perform the same ma-
neuvers immediately after smoking the
joint, four hours later and then again 24
hours later.
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When tested immediately after smoking
the joint and four hours later the pilots
were described as being barely in control of
the plane. Even 24 hours later when the
pilots were no longer feeling “high” the sci-
entists noted increases in the number of
hand movements needed to keep the plane
stable, and found the pilots landing accura-
cy was still off by as much as one hundred
percent with one of the pilots landing com-
pletely off the runway.

I don’t know about you, but I would not
want any of these people flying my air-
planes; fixing the brakes on my car; operat-
ing a train or doing anything that affects
my welfare or the welfare of my family or
my country.

The toll taken by illegal drugs on our soci-
ety is terribly high. We read increasingly of
its effect on children and families. The
effect on the workplace is just as bad. Drug
use results in bad business decisions, divert-
ed supervisory and managerial time, friction
among workers, damage to company equip-
ment and company public image, not to
mention health care costs, absenteeism, sick
leave, and the rising cost of health insur-
ance and worker's compensation claims.

With so much at stake, it is no wonder
that private companies are increasingly
turning to drug testing as an effective
means of addressing the problems posed by
employee drug use, A survey of Fortune 500
companies has shown that 18 percent are
using some form of drug testing, and that 20
percent are planning to implement a drug
testing program within the next two years.
This is up from only 5 percent testing in
1982. And it is not Mom and Pop companies
that are doing the testing. IBM is now test-
ing. So is Ford Motor Company, Alcoa,
Boise-Cascade, American Airlines and even
the New York Times.

Clearly the time has come for us to give
this matter serious and careful consider-
ation. I believe that drugs pose a serious
threat to our country, and I believe that it
will take a serious effort to get the problem
under control. Drug testing can be an im-
portant part of this effort.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
CRANSTON

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
California [Mr. CransTON] is recog-
nized for not to exceed 5 minutes.

AIR SAFETY

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President,
while the Senate is properly concerned
about the budget—the issue before us
today—millions of Americans are
deeply concerned about air safety.

The two are linked.

Air passengers, understandably, are
worried about the dangers of terror-
ism.

Airplanes appear to be a favorite
target of terrorists.

And now more than ever is a time
for utmost vigilance.

Yet, there is another threat to air
travel that is more insidious and per-
haps all the more dangerous because
of that.

It is the danger of indiscriminate
budget cutting by the Government
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and injudicious cost cutting by some of
the airlines.

Mr. President, a mechanic for one of
the airlines was in my office recently
and he admitted that some time ago
the following incident took place:

A warning light on one of his planes
was not functioning properly. But the
crew, wanting to avoid costly down-
time, decided not to take the plane out
of service for repairs. Instead, they
taped down the switch to the “off” po-
sition, and for a week—until the next
regularly scheduled maintenance
check—the plane flew with a warning
light that did not work.

Fortunately, this particular incident
ended harmlessly. But it illustrates
why air travelers have reason to be
worried these days.

Airline deregulation has brought us
lower fares. But it also has brought us
more airlines, more aircraft flying
more passengers, more competition,
and more intense temptation to airline
management and workers to cut cor-
ners so as to bring down operating
costs.

Now, more than ever, we need more
Government oversight to ensure air
safety; more safety inspectors to make
sure that airlines live up to the high-
est levels of flying safety; more—and
more experienced—controllers to
handle the huge volume of air traffic.

Instead, we are getting less.

Because of budget cuts, we have 33
percent fewer air safety inspectors
today than we had 7 years ago, and 37
percent fewer full performance level
air traffic controllers than we had 5
years ago—and things can get much
worse,

The first Gramm-Rudman seques-
tration for the current fiscal year cut
the Federal Aviation Administration
budget by $115 million.

What will happen in fiscal 1987?

What will happen if the indiscrimi-
nate, across-the-board Gramm-
Rudman formula is triggered and the
FAA suffers another cut of 20 percent,
or 25 percent, or more?

Mr. President, the current crisis in
air safety points up the perils of mind-
less, priorities-be-damned budget cut-
ting that is the essence of Gramm-
Rudman.

It also points up the absolute need
for Congress and the President to
reach a budget agreement so as to
avoid the Gramm-Rudman trigger.

Part of that agreement, in my judg-
ment, should be increased funding for
air-safety enforcement.

There was a sharp increase in air
crashes and fatalities last year; 561
people died in U.S. airline accidents.
We must avoid actions that would in-
evitably cause more death in the skies
this year—and next.

Failure to do everything humanly
possible to reduce the national calami-
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ty of air accidents would be a national
disgrace.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
PROXMIRE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. PrRoOXMIRE] is recog-
nized for not to exceed 5 minutes.

The Senator from Wisconsin.

THE NUCLEAR TEST BAN IS
VERIFIABLE SO LET'S NEGOTI-
ATE IT

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
administration has offered a whole
string of alibis for their opposition to
negotiating a nuclear test ban treaty
with the Soviet Union. Only one of
those objections has even a remote
plausibility. That “remotely plausible”
objection is that such an agreement
would not be verifiable. Now an out-
standing expert on verification has de-
molished that objection. Who is this
expert? Why is he qualified to make
such a judgment? The expert is Kosta
Tsipis of the Massachusetts Institute
of Technology. Tsipis is the director of
the program in science and technology
for international security at MIT. Is
Director Tsipis an expert on verifica-
tion of nuclear weapons tests? He is,
indeed. He and two other top profes-
sionals in this field have just pub-
lished a book entitled, “Arms Control
Verification: The Technologies That
Make It Possible.” In this book, Tsipis
and his colleagues analyze the tech-
nologies of verification. They do more.
They consider the political agreements
necessary to bring the effective verifi-
cation technologies into play. For in-
stance, Tsipis says that if test ban ne-
gotiators can agree on stationing un-
manned instruments in monitoring
stations near test sites, the instru-
ments could surely recognize and iden-
tify nuclear weapons test explosions.
Could the instruments distinguish be-
tween earthquakes and nuclear weap-
ons tests? Yes. They could. How?
Tsipis points out that earthquakes
generally give off seismic signals with
low frequencies. Nuclear explosions
produce higher frequency signals.
Have these monitoring stations actual-
ly been produced? Yes, indeed. In fact,
seven of these stations have already
been completed. They are being tested
now by scientists. Could the Soviets
tamper with these unmanned stations
and conceal their test explosions? No
way. Tsipis flatly asserts that the sta-
tions are tamper proof. But would the
Soviets agree to the installation of a
sufficient number of these stations in
their territory to provide the kind of
monitoring required? Yes. In fact the
Soviet Union has already indicated
their willingness to do so, according to
Spurgeon Keeney of the Arms Control
Association. And, of course, this coun-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

try can and should make the station-
ing of these monitoring stations
within the boundaries of both coun-
tries a necessary condition of agreeing
to the comprehensive test ban.

Isn’t it possible that weapons devel-
opment might proceed so swiftly that
the verification techniques will not be
able to keep pace? Fortunately the
contrary is true. In spite of the reduc-
tion in funds for advancing verifica-
tion technologies, Director Tsipis says
that overall, technologies which allow
the United States to verify Soviet com-
pliance with arms control agreement
are actually advancing more swiftly
than weapons developments. Where
have these verification technologies
made progress? In optics, electronics
and computing. Director Tsipis is con-
fident that there is no question the
United States now has the ability to
verify existing and proposed arms con-
trol accords adequately. It is true that
the new weapons have been getting
smaller. The explosions have lower
megatonnage and therefore send off
smaller signals. Doesn't this make ver-
ification more difficult? No. Why not?
Tsipis says: “the verification technol-
ogies are advancing at a faster pace.
We are becoming even better.”

Mr. President, the Defense Depart-
ment has anticipated that they will
not be able to base their case against
test ban negotiations on the verifica-
tion issue. They have been changing
their alibis faster than a striptease
artist can change clothes. They have
argued that they had to keep testing
to assure the reliability of their nucle-
ar stockpile. That alibi lasted about a
week. It lasted just long enough so
that a check of the number of nuclear
tests to assure reliability over the
years showed that less than 3 percent
had been for reliability purposes. Fur-
thermore to the extent that reliability
is a legitimate testing purpose, negoti-
ations could permit an exception
strictly limited for necessary reliabil-
ity testing under international obser-
vation.

The latest Defense Department
gambit in this regard is a real honey.
In a response to Congressman MARKEY
who has been the leading congression-
al advocate of a nuclear test ban, the
Defense Department contends that
continued nuclear weapons testing is
necessary to prevent the proliferation
of nuclear weapons. Mr. President, it is
hard to believe that the Defense De-
partment could offer such a transpar-
ently erroneous justification for not
negotiating an end to testing nuclear
weapons. For many years every expert
advocate of stopping nuclear prolifera-
tion has pleaded with the superpowers
to stop nuclear testing because the
newly developed technologies result-
ing from testing will bring the cost of
nuclear weapons down and their dev-
astating effect up. As the nuclear
weapons become more devastating per
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pound and nuclear arsenals become
cheaper, more and more small and rel-
atively poor nations will be able to
afford to acquire the nuclear “equaliz-
er.” But now the Defense Department
argues that if we stop making our nu-
clear arsenal cheaper and ever more
deadly, other nations will develop
their own nuclear arsenals. Congress-
man MARKEY accurately tagged this
latest alibi for continued testing when
he said: “I have yet to see one shred of
evidence that supports this patently
ridiculous and Orwellian contention.”

Mr. President, much of the material
for this speech has come from an ex-
cellent article in Defense Week by
David J. Lynch.

MYTH OF THE DAY: WHOLE
HERD BUYOUT PROGRAM AND
PRICE SUPPORT CUTS CAN
SOLVE OUR LONG-TERM
DAIRY SUPPLY PROBLEM

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
myth of the day is that the Whole
Herd Buyout Program and price sup-
port cuts can solve our long-term dairy
supply problem. An expected explo-
sion of milk production by the year
2000 shows the compelling need to de-
velop effective ways to control our
supply now. Otherwise, dairy farmers
will drown in the surplus.

The Office of Technology Assess-
ment [OTA], an agency established to
help the Congress anticipate and plan
for the consequences of uses of tech-
nology, has recently released startling
figures about the effects of technology
on our Nation's dairy farms by the
year 2000. What will this technology
mean in terms of animal production
efficiency? The OTA projections are
truly astounding. For the year 1982,
the annual milk production per cow,
measured in thousands of pounds, was
12.30. The OTA study pegs this figure
at 24.700 by the year 2000. This repre-
sents an incredible increase of over 100
percent in the period from the years
1982 to 2000.

These staggering projections send a
message, loud and clear, to all those
concerned about dairy programs and
policies: Now is the time to devise and
put into place a dairy supply manage-
ment plan that works.

What about the Whole Herd Buyout
Program that was authorized in the
1985 farm bill? It is untried and un-
tested. I strongly favored, instead, an-
other Milk Diversion Program along
the lines of its successful predecessor.

The Milk Diversion Program that
ended March 31, 1985, was designed to
bring about reductions in three related
areas: first, milk production; second,
Commodity Credit Corporation pur-
chases; and third, Federal Govern-
ment costs. It was a total winner in
meeting these objectives.
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In facing the gigantic increases in
annual milk production per cow fore-
cast by the OTA study, one thing is
crystal clear: we cannot effectively
deal with the dairy supply problem
through price support cuts. When
dairy farmers are hit by a price sup-
port cut, they do what any rational
person would do in similar circum-
stances—they fight to survive. How?
By producing more milk.

But do consumers benefit from dairy
price support cuts? No, they do not. At
the same time that price supports for
dairy farmers have been severely
slashed in recent years, retail dairy
prices for consumers have been in-
creasing. Why? Because those in be-
tween dairy farmers and consumers—
namely, the processors and retailers—
are not in the habit of being that gen-
erous. They do not generally pass the
savings along to consumers.

And does cutting the price support
level for dairy farmers translate into
savings for the taxpayers? No, it does
not. It is the taxpayers who must pick
up the tab for increasing Government
purchases of dairy products brought
about by the need for dairy farmers to
produce more in order to survive.

A sound dairy supply management
program is the only effective way to
meet the challenge posed by the ocean
of milk that will likely confront us by
the year 2000. The Whole Herd
Buyout Program may prove helpful in
the short run, and it should be given a
chance. But I firmly believe that a
policy based on the Milk Diversion

Program concept is what we need to
deal successfully with our long-term
dairy supply problem.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business for not to exceed
beyond 10:30 a.m., with statements
therein limited to 5 minutes each.

MISSISSIPPI LEGISLATURE EX-
PRESSES SUPPORT FOR THE
SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I re-
ceived from the chairman of the Mis-
sissippi Senate’s Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs a copy of a Senate concur-
rent resolution adopted by the legisla-
ture of the State of Mississippi at the
recently concluded session in Jackson,
MS. The resolution expresses the sup-
port of the legislature for the Selec-
tive Service System and the registra-
tion, even during peacetime, of those
who are eligible for military service.

Wayne Burkes, who is chairman of
the Military Affairs Committee of the
State Senate, is a dear friend of mine,
and he provides very important leader-
ship in our State on matters which
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come under the jurisdiction of that
committee.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of his letter to me and a copy of the
Senate concurrent resolution be print-
ed in the RECORD.

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

MI1SSISSIPPI STATE SENATE,
Jackson, MS, April 16, 1986.
Hon. THAD COCHRAN,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

Dear SENATOR CocHRAN: I have the honor
and pleasure of transmitting to you Senate
Concurrent Resolution 521 of the 1986 Mis-
sissippi Legislative Session expressing the
support of the Mississippi Legislature and
their constituents concerning the Selective
Service System with continuous peacetime
registration.

We Mississippians are traditionally patri-
otic and recognize our responsibilities and
obligations to this nation which includes the
privilege of serving in time of need.

May this resolution of support be of as-
sistance in obtaining the strong defense pos-
ture this nation needs for continued world
leadership.

I am and have been a strong supporter of
the Reserve Components and the Selective
Service System as they are an integral part
of our national preparedness.

Sincerely,
WaYNE O. BURKES.

SeENATE CoNCURRENT REsoLUTION No. 521

Whereas, the President and the Congress
of the United States support the continu-
ation of the program for peacetime registra-
tion for the Selective Service System; and

Whereas, in approving funds for such reg-
istration, Congress has recognized that
peacetime registration contributes to na-
tional readiness by reducing by up to two
months the time required for a full defense
mobilization; and

Whereas, the registration program is an
important signal to our North Atlantic
Treaty Organization allies and to our poten-
tial adversaries of the seriousness of United
States defense commitments at home and
abroad; and

Whereas, over one million United States
citizens have sacrificed their lives in mili-
tary service to protect the rights and free-
doms of all Americans; and

Whereas, the registration for Selective
Service is an integral part of current pre-
paredness to preserve these rights and free-
doms in the future; and

Whereas, the Legislature of Mississippi
notes with pride that over 175,000 Mississip-
pians have registered with the Selective
Service System since resumption of registra-
tion and by so registering are contibuting to
the national defense prepardness of the
United States:

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Senate
of the State of Mississippi, the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring therein, That we do
hereby reaffirm our support of the Presi-
dent and Congress for the provision of
peacetime registration which has strength-
ened our national defense preparedness, sig-
naling to our allies as well as our adversaries
the seriousness of the United States defense
commitments at home and abroad, and we
commend the young men of this state and
nation who have recognized their obligation
to serve their country in time of need.
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Be it further resolved, That a copy of this
resolution be sent to the President of the
United States and to the Mississippi Con-
gressional Delegation, and that copies be
made available to the press.

NORTH CAROLINA STUDENT
LEGISLATURE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, there is
a group of young people in North
Carolina who have just observed their
50th birthday—and if that seems to be
a contradiction, let me explain: I refer
to the North Carolina Student Legisla-
ture which is the oldest such entity in
the Nation.

I am very proud of the young people
who today are participating in this
very constructive and practical study
of how the legislative branch of their
State government functions. There are
more than 250 of them involved this
year. They come from more than 20 of
North Carolina's colleges and universi-
ties.

Mr. President, I am told that more
than 5,000 young people have partici-
pated in the activities of the North
Carolina Student Legislature during
the past half century. Some of them
later became leaders of my State; all
of them have gained a better under-
standing of how their State govern-
ment works. They have learned parlia-
mentary procedure. They have learned
how the legislative process functions
in a democratic society.

Small wonder that the Student Leg-
islature is so highly regarded. Each
year, the governor of this student
group presents to the North Carolina
General Assembly a compendium of
legislation enacted by the Student
Legislature. Copies of this document
are delivered to the Speaker of the
House and the President of the
Senate. Not surprisingly, members of
the general assembly take careful note
of the actions taken by the young
people, because nearly half of the
members of the general assembly were
once members of the Student Legisla-
ture.

The Student Legislature has an im-
pressive track record. Nearly 40 per-
cent of the legislation enacted by the
young people has found its way to en-
actment by the general assembly,
thereby becoming laws of the State of
North Carolina. In the process, many
student legislators have been consult-
ed by their elders. Many others have
testified before committees of the gen-
eral assembly.

Mr. President, it is interesting that
numerous alumni of the Student Leg-
islature have gone on to serve in the
Federal and/or State governments.
For example, U.S. Attorney Sam
Currin served years ago in the Student
Legislature. Two former mayors of
Charlotte got their start in the Stu-
dent Legislature—Ken Harris and
Eddie Knox. Eddie Knox later served
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in the general assembly and as chair-
man of North Carolina's Advisory
Budget Commission.

Others include the present Lieuten-
ant Governor, Bob Jordan; the late
U.S. Representative Allard Lowen-
stein; former U.S. Senator—now direc-
tor of North Carolina’s State Bureau
of Investigation—Robert Morgan; and
four former North Carolina Gover-
nors—Terry Sanford, Robert W. Scott,
James E. Holshouser, and James B.
Hunt.

There are others, I am sure, whose
names do not come to mind. I offer
the above list merely as examples—
with the hope that any whom I have
overlooked will forgive me.

The point, Mr. President, is that I
am enormously proud of this extraor-
dinary organization and all of the
young people who, down through the
years, have served and learned, and
grown into responsible citizenship. So
as the North Carolina Student Legisla-
ture moves into its 51st year, I extend
my sincere congratulations and best
wishes. It's an idea whose time had
come on the first day it functioned—
and it will be around for the next 50
years, and beyond, as a wholesome and
constructive part of what we regard as
the great State of North Carolina.

SENATOR GOLDWATER TO
RECEIVE MEDAL OF FREEDOM

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this after-
noon the White House announced
that on May 12 Senator BArRrYy GoLD-
wATER will join a distinguished group
of Americans as a recipient of the
Medal of Freedom.

There are few Americans who have
compiled the history of patriotic com-
mitment and dedication to the princi-
ples of freedom and democracy that
Senator GOLDWATER has.

Starting his political career in 1949
as a member of the Phoenix City
Council, BARRY has risen through the
ranks of State and National politics,
and in 1964 was the Presidential stand-
ard bearer for the Republican Party.

A hero to a generation of conserv-
atives, Senator GoLDWATER continues
today to speak out on issues that will
play a critical role in this Nation's
future. And none, more important
than national security. In his capacity
as chairman of the Intelligence Com-
mittee, and now as chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, BARRY is
an unflinching advocate of a strong
and effective national defense and the
continuation of America’s role as the
bulwark of freedom throughout the
world.

Mr. President, when BArRrRY GoOLD-
WATER retires at the end of this session
of Congress, the Senate will lose one
of its most distinguished voices, and
one of its truest patriots. So, I am very
pleased that this honor, the Medal of
Freedom, will be presented to him
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when he was still a Member of this
body. The Senate family can share in
the pride of one its own, and as a col-
league, extend BARRY our most heart-
felt congratulations.

RESIGNATION OF DR. HARRY M.
LIGHTSEY, JR., AS DEAN OF
THE UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH
CAROLINA LAW SCHOOL

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President,
last week I learned that Dr. Harry M.
Lightsey, Jr., has resigned from his po-
sition as dean of the University of
South Carolina School of Law in order
to continue his service at the College
of Charleston for an additional year as
acting president.

While I sympathize with the stu-
dents and faculty at the law school
who will sorely miss his energetic lead-
ership, I am delighted that the College
of Charleston will continue to benefit
from Dr. Lightsey’s keen guidance.

A cum laude graduate of Clemson
University, Dr., Lightsey received a
dergree in veterinary medicine from
the University of Georgia and prac-
ticed as a veterinarian from 1956 to
1958. He then decided to enroll at the
University of South Carolina Law
School where he graduated summa
cum laude.

He has been an assistant attorney
general for the State of South Caroli-
na, general counsel to the South Caro-
lina Public Service Commission, and
legal advisor to the President of the
South Carolina Senate. From 1963 to
1966 and from 1972 to 1976 he served
as a professor at the University of
South Carolina School of Law.

In 1980, Dr. Lightsey was named
dean of the law school, a post from
which he took a leave of absence in
January of this year to assume the in-
terim presidency of the College of
Charleston. His tenure at the law
school has been exceptional and I
know the university law school will
continue to benefit from his contribu-
tions for many years to come.

Dr. Lightsey’s short term at the Col-
lege of Charleston has been a great
success. Charleston’s Evening Post
newspaper has applauded his able and
decisive leadership, calling him “A
Thinking Man.” His outgoing person-
ality and sincerity have already made
him a popular man not only on
campus, but in the Charleston commu-
nity as well.

Established in 1770, the College of
Charleston is the oldest institution of
higher learning in South Carolina, the
13th oldest college in the United
States and the oldest municipal col-
lege in the Nation. This historic school
has earned international recognition
as one of the finest liberal arts col-
leges in the South. More graduates of
the college are admitted to medical
school than from any other college in
the State and its accounting majors
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maintaing the highest average scores
on the CPA exam among South Caro-
lina colleges and universities. It is only
fitting that such a solid and experi-
enced leader as Dr. Lightsey be at the
helm of this great institution, and I
am confident that he will continue to
prove the effective leadership needed
for the college to move forward with
purpose.

NATIONAL COOPERATIVE
BUSINESS ASSOCIATION

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President,
when an organization starts its 70th
year of service to a major portion of
the American population, I feel special
recognition is in order. The National
Cooperative Business Association
[NCBAI, founded in 1916 as the Coop-
erative League of the USA [CLUSA],
has just entered into its T0th year
serving more than 58 million Ameri-
cans who are members of cooperatives.
The noteworthy accomplishments and
ongoing efforts of this fine organiza-
tion are a credit to its board, staff, and
membership.

The National Cooperative Business
Association is a membership and trade
association representing America's co-
operative business community. The
NCBA, of which Morgan Williams is
president and chief executive officer,
serves as a chamber of commerce for
cooperative businesses representing
the unigque and mutual needs of the
various industries which make up the

grand spectrum of cooperatives.
Membership includes farm supply,

agricultural marketing, insurance,
banking, housing, health care, con-
sumer goods and services, student,
credit union, worker, fishery, rural
electric, telephone, State association,
and other types of cooperatives. In ad-
dition, the National Cooperative Busi-
ness Association represents all Ameri-
can cooperatives as the U.S. represent-
atives to the International Coopera-
tive Alliance, a worldwide organization
based in Geneva, Switzerland, which is
a coalition of cooperatives in 72 coun-
tries, speaking for over 499 million
people.

The program of the National Coop-
erative Business Association includes:

Supporting the development, expan-
sion, and interconnection of coopera-
tive businesses in the United States.

Representing the cooperative busi-
ness community in Washington, DC,
through legislative policy and regula-
tory advocacy before Congress and
Federal agencies.

Developing, building, and providing
technical assistance to cooperative
businesses in the developing world.

Representing American cooperatives
in the world’s cooperative business
community through membership and
active participation in the Internation-
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al Cooperative Alliance [ICA], head-
quartered in Geneva, Switzerland.

Promoting and developing interna-
tional commerce, banking, insurance,
trade, joint ventures, and other busi-
ness interconnections by and among
the world’s cooperatives.

There is much more, Mr. President.
Over the years, the National Coopera-
tive Business Association has devel-
oped a number of related entities that
pursue specific missions in close co-
ordination with the association. They
include the National Cooperative Busi-
ness Foundation, the National Cooper-
ative Business Political Action Com-
mittee, the Cooperative Hall of Fame
and Historical Society, the National
Cooperative Business, Institute, and
Cooperative Business International
[CBI].

NCBA has played a prominent role
in the founding of two well-known or-
ganizations in the cooperative business
world, such as Cooperatives for Ameri-
can Relief Everywhere [CARE] and
the National Cooperative Bank [NCB].

Currently, the NCBA International
Division is implementing 11 long-term
programs focusing on agribusiness de-
velopment and cooperative education
and training. Programs are underway
in India, Indonesia, Equatorial

Guinea, Niger, Rwanda, Haiti, Jamai-
ca, Guatemala, and Peru.

Cooperative Business International
[CBI], subsidiary of NCBA, is holding
CO-EXPO in San Francisco, in July
1986. This will be the first trade show
which will bring together cooperatives

and other businesses from all over the
world to learn about each other and
explore opportunities for trading with
each other.

The National Cooperative Business
Association is holding its 1986 annual
meeting here in Washington on April
28 through May 1.

I know my colleagues join me in con-
gratulating the National Cooperative
Business Association for 70 years of
dedicated service to America's coopera-
tive and wishing the NCBA well in its
endeavors over the next 70 years.

AMERICAN RELATIONS WITH
THE PEOPLE OF TAIWAN

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, in
my capacity as ranking Democrat on
the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee Subcommittee on Asia and Pacific
Affairs, I paid a brief visit during the
Easter recess to Taiwan and the Phil-
ippines.

I will be discussing my hopes and
concerns regarding United States-
Manila relations in upcoming hearings
of the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. But I would like to take a few
moments this morning to outline some
of my findings regarding my visit to
Taiwan.
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THE SECURITY OF TAIWAN

It has been 7 years since the United
States took the extraordinary step of
withdrawing official recognition from
Taiwan and opening full diplomatic re-
lations with the People's Republic of
China. At that time, I joined with Sen-
ator KENNEDY and 31 of our Senate
colleagues in pressing legislation to
ensure continued close ties between
the peoples of Taiwan and the United
States—including continued sales of
defensive arms necessary to maintain
a credible deterrent force. I continue
to believe very deeply that this is a
commitment which the United States
must honor, and is one which serves
our national interests and those of our
allies,

By and large, I am satisfied with the
manner in which the Cranston-Kenne-
dy provision and the overall Taiwan
Relations Act has functioned. I believe
that tensions across the Taiwan
Straits are the lowest they have been
at any time since 1949—even despite
the continued refusal of some PRC of-
ficials to rule out the use of force as a
means of reuniting the Chinese
people. It is very unlikely that there
will be a rise in tensions in the foresee-
able future, as all eyes in the region
focus on Hong Kong, and the sched-
uled transfer of sovereignty from
Great Britain to the PRC in 1997.
Meanwhile, the ties between the
people of Taiwan and the United
States remain deep, our mutual inter-
ests and our common endeavors very
broad.

TRADE ISSUES DOMINATE OUR AGENDA

I believe it is a measure of the suc-
cess of our evolving relationship with
the people of Taiwan that issues relat-
ed to trade and commerce now domi-
nate our agenda.

Taiwan has seen extraordinary suc-
cess in the past 35 years in the devel-
opment of the resource-poor island. It
has done this largely by relying on its
best natural resource—its people—and
by making an enduring commitment
to education and to understanding the
global economy and market opportuni-
ties. Prosperity in Taiwan is quite
widespread relative to most Third
World nations and there has been re-
markable success in eradicating deep
poverty and spreading economic bene-
fits evenly across class barriers. The
authorities on Taiwan can be justifi-
ably proud of these extraordinary
steps, which are the envy of develop-
ing nations of the free and Communist
world alike.

I went to Taiwan as a supporter of
expanded trade between our peoples
and an opponent of protectionist legis-
lation such as the proposed tariff on
textiles and shoe imports. However, I
tried to press very strongly on the
Taiwan authorities the point that
unless America’s extraordinarily high
trade deficit with them is reduced,
such protectionist measures will likely
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be adopted by the U.S. Congress in the
future.

I believe it is especially important
for the authorities in Taiwan to take
three steps. First, I believe it essen-
tial—to our mutual interests—that a
greater effort be made to ‘“buy Ameri-
can” when big ticket items like energy
production facilities and rapid transit
systems are purchased. Second, I be-
lieve it is important that some of the
old monopolies in such fields as wine,
tobacco, and movies be eliminated. Fi-
nally, more generally, I believe it is im-
portant for Taiwan to demonstrate
sensitivity to American services indus-
tries seeking to compete in Taiwan’s
closed markets. Taiwan has moved
through an industrialization phase at
a remarkable pace and is rapidly be-
coming a post industrial economy
where the majority of workers are em-
ployed in service industries. There is
no excuse whatsoever for allowing its
consumer goods industries to continue
to hide behind a wall of protectionist
tariffs and import quotas.

I am pleased that the authorities on
Taiwan are showing some sensitivity
to these concerns. For example, as a
result of my recent visit and legisla-
tion I coauthored with Senator
WiLsoN, the Wine Equity Act, the
Taiwan authorities have announced
two small steps of benefit particularly
to California. First, they have pledged
to slash tariffs on wine imports and to
allow American wines full access to
the Taiwan markets. Second, they
have eliminated import tariffs and
guotas on imports of foreign films.

But of course much more needs to be
done. Americans are result-oriented.
And no amount of concerned rhetoric
will resolve these matters if the ap-
palling numbers of the trade imbal-
ance are not reduced expeditiously.

DEMOCRATIC DEVELOPMENT

With the extraordinary economic de-
velopment on Taiwan has come the
opportunity—and I believe the obliga-
tion—to make greater progress toward
true democracy. When 1 was on
Taiwan, I repeatedly pressed our
friends to spur the process of opening
up the one-party states’ political proc-
ess. I firmly believe that Taiwan will
be a stronger and more secure country
if Taipei will permit genuine opposi-
tion parties and greater freedom of ex-
pression.

In this one sense, the situation in
Taipei bears some similarity to the sit-
uation in Manila, although otherwise
there are many, many differences. As
President Aquino told me earlier this
month:

Under Marcos, the Communist guerrillas
had two talking points—the crumbling econ-
omy and the lack of political freedom. With
“people power"” and a return to democracy,
we have eliminated one of these grievances.
Now if we can right the Philippine economy,
the communists will have absolutely noth-
ing to offer the people.
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The lesson for Taiwan is clear: If au-
thorities would allow genuine democ-
racy to take root, if they would allow
opposition parties to organize and pub-
lish and campaign, they would make
the people of Taiwan even stronger
and more united—and therefore better
able to resist any potential source of
aggression or subversion.

I fully recognize the concerns
Taiwan authorities have about the
continuing military threat across the
Taiwan Straits. But I continue to be-
lieve there is no legitimate justifica-
tion whatsoever for continuing martial
law on Taiwan. As a friend of Taiwan,
I have repeatedly expressed this view,
while urging publicly and privately
that the Taiwan authorities release
prisoners held for basically political
reasons—such as those who remain im-
prisoned for the Kaoshiung incident.
Such steps are crucial, particularly in
light of heightened hopes and expec-
tations for democracy in Asia in the
wake of developments in Manila.

Mr. President, I am pleased by the
continued growth of ties between the
people of the United States and the
people of Taiwan. I was especially
gratified that during my visit on
Taiwan that I was able to meet with
some of the young scholars who repre-
sent Taiwan's future. As I discussed
issues which will confront us all as we
prepare for the 21st century on the
Pacific Rim, my confidence in the

future of democracy throughout the

Pacific was reinforced.

SENATOR HATCH'S ESSAY ON
OPPRESSION IN ETHIOPIA

Mr. TRIBLE. Mr. President, I rise
today to bring to my colleagues’ atten-
tion a recent column by Senator
HarcH on the continuing oppression of
the Ethiopian people.

For much of last year, Americans sat
in stunned silence as pictures of mil-
lions of starving Ethiopians reached
the United States. We responded, as
we have so many times, with over-
whelming generosity, and immediate-
ly, massive shipments of food and
other relief supplies were en route
from the United States to Ethiopia.

But food assistance alone is not
enough. We cannot be content with
merely alleviating the hunger in Ethi-
opia. We must also move quickly to
meet the Ethiopian people’s thirst for
freedom. Senator HarcH's most recent
column on Ethiopia points out how we
can begin to do so. I commend it to my
colleagues, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy be printed in the
REcorp at this time.

There being no objection, the
column was ordered to be printed in
the REcorb, as follows:
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[From the Los Angeles Times, Apr. 20, 1986]
ETHIOPIA'S NEW TERROR IS MANMADE—WHAT
WEe Dip AgainsT FaMINE CaN BE DONE FOR

LIBERTY

(By Orrin G. Hatch)

Americans have been moved to great com-
passion and generosity by media reports
from Ethiopia. But little reporting has been
done on the root causes of the Ethiopians’
suffering.

Devastating as the latest drought is, the
country’s people have survived droughts
before by stockpiling food in advance. This
drought has been made virtually unbearable
because of the policies of a Soviet-style dic-
tator, Lt. Col. Mengistu Haile Mariam, and
his military junta, the Dergue.

Ever since Mengistu seized power in 1977,
he has conducted a Stalin-like reign of
terror. His forced resettlement program, col-
lectivization of agriculture and disregard for
human rights have wreaked economic and
social havoc throughout the country, impos-
ing suffering on millions.

The sympathy of people who enjoy free-
dom should be stirred by these facts:

Mengistu has stated publicly that he in-
tends to move 1.5 million Ethiopians from
their traditional lands; 600,000 have been
forcibly resettled in the last 18 months. Ac-
cording to the U.S. Food and Agricultural
Organization, the regime uses food as “bait”
to lure peasants out of the famine-stricken
northern provinces where two Marxist re-
sistance groups are based.

A French medical aid group, Medecins
sans Frontiers, which was expelled from
Ethiopia last December for criticizing the
regime, reports that more people are dying
now from the effects of the resettlement
program than from famine. The doctors es-
timate that at least 100,000 deaths can be
attributed to conditions during transport,
where many refugees suffocate in unpres-
surized planes or are crushed or trampled to
death, and in the resettlement areas, where
disease and pestilence are rampant and
where captured escapees are shot.

The State Department’s 1985 Human
Rights report describes the situation in
Ethiopia as ‘“‘deplorable,” noting that the
most alarming abuse last year was the reset-
tlement program, “which was carried out in-
\floluntﬂ.‘l'ﬂy with considerable loss in human
lives.”

Although Mengistu recently announced a
moratorium on forced resettlement, we
should not expect this to last, Last May,
when a sanctions bill was pending in Con-
gress, the Ethiopian dictator temporarily
halted the program, only to reinitiate it in
September after the bill had been scuttled
by the State Department.

Yonas Deressa, president of the Ethiopian
Refugees Education and Relief Foundation,
says that the Mengistu regime has ‘““done
absolutely nothing” to address the long-
term effects of the drought in order to pre-
vent its recurrence.

In fact, worse times may lie ahead, be-
cause Mengistu’s policy of nationalizing all
land holdings has greatly disrupted Ethio-
pia’s agricultural production. A Congres-
sional Research Service report notes that
“since the revolution, the government has
increasingly intervened in marketing and
price setting of agricultural products.”

After nearly 12 years of Mengistu's rule,
the Ethiopian economy is a shambles. Un-
employment in the cities is 50% and grow-
ing, according to Ethiopian sources.

Mengistu has never held a general elec-
tion of any kind to legitimize himself or his
Communist Workers'" Party of Ethiopla.
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And Ethiopian citizens do not enjoy free-
dom of the press, freedom of religion, free-
dom of speech or independent labor unions.

In sum, the policies of Mengistu and his
regime are overwhelmingly repressive and a
colossal failure. What can the United States
do to pressure the Ethiopian government
into instituting reforms? Sanctions are one
option.

After passing both the House and Senate
last year, legislation calling on the Presi-
dent to impose a trade embargo on Ethiopia
was blocked by the State Department. A bill
currently before the House Foreign Affairs
Committee would place Ethiopia on the
State Department’'s list of communist coun-
tries, making it ineligible for loans from the
Export-Import Bank. This measure, which
has been put forward by Rep. Toby Roth
(R-Wis.), deserves careful consideration.

At the same time, the United States
should not overlook another way to pres-
sure Mengistu. We should support a little-
known democratic resistance group, the
Ethiopian People's Democratic Alliance,
now based in neighboring Sudan. Its leader,
Dereje Deressa, claims that with political
and financial support from the United
States, the group could mobilize 50,000 men
in a matter of months. Providing such sup-
port would be a positive step toward encour-
aging the development of a democratic Ethi-
opia wherein human rights will be respect-
ed. It is time we sent Mengistu a strong mes-
sage that his reign of terror must end.

MAJ. TOM HARVEY,
LEGISLATIVE FELLOW

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, since
last November, I have been extremely
fortunate to have had Maj. (P) Tom
Harvey, a 1985 American Political Sci-
ence Association fellow, working tem-
porarily as a member of my personal
staff. Major Harvey is such an intelli-
gent and outstanding young officer,
and I have been so impressed by the
high quality of his performance, that I
wanted to take a few moments to com-
mend him and express my apprecia-
tion for his exceptional service and
dedicated efforts.

Tom has been involved in a wide
array of defense and foreign policy
issues. His counsel on these matters
was consistently based on solid re-
search and sound, thoroughly consid-
ered judgments. When the commercial
aircraft crashed in Gander, Newfound-
land, killing all of our 101st Airborne
Division soldiers aboard, Tom played a
critical role in researching and draft-
ing legislation to ease the situation
and provide added assistance to fami-
lies of the victims. His diligence and
perservance in this legislative effort is
a testament to his capabilities and the
genuine concern he felt for the sol-
diers and their surviving families.

Tom also played a key role during
consideration of the Defense reorgani-
zation bill by the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee. His knowledge, expe-
rience, and ability to assist in the
drafting of a number of key amend-
ments enabled me to modify and make




8606

ilitnbstantm improvements in the draft

Keenly intelligent, highly dedicated,
and with great personal initiative,
Tom immediately became an invalu-
able addition to my staff. Possessing a
high degree of intellectual maturity
and consistently reliable judgment, his
research and recommendations were
always thorough and complete. His
ability to express his advice and rec-
ommendations in a clear and concise
manner orally or in writing was invalu-
able to me in the consideration of the
many complex national security issues
which demand my attention.

Tom was also a driving force behind
legislation which I recently introduced
regarding our national strategy. Rec-
ognizing the need for an overall na-
tional strategy from which our foreign
policy and military strategy should be
derived, Tom formulated key recom-
mendations which formed the basis
for this vitally important legislation.
Throughout this effort he has dis-
played an exceptional knowledge of
the essential elements of strategy and
the operations of our national security
apparatus.

Tom is extremely well-liked and
highly respected by everyone in my
office, and he will truly be missed
here. His achievements are indicative
of his outstanding abilities and his sin-
cere devotion to our Nation. I am ex-
tremely appreciative of Tom's efforts
and accomplishments while he served
on my staff. I am especially grateful
also to his wife and family for their

understanding during this turbulent
legislative cycle.

As Tom moves on to other duties, I
would like to once again express my
sincere appreciation to him for his
outstanding service and wish him the
very best in future endeavors.

NATIONAL HOME STUDY
COUNCIL'S 60TH ANNIVERSARY

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, this
week marks the celebration of the
founding of the National Home Study
Council—the accrediting council for
educational programs conducted
through home study. Members from
across the United States are gathered
this week in San Antonio, TX, to ob-
serve this occasion. I want to take this
opportunity to express my congratula-
tions to the organization and its mem-
bers, together with my best wishes for
continued success.

Home study—or correspondence—
education has flourished for over a
century in America. Since its begin-
ning, well over 60 million men and
women have studied by correspond-
ence. Many home study courses pro-
vide complete vocational training.
Others prepare individuals for upgrad-
ing in their current work, without
losing experience or seniority. With
home study, students do not have to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

give up jobs, leave home, or lose
income. Individualized attention and
self-paced instruction are offered.

Annually, the National Home Study
Council conducts a ‘“Home Study
Graduate of the Year” program to rec-
ognize outstanding graduates of home
study courses. This year, 46 exception-
al 1984 home study graduates were
judged on their academic records and
the level and quality of their contribu-
tions in their chosen fields. The judges
met in November 1985, and chose 13 fi-
nalists. Serving on the distinguished
panel of judges was Ms. Janet Ma-
honey of Good Housekeeping maga-
zine; Mr. G. Dewey Arnold, former re-
gional managing partner of Price Wa-
terhouse and a former NHSC accredit-
ing commission member; and Dr. Rich-
ard Rowe, former executive director of
the National Advisory Council on
International Education, U.S. Depart-
ment of Education.

Mr. President, on February 26, I was
pleased to host a congressional recep-
tion to pay tribute to the 13 outstand-
ing graduates. Later that evening,
these remarkable students received
their awards at a dinner held in their
honor. Likewise, I am delighted to be
the author of S. 1509, a measure that
includes provisions, approved by the
Senate last December as part of S.
1887, that would permit benefits
earned under the so-called “new GI
bill” to be used for home study pro-
grams of education.

At this time, Mr. President, I want
to extend my heartiest congratula-
tions to these “outstanding gradu-
ates.” I particularly want to note the
achievements of William H. Rochon
from Hemet, CA, a graduate of the Co-
lumbia School of Broadcasting; Alber-
ta Lee Klein, of La Mirada, CA, who
completed courses in fashion merchan-
dising offered by International Corre-
spondence Schools; and S. Sgt. Andrew
J. Svaby of Twenty Nine Palms, CA,
who completed home study courses
from the Marine Corps Institute.
Other “Outstanding Graduates” were:

Kathleen Beers of Omaha, Nebraska, who
completed a medical transcription course of-
fered by the Hadley School for the Blind.

James R. Chapman of Fort Payne, Ala-
bama, who was graduated from the Gemolo-
gical Institute of America in Santa Monica,
California.

Jo and Rich Doucet of Powhatan, Virgin-
ia, graduates of McGraw-Hill Continuing
Education Center’'s National Radio Insti-
tute’s courses.

James R. Foster of Frederick, Maryland,
who completed the respiratory therapy
course offered by the California College for
Health Sciences.

Barbara S. Lefever of Dover, Pennsylva-
nia, a graduate of the International Corre-
spondence Schools’' surveying and mapping
course.

Pancrazio Nino Miseo of Owerri, Imo, Ni-
geria, who received a diploma in hotel ad-
ministration from the Educational Institute
olf the American Hotel and Motel Associa-
tion.
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Tyina Stefan of Dodge City, Kansas, a
graduate of the American Medical Record
Association’s independent study program in
medical record technology.

Dr. Seth Sykes of Lincolnshire, England,
who completed courses through the Inter-
national Correspondence Institute.

Staff Sergeant Florence G. Williams of
Scott AFB, Illinois, a graduate of the U.S.
Air Force Extension Course Institute.

Mr. President, the outstanding
achievements of these 13 unique men
and women, representing more than 3
million correspondence students now
studying with NHSC schools, best tell
the story of home study. So that my
colleagues can appreciate these
achievements, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there appear in the RECORD
at this point, brief summaries of the
stories of these “Home Study Gradu-
ates of the Year.”

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

KATHLEEN BEERS

Ms. Kathleen Beers has been blind since
birth from a condition known as RFL—
blindness caused by excessive oxygen. Kath-
leen knows that a person can have several
careers in a lifetime, so she decided to
change hers by taking The Hadley School
for the Blind's Medical Transcription
course.

Kathleen is the only blind individual in
Nebraska working for Northwestern Bell.
She has tried to blaze trails for the hiring of
other visually imparied persons by contin-
ually updating her education, serving as a
public speaker to Toastmasters Internation-
al, and working with her company to choose
a career that other blind individuals can
follow.

Kathleen has an Associate of Arts degree
in Secretarial Science from the College of
Saint Mary, where she is currently enrolled
in a program to receive a Bachelors in Busi-
ness Management with an Associate of Arts
degree in Computers Information Manage-
ment.

“Our company asks that we employees ‘be
the best we can be.' By taking Hadley
courses, I have bettered myself to be the
best I can be in my field, gained a wealth of
knowledge, and I am trying to build a sound
career and a future for myself and my
family. Thanks to the Hadley School, I will
have a much brighter future.”

JaMES R. CHAPMAN

Mr. James R. Chapman, a former bomber
pilot, survived World War II, only to be
stricken with cancer in his mid 30's. He con-
tinued to work and enjoyed a successful
career in the packaging industry until his
medical problems, which ultimately resulted
in the loss of his leg and right lung, forced
his retirement in 1977. It was then that his
interest in gems and jewelry began.

In 1981, Jim and his wife established a
retail gem and jewelry business. To better
prepare himself for this new career, Jim
began taking home study courses from
Gemological Institute of America. In 1982,
he completed the Diamonds course; in 1983,
the Colored Stones course; and in 1984, the
Gem Identification course.

Convinced that educating the public is the
key to increasing public interest in gems and
fine jewelry, Jim founded the DeSoto Gem
and Mineral Club (and served as its first
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president). He also lectures for various local
clubs—the Women's Club of Valley's Head,
Alabama; the Fort Payne Kiwanis; Lions;
Rotary Clubs; Civrettes Club; and the Fort
Payne Culture Club.

“Because of my physical problems, it
would have been impossible for me to earn
my diploma if I couldn’t have studied at
home. GIA’s instructors were most helpful,
responding quickly to my questions. They
really helped me get through the course.”

Jo anp RicK DOUCET

Jo and Rick Doucet are both graduates of
McGraw-Hill Continuing Education Cen-
ter's National Radio Institute’s courses.
Rick completed the TV/Radio Servicing
course in 1980 and the Industrial Electron-
ics course in 1984. Also in 1984, Jo finished
the Building Construction course.

Even before completing his first course,
Rick was able to open his own TV repair
shop. Then, in 1979, Rich went to work for
the Bank of Virginia as an electrician. To
enhance his knowledge of the electronics
applications industry, Rick enrolled in his
second course. Today Rick is Senior Field
Engineer with the Bank of Virginia and has
earned the highest employee rating possi-
ble. He has also received several awards for
outstanding service to his employer.

“The only formal training I've had in elec-
tronics has come through correspondence
(NRI's courses).” Rick comments. “That
says a great deal about the quality of the
training I've received.”

Jo had worked for local builders and land
developers and was impressed by how much
her husband had learned from his home
study courses. So she decided to take NRI's
Building Construction course. Combining
her knowledge of business and computers
with her NRI training, Jo has opened her
own consulting firm, Controlled Construe-
tion. She sets up computer systems and
trains builders and land developers to use
computers and software to conduct their
business more effectively. She has landed
several contracts, including a six-month con-
tract for a building and land developing
firm.

“I was as thrilled to receive my NRI diplo-
ma as I would be to get my college degree,”
says Jo, “because I know how much I
worked for it."”

JamEes R. FOSTER

Mr. James Foster's only formal training
was through the Air Force Cardiopulmon-
ary School many years ago. He felt a weak-
ness in his knowledge in the respiratory as-
pects of his job as a Critical Care Therapist
at the National Institutes of Health in Be-
thesda, Maryland. To further his formal
education, Jim decided to take courses from
the California College for Health Sciences.

It had taken Jim three years to complete
his associate degree while he worked full-
time. With the birth of their second child,
Jim dreaded the thought of trying to main-
tain a normal family life and going to school
in the evenings. The Educational Coordina-
tor where Jim worked told him about earn-
ing his degree through correspondence
study and about CCHS's courses. This was
just what he was looking for. Jim completed
CCHS's Respiratory Therapy Technician
course in February of 1984.

“California College provided me with a
quality of education that has been reflected
both by my national examination board
scores and also by my improved clinical pro-
ficiency. The option of taking a traditional
program in respiratory therapy involved a
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very long process and it would have been
difficult to maintain a normal family life.
Professional advancement through Califor-
nia College has been the perfect solution for
me.”

ALBERTA LEE KLEIN

Alberta Lee Klein enjoyed an upwardly
mobile career in financial planning, finan-
cial analysis, and financial data systems in
the food service industry until 1984. Bitten
by the “entrepreneurial bug,” Lee contem-
plated a career change into the fashion in-
dustry where she would have more creativi-
ty in her work and a more direct involve-
ment with customers. She researched class-
es at several trade schools but could not
find a class schedule to fit her needs. She
decided that the only way to continue her
earning power, gain practical experience,
and study her chosen field of endeavor was
to study via correspondence. International
Correspondence Schools offered just the
course she wanted.

One month prior to completing the ICS
course in Fashion Merchandising, Lee and a
partner started their own company: Casa
Le'. Since that time, the firm has successful-
ly designed, sold, manufactured, and deliv-
ered two seasons of women's sportswear.

Lee enjoys sharing with others the knowl-
edge and skills learned from her course. She
and a partner have a second consulting busi-
ness developing marketing plans for retail
outlets. She uses her ICS materials for ref-
erence in the preparation of marketing
plans, sales promos, advertising tactics, and
visual merchandising strategies.

“Each section of the course was interest-
ing and helpful. I have all of the course
study materials on my desk at my office and
use then daily for reference. I will continue
to use the knowledge gained from the
course for many years to come.”

BARBARA S. LEFEVER

Barbara S. Lefever is a free-lance writer.
Her recently completed novel, The Stargaz-
ers, traces the lives of Charles Mason and
Jeremiah Dixon, the 18th century surveyors
of the Mason-Dixon line. Barbara enrolled
in the International Correspondence
Schools’ Surveying and Mapping course in
order to authenticate her writings about
surveying.

Barbara points out in her book that the
Mason-Dixon Line, contrary to popular
belief, is neither a railroad nor the dividing
line between the Northern and Southern
states, but is the border between Pennsylva-
nia and Maryland. As a result of continuing
conflict brought about by the failure of the
Penns of Pennsylvania and the Calverts of
Maryland to agree on the limits of their wil-
derness territories, the boundary became
the subject of the longest Chancery suit in
history and the scene of bloody altercations
for more than 80 years. This situation
prompted the hiring of Charles Mason and
Jeremiah Dixon in 1763 to survey accurate-
ly the disputed 233-mile boundary with the
help of astronomy.

“Indeed, the benefits 1 derived from
studying the course have been useful in the
composition of my novel, The Stargazers. I
could not have written it as interestingly or
as intelligently without the help of my ICS
course."”

PaNcrAZIO N1No MISEO
Pancrazio Nino Miseo studied Hotel Man-
agement at Cornell University before receiv-
ing his diploma in Hotel Administration
from the Educational Institute of the Amer-
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ican Hotel & Motel Association. Before his
present position as hotel manager for the
Concorde Hotel in Owerri, Imo, Nigeria, Mr.
Miseo worked in many parts of the world,
including the Ivory Coast, Seychelles, Swit-
zerland, Belgium, Italy and England.

Mr. Miseo took the hotel administration
courses because he wanted to learn and
progress in his chosen career, and to make
sure that any hotel he worked for provided
the best service possible.

Mr. Miseo believes that he has done a lot
to improve the standards of Nigerian hotels.
He is training staff locally with the help of
other expatriots. He has been asked to serve
on the Olympic Committee to help organize
a sports club and to give advice on how to
improve the tourist industry in Nigeria.

“I have benefited in my work and also per-
sonally by the courses I took from Educa-
tional Institute of AH&MA. Higher posi-
tions have obviously provided higher wages
and carry greater responsibility. The knowl-
edge I gained from my home study courses
has helped me handle these added responsi-
bilities.”

WiLLiam H. RocHON

William H. Rochon used to drop by local
radio stations when he was in high school.
Sometimes the disc jockeys would invite
him to sit in on their shift. “Someday,” he
thought, “I'm going to be a radio announc-
er.” Columbia School of Broadcasting
helped him fulfill his dream.

Following a series of family hardships in
his native Wisconsin, Bill moved to Califor-
nia. He enrolled in Columbia and he grad-
uated in 1984. While studying, he worked
for KPCC, a non-profit station, doing the
announcing and music direction. After he
graduated from Columbia, he began work-
ing for KHSJ-AM and KHYE-PM in
Hemet, California.

Bill, who has adopted the radio name of
Rick Eliot, is the full-time AM morning per-
sonality for the adult contemporary station.
His duties include announcing the news, co-
pywriting for commercials on both stations,
and production of most of the programming
he plays. He also manages to produce most
of the advertising he writes. Bill also works
as the emcee for local talent shows and is in-
volved with sponsoring activities for the
American Cancer Society and the Hemet
Fair,

“Go confidently in the direction of your
dreams. A winner is a loser who makes it,
because it really comes down to believing
that you can do anything if you only try. To
accomplish great things, you must not only
act, but dream. Columbia School of Broad-
casting helped me to make my dream a re-
ality.”

TYINA STEFAN

Ms, Tyina Stefan was fascinated by medi-
cine while she was growing up in Park,
Kansas. After graduating from high school,
she attended a community college and re-
ceived a secretarial certificate. While work-
ing as a bookkeeper at the Gove County
Hospital in Quinter, Kansas, Tyina learned
about a program in medical record technolo-

gy.

In 1978, Tyina moved to Dodge City,
Kansas and began work as a medical tran-
scriptionist at Humana Hospital Dodge City.
She took some night classes and in 1981 she
enrolled in the American Medical Record
Association’s Independent Study Program
in Medical Record Technology.
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‘While enrolled in the course, Tyina was
promoted to Assistant Director of Medical
Records and received the Humana Hospital
Dodge City Outstanding Employee Award
for the third quarter of 1982. During this
time she redesigned quality assurance forms
for her department and designed a work
scheduling system that ensures a smooth
flow of work. After graduating from the

course in 1984, Tyina wrote the
coding guidelines for her department.

“With the knowledge I gained from my
AMRA courses, I was able to complete
projects that have helped our department
supply high quality, timely information to
the health care team, and to improve pa-
tient care.”

ANDREW J. SvaBY

Staff Sergeant Andrew J. Svaby, a Marine
Reservist, completed 76 home study courses
from the Marine Corps Institute in 1984.
Thirty-one of these courses carried a grade
of 95-1009% on the final exams. He complet-
ed these courses while holding down a full-
time and a part-time civilian job to help
with his mother’s chemotherapy treat-
ments, being a single parent, coaching
midget soccer and wrestling, helping three
marines past their state GED exams with
extensive preparation, and being heavily in-
volved in the Marine Corps League and
Toys for Tots activities.

Sergeant Svaby has the difficult task of
keeping interest, enthusiasm, morale, and
self-discipline high between drills for the Al-
lentown, Pennsylvania Marines. His MCI
courses have helped him in providing vari-
ous public service functions. There are hun-
dreds of individuals and families in the
Lehigh Valley, Pennsylvania area who have
completed other high school and college
courses, a sports season, a beauty pageant
and other endeavors all because of Sergeant
Svaby.

Sergeant Svaby is always “on-call” with
the Allentown Marines for counseling and
tutoring. In addition, he speaks to other
training groups in the Marine Reserve at
least six times a year “at his own expense”
to improve morale, enthusiasm, and comple-
tions of the MCI correspondence education
Programs.

“There is a great sense of self-worth that
you have been a catalyst, a shaker and a
mover, and an inspiration to other Marines
who would otherwise have never enrolled,
opened a book, or put a number two lead
pencil to an MCI course.”

SETH SYKES

Dr. Seth Alexander Greer Sykes is a pri-
vate family physician in the United King-
dom. Rather than settling down to the re-
sponsibility of making money and advancing
his career, Dr. Sykes was concerned about
the deepest levels of human need. He ac-
cepted a position as a Primary Care Physi-
can within a large military hosptial in Saudi
Arabia. His first few months there were
very difficult because he was separated from
his wife and four children.

Rather than surrendering to despair, Dr.
Sykes set his mind to the study of Interna-
tional Correspondence Institute’s courses
and his heart on helping other people. He
initiated a small fellowship group and soon
found he was functioning as a lay preacher.
When the local Presbyterian church (which
was ministering to the needs of expatriots)
was closed because of government pressure,
Dr. Sykes found himself in charge of ten lay
preachers and a large, but widely scattered,
church community. His studies with ICI
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found direct application through these
varied ministries.

Dr. Sykes has now completed the degree
requirements for a Bachelor of Arts degree
in Religious Studies and has returned to
medical practice in the United Kingdom.

“My ICI courses and study were to prove
invaluable as we met together weekly for
prayer and Bible study.”

FLORENCE G. WILLIAMS

Staff Sergeant Florence G. Williams is a
graduate of the U.S. Air Force Extension
Course Institute. She has integrated her
off-duty academic studies and professional
interests into a systematic philosophy of
military education. She has used her success
in correspondence study not only to en-
hance her own career interests but also to
serve as an example for subordinates and
other Air Force members to emulate.

The knowledge Sergeant Williams has
gained from ECI courses has enabled her to
implement improved warehousing proce-
dures and to increase inventory accuracy to
98.9 percent. Her efforts contributed to the
individual Equipment Unit receiving an ex-
cellent rating during a recent Management
Effectiveness Inspection.

Sergeant Williams is a member of the Na-
tional Vocational Education Association and
has recently received her Bachelor of Sci-
ence degree in Occupational Education.
Through experience with ECI programs,
she firmly believes that home study plays a
vital role in allowing people to meet present
and future work demands.

“I realize that the future of the Air Force
and our country depends on the current
‘cross training' trends. Home study courses
will play a vital role in allowing employees
to meet their future work demands. ECI
courses have certainly helped me to excel in
my own career.”

TRIBUTE TO MERRITT W.
SPRAGUE, MANAGER OF THE
FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE
CORPORATION

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I rise
to draw to the attention of my col-
leagues the resignation of Merritt W.
Sprague, Manager of the Federal Crop
Insurance Corporation. Mr. Sprague
will leave his position to devote more
time to his family farming operation.

I believe, based on premium volume
between 1948 and 1984, my home
State of North Dakota has been the
No. 1 user of this form of insurance. I
know many a farmer who's still farm-
ing today because he had the good
sense to purchase crop insurance. I
hope for our farmer's sake that Mr.
Sprague will continue to exert some
influence over the Corporation’s fur-
ther development.

For those of you who don't know
Mr. Sprague, he came to Washington,
DC, from Illinois. On the family farm
in Pike County, one of the leading hog
producing counties in the United
States, Mr. Sprague grew corn, wheat,
and soybeans on 2,000 acres and annu-
ally marketed 5,000 hogs. He also
served as the Illinois State chairman
of Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service from 1973 to 1977.
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In Washington, Mr. Sprague served
as Deputy Administrator for Commod-
ity Operations at the Agricultural Sta-
bilization and Conservation Service be-
ginning in March 1981. While there he
was responsible for the administration
of the milk price support program,
management and storage of all Com-
modity Credit Corporation owned in-
ventories—dairy products, food and
feed grains, and sweeteners—and pro-
curement and transportation for
Public Law 480, title II programs.

The passage of the Federal Crop In-
surance Corporation Act of 1980 over-
night obligated the Corporation to
move from being a limited pilot insur-
ance program to becoming the pri-
mary form of Federal disaster protec-
tion for farmers. Between 1980 and
1982, when Mr. Sprague assumed the
leadership of the Corporation, five di-
ferent men sat in the Manager'’s seat.
The early 1980’s were turbulent times
for the Corporation and demanded re-
sourceful and innovative leadership.
Merritt Sprague delivered.

The results Mr. Sprague and the
FCIC achieved in a short period of
time are significant. Under his leader-
ship, FCIC developed and fully imple-
mented a production based guarantee
program, which makes crop insurance
attractive for our Nation’s most pro-
ductive farmers. County programs in-
creased almost 300 percent, from 4,629
in 1980 to 18,892 in 1985. Acres in-
sured, insurance in force, and premi-
ums also increased dramatically. In
1980, acres insured were 26.6 million
compared with 48 million for the 1985
crop year. Insurance in force increased
for the same period from $3 billion in
1980 to over $7 billion in 1985. Premi-
ums increased from $158 million in
1980 to over $440 million in 1985 due
to increased participation.

Sure, I could recite a litany of the
problems we have with the crop insur-
ance program. So could Mr. Sprague.
But, to achieve these kinds of results
while American agriculture is going
through some wrenching adjustments
required solid leadership. Mr. Presi-
dent, I urge my colleagues in the
Senate to join me in thanking Mr.
Sprague for his dedication and com-
mitment to American agriculture and
the crop insurance program.

TRIBUTE TO FLORENCE 8. LOWE

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise
today to praise Florence S. Lowe who
recently left her post of Chief Public
Affairs Advisor at the National En-
dowment for the Arts. During her 16-
year tenure at the NEA, spanning four
Presidential administrations, the name
Florence Lowe has become synono-
mous with arts in America. What Flor-
ence Lowe has done for the better-
ment of the arts in this country is un-
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paralleled, and for that she has our
eternal thanks.

Ms. Lowe came to the NEA in March
1970. Since that time Florence Lowe
has diligently toiled, often times in an-
onimity, to further the endowment’s
cause and mission. Over those 16 years
the eyes of the public have gradually
started to open and now, due in large
part to Florence's efforts, the endow-
ment boasts a substantially increased
recognition factor.

In a glowing tribute to Ms. Lowe’s
accomplishments’ the National Coun-
cil of the Arts adopted a resolution
documenting Florence’s invaluable
career at the NEA. Mr. President, I re-
quest that the context of the resolu-
tion be printed at the conclusion of
my statement.

Mr. President, to illustrate further
to this body the depth of Ms. Lowe's
character, allow me to share some of
Florence’s own thoughts on this warm
tribute to her accomplishments. Flor-
ence stated “In all the words that were
used in the resolution, all marvelous,
flattering and very meaningful, the
word that stands out is ‘love’, because
that best describes my own feelings.”

I know my colleagues join me in
wishing her well for the future. Her
contributions to the endowment and
the whole arts movement in this coun-
try will never be forgotten.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECcoORD, as follows:

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE ARTS RESOLUTION,
NOVEMBER 1, 1985

Whereas Florence S. Lowe has put the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts into the con-
sciousness of America, and

Whereas she served with distinction
through 15 years of growth and turmeil and
achievement for the endowment, and

Whereas she has both shamelessly and
skillfully manipulated all the levers of all of
the media in this country, and

Whereas there can never be another Flor-
ence Lowe to do all these things with quite
the same style and effect, and

Whereas the National Council on the Arts
has never previously broken from its solemn
and judicious manner in commenting on
matters of public concern;

Be it now resolved that the National
Council on the Arts here assembled wishes
to break all tradition, and to express in the
wildest and most raucous and tumultuous
manner possible, its total admiration, deep
affection and profound thanks for the lady
who gave us our public face;

Be it further resolved that as a token of
our esteem, Florence Lowe is hereby author-
ized and empowered—even entreated—to
continue planting good stories, giving influ-
ential dinner parties, and otherwise manipu-
lating the national media in our favor until
the end of time; and

Finally, be it resolved that we return now
to our normal reserved nature and record
for history, in the simplest and quietest way
we know, that we love her and all her works,
and that we are proud that she is our own
Florence Lowe.
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OPPOSITION TO THE FEDERAL
OCEAN SPORTS FISHING LI-
CENSE
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the

President has proposed, in his fiscal
yvear 1987 budget, a Federal Ocean
Sports Fishing License of $10 mini-
mum per angler. Each coastal State
would be required to provide $5 of the
fee to the Federal Government, and
the States would retain the remainder
of the fee. The States could also assess
an additional amount to recoup the
cost of administering the license pro-
gram and to recover the cost of fishery
management within that State,

The administration argues that since
recreational fishermen benefit from
Federal maintenance of our coastal re-
sources, the fishermen should bear the
cost of administering Federal services
which support recreational fishing.

I think we should closely examine
the facts of this proposal. In fiscal
year 1986, the National Marine Fisher-
ies Service received less than $3 mil-
lion to support recreational fishing.
The President’s proposed fishing li-
censes user fee is projected to raise
$200 million over the next 5 years.
Clearly this is a burden on the fisher-
men far beyond that which the Feder-
al Government requires to cover its
services. Furthermore, salt water fish-
ermen spend most of their time in in-
shore waters which are under the
management of the States. Recre-
ational fishermen are already paying
an excise tax on equipment and motor
fuel which goes into the State man-
agement programs operated through
the Fish and Wildlife Service. I might
add, that these States management
plans are operated at no cost to the
Federal Government.

While I have not been supportive of
the user fee concept, this particular li-
cense or user fee tax greatly disturbs
me more so than the usual user fee.
The administration justifies the need
for this tax by telling us that the rec-
reational fishermen should help pay
the cost of maintaining those services
from which they benefit. However, in
this particular case, the Federal Gov-
ernment would use the revenue from
this tax for deficit reduction, and not
for those services from which they are
benefiting.

Mr. President, I urge the administra-
tion not to push for legislation impos-
ing this license fee. This proposal goes
far beyond asking the fishermen to
help pay the cost of Federal mainte-
nance of the coastal resources. This
proposal is simply a tax on those that
enjoy sport fishing.

CHUCK PERSON APPRECIATION
DAY

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, today,

April 24, 1986, has been declared
“Chuck Person Appreciation Day"” by
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the city of Brantley, AL, by Brantley
High School, and by the Crenshaw
County Auburn Alumni Club. I am sure
that everyone involved will have a most
enjoyable time. I am delighted to rise
today to congratulate Chuck Person for
his outstanding achievements playing
basketball for Auburn University. This
year, the Auburn basketball team was
one of the final eight teams remaining
in the NCAA national tournament
when they suffered defeat to the team
which went on to win the champion-
ship. Auburn’s success was largely due
to Chuck’s great talents. His accom-
plishments at Auburn are tremendous.
There, he is the all-time leading
scorer, and led the team in scoring and
rebounding both as a senior and as a
junior. He ranks third in the South-
eastern Conference’'s all-time scoring
chart, was honored as the amateur
athlete of the year for basketball in
1985 by the U.S. Olympic Committee,
and was selected as an alternate for
the U.S. Olympic squad in 1984. These
are just a few of Chuck’s great success-
es. To name them all would take
pages.

Chuck Person has demonstrated
that hard work and dedication pays
off. Participation in athletics teaches
discipline, drive and the value of team
effort. Chuck has set a great example
for youths to follow in Alabama and
the Nation. I salute Chuck for his ac-
complishments, and wish the citizens
of the city of Brantley, AL, Brantley
High School, and the Crenshaw Coun-
ty Auburn Alumni Club every success
in their activities today.

A TRIBUTE TO JUDGE JOHN
HENRY ARMSTRONG

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise to
commend the great efforts of Judge
John Henry Armstrong, probate judge
of Washington County, in my home
State of Alabama. Judge Armstrong
has provided the people of Washing-
ton County with excellent leadership
and understanding in his duties both
on the bench, and as ex officio chair-
man of the county commission.

In his service, Judge Armstrong has
labored to maintain an open door
policy with his constituents through-
out the daily discharge of business. In
this way, all those with grievances are
able to voice their problems and opin-
ions. This practice guarantees that all
elements of a case or conflict are
heard, and that the parties involved
are satisfied that their views were con-
sidered. Thus, Judge Armstrong has
implemented a most effective addition
while resolving disputes. Furthermore,
with this open rapport, the judge is
able to provide advice and counsel to
any who may seek it. This is a tradi-
tional role of a probate judge in Ala-
bama, and is important in giving valu-
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able leadership and direction to the
entire county.

I am delighted to see that Judge
Armstrong has been so effective in
perpetuating the valuable role of the
office of probate judge. He is a man
who possesses great understanding,
equity, and integrity. He is a worthy
member of his community and a great
example to those he represents.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article from the Mobile
Press Register, which describes Judge
Armstrong's achievements, be printed
in the RECORD.

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

PROBATE JUDGE’'S OFFICE SEEN NERVE CENTER
FOR ENTIRE COUNTY
(By David Gary)

CraTOM, Ara—John Henry Armstrong
knew the official duties of a county probate
{I;gge when he first ran for the office in

He said it was only after his election that
he learned the true scope of the office—that
it serves as an informal information nerve
center for the entire county.

“This office keeps really busy with the
telephones and there always seems to be an
office full of people,” he said.

“They are in here wanting to know every-
thing. You get asked a lot of things and I
believe that we get asked every type of ques-
tion in the world. Not to mention that they
think we will know the details of everything
going on in the county.”

The barrage of inquiries on everything
from legal questions to “When does the
school meeting start” has not made Arm-
strong a recluse from the public.

“I maintain an open-door policy here,” he
said “I may not be able to stick to any kind
of schedule, and someone may have to wait
a little while to see me, but I try to see or
speak to everyone who wants to talk to me.”

“I've learned that you have to know the
people in any setting to learn the way they
tick and I try to treat everybody the way
that I would want to be treated.”

Armstrong’s job carries with it the added
responsibility of being “ex officio chairman”
of the four-member Washington county
commission.

“They are four of the greatest fellows to
work with. We may spend a lot of time in
the meetings disagreeing, debating and ar-
guing a lot, but when the meeting is over,
it’s all put aside.”

Recent challenges to the county commis-
sion, according to Armstrong, include at-
tempts to implement federal fair labor act
overtime guidelines.

“We've had to examine what we do and as
much as possible avoid overtime with the
county employees. We have to stay away
from it (overtime payments) because of the
cost involved.™

Armstrong said another problem facing
county governments is the general belief
that city governments are more essential.

“As county officials we represent all the
county, including city dwellers. But it is
tough to keep us in a higher profile than
city officials. The county officials are repre-
senting a greater number of people and a
greater geographical area.”

According to the judge, this image of
county and city governments is illustrated
by the lower amounts of federal funds going
to county governments.
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“This is a gross impairment to our ability
to serve the people,” he said.

Being in the forefront of public criticism
and scrutiny is another part of being judge,
according to Armstrong.

During moments of heated debate, such as
recent controversies over the operation of
the county-owned hospital, Armstrong said
that dealing with difficulties in a low-key
fashion helps to calm the heat of the
moment.

“We're always on the front line, but I've
found that if things are dealt with in a low-
key fashion; things go better. Nevertheless,
emotions still ride high."”

Armstrong also thinks that a proper use
of humor also has a place during heated dis-
cussions.

“I try to exercise humor in what we do

.+ he said.

Versatility is another reason the judge
likes his job.

“The best thing about the job is meeting
all the different types of people. The varie-
ty it has in terms of the hours I spend out
of the office dealing with different situa-
tions is another thing I like.”

Carrying the weight of judicial responsi-
bility is one of the job’s tougher aspects, he
said.

“Dealing with estates, guardianships and
adoption cases is through the probate
office. We have contested adoptions and
this get touchy. There are domestic situa-
tions in which we have to decide how to
handle the children.”

Resounding his belief that maintaining an
open-door policy is a must, Armstrong said
confidence plays an important part in main-
taining a good public rapport.

“I've made a habit of keeping confidential
what people want me to keep confidential.
It's not good for people to have any reason
to lose confidence in me,” he said.

A county native who was born and still
lives in Millry 15 miles north of the county
seat of Chatom, Armstrong teaches a senior
men’s Sunday school class at Millry Baptist
Church.

An outdoorsman who enjoys deer and
turkey seasons best, Armstrong said his
greatest aim in sporting life is to one day
out-hunt Monroe County Probate Judge
Otha Lee Biggs.

After graduating from Millry High
School, Armstrong, 39, got a degree in busi-
ness management from the University of
Alabama.

He is married to the former Glenda Over-
street, a native of Waynesboro, Miss. They
are parents of Tera, 12, Brandon, 9, and
Tory, 8.

TAX REFORM

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, on
April 6, 1986, an article was printed in
the Washington Post written by
Harold Apolinsky, a tax lawyer and
law professor from Birmingham, AL,
on the issue of tax reform. In his arti-
cle, Mr. Apolinsky correctly points out
that current tax reform proposals
have strayed far from the goals of sim-
plifying our tax system and making it
fairer to lower- and middle-income
taxpayers. Instead, we appear to be on
the brink of simply proposing another
major revision of our Tax Code not
unlike the six major revisions Con-
gress has passed since 1976.
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There is no doubt but that most
Americans believe that our tax laws
have grown needlessly burdensome
and confusing and inequitable in their
application. However, the tax reform
proposals which have been the focus
of Congress over the past several
months do not thus far appear to
achieve the goals of simplification or
fairness. The House tax bill is over
1,300 pages long and would no doubt
require countless regulations in order
to be understood and implemented.
The Senate Finance Committee bill
appears to be headed in the same di-
rection. Unfortunately, the tax laws
have been changed so often in the past
several years that there is currently a
backlog of 400 unfinished regulations.
Furthermore, it seems to me that Con-
gress is tending toward reform legisla-
tion which would merely shift the tax
burden from one group of taxpayers to
another without achieving fairness, an
essential ingredient of tax reform.

Mr. President, I also fear that Con-
gress is moving so rapidly on tax
reform legislation that we are not
taking the time necessary to analyze
the impact of its provisions on our eco-
nomic and industrial policy. It is vital
to our economic security that we de-
termine through extensive and careful
study the potential impact on econom-
ic growth of the changes Congress pro-
poses in our tax laws. We must ensure
that in our zeal for tax reform we
don’t weaken incentives for individuals
to invest and save or for business to
invest in plant and equipment. To do
so would be to undermine our coun-
try’s long-term economic growth.

1 urge my colleagues to read Mr.
Apolinsky’s article and I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed in the
RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 6, 19861
THE CHANGES JUST CosT MONEY

(By Harold I. Apolinsky)

BIRMINGHAM, ALA.—House bill 3838 con-
tains 1,300 pages of changes to the Internal
Revenue Code. The Senate version will also
contain more than 1,300 pages of changes.
It is time to call “time out” in this annual
tax game and admit that this legislation is
not fair, not simple and will not promote
economic growth. It is simply another mas-
sive change of our tax laws.

Too many changes have been made to the
tax laws in the last few years. Consider the
number of subsections in the Internal Reve-
nue Code that have been changed:

Number of code
subsections affected

Tax Reform Act of 1976
Revenue Act of 1978
Economic Recovery Tax Act,
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Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsi-
bility Act, 1982.. e
1984 Deficit Reductlon Act
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Number of code
subsections affected
1984 Retirement Equity Act......... 44

Total 15,815

13,302 since 1981.

The number of code subsections to be
changed by the proposed Internal Revenue
Act of 1985 (H.R. 3838) is 4,051.

The 22 tax lawyers in our firm receive sig-
nificant fees for lobbying, explaining and
implementing tax changes. If this latest
effort continues and the law passes, we will
enjoy another round of fees. But it is time
to put our self-interest aside and be honest.

There used to be 15 years between major
tax revisions. The 1954 code was enacted 15
years after the 1939 code, and the 1969
major tax revision came 15 years later. It
takes time to study, learn and understand
the law. It takes the Treasury time to write
interpretive regulations. Tax lawyers and
tax accountants readily admit they make
their most aggressive tax planning recom-
mendations in areas of the law where no
regulations have been issued.

At a time when federal funding is being
limited, the tax-writing staffs should be
shifted from the chore of preparing and
drafting annual tax legislation to writing
regulations. The result would be simplicity
through better understanding, fairness
through nationwide consistency and better
compliance by taxpayers.

The tax system would also be improved if
the dollars spent on annual changes were
appropriated to the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice instead. Taxpayers understand that less
than 2 percent of tax returns are audited.
Why not set a goal of 10 percent? Fees for
lawyers and accountants might drop, but
revenue might increase significantly.

Title XI of H.R. 3838 contains 122 pages
of changes to the tax laws affecting employ-
ee retirement savings plans. The Senate
staff alone has made 50 pages of proposals.

Congressionally mandated changes to re-
tirement plans that reduce savings in the in-
terest of reform seem to occur annually.
Employee retirement plans have been sig-
nificantly and adversely affected by the Tax
Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of
1982, the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984 and
the Retirement Equity Act of 1984. The
three major tax laws have required four
costly amendments to retirement plans. The
result is that plan terminations, as com-
pared with new plans being adopted, have
increased 300 percent in five years.

Some 700,000 qualified plans are now in
force covering 55 million employees. More
than 600,000 plans have been adopted by
small businesses, In the past 3 years amend-
ments in these plans have forced business to
pay their lawyers and accountants at least
$3,000 per plan, or more than $2 billion.
H.R. 3838, if passed and signed by the presi-
dent, would force another round of amend-
ments at a cost of at least $2,000 each, or
more than $1.4 billion. Why reduce benefits
to employees and increase plan expenses?
This is not fairness or simplicity. The only
economic growth is for lawyers and account-
ants.

Recent reports indicate that the rate of
savings in the United States has declined to
a 35-year low of 2.9 percent of disposable
income. This is an average annualized
volume of 34 percent below that of last
year. Why pass laws that further reduce in-
centives to save, thus causing termination of
savings plans?

The employee plans divisions of the IRS
are swamped. One division staffed and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

planned for the submission of 20,000 plan
changes in 1986. To date, 30,000 have been
submitted, with 54,000 expected for the
year. Turnaround time has swelled from 4
months to 9 months, with 12 months ex-
pected. Nearly all of the staff has, of neces-
sity, been diverted to reviewing and process-
ing amendments, not auditing operations.
Plan terminations now account for almost
30 percent of the workload. Those pushing
for more pension changes should ask the
IRS whether more changes are needed.
They would find the interest in more
changes to be at the bottom of the agenda
and survival of the system at the top.

A lot of personal capital has been invested
in this latest tax reform effort—by the
president; by Donald Regan, who stated this
effort; and by Treasury Secretary James
Baker, Ways and Means Committee Chair-
man Dan Rostenkowski and Senate Finance
Committee Chairman Robert Packwood,
who desperately want to finish it. They and
their staffs have made an honest and deter-
mined effort. This should not be viewed as a
Republican Party problem or a Democratic
Party problem. It is a congressional prob-
lem—of too many changes. Let us hope the
members of Congress are frank enough to
admit that three rates versus 16, plus a
higher standard deduction for some, is not
fairness of simplicity and will not encourage
economic growth.

The tax code should be left alone. It will
become fair and simple through understand-
ing and application. Economic growth will
never be achieved through tax law changes;
it will come from letting businessmen and
motivated employees focus on marketing,
merchandising and producing quality prod-
ucts at competitive prices. They should not
be spending time and dollars on figuring out
changes in the tax law.

TEXTILE IMPORTS

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, re-
cently an article appeared in the
Greenville News entitled “Textile
Union Officials Defend Actions by
Mills.” This piece quotes representa-
tives of the major textile trade unions
as saying they are convinced that
rising imports are responsible for the
massive plant closings and job losses in
the beleaguered textile industry. Offi-
cials of both the Amalgamated Cloth-
ing and Textile Workers Union, and
the International Ladies Garment
Workers Union said that if imports are
not the cause of layoffs, it would be
obvious to their organizations.

Mr. President, over the past 5 years,
imports to textile and apparel prod-
ucts have more than doubled. Directly
linked to these surging imports has
been the loss of over 350,000 American
jobs. A vital domestic industry, which
the Defense Department ranks second
only to steel in importance to national
security, is struggling to survive. With-
out a doubt, uncontrolled imports are
the cause of the problems facing the
American textile industry.

Unfortunately, Mr. President, textile
and apparel imports continue to climb.
The year 1985 was the 5th consecutive
year that imports of those products
reach new record levels. For the 6
months from September 1985-Febru-
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ary 1986, more textile and apparel im-
ports came into our country than for
the entire year of 1981, In addition,
textile and apparel imports were up
27.7 percent for the first 2 months of
1986 over the first 2 months of 1985.
Strong action is desperately needed to
preserve American jobs in this impor-
tant industry.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article referred to above
be printed in its entirety at this point
in the RECORD.

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

[From the Greenville News, Apr. 22, 19861

TeEXTILE UNION OFFICIALS DEFEND ACTIONS
BY MiILLS
(By Chris Weston)

WasHINGTON.—Representatives of the
major textile trade unions say they are con-
vinced that textile manufacturers are not
using rising imports as a pretense to fire
workers to proceed with plant moderniza-
tion plans.

Some congressmen involved on both sides
of the legislative fight for a textile industry
protection bill have said privately in recent
weeks there are doubts in Washington
about the severity of the import problem.
Some have suggested privately that some in
the industry may be exaggerating the role
of imports in triggering layoffs and plant
closings.

Often cited is a recent study by a Clemson
University professor concluding that a com-
parable level of layoffs would have occurred
without the steady rise in imports. Richard
McKenzie, in a study prepared for American
University in St. Louis, said in February
that modernization efforts and increased
productivity would have claimed a high
level of manufacturing jobs even without
the import threat.

The study was denounced by leading tex-
tile industry officials and economists at the
American Textile Manufacturers Institute.

Officials of the Amalgamated Clothing
and Textile Workers Union and the Interna-
tional Ladies Garment Workers Union, the
two major trade unions said in a recent
interview that an exploitation of the import
issue by the industry to close plants and
reduce employment with & minimum of
labor unrest would have been spotted by the
unions.

Art Gundersheim, the assistant to the
president of the ACTWU, said Monday that
“if someone is giving us a phony story, it
would be blatantly obvious.”

Gundersheim’s union, along with the
ILGWU, are major players in the lobbying
bid being orchestrated by the textile and ap-
parel industry to override on Aug. 6 Presi-
dent Reagan’s veto of legislation to roll back
textile imports and put strict limits on
future growth.

He said he suspects that some manufac-
turers, in a few instances, may be dramatiz-
ing the impact of imports to proceed with
modernization plans that would reduce
their work force or in closing plants that
were no longer profitable.

Wilbur Daniels, the executive vice presi-
dent of the ILGWU, said, “I think you
would not find the two major unions in the
field joining with the industry if that were
the case.”
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Officials of both unions said the labor or-
ganizations routinely monitor the manufac-
turing plants.

Private critics of the textile protection
legislation, including some who are publicly
supporting the bill, say imports have provid-
ed the industry with a convenient scrape-
goat to proceed with modernization plans
that cost some workers their jobs. With
such an outside threat, they say, the indus-
try has been able to reduce employment and
close marginal plants with a minimum of
labor unrest.

Since 1981, 240 textile plants have been
closed with a direct loss from those closings
of about 40,000 jobs, according to figures
compiled by the American Textile Manufac-
turers Institute. Since 1973, employment at
textile plants has fallen from just over 1
million to about 703,000 in 1985, with jobs in
apparel plants falling from 1.4 million in
1973 to about 1.1 million in 1985, according
to the industry figures.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morn-
ing business is now closed.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 1987

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will now resume consideration
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 120,
which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 120)
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for the fiscal
years 1987, 1988, and 1989.

The Senate resumed consideration
of the concurrent resolution.

Pending: Moynihan amendment No. 1800,
to modify the treatment of the general reve-
nue sharing program.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry: What is the pend-
ing business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is the pending
amendment of the Senator from New
York [Mr. MOYNIHAN].

Mr. DOMENICI
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield myself 10 minutes off the resolu-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

addressed the
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CBO OIL TAX STUDY

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President,
while waiting for the distinguished
senior Senator from Florida for the
purpose of discussing when we should
advise Senator Mo¥YNIHAN, the propo-
nent of the pending amendment, to be
on the floor to begin discussion of his
amendment. I would like to take some
of our time off the resolution to talk
about a Congressional Budget Office
study which is going to be released
today. It has to do with import fees on
foreign oil, and on certain combina-
tions of import fees and gasoline
taxes, and other energy tax options.

I had an opportunity to read it yes-
terday. I would like to take a few mo-
ments to describe this study because I
think it is very interesting. As I indi-
cated, it will be made public today. We
will see to it that all of those interest-
ed in the U.S. Senate and those inter-
ested in the media and around the
country get copies of it.

Several weeks ago, I, along with the
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee, asked CBO to conduct a study
on energy tax options. I have spoken
to the distinguished chairman of the
Finance Committee and told him that
this study was forthcoming and that I
thought he might find it interesting as
he proceeds with his various activities
in the tax writing committee.

I would like to submit today for the
Senate some preliminary remarks on
CBO's study.

We asked CBO to review energy tax
options in light of, one, the need to
reduce the deficits; two, the recent de-
cline in energy prices; and finally, the
depression in the domestic oil industry
that is currently upon us. More specif-
ically, we asked CBO to look at the
effect of several tax options on the
deficit, on various regions of the coun-
try, on the oil industry, and on the
economy as a whole.

My particular interest in this study
was to examine a tax or a combination
of taxes which would meet several na-
tional objectives at once. First, I
wanted to know to what extent the
various energy tax options would
reduce the deficit. Second, in light of
the current energy situation, I wanted
to know that energy taxes could be
used to strengthen our energy securi-
ty. Third, I felt that an energy tax
could only be successful if it were
spread evenly and equitably across the
country.

The CBO study makes some power-
ful observations. I would like to begin
by discussing CBO’s assessment of our
current and projected energy. At $13 a
barrel, CBO estimates that the cur-
rent U.S. energy policy will cause our
dependence on imported oil to grow
from the current level of 30 percent to
54 percent in 1991.

Let me emphasize this point. Oil on
the spot market is already lower than
$13 a barrel, and some wondered
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whether our oil dependency would
change dramatically as these prices
came tumbling down. CBO concluded
that at $13 a barrel, leaving U.S
energy policy unchanged, our depend-
ency on imported oil will grow from
the current level of 30 percent to 54
percent by 1991. In addition, CBO esti-
mates that stripper well production
will decline by 500,000 barrels per day.

I would like to note there that this
domestic oil production will be prob-
ably lost forever. Most stripper wells,
if shut in, will probably never reopen
because of the rules that apply to
shutting them in and because of the
economics prohibit bringing them
back into production.

The study examines five energy op-
tions. Before getting into the study, I
would point out to my colleagues that
oil taxes are not new. Certainly, some
people do not like these taxes. Others
think they are absolutely necessary.

The most notable is the windfall
profits tax which was imposed on do-
mestic oil production during a period
of rapidly increasing prices.

CBO estimates that the five options
would reduce the deficit between $8
billion and $25 billion annually, de-
pending upon the option. The summa-
ry of the study shows the different
deficit reduction impacts under vary-
ing oil price assumptions.

I would like to note for comparative
purposes that our budget resolution
assumes $18.7 billion of revenues in
fiscal year 1987.

With respect to the energy policy,
CBO found that all options would en-
courage energy conservation. However,
only an oil import fee and a combina-
tion of an oil import fee and the gaso-
line tax would alleviate the current de-
cline in the oil industry and amelio-
rate the rapid increase in our depend-
ency on oil imports. In fact, the other
energy tax options would have a detri-
mental effect on domestic oil produc-
tion, which is already in a depressed
condition.

Some of the options have the usual
drawback of energy taxes. They hit
some regions of the country harder
than others. For example, an oil
import fee would have a negative
impact on the Northeast and on the
Midwest, while a gasoline tax would
punish the West. In addition, there is
a concern that an energy tax would be
regressive. CBO found that as a per-
cent of expenditures, the tax burden
from the options they examined would
not vary by income classes.

I would like to call to the Senate's
attention two particularly interesting
points made in the study. First, be-
tween one-quarter and one-third of
the burden of energy tax options
would be borne by foreign producers.
Second, the magnitude of the taxes
under consideration was so small that
there would be no discernible effects
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on the economy as a whole. I expect
criticism of energy taxes from oppo-
nents, and I expect criticism of these
suggestions even from the White
House. Most will say that it will slow
economic growth. I would point out
that CBO found that an energy tax
could influence the economy in either
direction.

For the purpose of this study, CBO
assumed that the economy would not
be affected. This is a standard practice
for the analysis of tax options. For ex-
ample, the Department of the Treas-
ury and others in their analysis of the
revenue effects of the President’s tax
reform bill, which will shift billions of
dollars in tax burden, assume that the
economy will not be affected by the
tax bill.

Mr. President, in conclusion, I would
direct my colleagues to one of the op-
tions that I feel deserves close study,
the combination of an oil import fee
with a gasoline tax. Even at a rather
modest level, 6 cents a gallon and $2.50
a barrel, this combination would
reduce the deficit by more than $10
billion in the first year and would go
up slightly in each of the outyears. At
the same time, it would alleviate the
decline in the oil industry, saving
thousands of jobs, and clearly would
protect significant investments and in-
stitutions that finance them. It would
reduce our dependence on oil imports.
But most importantly, it would have
an equitable impact upon the regions
and income classes in our country.

Mr. President, we cannot overlook
the opportunities offered by the rapid
decline in oil prices.

This may be a once-in-a-century
chance to simultaneously improve our
fiscal condition, and alleviate our
energy predicament and our depend-
ence on foreign oil.

I ask unanimous consent that the
summary from the CBO study be
printed in the Recorp at this time.

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

SUMMARY

This paper analyzes taxes on oil or oil
products. Such taxes have been proposed
for a variety of purposes. One aim is to
reduce the federal deficit. Another is to
reduce U.S. dependence on imported oil and
its attendant risks to the economy and to
national security. Some advocates of oil
taxes see them as driving down further the
world price of oil. Taxes are also favored as
a way to assist the domestic o0il industry,
which is undergoing a severe contraction.

0il taxes would accomplish these goals in
varying degree, depending on how a specific
tax was designed. At one end of the spec-
trum, an oil import tariff would encourage
conservation, the substitution of other
fuels, and domestic exploration and produc-
tion. At the other end, a general energy
tax—such as an ad valorem tax on all fuels
consumed—would lead to reductions in
energy use but would do nothing to encour-
age the production and consamption of oil
substitutes or the exploration and develop-
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ment of domestic oil supplies. Oil taxes also
raise a variety of gquestions as to their ef-
fects on the economy, on foreign trade, on
the distribution of income, and on specific
industries such as refining.

This paper examines five oil tax options:

An import tariff of $5.00 per barrel on im-
ported crude oil and $10.00 per barrel on im-
ported refined products;

A $5.00 per barrel excise tax on all crude
oil (domestic and imported) and $5.00 per
barrel on imported refined products;

A $0.12 per gallon motor fuels tax;

A 5 percent sales tax on all energy con-
sumption; and

A combination of a $0.06 per gallon tax on
motor fuels together with a $2.50 tariff on
imported crude and refined products,

Since each tax would have different ef-
fects depending on the underlying level of
world oil prices, and since there can be no
certainty as to future oil prices, this report
examines the taxes under three alternative
assumptions: that oil prices hold steady over
the next five years at levels of $23.00 per
barrel, $18.00 per barrel, or $13.00 per
barrel.

ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS

In estimating the economic and budgetary
impacts of any tax, one must make some
simplifying assumptions. In this case, per-
haps the most important involves the oper-
ation of energy markets.

The economic effects of energy taxes
depend to some degree on the response of
foreign producers. This is difficult to fore-
cast, because the governments of producing
countries often play a crucial role in deter-
mining production levels. At one extreme,
producers may respond by reducing produc-
tion in order to maintain world prices at
their pre-tax levels. At the other extreme,
they may not change production at all and
accept a fall in price equal to the implied
per unit tax. This analysis makes an inter-
mediate assumption. It assumes that world
prices would fall, but by considerably less
than the amount of the tax. Consequently,
oil taxes would to some extent raise energy
prices for U.S. consumers.

Analysts must also make some assumption
about the behavior of aggregate production
levels (gross national product, or GNP) in
response to a tax. If foreign producers were
forced to lower their prices, an oil tax could
stimulate the economy and raise GNP. But
there are offsetting influences. In the short
term, higher taxes of any sort could lower
GNP since they reduce household income.
But to the extent that taxes also reduce the
federal deficit, they may tend to reduce in-
terest rates and the international value of
the dollar, which would tend to raise GNP.
In view of these various offsetting influ-
ences, and the fact that the net effect of
any of the taxes on nominal GNP is likely
to be rather small, CBO has followed the
convention that nominal GNP (not adjusted
for inflation) remains approximately con-
stant in response to a tax.

REVENUE AND OUTLAY EFFECTS

0Oil taxes affect the budget on both the
revenue and the outlay sides. On the reve-
nue side, the federal government would col-
lect the tariff or tax directly. In addition,
some taxes would increase domestic oil
prices and the stream of revenues produced
by the crude oil windfall profit tax. Finally,
on the assumption that nominal GNP re-
mains approximately constant after the im-
position of a tax, the taxes and resulting
price increases in the oil sector would
reduce the income and profit streams of cor-
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porations in other sectors of the economy,
correspondingly reducing the taxes they
pay to the government,

On the outlay side, the federal govern-
ment is both a producer and a consumer of
oil. As a producer, it would receive more roy-
alties from oil and gas production from the
outer continental shelf and other federal
lands if oil taxes were to raise wellhead oil
and gas prices. On the consumption side,
federal agencies, principally the Depart-
ment of Defense, use roughly 500,000 bar-
rels of refined petroleum products per day;
they would pay more if prices rose. Thus
the net budgetary effect of oil taxes is likely
to be less than the initial revenue collected.

In general, broader-based taxes, such as
an excise tax or an energy tax, would reduce
the federal deficit by more than would more
narrowly defined taxes, such as an import
tariff or a motor fuels tax, at the same level
of tax. This is because the former would be
imposed on a broader category of oil and/or
energy sources. Moreover, because windfall
profit tax collections and domestic oil prices
are positively associated, the revenue differ-
ential between a tariff and an excise tax
would widen if domestic oil prices fell. Esti-
mates of the net budgetary effects of the
tax proposals are given in the Summary
Table. These estimates differ somewhat
from those provided in CBO's “Reducing
the Deficit: Spending and Revenue Op-
tions” because different assumptions re-
garding oil prices and other factors are used
in this analysis.!

It should be noted that at the $23.00 and
$18.00 levels, the import tariff of $5.00 per
barrel on crude oil and $10.00 per barrel on
refined products would have the same reve-
nue effect as a flat $5.00 tariff on both im-
ported crude and refined products: the extra
$5.00 on refined products would make their
importation prohibitive, resulting in no new
funds. Consumer costs, in contrast to feder-
al revenues, might rise as less efficient do-
mestic refining capacity was brought into
production. At $13.00 per barrel, however,
petroleum product consumption would
exceed domestic refining capacity, and the
extra tariff on refined products would lead
to additional revenues.

ENERGY MARKET EFFECTS

The tax proposals described above raise a
number of issues for federal policy and for
the energy industry. Reductions in oil im-
ports caused by oil taxes would be greater
with lower initial oil prices, since a fixed tax
represents a greater percentage increase in
oil prices as underlying, pre-tax prices fall.

SUMMARY TABLE. NET DEFICIT REDUCTION UNDER FIVE OIL
TAX ALTERNATIVES, FISCAL YEARS 1987-1991

[in billions of current dollars)
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! In administering the budget process, the base-
line assumptions of Reducing the Deficit would be
used for scoring purposes.
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SUMMARY TABLE. NET DEFICIT REDUCTION UNDER FIVE OIL
TAX ALTERNATIVES, FISCAL YEARS 1987-1991—Continued

{in bilioas of current doliars]

1587 1988 1990 1591
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Notes:
Import tariff: $5 per barrel imposed on crude ofl and $10 per barrel on
refined products.
Excise Tax: $5 per barel imposed on all domestic and foreign crude ol and
IINIF In IZmispa (ssmpsma;mal malor fuels.
of final sale value of domestic and

W ricity.
ommmulmszso barrel on imported ol and 6 cents
galion on motor fuels. o 3

At $13.00 per barrel, oil imports in the ab-
sence of taxes are projected to reach 7.3 mil-
lion barrels per day. An import tariff could
reduce this amount by close to 1 million bar-
rels per day by stimulating conservation and
fuel substitution, and, very importantly, by
softening the impact of low world prices on
domestic oil production. Other taxes would
not reduce imports by as much, because
they would not provide domestic producers
with additional incentives to explore or
produce. At $23.00 and $18.00 per barrel, the
effect of price changes on domestic produc-
tion would not be as drastic, and hence an
import tariff would not have as great an ad-
vantage over other taxes in this regard.

The effects of any oil tax in reducing oil
imports, putting downward pressure on the
world price of oil, and providing protection
for the U.S. oil industry would be interrelat-
ed. Oil taxes would put downward pressure
on the world price of oil insofar as they led
to a reduction in the U.S. demand for oil im-
ports, and that reduction would be greater if
a tax encouraged domestic exploration and
production.

An oil import tariff would be superior to
other energy taxes on this score. By raising
the price of oil imports, an oil import tariff
would encourage all activities that could
substitute for oil imports: domestic oil pro-
duction, production of substitutes for oil,
conservation of oil, and substitution of
other fuels for oil. It would therefore lead
to the greatest possible reduction in oil im-
ports (for a given level of tax) and provide
the most assistance to domestic producers.
An excise tax on foreign and domestic oil
would lead to the same reduction in total oil
consumption, but would burden rather than
encourage domestic oil production, leading
to a smaller reduction in oil imports and,
therefore, putting less downward pressure
on the price charged by foreign producers.
A motor fuels tax would lead to a smaller
reduction in oil consumption because it
would be directed at only one form of oil use
and would therefore preclude many oil con-
servation possibilities. It would also provide
no incentives for expanded domestic produc-
tion. Finally, an ad valorem tax on the con-
sumption of all fuels would lead to energy
conservation, but discourage the production
of domestic oil as well as all U.S. energy
supply sources. These last two taxes, there-
fore, would do less to reduce world oil
prices, encourage a reduction in oil imports,
and assist the domestic oil industry.

THE U.S, REFINING INDUSTRY

The two-tiered tariff ($5.00 on crude im-
ports and $10.00 on refined product im-
ports) is of special interest because it would
raise consumer prices and domestic refiner
and shipping company profits while provid-
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ing no incentives for domestic oil explora-
tion and production beyond those offered
by a single $5.00 levy on imported crude oil
and refined products. Even if domestic re-
fining capacity was sufficient to fulfill do-
mestic needs entirely, this would require
using domestic refineries that are older and
less efficient than existing capacity.

The East Coast would be at some disad-
vantage under a two-tiered tariff, since it
relies heavily on refined product imports
and has very little excess refining capacity
of its own. The difference could be supplied
from Gulf Coast refineries, but product
pipelines from the Gulf Coast have limited
capacity and would have to be supplement-
ed by tankers and barges at higher cost. All
product shipments among ports in the
United States would have to be made on
U.S. flag ships, whose rates are already
higher than those of foreign ships and are
likely to become more so at higher utiliza-
tion rates.

The most common arguments for two-
tiered tariffs are that national security re-
quires a stronger domestic refining industry,
and that U.S. refiners suffer a disadvantage
in having to pay pollution abatement costs.
But the risks posed to national security
from oil imports generally concern the
threat to supplies of crude oil rather than
refined products. A cutoff of refined prod-
ucts from the Persian Gulf—the most severe
likely product disruption—would cause
minor damage compared with a cessation of
crude oil flow from the same countries. In
1985, only 0.4 percent of U.S. consumption
of refined products was drawn from Persian
Gulf sources, although that share is grow-
ing. Even if refining capacity was of para-
mount importance, a more appropriate re-
sponse might be to fill part of the Strategic
Petroluem Reserve with refined products in
place of crude oil.

The other argument advanced for a two-
tiered tariff concerns the costs U.S. refiners
bear for pollution abatement, and holds
that domestic refiners need protection to
offset these costs. On net, the costs are
much less than the $5.00 per barrel differ-
ential found in one version of the proposed
tariff—perhaps as low as $0.50 per barrel, if
the cost of removing the lead from gasoline
to meet U.S. environmental statutes is also
included. And even if the pollution abate-
ment costs were higher, there is no prece-
dent for offsetting them by imposing pro-
tective tariffs. Indeed, such an offset would
encourage pollution.

Finally, like the oil regulations of the
1970s, two-tiered tariffs would encourage
the construction of refineries that would be
viable only because of federal protection.
Half the refining capacity that has shut
down since 1981 closed not because it was
old, but because it had been built in the
1970s to take advantage of biases in federal
regulations (often called the ‘“small refiners’
bias”) and could not match the efficiency of
internationally oriented refineries on its
own terms, After oil was decontrolled, such
capacity had to be shut down. This proposal
would once again promote the creation of
{efﬁung capacity dependent on federal pro-

ection.

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

0Oil taxes would have their maximum de-
pressing effect on world crude oil prices if
imposed by all or most oil-consuming coun-
tries. Acting in concert, these countries
could force producers to accept a larger pro-
portion of any oil tax than if the United
States acted alone. The result would be a
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smaller decrease in oil imports and a smaller
tax burden.

In fact, other industrialized countries al-
ready have higher levels of oil taxes than
the United States. Most of these taxes are
gasoline taxes; motor fuels taxes are four to
ten times higher in these countries. Taxes
on other fuels also exist: Japan, for exam-
ple, has an $18.00 per barrel tax on distillate
fuel while the United States has mnone.
Higher energy taxes in these countries re-
flect their far greater use of sales and con-
sumption taxes as revenue sources. Industry
sources note that many of these countries
appear prepared to raise their oil taxes
again now that world oil prices have fallen.

“VARIABLE TARIFFS"

One variant on the oil import tariff, pro-
posed in S. 1997 by Senator Wallop, would
set its value according to the difference be-
tween the existing world price of oil and
some “benchmark” price. In 8. 1997, this
benchmark price is $22.00 per barrel; thus if
oil prices were to stay at $13.00 per barrel,
the tariff would equal $9.00 per barrel.

The variable tariff would, in essence, pro-
vide a floor price for the domestic oil indus-
try. If oil prices were to rise again next
winter or in the next few years, as some an-
alysts believe they will, such a levy would
protect the domestic oil industry from a
harmful “whipsaw’ effect in which some
production is forced to close as prices fall
and is no longer available when they rise
again. The corresponding disadvantage of
such a proposal is that it would place an ar-
tificial restraint on oil imports that are less
expensive than the benchmark price. If oil
prices had found their long-term level below
the benchmark, the tariff would redistrib-
ute income from other industries and re-
gions to domestic oil producers, but would
do so only at a cost to economic efficiency.
This cost might be sizable, since only a frac-
tion of current domestic oil production is
jeopardized by current low prices; a variable
tariff might give other domestic oil produc-
ers a subsidy they do not need in order to
continue producing. Moreover, if the goal of
energy policy is to encourage marginal pro-
ducers to continue supplying oil now that
the price is low, there may be better ways of
accomplishing this than a variable tax.

DISTRIBUTIONAL ISSUES

At oil prices of $23.00 per barrel, the
energy taxes discussed in this paper general-
1y would cost families an average of 0.3 per-
cent of their annual income, or about $85.00
per year at current price levels. Using an-
other measure, these added energy costs
would amount to 0.4 percent of their total
expenditures. The latter may be a better
measure by which to assess the distribution-
al effects of the tax because families usually
choose a level of expenditure that reflects
their expectations of long-term income.

Measured as a percent of total expendi-
tures, the tax burden would not vary widely
for families with different incomes. In abso-
lute terms, at current price levels, the added
expenditures would range from about $35.00
per year for families with annual incomes of
less than $5,000 to $130 per year for families
with annual incomes of $50,000 or more, or
from 0.4 percent to 0.3 percent of total ex-
penditures.

Except for the two-tiered tariff, which
would require the use of uneconomic refin-
ing capacity and place a heavier burden on
the Northeast, the increase in energy ex-
penditures would also be roughly the same
across regions. In the Northeast, additional
energy expenditures under the two-tiered
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tariff would be about $115 per year at cur-
rent prices or 0.6 percent of total expendi-
tures, while the rest of the country would
spend no more than $82.00 per year or 0.4
percent of total expenditures, At $13.00 per
barrel, the two-tiered tariff would penalize
Northeast consumers even more, raising
their energy costs by $192 per year, more
than twice the cost burden imposed by
other oil taxes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, as I
indicated, the report will soon be on
the Senate floor and available for
public consumption.

I understand that Senator CHILES
has arrived. I suggest the absence of a
quorum to be charged equally.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield myself whatever time I may use
off the resolution, not off the spend-
ing amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has that right.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have print-
ed in the REcorp a list of entitlement
and mandatory programs. In my dis-
cussion about the Federal budget and
the various components of it on Tues-
day, when we began debate on the
budget resolution, I indicated that I
would, since I used charts, incorporate
in the Recorp the individual compo-
nents of each of those major ingredi-
ents in the budget. I have that ready
now, and I shall put it in the RECOrRD
for reference. These will match up and
indicate to anyone who is interested
those four major components of the
budget we discussed—discretionary ap-
propriations, entitlements, defense,
and interest on the national debt—
what makes up each of those.

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

CBO-ENTITLEMENTS AND OTHER MANDATORY
SPENDING

International development and humani-
tarian assistance; Funds Appropriated to
the President; Peace Corps; Peace Corps
miscellaneous trust funds.

Department of Transportation; Federal
Highway Administration; Miscellaneous
trust funds.

Funds Appropriated to the President;
Agency for International Development; Mis-
cellaneous trust funds, AID.

Conduct of foreign affairs; Payment to
the Foreign Service retirement and disabil-
ity fund.

Offsetting Receipts, Payment to the For-
eign Service Retirement Fund.

Department of State; Administration of
Foreign Affairs; Payment to the Foreign
Service retirement and disability fund.

International Center, Washington, D.C.
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Administration of Foreign Affairs; Miscel-
laneous trust funds.

Department of State; Payment to Foreign
Service Retirement Fund.

Foreign information and exchange activi-
ties; Other Independent Agencies, United
States Information Agency; Miscellaneous
trust funds.

Japan-United States Friendship Commis-
sion, Japan-United States friendship trust
fund.

International financial programs; Funds
Appropriated to the President; Internation-
al Monetary Programs; United States quota,
International Monetary Fund.

Military Sales Programs; Special defense
acquisition fund.

Foreign military sales trust fund.

Foreign Military Sales Trust Fund (Re-
ceipts).

Department of the Treasury; Departmen-
tal Offices; Exchange stabilization fund.

General science and basic research; Other
Independent Agencies; National Science
Foundation; Donations.

Supporting space activities; National Aer-
onautics and Space Administration; Miscel-
laneous trust funds.

Energy supply; Other Independent Agen-
cies; Tennessee Valley Authority, Tennessee
Valley Authority fund (Energy supply).

Department of Energy; Power Marketing
Administration; Bonneville Power Adminis-
tration fund.

Energy Programs; Advances for coopera-
tive work.

Department of Energy; Energy-Advances
for Cooperative Work.

Water resources; Department of Agricul-
ture; Soil Conservation Service; Miscellane-
ous contributed funds (Water resources).

Department of the Interior; Bureau of
Reclamation; Colorado River dam fund,
Boulder Canyon project.

Reclamation trust funds.

Department of Defense—Civil; Corps of
Engineers—Civil; Rivers and harbors con-
tributed funds.

Permanent appropriations
sources).

Conservation and land management; De-
partment of Agriculture; Forest Service; Op-
erations and maintenance of quarters.

Soil Conservation Service; Miscellaneous
contributed funds (Conservation and land
management).

Forest Service; Forest Service permanent
appropriations.

Miscellaneous trust funds (Conservation
and land management).

Department of the Interior; Bureau of
Land Management; Special acquisition of
lands and minerals.

Service charges, deposits, and forfeitures.

Operation and maintenance of quarters.

Range improvements.

Miscellaneous permanent appropriations
(Conservation and land management).

Miscellaneous trust funds.

Department of Agriculture; Forest Serv-
ice; Reforestation trust fund.

Department of Defense—Civil; Forest and
Wildlife Conservation, Military Reserva-
tions; Forest products program.

Recreational resources; Department of
the Interior; National Park Service; Oper-
ation and maintenance of quarters.

United States Fish and Wildlife Service;
Operation and maintenance of quarters.

National Park Service; Commemorative
activities fund.

United States Fish and Wildlife Service;
Migratory bird conservation account.

Sport Fish restoration.

(Water re-
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Contributed funds.

Miscellaneous permanent appropriations.

National Park Service; Miscellaneous per-
manent appropriations.

Miscellaneous trust funds.

Other Independent Agencies; Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation; Dona-
tions.

Department of Defense—Civil; Forest and
Wildlife Conservation, Military Reserva-
tions; Wildlife conservation.

Pollution control and abatement; Environ-
mental Protection Agency; Miscellaneous
contributed funds.

Department of Transportation; Coast
Guard; Offshore oil pollution compensation
fund.

Pollution fund.

Deepwater port liability fund.

Other natural resources; Department of
the Interior; Bureau of Mines; Helium fund.

Bureau of Mines; Contributed funds.

Geological Survey; Contributed funds.

Farm income stabilization; Department of
Agriculture; Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Service; Dairy indemnity pro-

gram.

Commodity Credit Corporation; Commod-
ity Credit Corporation Fund.

National Wool Act (special fund).

Agricultural Marketing Service;
market orders assessment fund.

Other Independent Agencies; Farm Credit
Administration; Revolving fund for adminis-
trative expenses.

Agricultural research and services; De-
partment of Agriculture; Agricultural Mar-
keting Service: Perishable Agricultural
Commodities Act fund.

Food Safety and Inspection Service; Ex-
penses and refunds, inspection and grading
of farm product.

Office of the Secretary; Gifts and be-
quests.

Agricultural Research Service; Miscellane-
ous contributed funds.

Statistical Reporting Service; Miscellane-
ous contributed funds,

Economic Research Service; Miscellaneous
contributed funds.

Office of International Cooperation and
Development; Miscellaneous contributed
funds.

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Serv-
ice; Miscellaneous trust funds.

Agricultural Marketing Service; Miscella-
neous trust funds.

Mortgage credit and deposit insurance;
Other Independent Agencies; National
;;‘redit Union Administration; Operating
und.

Credit union share insurance fund.

Other Independent Agencies; Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation.

Federal Home Loan Bank Board; Federal
Home Loan Bank Board revolving fund.

Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Cor-
poration fund.

Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment; Government National Mortgage
Association; Management and liquidating
functions fund.

Housing Programs; Federal Housing Ad-
ministration fund.

Government National Mortgage Assocla-
tion; Participation sales fund (Mortgage
credit and deposit insurance).

Guarantees of mortgage-backed securities.

Other advancement of commerce; Legisla-
tive Branch; Library of Congress; Payments
to copyright owners.

Department of Commerce; National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration; Fed-
eral ship financing funds, fishing vessels.

Milk
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Promote and develop fishery produects and
research pertaining.

General Administration; Gifts and be-
quests.

Economic and Statistical Analysis; Infor-
mation products and services.

Department of the Treasury; Comptroller
of the Currency; Assessment funds.

Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, Government National Mortgage
Association; Participation sales fund (Other
advancement of commerce).

Housing Programs; Interstate land sales.

Manufactured home inspection and moni-
toring.

Other Independent Agencies; National In-
stitute of Building Sciences; National Insti-
tute of Building Sciences trust fund.

Ground transportation; Department of
Transportation; Federal Highway Adminis-
tration; Federal-aid highways (trust fund).

Highway-related safety grants.

National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis-
tration; Highway traffic safety grants.

Urban Mass Transportation Administra-
tion; Transportation block grants.

Discretionary grants.

Air transportation; Office of the Secre-
tary, Payments to air carriers, DOT.

Federal Aviation Administration; Grants-
in-aid for airports (Airport and airway trust
fund).

Water transportation; Coast Guard; Re-
tired pay—Coast Guard.

Maritime Administration; Operating-dif-
ferential subsidies.

Ocean freight differential.

Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Cor-
poration.

Maritime Administration; Federal ship fi-
nancing fund.

Coast Guard; Boat safety.

Maritime Administration; Gifts and be-
quests.

Coast Guard, Coast Guard general gift
fund.

Maritme Administration; Special studies,
services and projects.

Coast Guard, Miscellaneous trust revolv-
ing funds.

Community development; Other Inde-
pendent Agencies; Pennsylvania Avenue De-
velopment Corporation; Gifts and dona-
tions.

Other Independent Agencies; Federal
Emergency Management Agency, National
insurance development fund.

Gift and bequests, fire administration.

Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment; Community Planning and Develop-
ment; Revolving fund (liquidating pro-

%

Housing Programs; Community disposal
operations fund.

Government National Mortgage Associa-
tion; Participation sales fund (Community
development).

Management and Administration; Gifts
and bequests.

Area and regional development; Depart-
ment of Agriculture; Rural Electrification
Administration; Rural communication de-
velopment fund.

Department of Commerce; Regional De-
velopment Program; Regional development
commission.

Department of the Interior; Bureau of
Indian Affairs; Liquidation of Hoonah
Housing Project revolving fund.

Operation and maintenance of quarters.

Cooperative fund (papago).

Miscellaneous permanent appropriations
(Area and regional development).

Miscellaneous trust funds (Area and re-
gional development).
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Other Independent Agencies; Appalachian
Regional Commission; Miscellaneous trust
funds.

Disaster relief and insurance; Funds Ap-
propriated to the President; Disaster Relief;
Bequests and gifts.

Elementary, secondary, and vocational
education; Department of Education; Office
of Vocational and Adult Education; Voca-
tional and adult education.

Office of Special Education and Rehabili-
tation Services; Promotion of education for
the blind.

Higher education; Department of Housing
and Urban Development; Government Na-
tional Mortgage Association; Participation
sales fund (Higher education).

Department of Education; Office of Post-
secondary Education; Guaranteed student
loans.

Higher education facilities loans and in-
surance.

College housing loans.

Guarantees of SLMA obligations, FFB
direct loans.

Other Independent Agencies; Harry S
Truman Scholarship Foundation; Harry S
Truman memorial scholarship trust fund.

Research and general education aids; Leg-
islative Branch; Library of Congress; Oliver
Wendell Holmes devise fund.

Gift and trust fund accounts.

Other Independent Agencies; Corporation
of Public Broadcasting; Public broadecasting
fund.

Other Independent Agencies; Smithsonian
Institution; Endowment challenge fund.

Canal Zone biological area fund.

Other Independent Agencies; National En-
dowment for the Arts; Gifts and donations
(arts).

National Endowment for the Humanities;
Gifts and donations (humanities).

Department of Education; Departmental
Management; Contributions.

Other Independent Agencies; National
Commission on Libraries and Information
Science; Contributions.

Training and employment; Department of
Labor; Employment and Training Adminis-
tration; Gifts and bequests.

Unemployment trust fund (Training and
employment).

Social services; Department of Health and
Human Services, except Social Security;
Human Development Services; Social serv-
ices block grant.

Family social services.

Department of Education; Office of Spe-
cial Education and Rehabilitative Services;
Rehabilitation services and handicapped re-
search.

Health care services; Office of Personnel
Management; Government payment for an-
nuitants, employees health benefits.

Employees health benefits fund.

Retired employees health benefits fund.

Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices, except Social Security; Office of Assist-
ant Secretary for Health; Retirement pay
and medical benefits for commissioned offi-
cer.

Health Care Financing Administration;
Grants to states for medicaid.

Office of Assistant Secretary for Health;
Miscellaneous trust funds.

Health research; Department of Housing
and Urban Association; Participation sales
fund (Health research).

Consumer and occupational health and
safety; Department of Health and Human
Services, except Social Security; Food and
Drug Administration; Revolving fund for
certification and other services.
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Medicare; Health Care Financing Admin-
istration; Federal supplementary medical in-
surance trust fund.

Federal hospital inurance trust fund.

Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices; Federal contributions, FSMI Fund.

Health Care Financing Administration;
Payments to health care trust funds.

General retirement and disability insur-
ance (excluding social security), Depart-
ment of Labor; Employment and Training
Administration; Advances to the unemploy-
ment trust fund and other funds.

Employment Standards Administration;
Special benefits (General retirement and
disability insurance).

Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation;
_}Jenglon Benefit Guaranty Corporation

und.

Employment Standards Administration;
Special workers’ compensation expenses.

Black lung disability trust fund.

Other Independent Agencies; Offsetting
receipts.

Department of the Treasury; Offsetting
Receipts; Interest Payments on advances to
Railroad Retirement.

Other Independent Agencies; Railroad Re-
tirement Board; Federal payments to the
railroad retirement accounts.

Rail Industry Pension Fund.

Repayment of advances, RR Board.

Payment to Railroad Retirement.

Fed. pymt. to RR TF, Rail Industry Pen-
sion.

Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices, except Social Security; Social Security
Administration, Special benefits for disabled
coal miners.

Department of the Treasury, Offsetting
Receipts.

Federal employee retirement and disabil-
ity; The Judiciary; Judiciary Trust Funds;
Judicial survivors’ annuities fund.

Department of Labor; Employment Stand-
ards Administration; Special benefits (Fed-
eral employee retirement and disability).

Department of State; Administration of
Foreign Affairs; Foreign Service retirement
and disability fund.

Legislative Branch; United States Tax
Court; Tax Court judges survivors annuity
fund.

Office of Personnel Management; Civil
service retirement and disability fund.

Employees life insurance fund.

Department of Defense—Civil; Military
Retirement; Military retirement fund.

Unemployment compensation; Depart-
ment of Labor; Employment and Training
Administration; Federal unemployment
benefits and allowances.

Advances to the unemployment trust fund
and other funds.

Department of Labor, Repymts. of loans,
extended unemployment comp.

Employment and Training Administra-
tion; Unemployment trust fund (Unemploy-
ment compensation).

Department of Labor; Unemployment
trust fund, repayable advances.

Department of Transportation; Federal
Railroad Administration; Conrail Labor pro-
tection.

Housing assistance; Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, Housing Pro-
grams, Rental housing assistance fund.

Public and Indian Housing Programs;
Low-rent public housing—loans and other
expenses.

Food and nutrition assistance; Depart-
ment of Agriculture; Food and Nutrition
Service; Special milk program.

Food stamp program.
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Child nutrition programs.

Nutrition assistance for Puerto Rico.

Agricultural Marketing Service; Funds for
strengthening markets, income, and supply.

Other income security; Department of the
Treasury; Internal Revenue Service; Pay-
ment where earned income credit exceeds li-
ability for tax.

Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices, except Social Security; Social Security
Administration; Supplemental security
income program.

Assistance payments program.

Child support enforcement.

Payments to states from receipts for child
support.

Social security; Payments to social securi-
ty trust funds.

Department of the Treasury; Offsetting
Receipts; Interest on normalized transfers—
OASL

Interest on normalized transfers—DI.

Interest payments to HI.

Income security for veterans; Veterans
Administration; Veterans insurance and in-
demnities.

Pensions.

Burial benefits and miscellaneous assist-
ance.

Veterans reopened insurance fund.

Servicemen's group life insurance fund.

Service-disabled veterans insurance fund.

National service life insurance fund.

United States government life insurance
fund.

Veterans special life insurance fund.

Veterans education, training, and rehabili-
tation; Readjustment benefits.

Education loan fund.

Post-Vietnam era veterans education ac-
count.

Department of Defense—Civil; Education
Benefits; Education benefits fund.

Hospital and medical care for veterans,
Veterans Administration; Special therapeu-
tic and rehabilitation activities fund.

Veterans housing; Director loan revolving
fund.

Loan guaranty revolving fund.

Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment; Government National Mortgage
Association; Participation sales fund (Veter-
ans housing).

Other veterans benefits and services; De-
partment of the Treasury, Financial Man-
agement Service; Miscellaneous trust funds
(Other veterans benefits and services).

Veterans Administration; Canteen service
revolving fund.

General post fund, national homes.

Other Independent Agencies; American
Battle Monuments Commission; Contribu-
tions.

Department of Defense—Civil; Soldiers’
and Airmen’s Home; Payments of claims.

Federal law enforcement activities; De-
partment of the Treasury, United States
Secret Service; Contribution for annuity
benefits.

Federal litigative and judicial activities;
The Judiciary; Courts of Appeals, District
Courts, and other Judicial Services; Salaries
of judges.

Criminal justice assistance; Department of
Justice, Office of Justice Programs; Crime
victims fund.

Legislative functions; Legislative Branch;
Senate; Compensation of Member's Senate.

House of Representatives; Compensation
of Members and related administration ex-
penses.

Congressional use of foreign currency,
House of Representatives.
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Other Legislative Branch Agencies; Office
of Technology Assessment: Contributions
and donations.

Executive direction and management; Ex-
ecutive Office of the President; Compensa-
tion of the President.

Central fiscal operations, Department of
the Treasury; Bureau of the Public Debt;
Payment of Government losses in shipment.

United States Mint; Coinage profit fund.

United States Customs Service; Refunds,
transfers and expenses, unclaimed, aban-
doned.

Departmental Offices; Gifts and bequests.

General property and records manage-
ment; General Services Administration;
General Activities; Virgin Islands Corpora-
tion liquidation fund.

Personal Property Activities; Expenses of
transportation audit contracts.

Federal Property Resources Activities; Ex-
penses, disposal of surplus real and related
personal property.

Other Independent Agencies; National Ar-
chives and Records Administration; Nation-
al archives gift fund.

National archives trust fund.

Central personnel management; Office of
Personnel Management; Payment to civil
service retirement and disability fund.

Offsetting receipt, payment to Civil Serv-
ice retirement.

Govt. Share of Civil Service Retirement.

Other general government; Department of
the Interior; Territorial and International
Affairs; Compact of free association.

Bureau of Indian Affairs, Miscellaneous
permanent appropriation (Other general
government).

Department of the Treasury; Financial
Management Service; Claims, judgments,
and relief acts.

Departmental Offices; Presidential elec-
tion campaign fund.

Financial Management Service; Miscella-
neous trust funds (Other general govern-
ment).

Other Independent Agencies, Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions; Contributions.

Other Independent Agencies; United
States Holocaust Memorial Council; Gifts
and donations.

General revenue sharing; Department of
the Treasury; Office of Revenue Sharing;
Payments to State and local government
fiscal assistance trust fund.

State and local government fiscal assist-
ance trust fund.

Department of the Treasury; Payment to
general revenue sharing trust fund.

Other general purpose fiscal assistance;
Department of Agriculture; Forest Service;
Forest Service permanent appropriations.

Department of the Interior; Territorial
and International Affairs; Payments to the
United States territories, fiscal assistance.

Bureau of Land Management, Payments
in lieu of taxes.

Minerals Management Service; Payments
to States from receipts under Mineral Leas-
ing Act.

United States Fish and Wildlife Service;
National wildlife refuge fund.

Bureau of Land Management; Miscellane-
ous permanent appropriations (Other gener-
al purpose).

Bureau of Reclamation; Miscellaneous
permanent appropriations.

Department of the Treasury, Internal
Revenue Service; Internal revenue collec-
tions for Puerto Rico.

United States Customs Service; Miscella-
neous permanent appropriations.
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Department of Energy; Energy Programs;
Payments to states under Federal Power
Act.

Department of Defense—Civil; Corps of
Engineers—Civil, Permanent appropriations
(Other general purpose fiscal assistance).

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
also ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp a table showing
the annualized rate of change of cate-
gories of the budget in real and nomi-
nal terms.

As I said before, it shows what has
happened over the past 20 years in 5-
year increments to the major compo-
nents in growth and nongrowth. Some
were interested in what the nominal
growth will be. I used only real
growth—that is, growth after infla-
tion.

The table that I asked to have print-
ed in the REcorb expands on those
and gives the nominal growth for each
of those categories for each of the 5-
year periods preceding 1986.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the
REcCoORD, as follows:

ANNUALIZED RATES OF CHANGE BY CATEGORIES OF
FEDERAL OUTLAYS, TOTAL OUTLAYS, AND REVENUES

[Percent change]*

-8

Sen

e 0w D W W

Wwe wWio or rem e b

1 Calcutation of annualized real rate of change based
mgs.wfwmlmlmumﬂnntﬂmbmdmm

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
designate the senior Senator from
Washington [Mr. GorTON] to manage
the bill on our side.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be able
to proceed as in morning business for
not to exceed 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
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TOURNIQUET BELOW THE WOUND

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
am brought to the floor by the re-
marks of my distinguished colleague
from New Mexico [Mr. DoMENICI],
who this morning spoke about an oil
import fee. I believe he spoke with ap-
proval of a $2.50 import fee along with
a 6-cent-per-gallon gasoline tax. Mr.
President, I very strongly favor an oil
import fee. I think it ought to be
larger than $2.50. Nevertheless, Mr.
President, I commend the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico.

Now, Mr. President, there are many
who say that an oil import fee is dead
as an idea: the President is against it,
the industry is split, and there are all
kinds of problems with Mexico, Ven-
ezuela, and chemical companies. I
have heard all of those arguments
before. But, Mr. President, I believe
those arguments are either unpersua-
sive or will be satisfactorily addressed
when it comes time for the Congress
to actually decide on whether we
should have an oil import fee. I believe
it is a very viable idea substantively
and that it is a very viable idea politi-
cally.

The reason I believe that, Mr. Presi-
dent, is I do not think this tax reform
bill is going to go anywhere. My own
mail is running 40 to 1 against. There
were well over half the Members of
the Senate who said we should not
deal with tax reform until we balance
the budget. That is simply another
way of saying they give tax reform—I
put “reform” always in quotas because
I do not believe the measure being
considered by the Finance Committee
is tax reform—no chance to go any-
where.

The issue that is going to go some-
where is the need to raise revenue.
And when the oil import fee, which
raises significant amounts of revenue,
is compared to various other kinds of
revenue enhancements, to use the eu-
phemism, I think the oil import fee
comes off very well.

MTr. President, there is real suffering
in my State, and I use that word ad-
visedly. We have 13.2 percent unem-
ployment on the way to 16, and who
knows what after that. The whole
economy of my State and that of our
neighboring oil-producing States is im-
ploding. It is imploding with frighten-
ing speed. The whole underpinning of
our economy is collapsing and there is
nothing to sustain it.

I do ask for sympathy, but in addi-
tion to sympathy, Mr. President, I ask
for understanding of the plight of the
oil industry in this country. Unless we
do something to save it, it is going to
be gone and once gone will not be
easily resurrected. Once these compa-
nies are bankrupt and the geologists
move on to become accountants; and
the service industries and the mud
companies close their doors and move
away; and the drillers and the rough-
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necks, the myriad other people who
are involved in the oil industry leave
the State and move elsewhere—and all
of these things are beginning to
happen—it is going to be very difficult
to resurrect a domestic oil and gas in-
dustry.

We are going to be a country de-
pendent almost exclusively upon for-
eign sources for our crude oil. And
when the supply gets short and the
price goes up the fat will be back in
the fire again. Only this time, instead
of having a domestic industry capable
of producing 10 million barrels a day
we will have a domestic industry with
only a few old wells continuing to
produce and little ability to discover
and drill new ones.

Mr. President, with a great deal of
fanfare, the President of the United
States a day or two ago announced his
plan to deal with the preservation of
the oil industry. He came up with four
proposals, all of which I have favored,
but not one of which will be of any sig-
nificant or immediate use to the oil in-
dustry given the magnitude of its cur-
rent problems. He says we ought to
repeal the Fuel Use Act. Of course, we
should. I am a coauthor of legislation
to do that and I hope and anticipate
we will do it very soon. But the assist-
ance it can bring to the industry is
months and years down the road.

He says we ought to deregulate nat-
ural gas. We have fought that battle
in the past. I have been for it. I have
sponsored legislation to accomplish it.
But I do not think Congress is going to
do it. We received less than 30 votes
last time after we debated it for days
on end. But even if we pass it, it is not
going to help the price of new gas and
therefore will provide no incentive at
all for drilling for new gas.

Yes, we ought to repeal the windfall
profits tax, and I have authored legis-
lation to accomplish that, too. But
that is of no use at all, because the
price is below the threshold at which
the tax must be paid.

Yes, we should help stripper wells
whose production we would othewise
lose. But the margin of relief which
doing so would provide is of no help.
We need to get drill rigs active looking
for new oil and gas. The active rig
count has dropped below 900 from a
high of over 4,500 just 5 years ago. In
the face of this the President of the
United States gives us a program for
saving the oil industry which is like
putting a tourniquet on below the
wound—no help at all.

If we want to preserve the industry,
we have to do something now, and we
have to do something dramatic. And
the only thing that I can see is to use
the Tax Code and to have an oil
import fee.

The rise in prices which it would
cause—or, more correctly, the limita-
tion on the amount of price decline
which it would cause—would be very
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minimal—certainly very minimal when
compared to saving in domestic oil
production and preserving a domestic
oil industry. I think it is a very good
tradeoff.

So I believe that the oil import fee is
a very viable political idea. I do not be-
lieve we need to make exemptions for
Canada, Mexico, or Venezuela. In fact,
I see no justification at all for that. I
think we ought to have an exemption
for imports which are in turn export-
ed. But that would be easy to describe,
easy to administer, and totally fair
upon its face. Other than that, I think
we could put together an excellent and
appealing revenue raiser which also
preserves a domestic oil industry.

So I want to congratulate the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. DomenIci], for having proposed
the oil import fee. I will join him and
others in trying to get it passed here
later this year.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from New York for allowing me to
speak on what otherwise would have
been his time, and I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

AMENDMENT NO. 1800

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Sena-
tor from Louisiana for his gracious re-
marks and for his interest and com-
ments.

Mr. President, as I understand our
situation, the amendment laid down
yesterday for myself, Mr. SASSER, Mr.
Byrp, and others is now the pending
business. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, as
Senators well know, this is a straight-
forward proposal to retain general rev-
enue sharing for the coming fiscal
year and for such other years there-
after—1988 and 1989—as the Senate
Finance Committee chooses to ap-
prove.

Two things are required: First, that
the Finance Committee reauthorize
the program, and it has typically been
on a 3-year basis, although it could be
done on a l-year basis; and second, the
Finance Committee must provide in-
creased revenues in order to maintain
the program at its level of $4.6 billion.
Because there is a one-quarter lag in
the outlays, the Finance Committee
would only be required to come up
with revenues of $3.4 billion in fiscal
1987.

Mr. President, we are no doubt going
to hear that we ought to abolish gen-
eral revenue sharing or that we cannot
afford to continue it, and we should
let it lapse, because there is no reve-
nue to be shared. I have heard that
statement from a number of Senators
in the past during the debate when we
dropped State revenue sharing, and I
have heard it from Senators who are
now cosponsors of this legislation,
having looked longer and harder at
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the situations of their own communi-
ties and at the qualities of this pro-
gram. Indeed, we have 24 cosponsors
at this time, which is about one-quar-
ter of the Senate.

As a preface to some general re-
marks about the program, let me offer
to the Senate some insights into the
fiscal difficulties—the protracted fiscal
crisis, indeed—in which we find our-
selves in the Federal Government.

For several years now, since 1982, as
I recall—and in writing since 1983—I
have made the point that the deficits,
the extraordinary triple-digit deficits,
that appeared under the Reagan ad-
ministration were deliberately con-
trived, contrived in order to create a
crisis that would require the disman-
tling of the main outlines of the Fed-
eral Government as they have devel-
oped under Democratic and Republi-
can administrations over the last half-
century.

I do not think that this proposition,
when I first offered it, was greeted
with any great acceptance. It seemed
too irresponsible a thing to have done,
or too dangerous a thing to have done,
and credence was not given the propo-
sition that responsible Government of-
ficials could go about their duties and
deliberately create a crisis which then
they thought would have serious con-
sequences.

If I recall, I did not say that the
deficits were deliberate policy. I said
that the creation of a situation in
which the deficits would arise was the
deliberate policy, which is to say the
revenue loss incurred as a result of the
1981 tax legislation.

Mr. President, it is always difficult
to put a proposition such as that, in
any event; and even indirection is no
protection from the obvious fact of
what is being said, so why do I not say
it straight out? I was right. I was dead
right, and Mr. David Stockman now so
states.

The administration knew perfectly
well that it was going to create an
enormous deficit with this legislation
in 1981 and assumed that this would
force Congress into huge reductions in
Federal programs. And then it turned
out the programs were not there to be
cut.

Yesterday, the distinguished chair-
man and ranking minority member of
the Budget Committee offered an
amendment to terminate 44 programs
and said, “Here, cut them.” I think
there were 14 Senators willing to say
so and do so.

A marvelous article in this morning’s
Washington Post described some 24
Senators who had been writing letters
to the President saying ‘“‘cut” and then
their opportunity to cut came and
they, including the distinguished Sen-
ator who had organized the letter,
could not bring themselves to do so.

How did we get ourselves into the
situation?
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Let me read some passages from
David Stockman’s book, and so we get
a feeling for this, we are talking now
about the time in late summer, early
autumn of 1980 before the election.

I discovered that to balance the budget we
would need huge spending cuts too—more
than $100 billion per year. The fabled reve-
nue feedback of the Laffer curve had thus
slid into the grave of fiscal mythology 40
days after the supply-side banner had been
hoisted at the GOP Convention.

These dramatic changes in both my com-
prehension of budget estimating and the
true fiscal math of the supply-side program
occurred almost overnight. That should
have been cause for second thoughts and re-
assessment of the whole proposition.

But it didn't happen that way.

Mr. Stockman recognizes that even
before they went forward, he should
have said, “Now, listen, will this
work?” But then another idea oc-
curred to him. Adopt Kemp-Roth and
its 10-5-3 depreciation schedule and
then, and I quote him, “We would
have the Second Republic’'s craven
politicians pinned to the wall,” which
craven politicians I think by a vote of
80 to 14 or something yesterday dis-
played what it regarded as craven.

We are of the Second Republic, and
unlike the virtuous First Republic, the
craven politicians would be pinned to
the wall,

They would have to dismantle its bloated,
wasteful, and unjust spending enterprises—
or risk national ruin.

The idea of a real fiscal revolution, a fron-
tal attack on the welfare state, was begin-
ning to seem more and more plausible.

Mr. President, we are in the pres-
ence of a conspiracy. A young man is
telling us how he came to Washington,
seized control of fiscal policy and cre-
ated a crisis that will be with us the
rest of this century.

Here is his last paragraph 1 will
read. He said:

The success of the Reagan Revolution de-
pended upon the willingness of the politi-
cians to turn against their own handiwork—
the blotted budget of the American welfare
state. Why would they do this? Because
they had to! In the final analysis, I had
made fiscal necessity the mother of political
invention.

Mr, Stockman ends his book by
saying he had learned differently and
for all that politicians might be bad.
“There is only one thing worse,” he
says, “and that is ideological hubris.”

He concludes,

That the fiscal programs of the first few
years of this administration were the most
irresponsible in the 20th Century.

He writes,

In the entire 20th century history of the
Nation there has been nothing to rival it
*** a willful act of ignorance and gro-
tesque irresponsibility.

My good friend from Tennessee is on
the floor and he will be speaking in a
moment. I do not know if he has read
that far in the memoirs to the conclu-
sion where Mr. Stockman describes—
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The policies of this administration so put
in place with such deception, such conceal-
ment as a willful act of ignorance and gro-
tesque irresponsibility. In the entire 20th
century history of the Nation there has
been nothing to rival it.

Mr. President, the proposition I put
to you today is whether we are going
to allow that conspiracy to continue
and to permit that willful ignorance
and gross irresponsibility to control
our actions in the coming year with re-
spect, in this instance, to one program,
the program of general revenue shar-
ing with local governments in the
country.

I have a certain personal history in
the General Revenue Sharing Pro-
gram. I drafted the plank in the
Democratic platform of 1964 that
called for revenue sharing with State
governments, and, as it happened, I
also drafted the Presidential message
of 1969 that called for revenue sharing
with State and local governments, par-
ticularly city governments.

That was the legitimization that fi-
nally was enacted in 1972. A proposal
first appeared in a Democratic plat-
form and then was adopted by a Re-
publican President, Mr. Nixon, and en-
acted in turn by a Democratic Con-
gress. It has had bipartisan support
and it has made its way into the struc-
ture of Federal relations in this
Nation.

The theory of revenue sharing was
simple enough, and I think it has
proved over time to have held up,
which is simply that the revenue re-
sources of the National Government
are both larger, and more responsive
to economic growth than the revenue
sources of State government and most
particularly of local government
where property taxes and such like are
a principal source of revenue and are
very sluggish in their response to
growing economic needs of govern-
ment that correspond to a growing
economy.

We put it in those days, that for
every l-percent increase in GNP, you
get about a l-percent increase in the
need for government, roads and infra-
structure, and things like that, and
the revenue the Federal Government
would increase at something more
than 1 percent and of local govern-
ment at something less. I think those
general ratios have held up.

In the President’s budget, the legacy
of the conspiracy of the Stockman
era—coping with this protracted crisis
and the continued belief that it could
be done—asks us to put an end to reve-
nue sharing with some 39,000 units of
government, including 3,049 counties
of the United States.

For our part, Mr. President, we hope
this will not happen. We will hope
that in the aftermath of the conspira-
cy we will do some damage control
right here on this floor and not sever
that relation between the Federal
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Government and the cities and coun-
ties that we began to grow up in the
1960’s and in the 1970’s.

Not long ago, Mayor Cisneros, of
San Antonio, spoke with great elo-
quence on the subject of that partner-
ship that gave cities a sense of their
role in the Federal mix of things, gave
counties and smaller units of govern-
ment the same.

Let me just end my remarks by quot-
ing from the speech which Mayor Cis-
neros gave to the National League of
Cities just a while ago. He said:

This year all of us together face a new
problem that none of those who sat in these
chairs has faced before. It is a disastrous
dismantling of the federal-local partnership.
It is a meat-axe chopping of the domestic
obligations of government.

These are not in the category of threats
or distant storm clouds, but the realities of
the next 90 to 120 days. The mood, our re-
sponse, must not be gloom or timidity or un-
certainty or hang-dog apologetics. We must
be determined to stand up for what is right
in the face of what I can only call disre-
spect: a disrespect for our cities, disrespect
for the people who govern them and disre-
spect for the people who live in them.

I see the same disrespect he sees,
Mr. President. I hope we will pass this
amendment.

I see the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee has risen. The Senator
from Minnesota would like to speak
very briefly from the other side of the
aisle, if that is possible.

Mr. SASSER. I would remind the
Senator from New York, although I do
want to accommodate the Senator
from Minnesota, I have been sitting
here for almost an hour.

How long, may I ask the Senator
from Minnesota, will he take?

Mr. DURENBERGER. At the most,
:hmgnutes. I will try to be briefer than

at.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I am
glad to accommodate the Senator.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, at
this point, I ask unanimous consent
that a letter from the National Coali-
tion to Save General Revenue Sharing
be printed in the RECORD.

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

NATIONAL COALITION TO
SAVE GENERAL SHARING,
Washington, DC, April 22, 1986.

Dear SEnaTOR: The National Coalition to
Save General Revenue Sharing urges you to
support the Moynihan, Sasser, Byrd, Heinz,
Specter, Andrews Amendment to allow for
full funding at $4.6 billion for General Rev-
enue Sharing.

Let us tell you what this amendment does
not do:

It does not mandate a tax increase;

It does not “bust the budget” or add to
the deficit since there would be no funds
put in the budget for revenue sharing until
the Finance Committee develops a mecha-
nism to pay for it.

What this amendment will do:

If the Finance Committee reauthorizes
the program and enacts additional revenues
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to pay for it, then General Revenue Sharing
would be allowed to be fully funded for $4.6
billion for FY817.

Revenue Sharing has been one of the few
programs that seeks to lessen fiscal dispari-
ties among our states. Jurisdictions with a
population of under 10,000, most of which
receive no other assistance from the federal
government, make up more than 85 percent
of the program's recipients. It is the only
form of federal assistance to T7 percent of
the 39,000 local governments that receive
general revenue sharing funds. Sixty-two
percent of general revenue sharing funds
now go to jurisdictions with average per
capita income less than 125 percent of the
national average.

General Revenue Sharing helps cities and
counties across this nation to provide essen-
tial services to their citizens such as police
and fire protection, schools and hospitals. It
has supplemented public education and sup-
ported health and welfare programs such as
indigent health care and nursing homes.

Between 1980 and 1985, while total out-
lays increased by 23.3 percent, grants to
state and local governments decreased by
23.5 percent. Since 1981 federal aid to state
and local governments has been cut by
almost 40 percent; in major urban programs
it has been cut even deeper totalling 71% in
actual dollars. General Revenue Sharing
has provided the flexibility to respond to
these reductions.

Please show your support for this vital
program by voting for the Moynihan,
Sasser, Byrd, Heinz, Specter, Andrews
Amendment.

Sincerely,
ERNEST N. MORIAL,
Mayor of New Orleans.

Coalition Members:

U.8. Conference of Mayors.

National League of Cities.

National Association of Counties.

American Federation of State, County and
Municipal Employees.

hzfational Association of Towns and Town-
ships.

Council of Great City Schools.

National Recreation and Park Association.
- International Association of Fire Chiefs,

nc.

American Association of School Adminis-
trators.

National Association of Public Hospitals.

Government Finance Officers Association.

National Congress of American Indians.

National Council of Senior Citizens.

National Urban Coalition.

National Association of School Boards.

National Urban League.

National Education Association,

National Council of Community Mental
Health Centers.

AFL-CIO.

International Assocation of Firefighters.

National Volunteer Fire Council.

Service Employees International Union,

National Association of Development Or-
ganizations.

American Federation of Teachers.

National Association of Community
Health Centers.

National Child Welfare League.

American Planning Association.
uF’riends Committee on National Legisla-

on.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota such time as he
requires.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I will be very brief in deference
to my colleague from Tennessee, who
is the former ranking member of the
Intergovernmental Relations Subcom-
mittee of the Governmental Affairs
Committee,

Mr. President, I rise to add a dimen-
sion to the debate on general revenue
sharing.

Let me say that I favor the amend-
ment by my colleague from New York,
and I ask unanimous consent that I be
added as a cosponsor of the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, the dimension that I would add
is a dimension that I know the Sena-
tor from South Dakota, who occupies
the chair, and the Senator from Ten-
nessee, who will speak next, will par-
ticularly appreciate, and that is the
importance of the continuation of rev-
enue sharing to rural America. I trust
that my colleagues will take the time
to consider the fact that, in the face of
the very substantial reductions in Fed-
eral support, both the tax-subsidized
support and the direct Federal-aid
support for local governments in this
country, some things are happening to
rural America that are not happening
to the cities of this country.

In southwestern Minnesota, land
values have dropped in constant dol-
lars from $2,232 an acre in 1979 to
about $955 in 1985 an acre. That is
true in South Dakota and that is true
in many parts of America. This repre-
sents a reduction in the base from
which local governments can raise the
resources necessary to continue public
services. Public services that include
hospitals and public health, public
transportations, services for the elder-
ly, streets and roads, and many more.
The ability of rural or local govern-
ments to provide these services to
their citizens is substantially dwin-
dling.

We must consider the impact of
budget cuts on rural communities. It is
an important consideration that often
gets overlooked. We must be certain
that in our attempts to solve the
budget crisis that we do not exacer-
bate the agricultural crisis. Eliminat-
ing or severely cutting GRS would do
just that.

GRS is more important to rural
communities than urban communities.
The value of GRS to urban communi-
ties has received widespread attention
in the press and on the Capitol Hill.
But GRS funds are even more impor-
tant to rural communities that are not
experiencing a severe drop in land
values, and, consequently, property
tax revenues. For rural communities,
GRS has served as a lifeline, enabling
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their governments to continue to pro-
vide basic public services.

Communities where the greatest
source of income is derived from agri-
culture rely on GRS to a much greater
extent than nonfarm communities.
Revenue sharing comprises, on aver-
age, 44.5 percent of all Federal aid re-
ceived by local governments in farm
dependent areas, compared with a na-
tional average of 21.8 percent for all
local governments.

I have a table which compares gen-
eral revenue sharing as a percentage
of all Federal aid to agricultural
versus nonagricultural local govern-
ments in selected States: North
Dakota, Iowa, Nebraska, Arkansas,
Kansas, Georgia, Minnesota, Mississip-
pi, Missouri, and Montana. It shows,
for example, that in nonagricultural
communities in North Dakota, general
revenue sharing is 20 percent of their
total Federal aid, while in the agricul-
ture communities of North Dakota,
revenue sharing is 38.6 percent of the
Federal aid they receive. In Iowa, it is
25.8 percent for nonagriculture and in
agriculture 46.6 percent comes from
general revenue sharing. In Nebraska
it is 22 percent to 49 percent; Kansas,
24 percent to 51 percent; Georgia, 21
percent in nonagriculture to 54.1 per-
cent in agriculture. In Mississippi,
GRS is 32.2 percent of Federal aid in
the nonagriculture counties but 67.8
percent in the agricultural counties.

For many rural communities, GRS is
the only form of direct Federal assist-
ance they receive. We rely on rural
governments to provide the same serv-
ices as their more urban counterparts,
yvet they are not eligible for a large
portion of intergovernmental aid.
UDAG, CDBG, and mass transit subsi-
dies by and large benefit urban Amer-
ica. The elimination of GRS, as many
have proposed, would have an immedi-
ate and devastating impact on the abil-
ity of rural governments to provide
basic public services.

Recently, I received some survey re-
sults from counties in southwest Min-
nesota. This is a rural area where, as I
said agricultural values have dropped
dramatically. As a result, property tax
revenues—the major source of local
funding—have also declined dramati-
cally. For these communities, GRS is
more important than ever. The survey
results I received from these counties
listed the following uses for GRS
funds:

Highway, roads, sidewalks, bridges—con-
struction and repair.

Hospital equipment.

Snow plow equipment, snow removal.

Public transportation for elderly and
handicapped.

Senior citizen activities—centers,
transportation.

Police, fire protection and public safety.

Library books.

Day care.

meals,
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Public service programs: health, mental
health, family service, outreach programs,
chemical dependency programs.

Sewage plant work, landfills, garbage col-
lection, storm sewage construction.

Parks and recreational facilities.

Agriculture assistance to farmers.

Ambulance service.

Liability insurance payments.

Water department repairs, well updating
equipment.

Few, if any, of these activities would
be considered luxuries or unnecessary.
They represent the very heart of what
local governments are about. If these
communities lose their GRS funds,
they will be forced to eliminate or cut-
back on these very vital, very basic
publie services.

I call on my colleagues, particularly
those from rural areas, to consider the
value of general revenue sharing to
local governments.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the table I referred to be
printed in the RECORD.

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

LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES IN FARM-DEPENDENT
VERSUS ALL COUNTIES IN 10 SAMPLE STATES, 1982

PaEnRanang S ra aratanana

o e Y s e

Source: USDA list of counties thal have
income directly from farming; Government
Census, “1982 Census of

vol. 4, No. 5, lable 50.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest, whether we believe
changes are appropriate in general
revenue sharing or not, the future of
the ability of rural America to provide
for the needs of its people will be de-
cided by our vote on this.

I thank my colleague from New
York for what he is doing and for
yielding to me, and I thank my col-
league from Tennessee for his time
and patience.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Tennessee
such time as he desires of the hour as-
signed to this side, all but 5 minutes
that the Senator from Pennsylvania
will require.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Tennessee,

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I thank
tl.ile kdlstinmﬂshed Senator from New

OrK.

Mr. President, I am delighted to join
today with my friend and colleague
from New York, Mr. MOYNIHAN; my
friend and colleague from West Vir-
ginia, Mr. Byrp; and 23 other cospon-
sors in offering an amendment to the
budget resolution which I think exem-
plifies the very essence of the federal-
ist form of government that we enjoy
here in the United States.

It is the consummate Federal-local
partnership. It has been vitally impor-
tant in helping local communities deal
with a variety of problems at the local
level, including, but no limited to, law
enforcement, fire protection, educa-
tion, health programs, programs im-
portant to our elderly citizens, such as
Meals-on-Wheels, other nutrition pro-
grams, water treatment and sanitation
facilities, and road construction and
maintenance. I am referring to the
general revenue-sharing program.

There is one important point I think
that needs to be emphasized here and
that is that the general revenue-shar-
ing program is one of the most effi-
cient, if not the most efficient, Gov-
ernment transfer programs ever de-
vised. Less than two-tenths of 1 per-
cent of general revenue sharing funds
are used to administer this program.

Now, revenue-sharing moneys are
targeted to communities based on tax
effort and based on per capita income.
The program is not only very efficient,
but also extremely flexible. Local gov-
ernments may spend revenue-sharing
funds for all types of capital outlays.
They may spend it on operating costs.
They may spend it for maintenance
expenses.

General revenue-sharing funds find
their way to more than 39,000 local
communities across the length and
breadth of this great land of ours.
Eighty-five percent of these communi-
ties have populations under 10,000. So
this is a program that benefits middle
America, that benefits the small towns
and small communities in this coun-
try.

These local governments are able to
use these moneys based upon the
needs of their communities, a decen-
tralized form of financial decisionmak-
ing, which, one would think, is funda-
mentally consistent with the efforts of
the current administration.

This administration makes much
ado about reviving federalism. It puts
great stress and credence on the sub-
ject of transferring responsibility back
to the State and local governments.
Here is a way of fostering responsibil-
ity for local and State governments.

Nationwide over 18 percent of gener-
al revenue-sharing moneys are spent
on police protection; almost 20 percent
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of general revenue-sharing funds go
for police protection at the local level;
14 percent of general revenue-sharing
funds go for infrastructure improve-
ments such as street maintenance; 10
percent of general revenue-sharing
funds go for fire protection; 8 percent
for education; 7 percent for health

needs and hospitals.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Senator’s 5 minutes have expired.
Who yields time?

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the Chair misunderstood.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Tennessee
such time as he desired. Would he
take cognizance that we have but 30
minutes left. The Senators from
Pennsylvania, from Louisiana, and
from Michigan would also wish to
speak.

Mr. SASSER. I thank my distin-
guished friend from New York.

I will try to speak for no more than
an additional 10 minutes.

I might say that 5 percent of the
general revenue-sharing funds go for
parks, 6 percent for sanitation and
sewage, and the remaining 25 percent
for other categories.

This administration generally op-
poses taxes. Yet, they have consistent-
ly proposed eliminating the general
revenue-sharing program. I would sug-
gest to my colleagues that there is an
inconsistency here. If the general reve-
nue-sharing program is eliminated,
then there will be no other choice
than for local governments to increase
property and sales taxes. This would
impact upon

disproportionately
middle-income and lower-income tax-

payers because of the regressive
nature of sales and property taxes.

In the major cities of this country
the Federal tax system, even with all
of its problems, which our colleagues
on the Senate Finance Committee are
striving mightily to correct at this
very moment, is more than twice as
progressive as local tax structures
around this country.

The Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations has compiled
a comparison of the progressivity of
Federal versus local taxes by region. I
would like to share some of these fig-
ures with my colleagues.

Using a scale in which 100 represents
the dividing line between a progressive
and regressive tax structure, the U.S.
median individual Federal income tax
index was 169, while the personal local
tax index registered Tl. Thus, across
the Nation, the Federal tax was more
than twice as progressive as were local
taxes. Let me share some examples
with my colleagues.

Bridgeport, CT, registered an indi-
vidual Federal income tax rate of 174
and a local tax rate of 59, indicating
that the Federal income tax was
nearly three times as progressive as
local taxes in Bridgeport, CT. Or the
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flip side is that local taxes were three
times more regressive than the Feder-
al income tax,

Portland, ME, for example, regis-
tered a Federal tax rate of 164 and a
local rate of 63. Des Moines, IA, regis-
tered a Federal rate of 170 and a local
rate of 7T0—on and on, indicating that
on the average local taxes are twice as
regressive as Federal income taxes.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the region-by-region table
from which I have been quoting, be in-
cluded in the ReEcorp at this point.

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

COMPARISON OF PROGRESSIVITY OF FEDERAL VERSUS
LOCAL TAXES FOR THE MAJOR CITY IN EACH STATE
BASED ON DIRECT TAX BURDENS FOR A MARRIED
COUPLE WITH TWO DEPENDENTS (1982)

Index of wvity: Greater than 100 indicates a progressive tax structure
Mn 100 indicates 2 regression tax structure] *

For
individual
For personal
Federal
noomelocal taxes 2
taxes

City and State by region
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Source: Calculations based on ACIR Staff Working No. 3, “Tax
wmmmwngnmwwum 1982" (April

Mr. SASSER. So we ask ourselves a
question: Where will the moneys come
from to replace the funds lost by gen-
eral revenue sharing? Of course, they
are going to have to come from in-
creased local property and sales taxes,
the same regressive taxes that I re-
ferred to just a moment ago. So in-
stead of a revenue-sharing program,
we are going to end up, I suggest, with
a tax-shifting program, and a tax-
shifting program that shifts the tax
burden away from a progressive tax
structure and onto a regressive local
tax system.

While the current revenue-sharing
program is vital to both large and
small communities, the program repre-
sents a much higher percentage of the
budgets of the smaller local govern-
ments. For cities in the 20,000 to
100,000 population range, revenue-
sharing funds represent almost 7 per-
cent of the taxes raised. In cities with
populations exceeding 1 million, these
funds represent roughly 4 percent of
the taxes raised. So what are we doing
if we deny these smaller communities,
which make up the backbone of this
country, revenue sharing? We shift an
even greater percentage of the tax
burden onto their local taxing systems
which we have seen from my com-
ments above are more regressive than
the Federal tax structure. Well, it is
not an accident that most of these
communities are in the poorer States
and in the more rural States. There
are 17 States out of our 50 where gen-
eral revenue-sharing funds account for
more than 10 percent of the funds
raised by local government.

For example, Arkansas will lose $46
million if general revenue sharing is
eliminated. This represents over 22
percent of the local taxes raised by
communities in the State of Arkansas.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. SASSER. I am delighted to yield
to my colleague.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Do I take him to
be making a point not different from
the point that the Senator from Min-
nesota makes that, however, as much
as this program may have been con-
ceived as an urban program, the reali-
ty once in place is that it is far more
significant to agricultural communi-
ties than to urban communities. In
Mississippi, for example, 68 percent of
the revenue of agricultural townships
come from revenue sharing. It has
become in many ways a program for
rural America.

Mr. SASSER. I say to my colleague
from New York that he is entirely cor-
rect. This program I am seeking to
demonstrate, and my friend from New
York, I think, has gone to the meat of
the coconut very quickly, but this pro-
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gram, the general revenue-sharing
program, as it has been administered,
as it has come to be accepted over the
past few years, does, I think, decidedly
aid local and rural communities more
than it does the large urban areas.
That is one reason we are so grateful
to the Senator from New York for his
sponsorship of this amendment. Al-
though it will be of assistance to New
York, and to many in his urban con-
stituency there, it will be of more as-
sistance, I say, to the constituents of
some of us from Southern States and
of Western States.

I would like to take this point a little
further.

Mississippi is one of the lowest per
capita income States. My neighboring
State of Mississippi will lose nearly
$60 million if this program is eliminat-
ed, and that represents almost 20 per-
cent of the amount of local taxes
raised in the State of Mississippi.

So they are going to have to raise
local taxes in the State of Mississippi
by 20 percent to offset the loss of gen-
eral revenue sharing.

I am hard put, since my State of
Tennessee is adjacent to the State of
Mississippi and we share many of the
same common economic problems, to
see how local officials in the State of
Mississippi are going to be able to raise
this 20 percent loss in revenue.

Other States that are adversely af-
fected and that are severely impacted
include Delaware, Idaho, Kentucky,
Maine, Montana, New Mexico, North
Carolina, North Dakota, Oregon,
South Carolina, Utah, Vermont, West
Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming.

To target revenue sharing for con-
tinued cuts will effectively continue
this administration’s assault on aid to
local governments.

Last year, general revenue sharing
was reduced from a funding level of
$4.6 billion to $4.2 billion, an 8-percent
reduction. In addition, because of the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings across-the-
board reductions in March of this
year, the funding level was cut by an-
other 4.3 percent. Since 1981, Federal
aid to local governments has declined
by over 40 percent in grants to State
and local governments after adjusting
for inflation.

If the loss of revenue sharing was
made up either through property tax
increases or through local service cuts,
the national impact of eliminating rev-
enue sharing would be either a 9.2-per-
cent increase in property taxes levied
by local governments, or an across-the-
board cut of 18,494 police officers,
8,250 firefighters, 18,152 teachers,
20,000 human service workers, and
26,065 street maintenance workers.

So these are the facts surrounding
the general revenue sharing program.

The amendment we are offering is a
simple one. It would merely assume
full funding for the general revenue-
sharing program over the next 3 fiscal
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years at a level of $4.6 billion contin-
gent upon two premises.

I say to my friend from New York I
am about to wind up here.

First, it would be contingent upon
the Finance Committee reauthorizing
the program. As you all know, the
Budget Committee can only make
overall assumptions as to how the
funding for specific budget functions
is to be achieved. So we leave it to the
Finance Committee to make the deter-
mination as to whether the program
will be reauthorized.

Second, it allows the Finance Com-
mittee maneuvering room to go up to
the full funding level of $4.6 billion if
it so desires.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. SASSER. I am delighted to
yield.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I take it he means
that the authorization could be up to
the $4.6 billion level, but in the end we
will have to live with what the Fi-
nance Committee and the Congress fi-
nally decides.

Mr. SASSER. That is correct.

The amendment does not suggest
what the program might look like as
far as proposed formula changes are
concerned, but merely allows in this
budget resolution room for full fund-
ing if that is the decision of the fi-
nance committee.

I know that there are many in this
body who would like to see a formula
change in the general revenue-sharing
legislation, and many of my colleagues
are supporting the Durenberger ap-
proach to targeting fiscal assistance.
Those decisions are best left to the Fi-
nance Committee. But under the cur-
rent budget resolution, only $1.8 bil-
lion is allowed for revenue-sharing, we
are allowing for the flexibility to go to
the full funding amount.

I think it is important to note, final-
ly, that the Government Operations
Committee in the House Tuesday ap-
proved full funding for the general
revenue-sharing program by an over-
whelming majority of 28 to 10. This is
an important vietory for all local gov-
ernments across the Nation and I be-
lieve that we should send a similar
message here in the U.S. Senate today.

At this point, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp a letter from the National
Coalition to save general revenue shar-
ing in support of our amendment.
There is a copy of this letter on each
desk.

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

NATIONAL COALITION TO SAVE
GENERAL REVENUE SHARING,
Washington, DC, April 22, 1986.

Dear SeENaTOR: The National Coalition to
Save General Revenue Sharing urges you to
support the Moynihan, Sasser, Byrd, Heinz,
Specter, Andrews Amendment to allow for
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full funding at $4.6 billion for General Rev-
enue Sharing.

Let us tell you what this amendment does
not do: It does not mandate a tax increase;
It does not "“bust the budget” or add to the
deficit since there would be no funds put in
the budget for revenue sharing until the Fi-
nance Committee develops a mechanism to
pay for it.

What this amendment will do: If the Fi-
nance Committee reauthorizes the program
and enacts additional revenues to pay for it,
then General Revenue Sharing would be al-
lowed to be fully funded for $4.6 billion for
FYB8T.

Revenue Sharing has been one of the few
programs that seeks to lessen fiscal dispari-
ties among our states, Jurisdictions with a
population of under 10,000, most of which
receive no other assistance from the federal
government, make up more than 85 percent
of the program’s recipients. It is the only
form of federal assistance to 77 percent of
the 39,000 local governments that receive
general revenue sharing funds. Sixty-two
percent of general revenue sharing funds
now go to jurisdictions with average per
capita income less than 125 percent of the
netional average,

General Revenue Sharing helps cities and
counties across this nation to provide essen-
tial services to their citizens such as police
and fire protection, schools and hospitals. It
has supplemented public education and sup-
ported health and welfare programs such as
indigent health care and nursing homes.

Between 1980 and 1985, while total out-
lays increased by 23.3 percent, grants to
state and local governments decreased by
23.5 percent. Since 1981 federal aid to state
and local governments has been cut by
almost 40 percent; in major urban programs
it has been cut even deeper totalling 719 in
actual dollars. General Revenue Sharing
has provided the flexibility to respond to
these reductions.

Please show your support for this vital
program by voting for the Moynihan,
Sasser, Byrd, Heinz, Specter, Andrews
Amendment.

Sincerely,
ERNEST N. MORIAL,
Mayor of New Orleans.

Coalition Members:

U.S. Conference of Mayors.

National League of Cities.

National Association of Counties.

American Federation of State, County and
Municipal Employees.

National Association of Towns and Town-
ships.

Council of Great City Schools.

National Recreation and Park Association.

International Association of Fire Chiefs,
Ine.

American Association of School Adminis-
trators.

National Association of Public Hospitals.

Government Finance Officers Association.

National Congress of American Indians.

National Council of Senior Citizens.

National Urban Coalition.

National Association of School Boards.

National Urban League.

National Education Association.

National Council of Community Mental
Health Centers.

AFL-CIO.

International Association of Firefighters.

National Volunteer Fire Council.

Service Employees International Union.

National Association of Development Or-
ganizations.

American Federation of Teachers.
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National Association of
Health Centers.

National Child Welfare League.

American Planning Association.
uF‘riends Committee on National Legisla-

on.

Mr. SASSER. I would like to note
also for the record the organizations
supporting our amendment. They in-
clude: The U.S. Conference of Mayors,
the National League of Cities, the Na-
tional Association of Counties, the
American Federation of State, County,
and Municipal Employees, the Nation-
al Association of Towns and Town-
ships, the Council of Great City
Schools, the National Recreation and
Park Association, the International
Association of Fire Chiefs, the Ameri-
can Association of School Administra-
tors, the National Association of
Public Hospitals, the Government Fi-
nance Officers Association, the Na-
tional Congress of American Indians,
the National Council of Senior Citi-
zens, the National Urban Coalition,
the National Association of School
Boards, the National Urban League,
the National Education Association,
the National Council of Community
Mental Health Centers, the AFL-CIO,
the International Association of Fire-
fighters, the National Volunteer Fire
Council, the Service Employees Inter-
national Union, the National Associa-
tion of Development Organizations,
the American Federation of Teachers,
the National Association of Communi-
ty Health Centers, the National Child
Welfare League, the American Plan-
ning Association, and the Friends
Committee on National Legislation.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment we are offering here today
and I ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that two tables, one showing
State-by-State impact of eliminating
general revenue sharing under two
scenarios, and the second showing dis-
tribution of general revenue sharing
for local governments by State, be
printed in the REcorp at this point.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Community

DISTRIBUTION OF GENERAL REVENUE SHARING FOR LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS BY STATE (BASED ON FEDERAL FISCAL
YEAR 1985)
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DISTRIBUTION OF GENERAL REVENUE SHARING FOR LOCAL
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Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield me 3 minutes?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. First, Mr. Presi-
dent, may I thank my friend for his
extraordinarily clear presentation of
this problem, particularly regarding
the governmental relations.

I am, of course, managing the time. I
have to say that my friend from Penn-
sylvania was first to ask. I yield 5 min-
utes to him. Then I will be glad to
yield to the Senators from Louisiana
and Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague, the Senator from New
York, for yielding me these few min-
utes.

Mr. President, I commend the Sena-
tor from New York and our other col-
leagues in offering this amendment. I
rise as sponsor of S. 318, the authoriz-
ing bill introduced on January 29,
1985, to extend the General Revenue
Sharing Program at what was then
the funding level, for the next 5 years.
Senator MoYNIHAN'S amendment, of
which I am a cosponsor, seeks to leave
in the budget room for the full fund-
ing of $4.6 billion for fiscal 1987 that
my bill would authorize.

We all understand the fiscal reality
that we do not have a lot of revenue to
share. But I must say that I have
deep, serious reservations about the
drastic reductions called for in this
budget resolution which would reduce
the funding for the program from its
current level of slightly more than $4
billion to $1.8 billion in fiscal 1987.

What that means is that halfway
through fiscal 1987 the revenue-shar-
ing program would be totally termi-
nated, and during the first two quar-
ters of fiscal 1987 municipalities and
local governments would receive dras-
tically scaled-down amounts of assist-
ance.

Mr. President, that is not only dras-
tic; it is deeply discriminatory.

What we are talking about is not
only a 57-percent cut from the level
appropriated in fiscal 1986 but a termi-
nation of this program. There are
other programs in this budget that the
Budget Committee decided to -cut.
They froze assisted housing, a cut in
real terms. They cut UDAG 10 per-
cent. They froze community develop-
ment block grants. They cut operating
assistance for mass transit by 20 per-
cent, and put in a 10-percent cut for
EDA. None of those programs are
being terminated. Here, revenue shar-
ing is not only being proposed for ter-
mination but in the process, during
the phasedown of next year, it is being
cut by 57 percent. That is truly unfor-
tunate and unfair.

I believe we have an opportunity to
voice our support for this program
without increasing the debts that the
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American people are going to have to
face up to one of these days.

Mr. President, most of the revenue
from revenue sharing, as it is spent by
the municipalities, is spent for neces-
sary public services that someone has
to pay for. I will speak to exactly what
that goes for in a moment.

So all we are doing, if anybody
claims we are reducing the budget def-
icit by agreeing to the Budget Com-
mittee's proposal, is that we are taking
a small portion, a very small portion,
of the Federal budget deficit and we
are picking it up and simply placing it
on the backs of the municipalities who
are going to have to continue these
services.

My good friend from Tennessee re-
ferred to this as tax shifting. I do not
disagree with him. But it is also deficit
shifting. To my mind, what will
happen if we do this is that we will
create some tremendous hardships and
we will force many municipalities to
raise taxes in the most regressive way.

Most municipalities, if they are
going to be able to do anything about
this, will have to raise their property
taxes. Of course, people who pay prop-
erty taxes have to pay the property
taxes whether they are working or re-
tired, whether they are unemployed or
working, regardless of whether they
have the money. They have to pay
those property taxes and they may
very well have to borrow to do it. That
is real deficit-shifting, right from the
Federal Government to those who can
afford it least. I for one believe that
we can find a revenue source that is
more equitable and would produce less
hardship than severe increases in local
property taxes, which is what would
certainly occur in many communities
in my State of Pennsylvania and
across the Nation if this program were
cut by more than 50 percent as pro-
posed in this budget resolution.

Mr. President, general revenue shar-
ing is one of the most important and
widely used Federal programs we
have. There are few Americans who do
not directly benefit from the proceeds
of general revenue sharing. In my
State of Pennsylvania, it is the only
direct source of Federal assistance for
more than 90 percent of the munici-
palities. And this assistance goes for
services that are vital to the health,
safety and general welfare of the
people in each community.

There are some 39,000 units of local
government, Mr. President, that bene-
fit from this. Let me just point out
that some of these local government
units, such as those in my home State
of Pennsylvania, simply have been so
devastated by the closing of industries
and mills that, even if they wanted to,
they cannot possibly afford in any
way, shape, or form to make up the
lost revenue.

For many municipalities in my State
of Pennsylvania, general revenue shar-
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ing is the sole means of providing es-
sential human services such as police
and fire protection, highway and road
maintenance, water and electric serv-
1ce.

In the town of Clairton, PA, where
the United States Steel works has
closed, the tax base has already been
so0 severely decimated that they have
had to lay off all the firemen, all the
policemen, and all the employees at
city hall. If this amendment is not
agreed to, they are probably going to
have to sell city hall, or at least take
out a big mortgage on it.

And this is not an isolated example.
We have literally dozens of municipali-
ties—Duquesne, Mckeesport, Midland,
White Oak, Swissvale, Wilmerding,
Lock Haven—throughout that area
and many other parts of my State as
well, where this reduction will cause
enormous hardship.

Some of my colleagues will still say,
“why can't these towns raise taxes?”
The answer is that in many cases, the
State legislature will not let them.
There are laws that restrain the mu-
nicipalities covered under our munici-
pal codes from exceeding certain levels
of taxation. And the communities that
I have just named, plus a lot of others,
are at their absolute maximum. They
cannot raise any additional revenue.

Mr. President, let me simply con-
clude by saying that although we are
all dedicated to fiscal restraint and to
deficit reduction, and while we all
know there are hard choices to be
made this year, I find it ironic that no
program, domestic or otherwise, has
taken nearly as deep a cut in this
budget resolution as general revenue
sharing—a program that provides
direct assistance to our smallest com-
munities that are struggling to become
more self-sufficient in the face of nu-
merous other spending cuts. I do not
think the Congress displays fiscal
courage by taking funds away from
other units of government.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to adopt this amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that a spe-
cial report prepared by the National
Association of Counties immediately
follow my remarks.

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

GENERAL REVENUE SHARING IN PENNSYLVANIA

(In my State of Pennsylvania, where the
economy has been so distressed, a survey of
local governments found that revenue-shar-
ing accounts for 16.7 percent of the average
local budget. Replacing revenue-sharing
funds with property tax revenues in Penn-
sylvania would require an average increase
of 62 percent. For nearly 94 percent of the
Pennsylvania municipalities responding to
the survey, revenue sharing is the only
direct source of Federal funds.—Sen. H.
John Heinz, III, introducing S. 318, a bill to
::;gnd General Revenue Sharing—Jan. 29,

)
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(A special report by Ralph Rathburn and
Herb K Schultz)

County officials throughout the State of
Pennsylvania are concerned about the possi-
bility of losing Federal General Revenue
Sharing. Local governments in Pennsylvania
receive $220 million in General Revenue
Sharing funds. These monies are an impor-
tant portion in county budgets in a state
which saw tax increases in more than half
of its counties last year.

Doug Hill, executive director of the Penn-
sylvania State Association of County Com-
missioners, said “GRS monies are spent to
support broad categories of human services
and to a lesser extent the court system. We,
like many states, do not use GRS for capital
improvements as much as for service provi-
sion.”

In a survey conducted among the mem-
bers of the State Association, almost every
county stated that a reduction or loss of
General Revenue Sharing will mean a tax
increase or a decrease in services.

Charles Griffiths of the Pennsylvania
Intergovernmental Council said ‘‘Counties
are probably the hardest hit by the reduc-
tions in federal dollars than any other level
of government.” The Intergovernmental
Couneil is a private non-profit organization
which promotes intergovernmental coopera-
tion on a state level.

“The difficulty in cutting services at the
county level is that many are mandated by
the state and the federal government,” said
Hill. “We are saying to our legislators, ‘We
have all these mandates which we are carry-
ing out on your behalf and reimbursements
are decreasing. GRS is the only way for us
to make our ends meet.' "

Congressman William H. Gray, III (D-Pa.-
2), chair of the House Budget Committee,
has said that states with budget surpluses
should not expect to receive General Reve-
nue Sharing funds. Pennsylvania is one of
the states which has a surplus.

“The State currently has a $100 million
surplus,” said Doug Hill. “Governor [Rich-
ard]l Thornburgh (R) has said consistently
over the past six years that he has no inten-
tion of replacing any federal monies lost at
the local level.”

Mike Moyle, deputy press secretary to the
Governor said, “Local government can't
expect the state to pick up the costs if they
lose it [GRS]. You can't hope to go out and
pick up everything which the feds are going
to cut.” The Governor’s office states that he
has no position on GRS.

“When you have a $100 million surplus
you have to be very careful. You have to
turn away many who want some of that
money. I could give you 25 times the re-
quests which you [local governments] are
making on that surplus,” added Moyle.

Paul Bartle is the president of the Penn-
sylvania Association of County Commission-
ers and a commissioner in Montgomery
County, PA, Through the State Association
and other avenues he has been working to
retain General Revenue Sharing.

His county provides him with reason to be
a strong supporter of GRS, "“Losing General
Revenue Sharing would be a big problem.
Montgomery County receives $2.5 million in
GRS money. For us to go into 1987 without
those monies would be a serious problem
}md the Federal government should address
| A

Fov. Thornburgh stated in December that
there will be a tax decrease in personal and
business rates to return the surplus to the
people. “The Governor feels that when you
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have a large surplus, it should be returned
to the people. That will help the economy.
That will increase spending and create
jobs,” said Deputy Press Secretary Moyle.
“The real problem is that we in the
county don't have the latitude of the state
and federal government. We depend upon
real property tax. We do not have, in this
state, the ability to levy an income tax,”
said Bartle. As a result, even if the economy
benefited from the tax decrease, counties
would receive no increased tax revenues
from the additional activity. Local govern-
ments will be forced to raise taxes, if they

can.

According to Dough Hill, “This year we al-
ready increased taxes by an average of 14
percent in the counties which had increases.
One half of all PA counties raised taxes this
year. Additionally, we have a statutory limit
on tax rates in PA. Probably one fourth of
the counties in the State are at or near the
limit. They obviously don’t have much more
flexibility there. Pennsylvania counties
have no budget surpluses overall."”

Sullivan County has reached the statuto-
ry limit on its taxing authority. Under
Pennsylvania law, it can not raise taxes.
General Revenue Sharing represents 22.6
percent of the total revenues of this county.
The county expends the bulk of those reve-
nue sharing dollars on corrections and
health.

GRS monies make up 60 percent of the
Sullivan County corrections budget and 100
percent of the county health budget. The
remaining GRS funds are used in a variety
of other budgets. The county estimates that
between 21 and 30 percent of the total
county budget is used for mandated serv-
ices. This leaves little flexibility for local
budget cuts to make up for a loss in revenue
sharing.

Sullivan and neighboring Luzerne, Colum-
bia and Carbon counties include some of the
most economically depressed areas in the
state. The unemployment rate in the area is
between 10 and 11 percent—more than 3
percent higher than the national average.

Rep. Paul Kanjorski (D-PA.-11) repre-
sents these counties in the northern part of
the state. A strong supporter of reauthoriza-
tion, he is a cosponsor of one of the GRS re-
authorization bills—H.R. 1400.

The General Revenue Sharing formula
“has benefited relatively low-income, but
high tax effort areas like Northeastern
Pennsylvania,” said Rep. Kanjorski. "If rev-
enue sharing is eliminated, towns, cities,
boroughs and counties in the 11th Congres-
sional District of PA. will lose more than
$10.1 million in federal aid that currently
makes up 16.7 percent of their non-educa-
tional revenues. Some smaller communities
will lose as much as one-third of their non-
educational revenues.”

In Western Pennsylvania, Allegheny
County estimates that it will have to raise
taxes by 2 mils to compensate. This would
be in addition to the 2.25 mil increase which
went into effect on Jan. 1 of this year.

Revenue sharing money is used to fund
the Allegheny County Port Authority.
County funding for this local transit system
is required by law. Meeting state and federal
mandates commands nearly 40 percent of
the total county budget. If GRS is lost the
county will “either have to increase taxes or
have severe cutbacks in other traditional
county services,” said Guy Tumolo, Alleghe-
ny County director of budget and finance.

Congressman Douglas Walgren (D-PA.-18)
of Allegheny County said in support of GRS
in the House of Representatives, “I have
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heard from many of the over 60 local com-
munities in my district and their message is
clear: Elimination of revenue sharing can
only result in one of two things: cuts in
basic services such as police or fire protec-
tion or higher local property taxes.”

Fiscally conservative Adams County in
Southern Pennsylvania is very concerned
about the possibility of losing GRS. Com-
missioner Catherine W. Cowan said, “The
Federal and State governments have shifted
increased responsibilities to counties over
the past ten to 15 years. Some monies have
come with the responsibilities but these are
decreasing and there are also many hidden
costs which are not reimbursed. General
Revenue Sharing is a way to regain some of
those costs.”

Commissioner Cowan is one of a number
of county officials who are fed up with the
response which they are receiving from the
Governor’s office. "I don't think the Gover-
nor knows what kind of situation the coun-
ties are in and I don't think he cares. He
hasn’t been on the front line of public serv-
ice. He is very insulated. He doesn’t under-
stand the situation on the front lines,” she
said.

When it comes time to cut programs,
Adams County will look at what is mandat-
ed by the State and Federal governments.
Cowan explains that “Communities, in gen-
eral, have less flexibility in cutting those
services which are mandated, and so local
options will be cut.”

Loss of GRS in Bucks County would dis-
rupt county operations. “We’ll need an over-
all reduction of services in all departments.
That right away means 2.5 mils or a 6.6 per-
cent tax increase. That is the stark reality,”
said Richard Gore, finance director for
Bucks County. Bucks, which is located to
the northeast of Philadelphia, would lose $3
million in direct GRS appropriations.

Lancaster County Commissioner James
Huber believes, “If we lose GRS we will
have to reevaluate all the programs which
receive GRS funds and determine which
programs will be cut or eliminated. There is
also a strong possibility that there will have
to be a tax increase.”

Should GRS fail and the local govern-
ments be forced to increase revenues to
make up for the shortfall which that would
cause, finding revenues would be difficult.
The possibilities for local tax increases in
PA. are not good. One-half of the counties
in the state had a tax increase last year and
one-guarter of the counties are at their top
tax rates. A second problem is that “Coun-
ties in PA are on a calendar year budget. We
can't raise taxes in the middle of a year.
The only options we have are service cut-
backs or layoffs,” said Hill of the State As-
sociation.

“Governor Thornburgh really does believe
that you can ‘do more with less' that is his
slogan. He belleves that if the local govern-
ments lose some federal dollars that they
can pull themselves up by their bootstraps
and that they will make it,” said Griffiths
of the PA. Intergovernmental Council.

“We find a very insensitive attitude when
it comes to social services from the Gover-
nor’s office,”” said Commissioner Paul
Bartle. “We have asked the Governor for
additional dollars for Children and Youth
services which include programs on child
abuse. As a result of increased awareness
and a greater effort to adequately address
this problem, reports of child abuse have
doubled. The state mandates services in this
area. We agree that the services are needed.
But the state has placed a cap on the state
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funds which are available to meet this need.
We use GRS funds to make ends meet.”
Commissioner Cowan points out that the
elimination of GRS is being played against
the backdrop of the Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings Deficit Reduction Act which will cause

massive cuts in program funding for federal-
ly mandated programs. “Given the com-
bined results of Gramm-Rudman and the
cuts it will bring, the loss of GRS would
have quite an impact."”

“We have implemented all the efficiencies
that we can,” said Commissioner Cowan.
“Counties in Pennsylvania have a very limit-
ed ability to adjust financially,” she said.

“General Revenue Sharing is not a gift.
We need to educate legislators that these
dollars are being used to provide federally
mandated programs,” Cowan said.

“Unless the state and federal governments
put dollars with their mandates, we will
have a real problem. Revenue sharing can
be very helpful to us with that,” said Com-
missioner Bartle, “We urge every represent-
ative of state and local government to talk
with their congressmen,” said Bartle.

“We will be hit very hard by Gramm-
Rudman, We get a big piece of the various
block grants which are subject to Gramm-
Rudman cuts," said Doug Hill.

“The President can say all he wants about
no tax increases,” said Hill. “But, the reality
is that without GRS and with the cuts from
Gramm-Rudman, if they continue to pro-
vide the same level of services, counties will
go into debt this year and have to raise
taxes next year.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I yield 5 minutes
to the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
RIEGLE].

Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I rise in support and
as a cosponsor of the amendment by
the distinguished Senator from New
York.

Local governments have already
made a significant contribution to def-
icit reduction. In the last 5 years, Fed-
eral spending on State and local pro-
grams has been cut by 23 percent. De-
fense spending rose by nearly 40 per-
cent during the same period.

I was pleased when a bipartisan ma-
jority of the Budget Committee adopt-
ed my proposal to preserve General
Revenue Sharing, and that we were
able to keep the program alive at
about half of last year’s funding level.

That was the best we were able to
work out during Budget Committee
negotiations.

I rise today to say that that proposal
clearly does not go far enough. We
ought to have the full revenue-sharing
amount provided, as this amendment
would do. If we fail to take this action
today, I think we will hurt taxpayers
across the country, certainly in the
State of Michigan but in other States
as well. Most of the cities and towns
across America use a substantial part,
if not all, of the revenue-sharing
money to provide basic public services;
in many cases that is police and fire
protection.
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Just to give some examples: In the
State of Michigan, of the revenue-
sharing money received by the city of
Detroit, 90 percent is spent for public
safety. That, in effect, is for police and
fire activity. In the city of Grand
Rapids, 85 percent of the money from
revenue-sharing finances public safety
activity in the police department. In
the city of Flint, my hometown, 100
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percent of revenue sharing is used for
that purpose. One hundred percent is
used in Lansing for that purpose; in
Kalamazoo, Saginaw, and Pontiac, 100
percent; in Muskegon, 85 percent.

In the city of Jackson, an all-Ameri-
can city, 100 percent is used for public
safety; in Hazel Park, MI, 100 percent;
Benton Harbor uses 100 percent, Mus-
kegon Heights, 100 percent.
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I could go on. In many other cities
there are a very high percentage of
revenue sharing money used to pro-
vide these basic services.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the table printed in the
RECORD.

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

CHART 1.—IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED FEDERAL REVENUE SHARING REDUCTIONS
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Mr. RIEGLE. If we take this money
away, Mr. President, these communi-
ties will be in a terrible situation.
They will either have to reduce police
protection and other public safety
services in those communities or raise
local taxes. Quite frankly, the strategy
of the Reagan administration over the
past 5 years has been a systematic
attack on local governments. We see it
now in the attack on revenue sharing
which originally, in the old days, was a
Republican proposal. Now we see a
recommendation to do away with it.
We have seen other very substantial
cuts in help for basic services for State
and local governments over the last 5
years.

We have a proposal from the Presi-
dent before the Finance Committee to
eliminate the deduction for State and
local taxes. This is another attack on
State and local governments, another
way to shove the cost burden on the
local taxpayers and to stick them, in
effect, with the cost of the big defense
buildup and the other waste which I
think still exists in Federal activity.

So revenue sharing makes sense. It is
a partnership, a way for local commu-
nities to get back some small share of
the money extracted from them in
terms of the broad Federal tax base.

Mr. President, if we do not fully re-
store Federal revenue sharing, we will
be creating additional taxing at the
local level. As the Senator from Ten-
nessee said, we do not need to see local
property taxes or other taxes brought
up as a way for us to save money that

comes off the broad tax base of our
system.

This has been one program that has
worked. It has worked effectively.
There is a minimum of bureaucratic
cost involved with it. Local communi-
ties make their own decisions on how
to use it. Because it has been there so
long now, it has taken on vital impor-
tance.

As I say, in most instances in my
State, 100 percent of it is used to fi-
nance police departments and to pro-
vide for the public safety, which is
clearly something that is essential
from the point of view of people get-
ting something they need from their
tax money and from the money that
they contribute in that form.

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will
go on record today as favoring the
continuation of this partnership. It is
essential that we do it. Some States
today are in very serious difficulty. I
know the States that are affected by
the oil and gas problem, particularly
now, desperately need the revenue
sharing money, but we do in Michigan
as well. I hope the Senate will go
strongly on record today for keeping
this very vital program alive.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Michigan and
interpolate the observation that no
one knows the future. One moment,
this part of the country is prosperous,
another not; this kind of economy is
doing well, others are not. They shift.

One of the points about Federal rev-
enue sharing is that it provides a
steady level of support no matter what
the change which takes place.

I see the Senator form Louisiana
[Mr. JounsToN] has risen. I look for-
ward to hearing from him. We have
been reading of the city of New Orle-
ans having the most difficult economiec
situation in a half century, since the
Great Depression. We would not have
thought that possible 3 years ago.
Today, New York City is not doing all
that badly. Three years ago, you
would have thought that not possible.

That is why we have a National Gov-
ernment and national programs, I
think.

I yield the Senator from Louisiana 5
minutes.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
New York and I am delighted to join
with him as a coauthor of this amend-
ment. What he has read about the city
of New Orleans, what he has read
about Louisiana is not as bad as the
actual reality. The reality in my State
is so bad it is without parallel, I be-
lieve, anytime since the Great Depres-
sion.

We have 13.2-percent unemployment
as last measured and this is rising rap-
idly. The State of Louisiana has an
$800 million deficit as last measured;
this comes on top of raising taxes by
almost $1 billion 2 years ago.

The city of New Orleans just an-
nounced this morning that their defi-
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cit is not $12 million as they had
thought it was, but $30 million

Mr. President, when you translate
the deficits of the city and the State
into job losses, particularly for State
employees and State programs, it is
absolutely devastating. We have al-
ready closed our libraries in New Orle-
ans. And we are going to have to let
more workers go: firemen, policemen,
street cleaners, city workers of all
kinds will have to be let go by the
score.

Mr. President, New Orleans 3 years
ago was not in good shape. It was di-
rectly dependent 3 years ago, at the
height of the oil boom, upon revenue
sharing. Revenue sharing now is noth-
ing less than a lifeline. It is nothing
less than a safety net. Indeed, it is not
a safety net strong and firm enough to
save us from economic difficulty, but
it may be enough to save us from total
economic ruin, from economic catas-
trophe.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. JOHNSTON. I certainly will.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. We earlier heard
the Senator from Tennessee speak of
this as a tax shifting measure, if we go
ahead as indicated by the budget reso-
lution; in other words, that local gov-
ernments will have to raise the taxes
they loss to replace the revenue.

The Senator is saying in the city of
New Orleans there is no capacity to
raise the taxes; you simply cut the
services. They have closed the libraries
and they may close the fire depart-
ments as well.

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Senator is ex-
actly correct. To say to New Orleans,
“Go raise your taxes,” is very much
like saying, “Let them eat cake.” The
sales tax in New Orleans is already 9
percent, one of the highest rates in
the country. If it is raised any higher,
then it will discourage tourism, which
is the last bit of business we have. You
cannot raise revenues effectively from
an income tax increase in New Orle-
ans. People commute from the sub-
urbs. Such a tax would have to be au-
thorized by the State legislature. They
would not do that any more for New
Orleans than you would do it in Wash-
ington, DC. It would be vetoed.

Mr. President, we have very few
places to turn. Washington is one of
those few. Do you know what we get
when we turn to Washington? We get
the Reagan budget. If you look at the
Reagan budget superimposed on the
difficulty we now have, we in Louisi-
ana will lose 9,000 guaranteed student
loans, almost 5,000 Pell grants, almost
2,600 State student initiative grants;
and we would have lost 750 jobs in the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve Program
had the Reagan budget ‘“rescission”
gone forward. Thankfully, we reversed
that. We would also, in the Reagan
budget, lose 2,820 jobs on Red River
and 290 jobs in the Cooperative Exten-
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sion Service. In historic preservation,
we would lose 4,000 jobs; for dislocated
worker assistance, so-called TAA, in
Shreveport, alone, 3,000 workers who
have lost their jobs would not get ben-
efits; 125,000 kids would be removed
from the school lunch program; and
from the summer feeding program, we
would lose 40,000 kids.

Mr. President, we in Louisiana need
help. We do not need in the kind of
budget President Reagan proposes
that takes away the remainder of Lou-
isiana economic lifeline and allows us
to go into economic ruin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GorToN). The time of the Senator
from Louisiana has expired.

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President,
might I inquire, how much time re-
mains on the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
minutes.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee has risen.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the senior
Senator from New York.

Mr. President, clearly I want to
permit the senior Senator from Wash-
ington, who currently occupies the
Chair, who was here in my stead for
most of this debate, to discuss the
matter with the Senate for as long as
he needs. I understand we have about
60 minutes remaining. I do want to
comment. I yield myself as much time
as I use off the amendment itself.

In my absence, I understand the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. JonnstoN] discussed my
statement earlier this morning with
reference to a CBO study on the eco-
nomic effects of various energy taxes
and the combination of a 6-cent gaso-
line tax and a $2.50-a-barrel import
fee. He discussed that in morning busi-
ness, I am told, but nonetheless I want
to thank him for the comments he
made.

Once again, with an additional
number of Senators on the floor and
obviously others who are not interest-
ed in the debate, I do commend to
them the CBO report which I under-
stand will be delivered sometime
today. It will be on every desk in the
Senate, and it will be available for the
offices, for the press, and for various
committees.

(Mr. GRAMM assumed the chair.)

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want to repeat two points. I make
these also for my good friend, the
junior Senator from Texas, who occu-
pies the Chair.

I believe, regardless of where one
stands on any kind of energy taxes,
there are two very, very important
findings which, if they are not refuted,
are rather dramatic for the United
States.
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As we all know, one of those findings
assumed oil would get down to $13 a
barrel. In many instances, it is already
there. They assumed that the depend-
ency of the United States on imported
oil will rise from 30 percent today to
50 percent by 1991. I think that is a
very, very important issue for our
country. For all of us who were con-
cerned in the early 1970’s when we

had a boycott of less than a million
barrels a day at a time when our de-
pendence was less than 50 percent
clearly they should be very signficant-
ly concerned about a situation in
which our vunerability is much great-
er.

There is another fact that is very
startling, and that is that 500,000 bar-
rels a day by way of stripper produc-
tion will be lost at current price levels.
I think their assumption is right. They
have, obviously, talked to people in
“Qilpatch.” Most of wells will be lost
forever. That is also a very important
fact.

The CBO also concludes that if you
mix a revenue raiser between a $2.50
import fee and a 6-cent gasoline tax,
you have equalized disparity in bur-
dens among regions that arises with a
straight import fee.

In addition, the CBO concludes in-
terestingly enough, that one-third of
the import tax would not be borne by
Americans at all; that in its final mix
it will be borne by the foreigners who
supply us with oil.

The import tax I have just described
would yield $10 billion in the first
year, $11 and $12 billion in the next 2
years respectively. And I only use
those numbers because quite by coinci-
dence they match up very well with
some of the assumptions we make in
our budget resolution of ways and
means to arrive at a revenue change.

Finally CBO concludes the tax
would have little or no discernible
effect on the American economy, and
that is an interesting conclusion. Obvi-
ously, as I indicated this morning, that
would be debated by a number of
people. But I also was intrigued with
their analysis. Perhaps everybody
knew this; I did not. Their approach to
this tax change which yields no signif-
icant economic change is an extrapola-
tion of the current practice. When the
Finance Committee talks about, let us
say, a new excise tax of $10 billion,
they use the same contention which is
called a static evaluation. This also ap-
plies to other new taxes and tax
reform. It would appear to me—I have
said it different ways before—that
what is good for the goose is good for
the gander. For those who think that
some revenues in this budget resolu-
tion of the type just discussed will
have this significant negative impact
on the economy, I suggest that we
assess all taxes in a similar way they
are going to budget reduction on to




April 24, 1986

reform the tax system. If you can
assume none there, then I think it is
pretty fair that you assume, as CBO
has, that there be none here. I am not
sure of either of those, but there is
some merit to consistency. Since it is
being done in one place very dramati-
cally with a lot of revenues and a lot
of tax changes, I think Senators will
find this CBO evaluation rather inter-
esting.

Now I yield to my friend, the senior
Senator from Washington, who wants
to speak in opposition to the proposal
before us, as much time as he needs.

Mr. GORTON. I thank the distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee.

Mr. President, it is with some trepi-
dation that I speak not just in opposi-
tion to this amendment but to the case
made by the distinguished Senator
from New York. That Senator is not
only an extraordinarily able Member
of this body but is, I believe, the most
eloquent Member of the U.S. Senate
both orally and in writing. He present-
ed to the Members of the Senate at
the outset of his remarks an interest-
ing book review on the book published
yesterday by the former Director of
the Office of Management and
Budget.

In his fairly extensive comments.
however, he spoke very little about the
amendment itself, although it was ad-
dressed by very firm and persuasive
presentations on the part of other co-
sponsors of the amendment.

Mr. President, the amendment and
the arguments in favor of it present us
with something of a paradox. Perhaps
it is best stated by the letter from the
National Coalition to Save General
Revenue Sharing, a copy of which has
been deposited on the desk of each
Senator. I should like to quote one
paragraph from that letter. The writer
says:

Let us tell you what this amendment does
not do. It does not mandate a tax increase.
It does not bust the budget or add to the
deficit, since there would be no funds put in
the budget for revenue sharing until the Fi-
nance Committee develops a mechanism to
pay for it.

Mr. President, in all candor, the
statement that this amendment does
not mandate a tax increase is, at best,
disingenuous.

The amendment proposed is a para-
dox because on the one hand it may
result in no action at all, because the
Finance Committee will not act upon
it. In this case, of course, it will not
add a tax increase or spending on the
part of the Federal Government. On
the other hand—and I believe this to
be the purpose of those who propose
the amendment—it will result in
action on the part of the Finance
Committee, and therefore will, of
course, mandate a tax increase and
will add quite substantially to the
spending of the Federal Government.
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So, to present this amendment to us
as being innocuous because it has no
tax or budgetary implications is either
to mislead Members of the Senate or
to say that we are wasting our time by
debating it because nothing will
happen in any event. I choose to treat
the amendment as I believe the distin-
guished Senator from New York does:
As the first step in a serious attempt
to see to it that the Finance Commit-
tee of the Senate authorizes $4.6 bil-
lion in general revenue sharing for
1987 and adds $4.6 billion in taxes in
1987 on the people of the United
States in order to pay for it.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GORTON. I yield.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Perhaps the Sena-
tor heard that it is the nature of this
program, being lagged, that it would
be $6 billion for fiscal 1987; and if it
continues, it would go up.

Mr. GORTON. The Senator appreci-
ates the correction on the part of the
Senator from New York.

On the assumption that the amend-
ment is presented seriously as an at-
tempt to rescue general revenue shar-
ing and to impose taxes on the Ameri-
can people to finance it, it is in effect
a request by its chief sponsor, a
member of the Finance Committee,
and a number of other members of
that committee who have spoken in
favor of it today, that the 80 Senators
who are not members of the Finance
Committee delegate to the 20 Senators
who are members of that committee
the authority not only to revive gener-
al revenue sharing but also to tell us
precisely what taxes we must raise in
order to finance that program.

In other words, we are asked at this
point to delegate to members of that
committee—the committee which is
bringing us the tax reform proposal
which has been under consideration
for the last 8 or 10 weeks there, to the
approbation of almost all Members of
the Senate—the authority to find $4.6
billion a year in taxes on the American
people to support a program which, by
definition, will benefit local govern-
ments, but which those local govern-
ments are unwilling to fund them-
selves. In other words, we are asked to
impose on the people of the United
States this amount in additional taxes
and then to delegate the responsibility
for spending that to local govern-
ments—local governments, which, by
definition, do not wish to raise their
taxes in order to provide the services
which we have heard eloquently de-
fended on the floor of the Senate in
the course of the last hour or so.

Mr. President, that, in some re-
spects, may be too harsh a comment.
My own view is that general revenue
sharing has indeed been a successful
program. It does have the great merit
of getting some 99.8 percent of the
moneys involved in it through to local
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governments for their decision as to
the type of services which will be pro-

vided by them.
This Senator, at least, would be

strongly inclined to vote for this
amendment were it a substitute for
$4.6 billion of categorical aid programs
now going to States and local govern-
ments rather than something which is
to be based on a tax increase levied
upon the people of the United States.
I would do so simply because more of
this money does get through to ulti-
mate beneficiaries than in the case of
any categorical aid program, and be-
cause I agree with the sponsors of the
amendment for the proposition that a
local government is better able to set
its own priorities than is the Congress
of the United States.

Unfortunately, however, this amend-
ment does not come to us in that form.
It seeks simply to add to all the re-
maining categorical aid programs an
additional several billions of dollars, to
be paid for by the taxpayers of the
United States, but to be used by vari-
ous local governments.

Finally, as the Presiding Officer and
as the distinguished Senator from New
York well know, this Senator, at least,
has not been averse to voting for addi-
tional revenues in order to meet the
goals of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
Act and to meet what he considers to
be appropriate national priorities. In
fact, the budget resolution at the
present time includes some $18.7 bil-
lion in new revenues for fiscal year
1987, to which must be added some
$300 million to offset $300 million in
outlays by reason of an amendment
adopted yesterday on the floor of the
Senate.

The true question under those cir-
cumstances, Mr. President, is not
whether or not this program, in the
abstract, is a desirable one. The true
question is whether or not spending an
additional $4.6 billion in taxes on gen-
eral revenue sharing represents the
highest priority of the Government of
the United States; whether that is
higher in priority than our investment
in research in science or health;
whether it is' a higher priority than
the American space program, which
by definition can only be financed by
the Federal Government; whether it is
higher in priority than debate over a
defense budget; whether it is higher in
priority, in other words, than every
other Federal spending program
which is under great constraint in this
budget, the vast majority of which are
the exclusive province or the primary
province of the Federal Government
and not of State and local govern-
ments.

Mr. President, I must say bluntly
that for this Senator, there are literal-
ly dozens of Federal programs which
rank higher in priority than this one,
which are functions of the Federal
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Government and which, in my view,
should be funded before we come to
the proposition which remains as true
this year as when we began this
debate a year ago—the proposition
that very bluntly we no longer have
revenue to share with local govern-
ments in this fashion.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, one of
the most pressing issues confronting
the Congress today is the reauthoriza-
tion and funding of the Federal Gen-
eral Revenue Sharing Program. Reve-
nue sharing constitutes a very produc-
tive partnership between Federal and
local governments. It comprises the
single largest Federal program assist-
ing local authorities, providing $4.6
billion annually. As my colleagues
know, general revenue sharing is a
comprehensive and flexible program,
allowing funds to be used for a wide
range of programs and activities, de-
termined at the local level, and giving
localities the opportunity to respond
quickly to new problems.

In my State of Pennsylvania, the
general revenue sharing program has
provided an annual allocation of $225
million which represents 16.7 percent
of revenues raised locally by taxes.
The need to continue this program
has been fully documented. A recent
survey found that revenue sharing in
Pennsylvania accounted for almost 17
percent of the average local budget.
The survey also indicated that 85 per-
cent of township general revenue shar-
ing funds were utilized for police, fire,
and public works expenses.

The survey states that if revenue
sharing does not receive reauthoriza-
tion when it expires at the end of next
fiscal year, at least 64 percent of Penn-
sylvania’'s counties would be compelled
to compensate by raising taxes or cut-
ting services. This would include an
average 61-percent increase in proper-
ty taxes. In a State like Pennsylvania,
that has not fully benefited from eco-
nomic recovery, such results could
strike a crippling blow to continued re-
covery and economic well-being. The
same is true for many States in this
country.

In budget hearings that I held
throughout the State, it became evi-
dent that revenue sharing is the criti-
cal part of the funding equation for
many municipalities. The figures that
I have cited above indicate why local
officials, who represent their constitu-
ents, have made general revenue shar-
ing a top priority and are most active
in promoting its benefits.

Funding for general revenue sharing
has been frozen at $4.6 billion annual-
ly from 1977 to 1985 with a drop to $4
billion in 1986, as the program has not
contributed to the increase in Federal
deficit during the past 9 years.

The amendment before us will pro-
vide $4.6 billion for general revenue
sharing for each fiscal year from 1987
through 1989, if the Finance Commit-
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tee reauthorizes the program and
finds additional revenues to support it.
There is a bill before the Finance
Committee, of which I am a cosponsor,
to reauthorize and provide revenue for
general revenue sharing. The funding
in these amendments is responsible,
level funding.

1 urge the support of this amend-
ment by my colleagues as a step
toward preserving this vital program.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
find myself in the situation of coman-
ager of the resolution, and I yield 5
minutes off the resolution to my
friend, the distinguished Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG].

Mr. LAUTENBERG. 1 thank the
manager.

Mr. President, I rise in support of
the amendment offered by the Sena-
tor from New York to insure the con-
tinuation of the general revenue shar-
ing program. I am an original cospon-
sor of this amendment.

It is fitting that this amendment
should be offered by my distinguished
colleague from New York. For many
years, he has been one of our Nation's
foremost experts on urban America.
The senior Senator from New York
knows the richness and vitality found
in our cities. Our cities are centers of
art, commerce, finance, and education.
But he knows as well that many of our
most pressing and intractable prob-
lems are found in our cities.

But we are not talking only of large
cities. In New Jersey, local govern-
ments—large and small—will share
$126 million in revenue sharing in
fiscal year 1986. Nationwide, 39,000
local governments participate in this
program.

Revenue sharing is vital to the sur-
vival of many of our cities and towns.
Revenue sharing is a key element in
the partnership between the Federal
Government and our localities. The
ability of many local governments—
large and small—to provide basic serv-
ices without resorting to regressive tax
increases hinges on the continuation
of revenue sharing.

Mr. President, the Senate has the
opportunity by adopting the Moyni-
han amendment to send a message to
our local governments that we are not
abandoning the Federal/local partner-
ship. The Senate can tell mayors
across the Nation that the challenges
before their communities are of con-
cern to us all.

The message being sent by the ad-
ministration, Mr. President, is in stark
contrast. Like the famous statement of
a previous administration to New York
City, the administration is saying to
urban America, “drop dead.” Our lo-
calities are being told that their con-
cerns are not the proper business of
the Federal Government.

Mr. President, the question the
Senate must answer today is this: “Is
the ability our Nation’s local govern-
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ments to provide basic services—to
provide for the public safety and the
health and well-being of their citi-
zens—in any way a concern of the
Nation as a whole?”

The President’s fiscal year 1987
budget answers that question with a
resounding “no!"”. And it goes beyond
revenue sharing. Beyond terminating

revenue sharing, the President’'s
budget would: Cut the Community De-
velopment Block Grant Program by
$500 million in fiscal year 1986 and $1
billion in fiscal year 1987; terminate
the Urban Development Action Grant
Program; cut federally assisted hous-
ing by over 70 percent from $10 billion
to $2.3 billion.

Terminate the Economic Develop-
ment Administration.

Cut Federal aid to mass transit by 66
percent.

Terminate Federal assistance to
Amtrak.

Reduce Federal assistance to high-
ways and airports.

Cut Medicaid payments by $1.3 bil-
lion.

Mr. President, the fiscal year 1987
budget offered by the administration
represents the end of the Federal/
local partnership.

Mr. President, the budget before us
contains painful cuts for local govern-
ments. Perhaps the most painful is the
proposed phaseout of general revenue
sharing. Coupled with other suggested
reductions, the phase-out of revenue
sharing will mean higher local taxes
and service cutbacks.

The services provided by revenue
sharing are not frills to be quickly
shed and little missed. We are not
talking about discretionary spending.
Revenue sharing pays for basic serv-
ices. It insures that a policeman will be
available to answer an emergency.
That a fire truck is there to respond to
a call. The schools, libraries, and hos-
pitals will remain open.

Mr. President, opponents of revenue
sharing argue that if local govern-
ments want the services paid for by
revenue sharing, then they can pay for
them. This argument ignores the im-
mense pressure under which local gov-
ernments are laboring in response to a
23.5 percent decrease in grants to
State and local governments since
1981.

The proposal to end revenue sharing
is being made at the same time the ad-
ministration wants to eliminate the
deductability of State and local taxes
and limit the use of tax exempt bonds.
These measures would make it virtual-
ly impossible for local governments to
raise the revenues necessary to com-
pensate for the lost Federal funds.

Mr. President, added together, these
proposals lead this Senator to an ines-
capable conclusion. If the Federal
Government will not assist local gov-
ernment in providing services, and if
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we deny local government the ability
to raise alternative revenues, services
will just not be provided. It is not a
matter of putting local governments
on a diet. It is a matter of starving
them to death.

Mr. President, across this country
there are examples of mayors and
county officials struggling to maintain
and revitalize their economies in the
face of declining tax bases. It is one
thing to heap praise on local officials
and quite another to ensure that they
have the tools to do the job. Programs
like revenue sharing, urban develop-
ment action grants and community de-
velopment block grants are absolutely
essential if our cities and towns are
going to make it,

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the
amendment by the senior Senator
from New York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GorToN). Who yields time?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
yield myself 2 minutes from the reso-
lution.

May I thank the Senator from New
Jersey for his emphasis on the central
concern that so many of us have here
which is the Federal-local relationship
which has been established over the
past 30 years and of which the key ele-
ment here was revenue sharing, a
statement of trust, as the Senator
from Washington said to the good
sense and priorities of local govern-
ment.

I might just note that one of the
things that led up to this was the occa-
sion in late 1960 when the administra-
tion found itself proposing a rat con-
trol bill here in Congress. The elemen-
tal urban service is rodent control
before anything else. And what is the
Federal Government doing with such
matters? That is why we let local gov-
ernments decide.

A relationship was created, it does
exist, which is as much or more impor-
tant for rural communities as for
urban communities.

A crisis was created for the deliber-
ate purpose of destroying this rela-
tionship. We are saying, “No, we know
we have a budget crisis but we are not
going to let it carry out its intended
objective, which is to destroy all these
relationships.” It is not good govern-
ment and it is submitting to a con-
spiratorial turn that is certainly, in
this Senator’s view, unwelcomed.

Mr. President, I yield an additional 2
minutes off the resolution to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabama.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise to
support this amendment to restore
full funding for general revenue shar-
ing. I am a joint sponsor of this
amendment.

The budget resolution under consid-
eration by the Senate allows $1.8 bil-
lion for two quarters to close out the
general revenue sharing in fiscal year
1987, if the Finance Committee reau-
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thorizes the program and then finds
additional revenues to pay for it. This
is not acceptable.

Mr. President, many units of local
governments, including those in my
State, are facing serious problems
trying to meet the needs of their citi-
zens. The general revenue sharing is
one of the most important Federal
programs in existence today. It is not a
giveaway program. As you know, this
was a program enacted in 1972 and at
that time a commitment was made be-
tween the States, municipalities, and
the Federal Government. This was a
commitment by those who believe in
the constitutional principles of Feder-
alism. The revenue sharing program
was begun as an integral part of a
long-range plan to return government
control to the people through their
local governments. The idea at that
time was that Government bureaucra-
cies in Washington had too much to
say over how a local government
should spend its tax dollars. That was
a valid argument then—and it still is
today.

I am here today to ask that the
Members of this body act now to see
to it that the Federal Government
stands by its commitment. As you, of
course, know, throughout its existence
the basic purpose of general revenue
sharing has been to bring about a bal-
ance in the total tax revenues going to
the Federal, State, and local govern-
ments of this Nation.

The General Revenue Sharing Pro-
gram has the lowest administrative
costs of any of the Federal assistance
programs; it is distributed on a fair
and equitable basis. The funding re-
ceived by local governments through
this program has been crucial to ena-
bling local governments to provide the
much-needed services to its citizens.

Mr. President, money worthwhile
and money well spent equals revenue
sharing for the local governments. We
are talking about money for educa-
tion, fire protection, health care, high-
ways, housing, hospitals, libraries, nat-
ural resources, parks and recreation,
and police protection.

Mr. President, revenue sharing helps
local governments with their day care
programs for the young and hot meals
for old folks.

Let me assure each Member of this
august body, the distinguished Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives,
and, most importantly, the American
people, that revenue-sharing funds
have not been wasted. Revenue shar-
ing has been used to pay for basic es-
sential needs and services for the citi-
zens of this great Nation.

Mr. President, I further add that a
great deal of revenue-sharing funds in
my State goes for police protection.
With crime as one of the major prob-
lems, I dare any Member of Congress
to go to his or her home town and try
to convince his or her neighbors, fami-
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lies, and friends that police protection
is not an essential service, If the local
police are to fight crime and do their
jobs well to protect the citizens, we
need to help them. We have an oppor-
tunity to help the local police forces
through this Revenue Sharing Pro-
gram, there being many new imposi-
tions placed on State and local govern-
ments as a result of Federal court
action as well as Federal congressional
action, and it seems to me that this
particular area of dealing with crime
that revenue sharing is needed. We
certainly ought to continue it.

Mr. President, I believe that revenue
sharing is the best way to get some of
the tax dollars back into the local
communities. Without revenue shar-
ing, local governments would be faced
with the choice of increasing taxes or
reducing services. If the funds are not
restored for revenue sharing, there
will be many city, town, and county
governments across America that will
be completely handcuffed fiscally.

I strongly support multiyear funding
for the Revenue Sharing Program so
that local governments may have a re-
alistic basis for their fiscal planning.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a resolution which was
adopted by the legislature of Alabama
urging Congress to take affirmative
action to extend the Revenue Sharing
Program be printed in the REcORD.

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

RESOLUTION

Whereas, the federal revenue sharing pro-
gram launched during the early 1970's has
pumped millions of dollars annually into
state, county and city treasuries throughout
this nation; and

Whereas, the current authorization for
the federal revenue sharing program termi-
nates at the end of fiscal year 1986; and

Whereas, in Alabama, federal revenue
sharing funds account for over 9 percent of
total municipal revenues and over 5 percent
of total county revenues; and

Whereas, without federal revenue sharing
funds, many local governmental entities will
be forced to cut back or even curtail such
vital services as police and fire protection
among others; and

Whereas, the federal revenue sharing pro-
gram is generally recognized as the most eq-
uitable and administratively efficient feder-
al program now in existence; and

Whereas, there is no provision of law that
sunsets federal revenue sharing in 1986, but
merely a consensus of the conferees on the
Budget Reconciliation Bill of 1985 that it
would be sunsetted after the next meetings
of the various state legislatures; and

Whereas, under such consensus agree-
ment, seven state legislatures are not sched-
uled to meet again until 1987; and

Whereas, because the Alabama Legisla-
ture meets in 1986, this state’s federal reve-
nue sharing funds would be sunsetted at
least one year prior to those of the afore-
mentioned seven states, thereby placing an
inequitable financial burden on the citizens
of Alabama, and
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Whereas, there are no less than five bills
presently before Congress that would reau-
thorize federal revenue sharing at least
through the fiscal year 1987; and

‘Whereas, the sense of the Alabama Legis-
lature is that if federal revenue sharing is to
be terminated, Congress should reauthorize

the program for at least one more year
while it formulates a gradual and equitable
sunset plan; now therefore,

Be it resolved by the legislature of Ala-
bama, both Houses thereof concurring,
That we do hereby urge Congress to take af-
firmative action to extend the federal reve-
nue sharing program at least through the
end of fiscal year 1987.

Be it further resolved, That a copy of this
resolution shall be presented to the Presi-
dent of the United States and to each
member of the Alabama Congressional Del-
egation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let
me first inquire, how much time do
the opponents have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty-
two minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair.

The distinguished Senator from
Texas [Senator Gramm] would like to
speak for a few moments and then I
would like to speak for a while. I
would mention, unless the majority
leader or the minority leader have
something different in mind, I would
hope now that I would not use all of
our time, and the proponents have no
time left on the amendment——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
proponents have 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. They have 2 min-
utes remaining; excuse me.

Mr. President, I think we might
start voting, if it is satisfactory with
Senator MoyNIHAN, at 1:15 or 1:20, at
the latest. There are a number of Sen-
ators who want to be put on notice.

So it would seem to me we would be
ready to start this vote at about 1:15.

Let me state just for a moment that
I have received a message from the
leadership office that we do not want
to vote that soon. I have to discuss it
with him and perhaps delay it because
a group of Senators have to go to the
White House. So let me reserve on
that and we will talk about it in a little
while on the record as soon as I have
confirmed that.

I yield as much time to the Senator
from Texas as he desires.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the chairman
yield for just one question?

Mr. DOMENICI. Of course.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. There is a meeting
the President has requested at the
White House at 1:45. It seems to me
possible to vote before then or, if not,
we want to accommodate the Senators
going to the meeting. I have been
asked. That does not happen every
day. But is it because of that meeting
or is it because of Senators who
cannot be here to vote?

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me clarify it
with the leader. That message that
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came in was from his office. It may
very well be we will finish our debate
and ask that another amendment be
called up and set a time, perhaps
somewhere around 2:15 or 2:30, for a
vote on this. We will accommodate the
Senator from New York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I do not get asked
to the White House every day.

Mr. DOMENICI. Well, I do not know
whether you do or not. I am delighted
you are going. I hope you have a very,
very good meeting and return con-
vinced that we ought to vote for less
add-ons on this budget.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am going to put
a word in to the President on your
behalf.

Mr. DOMENICI. We need the Presi-
dent to put a word in with you in our
behalf.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. He is a busy man.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee for yielding.

This amendment is in all ways rea-
sonable and proper and, looking at the
list of cosponsors, it is probably popu-
lar.

I rise in opposition to it and in doing
so I would like to begin by associating
my remarks with the senior Senator
from Washington. The senior Senator
from Washington outlined options in
the Federal budget that could use $3.6
billion this year and $4.6 billion next
year. And I would like to add one al-
ternative and that alternative, of
course, is to leave the money in the
pockets of the people who earned it in
the first place. Then that money could
be invested in the American dream, in-
vested in education, invested in hous-
ing, invested in new plant and equip-
ment to create new jobs.

The biggest problem with the budget
before us is not the fact that many of
us do not like the priorities in terms of
defense and nondefense spending; that
many of us do not like the priorities of
raising taxes to fund domestic spend-
ing. The biggest problem is that the
budget, by its very nature, has to be a
partnership between the Congress and
the President.

Under the law, we can adopt any
budget we want, but to enforce that
budget we have to adopt a reconcilia-
tion bill, in this case a reconciliation
bill that prior to yesterday would have
raised taxes $53 billion over a 3-year
period above the level that the Presi-
dent asked for in his budget.

Yesterday, we proposed raising taxes
through action on an amendment by
roughly another $3 billion, raising the
total to $56 billion. If we, through the
adoption of this amendment, add an-
other $13 billion to taxes, we are talk-
ing about almost $70 billion worth of
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taxes above the level that the Presi-
dent requested in his budget.

Now, this must lead Members to
speculate as to what the President is
going to do. Having listened to the
President through the 1984 campaign,
having listened to the President every
day since that time, having listened to
the President as late as yesterday say
that he was going to veto a tax in-
crease above the level called for in his
budget, I would have to conclude that,
if we send a tax increase for $70 billion
to fund increases in domestic spending
down to the White House, that bill is
going to be vetoed.

Now, that in no way reflects on the
perfect right and consistency of this
amendment. But I think it does reflect
on the fact that, if we simply write a
budget and set out spending levels and
sustain expenditures without taking
into account the possibility of enact-
ing taxes to pay for it, we do create
the problem under the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings bill that we may
find ourselves at the beginning of the
fiscal year with an across-the-board
cut being imposed. And I guess maybe
I am a little sensitive to that because
when the headline runs, it will be
“Gramm-Rudman Cuts; Gramm-
Rudman Denies.” The reality will be
that Gramm-Rudman did not do any
of those things, but instead that Con-
gress did not live up to the commit-
ment to meet the target of $144 bil-
lion.

If the distinguished Senator from
New York had offered an amendment
that joined together the amendment
we voted on yesterday and this amend-
ment, I would have supported it. As
you will remember, the distinguished
chairman of the Budget Committee of-
fered an amendment that set out all
the terminations in the President’s
budget and proposed that they be
adopted and that tax increases be re-
duced. As I remember, that total was
about $4.2 billion. Had this amend-
ment had that offset, accepting those
terminations, I not only would have
voted for it, but I would have been a
strong proponent of it.

I have always felt, relative to the
grant program, that revenue sharing
was preferable. I guess part of it is re-
gional in nature. I have always felt,
whether you were talking about heat-
ing days squared in the formula for
low income energy assistance or the
age of housing as a factor in HUD
funding, that my part of the country
has always ended up on the short end
of the stick in terms of the grant
system. I have always felt that prior-
ities set at the local level were more
likely to be priorities representing the
public interests than priorities set in
Washington.

But our choice today is not to termi-
nate UDAG and EDA and a multitude
of other programs to fund revenue
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sharing. I would support that amend-
ment. Our choice is, do we want to
over the next 3 years raise taxes by
almost $13 billion to fund a program
that we claimed termination for in last
year's budget; that we took credit for,
in fact, in the whole process of going
through the adoption of a budget last
year in reconciliation. We are back
again voting on it and debating it this
year.

I think the odds of the President
signing a revenue-sharing extension
without an offsetting reduction in
spending somewhere is relatively low.

But I rise in opposition to this
amendment. I hope we can vote it
down. While I do not oppose revenue
sharing as compared to grants, I think
we are moving in the wrong direction
in raising taxes on the working men
and women of America so that Gov-
ernment can continue to grow at a
rate several times the rate of growth
in the private sector. I remind my col-
leagues that, even the President's
budget proposal which had $53 billion
less in revenues, Government spending
in the aggregate was not cut. The fact
tends to be lost in all of these argu-
ments about these massive reductions
in Federal spending is that under the
requirements of the Gramm-Rudman
law, if the economy stays healthy—
and I submit that $70 billion of new
taxes will not help keep it healthy—
but if it stays healthy, Government
will grow every day under the Gramm-
Rudman requirement because reve-
nues are growing faster than the defi-
cit reduction requirements under
Gramm-Rudman. The problem is that
Congress does not want to limit the
growth of Federal spending, but in
fact wants to expand it and that is
what this amendment is about. I hope
my colleagues will vote it down. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MATTINGLY). Who yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, now
I am prepared to indicate what the
leader wants us to do with floor votes.
I think I can accommodate it without
having to do anything extraordinary.
The leader indicated that we would
not vote on this amendment, either up
or down or table, before 2:15 p.m.

Anyone who is interested in making
sure that they are around for the vote
and have something else that is impor-
tant, should know we will finish this
debate, and if there is not another
amendment that we can call up and
temporarily lay aside in order to vote
on the Moynihan amendment, I will
use time off the bill to accommodate
the leader’s concern with reference to
the time we vote on this.

Mr. President, I yield myself as
much time as I need now in opposi-
tion. However, I would like to be ad-
vised if I use up the remaining time
that I have under the amendment
itself.
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In my opening remarks a few days
ago when this budget resolution and

the fiscal policy plan for the country
was taken up here on the floor, I men-

tioned that there was a figure in
Greek mythology named Sisyphus. In
mythology he was pushing a large
rock up a mountain. He would get the
rock up to the top, and it would roll
back down. He kept trying but never
could get it quite up to the top of the
mountain, where it would fall down on
the other side once and for all.

As I said, I have a cartoon of this in
my office. It is most interesting. It has
Sisyphus trying to push that rock up,
but that rock is the budget. He has it
about halfway up. You know the rest.
It did not matter how far. It comes
rolling down. Well, this amendment
reminds me of Sisyphus’ large rock.
We have eliminated funding for all or
part of this program in two separate
pieces of legislation and now it is back.

Shortly, I will tell you of my involve-
ment in revenue sharing. Obviously, if
I had my druthers and we could vote
to cut some other programs, it would
not take much to get the Senator from
New Mexico not only vote for revenue
sharing, but I would offer the amend-
ment to keep it. But my experience is
that Congress will not make enough
cut to make room in the budget for
something like revenue sharing.

Let me remind the Senate the
budget is growing, not coming down.
My only comment to my friend from
Texas would have been that he is ab-
solutely right. But the President too
wants the budget to grow. It is just
that he wants it to grow in the areas
that he prefers.

Obviously, the President would say,
as others do, that my preference is
something very important—the mili-
tary. That is true. There are many
who agree with him. Nonetheless, we
all have our own preferences. But on
this amendment, last year we voted in
the budget resolution to phase out rev-
enue sharing. It passed.

On the floor of the U.S. Senate, the
HUD-Independent Agency Subcom-
mittee of Appropriations, chaired by
Senator GARN brought an appropria-
tions bill to the floor. There was not
enough money in it for veterans, and
there was not enough money in there
for the space program—it also includ-
ed revenue sharing fully funded. I do
not know how many Senators know it,
but in that appropriation bill they
voted here on the floor to phase out
revenue sharing.

That is why I am reminded of the
Greek figure, Sisyphus pushing the
rock up the mountain. I am sure that
when the Appropriations Committee
acted last year, many members
thought they had finally pushed one
budget rock over the mountain. Then
we reinforced this action with recon-
ciliation.
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The proponents say this amendment
does not mandate a tax increase. Well,
that is right. But I guarantee you that
there is no way within the budget that
you can pass this amendment to rein-
state revenue sharing fully for an ad-
ditional year. This budget contem-
plates payment for one additional
quarter, the one before us. We have
been asked to give a transition period.
The transition period contemplated is
all of the rest of this year, and the
first quarter of next year. But this
amendment says that you can provide
for a full fiscal year and it just will not
cost you anything. Let us go ahead
and say to the Finance Committee,
keep the program. If they can find $4
billion that is a rounded number in
new taxes, we can keep this program
and everything will be OK.

I just hope everybody knows that
this is a real vote to add $4 billion to
the deficit, or to add $4 billion to the
$19 billion in taxes for the year 1987
that are now prescribed by this budget
resolution. Yesterday’s amendment in
the name of education added another
$300 million in new taxes in the first
year. It is a little bigger in the out-
years—$1.2 billion and $1.4 billion in
1988 and 1989.

Frankly, I have already given some
indication of my perception of this
program. I really did not think the day
would ever come that we would have
put in revenue-sharing. Prior to gener-
al revenue-sharing, we were certain
that we knew how to do things better.
We had decades of categorical grant
programs, with strings attached, for
education, for aid to the counties, for
aid to the cities to take care of the
homeless. We always wanted to have
our committees involved, and pass on
programs every year. Then general
revenue-sharing came along, and said
let us just put that money in local offi-
cials’ hands and see if they cannot do
some good with it. That was a great
day.

Yesterday, however, we saw that $4
billion could be saved with 44 individ-
ual programs that have strings at-
tached. Only 14 Senators desired to
get rid of the $4 billion for those cate-
gorical grant programs.

Let me tell you that this is just the
beginning. The budget before us has
$108 billion in grants and aid of differ-
ent types to State and local govern-
ments. Whatever changes we have
made in the past 5 years, that is how
many are still there. Yes, some of
them are far more important than
others. Some of them have to do with
health. Some of them have to do with
economic development. Clearly, Con-
gress has said it is not going to get rid
of the 44 programs that are among the
lesser categorical grant programs.
They may be the least efficient or per-
haps even the least necessary of the
entire 2,400-and-some programs of our
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National Government. We cannot get
rid of those either.

So today if my count is right, we re-
visit this issue for the third time, in-
cluding last year in the budget. Let us
bite one serious bullet. It is a pretty
big one. It is almost $4 billion. Let us

do it. We ordered the committees to do
it in reconciliation and we thought it

was done. We voted in an appropria-
tion bill to cut it out.

Now we are here again with an
amendment that says, “Put it back,
but do not worry about its impact on
the deficit; it does not mandate any-
thing.”

Obviously, I have grown to appreci-
ate the fact that we cannot expect ev-
erything here. You cannot get your
way all the time. Clearly, there is
room for disagreement and there is
room for compromise. But I do not
think one ought to doubt this one.

If revenue sharing is put back this
year, with its $4 billion a year price
tag, for those who thought there was
one breakthrough for fiscal responsi-
bility, just say goodbye to it. In fact,
that fellow who pushed the rock up
the mountain for all those years
moved to another mountain on this
one. There is no question he is not
going to be pushing here anymore. He
is going to find another one. Maybe he
will find some other program and start
pushing the rock up to see if he can
get the rock over the top of the moun-
tain. This one is gone.

I urge that everyone understand
that we do reach the point at some
place that we just cannot continue to
say, “Add some more taxes." We
cannot even say, “We do not even add
that number to the tax side unless and
until they pass the revenue sharing
and then unless and until they pay for
it.”

I think we ought to decide that we
cannot afford it.

Mr. President, I want to repeat that
I have plenty of county commissioners
and some of the smaller cities in my
State who desperately need revenue
sharing. They also use many of the
other programs that I have alluded to,
that $108 billion, and they use some of
those programs that will be terminat-
ed

There is no way that their Senator
can find a substitute for revenue shar-
ing or some of those others. I cannot
get anyone around here to do that. I
tried to draw up a bill on that but it
will not work. You just cannot find
enough categorical programs that
people are willing to give up and to
marry into some kind of a swap for
revenue sharing.

I would hope that we would not
follow on the heels of a $4 billion pro-
grammatic increase yesterday, as I in-
dicated, one-half of 1 percent increase
in what America is spending for educa-
tion. We added that to our national
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commitment, which is a very small
commitment. That is the first vote.

The second vote is this one. It is a
little bigger. Yesterday's and today's
votes will be a victory for, those who
want to send a signal that we are going
to have a sequester at the end of the
year and cut everything across the
board. I would even think this is the
last amendment that might be adopt-
ed in the next 4 or 5 days to add some
more. I do not think it is getting us
closer to a budget, however. I think it
is getting us closer to a situation
where we will have none. We will have
to take about a $25 billion to $30 bil-
lion outlay cut across the board at the
end of the year.

How much additional time remains
in opposition, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eight-
een minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield such time as
the distinguished Senator from Flori-
da desires in opposition.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator
yield for a moment?

Mr. CHILES. Yes.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. As I understand
it, the vote is to be called for 2:15.

Mr. DOMENICI. In response to the
leader’s request, I think it is to be no
sooner than that.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second? There is a
sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. I am sure the
Chair will confirm this, but I did not
get a unanimous consent that we
would have a vote of any type. I
merely said we would not vote sooner
than that.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I understand. I
wanted to be absent from the floor for
a period.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the Sena-
tor yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield the floor.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, the
budget debate always produces a series
of attractive amendments. This one is
attractive. I see a long list of other
very appealing amendments.

The trouble is each one compounds
the problem we have passing this reso-
lution. They certainly do not add reve-
nue. That is one of the problems with
the amendment before us.

The committee tried to take into ad-
vance consideration the views ex-
pressed on the floor today by the Sen-
ator from Louisiana, the Senator from
Tennessee, the Senator from New
York, the Senator from Michigan, and
many other sponsors of this amend-
ment. We said we would try to make
allowances if revenue sharing was re-
authorized. That is what we need to
remember. The authorization for reve-
nue sharing is expiring and it must be
reauthorized. The President of the
United States has said he will not
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countenance the reauthorization of
revenue sharing. It has been made
very clear that he will veto any bill
that attempts to reauthorize revenue
sharing. Because of that, our Budget
Act last year, and the appropriations
bills we passed last year, took into con-
sideration that revenue sharing was
going to expire.

But because of some of the views we
heard expressed here today and have
heard in the committee, we fenced off
some money. We said that in the event
revenue sharing or a portion of it is re-
authorized, and in the event the Fi-
nance Committee raises the additional
money to pay for it, we will allow ap-
proximately half of the revenue shar-
ing money to come forward for 1 year.

That was our attempt take care of
these concerns and, at the same time,
put together a product with some bal-
ance in the amount of spending cuts
and, at the same time, not have it
overbalanced with new revenue in the
package.

Our concern is, as we see these
amendments come forward, we are
going to lose that balance we put in.

Revenue sharing is something tre-
mendously popular in my State. I hear
from all my cities. I hear from all my
counties. They certainly want it.

We have been trying to tell the offi-
cials down there for the last several
yvears that this was a program whose
life was expiring, that the President
was not going to reauthorize it. They
needed to make other provisions. *

We attempted to do that in last
yvear's budget. We attempted to give
the signal as strong and as loud as we
could give it, “Get ready to replace
this money because you will be in
trouble with revenue sharing.” We
have done that again in the budget
resolution.

But if we provide this money, the
problem we run into is the possibility
that it will be sequestered under
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. Sequester
will work all kinds of havoc on the
cities, all kinds of havoc on the coun-
ties, much more havoc on our State
governments, to say nothing of what it
would do to all our domestic and de-
fense programs.

That is what people must take into
consideration, that and the fact that
in this proposal we try to provide addi-
tional phase-down time, additional
money to allow the counties and the
cities to be able to readjust.

Mr. President, let me remind my col-
leagues of the name of the program
itself—revenue sharing.

What have we been doing over these
past years with revenue sharing?

We have been sharing revenue we do
not have in the Federal Government
because we are running a deficit. This
year, last year, the year before, the
year before, the year before, the year
before, and the year before that. So
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we are simply sharing our printing
press, that's all. We are sharing a
printing press.

We have seen what that has done to
us over the years: a tremendous in-
crease in interest rates, inflation, and
recessions.

The whole purpose of the present
exercise is to provide ourselves with
some revenue to share. We might be
able to get our deficit down. We cer-
tainly will not be able to do that if we
turn around and continue this pro-
gram.

Mr. President, I understand the Sen-
ator from Ohio wants to ask a ques-
tion. I shall be happy to yield to him.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
I thank the Senator.

If the Senator will yield for a ques-
tion, it is my understanding that the
distinguished manager of the bill, Mr.
Dowmenici, had come on the floor and
indicated that he hoped there might
be some other amendments called up
while waiting for a vote on the Moyni-
han amendment. It is a fact that the
leader has also been pressing those of
us who have amendments to call them
up. I am on the floor not to make any
disturbance but to indicate that I am
prepared to offer an amendment.

I am prepared to call it up, debate it
very briefly, with the understanding
that there be no vote on it until such
time as the Moynihan amendment is
disposed of.

If that is the pleasure of the manag-
ers of the bill, I am perfectly willing to
proceed at this point and if it is not, I
hope that after the Moynihan amend-
ment is disposed of, the Senator from
Ohio might be recognized for the pur-
pose of calling up my amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President,
first, I had not the slightest suspicion
that the Senator from Ohio was on
the floor to cause the slightest dis-
turbance.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Never.

Mr. DOMENICI. Which amendment
is it, I ask the Senator?

Mr. METZENBAUM. Child health. I
think the managers have been notified
about that; it is approximately $200
million over 3 years. I do not think
there will be any debate. We can vote
it up or down and I have no problem
with respect to the time limit.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let
me say to my friend from Ohio that
we had already advised Senators KEN-
NEDY and DeConcINI that we were ex-
pecting them to offer amendments.
Let us check and see and we shall get
right back to the Senator if either of
them is ready. They have been told
they will be next. We will try to do
that.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I shall stand
by until the chairman informs me. I
thank both managers.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, let me
conclude by saying I think the amend-
ment of the Senator from New York is
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very attractive and has a strong base
of support in our cities and counties.
But what we have before us in the res-
olution is a reasonable, practical ap-
proach we should follow. It would give
the best opportunity for some kind of
additional support for revenue shar-

ing.

Mr. DOMENICI. May we have order,
Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. CHILES. I hope that we would
follow that course rather than adopt
this amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum. I ask
unanimous consent that it be charged
equally to both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am a co-
sponsor of the amendment which
allows for the full funding of the Gen-
eral Revenue Sharing Program for
each of the fiscal years 1987 through
1989 at the $4.6 billion funding level.

Since the inception of the Revenue
Sharing Program in 1972, I have been
strongly committed to the program'’s
objectives and have supported each re-
authorization of the program.

Mr. President, revenue sharing has
been one of the most successful pro-
grams we have funded. In my State of
Louisiana, the cities, parishes and
townships that have received revenue
sharing funds have used this money to
provide essential services to their resi-
dents. Improved education, policy and
fire protection, health and public hos-
pitals, roads and highways, and parks
and libraries have been the result of
the revenue sharing dollars. Revenue
sharing represented over 8.9 percent
of the total available tax revenues for
localities in Louisiana and if revenue
sharing funds were to be cut off, our
smaller communities would be forced
to pass sizable tax increases of over 30
percent or cut public services to com-
pensate for the loss of these funds.
More than 85 percent of the program's
recipients are jurisdictions with popu-
lations of less than 10,000.

Mr. President, Louisiana is currently
in the midst of an economic crisis due
to the international oil situation. Un-
employment is now at 13.2 percent,
the highest of any State. In some
areas where the oil and chemical
plants have closed, unemployment has
exceeded 25 percent. Our communities
have already cut public services and if
revenue sharing is discontinued, a 30
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percent tax increase to offset the loss
of revenue sharing from an already

limited base would appear impossible.
Revenue sharing is essential to allow

local governments to pick up the in-
creasing burdens from declining Fed-
eral support for domestic needs. Ac-
cording to the Congressional Research
Service, the Federal Government has
cut State and local programs by 23.5
percent in 1980-85—constant dollars
were used for comparison. In many
communities, revenue sharing is a
large part of the local government’s
budget.

Revenue sharing also allows the
local community flexibility to allocate
the funds to meet their individual
needs. Mr. President, where can we
find a program today that is more effi-
cient dollar for dollar than this pro-
gram? The Federal administrative
costs are less than two-tenths of 1 per-
cent of the total outlays of this pro-
gram. Revenue sharing works and it
works well.

I cannot think of a time when reau-
thorization has been needed more. Re-
authorization will help our financially
strapped local governments and pro-
vide jobs for our citizens.

Reauthorization of the General Rev-
enue Sharing Program has the full
support of our Nation's mayors,
parish, county and law enforcement
officials. Reauthorization should also
hold the highest priority among our
Members in this Congress.

That is why, Mr. President, I strong-
ly support this amendment, and I urge
my colleagues to support the continu-
ation of full funding for the full Gen-
eral Revenue Sharing Program for
fiscal years 1987 through 1989.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum, with
the time to be charged equally.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislation clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, will the
distinguished manager of the bill
yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Kentucky.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be a cosponsor of this
amendment which would allow for the
continued funding of the General Rev-
enue Sharing Program. This program
is the highest priority Federal assist-
ance program for our cities and coun-
ties, and with good reason.

There are some who argue that reve-
nue sharing was instituted to share
what was at the time surplus revenues
with the cities and counties. Now that
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we no longer have surplus revenues,
the argument goes, we can no longer
afford the program. I would argue the
opposite: we cannot afford not to have
revenue sharing. The disruption in
vital services that a loss of these funds
would cause far outweighs the benefits
of the dollars saved by ending the pro-

gram.

These funds provide necessary serv-
ices such as police and fire protection,
water and sewer services, life centers
for our senior citizens, clothes for the
needy, and food for the hungry. And
the list does on and on. Revenue shar-
ing enables our cities and counties to
provide for their own and in the long
run reduces the drain on the Federal
Treasury by allowing the most effi-
cient allocation of resources. Revenue
sharing allows our communities to
provide for the specific needs of their
citizens, rather than the generic needs
that other targeted Federal programs
provide.

There is a great myth in Washing-
ton that our communities will be able
to adjust to a loss of these funds. I
wish that were true. For years I have
been preaching to the cities and coun-
ties not to put these dollars into reoc-
curring expenses—use them for single
expenditures—knowing that the time
would come when even this great pro-
gram would come under attack. One
thing I learned about Washington
when I was Governor is that nothing
is permanent. Unfortunately, many of
our communities put these funds into
reoccurring expenses because they had
no other sources with which to pay for
the services. I can’t fault them; these
local officials were only trying to im-
prove their communities by providing
necessary services.

I think that our local officials recog-
nize that revenue sharing will not be
around forever. They are preparing to
have fewer dollars, and over time will
find ways to adjust. But this transition
cannot occur overnight. Our communi-
ties must be given adequate time to re-
order priorities, seek and enact other
sources of revenue, and reassess needs,
without an interruption in services. I
know that there are those who feel
that local officials have been on notice
for several months now and so should
have been able to get their houses in
order and prepare for an elimination
of these funds. But that simply ig-
nores the realities of local financing
and budgeting, and the types of gov-
ernments these funds go to.

More than 85 percent of the recip-
ients of revenue sharing are local com-
munities with populations under
10,000. The large majority of these
communities receive no other assist-
ance from the Federal Government. It
is impossible for these communities to
replace these funds within a few
months or even a year’s time. General
revenue sharing is the only form of
Federal assistance for more than
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30,000 local governments. Even provid-
ing these communities with an addi-
tional two quarters of revenue sharing
will not solve their problems. They
simply need more time. The 49 largest
cities receiving revenue sharing spend
55 percent of these dollars on fire pro-
tection, and police protection and edu-
cation. Perhaps these larger communi-
ties will ultimately be able to replace
these dollars, but they certainly will
not be able to do so within the next
few months.

Our cities and counties are strapped
for fiscal resources also. A 1985 survey
by the National League of Cities
showed that 30 percent of the cities re-
sponding had already raised property
taxes in 1984, 18 percent had raised
sales taxes, 24 percent had raised busi-
ness taxes, and 39 percent had raised
user fees. We cannot expect these
same communities to raise the addi-
tional funds to replace revenue shar-
ing dollars.

The fact is, our communities must
provide essential services. Not all com-
munities are fiscally able to do so.
Revenue sharing provides a way of
sharing the great wealth of this
Nation with all in an attempt to give
each community the opportunity to
provide for its citizens. While I am as
strong a supporter of reducing the def-
icit as anyone, I believe that there are
some programs that are worth fund-
ing, and general revenue sharing is
definitely one of those programs.

I urge my colleagues to recognize
the continuing vital needs of our cities
and counties and support this amend-
ment.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join the Senator from New
York, Mr. MoyNIHAN, in offering this
amendment to provide for full funding
for general revenue sharing for the
next 3 fiscal years. 1 know of no
amendment that we will consider to
this budget resolution that is of any
greater importance than this one. Rev-
enue sharing is providing over $42 mil-
lion to Arkansas cities and counties
this year, and a recent study showed
that revenue-sharing funds make up
over 22 percent of the typical budget
for most communities in Arkansas.

This amendment is a fiscally respon-
sible way to continue revenue sharing.
The way the amendment is drafted, it
will only take effect if two things
occur. First, Congress must reauthor-
ize the program. Second, sufficient
revenues must be found to pay for the
continuation of the program. There-
fore, adoption of this amendment will
not increase the budget deficit.

Mr. President, revenue sharing is a
program that enjoys widespread sup-
port, and should stand on its own
merits. It's about the only program op-
erated by the Federal Government
that cuts out all the redtape and
strings that so frequently go with Fed-
eral assistance. This program is basi-
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cally a conduit—funds are returned to
the cities and counties of our Nation,
and local officials decided how the
money is spent, not someone sitting
behind a desk here in Washington.
This is a very efficient use of tax dol-
lars. It's important to note, Mr. Presi-
dent, that this program doesn’t have
any bloated bureacracy here in Wash-
ington. Only two-tenths of 1 percent
of all funds in this program are used
for administrative costs. Therefore,
99.8 percent of the money goes to local
governments.

Mr. President, I've heard from
mayors, county judges, emergency
medical personnel, teachers, and
many, many others who support this
program. These funds are used to pro-
vide emergency medical services,
transportation for our elderly citizens,
police and fire protection, and many
other important services.

We shouldn't eliminate this very im-
portant program, which is as effective
as any program operated by the Feder-
al Government. We should focus our
attention on other parts of the budget
where inefficiencies are well-docu-
mented.

For all of these reasons, Mr. Presi-
dent, I urge the adoption of the pend-
ing amendment. Also, I ask unanimous
consent that a news article from the
Arkansas Democrat on the issue of
revenue sharing be included at this
point in the RECORD.

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

FunpinNG Loss To HIT ARKANSAS HARDEST

(By Damon Thompson)

WasHINGTON.—Arkansas’ cities and coun-
ties will lose a bigger portion of their budg-
ets than local governments in any other
state if the federal government eliminates
its general revenue-sharing program Sept.
30.

The U.S. Conference of Mayors, during a
recent meeting at the nation’s capital, circu-
lated a chart indicating how much federal
revenue sharing goes to local governments
in each state and the percentage of local tax
increases—excluding school taxes—that
would be needed to replace those funds if
they were eliminated.

The chart, based on 1985 fiscal year fig-
ures provided by the Department of the
Treasury, shows local governments in Ar-
kansas receive about $40 million annually
from revenue sharing and would have to
raise taxes by an overall 22.3 percent to
equal that amount.

Only West Virginia, which would require
overall local tax increases of 22.2 percent to
raise the $44.5 million its local governments
get in revenue sharing, was anywhere near
Arkansas on the chart.

General revenue sharing, begun in 1972,
now provides $4.5 billion in no-strings-at-
tached federal funds a year to local govern-
ments nationwide.

However, Congress agreed last year in its
1986 budget resolution to end the program
Sept. 30, at the end of the fiscal year, and
President Reagan is expected to seek its
elimination when he unveils his proposed
1987 budget this week.
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That prospect already has local officials
and lawmakers from Arkansas and else-
where scrambling to convince Congress to
reauthorize the program. But they say the
outlook isn't rosy.

“It doesn't look promising at all to us,”
Courtney Langston, executive director of
the Arkansas Association of Counties, said.
“And Arkansas is going to take a big end of
the loss.”

Langston said elimination of revenue shar-
ing would cut county government budgets
on the average by 10.5 percent, or about
$290,000 per county.

More specifically, he said the percentage
of county budgets that revenue-sharing
funds comprise ranges from 5.6 percent in
Grant County to a whopping 19.8 percent in
Hot Spring County.

The amount of revenue-sharing funds a
county gets is based on factors including
population and poverty level, which he said
were also what determine how heavily coun-
ties depend upon them.

Langston said he has been warning county
officials to prepare to cut services or find
new revenue.

However, he said finding new revenues
won't be simple. Twenty-six of Arkansas’ 75
counties have already agreed to local sales
taxes in recent years, while nearly three-
fourths of the state's school districts have
enacted millage increases.

“We don’t have much of an option in Ar-
kansas, except for the local-option sales
tax,” he said. “It's not going to be easy to
ask for a tax increase in areas where people
have already raised them."”

In Hot Spring County, where unemploy-
ment has spiraled after a shutdown by the
aluminum industry, he said a tax increase to
cover a nearly 20 percent revenue loss would
be an especially severe double whammy.

Don Zimmerman, executive director of
the Arkansas Muncipal League, said the
problem would be even more severe for Ar-
kansas' cities. He said the cities receive
about $24 million overall in revenue-sharing
funds which account for 15 to 30 percent of
the cities’ operating budgets.

“Some cities that are able to have been
using revenue sharing only for capital im-
provements, because they feared this was
coming down the pike,” he said. “But a
large number are using them in their oper-
ating budgets right now to pay employees
like their firemen and police.

“They're going to have to lay off some of
them if they lose it.”

Just as the impact on cities will be more
acute, so will the problem of raising alterna-
tive revenues, Zimmerman said. He said
more than 200 municipalities in Arkansas
have already enacted a local-option sales
tax, either by themselves or along with a
county government.

“Most of the places where it would be
most beneficial have already got one,” he
said. “But a lot of cities in Arkansas just
don't have the tax base. They could possibly
levy a sales tax, but they don't have any
degree of retail sales. And counties have a
better property tax source and they have
pretty good fee systems in place that cities
don’'t have.”

Local government had already included
this year's revenue-sharing funds in their
budgets when Congress passed the Gramm-
Rudman deficit-reduction law that man-
dates automatic 4.3 percent cuts in most
non-defense programs in 1986 unless Con-
Eress can work out an alternative by March

'Cons'resslonal leaders have indicated no
alternative will be reached, however, mean-
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ing Arkansas’ allocation of revenue-sharing
funds will be cut by about $2 million.

“We'll manage to get by this year, but
1987 will be really critical,” Langston said.

In addition to the possible loss of revenue-
sharing funds, he said Gramm-Rudman also
poses a threat to cities and counties in the
form of possible cuts in aid which they tra-
ditionally receive through the states in the
form of block grant programs.

Sen. David Pryor, D-Ark., said recently he
also feared cities and counties could be
caught in a crunch if Congress approves a
tax reform bill that does away with tax-
exempt municipal bonds as well as deduc-
tions for state and local taxes.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
I rise to express in the strongest terms
my support for the Moynihan amend-
ment to fund general revenue sharing
in full next year.

Revenue sharing is the only program
we have that helps nearly every city,
town, and county throughout the
country. These local governments
depend on revenue-sharing funds to
provide essential public services in-
cluding education facilities, police and
fire protection, health and public hos-
pitals, roads, parks, and libraries.

There is simply no question that if
this amendment fails, it will mean seri-
ous cuts in public services in these
communities.

Last year, for instance, revenue shar-
ing represented over 7.9 percent of the
total available tax revenues for local-
ities, other than school districts, in my
own State of Ohio. That translates to
a T7.9-percent reduction in services, or a
7.9-percent increase in local taxes, if
this amendment fails.

The fact is, States and localities
have been willing*to do their share to
solve the Federal budget problem. But
they have already borne the major
brunt of Federal budget cutbacks.
Every single assistance program for
the cities has experienced major fund-
ing cutbacks since 1981.

Communities simply cannot afford
to lose revenue sharing. They need
revenue sharing to make up for the in-
creasing economic burdens caused by
declining Federal support for other
domestic needs. For instance, much of
the burden of Medicaid cuts will fall
on local public health services whose
budgets are already strapped. Without
revenue sharing to make up the differ-
ence, I have no doubt that local health
services will decline in quality.

Revenue sharing is ideal for local
communities because it is flexible.
Communities may allocate the funds
to meet their particular needs.

In addition, revenue sharing is effi-
cient. Federal administrative costs are
less than two-tenths of 1 percent of
total outlays, far less than it would
cost most communities to raise the
needed revenue themselves.

Mr. President, I believe this is a good
amendment. The cities and towns and
counties of this country are depending
on it. I urge my colleagues to support
it.
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Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I am
deeply concerned about the ability of
local units of government to finance
critical services.

Over the past few years we have
taken a number of steps that dramati-
cally erode the ability of local govern-
ments to finance these important
functions.

We are taking many more this year.

I am especially concerned about the
termination of general revenue shar-
mng.

Of all of the programs which assist
local units of government, this reaches
the most.

Over 39,000 municipalities receive
funding from general revenue sharing.
Many of these receive no other funds
from the Federal Government.

Revenue sharing is critical if these
municipalities are to continue essen-
tial services.

Instead of eliminating this program,
we should be using it as a model of
how to efficiently deliver services.
General revenue sharing is widely re-
garded as a program which spends an
extremely small fraction of its funds
on overhead, and delivers its resources
to the actual performance of munici-
pal services.

Many of the communities that
depend on revenue sharing will not be
able to fill in the void created if this
program is significantly cut or termi-
nated.

A very large number of communities
are currently levying taxes at the
maximum level allowed under State
law. In addition, any community
which raises its taxes faces the likely
prospect of driving revenue producing
industries outside of their jurisdiction.

I will support this amendment, al-
though I believe it is imperfect. I be-
lieve that fencing the funds for gener-
al revenue sharing makes it unlikely
that these critical resources be turned
over to local units of government.

While I have opposed an increase of
Federal taxes, I support this amend-
ment. If we allow revenue sharing to
be terminated we are mandating
either the termination of essential
services such as police and fire protec-
tion or an increase in local taxes.

For this reason, I urge my colleagues
to join me in supporting this amend-
ment.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President,
pursuant to the budget resolution
passed last year by Congress, authori-
zation for the General Revenue Shar-
ing Program will expire at the end of
the 1986 fiscal year. We thoroughly
debated this issue last year and decid-
ed that the Federal Government no
longer had any revenue to share. We
still have no revenue to share, and for
that reason I am opposed to this
amendment which would restore reve-
nue sharing for another year.
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Mr. President, when the revenue
sharing program was proposed by
President Nixon in 1972, it was meant
to be used by local governments for
c¢apital improvements. Soon afterward,
the strings were loosened to give local
governments more flexibility and reve-
nue sharing operated much like a
block grant. Many local governments
began to rely on this source of funds
for operating expenditures in lieu of
other sources of revenue. Some have
become dependent on revenue sharing
and naturally want the flow of money
from Washington to continue.

Over the past few months, I have
heard from local officials all across
the country, including a number from
my home State of South Carolina.
Many of them have urged me to sup-
port efforts to resurrect revenue shar-
ing. They have expressed concern that
without revenue sharing money, they
would have to face the difficult task of
either cutting services or raising taxes.
Well, that is precisely the decision
confronting us here in the Congress. It
is understandable that some local offi-
cials would prefer that no changes be
made and that the Federal Govern-
ment continue to send them money.
Unfortunately, 19 cents out of every
dollar the Federal Government spends
is borrowed money which adds to the
national debt.

Mr. President, all Americans pay for
the current $2 trillion national debt
our past fiscal policy has created. In
fact, interest alone on that debt has
become by far the fastest growing part
of the Federal budget. It currently
takes the personal income taxes of all
Americans who live west of the Missis-
sippi River just to pay the interest on
the debt. That is correct, just to pay
the interest. Most disturbing to me is
that the tax dollars that go to pay the
interest on our debt do not enforce
one criminal statute, help the needy or
provide for the national defense.

Really, Mr. President, the money we
spend on interest is the ultimate waste
of taxpayer dollars. It is not fair to
our children and grandchildren for us
to ignore the current fiscal crisis. We
must confront the problem and make
the difficult decisions necessary to
ensure the continued viability of our
system of Government.

Mr. President, given the financial
condition of our Federal Government,
I cannot support the continuation of
general revenue sharing. Thus, I
intend to vote against the pending
amendment.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
I rise in support of this amendment,
which would restore full funding to
the General Revenue Sharing Pro-

gram.

Continuing this assistance to local
communities is extremely important
to local communities throughout the
country. In my State of West Virginia,
it is absolutely imperative: If revenue
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sharing payments are eliminated or
sharply reduced, most localities will be
forced to slash essential public serv-
ices.

To give a few examples, in McDowell
County—one of the poorest areas of
the State—revenue sharing pays for
part of the police force. Wood County
uses the assistance to upgrade its fire
department, while Mercer County
relies on the program to finance a
health clinic. Throughout my State,
revenue sharing supports public edu-
cation, libraries, law enforcement, and
other major functions of local govern-
ment. These are clearly services that
no area can readily forego.

It is frequently argued that local
governments should go ahead and
raise their own taxes to pay for such
services rather than depending on the
continuation of Federal aid. But in a
State like mine, with an unemploy-
ment rate above 13 percent, the alter-
native of raising taxes enough to make
up for the loss of revenue sharing
simply is not practical. In West Virgin-
ia, local taxes would have to be raised
22 percent to generate the funds now
provided by revenue sharing. Either
way, we lose: Our communities cannot
afford that kind of tax increase, but
they also cannot afford to let public
services deteriorate. Without good fa-
cilities and services at the local level,
West Virginia’'s opportunities to at-
tract industry and expand jobs will be
greatly diminished.

The revenue sharing program has
come under relentless attack from the
Reagan administration—despite its
push to decentralize and shift various
responsibilities from Federal programs
to State and local governments. Oddly,
the administration does not seem to
care whether these units of govern-
ment have the means of financing
such activities: Besides trying to end
the revenue sharing program, the ad-
ministration advocates repealing the
deductibility of State and local taxes
as well as placing new restrictions on
municipalities’ use of tax-exempt
bonds. In combination, these proposals
seem to make the job of adjusting to
cutbacks in Federal assistance as diffi-
cult as possible.

In 1983, President Reagan said, “The
Federal Government has never spent
money more wisely than by devoting it
to general revenue sharing.” He was
right then. He is wrong now.

Fortunately, the Senate Budget
Committee refused to eliminate reve-
nue sharing, and recommended $1.8
billion for the program in fiscal 1987.
That is half the amount approved for
fiscal year 1986 after funding was cut
back by more than 8 percent in the ap-
propriations process and by 4.3 per-
cent under Gramm-Rudman. Half a
program may be better than none, but
is not enough. I urge my colleagues to
support the amendment and restore
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full funding for the revenue sharing
program.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of Senator MOYNIHAN
and Sasser’s amendment permitting
the Senate Finance Committee to re-
authorize the General Revenue Shar-
ing Program for up to 3 years.

In his fiscal year 1987 budget re-
quest, the President recommended the
complete elimination of the Revenue
Sharing Program and, indeed, called
for cancellation of the last quarterly
payment for 1986.

This simply cannot be allowed. Gen-
eral revenue sharing allows cities and
towns in rural States, like my own
State of Vermont, to provide essential
services without raising already high
property taxes. Vermont's property
tax burden is already the 15th highest
in the Nation. Eliminating revenue
sharing would create an even greater
tax burden for Vermonters.

In fact, a recent survey of Vermont
town officials found that 75 percent of
the State’s municipalities would be
forced to both raise taxes and cut serv-
ices to replace lost Revenue Sharing
funds.

Nearly one-half of Vermont's towns
would be forced to cut social services,
at a time when demand for those serv-
ices has increased by 50 percent at the
local level. One-half of Vermont's
cities and towns would also have to cut
capital expenditures for such items as
fire equipment and police cruisers.

Revenue sharing also pays for 15
percent of total local fire protection
costs in Vermont and 11 percent of
total local police costs.

Eliminating revenue sharing makes
no sense either at a time when rural
communities across the Nation are
struggling to pay liability insurance
premiums which have increased by 200
and 300 percent annually.

Ending revenue sharing makes no
sense and it will hurt Vermont, whose
towns and cities last year received
$12.4 million in funds through this im-
portant program—funds which other-
wise would have to be raised by in-
creasing local property taxes.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table showing the amount
of revenue sharing funds received by
Vermont's towns and cities appear at
this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrbp, as follows:

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT GRANT AWARDS, PROCUREMENT
CONTRACT AWARDS, AND LOANS AND INSURANCE BY
GEOGRAPHIC AREAS: FISCAL YEAR 1985

Congression-  U1.S. residen

Municipaiity or township area al tistrict mh*

530,052
30,890
1815
2,517
961
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, let me
also make clear that the Moynihan-
Sasser amendment is fiscally responsi-
ble. The amendment simply directs
the Senate Finance Committee to re-
authorize the General Revenue-Shar-
ing Program at a level which is com-
mensurate with the amount of reve-
nue that can reasonably be raised to
pay for the program. In other words,
this amendment will not increase the
deficit.

The amendment simply gives the Fi-
nance Committee room to reauthorize
revenue-sharing up to the current
level of spending on the program, if
the committee believes we can afford
it.

Let me also emphasize that this
amendment must not increase individ-
ual income taxes.

The chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee and virtually all of its
members have stated that any reve-
nues raised to reduce the deficit would
not be derived by increasing individual
taxes. I also oppose outright any in-
crease in individual taxes to raise the
necessary funds to finance this amend-
ment and I encourage the Finance
Committee to raise the needed reve-
nues either through a minimum corpo-
rate tax or efforts to increase tax com-
pliance.

Mr. President, more than 200 of our
largest, most profitable corporations
paid less in taxes last year than the
average Vermont family. In fact, the
Boeing Corp. and Dow Chemical re-
ceived $13.6 million and $18.5 million
refunds, respectively.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a list of corporations that
pay no Federal income taxes appear at
this point in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

COMPANIES THAT PAID NO INCOME TAX

[The following chart fists 50 American companies that paid no Federal income
o 4 275 compmin Iy s o o ol o s -t
izens ax !
that period are in millions of doliars]
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Mr. LEAHY. This cannot go on. The
Senate Finance Committee ought to
report a minimum tax to ensure that
these corporations pay their fair share
of taxes. As part of the Hollings
budget freeze, I was pleased to cospon-
sor a minimum tax that would raise
$15 billion from corporations that pre-
viously avoided paying taxes. It can be
done. Out of a sense of fairness, it
must be done.

Finally, Mr. President, last year the
Internal Revenue Service reported
that up to $92 billion in revenues
could be raised simply by collecting
taxes owed to the Federal Govern-
ment. It makes far more sense to in-
crease efforts to collect back taxes
from those who have skirted their re-
sponsibilities than raising individual
taxes. I urge the Finance Committee
to follow the lead that Senator KERRY
and I took in offering a successful
amendment to Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings calling for an annual report on
the progress of the Internal Revenue
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Service’s efforts to increase tax com-
pliance.

No American should be asked to pay
a single cent more in Federal income
taxes, when so much revenue remains
uncollected and so many profitable
corporations avoid paying their fair
share of taxes.

Mr. KEERRY. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my support for the
amendment offered by the Senator
from New York which would provide
full funding for the general revenue
sharing program, through 1989.

Mr. President, general revenue shar-
ing has long been regarded as a vital
economic tool in the fiscal and eco-
nomic planning of our local govern-
ments. Since its inception in 1972, the
program has proven to be an extreme-
ly successful vehicle in strengthening
our local governments and maximizing
their flexibility in responding to a va-
riety of needs.

General revenue sharing returns to
local control, a share of the tax base
that localities have contributed. In
this respect, the program recognizes
the fundamental role that our local
governments play in our overall econo-
my. General revenue-sharing funds
are distributed to more than 39,000
local communities and go toward pro-
viding a variety of services such as
police and fire protection, education,
health, and sanitation. These services
in turn result in positive commercial
development, meaningful job training
and creation as well as critically neces-
sary human services. There is little
doubt that these indispensable serv-
ices will suffer if general revenue shar-
ing is eliminated.

Mr. President, I am fully cognizant
of the severity of our current Federal
budget deficit and the serious threat it
poses to our economy and our future. I
do not believe, however, that elimina-
tion of or providing less than full
funding for the general revenue shar-
ing program is either a fair or a rea-
sonable approach to addressing this
problem.

We are witnessing a massive disin-
vestment by the Federal Government
in our cities and towns. Since 1981,
Federal aid to local governments has
been cut by almost 40 percent. This
disinvestment has meant reduced
funding for other essential community
programs such as the Community De-
velopment Block Grant Program
[CDBG); the Urban Development
Block Grant Program [UDBG]; and
the Community Services Block Grant
Program [CSBGI; as well as fewer re-
sources for housing, education, the en-
vironment and transportation. The
fact that these reductions in aid to our
local governments are occurring as our
military budget grows by leaps and
bounds, makes the disinvestment that
much more unconscionable.
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In Massachusetts, the reduction or
elimination of general revenue-sharing
funds will be particularly hard felt due
to the existence of proposition 2%.
This law constrains local communities
in their ability to set new tax rates
and thereby offset the losses that will
ensue in the absence of general reve-
nue-sharing funds.

Throughout the course of its exist-
ence, the General revenue sharing
program has enjoyed bipartisan sup-
port from both Chambers of Congress.
The program has proven itself success-
ful in achieving the goals set forth
when the program was established. I
reiterate my unqualified support for
the general revenue sharing program
in general as well as for the amend-
ment under consideration today.

GENERAL REVENUE SHARING

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I strongly
support general revenue sharing and I
am pleased to join my colleagues in
sponsoring this amendment, which
seeks to continue full funding for gen-
eral revenue sharing through fiscal
year 1989,

The general revenue sharing Pro-
gram provides assistance to America's
39,000 general purpose local govern-
ment units. This program has enjoyed
strong bipartisan support. It was pro-
posed by a Republican President and
enacted by a Democratic Congress in
1972. Three times—in 1976, 1980, and
1983—this program has been extended
and amended with strong bipartisan
support. And through such actions,
the program has been fine tuned and
has become more responsive to the
needs of local governments. Funds
have been increasingly targeted to
local units of government. States have
been provided greater flexibility in de-
veloping formulas for allocating funds
to local governments. And provisions
have been included which recognize
the special needs of those localities
with severe economic dislocation.

Last year, when confronted with the
President’s fiscal year 1986 budget rec-
ommendation that the program be ter-
minated, the 99th Congress instead
chose to reaffirm its commitment to
this program by appropriating $4.185
billion for fiscal year 1986.

But despite general revenue shar-
ing’s history of deep bipartisan sup-
port, the President’s fiscal year 1987
budget once again proposed to strike a
death knell for the program: It sought
to terminate the program upon expira-
tion of its authorization in 1986. It
also requested a rescission of $760 mil-
lion of the program’s fiscal year 1986
post-Gramm-Rudman appropriation.

The budget resolution now before
us, proposes a solution but it is only a
halfway measure. It would accommo-
date reauthorization of the program
for 1 year and fiscal year 1987 funding
of $1.8 billion. But I am convinced
that the predicaments of many of our
local governments dictate that this is
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not enough. I believe we need full
funding of general revenue sharing.

Mr. President, throughout this
Nation, millions of Americans and
thousands of local communities are in
serious economic trouble. Their needs
are genuine and highly visible. Al-
ready, 16 States have enacted cuts in
their fiscal year 1986 budgets and 7
States have deferred fiscal year 1986
expenditures to later years.

Where are these communities and
who are these people? They are locat-
ed throughout those States with
economies that are highly dependent
on the gas and oil industries and coal
and steel. They are found in the
bayous of Louisiana, and the fields of
east Texas and Oklahoma; they are
cities and townships and villages
throughout the States of Alaska and
Colorado. And the farm belt is full of
distressed communities populated by
farmers facing unmanageable debts
and unemployed farm workers.

And there are other types of commu-
nities and people who are in deep eco-
nomic trouble, but whose needs are in-
creasingly ignored by this administra-
tion. These are the States and commu-
nities and families who have failed to
reap the economic fruits of the nation-
al economic recovery of the past 3
years. They are the victims of deep
economic dislocations associated with
industrial and technological change.
They are ex-employees of a town’s
closed factories. They are the long-
term unemployed. They are the never-
employed young men and women.

I know these communities and
people, because my State of West Vir-
ginia contains many of them. West
Virginia has an unemployment rate of
over 13 percent—that is almost twice
the national rate.

In fiscal year 1985, West Virginia re-
ceived $44.9 million in general revenue
sharing funds. Under the proposal
made by the Senate Budget Commit-
tee, West Virginia’'s fiscal year 1987
funding would be reduced to an esti-
mated $18 million. This represents a
cut of nearly 60 percent. Most other
States will experience even higher per-
centage cuts.

Due to the State’s economic ills,
West Virginia counties and municipali-
ties would be dramatically affected by
such a funding cut. The *“Federal
funds information for States’ service,
reports that in West Virginia during
fiscal year 1984, general revenue shar-
ing funds constituted 7 percent of the
expenditures of counties and 5.5 per-
cent of the expenditures of municipali-
ties. Indeed, in some smaller West Vir-
ginia counties, general revenue shar-
ing represents nearly 30 percent of ex-
penditures.

West Virginia is not alone in its need
for general revenue sharing. There are
many other States where fiscal year
1984 general revenue sharing funding
represented more than 5 percent of
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county, municipal, or township ex-
penditures. Among such States are Ar-
kansas, Delaware, Illinois, Indiana,
Kansas, Maine, Minnesota, Missouri,
Nebraska, New Mexico, North Dakota,
Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Utah,
and Vermont. I might add that 10 of
these States along with 22 others
project fiscal year 1986 budget bal-
ances equal to less than 3 percent of
their expenditures.

A drastic reduction in funding for
revenue sharing will create economic
hardships for many communities
across the Nation, compounding an al-
ready serious fiscal situation. Mr.
President, I hope the Senate will act
to help our local governments that
form the foundation of this country.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise to speak in opposition to the Moy-
nihan amendment as a Senator who
has seen first hand the good work rep-
resented by general revenue sharing
funds. While judge/executive of Jef-
ferson County, KY, as much as $9 mil-
lion or 10 percent of the county
budget was funded by revenue sharing.
My colleagues have spoken eloguently
today about how that money is used
around the country. And I am pleased
to report that the funds have always
been allocated for beneficial initiatives
in Jefferson County as well. Revenue-
sharing funds have contributed to the
maintenance of roads, the construc-
tion of drainage projects, and for
police and fire protection—all good
and worthy efforts.

But, Mr. President, today's debate
should have very little to do with
whether or not the money is being
well spent—it is, and no one disputes
that point. The issue we should be dis-
cussing is whether or not the Federal
Government should foot the bill—
whether or not a government that is
$2 trillion in debt, with $200 billion
being added annually, can or should be
asked to pay for local services. Or
whether, as the Moynihan amendment
requires, we should ask our constitu-
ents to pay higher taxes—to send a
greater portion of their income to
Washington.

Mr. President, I cannot support the
Moynihan amendment because I do
not believe that Kentuckians want the
Federal Government to raise their
taxes yet another time to pay for a
program that is most efficiently
funded at the local level. That is not
to say that there is not a great deal of
talk about a tax increase on Capitol
Hill. Not only is there talk, but the dis-
cussion invariably turns to excise
taxes. I have raised objections to these
regressive taxes—which hurt Een-
tucky disproportionally—in the con-
text of tax reform and I will continue
to do so in the context of our budget
debate. The reality is that any vote
which adds spending to the budget by
an arbitrary tax increase, increases
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the pressure to realize that tax in-
crease by further expanding excise
taxes.

Mr. President, the budget debate
that faces us will not be easy. There
are many difficult decisions yet to be
made. I, for one, am not ready to
throw in the towel on trying to make
the Federal bureaucracy more effi-
cient, rather than give in to the tax
and spend mentality held by some in
this institution, which has created the
budget environment in which we now
find ourselves.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President,
today I propose to maintain full fund-
ing—$4.6 billion—for the general reve-
nue sharing program.

Two conditions must be met before
the budget resolution would be adjust-
ed to allow for such funding of general
revenue sharing. First, the program
must be reauthorized; second, addi-
tional revenues must be found to cover
the costs of the program at the reau-
thorized level.

The idea of giving local government
funds to use them as they best see fit
is not new. In fact, the origins of Fed-
eral revenue sharing can be traced to
Andrew Jackson’s administration,
which had collected a large Federal
surplus from customs receipts and the
sale of public lands. The Surplus Dis-
tribution Act of 1836 provided that all
money in the U.S. Treasury on Janu-
ary 1, 1837, with the exception of $5
million, was to be deposited with the
States in proportion to their respec-
tive representation in the Senate and
the House.

The deposits were made in four
quarterly installments; and in return,
the States pledged to keep and repay
the money as might be required by the
Secretary of the Treasury. Of the $37
million available for distribution, only
$28 million was actually deposited
with the States. Although the transfer
of funds was to be temporary and sub-
ject to repayment, it was—in actual-
ity—an outright grant, as none of the
money was ever requested to be re-
turned.

In this century, congressional at-
tempts to secure Federal tax sharing
legislation began in 1949, when, early
that year, Representative Errett P.
Scrivner (R-Kansas) introduced a bill
to authorize the collectors of Internal
Revenue to transfer to each State
treasury, on a quarterly basis, 1 per-
cent of Federal individual and corpo-
rate income taxes collected within the
State. Such shared revenues were to
be used by the States for “educational
purposes only without any Federal di-
rection, control, or interference.” Con-
gress failed, however, to take action on
this legislation.

The current program has roots trac-
ing back 20 years when, in 1964, I
drafted the plank in the Democratic
Party Platform calling for revenue
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sharing with State and local govern-
ments. On that occasion, I wrote:

Consideration should be given to the de-
velopment of fiscal policies which would
provide revenue sources to hard-pressed
State and local governments to assist them
with their responsibilities.

At that time, we were faced with an
elementary fact: The progressive basis
of our income tax system caused the
revenues of the Federal Government
to grow faster than those of State and
local governments. This trend threat-
ened the fundamental nature of our
federal system, for as money flowed to
Washington, so did power.

President Johnson did appoint a
task force to study the merits of Fed-
eral revenue sharing, but the idea was
shelved due to the acceleration of the
Vietnam war in 1965 and the attend-
ant increase in defense outlays.

But the idea did not disappear. In
1969, as Assistant to the President for
Urban Affairs, I drew up the program
and drafted the 1969 Presidential mes-
sage calling for revenue sharing. And
on October 20, 1972, President Nixon
signed into law the State and Local
Fiscal Assistance Act. At the time, this
legislation was seen as a way of halt-
ing—or even reversing—the trend
toward ever-increasing concentrations
of power in Washington at the ex-
pense of State and local prerogatives.

Since the creation of the program
and its subsequent reauthorizations in
1976, 1980, and 1983, general revenue
sharing has provided more than $74
billion in assistance to State and local
governments. Today it continues to
embody the fundamental concept of
maximizing local control over fiscal
decisions. The original program has
been reformed some, to ensure that
the funds would be sent to the govern-
ments which most need them. When
first established, State governments as
well as localities received revenue
sharing funds. In 1980, this was
changed to reflect the view that State
governments were in better financial
shape than the Federal Government.

Today, general revenue sharing con-
tinues to provide needed funds to
cities and towns throughout the coun-
try on the basis of fiscal need and ca-
pacity. More than 39,000 units of Gov-
ernment are eligible for the program,
including 3,049 counties nationwide.
Jurisdictions with populations of less
than 10,000, most of which receive no
other assistance from the Federal
Government, account for more than
85 percent of the program's recipients.
Revenue sharing is the only form of
Federal assistance received by more
than 30,000 local governments.

These communities need the general
revenue sharing program. Sixty-two
percent of all revenue sharing funds
goes to jurisdictions with per capita in-
comes below the national average.
Fully 93 percent goes to those with
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per capita incomes below 125 percent
of the national average.

And these funds are used well
Almost half pay for police, fire,
schools, and hospitals. They are also
used to help maintain roads, high-
ways, and bridges and to build jails.

Less than 0.2 percent of the funds
are used for administrative costs,
making the program one of the most
efficient the Government has ever es-
tablished.

What would happen if this program
were eliminated?

For many local governments, taxes
would have to be increased more than
30 percent to compensate for the loss
of general revenue sharing. The na-
tional impact of eliminating the pro-
gram would on average be a 9.2-per-
cent increase in local property taxes.
If the loss were made up through local
service cuts, these would result in re-
ductions in force nationally of 18,494
police officers, 18,152 f{fire officers,
18,152 teachers, 20,220 human service
workers, and 26,065 street mainte-
nance workers.

In my own State of New York, the
city of Syracuse, which uses its gener-
al revenue sharing funds for fire de-
partment salaries, would have to in-
crease property taxes $4.48 per $1,000
of assessed value to compensate for
the GRS fund losses.

Albany, which also pays its firemen
with general revenue sharing funds,
would have to increase property taxes
$4.91 per $1,000 if the program were
eliminated.

The loss of GRS funding for the city
of Oneonta would translate into an in-
crease of 9.5 percent in the local prop-
erty tax levy.

For the village of Saugerties, the
elimination of general revenue sharing
would result in a 22.6-percent increase
in the town's general tax.

Mr. President, the list goes on and
on, but at this point, because it is best
said in their own words, I ask unani-
mous consent that letters from the fol-
lowing officials be printed in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp at this time: Lu-
cille Pattison, Dutchess County execu-
tive; Arthur LeFevre, supervisor of the
town of Plattsburgh; Thomas Bradley,
supervisor of the town of Alexandria;
Stephen Snyder, supervisor of the
town of Onondaga;, Thomas Whitta-
ker, clerk of the board of supervisors,
County of Chenango; Robert Dens-
berger, Chemung County executive;
David Miller, mayor of the city of
Tonawanda; and Lucien Morin,
Monroe County executive.

What most distresses me about the
possible elimination of the general rev-
enue sharing program is that today
our local governments are in no posi-
tion to make up for the loss of GRS
funding.

City governments most certainly are
not. A recent study by the Joint Eco-
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nomic Committee found that, despite
the strong economic recovery, 53 per-
cent of cities surveyed had an actual
current operating deficit in 1983—a 13-
percent rise over 1982.

Another study, published in the
March/April 1985 New England Eco-
nomic Review, examined the ability of
86 central cities to raise revenues from
their own sources from 1970 to 1982: It
reported that almost 30 percent of
large central cities experienced a de-
cline in fiscal capacity during the
1970’s. It concluded: “Many U.S. cities
will find it increasingly difficult to
raise enough locally generated tax rev-
enue to offset declines in inflation-ad-
justed Federal or State aid or growing
public service demands.”

Nor are county governments in a po-
sition to make up the difference. Since
1981, county governments have had to
raise taxes to compensate for reduc-
tions in Federal funding. The share of
county government revenue coming
from local sources rose by 4.2 percent
from fiscal years 1981 to 1984, while
the Federal and State portions each
fell by approximately 2 percent. More-
over, county property tax collections
increased 8.8 percent in 1984 over
1983. Elimination of GRS would neces-
sitate more tax increases.

Finally, State governments are in no
position to make up for the elimina-
tion of general revenue sharing. The
alleged State surpluses are illusory:
More than 80 percent of the surpluses
consist of social insurance funds. Some
States do hold budgetary surpluses,
but in fiscal year 1986, nearly 50 per-
cent of these are held by four States—
California, Minnesota, Illinois, and
Wisconsin. And though 15 States may
propose tax cuts in fiscal year 1986, 23
others are expected to raise taxes.

General revenue sharing is a vital
program for our localities. Its loss will
most surely result in either the elimi-
nation of vital services to our citizens
or increased local taxes.

We must not let this program end,
and I urge my colleagues to support
this amendment.

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

Tue DurcHESS COUNTY EXECUTIVE,
Poughkeepsie, N.Y., February 24, 1986.
Hon. DaNieL P. MOYNIHAN,
Rmec!l Senate Office Building, Washington,
DC.

DEAR SENATOR MoYNIHAN: I call to your at-
tention again my deep concern about the
proposed elimination of the general revenue
sharing program.

This program has been exceedingly valua-
ble to Dutchess County. As you can see by
the attached list of GRS expenditures for
1984, 1985, and this fiscal year, our revenue
sharing is not spent frivolously. Should rey-
enue sharing be eliminated there will be a
resulting property tax increase for our
County residents.
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I urge you to co-author a GRS reauthor-
ization bill and to work actively for its pas-
sage

- Sincerely,

LucIiLLE P. PATTISON,
County Executive.

TOWN OF PLATTSBURGH,
Plattsburgh, NY, March 17, 1986.
Senator DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN,
Russell Building, Washington, DC.
Re: Federal general revenue sharing funds,
town of Plattsburgh.

Dear SENaTOR MoYNIHAN: The Town of
Plattsburgh, a small municipal government
(16,000 plus population) in upstate New
York on the shores of Lake Champlain,
wishes to express to you and other members
of the Federal and State Government that
the Town of Plattsburgh relies on Federal
Revenue Sharing Funds to provide basic
governmental services in the areas of recrea-
tion, highway construction and repair, basic
library services, sanitary land fill closure
program and other community services.
Federal Revenue Sharing has been a tre-
mendous asset to small governments
throughout our country.

The proposal for the Administration to re-
scind the general revenue sharing payments
during the final quarter of fiscal year 1986
and to terminate the Federal Revenue Shar-
ing Program for fiscal year 1987 will create
a severe increase in local taxes to Town resi-
dents in order to continue to provide these
basic services in the Town of Plattsburgh.

The Town Board and I strongly urge you
and your fellow legislators to support and
continue the Federal Revenue Sharing Pro-
gram. We urge you to continue the proce-
dures that you have taken in support of the
Federal Revenue Sharing Program pay-
ments to all local municipalities. Federal
Revenue Sharing payments assist local gov-
ernment in providing the very important
and essential forms of government service
as mentioned above including police, fire,
schools, hospital, and many other programs
provided by other levels of local government
with these funds.

Sincerely yours,
ARTHUR L. LEFEVRE,
Supervisor
Town of Plattsburgh.
ToOWN OF ALEXANDRIA,
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON,
Alexandria Bay, NY, April 17, 1986.
Senator DANIEL P. MOYNIHAN,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEArR SENATOR Moyn1HAN: The Town of
Alexandria is very concerned about the im-
pending loss of the Federal Revenue Shar-
ing Program. The loss of Revenue Sharing
will have a devastating effect on our taxpay-
ers.

Being a town in northern New York with
a high seasonal unemployment rate and a
large number of retired and senior citizens,
the impact of the loss of Revenue Sharing
on real property taxes will be significant.
The Town is worried about where these citi-
zens will be able to find the money to pay
the extra taxes.

The Revenue Sharing Program in our
community is used to help provide services
such as our sanitary landfill, liability insur-
ance, highway garage, and library among
others. If the Federal Revenue Sharing Pro-
gram is ended t 1e Town of Alexandria will
be faced with a decision of cutting back
services to the taxpayers, or the raising of
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property taxes. This would be a no win situ-
ation for everyone concerned.

The Board members of the Town of Alex-
andria would like to urge you to continue
the Federal Revenue Sharing Program. It is
a necessary and needed program not only
for our community, but for every communi-
ty in the state.

Thanking you in advance for your coop-
eration.

Very truly yours,
THOMAS J. BRADLEY,
Supervisor.
TowN OF ONONDAGA,
Syracuse, NY, March 20, 1986.
Hon. DANIEL P. MOYNIHAN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

Dear SENATOR MoOYNIHAN: As Supervisor
for the Town of Onondaga, I am writing to
express my concern over the possible elimi-
nation of the General Revenue Sharing Pro-

Over the past several years the Town of
Onondaga has greatly benefitted from these
funds. General Revenue Sharing Funds
have been used for various projects includ-
ing a new highway garage; funds to improve
library services, and several energy conser-
vation projects to enhance the efficiency of
Town Hall.

Without Revenue Sharing Funds, the in-
crease in local taxes would severely under-
mine the quality of life in our town. On
behalf of the citizens of the Town of Onon-
daga, I urge your support for the retention
of federal assistance through the General
Revenue Sharing Program.

Thank you for your time and consider-
ation.

Very truly yours,
STEPHEN SNYDER,
Supervisor.
CouNTY OF CHENANGO,
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS,
Norwich, NY, January 16, 1986.
Hon. DaNIEL P. MOYNIHAN,
U.S. Senate,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

Dear SENATOR MoyNIHAN: I am herewith
enclosing a certified copy of Resolution
#12-86 entitled, “Supporting Enactment of
U.S. Senate Bill S1964, An Act To Extend
The Revenue Sharing Program For Local
Governments Through The Fiscal Year
1988," adopted by the Chenango County
Board of Supervisors on January 13, 1986.

Your assistance in implementing the
intent of this resolution will be greatly ap-
preciated.

Very truly yours,
THoMAS M. WHITTAKER,
Clerk, Board of Supervisors.

ResoLuTiON No. 12-86

Finance Committee offered the following
and moved its adoption:

Whereas, the General Revenue Sharing
Program is scheduled for termination as of
September 30, 1986, and

Whereas, these funds have been used to
support police departments, and schools, as
well as the maintenance of bridges and
highways, and

Whereas, the termination of this program
would result in either significant decreases
in essential local services or a substantial in-
crease in local taxes to continue these serv-
ices.

Now, therefore, be it
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Resolved, That the Chenango County
Board of Supervisors supports #S51964,
which extends the General Revenue Shar-
ing Program, and be it further

Resolved. That certified copies of this res-
olution be sent to President Reagan, Sena-
tors D'Amato and Moynihan, House Repre-
sentative Boehlert, NYSAC, NACO and the
Supervisors’ and County Legislators’ Asso-
ciation,

CHEMUNG COUNTY,
Elmira, NY, March 26, 1986.
Hon. DANIEL P, MOYNIHAN,
U.S. Senator,
Dirksen Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MoOYNIHAN: I am writing on
behalf of Chemung County to urge your
continued support for the maintenance of
the General Revenue Sharing Program.

This program has been targeted for elimi-
nation by the Reagan Administration in
their efforts to balance the budget. While
we applaud these efforts to control the na-
tional debt, we believe that in eliminating a
program such as this, it will merely be shift-
ing that debt from a national level to a local
level and, therefore; having no real benefit
to the citizens of localities like Chemung
County.

Last year our county received $1,115,419
from this program. We used these monies to
staff road patrols for our Sheriff's depart-
ment, fund local portions of mandated wel-
fare programs, help pay for a portion of our
debt service, and pay for a portion of our
employee fringe benefits. Chemung County,
as well as other counties in the Southern
Tier, is just beginning to show signs of re-
covery and depends on these monies. The
elimination of this program would result in
either a 129 tax hike, or reduction/deple-
tion of very needed services to the people of
Chemung County. Either one of these op-
tions would be devastating to our efforts to
rejuvenate local economies.

In closing, we appreciate your past efforts
in this area and urge you to continue the
fight to maintain this still needed program.

Sincerely,
RoOBERT G. DENSBERGER,
Chemung County Executive.
Crty oF TONAWANDA,
Tonawanda, NY, March 19, 1986.
Senator DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MoOYNIHAN: I am writing in
my capacity as Mayor of the City of Tona-
wanda, New York, to express my opposition
to the proposed elimination of the General
Revenue Sharing Program. I urge you to
support legislation which would extend this
program beyond September 30, 1986, when
it is scheduled to expire.

The City's ability to generate revenue is
limited, due to the fact that the City of
Tonawanda remains in an economic slump
and recently suffered two plant closings.
This makes a property tax increase that
would be required to offset the loss of reve-
nue very difficult.

As Mayor, I can assure you that Federal
Revenue Sharing Dollars are much needed,
well spent and indispensible to the City of
Tonawanda. While I am fully aware of the
need to reduce the Federal Budget deficit, it
is my firm conviction that efforts to do so
should not come unfairly at the expense of
the City of Tonawanda and the thousands
of cities and towns like it.
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In conclusion, once again, I strongly urge
you to lend your support to preserve this
vital form of Federal Assistance to our local
governments.

Thank you for your time and consider-
ation.

Sincerely yours,
Davip L. MILLER,
Mayor.
CounNTYy OoF MONROE,
Rochester, NY, January 13, 1986.
Hon. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN,
U.S. Senator,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MOYNIHAN: As Congress de-
bates the continuance or termination of the
Federal Revenue Sharing Program, I feel it
important for you to know how significant
this program is for local governments
throughout New York State and the coun-
try.

As Monroe County Executive, I strongly
urge you to support the continuance of this
most vital program beyond Federal Fiscal
Year 1986-87. The elimination of this pro-
gram will create a fiscal nightmare for this
community and local governments across
the country.

General Revenue Sharing provides a
source of revenue free of federal red tape
and bureaucracy, which is used to provide
essential local government services. It is the
one program under local control which can
be used by communities to fill the gaps left
by federal budget cuts. According to the Na-
tional Association of Counties' survey per-
taining to this program, in 98% of mid-size
counties, General Revenue Sharing pays for
services to the poor and disadvantaged, in
83% of larger counties, it is providing
needed health care services; in over one-half
of all counties, General Revenue Sharing is
used to meet the mandates imposed by state
and federal governments; and in one-quarter
of all counties, General Revenue Sharing
accounts for more than 109% of the entire
county budget.

In Monroe County, approximately 64% of
our total 1986 budget of $501 million will be
used for mandated programs. Over the
years, the county government has emerged
as the primary unit of local government. Ac-
cordingly, the county has assumed increas-
ing responsibility for the delivery of essen-
tial services benefiting the entire communi-
ty. Throughout this period of increasing
costs, Monroe County has used federal Rev-
enue Sharing funds exclusively for social
services programs. If Revenue Sharing
funds are not continued, Monroe County
will be faced with a loss of $4.4 million. This
can only be accommodated with a tax in-
crease, which obviously will place an addi-
tional financial burden on the residents of
our community. Any decision to either raise
county property taxes or reduce programs
for the needy and disadvantaged will have a
profound negative effect on this communi-
ty.

The concept behind the Revenue Sharing
Program Is a fundamental premise of feder-
alism. This program is not revenue sharing,
but, rather, tax base sharing designed to
assist local governments in carrying out na-
tional policy objectives.

Again, on behalf of the residents of
Monroe County, and those taxpayers
throughout the state and nation, I strongly
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urge you to support the continuance of this
most vital program.
Sincerely,
Lucien A. MORIN,
County Execulive.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
does the Senator from New Mexico
have the floor at the moment?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do
not, but I had been waiting for Sena-
tors DEConcINI and ABDNOR to present
an amendment. I understand that Sen-
ator ABDNOR is here now.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Senator
DEeConcin: will not be able to come.

Under the circumstances I ask unan-
imous consent that the Moynihan
amendment be temporarily set aside in
order that I may offer an amendment
with the understanding that the vote
in connection with my amendment
would not occur until the vote had oc-
curred with respect to the Moynihan
amendment in the event there is such
a vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, we have no
unanimous-consent agreement as to
the time that we would vote on the
underlying amendment. So long as it is
understood that when the manager or
the majority leader is ready, no sooner
than 2:15 p.m., will set the Senator's
amendment aside and proceed to vote
on the underlying Moynihan amend-
ment, I have no objection.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, is this amendment
going to be in the second degree, too?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. No.

Mr. FORD. That is going to be set
aside and the revenue-sharing amend-
ment will not be disturbed.

Mr. METZENBAUM. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. FORD. I have no objection.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the
Senator.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
understand we have a message from
the President.

MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent was delivered by Ms. Sara Cur-
rence Emery, Special Assistant to the
White House Executive Clerk.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will my
colleague yield to me 1 minute?

Mr. CHILES. I yield.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thought I
had the floor, but I yield the floor to
my colleague, the distinguished minor-
ity leader, without losing my right to
the floor when he concludes his re-
marks.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Ohio, the Senator
from Florida, and the Presiding Offi-
cer.

Mr. President, the message from the
President that has just been presented
to the Senate marks the first time in
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the history of the Senate that a
woman has delivered such a message
from the White House, I further note
that the messenger, Sara Currence
Emery, who is the first woman special
assistant to the Executive Clerk of the
White House was born and raised in
Marlinton, WV. Marlinton is in beauti-
ful Pocahontas County, which also
contains most of the Cranberry Wil-
derness Area.

Sara Currence Emery is a graduate
of West Virginia University. She came
to Washington, DC, to work at the
White House, where she has been em-
ployed for the last 17 years.

I wish Sara all the best in her new
responsibilities.

I thank the Senator.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 1987

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolu-
tion.

AMENDMENT NO. 1801

(Purpose: To add funds for the supplemen-
tal food program for women, infants, and
children (WIC), the maternal and child
health block grant program, the child-
hood immunization program, and the
community health centers program)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Merz-
ENBAUM] for himself, Mr. SARBANES, and Mr.
BUMPERS, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1801.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the
reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 2, increase the amount on line 3
by $145,000,000.

On page 2, increase the amount on line 4
by $42,000,000.

On page 2, increase the amount on line 5
by $10,000,000.

On page 2, increase the amount on line 8
by $145,000,000.

On page 2, increase the amount on line 9
by $42,000,000.

On page 2, increase the amount on line 10
by $10,000.000.

On page 2, increase the amount on line 19
by $200,000,000.

On page 2, increase the amount on line 24
by $145,000,000.

On page 2, increase the amount on line 25
by $42,000,000.

On page 3, increase the amount on line 1
by $10,000,000.

On page 5, increase the amount on line 5
by $145,000,000.

On page 5, increase the amount on line 6
by $42,000,000.

On page 5, increase the amount on line 7
by $10,000,000.
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On page b5, increase the amount on line 10
by $200,000,000.

On page 5, increase the amount on line 15
by $145,000,000.

On page 5, increase the amount on line 16
by $42,000,000.

On page 5, increase the amount on line 17
by $10,000,000.

On page 17, increase the amount on line
16 by $125,000,000.

On page 17, increase the amount on line
17 by $76,000,000.

On page 17, increase the amount on line
25 by $35,000,000.

On page 18, increase the amount on line 8
by $10,000,000.

On page 19, increase the amount on line
18 by $75,000,000.

On page 19, increase the amount on line
19 by $69,000,000.

On page 20, increase the amount on line 4
by $7,000,000.

On page 33, increase the amount on line
13 by $145,000,000.

On page 33, increase the first amount on
line 14 by $42,000,000.

On page 33, increase the second amount
on line 14 by $10,000,000.

On page 44, increase the amount on line 6
by $145,000,000.

On page 44, increase the first amount on
line 7 by $42,000,000.

On page 44, increase the second amount
on line 7 by $10,000,000.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
the amendment which I and Senator
SaArBANES have introduced today pro-
vides for moderate increases in four
key programs which meet the health
and nutrition needs of America’s most
vulnerable children.

Our amendment provides $75 million
for the WIC Program; $75 million for
the Maternal and Child Health Pro-
gram; $25 million for immunizations;
and $25 million for community health
centers. The offset is from General
Revenues. Together, these programs
form the front line in the battle
against infant¢ mortality, low birth-
weight, and childhood disease.

This child health initiative is an in-
vestment—it is not a cost, it is an in-
vestment of $200 million over the next
3 years to save anywhere from $600
million to a billion dollars in the
future,

It represents a cost-effective expend-
iture on programs with a proven track
record of delivering value for the Fed-
eral dollar.

Mr. President, it is a scandal that
today there are over 13 million Ameri-
can children living below the poverty
line; that one-third of this Nation’s
children lack adequate health insur-
ance; that over half of all black pre-
school children are not immunized
against childhood diseases; that 1 in 10
poor children under the age of 2 does
not see a physician even once during
an entire year.

Mr. President, ours is a nation where
technological genius abounds, yet ours
is also a nation where infant mortality
rates for black infants in Cleveland,
Chicago, Detroit, and so many other
cities and communities throughout
the Nation exceed those in Cuba, Ja-
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macia, Puerto Rico, Bulgaria, Czecho-
slovakia, East Germany, and Poland.

As my colleague, Senator CHILES, re-
cently pointed out, we still have nearly
10 white babies, close to 20 black
babies, and 17 other nonwhite babies
die for every 1,000 who are born. The
GAP between black and white infant
mortality has increased to the worst
point in over 40 years.

And what has been our response?
The Maternal and Child Health Pro-
gram has been cut over 20 percent in
real terms since 1981. Mr. President,
this is a program which saves any-
where from $3 to $11 in the costs of
medical care after birth and of institu-
tional care for some of the babies who
would have been born handicapped.

Community health centers, which
provide critical prenatal and children's
health services, have been frozen in
real terms over the same period.

On January 10, the U.S. Department
of Agriculture released a comprehen-
sive study on the WIC Program. The
report documents the significant posi-
tive impact this feeding program has
had on maternal and child health in
America. Yet, currently, the WIC Pro-
gram serves less than 40 percent of the
women, infants, and children who are
eligible.

Mr. President, each dollar spent to
immunize a child against measles saves
over $7 in reduced illness and hospital-
ization costs, according to the Centers
for Disease Control. Yet, over half of
all black preschool children are inad-
equately immunized against childhood
diseases, and reports from around the
Nation indicate that anywhere from
65 to 80 percent of school-aged chil-
dren are suffering from one or more
untreated health conditions. It is any-
one’s guess how many of these condi-
tions could have been prevented with
an adequate Immunization Program.

The Current Immunization Program
contains enough funds to finance a
full series of immunizations—including
pertussis, tetanus, diphtheria, measles,
mumps, rubella, polio, and meningi-
tis—for about 1 million children each
year. Yet there are 21.3 million chil-
dren in the United States below age 6.
Nearly 1 in 5—about 5 million—is poor.

Mr. President, my amendment pro-
vides an additional $25 million for the
Childhood Immunization Program in
order to purchase a complete immuni-
zation series for an additional one-half
million infants, toddlers, and pre-
schoolers.

It also contains an additional $75
million for WIC which will ensure
food supplements for an additional
156,250 pregnant women and their in-
fants and young children.

In providing $75 million for mater-
nal and child health as well as $25 mil-
lion for community health centers, the
amendment ensures that thousands of
medically underserved pregnant
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women, infants, and school-aged chil-
dren will receive badly needed health
care services.

Mr, President, I am sure we will hear
from those who say these are good
programs but we just cannot afford to
increase them. I believe we can. I be-
lieve we cannot afford not to increase
them. Our Tax Code is so riddled with
corporate loopholes, that a single
year's tax refund for the AT&T Co.
could finance the entire cost of this
amendment with $81 million to spare.
(AT&T earned $1.9 billion in 1984,
paid no Federal income taxes, and yet
received a refund of $281 million).

I could stand on the floor and recite
instance after instance after instance
of large corporations in this country,
many of whom are major defense con-
tractors, making hundreds of millions
and billions of dollars and receiving
tax refunds. Why can we not address
ourselves to that issue and why can we
consider that we cannot afford to take
care of the children in this country?

Over a 4-year period, two of this Na-
tion’s biggest defense contractors,
General Dynamics and General Elec-
tric, earned over $11 billion in profits,
paid no Federal income taxes, and re-
ceived a tax refund of $200 million. If
they just paid no taxes over this
period, but we kept the refund, we
would have enough money to pay for
this amendment.

I ask the question, Can we afford to
spend $150 million a year on military
bands and refuse to spend an extra
$200 million on crucial children’s
health programs?

Mr. President, I think not.

This amendment is modest—$145
million in outlays in fiscal year 1987,
$42 million in fiscal year 1988, and $10
million in fiscal year 1989.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays, with the distinet understanding
that I had previously offered a unani-
mous-consent request that the yeas
and nays, when ordered, would come
after the Moynihan amendment had
been disposed of.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
NickLEes). Is there a sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator
from Ohio yield a couple of minutes to
me?

Mr. METZENBAUM. There is no
time limit.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I will
just take a few moments to say that I
strongly and heartily support the
amendment of the Senator from Ohio.
It makes sense that he is trying to in-
crease the funding for these programs
because the benefit/cost ratios of
those programs range anywhere from
15-to-1 to 5-to-1.

I have said many times in the past
10 years, as we have cut Federal fund-
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ing for education from 12 percent of
all the funds for education down to 6.7
percent, that we are going to wind up
paying a high price for these cuts. You
can argue philosophically and ideologi-
cally that the local school districts
ought to be raising this money or that
the States ought to be raising the
money, but if the United States allows
Federal funding for education in this
country to be whittled away, we may
wind up with one or two generations
where the illiteracy rate climbs dra-
matically.

The only reason in the world the
Federal Government ever gets in-
volved in education or health care or
anything else is because we are a
union of States and we have concerns
about all the people in the country,
not just those who can afford good
education and good health care for
their people.

1 was visiting with a fellow the other
day who said something about, “Let
the States and the local school dis-
tricts decide how much they want to
spend on schools.”

That is fine if you just look at educa-
tion spending or health care spending
in a vacuum. But there is a consider-
able difference between how much
money the people of Scarsdale can
afford and how much the people of
South Bronx can affort for the educa-
tion of their children. Now that is a
slightly convoluted example of what
we are talking about; that is, the ques-
tion of whether some poeple are going
to get education or health care and
others are not. One of the real prob-
lems we have in this country is we
have been moving toward a dual
health care system: One for those that
can afford it and one for those who
cannot.

This is not a big amendment consid-
ering the way we spend money around
here. The kind of money the Senator
from Ohio is talking about would last
the Pentagon about 15 minutes. And
yvet there is a real danger in this coun-
try that we are going to allow the im-
munization levels of our children to
drop back. We are now 16th among all
the nations of the world in infant mor-
tality. The United States of America,
the most powerful rich nation on
Earth, 16th in infant mortality.

Arnid the Maternal and Child Health
Care Program is a program that is cru-
cial in every State. Every State has
some latitude as to how they are going
to use MCH money. But in my State
we use it to make sure that pregnant
women get a proper diet and good pre-
natal medical care so that they have
healthy babies.

Let me give you an illustration. Two
hundred low-weight babies will cost
the U.S. Government more money
over the next 50 years than this entire
amendment will cost. You have heard
me preach this sermon on immuniza-
tions 100 times in the 11 years I have
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been here. And you all know that my
wife was active in immunizing all the
children of my State when I was Gov-
ernor, and she was responsible for im-
munizing all of the children of the
country after I came to the Senate.
But we spent less money in 2 years to
raise the immunization levels of our
State’s children from 78 percent to 96
percent than it would have cost to in-
stitutionalize one rubella syndrome
child for a lifetime.

So I feel stronger about the funding
for the immunization program that is
incorporated into this amendment
than I do the other three items. But
they are all important. I spoke to the
Arkansas Medical Society luncheon
last Friday, a week ago tomorrow. And
I talked about preventive health. And
while the inflation rate for health care
has been declining—down to a 9.3-per-
cent increase in 1984, the lowest in-
crease in any year since 1963—we still
have not really dealt with the one
thing that would do more to cut
health care costs in this country than
anything else; that is, preventive
health.

The Census Bureau and the Nation-
al Institutes of Health tell us that nu-
trition is extremely important to
health, and yet we do not have a na-
tional nutritional counseling service.
Hubert Humphrey used to stand at
this desk right here in front of me,
and make the speech I heard him
make many times in the short time I
was privileged to serve with him—a
speech about how we talk about
health insurance in this country, that
we really ought to change the name of
it so it would be more appropriate, and
call it sick insurance because none of
it is any good unless you get sick.

The Ford Motor Co. decided several
years ago to implement an experimen-
tal program for its own employees in
an attempt to cut down the cost of
health care. Over a 3- or 4-year period
they did a lot of things. The principal
one was that everybody over 40 years
of age who worked for them had to
have a physical examination every
year. They found that they saved
themselves millions of dollars in
health care costs with that require-
ment.

Every one of the items listed in the
amendment of the Senator from Ohio
comes under the category of preven-
tive health—the cheapest health care
dollar we spend. The Senator from
Mississippi, the senior Senator from
Mississippi, has always helped on Ma-
ternal and Child Health Care and WIC
Programs because Mississippi has a
demonstrated benefit/cost ratio from
the maternal health care programs of
$10 saved for every dollar we spend.

I am not going to vote for every
amendment that comes up here. A lot
of them are going to be meritorious,
laudable, and I do not want to vote
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against them. But I can tell you there
will not be one single amendment of-
fered here, with the possible exception
of the amendment of the Senator
from Massachusetts dealing with Med-
icare, there is not going to be an
amendment offered here that goes
right to the heart of health care in
this country like this amendment does.
If we pass this amendment, we can
spend $200 million and possibly save
ourselves $2 billion a year.

We had an outbreak of measles this
year on the campus of the University
of Arkansas, and it was bad. It cost
more than half a million dollars just
to get that one little outbreak under
control. The good news out of that was
we were able to get the outbreak
under control quickly. My wife accuses
me of always talking about the bad
news, She said it was bad that the
measles outbreak occurred but there
was something very good and very
positive about it also. Only one age
group—college age students—got the
measles, apparently because they had
gotten defective vaccines back in the
early 1960’s. The good news was that
because we had immunized all the
people after that time with effective
vaccine, the outbreak did not spread
beyond that particular age group.

But I can tell you that it is easy to
assume that childhood diseases have
been conquered once and for all, but
they have not. You must stay on top
of them year in and year out. You
must do followup if the immunization
program is to be effective and provide
the cost/benefit ratios we want.

So, Mr. President, I hope that the
people in this body will support this
amendment. I know it is $200 million. I
know the budgetary constraints we are
operating under. But I can tell you
one thing: Gramm-Rudman will be a
lot tougher to deal with 3, 4 years
down the pike if we start shortchang-
ing programs like this.

Mr. President, unless somebody else
wishes the floor, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On
whose time?

Mr. DOMENICI
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let
us assume as Senators that whatever
the distinguished Senator from Ohio
has said about the condition of things
out in our country relevant to the
groups we are helping in these pro-
grams is true. Let us also assume that
in the areas that the Senator from Ar-
kansas spoke of there are some prob-
lems. I hope everyone understands in
the Budget Committee, which was bi-
partisan, is we did not cut these pro-
grams. Funding for discretionary
health in this budget that is before us
is $74 million above the 1986 funding
level. The WIC Program is already $52

addressed the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

million above the 1986 level. In Janu-
ary there were 3,323,588 women and
infant children participating in this
Program.

For a time, 2 years ago, we could not
even get people on fast enough. The
States were not even able to get on the
people that we were giving the money
for. That is still the case in a few
States, but over 3 million are now
being taken care of. The budget reso-
lution contains $52 million above the
1986 level for the WIC Program.

The Senate Budget Committee re-
ported out by a bipartisan rate con-
tains $300 million for the years 1987
through 1989 in higher Medicaid
spending for infant mortality initia-
tives. In fact, the distinguished Sena-
tor from Florida, Senator CHILES, has
already in fact introduced legislation
that would address the high infant
mortality rates. Clearly, there is suffi-
cient money in this budget resolution
for the appropriators to take addition-
al steps to deal with this problem.

This amendment, clear and simple,
says, “We have to tax the people $200
million more because the amendment
says we have to add more to programs
that we have already added to.”

It is hard for the Senator from New
Mexico to come down here when our
country, like most countries in the
world, has some health problems. It is
doubly hard when they are women, in-
fants, and children.

I submit that we are doing a good
job. I submit that the Senate Budget
Committee was well aware that while
we cut other programs, while we or-
dered reforms of other programs,
these programs ought to increase.

I had a suspicion about what would
happen this year in spite of the need
for fiscal restraint. We made a deci-
sion, and made a bipartisan agreement
in committee. We added where some
Democrats thought we ought to add.
We added where some Republicans
thought we should; and we reached an
agreement, I had a suspicion that
when programs like these, a Senator
would come to the floor and say that
the problems are still not solved out
there and we need more money.

I suspected that the Gramm-
Rudman rules would not have stopped
any of that, that it would be here just
as it is all the time. I imagine that
even if we had added $200 or $300 mil-
lion, people would come to the floor
and ask for more money. They would
talk to us and, in a sense, talk to their
constituents, to make a point that
they support higher funding because
the problem is still there.

Our Government spends $119 billion
for health care. When you look out
across the land there is $119 billion for
health care. Any of us, given 24 hours’
notice, can get somebody with statis-
tics, somebody with numbers, some-
body with ideas, to say, “We still have
people who either cannot afford
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health care, who are still ill, who are
not able to get this, that, and the
other.” We still have problems. The
$119 billion ought to be $140 billion.
Someone may offer an amendment
that we ought to spend another $30
billion or $40 billion. Every time we
have this kind of problem in the
budget and in the appropriations proc-
ess there is no question that an argu-
ment can be made and a difficult vote
can be put before the Senate. Who
wants to be against more money for
these kinds of problems.

We do not have all the money in the
world. We have tried our best to prior-
itize. We have increased where it is
necessary and where absolutely you
could not get by with less. In these
programs we did not freeze or cut even
with a $180 billion deficit. We in-
creased funds for these programs.

I told the Senate how much the Fed-
eral Government spends for health
care, how much the American people
pay. Our estimate is $460 billion and
the Federal Government pays about
26 percent of that.

Is it really credible that we can solve
these problems that are discussed by
the proponents with $200 million.
Look at these statistics about health
deficiencies in our country. Are we
really going to solve them with $200
million, when we are already spending
$460 billion? This amendment would
add about two-tenths of 1 percent to
the health functions for Federal ex-
penditures, four one-hundredths of 1
percent to the expenditures made in
behalf of health care across the coun-
try.

I remind my fellow Senators that
these are all appropriated accounts.
This does not mean that we are going
to add anything more to these ac-
counts. It merely means we are adding
$200 million more to the discretionary
programs, $200 million more in faxes
on the American people. The assump-
tion being made is that these funds
would be specifically and adroitly tar-
geted to the problems we are discuss-
ing here today.

I do not know when, if ever, enough
will be enough. It seems to me that if
this amount of money is as important
for these programs as the proponents
say, at the least they could say, “Out
of the $1 trillion budget there must be
$200 million we can find someplace
and apply it to these programs. At
least, we want to express the sense of
the Senate today and hope the appro-
priators would follow it.” They have
not said that. We have to add $200
million more on the tax side, which al-
ready has $19 billion in new taxes.

I hope Senators do not think it is
easy to just vote for this and add to
the tax side. We did for years before
the congressional budget process was
started. We assumed there was no re-
lationship between the two and we did
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not have to worry. At least there is an
accounting now. At least we say add
on $200 million in taxes.

I yield to the ranking minority
member such time as he desires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I have
listened to the remarks of the chair-
man. He has made an excellent point.
As we went through the process in our
committee markup, there were some
compromises made between the mark
the chairman had and the mark we
were proposing. Part of the compro-
mise added money in these areas, We
did add funds. But there is no way
either he or I can argue we are spend-
ing enough for child health care. We
would both like to spend more.

We recognize these programs are
cost efficient. I make that argument
all the time, that the dollars we spend
are returned to us manyfold.

If we adopt this amendment, some-
one could well say we ought to be
spending $500 million more. And they
would be right. We should be. You can
say, “When that is won, we should be
spending more than that.” And they
would be right, because we need it.

But one of the best ways to set prior-
ities is to get our budget in order. Look
and see what we tried to do within our
resources, within the problems we
have writing a budget that accommo-
dates Gramm-Rudman-Hollings with-
out having a devastating cut across
the board. I would say to the propo-
nents of this amendment, sequester
would devastate these programs. If we
cannot get our budget in order, if we
cannot meet those targets, that is
when child health will be terribly
hurt.

If you look at what we have done, in
the immunization program, $65.6 mil-
lion is assumed, $6 million above a
freeze. That is $4.2 million above the
baseline.

The amendment would bring the
funding up to 90, and that, of course,
would be well above the baseline in
many of our programs.

If you look at the community health
centers, $426 million is assumed. That
is $30 million above a freeze and $8
million above the baseline.

If you look at the Maternal and
Child Health Program, you see it is al-
ready funded at its current authorized
level of $478 million.

So the budget resolution leaves more
than enough room to make up the $20
million lost from the sequester cuts al-
ready in effect and then we fund this
program up to its authorized level.

The WIC Program would also be
funded—$1.612 billion being assumed,
up to its authorized level. So in two of
the four programs we are talking
about, literally, the money cannot be
spent because they are already up to
the authorized level and there is noth-
ing that we can do about this.
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Argument has been made about im-
munization for rubella—measles. That
is tremendously important. I think we
ought to do everything in the world
we can in that area. And I hope we
will find some more money for that.
But if you look at what we have been
attempting to do in the resolution, we
have tried to take special note of these
programs. We want funds to provide
for these programs without triggering
sequester, and having a resolution
that goes way beyond what we are
able to pay for.

I hope the Senate will not adopt
amendments that are going to break
apart what we have attempted to do. I
hope we will put together a balanced
package which meets the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings targets, avoids se-
quester order, avoids the across-the-
board-cut targets, and gets our House
in order so that we may be able to
start taking care of these programs in
the way we should.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On
whose time?

Mr. CHILES. The time to be divided
equally off the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1800

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
have received indication from the ma-
jority leader that he would like us to
commence voting on the Moynihan
amendment. It is my understanding
that the amendment which is pending
will be set aside until after the vote is
disposed of on the underlying amend-
ment, the Moynihan revenue-sharing
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the man-
ager yield for a question?

Mr. DOMENICI. Surely, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I am prepared
if he is—immediately upon the com-
pletion of the vote on the Moynihan
amendment, to proceed with a vote on
my amendment. Would that meet with
the Senator’s approval?

Mr. DOMENICI. I think I had better
just wait and see, Mr. President. We
might even be able to announce it at
the end of that vote, but let us pro-
ceed without it at this point.

Mr. President, I move to table the
Moynihan amendment and I ask for
the yeas and nays.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second?
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Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, Mr. President.

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Regular order,
Mr. President.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. What does the
Senator mean by that?

Mr. DOMENICI. There is no time
for debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator withdraw his request for a
second?

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not. I was
going to yield for a question, but let
me get my second first.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second? There is a
sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent that the Senator from New
York be granted 1 minute to ask the
Senator from New Mexico a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, is it
the view of the Senator from New
Mexico that we have to have a motion
to table? There are those of us on both
sides of the aisle who feel strongly
about this issue and who also feel
strongly about Senate decorum. We
would like to vote up or down. Absent
that, we could have 15 votes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say to my
friend from New York that I have to
have the latitude on some to move to
table, on others not. I would have
moved to table yesterday, but the way
the unanimous-consent request was
phrased, I could not.

I assure the Senator I do not intend
to have a number of votes. If tabling
one shows a result, we will not do any-
thing else.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Would the Sena-
tor hear my plea? I have very rarely
asked this, but if we cannot be accom-
modated, there are Senators on both
sides of the aisle on this legislation
who would like to vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. We are going to
vote, I say to my friend.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. A vote up or
down, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time has expired. The question is on
agreeing to the motion to lay the
amendment on the table.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to lay the amendment on the
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table. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Washington [Mr.
Evans], the Senator from Florida
[Mrs. Hawkins]l, and the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. Symms] are necessari-
ly absent.

I also announce that the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. MaTHIAS] is
absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Florida
[Mrs. HAwkIns] would vote “nay.”

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MEL-
CHER] is absent because of death in the
family.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any other Senators in the Cham-
ber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 41—as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 78 Leg.]

YEAS 54
Garn
Goldwater
Gorton
Gramm
Grassley
Hatfield
Hecht
Helms
Humphrey
Kassebaum

Nunn
Packwood
Pell
Pressler
Proxmire
Quayle
Roth
Rudman
Simpson
Stafford
Stennis
Stevens
Thurmond
Trible
‘Wallop
Warner
Weicker
Wilson

Armstrong
Baucus
Bentsen
Boren
Boschwitz
Chafee
Chiles
Cochran
Cohen
Cranston
Danforth Kennedy
Denton Laxalt
Dodd Lugar
Dole Mattingly
Domenici McClure
McConnell
Mitchell
Nickles

NAYS—41

Gore
Harkin

Long
Matsunaga
Hart Metzenbaum
Hatch Moynihan
Heflin Murkowski
Heinz Pryor
Hollings Riegle
Inouye Rockefeller
Johnston Sarbanes
Kasten Sasser
Eerry Simon
Lautenberg Specter
Leahy Zorinsky
Levin

NOT VOTING—5
Evans Mathias Symms
Hawkins Melcher

So the motion to lay the amendment
(No. 1800) on the table was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the motion to table the amendment
was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the name
of the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
HArkIN] be added as an original co-
sponsor of the previous amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Biden
Bingaman
Bradley
Bumpers
Burdick

Byrd
D’Amato
DeConcini
Dixon
Durenberger
Ford

Glenn
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AMENDMENT NO. 1801

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, Sen-
ator METZENBAUM has an amendment
pending. There is time remaining in
opposition. Shortly, I intend to yield
back the time in opposition. I under-
stand that he will yield back the re-
mainder of his time.

He would add $200 million to various
health programs and raise $200 mil-
lion more in revenues. Our position is
that in the bipartisan compromise, all
the programs referred to have been in-
creased over their current level of
funding. Two of the programs have
been authorized, and our bill funds
them to the maximum level author-
ized. The amendment would fund
them in excess of the authorized level.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise to
support this amendment because it is
a humanitarian measure, and because
it is cost-effective.

The WIC Program has escaped the
budget ax over the past years yet it
still reaches only a minority of the
low-income infants, young children,
and pregnant and nursing women at
nutritional risk who are eligible to re-
ceive WIC food supplements and nu-
trition counseling.

In spite of our support for this pro-
gram, WIC is still underfunded and
reaches only 3.2 million people, fewer
than half of those who are eligible.
Because WIC is not an entitlement
program it can serve only as many
poor women, infants, and children as
we provide funds for. It is a fact that
more than 100 counties in the United
States have no WIC Program at all
and many others are forced to turn
away eligible mothers and babies.

Studies show that WIC and the
other programs which this amend-
ment speaks to, are cost-effective be-
cause they result in healthier children
at birth.

The number of children living in
poverty is on the increase, with one
out of every five poor. These are very
young children with nearly one out of
every four children under the age of 6
living in poverty.

There are 13 million children in this
country who are poor.

Poverty is costly. Children born into
poverty receive less nutrition, less
health care, less education, and fewer
chances to succeed at becoming self
sufficient.

The programs which will receive
modest increases under this amend-
ment have proven to be effective. We
know that prenatal care and food sup-
plements to pregnant women through
WIC can save $3 for every $1 spent by
reducing the incidents of high-risk
births. Studies show that every dollar
spent on a measles shot saves $7 in re-
duced illness and hospitalization costs.

Vermont's WIC Program provides an
excellent example of the value of the
program. Vermont has the highest
participation rate of eligible WIC re-
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cipients in the Nation. About 45 per-
cent of Vermont’s 1981 births were to
women who had participated in the
WIC Program.

According to a report put out by the
U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, Vermont led the
Nation in having the lowest number of
infant deaths per 1,000 births for the
period of 1981 through 1983. I think it
is fair to suggest there is a correlation
between the high WIC participation
rate and the low infant mortality rate.

I have spoken for the most part
about the WIC Program but the same
conclusions can be made about the
title V Maternal and Child Health
Block Grant Program, the Community
Health Centers, and the Childhood
Immunization Program.

Anytime we help to improve the
health and well-being of pregnant
women and their unborn children, and
help to keep children in good nutrition
and health, we are saving untold dol-
lars in later health costs, lost opportu-
nities, and wasted human talent.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
let me explain this amendment very
briefly. It is a child health initiative
for women and infant children.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, the
Senate is not in order. May we have
order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky is correct. The
Senate will be in order. The Senator
from Ohio is entitled to be heard.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the
Chair, and I thank the Senator from
Kentucky.

Mr. President, this amendment is
very simple. It is $75 million for
women and infant children over the
next 3 years. It is $25 million over the
next 3 years for immunization. It is
$75 million for maternal child health
care.

That would just bring it back to the
1981 level in real terms. The communi-
ty health centers, $25 million over 3
years; $200 million over a period of 3
years.

If we believe that the future of our
children and the health of our chil-
dren is important, I do not think we
can afford to turn down this amend-
ment because, although we might pre-
vail with respect to the amendment,
the facts are that we will pay a price
over future years, whether it has to do
with children who have not been able
to obtain immunization or whether it
has to do with maternity and child
health, whether it has to do with aid
for women and infant children.

We cannot afford to say, “No.”

We can close one loophole of a
major defense contractor, not even re-
quire that defense contractor to pay
any taxes but just to keep that de-
fense contractor from getting any
refund, and we would save $289 mil-
lion which is $89 million more than




8650

this entire program and this entire
amendment deals with.

I hope that my colleagues see fit to
accept the amendment. I think that
the country cannot afford not to do it.

Mr. President, I am prepared to go
forward with the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
KassgpauMm). The Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
I thought I made a 30-second remark.
I think I deserve another half minute.

Let me repeat with numbers. The bi-
partisan substitute before us is already
$74 million in budget authority above
1986; the Women'’'s, Infant and Chil-
dren Program is already $52 million
above current level. We are currently
at $73,323,000. The Senate Budget
Committee bipartisan mark is $300
million for these 3 years and Medicaid
spending.

I believe we have done justice to
these programs. Many others have
been cut. These have been given the
appropriate preference of being in-
creased rather than reduced.

I am pleased to yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Madam Presi-
dent, will the Senator from New
Mexico yield for a question?

Mr. DOMENICI. I am pleased to
yield for a question.

Mr. METZENBAUM. The $74 mil-
lion that the Senator talks about as
being over current level, that $74 mil-
lion, as I understand it, is not alone
for these four programs. It is for all of
the programs out at the National In-
stitutes of Health. It is a whole host of
programs, and that $74 million would
have to be distributed. In all likeli-
hood these four programs would see
but a pittance as compared to the
total. It is not $74 million as against
these four programs. It is $74 million
across the board.

Some of these programs are below
current levels as we now have it. So I
do not think we ought to confuse the
issue.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
I respond by saying the increase that
is provided is as specific and as vague
as the Senator’s proposal because
nothing about his proposal requires
that the approporiators spend the ad-
ditional money where he says it all
goes into health function and they will
end up deciding where to spend it
anyway.

This is just adding that much to the
full account. No specificity can be pro-
vided for here. So, yes, ours is in the
whole account. His will end up with
just that much more in the whole ac-
count, no more or no less.

Mr. METZENBAUM. How much

time remains for each side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Ohio has 41 minutes and
the Senator from New Mexico has 40
minutes.
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Mr. METZENBAUM. I wonder if the
Senator from New Mexico will be will-
ing to agree to have an up-and-down
vote and both yield back the time? If
you have the votes, you have them.

Mr. DOMENICI. On this one, I
really cannot do that. Members have
asked me about it. I said the last vote
was the motion to table.

The Senate does not have to go
along. But I believe I will move to
table.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I yield back
the remainder of my time.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. President, I move to table the
amendment and ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second?

There is sufficient second.

The yeas and nays werg ordered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CHILES. Madam President, I
ask unainimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. DomMmENICI] to table the
amendment of the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. METzENBAUM]. The yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Washington [Mr.
Evans], the Senator from Florida
[Mrs. Hawkins], and the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. Symms], are neces-
sary absent.

I also announce that the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. MaTHIAS], is
absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Florida
[Mrs. HAwkins] would vote “nay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any other Senators in the Cham-
ber who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 56,
nays 40, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 79 Leg.]

YEAS—56
Gramm
Grassley
Hatch
Hatfield
Hecht
Heflin
Heinz
Helms
Hollings
Humphrey
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kasten
Laxalt
Lugar
Mattingly
McClure

McConnell
Murkowskl

Abdnor
Armstrong
Bentsen
Bingaman
Boren
Boschwitz
Chiles
Cochran
Danforth
Denton
Dole
Domenici
Durenberger
Eagleton
East

Exon

Garn
Goldwater
Gorton

Nickles
Nunn
Packwood
Pressler
Proxmire
Quayle
Roth
Rudman
Simpson
Stafford
Stennis
Stevens
Thurmond
Trible
Wallop
Warner
Wilson
Zorinsky
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NAYS—40

Ford
Glenn
Gore
Harkin
Hart
Inouye
Kennedy
Kerry
Taut

Metzenbaum
Mitchell
Moynihan
Pell

Pryor

Riegle
Rockefeller
Barbanes

Andrews
Baucus
Biden
Bradley
Bumpers
Burdick
Byrd
Chafee
Cohen
Cranston
D’Amato
DeConcini
Dixon
Dodd

1 ]
Simon

Specter
Weicker

Leahy
Levin

Long
Matsunaga
Melcher

NOT VOTING-—4
Evans Mathias
Hawkins Symms

So the motion to lay on the table
amendment No. 1801 was agreed to.

Several Senators addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the motion was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

the

AMENDMENT NO. 1802

(Purpose: To provide essential funding for
Childhood Immunization program)

Mr. BUMPERS. I send an amend-
ment to the desk and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
BumPERs] proposes an amendment
numbered 1802.

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 12
by $25,000,000.

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 13
by $17,000,000.

On page T, decrease the amount on line 22
by $4,000,000.

On page 8, decrease the amount on line 7
by $3,000,000.

On page 17, increase the amount on line
16 by $25,000,000.

On page 17, increase the amount on line
17 by $17,000,000.

On page 17, increase the amount on line
25 by $4,000,000.

On page 18, increase the amount on line 8
by $3,000,000.

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
will be rather brief about this because
most of what I wanted to say about
this I said on the amendment of the
Senator from Ohio a few moments
ago.

This amendment, very simply, is
this: It adds $25 million to the immu-
nization programs, which, incidentally,
is $15 million less than we need to be
absolutely certain that we can immu-
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nize all of our children next year. But
I am told that if nothing untoward
happens, an additional $25 million will
?:sgnough to get through fiscal year

I would like to advise my colleagues
that this is not done whimsically or
cavalierly, but it is done because the
cost of some of the vaccines for pre-
ventive childhood diseases has gone up
1,000 percent in the past 5 years.

Everybody here understands the ef-
ficacy of preventive health, and espe-
cially the value in immunizing our
children against the mumps, whooping
cough, diphtheria, measles, and so on.
Rather than to see somebody say, “I
am voting against this because I do
not want to raise taxes $25 million,"” or
offset for this additional $25 million is
a reduction in the foreign aid function.

I know that the Budget Committee
has already cut about 11 percent from
the current level of funding for inter-
national affairs. But I do not think
there is any question but that they
can find an additional $25 million out
of the roughly $12 to $13 billion that
remains in that function, especially if
those funds will be used for as lauda-
ble a cause as the immunization pro-
Eram.

I do not mind saying, and I do not
want to pursue this, as I look through
the foreign aid bill I am absolutely ap-
palled to find a foreign military credit
to Korea of $232 million, a very viable,
economic nation, who last year had a
$4.8 billion trade deficit of the United
States. Under the terms of that func-
tion, the United States, which is run-
ning $200 billion deficits, will go out
and borrow money, $232 million, in
order to loan to the Koreans at a
heavily subsidized rate so that they
can buy weapons from us.

You do not have to be a bleeding
heart liberal or broke out with bril-
liance, either one, to understand that
immunizing children of this country is
considerably more important than a
subsidized loan to Korea. I am not
picking on Korea. Go down the list.
There is a bunch of them that I would
hardly approve of.

I am simply saying that when you
look down the list, why, when we are
running $200 billion deficits, are we
borrowing money to loan money to
one of the most viable economies in
the world?

I can tell you, you can do it now or
you can do it later, but if you do it
later it may be too late, to provide
funds to immunize our children.

Let me give you some ideas of what
the immunization program does in this
country.

The benefit-cost ratio, when rubella
and measles vaccines are given togeth-
er, the unit-cost ratio of those two
shots in combination is $23 to $1. That
just simply means that for every $1 we
put into it we save $23.
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How often do you get a chance to
vote on the floor of the U.S. Senate
for a program that even approaches
that benefit-cost ratio? The answer is
never.

On polio, the benefit-cost ratio is
$10.30 for every $1 we spend.

So the savings of $1 billion a year
for polio and $500 million for measles
is $1.5 billion we save just on those
two.

What are the ‘‘costs” we save?
Frankly, they are health care costs,
but let me tell you something else.
The cost for mom and pop to stay
home with a son or daughter who has
measles should also be added to the
actual outlays for health care for their
children.

Let me give you another statistic. I
say this because we are asking for $25
million out of the foreign aid bill for
the most cost-effective program we
will ever vote on.

Let me tell you what I am talking
about in terms of dollars and human
misery.

Eight percent of all the people who
are institutionalized either in State
hospitals or other long-term facilities
in the United States are there as a
result of a childhood disease—mumps,
measles, or rubella.

Let me repeat what I said earlier
about what we did in Arkansas when I
was Governor. We immunized all the
children in our State and the cost of it
was less than the cost of institutional-
izing one child for a lifetime.

Madam President, since 1963, 57 mil-
lion cases of measles have been avoid-
ed because of the vaccine, and 19,100
cases of mental retardation have been
averted. I do not see how you can ever
find more persuasive, more compelling
numbers than those.

So, Madam President, I am not going
to belabor my point. To me the option
is clear. It should not even be debata-
ble. The managers of the bill ought to
accept this. We will be certain that
sometime down the road you will not
again hear of the kinds of measles out-
breaks we had this year at the Univer-
sity of Arkansas. Incidentally, that
one measles outbreak cost more than
half a million dollars. It was a limited
outbreak. But any cases are too many.
You have two choices: Either allow
pools of susceptibles to develop across
this country, and along with them the
potential for outbreaks of measles,
mumps, rubella, and polio; or appro-
priate the money.

Why wait until next year? Let us do
it now.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Madam Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Arkansas
join me for just a moment to discuss
this? As I understand it, the Senator’s
amendment adds $25 million to func-
tion 550 and subtracts a like amount
from function 150, international af-
fairs.
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Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. For the record,
could the Senator remind us how
much is presently contained in func-
tion 5507

Madam  President,
answer is $38 billion.

Mr. BUMPERS. Thirty-eight?

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Thirty-eight bil-
lion dollars is the correct answer.

Mr. BUMPERS. Thirty-eight billion.
Well, the Senator certainly ought not
to object to $25 million for immuniza-
tion.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. For the edifica-
tion of the REcorp, it is $38 billion in
round figures, $37.8 billion or some
such number as that. Also for the
REecorp, does the Senator have in
mind how much is contained in func-
tion 150 from which he is making a
subtraction?

Mr. BUMPERS. I
$8,300,000,000.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. The Senator is
correct.

Madam President, I yield the rest of
the afternoon to the Senator from In-
diana.

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I
rise not only to oppose the amend-
ment of the distinguished Senator
from Arkansas but to discuss its un-
derlying premise. The Senator has
made the point that only $25 million is
involved. This is not a small amount,
Madam President, but I think we all
recognize this is only the first of sever-
al amendments that may be targeted
at function 150, the international af-
fairs account.

I wish the 150 function were not
such an inviting target, but I would
like to discuss the account so that Sen-
ators will have some criteria upon
which to base votes as these amend-
ments come along the trail.

As a general argument, Madam
President, there are any number of
important causes in this country
which need $25 million, particularly if
funds can be provided, all at the ex-
pense of persons in other countries.
The amendment is presented as if this
is simply a case of taking money from
people who are in foreign lands and
devoting it to our own interests.

Madam President, the foreign assist-
ance accounts have been devised be-
cause they are important to the na-
tional security of our country. They
are devised to assist allies, to try to
provide support for people who are
prepared to defend our interests as
well as theirs, to try to bring about
peace in this world and to maintain
peace. Of course, a good case can be
made for immunization but a very
good case can also be made for peace.
On almost any other occasion most
Senators would be very concerned
about the strength of our alliances,
the strength of our ability to manage

the correct
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the Soviet relationship, to fight terror-
ism, to create conditions which would
maintain peace and thus preserve
American lives and American interests.

Now, I think it is instructive to start
our review today of the 150 account by
pointing out that the account has al-
ready been discussed to some length
by the Budget Committee. I would
just point out with regard to the for-
eign security aspects of that account
that the Budget Committee recom-
mendation already represents a cut of
more than $5 billon from the adminis-
tration’s request to a point that we
now are looking at $8.3 billion for the
three major security assistance pro-
grams: the Economic Support Fund,
Foreign Military Sales, and the Mili-
tary Assistance Program.

Madam President, that is a very sub-
stantial change. The administration
has made in my judgment a good case
for its request. The Budget Committee
has in fact presented in this budget we
are now considering $8.3 billion for the
major security programs. That $8.3
billion includes $5.2 billion for Israel
and Egypt. If Senators want to offer
amendments for specific sums of
money, they might very well begin to
specify which of these situations they
want to address. If, in fact, we want to
cut aid to Israel or Egypt, there is a
good chunk of money available. If, on
the other hand, we wish to fully fund
Israel and Egypt we are left with $3.1
billion in security assistance funds and
$2.3 billion of that, almost another 70
to 80 percent, is made up of our base
rights agreements with Greece,
Turkey, Spain, Portugal, and the Phil-
ippines—a total of $2.3 billion.

Now, I have no doubt that there will
be a great deal of debate on this floor
about our losing bases, about our
losing influence abroad. Madam Presi-
dent, we have agreements with these
five countries. Most Senators, I be-
lieve, would want to retain those bases
and appreciate the obligations that we
have. But I would simply point out
that if Senators support funding Israel
and Egypt and the five base rights
countries, then all but $800 million of
our major security programs will have
been committed.

Now, with the $800 million left are
we going to fund our obligation to
Pakistan? There are many Senators
who have stood on the floor and
talked about the Afghan rebels and
our ability to resist Soviet incursions,
resist the invasion and occupation of
Afghanistan. The Pakistan money is
clearly an integral part of that resist-
ance. Without that assistance there is
not going to be much of a U.S. influ-
ence in that area. That is roughly an-
other $600 million. That leaves $200
million for all our other worldwide
commitments. For example, we in the
Senate have already earmarked assist-
ance for Cyprus. A good many people
are interested in that situation. There

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

have been long debates with regard to
the Greek-Turkey situation, the
southern flank of NATO, and our abil-
ity to be of assistance to Cyprus.

Ecuador, a remarkable friend of the
United States, is a country that has
done all of the things that we could
ask of any fledgling democracy. Uru-
guay, having just turned over a dicta-
torship to come back to democracy, is
an extremely promising situation. We
had a long debate last year about our
obligation to the Cambodian resist-
ance fighters. Tunisia, likewise, is a
very important recipient of assistance
from the United States. Madam Presi-
dent, I have not even talked about our
obligations in Central America. Can it
be assumed that money surely will be
found there for El Salvador, Guatema-
la, and Honduras? To the extent we
get into economic aid to the Contras,
somehow that must be found.

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator
yield for just one moment?

Mr. LUGAR. Yes; I will be happy to
yield for a question.

Mr. BUMPERS. In regard to the last
statement of the Senator as to how we
were going to find money for the Con-
tras, I understood that came out of
the defense function.

Mr. LUGAR. The Senator is correct
with regard to the last debate we had
here in the Senate. But of course it is
not really clear that the House will go
along with our action. We may have to
revisit that situation. Clearly, after we
get through this particular budget
phase, either humanitarian or other
aid will continue to be an issue next
year.

Mr. BUMPERS. 1 thought one of
the arguments the President used in
his speech to the Nation was it would
not increase the deficit; it would
simply come out of the appropriate
function of the Defense Department.
There may not be any impact if no
money goes to Contras, obviously.

Mr. LUGAR. The Senator is correct,
if the House were to adopt the sensi-
ble position the Senate took. Unhappi-
ly, the House has not yet taken that
position, and it is not clear whether
they will. I appreciate the point the
Senator is making. So I would reiter-
ate that we may be revisiting the
Contra issue. We certainly will contin-
ue to face the promise made in the
Jackson report that we must do some-
thing for the infrastructure of our
neighbors to the south because our
failure to address this issue is likely to
bring considerable problems to our
Southwestern States through immi-
gration.

Let me just mention, Mr. President,
this very afternoon we received a very
important report from the President
of the United States in regard to as-
sistance for the Philippines. He appar-
ently will ask for a number of ways in
which the Philippines might be assist-
ed but clearly some of them come
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from the 150 account. In our Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations we are al-
ready taking a look at a request for
Irish aid. That question is being
pushed very strongly by many Mem-
bers of this body. It already has been
pushed very strongly by Members of
the House. There appears to be no
money for Irish aid, at this moment in
this budget.

Now let me comment as to whether
there are other options other than
those which I have described. Indeed
the distinguished Senator from Arkan-
sas has already mentioned the choice
between assistance to South Korea or
to our domestic immunization pro-
gram.

He suggested the South Koreans are
borrowing money at subsidized rates. I
must point out to the Senator that in
fact, if they borrow money, the South
Koreans borrow it at market rates.

I might also mention that in the
Budget Committee recommendation,
the particular account from which
countries may borrow at market
rates—not at subsidized rates but
market rates—was cut by $1 billion.
Given that curtailment by the Budget
Committee, it is now uncertain that
the South Koreans could even borrow
at market rates in fiscal year 1987.

As a matter of fact, the support for
South Korea being allowed to borrow
at market rate comes from our desire
for our own security. The United
States and this body, the Senate, have
on many occasions said we ought to
have a presence in South Korea. If so,
we ought to be secure in that pres-
ence. There is still, as a matter of fact,
an aggressive force in North Korea,
very close at hand.

I simply say to the Senator that
many of us are very pleased that the
South Koreans are prepared to borrow
money at market rates to provide for
the defense of their own country and
for the interest that we have in trying
to hold back communism in that part
of the world.

The Senator might also look at the
150 account and suggest that we are
taking too big a step in relation to em-
bassy security this year. That program
comes within the 150 account. The
Inman Commission has suggested,
that $4 billion may be needed over the
course of the next few years to
strengthen our diplomatic missions in
order to prevent the kind of disaster
that occurred in Lebanon, to provide
some security, at least, for the many
personnel who are currently in unsafe
circumstances. We shall be having ad-
ditional hearings in the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee on this issue in the
near future. We are trying to take a
look at how that request can be
shaped, at how the budget impact will
be lessened.

In its recommendation the Budget
Committee has already reduced very
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substantially whatever commitment
might be possible for embassy security
in fiscal year 1987. They did so be-
cause we are facing a tight year.

Having cut back the military pro-
grams, the Budget Committee has also
cut the other security programs within
the 150 account.

The additional personnel that were
requested by the Department of State
this year were all to address the en-
hanced security program. Those addi-
tional personnel might have been pro-
vided somewhere else. Conceivably,
the Department of Defense or Treas-
ury or the account of another agency
might have provided these personnel.
However, they are in the 150 account.
The embassy security proposal is part
of this picture.

It will be argued by the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas that
after you put these figures together—
either the original request or the trun-
cated Budget Committee recommenda-
tion—the $25 million would hardly be
missed. I make the point, Mr. Presi-
dent, that it would be missed. We do
not have the money presently to meet
the foreign policy obligations of the
United States of America. If, in fact,
our foreign policy were not working
well, if in fact, we were not making
some headway throughout the world, 1
suspect that Senators would say per-
haps we ought to be doing more.

It is ironic, I would argue, that at a
time when there are many U.S. for-
eign policy successes, Senators are pre-
pared to cut out not only the 14 per-
cent recommended by the Budget
Committee but to nibble away at the
funding which remains in the account.

Mr. DOMENICI. Would the Senator
from Indiana yield to me, Mr. Presi-
dent?

Mr. LUGAR. I am happy to yield.

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me ask the
Senator if he would mind watching
the floor for me for about 10 or 15
minutes. I assume he wants to make
some further comments anyway.

Mr. LUGAR. Yes, Mr. President, I
shall be pleased to do that.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let
me state the problem with this amend-
ment from the standpoint of Senator
BumpeErs' belief that somehow or
other what we do today on the floor
will have some kind of impact on the
immunization program. I want to be as
fair as I can to this process and to
what happens later, but let me see if I
can convince the Senator from Arkan-
sas that his amendment is not going to
do anything for child immunization.
Then we might figure out some way to
tell the Senate that we want the ap-
propriators to seriously consider im-
munization.

I am going to try to explain. Most
Senators, when they come down here
and talk about this budget resolution,
do not understand. If they listen, they
just say, “Well, that is going to
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happen some other time; I am not
worried about it.” But let me see if I
can explain to my friend from Arkan-
sas what is going to happen.

First, if he succeeds in taking $25
million in budget authority out of the
foreign affairs function 150—if he suc-
ceeds—this resolution will be in all
other respects the same. Otherwise,
his amendment would not be in order.
There will be the same total budget
authority for the appropriators after
his amendment as before. The total
outlays that we are going to be permit-
ted to appropriate out of discretionary
accounts is going to be exactly the
same. If that were not the case, you
would have to ask for revenues, and
you have not.

When we leave the floor of the Con-
gress with a budget resolution, a very
interesting event is going to occur. We
pass ours and Senator BuMPERs has
his $25 million switched. There would
be nothing in this resolution about $25
million for child immunization; there
will only be another $25 million in
that big piece of Government that in-
cludes health care. That is the only
change in this amendment. Then we
are going to get the resolution con-
ferred on in the House.

Finally, a resolution is going to go to
the appropriators in the House and
the appropriators in the Senate. That
is where the Senator will get some ad-
ditional immunization money or will
not get it. It will have little or nothing
to do with how we vote here this after-
noon. The law we are now working
under says the following: When that
event occurs that I have just de-
scribed, the appropriators in the U.S.
Senate are now bound by statutory
law to divvy up among the appropriat-
ing committees of the U.S. Senate that
budget authority I just told my col-
leagues about, that big pot, and those
outlays. Until they have assigned the
budget authority in outlays to the ap-
propriations subcommittees and pub-
lished it—that is the new law—we
cannot bring an appropriations bill to
the floor.

Now, I say to my friend the chance
of every one of these functions, includ-
ing 150 and 550, the ones the Senator
is concerned with, ending up in appro-
priations when they have assigned the
money to the committees, the chance
of it ending up exactly as it left here
is—what would he guess? I would say
1,000 to 1. But there probably are
some who would say there is no
chance that they will end up the same
way. They will decide whether there is
more money needed for child immuni-
zation, with or without the amend-
ment, than is prescribed for in that
function.

Yes; they may have to go to the sub-
committee of my good friend from Ari-
zona and say, “We need some money
from one of yours, and we are going to
put it here.”
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Interestingly enough, the converse
will happen, too. If the Senator suc-
ceeds tonight in doing this, again
there will be nothing here about child
immunization; but if the 150 foreign
assistance function needs $25, $30, or
$40 million more than we left in this
function, they will, in that delibera-
tion, move it from one to another.

I will admit that if you get up into
the billions—education added $1 bil-
lion—it is pretty hard to say they are
not going to leave some of that where
we voted it. But $25 million is not
going to end up where the Senator
from Arkansas tonight expects it to.

Frankly, I urge that the Senator
work with us. We will do what we can.
Perhaps we can even draft some lan-
guage and put it in the resolution,
saying that we do not believe the cur-
rent level of funding for child immuni-
cation is adequate, that we hope the
appropriators will understand what
the distinguished Senator under-
stands, and that they will consider ad-
ditional funding. There is no way we
can bind them, I say to my friend from
Arkansas; but neither is there any as-
surance that if this amendment is
adopted, he will receive $25 million
more in programmatic budget author-
ity for child immunization.

We can carry this on. I want my
friend from Indiana to know that
there are at least three more amend-
ments. Everybody thinks we ought to
take from 150, put it in another one,
and it is not going to be binding be-
cause the appropriators will have to
allocate. But it is a very nice political
plum, so long as they do not have the
problem of foreign relations and for-
eign affairs for the United States.
They can take $300, $400, or $500 bil-
lion out of it, spread it around—and I
am not saying that the Senator from
Arkansas is doing this—and make it
appear that it is going somewhere else,
but we are not the least bit sure it will.

The Senator from Florida and I will
cooperate on some language that we
hope immunization is funded more in
the appropriations process than at
present levels, and not have to vote up
and down on this amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PressLER). The Senator from Arkan-
sas.
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, first
of all, I appreciate the eloquence and
explanation of the Senator from New
Mexico, the chairman of the Budget
Committee.

What the Senator has just said ap-
plies not just to this amendment deal-
ing with childhood immunization. It
applies to virtually every amendment
that will be offered here. If the
amendment of the Senator from Ohio
on maternal child care and WIC had
been accepted, the Senate would have
absolutely no assurance that the ap-
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propriators would allocate the money

he is asking for.
I understand the way the process

works.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BUMPERS, I yield.

Mr. DOMENICI. There was one
other major difference. That amend-
ment added $200 million in new taxes.

Mr. BUMPERS. I understood that,
and that is the reason I did not do
that.

Mr. DOMENICI. The other amend-
ment says to the appropriators, there
is $200 million more to spend. The
Senator does not say that. The Sena-
tor says, “I do not want to spend more
money. I am asking that you take it
out of foreign affairs for the purpose
of this first go-round and put it in the
health care program.” I think the ap-
propriators will make the decision, es-
pecially when the amount is small.

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is cor-
rect.

I did not want to ask the Finance
Committee to raise taxes to finance
this amendment, so I went through
the budget, and I looked every place I
could to see what kind of offset I
thought would be appropriate to fund
$25 million.

However, before I get into that, let
me also say that all we can ever do
here on an amendment is simply send
word to the appropriators. If the
Senate speaks loud and clearly this
afternoon that we believe funding the
immunization program at $56 million
or $57 million is not going to be
enough in 1987, then we are saying to
the appropriators, “When you get into
funding discretionary health care pro-
grams, we want to make sure that you
put in $81 million for the immuniza-
tion program? We are saying that $56
million is not going to be enough next
year.

If we do not do anything—if I pull
my amendment down or if we insert
some language in the REcorp—the
chances are that it will be influential
enough to get the job done. But it
seems to me that everybody under-
stands the meritorious nature of this
amendment, and we ought to accept
the amendment, so that the appropri-
ators will have a message that they
understand clearly. They will know
the Senate has spoken on this issue.
That is all we do in any amendment
when we debate the budget. Nobody
has any assurance here that because
an amendment is adopted, that is
going to be the way it winds up in ap-
propriations.

Mr. President, when I first started
debating this amendment, the Senator
from Colorado was sitting in the man-
ager’'s seat on the majority side. He
made the point that there was about
$37.9 billion in the Domenici-Chiles
_budget for function 550; and the impli-
~ cation was, “What on Earth is the
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Senator from Arkansas thinking
about, asking for a paltry $25 million
for childhood immunizations, when
there is already $37.9 billion in that
function?”

When you consider the funding for
Medicaid and the other programs in
this function, you will find that there
is still, in the making up of this
budget, only an anticipated $56 million
for childhood immunizations. Those
were the assumptions. The committee
started out with a baseline of $38.4
million for current services. In other
words, in order to maintain Medicaid
and all the health programs in 550 in
1987, it would require $38.4 billion—
$38.5 in outlays—and the committee
recommend $37.9 billion, or $600 mil-
lion less than that.

What does that mean? That means
that next year we are going to be $600
million under the level of current serv-
ices.

The committee said that under dis-
cretionary health programs, which is
where immunizations are located, the
mark assumes that most discretionary
programs will be frozen for 3 years—
frozen—when vaccines are going up as
much as 100 percent a year.

It said some additional funding
above the freeze level is assumed in
order to provide the Appropriations
Committee with additional flexibility
to allow increases for high priority
programs such as the National Insti-
tutes of Health research awards.

Do you know how much money we
are anticipating putting into AIDS re-
search next year? The level this year
is about $192 million and I promise
you it will go up $30 million to $100
million next year.

Where does that leave immuniza-
tions?

I can tell you this budget still as-
sumes $56 million for immunizations,
the same level as this year. We were
scared to death this year that we were
going to have to get a fast supplemen-
tal passed through here just to take
care of two relatively minor outbreaks.

I must say I do not want to start a
roll here of people hitting foreign aid
and I recognize the position of the
chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee, and I respect it. He is
doing an excellent job over there, and
I understand his problem.

But I just say, on the floor, I am of-
fended when I read Korea is asking for
$232 million in concessionary sales
which means we borrow money, $232
million, send it to them, and they do
not pay a dime interest for 10 years.
Yet we stand here quibbling about $25
million, which is just about what the
interest would be on that loan to them
the first 2 years.

I do not want to get into that offset
contest because I believe in foreign
aid. I think it is in our national securi-
ty interest to provide foreign aid in
some cases. But nothing is more im-
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portant to our national security than
our good health and the health of our
children.

So I have not asked for a tax in-
crease. I have simply asked for a shift-
ing of priorities to make sure that this
program which has the highest bene-
fit to cost ratio of anything we ever
vote on is not underfunded.

Mr. President, I am going to ask for
a quorum call unless the Senator
wishes to speak.

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

I withdraw that request.

I ask unanimous consent that Sena-
tor Exon of Nebraska be added as a
cosponsor of this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BUMPERS. Now, Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. LUGAR. Will the Senator from
Arkansas withhold?

Mr. BUMPERS. I am happy to with-
hold.

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Senator
from Arkansas for withholding that
request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, let me
mention again that earlier in the
debate I made the point that South
Korea is not asking for concessional
assistance. South Korea is prepared to
borrow at market rates, which means
they would pay back their loans at
rates equal to what it costs us to
borrow them. I appreciate that the
Senator from Arkansas would be dis-
mayed if the South Koreans were
asking for concessional assistance. But
they are not now, and they have not
been doing so. As a point of fact I
want to reiterate that point again.

Mr. President, the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas has described
this amendment as one that does not
start a roll of amendments attempting
to hit foreign aid. He has suggested
that he has aimed at the 150 account
instead of raising taxes.

Let me just say, Mr. President, what-
ever may be the problems in the 550
account, I have been describing the
150 account in which the Budget Com-
mittee has taken a hard look at our
military security problems, the de-
fense of our country, and has made
some very tough judgments in this 150
account.

Let me point out once again for the
record that the President of the
United States and the Secretary of
State have both commented on the
needs of our country in terms of our
defense in working with front-line
countries. They have suggested securi-
ty assistance of $11.5 billion this year.
That is their request. The Budget
Committee has reduced this to $9 bil-
lion, a $2.5 billion reduction, and 1
have already pointed out that the vast
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part of that is consumed by our obliga-
tions in the Middle East that come
from the Camp David Accords.

Senators can argue whether we have
that degree of interest in Israel, that
degree of interest in peace in the
Middle East. Senators can argue
whether we ought to be worried about
our military bases in the Philippines,
Spain, Greece, Portugal, and Turkey. I
can accept that as a legitimate argu-
ment.

As the distinguished Budget Com-
mittee chairman pointed out, there
are at least four amendments that he
has identified, all of which seek for-
eign aid as an easy target.

I fear, Mr. President, the supposition
is that foreign assistance is seen by
many Senators, many Americans as
gifts to other people, as ways in which
we help other economies when, in fact,
the foreign assistance account is in a
very straightforward, hardheaded pro-
gram which enables us to help friendly
countries be strong in their defense
and strong in their democracies so
that American troops do not have to
be used in defending our security in-
terests abroad.

It is in our interest that these coun-
tries remain free. It is in our interest
that our alliances remain sound. This
is the glue factor that helps hold the
free world together.

The question should not be immuni-
zation or foreign aid. The question
should be immunization and a peace-
ful world. That is the rationale behind
foreign assistance. Using foreign as-
sistance as an easy mark to find funds
for other programs will not do, Mr.
President.

There may have been a time when
Senators, such as the Senator from
Arkansas, took a look at the whole
budget and miraculously came upon
account 150 to find a source of funds
for other programs.

I'm saying that 150 is not an easy
mark. Senators who are looking at 150
are going to talk about Israel, the
Philippines, Central America, Korea,
and others. If Senators honestly want
to come to the floor and suggest that
we disrupt our alliances, that we
renege on our obligations, that we do
not want to defend the country while
we are talking about immunization,
then that’s fair enough. That is the
kind of argument that will have to be
made and it is not an easy trick to
simply come in and say $25 million for
imnfinization or $50 million for some
other worthy purpose. It will not do.

Mr. President, I want to continue
this because I see no purpose in
having one Senator after another
survey the entire budget, and conclude
that the 150 account is out there
ready to be attacked, while our own
children are not immunized. As the
distinguished chairman of the Budget
Committee has pointed out, nothing in
this amendment is going to guarantee
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the first shot of immunization. It is a

bogus argument, and it sets the stage
for a severe weakening of our national
defense.

I am going to argue on each of these
amendments so Senators better be pre-
pared that if they are prepared to
weaken our national defense, weaken
our fight against terrorism, go head to
head on aid to Israel or on the Philip-
pines, then that's fair enough. But
that should be the argument. The 150
account is not an easy mark any more
and colleagues need to know that. If
they deliberately want to invade that
account with one amendment after an-
other in a sort of a community chest
effort, fair enough. But there will be
consequences as Senators are asked to
decide in terms of whether they want
to weaken our embassy security or
which country programs they want to
reduce.

Now let me say, Mr. President, that I
appreciate that foreign assistance may
not be a program that Senators used
to vote for, but last year 75 Senators
supported foreign assistance—75, a
strong bipartisan consensus.

Mr. BUMPERS. Senator, I was one
of those Senators.

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Senator
for his support. And I would have an-
ticipated the Senator would support
that assistance because the Senator
has been a farsighted person taking a
look at our national goals and objec-
tives. And I have no quarrel with the
Senator's quest for immunization. As a
matter of fact, as the Senator knows, I
have supported, along with the distin-
guished member of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, a proposal to discuss
at the summit with the Soviet Union
the immunization of children through-
out the world. My first emphasis obvi-
ously would be on children in this
country. The distinguished ranking
member, Senator PeLL, is on the floor
now and I applaud his leadership in
that respect. We have an intense inter-
est in that item.

But I wish that the Senator had not
decided to frame an amendment that
reduces the 150 account and, in my
judgment, unravels what I think is
very serious situation. As the Senator
from New Mexico has pointed out, this
amendment may be the forerunner of
several others that we shall see.

Let me continue by mentioning that
the Senator from Arkansas could have
pointed out that the 150 account in-
cludes ways to bring information to
people around the world. The 150 ac-
count includes more than military as-
sistance to frontline allies. We also
support USIA, Voice of America, and
various other ways to get, some word
behind the Iron Curtain to people who
need information; These are debatable
objectives, of course. Many have won-
dered how effective we are in spread-
ing the word, how effective our books,
our records, and our exchanges may
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be. Some have questioned, I am cer-
tain, whether we ought to have ex-
change programs, and whether that is
a legitimate objective. I think that it
is. That program is included here and
already has been cut.

The broadcast functions were cut
across the board. As a matter of fact,
the administration requested nearly $1
billion. About $800 million was in fact
recommended by the Budget Commit-
tee. How we will continue the level of
services there is not clear.

As the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas has pointed out, he was look-
ing for a level of services continued in
the immunization front. The same
case, unhappily, has to be made with
regard to information functions
throughout the world, quite apart
from our military security aspects that
1 have mentioned.

The Foreign Relations Committee
has supported the President and our
Secretary of State. We have visited
with members of the Budget Commit-
tee about these vital objectives. That
committee has taken a look at the
overall 150 account and cut each of
these categories rather sharply, by at
least 11 percent overall.

I visited with our distinguished Sec-
retary of State George Shultz yester-
day and he said, “Try to bring some
understanding tc your colleagues that
we have a lot going for us in the world
right now. There are a lot of people
deeply interested in our foreign policy.
A lot of folks, as a matter of fact, a lot
of Americans who would like to have a
good bit more security in our embas-
sies and the representation of Ameri-
cans around the world.”

I would just say to the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas that the Secre-
tary of State is prepared to make the
case for the full budget he requested.
He and the President are deeply un-
happy over the prospects of having to
make so many choices against allies,
with whom they are visiting as they
head out to the summit conference in
Tokyo. Nevertheless, the Budget Com-
mittee has suggested those levels. I
would say to get into these kinds of ar-
guments now in which we dismantle
what is left of the 150 account seems
to me not in the best interests of our
country and our foreign relations.

I hope that the Senator would re-
consider the particular course of
action that he has adopted. I hope
that he might work with the distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee on some modus vivendi out of
this situation.

But let me just say, if he does not
take that course of action, I clearly
hope that we would not start down the
trail of cutting the 150 account for
every one of several causes that the
people may bring to mind.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I just
want to take about 60 seconds to say
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that I apologize for concentrating all
of my speech earlier about the 150
function on Korea. The chairman of
the Foreign Relations Committee has
I think correctly made the point that
the $163 million credit to South Korea
last year was technically not a conces-
sionary sale. Nevertheless, it was a sale
that had a 10-year interest-free provi-
sion in it—same thing by a different
name.

Second, 1 do not want to be accused
of Korea bashing. I have made the
point here.

But you know the President wants
to abolish the Eximbank. And I do not
know whether I am going to fully sup-
port him, but I certainly will support a
very healthy cut of $500 million or so.
There is $1.1 billion in here. The Presi-
dent and I agree this program either
ought to be terminated or cut very
substantially. Certainly we could find
this $25 million in the Eximbank of
$1.1 billion.

Mr. President, in order to send a
message to the Appropriations Com-
mittee that we want to make sure
childhood immunization programs are
fully funded, we are saying let us
transfer one-twelfth of 1 percent of
function 150 over to function 550 to
make sure that we do not get into a
crisis situation like we did this year.

I am prepared to yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am
prepared to yield back the balance of
my time. In fact, I yield back the time
in opposition.

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I move
to table the amendment.

Mr. BUMPERS. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second? There is a
sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Lucar] to table the amendment of the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Bume-
ERs]. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Washington [Mr.
Evans], the Senator for Florida [Mr.
Hawkins]l, and the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Symms] are necessarily
absent.

I also announce that the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. MaTHIAS] is
absent on official business.

Mr. CRANSTON. 1 announce that
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
LaAvuTENBURG] is necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 486, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No, 80 Leg.]
YEAS—49

Grassley
Hatch

Abdnor

Armstrong

Boschwitz

Chafee

Cochran Heinz

D'Amato Helms

Danforth H ey

Denton Johnston

Dixon Kassebaum

Dole Kasten

Domenici Laxalt

Durenberger Long

East Lugar

Garn Mattingly

Goldwater McClure

Gorton MecConnell

Gramm Murkowski
NAYS—46

Exon

Ford

Glenn

Gore

Harkin

Hart

Packwood
Pell
Pressler
Quayle
Roth
Eud.mnn
Stafford
Stennis
Stevens
Thurmond
Trible
Wallop
Warner
Wilson

Hatfleld
Hecht

Andrews
Baucus
Bentsen
Biden
Bingaman
Boren
Bradley
Bumpers
Burdick
Byrd
Chiles
Cohen
Cranston
DeConcini
Dodd

Mitchell
Moynihan
Nickles
Nunn
Proxmire
Pryor
Riegle
Rockefeller

Heflin
Hollings
Inouye
Kennedy
Kerry
Leahy
Levin
Matsunaga
Melcher
Metzenbaum

NOT VOTING—5

Evans Lautenberg Symms

Hawkins Mathias

So the motion to lay on the table
amendment No. 1802 was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the motion was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader is recognized.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

The Democratic leader.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair.

I take the floor at this time to in-
quire of the distinguished assistant
Republican leader as to what the
schedule will be for the rest of the
day, particularly with reference to
rollcall votes, what will happen on to-
morrow, and what the program——

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may
we have quiet so the Senator may be
heard?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator
from Mississippi.

I also ask with reference to rollcall
votes on Monday next and Tuesday, as
far as he can see?

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, in the
absence of the majority leader, and in
a rare burst of generosity, I think if I
can propound this unanimous-consent
request, I might be able to answer that
question.

Weicker
Zorinsky

Eagleton

April 2}, 1986
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in adjournment until 10 a.m. on
Monday, April 28, 1986.

I further ask unanimous consent
that when the Senate resumes the un-
finished business, Senate Concurrent
Resolution 120 on Monday, 25 hours
be considered the remaining time for
debate on the resolution.

I further ask unanimous consent
that any rollcall votes ordered in rela-
tion to amendments offered and debat-
ed, motions to recommit or reduce the
time, and appeals on Monday be post-
poned to occur no earlier than Tues-
day, April 29, at 11 a.m., with the ex-
ception of procedural questions such
as a motion to instruct the Sergeant at
Arms and a vote on adoption of the
concurrent resolution.

The effort there, I share with the
Democratic leader, is that there would
be no more votes tonight. We would
lay down the DeConcini amendment, I
believe. There would be no session on
Friday if we reach this agreement;
then, convening under these terms
and no votes taken on Monday, but we
will be, of course, in session. If anyone
is concerned about not having time to
offer an amendment, I suggest that
they make arrangements to offer their
amendment on Monday, because time
will be running on the resolution re-
gardless of whether or not amend-
ments are offered during the session
on Monday.

I find one other item of language to
be included in the unanimous-consent
request regarding the Budget Act
rules:

And all provisions of the Budget Act re-
garding floor consideration of amendments
shall remain in full force and effect.

With that, I share with the Demo-
cratic leader, it is the intention of the
leadership to proceed on that basis if
that is acceptable to all.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I see a
note here which comes from Mr. MEL-
CHER. He would like 30 minutes, equal-
ly divided, prior to any vote on his
amendment on Tuesday. I think the
managers could give time off the reso-
lution and assure him of that.

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not under-
stand the request.

Mr. MELCHER. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. President, will the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming
yield?

3 Mr. SIMPSON. Certainly, Mr. Presi-
ent.

Mr. MELCHER. I can see where we
might be in a position where we would
not complete all amendments. I do not
want much time on the amendment
and I am prepared to offer it early
Monday morning, when we start. I
only request before we have the final
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vote on the amendment, which would
have to occur on Tuesday, some time
to discuss what the amendment is
about prior to voting on it.

Mr. DOMENICI. I say to my good
friend, he ought not to have any con-
cern. We ought to be able to accommo-
date him. I am reluctant to have unan-
imous-consent requests of that order. I
do not know the scope, but at this
point, I see no way we could not ac-
commodate him. He would have an
hour on his amendment, an hour on
opposition. We just would not use all
the time when he brought it up and
later in the day, we would accommo-
date him.

Mr. MELCHER. Reserving the right
to object, that is my thought. No use
in using the 2 hours.

Mr. CHILES. Reserving the right to
object, I trust this means that time we
are burning off would be equally divid-
ed.

Mr. SIMPSON. That is the intent.

Mr. KENNEDY. Reserving the right
to object, I have a question regarding
what the chairman and the ranking
member stated about consent agree-
ments. As the floor manager knows,
we have been here since 11:30 pre-
pared to offer our Medicare amend-
ment. I shall not object to this agree-
ment, but what 1 would like to do is
ask unanimous consent that we lay
this down after the final vote on Tues-
day morning that we will have as a
result of consideration of the amend-
ments on Monday.

I would be more than glad to enter
into a half-hour time limitation. This
is on the Medicare amendment. I have
talked the amendment over with both
the chairman of the committee and
the ranking minority member of the
committee. I would like to be able to
get those assurances.

Mr. HEFLIN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. President, would the Sena-
tor from Wyoming tell us now, his
unanimous-consent request means
that starting on Monday or Tuesday,
there would be 25 hours remaining.
How many hours have we used up of
the 50 now?

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, the
Parliamentarian could share with us
the amount of hours remaining at the
present time. I inquire about the time
unexpired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
is a total of 33 hours 46 minutes; 16
hours and 6 minutes for the majority;
17 hours and 40 minutes for the mi-
nority.

Mr. HEFLIN. Thirty-three hours of
what is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Thirty-three hours and forty-six min-
utes total.

Mr. HEFLIN. I would have some
hesitancy about giving up 8 hours—
that is more than 8 hours—and to
start on Monday. There have been
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some times on amendments that we
have run out of time on these things.
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, if the

Senator from Alabama would yield,
there is an alternative. That is to run
that time tomorrow. The intent of the
unanimous-consent request is that we
would be out of session tomorrow and
begin on Monday at 10 am. with 25
hours to be considered as remaining
on the budget resolution. We can run
it in the more formal fashion if that is
the wish of the body. That would
mean a session tomorrow.

Mr. DOMENICI. Would the distin-
guished acting majority leader yield to
the Senator from New Mexico?

Mr. SIMPSON. I yield.

Mr. DOMENICI. I might say to my
friend from Alabama, that this is the
sixth time I have been through this as
manager. If we start on Monday with
25 hours remaining, it will not be that
25 hours and the current state of
things that will cause anybody to have
any trouble with amendments. Nobody
can promise what happens that last
half-hour, but we do not have enough
amendments that I know if, if we were
to take them all, to use the 25 hours. I
think there is more than adequate
time.

Incidentally, to the Senator from
Massachusetts, I want to agree with
him shortly, as soon as this colloquy is
over, that we can accommodate him.

Mr. HEFLIN. I wonder if we might
just settle on 26 hours.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, who has
the floor?

Mr. SIMPSON. The Democratic
leader.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from Alabama
be willing to accept the 25 hours that
are in the request with the proviso
that instead of coming in at 10 o’clock
on Monday, we come in at 11? That is
the same thing except we get to come
in 1 hour later.

Mr. HEFLIN. I think that is all
right. I would be willing to accept
that.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, the
unanimous-consent request is amend-
ed accordingly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection?

Mr. KENNEDY. Reserving the right
to object, and I do not intend to
object, could I just get assurances
from the leadership that after you dis-
pose of the votes on Tuesday morn-
ing—as I understand it, you intend
now to vote on Tuesday morning,
when we come in, on the amendments
that have been proposed on Monday—
after those votes are concluded, we
would be recognized to consider the
Medicare amendment which I will
offer with the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. HeinNzl. I indicate now I
would be quite willing to engage in a
time limitation of 40 minutes equally
divided.
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Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
yield to the floor manager for a re-
sponse to the request of the Senator
from Massachusetts.

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say to the
senior Senator from Massachusetts,
we will do that rather than to get a
unanimous-consent request. The
reason is there may be one of the
amendments we plan to vote on that
day that is finished but there may be
one there is 15 minutes left on. I do
not know whether the Senator would
like us to then leave that alone and go
to his. I think we could work that out.
My purpose is as soon after the vote
that is prescribed, which will at least
be a vote on the DeConcini amend-
ment, perhaps more, as soon after that
as possible the Medicare amendment
of the Senator from Massachusetts
will be next.

Mr. EENNEDY. I thank the Senator
from New Mexico. With those assur-
ances, I certainly will not object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUuMPHREY). Is there objection?

Mr. HEFLIN. I understand that the
acting majority leader amended the
unanimous-consent request?

Mr. SIMPSON. That is correct, Mr.
President.

Mr. HEFLIN. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if I may
ask another question of the distin-
guished assistant Republican leader,
how late will the Senate be in this
evening?

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from New Mexico,
the floor manager, for the response.

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me respond as
best I can to the distinguished minori-
ty leader. The amendment that will be
called up next is the DeConcini-
Abdnor amendment. I do not think
they necessarily want their full hour,
so I would think that we do not need
over 15 or 20 minutes. After that I
have nothing further on the pending
resolution. It would be up to the lead-
ers as to what transpires thereafter.

I would like to make this statement
while I am on my feet. We have just
approved a unanimous-consent request
that says we go back on this bill at 11
o'clock on Monday. There are a
number of amendments that are ready
and a number of Senators who are
ready to offer them. We are going to
run the time as required under the
Budget Act starting at that hour, If
there are Senators in town who have
amendments, we would like them to
bring them up. We are not even going
to insist that they use all their time
that day. They may want to reserve a
few moments. But if we could get the
amendments up and start to stack
them in an orderly manner, the
chances of us running into the prob-
lem that the Senator from Alabama
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raised are certainly minimized. So we
do not intend to do nothing on
Monday. If no one proposes amend-
ments, we will use up 6 or 8 hours of

the remaining time.
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I

thank very much the Democratic
leader for his assistance in resolving
this matter for purposes of our plan-
ning. For the information of Senators,
as I say, time on the budget resolution
will begin running at the appointed
hour, and I certainly urge the presen-
tation of amendments on Monday. I
hope that might take place. Mr. Presi-
dent, I would think, depending on the
disposition of the DeConcini amend-
ment, that we would get out soon
thereafter, with a wrap-up as soon as
possible

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished acting leader.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I will
announce that there will be no more
rollcall votes this evening.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 1987

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolu-
tion.

AMENDMENT NO. 1803
(Purpose: To increase budget authority and
outlays for fiscal year 1987 for functional
category 750 (Administration of Justice))

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arizona.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk on
behalf of Senator AsBDpNOR, Senator
ZORINSKY, Senator BENTSEN, Senator
WiLsonN, Senator MELCHER, and myself
and I ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. DECox-
cintl, for himself, Mr. ABDNOR, Mr. ZORIN-
sKY, Mr. Bentsen, Mr. WiLsoN, and Mr.
lliglécm proposes an amendment numbered

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 2, decrease the amount on line 19
by $63,000,000.

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 10
by $63,000,000.

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 12
by $163,000,000.

On page T, decrease the amount on line 13
by $84,000,000.

On page 23, increase the amount on line 2
by $200,000,000.

On page 23, increase the amount on line 3
by $168,000,000.

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 2
by $100,000,000.

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 3
by $84,000,000.
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Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, we
just had a vote on an amendment that
would take some funds out of the for-
eign operations account. It was a very
close vote. I want to begin debate on
this amendment with the assurance to
the Senator from Indiana, the chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, that this is a very important sub-
ject to me as it is to him. I realize that
he has a grave obligation which he
certainly satisfies in defending foreign
operations and foreign assistance. I,
too, as with the Senator from Arkan-
sas, have not willy-nilly just jumped
on this account. It seems to me that
we have some big problems in the
United States to deal with terrorism,
and indeed foreign operations has to
play some role.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
from Arizona yield to the Senator
from New Mexico for a moment?

Mr. DECONCINI. I will be glad to
yield.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
designate the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. Lucar] to manage the bill in my
stead until I return.

Let me say to my friend from Arizo-
na, I am fully aware of the exceptional
needs in the drug prevention areas
that he alludes to. I wish I could sup-
port his amendment but, frankly, I do
believe that we ought to find some
place else to save the money. I am not
inclined to support further reductions
in international programs. The same
arguments hold that held an hour ago
when the Senate debated the Bumpers
amendment.

I want to tell the Senator from Ari-
zona in advance I support him on most
of the areas. We are joining together
in a task force. In fact, we have asked
the President to see the border State
Senators about this issue of increased
drug traffic coming into our country
and our border States from Mexico. I
want to assure him I will continue
working with him in all these areas.

Incidentally, the border facilities are
a disgrace to the United States except
for one new one which I believe is in
the Senator from Arizona's State.
Both of us have gone down to the
border and have seen the deplorable
conditions in which our customs offi-
cers and our immigration officers are
working. There is one facility in El
Paso, TX, that probably, if it was any-
thing but a facility of the U.S. Govern-
ment, would be condemned. If it was
anything other than a Government fa-
cility, one of our laws on occupational
safety would close it down. It has one
restroom for 45 employees, including
men and women.

We ought to fix these facilities.
They are an embarrassment. Frankly,
I do not believe we can do it in the
way the Senator is suggesting tonight,
and I want him to know that in ad-
vance.

April 24, 1986

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from New Mexico. I
wish he was going to stay here, be-
cause I was going to say some nice
things about his cooperative effort on
the drug issue. I will say them anyway.

The Senator from New Mexico is

correct. He has helped a great deal
and has been a leader in law enforce-

ment with respect to the drug traffic
problem. My argument is not with the
Senator from New Mexico or the Sen-
ator from Florida. But there comes a
time when we have to stand up and
take a stand.

Mr. President, while recent interna-
tional events have turned the atten-
tion of most Americans to Libya, the
Middle East, Frankfurt, Heathrow Air-
port in England, and other places,
there has been a growing realization
right here at home that this country is
threatened by a mnational security
problem at our own borders. I am talk-
ing, of course, about the narcotics
trade that is becoming increasingly
dangerous, particularly along the
southwest border of the United States.

To a great extent, this problem
exists in the Southeastern part of the
United States; but a very aggressive,
coordinated, funded effort—pushed by
Congress, by the way and with the
help of the military—has made some
inroads in stopping the traffic of drugs
into the Southeastern United States.
By no means should we relent in that
effort. At the same time, the south-
west border has taken its licks in what
is becoming the worst history of drug
trafficking in the Southwest that I
know of. The time has come to shift
our eyes back home for a moment and
focus on the growing drug trafficking
threat to this country and how we can
build our defenses against the drug
menace.

Mr. President, the amendment that
I am offering today with my good
friend from South Dakota, Senator
ABpNoOR, would ensure that we have
solid drug interdiction manpower
levels in place in the Southwest and
all along the southern tier, particular-
ly in the U.S. Customs Service—our
frontline drug interdiction agency.
Our amendment would add $200 mil-
lion to function 750: administration of
justice, to provide additional resources
for the U.S. Customs Service and
other important law enforcement
agencies that would be severely dam-
aged if held to the budget resolution’s
post-Gramm-Rudman-Hollings freeze
level for another year. Specifically, it
is the intent of our amendment to re-
store $115 million to the U.S. Customs
Service accounts; $45 million to the
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Fire-
arms; $35 million to the U.S. Secret
Service; and the balance of $56 million
to other high-priority law enforcement
initiatives in the other law enforce-
ment agencies covered by function 750.
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In order to make the amendment
outlay neutral, we have offset the in-
creased funding for function 750 by re-
ducing function 150—International Af-
fairs by $163 million in BA and $84
million in outlays; and by reducing
function 800—General Government by
$100 million in BA and $84 million in
outlays. The outlay neutrality of our
amendment has been confirmed by
the Congressional Budget Office.

Mr. President, the primary intention
of this amendment is to allow suffi-
cient room within function 750 to ac-
commodate an increase of approxi-
mately $115 million over current levels
for the U.S. Customs Service. This
would allow the agency to restore the
cuts imposed both by the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings March sequester
and the President's fiscal year 1987
budget.

If we fail to grant Customs this in-
crease and are forced to live with the
budget resolution target, the agency
will have to fire 1,800 personnel in
fiscal 1987—the largest personnel re-
duction at Customs since President
Reagan took office. This cut could not
come at a worse time in our effort to
combat drug smuggling along our bor-
ders, particularly the Southwest.

For example, Customs intelligence
sources reveal that Mexico is rapidly
becoming a major drug source and
transshipment country for the traf-
ficker looking for U.S. markets. Now
over 33 percent of all heroin consumed
in this country is grown in Mexico and
over 30 percent of the cocaine is now
being shipped through Mexico into
the United States. Furthermore,
Mexico is now in a “dead heat” with
Colombia as the No. 1 supplier of
marijuana to the United States. If the
cuts imposed under this budget resolu-
tion are allowed to go forward, our de-
fenses along the Southwest border to
combat this growing threat will be
drastically wounded.

In addition, we should not lose sight
of the fact that the Customs Service is
our second largest revenue agency,
bringing in over $14 billion a year in
revenue to the Treasury, with an esti-
mated 20-to-1 ratio of revenues
brought in to staff dollars spent—
higher than the IRS. So, we need this
amendment to give the Customs Serv-
ice the tools it needs to fight drugs
and to enforce our tariff and trade
laws.

Mr. President, another agency that
would be hard-hit by the provisions of
the budget resolution would be the
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Fire-
arms—an agency that is deeply in-
volved in our antiterrorist effort here
in the United States. This small but
important agency has a solid track
record of making good cases against
major weapons and explosives traffick-
ers here in the United States, and
their contribution to our domestic an-
titerrorism effort is significant. If our
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amendment fails, this agency will
suffer personnel cuts of 650 posi-
tions—a sharp blow to our law enforce-
ment effort here at home.

Finally, the U.S. Secret Service has
critical responsibilities both in its pro-
tective mission for the President and
other top officials, and in law enforce-
ment investigations that affect our an-
titerrorism campaign here in the
United States. The Secret Service is a
critical cog in our antiterrorism,
antiweapons, and explosives law en-
forcement team and would lose at
least 350 people if our amendment
fails today. We need to bolster—not
cut—this important law enforcement
agency.

Mr. President, I do not take lightly
the offsetting cuts in foreign aid and
general government. All budget func-
tions are in tough shape with respect
to the moneys that are available for
them. We have critical international
obligations to Israel and Egypt—as the
Senator from Indiana pointed out
before the last amendment—as well as
other allies who are our friends. This
amendment would not cut aid to Israel
or Egypt. Let me restate that. This
amendment would not cut aid to Israel
or Egypt. 1 want to make that very
clear, as clear as I can.

In short, the amendment is very
clear. The unequivocal intent of this
amendment is to reduce the adminis-
tration costs associated with State De-
partment operations and other low
priority activities in function 150 and
that no reduction whatsoever shall be
made in aid to Israel or Egypt. I trust
that the legislative history on this
amendment will reinforce the clear
intent of no cut in aid to Israel or
Egypt.

The small saving of $163 million in
international affairs could be and
should be absorbed in other low priori-
ty areas, such as State Department
staffing and administrative costs for
running our myraid of foreign aid pro-
grams. For example, the State Depart-
ment wants to spend $421 million next
year for “administrative and staff ac-
tivities.” This is not for security and
antiterrorism. This is for administra-
tive and staff activities. A rollback of
that funding to fiscal year 1985 levels
would save nearly $80 million—almost
half of our reduction.

At the same time, the general gov-
ernment function includes Congress;
the Office of Management and
Budget; the General Services Adminis-
tration; and other executive branch
functions that could be trimmed by
$100 million in fiscal year 1987. For
example, an amendment that Senator
HumpHREY and I sponsored last year
and which was signed into law April 7
by President Reagan in the omnibus
reconciliation bill would save $50 mil-
lion in 1 year in the operation and
management of the Federal motor ve-
hicle fleet—a fleet by the way that
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contains over 400,000 vehicles, auto-
mobiles, trucks, and limousines. By

using the private sector and some cre-
ative thinking at the agencies, we
could save more than half of the $100
million reduction in just this one man-
agement program in the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Mr. President, this is an amendment
that adjusts priorities. Pure and
simple it says we need to fight drugs
here at our borders more than we need
to spend these additional amounts on
State Department bureaucracy or gen-
eral government activities. It says that
drug interdiction is really important,
not the stepchild of law enforcement
as some in the administration view it.
It says that we are going to get togeth-
er and get tough on domestic terror-
ism and set up our defenses against
drugs and terrorism before the threat
gets any worse and comes knocking
right at our door, not after we suffer
our first major tragedy here at home.
It is a responsible amendment; it does
not impact the deficit; and it should be
approved by the Senate.

We have not asked for any new reve-
nues. We are asking for a shift in
funding priorities.

I hope that the Senate will vote in
favor of this amendment.

Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. President, I am
very pleased to be a cosponsor of this
amendment with my good friend, the
Senator from Arizona. The Budget
Committee has tackled a difficult task
and has given us a resolution which
freezes almost all domestic spending at
the postsequester level.

I believe the Budget Committee has
made a fine effort to meet a difficult
target, however, a freeze will impose a
hardship on three law enforcement
agencies which my appropriation sub-
committee funds. Senator DECONCINI
and I have strived for the last 5 years
to fund the U.S. Customs Service, the
U.S. Secret Service, and the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms at
levels we felt necessary for these agen-
cies to do their jobs. Quite frankly, I
think we should have done more but
we have done what we can to hold the
budget line.

If the Senate insists on freezing
these accounts, I believe we are
making a mistake. The Customs Serv-
ice is the front line in our fight
against drugs. It makes more sense to
me to try to stop it before it gets into
the country rather than to spend
money once it is on the street. Drugs
are only one issue. Customs is charged
with the day-to-day processing of pas-
sengers and cargo. Frankly, there
probably is not a Member of this body
who has not heard a complaint about
how long it takes to get through an
airport or how long it takes to get
cargo processed. I can tell you that
employees are a hard working group,
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but quite frankly there are not enough
of them.

The Congress approved funding for
almost 500 new positions in last year's
appropriation. None of these positions
plus approximately 250 other openings
have been filled because of the seques-
ter. If Customs is funded at the cur-
rent level, its ranks will be reduced by
at least 700 more positions in the next
year. That means that processing will
slow and quite possibly ports will be
closed or at the very least see reduced
hours. I know from my conversations
with many Senators that they are op-
posed to that. I could go on, but I
think you all see what I am talking
about.

The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco,
and Firearms is also going to suffer
and it will impact on revenues. ATF is
charged with collecting alcohol and to-
bacco excise taxes. We have continual-
ly given them more responsibility and
have insisted that they do it with
fewer personnel. ATF collects nearly
$12 billion a year in taxes and there is
more out there to collect. A freeze will
continue at the very least; a hiring
freeze, if not further staff reductions.
As a result ATF will be strapped.

The Secret Service does not collect
revenues or fight drugs, but it fulfills
several functions important to the

Nation. The obvious role the Secret
Service fills is protection of digni-
taries. The Service is also charged
with protecting the Nation's currency
and is very active in fraud dealings
with credit cards, food stamps, and
other schemes affecting the Treasury.

Failure to fund the Service would slow
investigations, cost the Treasury
money and prevent the Service from
its preparation for the upcoming Pres-
idential campaign.

I have touched briefly on what
impact the freeze would have on these
agencies. I do not believe we want this
to happen. To do this we are propos-
ing to take $163 million in budget au-
thority and $84 million in outlays
from function 150, international af-
fairs and $100 million in budget au-
thority and $84 million in outlays
from function 800, general govern-
ment an increase function 750 admin-
istration of justice by $200 million in
budget authority and $168 million in
outlays. The Congressional Budget
Office has reviewed this amendment
and has indicated that this amend-
ment will result in no outlay impact.

Specifically, this amendment will
provide the Customs Service with $115
million in budget authority; the Secret
Service $35 million in budget author-
ity; and the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobac-
co, and Firearms by $45 million to pro-
vide enhanced domestic law enforce-
ment. We cannot afford large person-
nel cuts this freeze will cause.

I cannot think of a more necessary
amendment to be offered to this
budget resolution.
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We all know the work that Customs;
Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms; and
the Secret Service provide for this
Nation. It is imperative that we keep
them at a working level so they can do
the job that we have assigned them.

Once again let me tell you that

every year that goes by we are adding
more duties, responsibilities, and re-

quirements to each of these agencies.
They are an important arm of Govern-
ment.

In most cases they do a great job of
collecting revenue. The more we cut
them back, the less revenue will be
coming into Government.

We certainly urge Senators’ positive
consideration of this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I rise to
oppose the amendment offered by the
distinguished Senators from Arizona
and South Dakota.

The distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee has indicated in
preliminary remarks on this amend-
ment that the Senate has just consid-
ered a worthy amendment by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas
asking for $25 million for additional
immunization. The point that the
Budget Committee makes is that of-
fering that kind of amendment does
not bring about one inoculation more
than we now have. The effect is null
because, we cannot provide, cannot au-
thorize and appropriate in a budget
resolution.

I think Members generally under-
stand this fact, although I appreciate
that many Senators coming to the well
during the last debate felt that they
were voting for immunization. Some
may have felt that foreign aid was as
good a target as any to hit for a
worthy cause.

I tried to make the point in the
debate on the last amendment that we
have a series of worthy causes. Fight-
ing drug abuse is certainly one of
them. I do not know of a single
Member in this body who does not
want to fight drug abuse, does not
want to fight drug peddlers and smug-
glers and the whole lot.

Indeed, I have no doubt money will
be appropriated, substantial sums to
fight these battles. The distinguished
Senator from South Dakota is object-
ing that somehow the amount to fight
drugs has simply been frozen at previ-
ous levels. In order to address that sit-
uation, the proponents of this amend-
ment has decided to go after foreign
assistance, the 150 account.

We have already substantiated, Mr.
President, that the 150 account has
not been frozen at last year's levels.
Anybody generally interested in this
account would appreciate that the
President of the United States asked
for $23.7 billion for the 150 function.
The Budget Committee has provided
after its deliberations $18.3 billion, a
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cut of $5.4 billion from the Presiden-
tial request.

Now, the President’s request was not
out of thin air. The President’s re-
quest reflects obligations around the
globe. We have to defend ourselves.
We should be prepared to help others
who want to help defend us. I think
that is an important objective.

Let me just say, Mr. President, that
I note that the proponents of this
amendment have changed their tune
from the time that they wrote to their
colleagues with regard to this amend-
ment. At that time, they suggested
that the foreign assistance programs
of the 150 account, might be reduced
by $163 million. They suggest in the
final paragraph of their ‘“‘dear col-
league” letter, dated April 22, 1986,
these words:

We cannot afford these drastic personnel
cuts in our front-line enforcement agencies
that play such a role in our antiterrorism,
antidrug, anti-explosive and weapons pro-
grams here at home. On the other hand, the
offsetting cuts to foreign aid and general
Government can be accomplished without
jeopardizing our important foreign assist-
ance efforts or essential general governmen-
tal programs.

They stated categorically that we
will not affect those important obliga-
tions at all in making these transfers.

As a matter of fact, after the distin-
guished proponents of the amendment
heard the first debate today, they
have decided that this amendment is
vulnerable if it affects Israel and
Egypt. They want to make sure now
that the Israeli-Egyptian situation is
clearly understood to be off limits. We
are almost facing earmarking within
earmarking.

It appears the distinguished Sena-
tors appreciate that taking after Israel
is an interesting argument but not one
they want to address today. It is con-
ceivable they might not want to
debate the base rights issue either.
They might not want to debate embas-
sy security. In fact, as they have lis-
tened to the debate on the first
amendment, they have decided that
the assistance programs in the 150 ac-
count may not be so easy a target
after all. This country has foreign
policy obligations. We have alliances.
We prefer other people help us pre-
serve our security. That is what our
foreign assistance is all about.

So where do they land? Have they
refocused their attention? On the
State Department. They suggest,
“There is your target, the State De-
partment sitting overseas with diplo-
mats, employees, persons just carrying
on general functions of Government.”

But those are the people that might
be fired because of these cuts. There is
just not that kind of money sitting in
the State Department.

Mr. President, the request for the
State Department for fiscal year 1987
including the enhancement of security
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for that Department—we are talking
about our embassies abroad—was $3.8
billion. The Budget Committee cut
that request by $1 billion.

Now, you cannot have it both ways.
The proponents of this amendment
have tried. As a matter of fact, if you
want to cut the embassy security re-
quest, say it. That is what you are pro-
posing. The billions supposedly to
come out of the State Department
budget have already been cut. Diplo-
mats are being laid off. Senior diplo-
mats are on the line and are being re-
tired before they get to the age of 65.
As a matter of fact, if they are passed
over, they are out.

Now, Members may be beguiled into
voting for an easy cut, but you really
need to know that the argument is
going to be made this time that you
are going to be hurting America's secu-
rity. I appreciate the need to fight
drug abuses. I wish there was more
funding available for that fight. But I
also wish the Budget Committee had
not reduced foreign assistance by over
$5 billion, had not reduced the State
Department by $1 billion. That was
not just a freeze but a real hatchet
job.

I am here not to argue against your
trying to restore funds that I think le-
gitimately could be restored. I am here
with the finger in the dyke trying to
stop people from running over our for-
eign assistance and what is left of the
State Department budget at this
point.

Now, it may have been good politics

in the past to cut foreign assistance. I
do not think that is true any more.
That is why I am going to make this
argument vigorously each time a Sena-
tor rises to offer what seems to be an

appealing transfer amendment,
whether it is relating to a health, edu-
cation, welfare affair, drug abuse, or
other programs.

But I would just say to my col-
leagues, if you have such an amend-
ment, be prepared to discuss it in
terms of America’s security. Be pre-
pared to describe why your cause has
somehow fared worse than America’s
security has already fared, as exempli-
fied in this particular 150 account.

I have gone through this litany
before and I will not do it again but, as
a matter of fact, when we come to for-
eign assistance we are really talking
about Israel and Eygpt. We are talking
about five bases overseas. We have got
just $200 million left for everything
else and we have not even touched the
Philippines. We have not touched
Irish aid. I frankly do not know
whether Irish aid ought to fly or not.
It has not yet come out of our commit-
tee. The Speaker of the House wanted
it very badly. But I must tell the Sena-
tors, there is no money presently there
for it.

There is no money for a lot of
things. There is no funding to do the
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things we need to do for Pakistan, and
for our obligations in Afghanistan,
and for Cambodian freedom fighters,
or for anything in Latin America,
given this current budget.

I would advise the Senators that if
there are emergencies in this world,
we are going to have to come back for
supplementals to try to address them.
I would also suggest to Senators, since
we have become very worried about
terrorism around the world and the se-
curity of Americans abroad, there may
be some sentiment on another day, an-
other cause for funds for this cause.
But I would ask Senators to forbear
from offering one amendment after
another hitting the 150 account. Al-
though it used to be an easy mark, I
do not think Americans are going fo
stand for that approach any more.
Americans are going to want to know
who it is that is attacking our security
programs.

I would just say to Senators you may
think it is good politics to offer these
amendments, but I think there are
consequences to doing that. I think it
is irresponsible to come after the 150
account and then, having invaded the
150 account, to begin to alter your ar-
guments looking for the easiest spot
left in the 150 account. That approach
has only run smack up against the
issue of embassy security.

Now, if the proponents of this ap-
proach are seriously talking about
taking $180 million out of what is left
of the payroll of the State Depart-
ment, fair enough. Detail how many
people you want on the pavement.
Make that argument, fair and square.
But do not tell us in a dear colleague
letter that our national security pro-
grams will not be touched.

I would just say, Mr. President, that
if I take this amendment seriously—
and I sound like I do—you are right. I
suppose I had hoped that this amend-
ment would not be offered after we
made these arguments once before on
a very appealing amendment, immuni-
zation for children. It is interesting
that these amendments bring Senators
to the well with the bogus argument
that they are choosing immunization
for children as opposed to foreign give-
aways. But it is not so easy, Mr. Presi-
dent. At least 49 Senators said we are
not going to buy that kind of argu-
ment anymore. You cannot just wreck
our foreign policy by offering an ap-
pealing community funding argument,
particularly when you offer it, and it
will not really inoculate a single addi-
tional child.

Mr. President, I hope Members will
reject this amendment. I hope they
will reject each similar one that fol-
lows it. I hope that at least there will
be something left of our foreign secu-
rity programs after we have completed
the budget process.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I support
very strongly and heartily the elo-
quent words of our chairman, the Sen-
ator from Indiana. He has expressed
the problem here clearly for us all. We
should bear in mind that the 150 func-
tion of the budget has already taken
an 11 percent cut below the sequestra-
tion levels mandated under Gramm-
Rudman. These cuts as recommended
by the Budget Committee are the
sharpest of any function of the
budget. In other words, it has already
been cut not to the bone but to the
Marrow.

Last year the Foreign Relations
Committee reported a foreign aid bill
for fiscal years 1986 and 1987, the first
time this has been done in 4 years.
That bill passed the Senate on an
overwhelming vote of 76 to 19, and
subsequently became law.

Currently, the President is urging
$4.4 billion for embassy security en-
hancement, a quarter of billion dollars
for Irish aid, $100 million for the Con-
tras, and just yesterday he submitted
a supplemental request of $150 million
for the Philippines. I do not see how
such requests can be met in a sensible
way while the 150 function, already 11
percent below a freeze bill, would be
reduced another $163 million if this
amendment is adopted.

As far as drug control goes, as the
Senator from Arizona knows, I am
very much interested in that. I was an
original cosponsor of the Senate Drug
Commission. I held a hearing in my
own State of Rhode Island on the im-
portation of drugs because they have
now moved from the Southeastern
portion of the United States up to, I
regret to say, the Northeast.

I think the functions and responsi-
bilities posed by the Senator from Ari-
zona are important ones, and ones
that should be carried out but not car-
ried out at the expense of the State
Department which really is our first
line of defense. Our Foreign Service
must bear the brunt of the battle over-
seas. They are the ones who actually
bear the brunt of the dangers. They
are the ones when it comes to hostile
times who suffer the most.

I believe I am correct in saying that
there were more Foreign Service offi-
cers and diplomats killed in the last 25
years than there were generals and ad-
mirals in two wars—Korea and Viet-
nam. These are the kinds of statistics
we should bear in mind, especially as
terrorism spreads across the globe.

I hope the 150 function will be left
alone, and, if the programs advocated
by the Senator from Arizona are to be
supported let us find some other
source of funds. Maybe it would be a
good idea to offer an amendment sug-
gesting that money be taken from the
Defense Department.
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So for all of these reasons 1 hope
that my colleagues will support the
tabling motion when it is offered, and
I remind them of the overwhelming
support that the basic foreign aid bill
recelved only 1 year ago. I hope that
sense rather than emotion will prevail
in this important matter.

Mr. DeCONCINI. Mr. President,
these debates are really of interest to
me. Certainly the Senator from Rhode
Island, who has been here far longer
than I have, and the Senator from In-
diana has been here the same time
know these issues. But all of a sudden
foreign ald is national security. Now
we have cloaked foreign operations
and billions of dollars, some to friends,
some to enemies, as ‘‘national securi-
ty.” In my opinion if it is national se-
curity you want to talk about—drug
trafficking is a greater national securi-
ty threat.

If you want to fight and take any-
thing away from foreign aid, boy, you
are hurting our national security.

I wonder how many people know
that since 1980 to 1986 discretionary
foreign operations spending has grown
from $7.6 to $14.4 billion; an 89 per-
cent increase.

Some say that is for foreign security,
national defense. We know better.
This Senator is prepared to stand with
anybody on the necessity to influence
a peaceful settlement in the Middle
East. This Senator has stood firm with
Israel and Egypt. This amendment
does nothing to touch it. The Senator
from Indiana knows that.

Our aid to Israel and to Egypt is $5.2
billion; $3.1 billion is for security as-
sistance, including $2.1 billion for base
rights items. That is an $8.3 billion
subtotal, leaving $10 billion to absorb
a cut of $163 million. You want to talk
about national security. Where is it? It
is on our U.S. borders today.

Sixty percent of the cocaine that is
coming into this country is flying
across our Southern borders, all the
way from Florida to California. If we
cannot find $163 million out of $10 bil-
lion left in to combat drug trafficking,
then we are not serious about national
security and national defense. When
we have increased it 89 percent in the
last 6 years, there is something wrong
here. There is something wrong with
your priorities.

Are we interested in our borders?
Are we interested in stopping drugs?
Hear is a chance, folks; here Is a
chance to do something about it.

Let me say that we did not take all
of this out of the 150 international af-
fairs function, realizing that there are
needs there, and this Senator supports
many of them, particularly Israel;
Egypt; antiterrorism and security. The
Senator from Indiana knows where
this process is going to go after this
budget is passed. It will go to his com-
mittee and to the Appropriations
Committee. Senator AspNor, and
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myself, Senator AspNOR being the
chalrman of the Treasury subcommit-
tee that I am ranking member on, has
the general government area of juris-
diction. We took $100 million out of
there. So we are not picking on

anyone. If we are, we are picking on
ourselves, our own turf, so to speak.

We are prepared to do that because
we think that the priority insists that
we do something about this drug prob-
lem; that we do it this year, that we do
not put it off; that we stand up, and
that we not be afrald to do it.

The Appropriations Committee is
going to make the decision of how
many staffers the State Department
really needs when it comes to appro-
priating some of that money. I think
that is a proper place for that decision
to be made.

I do not know about other Senators.
But I think the State Department has
ample staffing. They do a good job. I
am not here to criticize them. I am
here to say that we can save money in
those administrative accounts.

Certainly it is hard to justify an 89
percent increase in foreign operations
appropriations over the last 6 years. In
the little bit of time that I have been
in this body, if anybody had proposed
a 12-percent increase in foreign aid as
President Reagan's budget did when it
was sent up here, there would be peti-
tions to impeach any other President.

Here we have now decided that, well,
it is national security. So anything
goes under national security. Well, I
am talking about real national securi-
ty. I am talking about drugs on the
streets of Phoenix, AZ. I am talking
about the drugs on the streets of Indi-
anapolis, IN, and I am talking about
the drugs on the streets of any city in
this country.

It comes from our south. That is our
line of defense. Our security starts
there or should be at least maximized
there, and not just overseas.

The Senator from Arkansas points
out s0 well that there is a $232 million
market rate loan, or concessionary
loan to South Korea. When are Lhe
people of this country going to gel a
chance Lo see Lthal money. Il is spent
with an ally that is ripping us off be-
cause they are better al the interna-
tional trade Lhan we are. We have a
horrendous deficit with them. If we
cannot find 2 percent oul of the $10
billion that Is left Iin function 150, we
are nol very good al our jobs. 1 Lhink
we could do that.

National securily is important. For-
eign assistance has Lo play a role in it.
Base rights are important, and what
have you. But so is our national securi-
ty at home. But those decisions of how
you spend that money and allocate it
are going to be made by the Appro-
priations Committee.

I can assure the Senator from Indi-
ana when we get a chance to mark up
those budgets, we are not going Lo
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jeopardize those functions he has
talked about and those areas. He
knows as well as I do of the commit-
ment in this body. He knows better
than I do In his own committee, yes-
terday turning down the sale of so-
phisticated weapons to Saudi Arabia.
A lot of it had to do with our strong,
firm commitment to the State of
Israel and to the State of Egypt; the
Camp David peace accord, and the
fallure of the Saudis to enter into such
an agreement and be part of it.

Mr. President, the case, I think, is
clear.

I will give one more quick example.
The USIA has increased from $543
million in 1985 to $609 million now—
an increase of 11 percent. We see the
good work they do in the Voice of
America and other functions they
have been involved in. But we also see
the $400 and $800 hotel bills in Paris,
France, for their director and some of
their employees, on the basis of,
“Well, we have to do a good PR job for
the United States."”

Nonsense. The people of this coun-
try can sell themselves without blow-
ing that kind of money in the foreign
assistance accounts.

These are hard facts to face. Nobody
likes to talk about foreign aid. We like
to cover it any we we can. We want to
be sure that it is OK now. They have
had some healthy increases in the last
few years including a 113-percent in-
crease in outlays since 1980. And a lot
of us have to cover for that. What do
we do? Put on the cloak of national se-
curity. I submit to this body that na-
tional security starts right at home
with our preparedness, our national
defense, our military capability, and
what are we going to do about our bor-
ders.

Again, this money is cut out of two
accounts, not one. One is $163 million
for international offers and the other
is $100 million out of function 800. So
we have nol picked on account 150 as
the Senator from Indiana wants to
lead us to believe, and that we are just
taking on an easy mark.

First of all, 1 wish it was an easy
mark, but it is not. Thanks to the ca-
pable hands of my friend from Indi-
ana, who is able to defend that mark.
But I am tired of that mark being in-
creased at Lthe rates we have seen and
the rale we see In budgets year after
year.

Mr. ABDNOR addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senalor from South Dakota.

Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. President, I want
to say Lthal I agree with the Senator
from Rhode Island that the Senator
from Indiana presented some very elo-
quent remarks. I cannolt say that I
agree with or support those remarks,
but they were well stated.

I must say, though, that my col-
league, the Senator from Arizona, was
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much more specific on the issues we
are talking about.

I am one of those who never
thought of foreign aid as national se-
curity. I do believe in a strong defense
and I have been a strong supporter of
defense. I have not been as strong a
supporter of foreign aid because I
have oftentimes had many questions
about it. I would say 90 percent of the
people of South Dakota would agree
with me when we get on the subject of
foreign aid. It is not something they
think of in terms of defense.

It made me think the other night
about national security when Libya
was bombed. Maybe that is national
security for America. It was not done
by the State Department. They did
not take care of that situation. I am
sure the State Department has a great
part to play in the overall picture of
foreign affairs, of course.

But I think the Senator from Arizo-
na has pointed out the vast increase
over the last 6 years in foreign aid.

Let us look at the function we are
talking about here. We are trying to
find some dollars for a problem that
really is national security. I think ev-
eryone clearly knows the problem that
the Defense Department has had with
drugs. They are taking steps to try to
do something about it. The easiest
thing to do is to keep it out of this
country entirely. Prevent drugs from
coming in. We are doing that. We
think we are making some progress.
But wherever we try to set up a good
defense, we find that the smugglers
use new innovation and new equip-
ment to bring drugs into America. It is
a constant battle that goes on and on.

We are not trying to only hold the
line in defending against smuggling,
but we are trying to do it within
budget restraints which would require
1,800 fewer personnel than we had a
year ago.

I have been on this floor represent-
ing the subcommittee for 5 years. 1
wish you could hear all the requests
we have from Members of this body to
add additional personnel, additional
manpower, to our Customs centers to
keep drugs out of this country which
are arriving in goods coming into the
country. They are seeking hundreds
and hundreds of people.

1 thought it was very interesting,
and I am sure the Senator from Arizo-
na will agree with me, that in the rec-
onciliation provision brought out last
year, there was a call for additional
IRS people because for every man we
were putting on at IRS it would mean
more dollars in Government collec-
tions, which we could spend on the dif-
ferent functions and responsibilities
we have in Government.

Let me tell you one thing. The same
thing is true with our Customs agents
and with our ATF agents. One of the
main purposes of these agencies is to
collect revenue.
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Everywhere I look we are adding
more responsibilities to them. If you
think smuggling in cigarettes and alco-
hol is not going to be good business
now that we have greatly increased
taxes on those items, forget it, because
it is going to be. It is going to be
doubly tough. The more we let get
away, the fewer dollars we will have in
the Treasury.

I can think of other responsibilities
in this particular category that we try
to deal with. We expect less manpower
to deal with more responsibilities.

If I am correct, there is talk of the
State Department transferring more
responsibilities from the State Depart-
ment to the Secret Service. I will bet
in 1% years they will have it. That is
another little thing that we can slip
off to one of our agencies and let them
try to get by with what they have.

This sort of thing just is not going to
do. As a percentage of function 150 we
are talking about a drop in the bucket.
If you compare that to what is being
done in function 750 it makes a big dif-
ference not only in revenue we need to
run Government, and everybody is
looking for more, but also the impor-
tant part played in the security of this
Nation. I think these are important
matters, priorities, each of us in the
Senate will have to decide. It is either
raise taxes or pick priorities of what
we think are important.

If we carefully analyze the responsi-
bilities of each of these functions we
have been talking about, we would
have to conclude that this amendment
we are offering here today is of ex-
treme importance to this country’s se-
curity.

Mr. LUGAR. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, this
amendment must be opposed. While
the stated intention of the authors is
to enhance efforts to ‘‘combat drug
trafficking, terrorism and other crimes
against the citizens of the United
States,” I argue that it will have exact-
ly the opposite effect. Unfortunately,
this is an example of good intentions
gone awry.

What would be the effects of the
adoption of this amendment?

American citizens who serve our
Government and our institutions in
foreign countries would be denied pro-
tection which they so clearly need and
deserve. Once again, we would have
failed to defend against terrorist at-
tacks on U.S. installations and person-
nel. It is not a rhetorical device; it is
not hyperbole to say that adoption of
this amendment, with its inevitable re-
duciton in funds for security measures
recommended by the Inman Commis-
sion, could result in the loss of life of
not only State Department officials
and military personnel, but also their
children. We must recognize that the
next time the terrorist strikes, his cow-
ardly blow could be directed against
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the children of our Government serv-
ants abroad. I will not vote for this
amendment.

Let us return to the original inten-
tion of the authors of this amendment
as stated in their dear colleague letter.

They would take the funding from
foreign aid. What would that mean?
Funds for narcotics control assistance
would be cut. Funds for antiterrorism
assistance would be cut.

It strikes me as rather peculiar that
the authors of this amendment would
seek to curb crime and narcotics abuse
and terrorism in the United States
after the fact rather than seeking to
stop it at its origin. The subcommittee
on which the Senator from Arizona
and I are privileged to serve has
worked very hard over the past several
years to improve the narcotics control
programs and the antiterrorism pro-
gram of our foreign assistance.

These programs are meant to meet
the threat at the source—not to wait
until it appears on the streets of
America. You cannot cut foreign aid
without cutting these programs. You
cannot get something for nothing.

For purposes of argument, let us say
that there is no reduction in State De-
partment administrative expenses—
which this year means security en-
hancements—and that the amendment
does not touch narcotics control assist-
ance or antiterrorism assistance con-
tained within the foreign aid bill
Where would the reduction fall? The
international affairs 150 function in
the resolution before us is already $4
billion below the President’s request.
For foreign aid alone, the resolution
assumes sharp reductions in the eco-
nomic support fund, foreign military
sales, and military assistance pro-
grams. If we fully fund requests for
Israel and Egypt within the amounts
allowed in the resolution for these se-
curity assistance programs, we would
be left with $3.1 billion. If we then
subtract funds for the base rights
countries, according to agreements we
have entered into with Greece,
Turkey, Spain, Portugal, and the Phil-
ippines, we would be left with $800
million to meet our remaining world-
wide commitments.

We now know that the administra-
tion will seek additional funding in
fiscal year 1986 for the Philippines
and its renascent democracy. It would
be reasonable to assume that addition-
al amounts will be required in fiscal
year 1987. Furthermore, we know that
our renewed commitment to Pakistan
will call for substantial amounts of
funding to preserve the security of
this frontline state. What's left? Noth-
ing. Nothing for the whole of Africa;
nothing for Central America.

Mr. President, as I said at the begin-
ning of this statement, the amend-
ment is an example of good intentions
gone awry. Will the renewed outbreak
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of conflict in the Middle East, the col-
lapse of democracy in Central Amer-
ica, or an unfettered resurgence in the
production and distribution of opium
in the golden triangle of Southeast
Asia or the poppyfields of Mexico en-

hance efforts to combat drug traffick-
ing, terrorism, and other crimes

against the citizens of the United
States? I say no.

1 say no to this amendment. I say no
to the belief that we can continually
raid the foreign assistance programs
without paying a price.

That price, Mr. President, is chaos.
It is a price we should not be asked to
pay. 1 urge my colleagues to defeat
this amendment.

(Mr. WILSON assumed the chair.)

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, let me
say in the gentlest way possible that I
appreciate that Senators, from time to
time, have found it difficult to vote for
foreign assistance. Maybe they found
it difficult to consider that foreign as-
sistance is important to the security of
the country. I think it is an argument
that needs to be discussed more fre-
quently to be understood more clearly.

Foreign assistance is not, as has been
characterized on occasion, a giveaway
of funds. We are talking about the
very serious business of funding the
security of allies so they can purchase
military hardware, provide troop train-
ing, and provide forces that will make
it less necessary for Americans to be in
areas we think are in our vital security
interests.

Let me mention, Mr. President, that
this objective does not come cheaply.
The distinguished Senator from Arizo-
na has suggested that from fiscal year
1980 until the present, there may have
been an increase of as much as 89 per-
cent in the amounts of money in the
150 account which includes foreign as-
sistance. We are not in a position here,
on the floor, to detail the figures or to
establish the baselines, but let me sug-
gest this: there are some important
changes that have occurred in the way
we account for foreign assistance.
Those are important to note.

I think it is honest bookkeeping to
put the FMS—foreign military sales
credits—up front and part of the
budget. That is not the way they used
to be accounted for when they were
guaranteed and off-budget. Roughly
$4 billion of the increase is accounted
for in that way alone. It is not to give
away money. This is security money
any way you look at it. It is money
that is there now in a way that more
easily can be seen and known.

Let me indicate that about $2 billion
of the difference has occurred because
we are more aware of our needs in the
Middle East. If one is to be honest
about it, and the distinguished propo-
nents of this bill have affirmed that
they do not want to touch the Israeli
situation, then let’s point out that
much of our recent increases have
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been because we have been more gen-
erous to Israel than we used fo be. If
one is looking at percentage terms, one

can account for a good bit of the
money in these ways.
We are also more generous to Paki-

stan. We have taken on a new obliga-
tion in Afghanistan, a substantial one.

We talk about $600 million for Paki-
stan. That also is very different from
what we used to do.

Maybe Senators will say we are not
sure that this is military security or
national security. The charge is made,
in a way, by the distinguished Senator
from Arizona that when we talk about
foreign assistance as national security,
we are cloaking—cloaking—giveaways
in national security garb. I do not see
any cloaking. I think it is time we un-
derstood what the national security in-
terests of our country are and how
they are provided for.

There is mention that it is not na-
tional security we are touching, but
the State Department or general gov-
ernment operations, and the interna-
tional broadcasting. I suppose the
broadcasting aspect is arguable, and
maybe Senators would feel that the
extension of America’s word behind
the Iron Curtain has now been intensi-
fied. That is arguable. I feel we are
doing a much better job in terms of
freedom. That does have something to
say about our national security. Our
ability to manage the Soviet relation-
ship is part of our national security.

Finally, Mr. President, I say what-
ever case may be made for our borders
with regard to drug abuse and drug
smuggling, all the opponents of this
bill are saying is that those efforts
have been frozen at those levels.

Some of us have tried to make the
case that the 150 account has been cut
very substantially, not only below
what the President asks for, but what
was appropriated last year, what was
authorized last year, what the Budget
Committee started with, and where
they finished. It has been cut substan-
tially. Every program in the 150 ac-
count has been cut.

I would just say that at some point,
Senators have to understand what se-
curity is all about and what influences
the way people perceive our country
abroad.

I mention this thought. As the dis-
tinguished Senator from Hawaii point-
ed out, a good bit of work with regard
to the drug problem occurs through
the valued talents of Foreign Service
officers and other personnel who oper-
ate abroad under funding provided in
the 150 account.

I do appreciate the point made by
the distinguished Senator from Arizo-
na that he is worried about the streets
of Phoenix and I am worried about
the streets of Indianapolis. I once had
some responsibility for assisting law
enforcement in my city and at that
time we did not look to the Federal
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Government for assistance. We might
now if I was still in that capacity. We
had to fight it with our own local
taxes, with some benefits from the
State of Indiana. We used to do it the
old-fashioned way and we had to do it

with very limited resources. We saw
the national security situation han-

dled by the Federal Government.

There are problems with regard to
our borders, international problems.
Everyone in this debate would like to
do more with regard to that. But the
proponents of this amendment did not
ask for additional moneys or addition-
al revenues that the taxpayers of this
country might provide. Instead, they
looked toward the 150 account. I think
that was a mistake tactically. I hope it
proves to be a mistake because I be-
lieve there are important goals being
served by diminished sums of money
available in the 150 account.

Mr. President, I know of no one on
our side who wishes to debate further.
As soon as the distinguished propo-
nents of the bill are prepared to yield
back their time, we are prepared to
yield back our time. For the moment I
yield the floor.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. HoLLINGS]
be added as a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, the
senior Senator from Hawaii, who I
have the greatest respect for and who
serves as ranking member on the For-
eign Operations Subcommittee, talked
about the International Narcotics
Control Program in the State Depart-
ment, which is a very important area
and an important program. If I am not
mistaken, that program is roughly at
$65 million. That is $65 million out of
a budget amount here of $18.3 billion.

Our cut in function 150 is a little less
than 2 percent. Two percent off of $65
million or $1.3 million, and what do we
get in exchange for that? We get $163
million for Customs to stop those air-
planes that are coming from some of
these countries—$1.3 million is a good
tradeoff to get more drug interdiction
at our borders.

So we are not going to cut and hurt
the international narcotics effort in
the State Department. What we are
going to do is stop those narcotics at
the border through our air interdic-
tion program.

I have some interesting statistics
just to wind this up for today. Budget
outlays for foreign aid, since President
Reagan took office, have grown 113
percent. Military assistance grants in
the past 6 years have grown 580 per-
cent. Foreign military sale credits
since 1980 have grown 96 percent. Eco-
nomic support fund assistance has
grown 80 percent. And the USIA, with
those big suites in Paris and expendi-
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tures by the director and some of his
staff, has grown 87 percent. Nobody is
against the Voice of America. We are
talking about less than a 2-percent cut
out of a USIA that has grown 87 per-
cent. And the State Department oper-
ating expenses during that period of
time have grown by about 80 percent.

Now, do not tell this Senator and do
not tell the people of Arizona or any
place else that less than a 2-percent
cut in international affairs in order to
give us the necessary resources to do
something about drugs coming across
our borders, cannot be absorbed in
function 150. I submit that it can.

U.S. ANTITERRORIST CAPABILITIES

Mr. ZORINSKY. Mr. President, I
would like to express my support for
the amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senators from South Dakota
and Arizona, and to speak on behalf of
an interest all my fellow Senators
share: The protection of American citi-
zens from the scourge of terrorism.

Recent world events have demon-
strated that we must maintain con-
stant vigilance in the war against
international terrorism. The threat of
terrorism is not absent in this Nation,
but has been so effectively blunted by
our domestic law enforcement agen-
cies that we sometimes forget that ter-
rorists have struck domestic targets
and will surely attempt to do so in the
future. With the Libyan terrorist net-
work aroused and seeking vengeance
against an American target, now is
hardly the time to grow lax in our war
against domestic acts of fanatical vio-
lence.

The amendment under consideration
would contribute greatly to prevention
of terrorism on our shores, and I am
proud to join Senators ABDNOR and
DeConcINI in sponsoring this legisla-
tion. I am also convinced that ade-
quate funding levels for domestic anti-
terrorism cannot wait until fiscal 1987
and that recent events require this
body to immediately restore the funds
eliminated by the March 1 sequestra-
tion order. To offset this reduction, I
will be proposing an amendment to
the 1986 supplemental appropriations
bill, and have informed the distin-
guished chairman and ranking
member of the Appropriations Sub-
committee of my intention to do so.

My amendment would simply restore
the funding to the FBI, BATF, INS,
Customs Service, and Secret Service
that was cut by the Gramm-Rudman
law. Like the amendment under con-
sideration, my amendment will have
an offset to ensure that it is also defi-
cit neutral. Specifically, I will be pro-
posing that NATO funding is reduced
by the amount required by my amend-
ment.

Mr. President, we must stand firm in
the face of international terrorism,
and provide our domestic law enforce-
ment agencies with the financial abili-
ty to maintain their vigilance. I urge
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my colleagues to support my amend-
ment to give these agencies this ability
in the present year, and to support my

distinguished colleagues in preserving
our antiterrorist capabilities in the

coming year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I know
of no further debate on this amend-
ment. I yield to the distinguished Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. President, Sena-
tor Rupman will not be here until
Tuesday, and because debate on this
amendment will end Monday I ask
unanimous consent that he be allowed
to speak for 5 minutes, if he so desires,
before the vote on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection?

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I will not
object, let me indicate to the distin-
guished Senator from South Dakota,
apparently the distinguished chair-
man of the Budget Committee would
not want me to yield back all time on
this side. I understand that is probably
true on both sides.

I have no idea as to what the order
of business will be on Tuesday. I sup-
pose we are coming up to votes at that
point. We have no objection to the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Hamp-
shire having an opportunity to speak
for 5 minutes on that day.

Mr. ABDNOR. We are not sure. He
indicated that he would like to have 5
minutes before the vote on Tuesday so
that he may speak at that time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
being no objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I have
sought the floor today to speak in
dismay about the budget process. I
cannot speak in support of the pend-
ing budget resolution, the so-called
Domenici-Chiles package. I would
begin my comments by repeating the
advice an Irishman gave to a traveler
seeking directions. He said, “If I was
you, I wouldn't start from here.” I
would like to offer this same advice to
my colleague from New Mexico, the
chairman of the Budget Committee.

There have been a number of bizarre
occurrences affecting the budget proc-
ess of late. First, we have the perenni-
al expectation that the Congress will
not meet any of the timetables set for
generating a budget resolution. This
coupled with the certainly that we will
have a reconciliation bill before us at
some point during the year. The proc-
ess has gotten so backed up that the
reconciliation bill which we were work-
ing on last year was signed into law
only a few weeks ago. I expect at some
point in the not-too-distant future, we
will have to simply skip an entire
fiscal year because we have gotten so
far behind in the budget process. This
would not be too bad if we could also
skip the Federal spending for that lost
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fiscal year as well. However, I doubt
that we would ever fail to pass a con-
tinuing resolution, no matter how
much it disarrays the budget process.

This year is proving to be no differ-
ent than any recent year. The House
of Representatives refuses to do any-
thing to develop a budget resolution,
with the exception of a gratuitous,
partisan vote rejecting the President’s
proposed budget for this fiscal year.
The Senate Budget Committee has
forged ahead to produce the budget
resolution now pending in the Senate.
In light of what the committee has
produced, it may have been preferable
to adopt the House posture and do
nothing.

The committee resolution is obnox-
ious for several reasons. In the first
place, budget levels for defense are
mischievous in that they create the il-
lusion that we are meeting our rearm-
ament goals. However, the Domenici-
Chiles resolution is $25 billion below
the President’s budget request for
fiscal year 1987 authority and $28 bil-
lion below the budget authority pro-
vided in the Senate’s version of the
budget resolution only last year. What
may we ask, happens to the resolve of
the Budget Committee in matters of
national security? I will tell you what
national survival is sacrificed on the
altar of perceived political survival.
Having talked so bravely about de-
fense waste, they suddenly convinced
themselves there was only waste and
no need. While the final 1985 budget
resolution had a lower defense number
than the Senate version, it did provide
for 3 percent real growth for fiscal
year 1987.

The pending budget resolution does
not provide the 3 percent growth. De-
fense spending is basically frozen.
From a strategic perspective, this is a
dangerous freeze. When President
Reagan assumed office in 1981, he
pledged to reverse the “decade of ne-
glect” in defense spending. He also ex-
pressed his determination to respond
to the burgeoning Soviet military
menace. During the 10 years while we
let our military forces slip in every
regard, the Russians were relentlessly
building their military forces. Since
1970, the Soviets have outspent the
United States by $500 billion in ex-
penditures on weapons, facilities, and
research.

Since 1981, we have attempted to
close this gap, to rebuild our Armed
Forces. The first budget resolution
under the Reagan administration set
defense spending targets with this ob-
jective in mind. Despite the need to
improve our military forces, defense
outlays have been reduced, by the
Congress, a total of $177 billion be-
tween fiscal years 1982 and 1986 below
the target spending first outlined in
1981. Obviously, we have not gone on
the proverbial drunken spree when it
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comes to defense spending during the
1980's. All we have done is try to re-
verse the de facto disarmament of the
1970’s.

The resolution reported by the
Budget Committee is a proposal based
on compromise. Often, in politics, com-
promise is the necessary route to
soothe passions and establish public
policy. In this spirit of compromise,
defense spending was sacrificed. This
is compromise which does not work. It
is doubtful that Libya will give up ter-
rorism as an official state policy be-
cause the United States will spend less
money on defense. The Soviet Union
will not withdraw its army of occupa-
tion in Afghanistan because we are re-
ducing military spending. And, Cuba
will not forego its attempts to foster
red colonialism in Central America if
the Senate adopts this compromise de-
fense budget. The real world can
present a harsh face at times, and it
does us little good to compromise in
confronting this reality.

Another aspect of the budget which
is utterly fraudulent is the require-
ment for a tax increase. Just at the
moment when we have quenched the
fires of inflation, when the economy
has been set for a period of long-term
growth, we are asked to crush the re-
covery. There is one incentive in
public policy to spur real economic
growth in the private sector. That in-
centive is stable taxes. But, now we are
expected to pass a tax increase. This
battle had been fought in 1984, and 49
States voted against a tax increase.
President Reagan has adamantly op-
posed any new taxes.

Now, under the guise of balancing
the budget, we are asked to provide a
tax increase. However, even before the
collapse of inflation in recent months,
both OMB and CBO produced 5-year
forecasts showing the deficit declining
to less than 2 percent of GNP by 1990,
without additional budget cuts or new
taxes. But, we are being asked to in-
crease taxes. We are falling on pur-
pose into a trap. Since the deficits are
already on a downward path, then the
hidden purpose of a tax increase is evi-
dent. It is an excuse for a new out-
burst of Federal domestic spending. In
1984, we did pass a tax increase with
the Deficit Reduction Act. We have
yet to see 1 cent of this increase to go
for deficit reduction. Instead, the reve-
nue has gone for increased Federal
spending. Some here in Congress have
not learned the lessons of the 1960's
and 1970's. They want an expanded
Federal sector meddling in every
aspect of our lives. While we thought
Big Brother died in 1984, the Budget
Committee seeks to resurrect him in
1986.

The tax reductions enacted in the
early 1980’s have been blamed for the
current deficits—most vociferously by
those seeking a tax increase. This is
one of those inaccuracies which re-
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peated often enough become part of
the popular mythology. And, before
we know it, taxes will be increased.

What really happened with taxes
since 1981 is that the net effect of the
cut in individual rates has merely pro-
tected the American worker from
being pushed into higher tax brackets
because of inflation. We have not cut
taxes, we have simply neutralized the
Tax Code for inflation. The cuts in
corporate rates have restructured such
taxes to eliminate disincentives to
invest in productive plant and equip-
ment. The cuts also removed some of
the inflationary bias in corporate
taxes.

In brief, defense spending over the
past 5 years has focused on improved
military preparedness to recover from
past neglect. Tax reductions have kept
taxes neutral for inflation. It is no
secret that we are now faced with sig-
nificant budget deficits—not as far in
the future as we can see, but at least
for the next 4 years. Taxes and de-
fense are blamed, but the actual prob-
lem is continued domestic spending.
Over the past 5 years, our so-called
budget-slashing efforts have actually
merely slowed the growth in domestic
spending. It was not until last year
that the deficit took a downward path,
thanks only to cuts in defense spend-
ing rather than domestic spending.

The President has three budget
goals: No tax increase; maintenance of
defense spending; protection of Social
Security. The only goal met by the
budget resolution is the last one—it
protects Social Security from budget
cuts. By asking us to approve higher
taxes and lower defense spending, we
are left no choice but to reject this
resolution. Rejecting this resolution
does not mean we would not have a
budget; it would not initiate the auto-
matic budget cuts of the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings Act.

We do have an alternative. We
should revive the budget resolution
passed by the Senate last year. This
resolution would provide $81 billion in
budget reductions over 3 years above
what the Domenici-Chiles resolution
provides. It does not increase taxes. It
does provide for small real growth in
defense spending. It is a resolution
that would lead to a budget surplus by
1990 if current budget assumptions are
adjusted to reflect the actual price of
oil. This is a sensible alternative. I sug-
gest that we reject the pending resolu-
tion and adopt the resolution put to-
gether by Chairman DomEeNIcr last
year. By this single bold stroke, we
would reject the popular myths that
have grown up around, and disturbed,
the budget process. Mythology usually
requires a hero to triumph over some
monstrous evil. It is time for the
Senate to become the hero, slay the
dragon of deficits, throw off the se-
questering haircoat, and proudly wear
the victory laurels of autumn.
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ANDREWS/HOLLINGS EDUCATION AMENDMENT

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I
strongly supported the amendment of-
fered yesterday by Senators ANDREWS
and HorLLiNgs to the concurrent
budget resolution for fiscal year 1987
to restore funding for function 500 by
$1.2 billion for fiscal year 1987. The
amendment restores funding for the
basic education programs to current
service levels plus inflation.

Although we are facing a deficit
crisis, T voted for the Andrews-Hol-
lings amendment because I happen to
believe that education must remain a
national priority. Adequate funding
for education is essential for continued
growth and development of our coun-
try. As a Member of Congress, 1 feel
that it is my responsibility to ensure
that the education of our children re-
mains protected as insurance against a
faulty future.

Although the cost of the amend-
ment is offset through unspecified rev-
enue increases, it is not my intent nor
my desire that any of these funds
come from an increase in personal
income taxes.

Mr. President, there are approxi-
mately 25 million Americans who
cannot read the front page of a news-
paper and an additional 35 million
who read below the level needed .to
function successfully in our society.
These statistics are shocking and
shameful and should be enough for us
to realize that education has to be one
of our national priorities. Report after
report supports these embarrassing
figures. Reducing our commitment to
education can only exacerbate this al-
ready intolerable problem.

We do have many challenges facing
us today and the budget deficit is at
the top of the list. However, our jobs
as elected officials are to establish pri-
orities and to balance the budget. I am
committed to both of these goals.

In an alert, prepared by the Commit-
tee for Education Funding, we are re-
minded by its member organizations
that we cannot continue to mortgage
our children's future in order to fi-
nance the budget deficit. We cannot
deny educational opportunities and
other vital services to children if we
intend to remain a leader in the free
world.

Mr. President, I wish to state once
more I supported the Andrew-Hollings
amendment because education is a pri-
ority. I want to reiterate, however,
that the increased revenue necessary
to fund the amendment should not
and must not come from an increase in
personal income taxes. There are nu-
merous ways to obtain the necessary
revenues to fund this modest increase
for education. The most obvious exam-
ple is a minimum corporate tax.

It is simply not right or equitable
that profitable U.S. corporations,
through skillful and legal manipula-
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tions of the Tax Code, avoid paying
taxes. Let’s look at the tax record of

some of our largest corporations.
In 1983 General Dynamics received

DOD contracts totaling $6.6 billion;
they showed a profit that same year of
$492.5 million but paid no dollars in
corporate income tax to the Federal
Government.

General Electric had $4.5 billion in
DOD contracts in 1983; they had a
profit of $2.4 billion, yet paid no dol-
lars in corporate income tax.

Also, in 1983, the Boeing Corp. re-
ceived $4.4 billion in DOD contracts;
their annual statement showed a
profit of $475 million; they, too, paid
no tax.

If these corporations paid a mini-
mum corporate tax, we could easily
fund this education amendment and
many other vital services. For these
reasons and those raised by my col-
leagues, I supported the Andrews-Hol-
lings education amendment and was
pleased that it was adopted by such an
overwhelming vote.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I know
of no further debate on this amend-
ment tonight. Therefore, I ask unani-
mous consent that there now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business not to extend
beyond 6:20.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? Without objection, it
is so0 ordered.

KURT WALDHEIM

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I rise to
address the matter of Kurt Waldheim.
Last night marked the beginning of
the Jewish festival of Passover. Our
Jewish colleagues, friends, and fellow
citizens gathered in their homes at
their tables, in the peace and freedom
of our beloved America, to participate
in the first of two ritual Passover
meals. These meals—memorializing
ceremonies which once took place in
the high temple in Jerusalem—cele-
brate two great events in history: The
deliverance of the Jews from bondage
and the threat of extermination; and
the definitive appearance of the one
God before a multitude of ordinary
humanity—of whom He intended to
create a nation that would bear his
mark and hold his covenant. It is, ar-
guably, a seminal religious event, since
we may trace from it not only the
lines that run to present day Judaism
but to the worlds of Christianity and
of Islam.

All those partaking of the Passover
Seder are deeply aware that the
exodus from Egypt was merely the
first in a series of miraculous escapes
from certain doom, across the mil-
lenna and right down to our own
times, within the memory of the
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living. Indeed, it is our own epoch—the
epoch of industrial technology, of sci-
ence, of enlightenment—which will
carry forever the blot of having pro-
duced the single most concerted and
barbaric assault upon the continuity
of the Jewish people, and, indeed as a
member of other nations as well. The
record of Nazi activities during the
Holocaust staggers the mind, and
defies any explanation that ignores
the reality of Evil as a force at large in
the world.

That is why for me it seems unusual-
ly appropriate to take up, on this day,
the subject of Kurt Waldheim, former
Secretary General of the United Na-
tions and now candidate for the Presi-
dency of the Republic of Austria.

Every man’s reputation must be held
sacred, and by none more than those
of us who speak in this Chamber with-
out fear of prosecution for libel. And
s0, I shall restrict myself to an ac-
counting of what I have learned.

In memoirs and in biographical
statements, Mr. Waldheim claims that
he spent the wartime years of 1942 to
1944 recuperating from wounds re-
ceived on the eastern front and study-
ing for his law degree in Vienna. For
40 years, the world believed this. But
Nazi war documents bearing Wald-
heim’s own signature conclusively
reveal that during those years he con-
tinued to serve in the Balkan coun-
tries, and that he was involved in
atrocities the likes of which we have
seen in the cases of Josef Mengele,
Klaus Barbie, and Adolf Eichmann.

Waldheim's Nazi connections can be
traced back earlier than 1942, Accord-
ing to documents found in the Austri-
an Archives, he joined the Nazi Stu-
dent Union on April 1, 1938, 3 weeks
after the incorporation of Austria into
the Third Reich. Later that year, on
November 18, he joined a mounted
unit of the Sturmabteilung (S.A.),
better known in this country as the
Brownshirts. That same month, the
Brownshirts were involved in a horrif-
ic night of violence and murder, the
Kristallnacht, where they killed Jews,
burned their homes and synagogues,
looted their shops, and kidnaped and
tortured the survivors in cities all over
Germany and Austria.

When confronted by this evidence,
Waldheim first denied it, then said
that these organizations were only
garden variety parts of the Nazi social
structure, and finally claimed that his
father—whom he previously said had
nothing to do with the Nazis—had
signed him up.

In 1939, Waldheim entered the mili-
tary and in 1942, according to German
military records, was assigned to the
German Army command headquar-
tered in Salonika, Greece. He served
with rank of oberleutnant to Gen. Al-
exander von Lohr, under whose com-
mand numerous atrocities against Ser-
bian, Croatian, and Greek civilians
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took place. Lohr was hanged as a Nazi

war criminal in 1947.
The organizational chart of the
German high command places Wald-

heim at the head of section 03, a divi-
sion whose responsibilities included
delivering intelligence briefings to the
chief of staff; carrying out the zunder-
auffgaffen—special tasks—such as de-
portations, assassinations, and mass
terror;, and interrogating prisoners,
which sometimes required the torture
of American, British, French, and
Balkan citizens.

While General Lohr and his ober-
leutnant directed operations in the
Balkans, the Ustasha—Croatian fas-
cists—brought about the wholesale de-
struction of the Jews of Yugoslavia
and Greece—with direct aid from their
Nazi friends. The Kozara massacre,
which is to Yugoslavians what Ausch-
witz is to Jews, was carried out under
the orders of the German commander
of the Southeast command. In June
1942, 45,000 troops were given the task
of encircling and destroying all Serbi-
an and Jewish partisan units in the
Kozara and Posara mountains. All
those captured were to be shot dead
and the male population over the age
of 14 was to be transported to concen-
tration camps. By the end of July,
German and Ustasha soldiers had
combed the mountains, set fire to the
villages, and killed 500 of the wounded
partisans. Out of 70,000 villagers—
mostly women, children, and old
people, 25,000 were dead or left to die
of starvation. Others were taken to
the Ustasha camp, where only a few
prisoners escaped.

On September 9, 1942, the Ustasha
awarded Waldheim with the King
Zvonimir medal for “merit under fire.”
Of the 45,000 troops, only 3 soldiers
received this honor from fascists—one
of them was Waldheim.

Six months later, Waldheim left
Croatia for Greece, where the Ger-
mans began to deport Salonika's
46,000 Jews, 45,000 of them to Ausch-
witz and the rest to Bergen-Belsen.
Waldheim claims that, living 4 miles
outside of Salonika, he knew nothing
of this mass deportation. He claims
that he was only an interpreter, not
mentioning that he would necessarily
be privy to intelligence about such a
major “special task.” In his position as
head of section 03, he would have been
expected to help supervise the oper-
ation.

Another campaign in which Wald-
heim took part was the “Black Oper-
ation” of May 1943, where prisoners of
the German and Italian commands in
the area were shot en masse. Wednes-
day's Washington Post cites a Yugo-
slavian report stating that Waldheim
took part in “murder” and “putting
hostages to death” from April 1944 to
May 1945.
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This latest evidence was part of a
U.N. War Crimes Commission file kept
in U.N. vaults for the past 38 years. In
1948, the Commission assigned Wald-
heim’s case its highest classification,
one reserved for suspects like Mengele
and Eichmann whom the Commission
believed should merit prosecution.
There is painful irony in the fact that
during the decade while Waldheim
was Secretary General of the United
Nations, his war crimes file—with its
summary of the evidence gathered
against him—gathered dust in the
TU.N. basement.

Whether or not Kurt Waldheim is a
war criminal is something that ought
to have been established decades ago
in a court of law. I believe the emerg-
ing facts may lead many people to
firm conclusions, but we shall never
have an ultimate test before the bar of
justice. On the other hand, whether or
not Kurt Waldheim is an honest man
is, in my opinion, already known. His
is a career built upon a foundation laid
across a concealed and denied past,
spent at the center of some of the
most brutal events since the atrocities
of Genghis Kahn. He is a man who ac-
knowledges the truth about his past
only insofar as others succeed in driv-
ing him from the safety of one lie to
the next.

Mr. President, the people of Austria
must soon judge the candidacy of
Kurt Waldheim. Many in this country
and abroad may believe that their de-
cision ought not to be embarassed by
accusations such as these. But there is
no choice. What was hidden has found
its voice. It is the voice of innocent
people slaughtered by the millions, of
whom the Jews were first in number
though among a multitude of nation-
alities. No man whose life’s path led
him into the heart of that darkness
was ever fit for public office. No man
who built a life by denying such a past
should ever hold high public trust
again.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that following my statement
there be printed in the REcorDp the
prepared statement of Eli Rosenbaum,
general counsel of the World Jewish
Congress, delivered before a commit-
tee of the other body 2 days ago.

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

PREPARED STATEMENT OF EL1 M. ROSENBAUM,
GENERAL COUNSEL, WORLD JEWISH CONGRESS

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to appear
today to testify on behalf of the World
Jewish Congress with respect to the WJC's
ongoing investigation of the wartime activi-
ties of former United Nations Secretary-
General Kurt Waldheim.,

At the outset, I would like to stress that
our investigation of this exceedingly com-
plex case is still a very young one. Although
we have learned and revealed to the world
many previously concealed facts about Kurt
Waldheim's past, we expect to unearth a
great deal of additional information in the
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coming weeks, months and years. This infor-
mation will, without exception, be made
available to the public.

From the time that this investigation was
authorized by our president, Edgar M.
Bronfman, the WJC's goal has simply been
to uncover the full unvarnished truth. Re-
grettably, this task has been complicated
immeasurably by Dr. Waldheim’s continued
dissembling about his past. As a result, we
are faced with one of the most complex Nazi
investigations ever undertaken anywhere,
one that will take a long time to complete.
If I may be permitted to offer a comparison,
it would be with the case of Klaus Barbie,
the “Butcher of Lyons.” Barbie's activities
were largely confined to the area of Lyons,
France. He has not yet come to trial, despite
the fact that investigators gathered evi-
dence about him for many years prior to his
transfer from Bolivia to France in 1983, and
have continued to do so during the nearly
three years that he has been in French cus-
tody. Waldheim, by comparison, was active
on the Russian Front and thereafter
throughout the Balkans. He served on the
staff of the High Command of an Army
Group of some 400,000 men, which Com-
mand created hundreds of thousands—if not
millions—of documents, which are now scat-
tered among archives throughout the world.

We are keenly interested, as well, in deter-
mining how Kurt Waldheim was able to
carry off this elaborate deception over a
period of fully four decades. The WJC,
which possesses official non-governmental
organization (NGO) status at the United
Nations, is profoundly saddened by the
manner in which Waldheim was able to
defile that important world body—an orga-
nization which, ironically, was formed in re-
sponse to the horrors perpetrated by the
Nazis and their acolytes.

The revelations concerning EKurt Wald-
heim'’s past have emanated principally from
two sources. The facts of his prewar activi-
ties have come to light primarily as a result
of the work of a number of Austrian jour-
nalists. The key disclosures pertaining to
Waldheim’s wartime whereabouts and ac-
tivities have come from my organization. I
would like, with the Chairman’s permission,
to review very briefly the most salient facts
revealed to date, and then to present some
information bearing upon Kurt Waldheim's
credibility—or, more correctly, his obvious
lack of same.

As a result of the investigative efforts of a
small group of Austrian journalists, we now
have documents showing irrefutably that
Kurt Waldheim, who has long boasted of
his purported anti-Nazi attitude before and
during the war, actually belonged to at least
three Nazi organizations. On April 1, 1938
only three weeks after Austria became part
of the German Reich—he was enrolled as a
member of the Nazi Student Union (NS-Stu-
dentenbund). Then, on November 18, 1938—
less than two weeks after the infamous anti-
Jewish rampage now known as “The Night
of Broken Glass" (Kristallnacht)—Wald-
heim became a member of a mounted unit
of the dreaded Sturmabteilung (SA)—Hit-
ler's brownshirted stormtroopers. Finally,
Waldheim also was enrolled as a member of
the NS-Reiterkorps, a mounted affiliate of
the Nazi Party.

Kurt Waldheim’s military service during
the Second World War began with his par-
ticipation in the 1941 invasion of the Soviet
Union while serving with the 45th Infantry
Division of the Wehrmacht. On December
18 of that year, he was briefly hospitalized
as a result of a minor wound which had
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become infected. In countless statements
over the years made in books, articles, com-
paign literature and the like, Waldheim has
falsely stated in the most deliberate and
cunning fashion that his military service
ended with this hospitalization. For exam-
ple, in his 1977 book, “The Challenge of
Peace,” he writes as follows at page 24:

“The knowledge that I was serving in the
German Army was hard to bear. Deliver-
ance from my bitter situation finally came
when our unit moved into active combat on
the Eastern Front in 1941. T was wounded in
the leg and medically discharged.

“By the time I was repatriated ([to
Vienna] in 1942, it had become impossible to
leave the country. The borders had been
closed and were being heavily patrolled. Ev-
erywhere the most ordinary movement was
restricted, and the authorities dealt arbi-
trarily with anyone who did not conform to
the regulations. I was permitted to resume
my studies toward a Doctorate in Law,
which I obtained some two years later.”

In fact, records obtained by the WJC from
archives in West Berlin state that Wald-
heim returned to active service after only
two-and-one-half months convalescence and
leave, As he now admits, he was assigned to
the staff of Army High Command 12 (AOK
12) in the Balkans, arriving in Yugoslavia by
April 1942 attached to the Command Staff
of the *“Combat Group Waest- Bosnia"
(Eampfgruppe Westbosnien). Except for a
few brief leaves, Waldheim would spend the
rest of the war serving in the Balkans in the
armed forces of Nazi Germany.

During the summer of 1942, the Eampf-
gruppe Westbosnien directed a notoriously
brutal anti-partisan campaign in the area of
the Kozara mountain range. Thousands of
anti-Nazi resistance fighters and unarmed
civilians were slaughtered and more than
60,000 persons—primarily women and chil-
dren—were deported to concentration camps
in what has come to be known as the
Kozara Massacres. At the U.S. National Ar-
chives, we located last month a contempora
neous German account which candidly re-
ferred to the operation as a ‘“final liguida-
tion” of “Untermenschen” (subhumans) car-
ried out “without pity or mercy,” because
only “a cold heart can command what needs
to be commanded.” This is language of a
type ordinarily seen only in SS documents—
not in Wehrmacht reports. The very first
page appended to this report is a listing of
34 men singled out for meritorious service—
just 3¢ men among the 15,000 to 25,000 Axis
forces engaged in that operation. Lieuten-
ant Waldheim is number 25 on the list. For
his exemplary service, Waldheim also re-
ceived a high award of the notorious Nazi
puppet government of Coratia: the“King
Zvonimir"” medal, conferred in silver with
oakleaves “for service under enemy fire.”
Documents obtained from archives in Yugo-
slavia show that Waldheim was recommend-
ed for this award by no less a personage
than Generalmajor Friederich Stahl, the
Wehrmacht officer who directed Mount
Kozara operation. After the war, Stahl ad-
mitted to his Allied questioners that he had
authorized “reprisal” executions of civilians,
pursuant to which as many as 100 unarmed
civilians would be murdered for every
German solider killed by the resistance.

In December 1942, Waldheim was promot-
ed to Oberleutnant (First Lieutenant). On
or about March 31 of the following year, he
arrived in Salonika, Greece, as a senior in-
telligence officer in Ic/AO (intelligence)
group of the High Command of Army
Group E (which had absorbed the former
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AOK 12 as of January 1943). His command-
er-in-chief was the notorious Wehrmacht
General Alexander Loehr, who was hanged
after the war as a Nazi war criminal.

In conjunction with the 8S, Wehrmacht
personnel serving under General Loehr di-
rected the deportation of the Jewish com-
munity of Salonika to the Auschwitz death
camp—where they were immediately killed
in the gas chambers. These deportations
began some two weeks before Waldheim's
arrival and were largely completed by mid-
May. During this two-month period, more
than 40,000 Jews were transported to
Poland. Nearly every day, 2,000 to 2,500
Jewish men, women and children were
stuffed into Wehrmacht trains and hauled
off to Auschwitz. Waldheim insists that he
not only had nothing to do with this atroci-
ty, but that he did not even notice that any
Jews disappeared. One-fifth of the popula-
tion vanished in just two months, and, in-
credibly, Kurt Waldheim saw and heard
nothing of it. Last month, Col. Roman Loos,
the former head of the German Geheim-
feldpolizei (Secret Field Police) in the area
was quoted by the Associated Press as ex-
claiming, “He didn't know about that? That
was known to everybody.”

Captured German documents housed at
the U.S. National Archives shed consider-
able light on Waldheim's responsibilities
while serving on the staff of the man whom
historian Gerald Reitlinger characterized as
“perhaps more implicated in Jewish depor-
tations than any other Wehrmacht com-
mander."”

A December 1, 1943 organization chart for
Army Group E (Microfilm Series T-311,
Roll 181, Frame 0007) states that Waldheim
was the chief “03" officer in Group Ic/AO.
His listed responsibilities included: prepar-
ing and presenting morning and evening
briefings for the General Staff, prisoner in-
terrogations in Greece and adjacent areas,
as well as unspecified “Sonderaufgaben”—
“special tasks.” Such terminology was of a
type used by the Nazis to denote operations
too distasteful to describe further—typical-
ly, secret measures of mass terror or tor-
ture, kidnapping and execution.

Waldheim's responsibility for prisoner in-
terrogations extended through much of the
Balkans, and included interrogations con-
ducted inside and outside Army Group E's
headquarters, Interrogation under the Ger-
mans often involved torture, and usually
ended in execution. We have not yet located
any survivors of such interrogations. It
should be noted that the word “prisoners” is
not necessarily limited to military POWs. In
this theatre, it referred to partisans and ci-
vilians as well.

According to the aforementioned captured
document, Waldheim was also responsible
for personnel matters within the intelli-
gence group. In intelligence, this was an es-
pecially sensitive area, particularly after the
attempt on Hitler's life, when the “political
reliability” of personnel achieved para-
mount importance.

On May 22, 1943, Waldheim took part in
an important meeting at the airstrip in Pod-
gorica, Yugoslavia. He appears in a now-
famous photograph of that meeting re-
leased last month by the World Jewish Con-
gress. Attended by Wehrmacht, Waffen-S8
and Italian officers, the meeting soon de-
generated into a heated quarrel over who
was to direct the so-called “Black Oper-
ation” (“Unternehmen Schwarz'"). That op-
eration, one of the most brutal anti-partisan
campaigns of the war, was already well
under way at the time of the meeting at the
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airstrip. According to Professor Jozo Toma-
sevich, the shooting of partisan prisoners—
long standard operating procedure for Axis
forces in Europe—'‘reached its peak” during
the Black Operation.

Dozens of intelligence reports signed by
Waldheim have been found by World
Jewish Congress researchers at the U.S. Na-
tional Archives. Time after time, Waldheim
reported on *“Sauberung” (“cleansing” or
“mopping up”) operations—an expression
often employed by the Germans as a euphe-
mism for mass executions and/or deporta-
tions.

One secret report signed by Waldheim was
actually used by U.S. prosecutors at Nurem-
berg as evidence of Nazi war crimes commit-
ted in Greece. The report, dated August 11,
1944, is part of Nuremberg document
NOKW-935. Read in open court on August
18, 1947 at the Palace of Justice in Nurem-
berg, the document reports on mass shoot-
ings in Athens. Ominously, it also identifies
the area south of Iraklion on the island of
Crete as one of widespread partisan activity.
Under orders issued by General Loehr a
year earlier, such activity was to be respond-
ed to by “shooting or hanging of hostages,
destruction of the surrounding localities,
etc.” (Nuremberg document NOKW-155).
Indeed, document NOKW-935 reveals that
two days after Waldheim’s report, German
forces launched a reprisal ‘“cleansing oper-
ation” southwest of Iraklion, in which two
villages were destroyed and twenty hostages
were shot to death.

According to testimony given by former
Wehrmacht colleagues of Waldheim to the
Yugoslay War Crimes Commission, Wald-
heim was deeply involved in the planning of
other brutal reprisal measures. These wit-
nesses reportedly testified that Waldheim
made recommendations for such reprisals,
for approval by his immediate superior offi-
cer. One witness—Egbert Hilker—testified
that Waldheim was specifically responsible
for a reprisal committed in October 1944,
when three villages between the towns of
Kocani and Stip were burned. 114 people
perished in this reprisal.

As a result of documentary and testimoni-
al evidence gathered on Waldheim by the
Yugoslav War Crimes Commission, it con-
cluded in a December 18, 1947 decision that
Waldheim was a fugitive Nazi war criminal
whose extradition to Yugoslavia is “manda-
tory.” Waldheim was subsequently listed as
an accused Nazi criminal by the United Na-
tions War Crimes Commission. Thus, during
the ten years that Secretary-General Kurt
Waldheim sat on the 38th floor of the
United Nations building in New York, else-
where in the U.N. complex there was to be
found a U.N. War Crimes Commission file
on Nazi war crimes suspect number 79/724—
“Waldheim, Kurt.”

Waldheim was also listed in 1948 on the
final “Central Registry of War Criminals
and Security Suspects” (CROWCASS) com-
piled by the United States Army. Under the
heading “reason wanted,” there is a one-
word entry: “murder.” The WJC is troubled
by the fact that the Department of the
Army, in responding to my February 10,
1986 Freedom of Information Act request
for all pre-1950 documents referring or re-
lating to Waldheim, supplied us with three
innocuous documents, none of which related
to Waldheim's military service. The Army
insisted that these were the only locatable
Army documents responsive to our request.

One can readily imagine our shock upon
subsequently discovering Waldheim's name
on a CROWCASS list at the National Ar-
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chives. This episode is particularly distress-
ing in light of my experience while serving
from 1980 through 1983 as a trial attorney
with the Justice Department’s Office of
Special Investigations—the special unit of
the Criminal Division responsible for inves-
tigating and prosecuting suspected Nazi war
criminals residing in the United States. In
each of OSI's more than one thousand in-
vestigations, a request for a background
check has routinely been forwarded to the
Department of the Army. Never in my expe-
rience was there an instance in which the
fact that an individual was listed in the
CROWCASS registry failed to emerge in
the Army's response to an OSI request for
information on that individual.

Unfortunately, time does not permit me to
recite the full littany of Kurt Waldheim’s
misrepresentations concerning his past. A
few examples my be instructive, however.
Incredibly, Waldheim continues to deny
membership in the SA, NS-Studentenbund,
and NS-Reiterkorps. This denial, however,
has been of an “on again, off again' variety.
Since the controversy over his past erupted
last month, Waldheim has, on a few occa-
sions, actually admitted these memberships.
He has offered a bizarre series of mutually
exclusive “explanations” for these affila-
tions, including: (1) he belonged to groups
that were later “absorbed” by the Nazi orga-
nizations, (2) his father enrolled him with-
out his knowledge, and (3) he joined in
order to be able to continue his university
studies.

An indication of Waldheim's lack of integ-
rity in responding to the facts which have
been discovered about his past may be
found in a document which he has distribut-
ed in the United States through his son,
Gerhard. The document purports to be a
compilation of statements made by promi-
nent invdividuals in support of the elder
Waldheim. Among those said to support
him are Javier Perez de Cuellar, the current
U.N. Secretary-General, famed Nazi-hunter
Simon Wiesenthal, former Austrian Chan-
cellor Bruno Kreisky, and Holocaust histori-
an Professor Hagen Fleischer.

However, on April 18, Mr. Alvaro de Soto,
Special Assistant to Secretary-General
Perez de Cuellar, advised the WJC that the
Secretary-General had never made any
statement of support for Waldheim in con-
nection with the inquiry into the latter’s

past.

The WJC has collected some of the state-
ments made on the Waldheim affair by the
other individuals just mentioned. These
statements in fact are quite condemnatory
of Waldheim. Thus, Simon Weisenthal has
said, “I don’t believe that he knew nothing
about the deportations of the Jews during
the time he was in Greece (Newsweek, April
7, 1986). Professor Fleischer has charged
that Waldheim's claim not to have known
about deportations from Salonika in 1943 is
“not credible” and his claim of ignornance
regarding the 1944 deportations of Jews
from Crete, Rhodes and Corfu is “‘a provoca-
tion” (Reuters, April 13, 1986). Similarly,
former Chancellor Kreisky angrily com-
plained to U.S. News & World Report last
week, “I was deceived. The curriculum vitae
that Waldheim gave me so we would sup-
port him was a lie.” (Issue of April 28, 1986)

Waldheim’s deceit truly knows no bounds.
Last Friday, we revealed that Waldheim's
April 6 memorandum purporting to describe
his military career was surreptitiously al-
tered six days later. The April 6 version—
which was provided by his son to the U.S.
Department of Justice—says he returned to
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Salonika in April 1943. Although Waldheim
has consistently admitted since March 2 of
this year that he returned to the Salonika
area in late March/early April 1943, during
the height of the deportations of Jews
there, his new memo says he returned to Sa-
lonika in July 1943. This quiet change was
never brought to the attention of members
of the press and others who received the
new memo.

Permit me to conclude, Mr. Chairman,
with a public challenge to Kurt Waldheim.
Last week, during a meeting in New York
between Gerhard Waldheim and WJC Exec-
utive Director Elan Steinberg, Mr. Wald-
heim stated that his father is in possession
of a copy of the U.N. War Crimes Commis-
sion suspect file pertaining to this own case.
The younger Mr. Waldheim agreed to pro-
vide the WJC with a copy of that file. We
have, as yet, received nothing.

Gerhard Waldheim is here today and is
scheduled to testify next. I have reason to
believe that he may have a copy of the U.N.
file with him now. If, as Kurt Waldheim as-
serts, he has nothing to hide, then let him
make that file available to this subcommit-
tee mow or agree to provide it within 48
hours.

The world has been cruelly deceived by
Kurt Waldheim. For ten years, the chief
human rights officer of the planet was an
accused war criminal. It is long past time for
all the facts to come out. It is ludicrous for
Waldheim to maintain that his fabrications
were “unintentional.” It is indecent of
Waldheim to implore, as he did in an inter-
view last week, “Forty-one years after the
end of the war, there should be an end to
this.” (Der Speigel, April 14, 1986). And it is
obsene for Gerhard Waldheim to come to
our country and defend his father by com-
paring—as he did in the Washington Post
on April 13—the experiences of the Nazi
troops in the Balkans with those of Ameri-
can veterans of the Vietnam war.

That concludes my prepared text, and I
would be happy to answer questions from
the Committee. Thank you.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, APRIL
28, 1986

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, after
conferring with the Democratic leader
on these matters, I ask unanimous
consent that when the Senate con-
venes on Monday, April 28, the read-
ing of the Journal be dispensed with,
no resolutions come over under the
rule, the call of the calendar be dis-
pensed with, and following the recog-
nition of the two leaders under the
standing order, there be special orders
in favor of Senators HAWKINS, CRAN-
sTON, and PrRoxMIRE, for not to exceed
5 minutes each, to be followed by a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business not to extend
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beyond the hour of 12 noon, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for
not more than 5 minutes each; and
provided further that the morning
hour be deemed to have expired.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I remove
my reservation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER TO HOLD H.R. 1116 AT
THE DESK

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that H.R. 1116,
Garrison Diversion Unit Reformula-
tion Act of 1986, just received from
the House of Representatives, be held
at the desk until the close of business
on Monday, April 28, 1986.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, it was
the intention—and I share this with
the Democratic leader—of the majori-
ty leader to pass H.R. 1116 today. It is
my understanding now that the minor-
ity leader is not in a position to do
that tonight, but will attempt to clear
its passage between now and Monday.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the dis-
tinguished assistant Republican leader
will yield, that is correct. We on this
side have been working on clearing
this measure for passage. I think we
have made significant progress toward
that end and I will continue.

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the Demo-
cratic leader for that helpful note.

DOCUMENTATION OF VESSEL
“MARILYN” IN THE COAST-
WISE TRADE

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now turn to Calendar Item No. 626,
H.R. 739, dealing with the vessel Mari-
lyn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 739) relating to the documen-
tation of the vessel Marilyn to be employed
in the coastwise trade.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection to the request of the
Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there is
no objection on this side.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation, with an amendment to
strike out all after the enacting clause,
and insert the following:

That subtitle II of title 46, United States
Code, is amended as follows:
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(1) In section 2101(14)(C), strike “Materi-
al” and substitute “Materials™.

(2) Section 2101(21) is amended as follows:

(A) In subclause (A)(ii), strike “crewmem-
ber.” and substitute “crewmember or other
individual engaged in the business of the
vessel who has not contributed consider-
ation for carriage on board the vessel.”.

(B) Strike subclause (BJ)(v)-(vii) and sub-
stitute the following:

“fv) a guest on board a vessel being oper-
ated only for pleasure who has not contrib-
uted consideration for carriage on board; or

“(vi) an individual on board a towing
vessel of at least 50 gross tons who has not
contributed consideration for carriage on
board.”.

(C) At the end, add the following new sub-
clause:

“{F) on a sailing school vessel, means an
individual carried on the vessel excepti—

“fi) the owner or representatives of the
owner;

“fii) the master or a crewmember engaged
in the business of the vessel who has not
contributed consideration for carriage and
who is paid for services;

“fiii) an employee of the owner of the
vessel engaged in the business of the owner,
except when the vessel is operating under a
demise charter;

“fiv) an employee of the demise charterer
of the vessel engaged in the business of the
demise charterer;

“fv) a guest on board the vessel who has
not contributed consideration for carriage
on board; or

“fvi) a sailing school instructor or sailing
school student.”.

(D) Strike “or a sailing school vessel,” in
clause (BJ).

(3) In section 3302(i)(5), strike “‘charter”
and substitute “charterer”.

(4) At the end of section 3302, add the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“{k) Only the boiler, engine, and other op-
erating machinery of a steam vessel that is a
recreational vessel of not more than 65 feet
overall in length are subject to inspection
under section 3301(9) of this title.".

(5)(A) Section 3304 is amended as follows:

(i) In the section catchline, strike “Carry-
ing" and substitute “Transporting”.

fii) In subsection f(al), strike “carrying
cargo that carries” and “vessel.”” and substi-
tute “‘transporting cargo that transports”
and “vessel if the vessel is otherwise subject
to inspection under this chapter.”, respec-
tively.

fiii) In subseclion (b), sirike “Before an
individual in addition to the crew is car-
ried” and substitute “Except when subsec-
tion (e) of this section applies, before an in-
dividual in addition to the crew is trans-
ported”.

fiv) In subsection fc), sirike “The privi-
lege” and substitute “A privilege”.

fv) Add at the end the following new sub-
section:

“fe) The Secretary may by regulation
allow individuals in addition to the crew to
be transported in an emergency or under
section 2304 of this title.”.

fB) In item 3304 in the analysis of chapter
33, strike “Carrying” and substitute “Trans-
porting”.

(6) In section 3318(f), before clause (1),
strike “then’ wherever il appears and sub-
stitute “than”.

(7)(A) Section 3503 is amended as follows:

fi) Insert “(a)" at the beginning of the sec-
tion.

fii) Strike the last sentence and substitute
“Before November 1, 1993, Lhis section does
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not apply to a vessel in operation before
January 1, 1968, and operating only on the
inland rivers.”.

fiii) Add at the end the following:

“fb)1) When a vessel is exempted from the
fire-retardant standards of this section—

“f{A) the owner or managing operator of
the vessel shall notify prospective passengers
that the vessel does not comply with appli-
cable fire safety standards due primarily to
the wooden construction of passenger berth-
ing areas;

“({B) the owner or managing operator of
the vessel may not disclaim lability to a
passenger for death, injury, or any other loss
caused by fire due to the negligence of the
owner or managing operator; and

“{C) the penalties provided in section
3504(c) of this title apply to a violation of
this subsection.

“2) The Secretary shall prescribe regula-
tions under this subsection on the manner
in which prospeclive passengers are lo be
notified.”.

(B) Until the regulations required by sub-
clause (A) of this clause become effective, the
owner or managing operator shall notify
prospective passengers in all promotional
literature and on each ticket that the vessel
does not comply with those standards due
primarily to the wooden consltruction of
passenger berthing areas.

f8) In section 3714fal(4), strike “charter”
and substitute “charterer”.

(9) Section 4308 is amended by striking
“operator” wherever it appears and substi-
tuting “individual in charge®.

f10) In section 7111, strike “Part" and sub-
stitute “part”.

(11) In section 7312(e), strike ‘“able
seaman-limited” and substitute “able
seamen-limited”.

(12) Section 8104(k) is amended by strik-
ing “watchers” and substituting “watches”.

f13) In section 8502(a)f4)(A4), strike “Part”
and substitute “part”.

(14) Chapter 89 is amended as follows:

(4) In item 8903 in the chapter analysis,
strike “Uninspected” and substitute “Self-
propelled, uninspected”.

(B) In the catchline of seclion 8903, strike
“Uninspected” and substitule "“Self-pro-
pelled, uninspected”.

(C) In the text of section 8903, strike “An"
and substitute “A self-propelled,”.

M.';JSJ In section 10709(al)(1), before clause
fA) strike “then $1,500 in value, and™ and
substitute “than $1,500 in value, the court,”;

and

(B) strike “wages, the court” and substi-
tute “wages,”.

(16) Section 12122(a) is amended by
adding at the end the following sentence:
“Each day of continuing violation is a sepa-
rate violation.”.

f17) In section 13102(al(4), strike “coordi-
nate carrying the State” and substitute “co-
ordinate carrying out the State”,

(18) Section 13104(b) is amended by insert-
ing after “Secrelary” the words 'for State
recreational boating safetly programs”.

(19) Chapter 111 is amended as follows:

(A) At the end of the chapter analysis, add
the following new item.

“11112, Master’s lien for wages. ",

(B) At the end of the chapter, add the fol-
lowing new section:

“§11112. Master's lien for wages

“The master of a documented vessel has
the same lien against the vessel for the muas-
ter’s wages and the same priorily as any
other seaman serving on the vessel.”.
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Sec. 2. fa) The Coast Guard may enter
into a lease in excess of 1 fiscal year to ac-
quire a site on the State pier in New Bed-
Jord, Massachuselts, for construction of
mainlienance assistance team and vessel
support facilities on that pier.

(b) Any lease under this section is effective
only to the extent that amounts are provided
JSor in appropriations laws.

fe) Notwithstanding seclion 322 of the Act
of June 30, 1932 (40 U.8.C. 278a), and begin-
ning in fiscal year 1986, the Coast Guard
may spend appropriated amounts for the
construction of fixed facilities and improve-
ments on that portion of the State pier
leased from Massachusetts for the use of a
maintenance assistance leam and Coast
Guard vessels.

Sec. 3. The body of water known as Law-
yer’s Ditch located al block 5,000 in the city
af Newark, county of Essex, New Jersey, is
declared fto be a nonnavigable waterway of
the United States within the meaning of the
General Bridge Act of 1946 (33 U.S.C. 525 el
seq.).

Sec. 4. The Coast Guard may enter into
any agreement or letter of intent with a mu-
nicipal utility within the Seventeenth Coast
Guard District lo provide electricity to a
Coast Guard facility without complying
with the provisions of section 4 of Public
Law 98-557.

Sec. 5. Bayou Lafourche, in the State of
Louisiana, between Canal Boulevard, city of
Thibodaur, parish of Lafourche and the
Southern Pacific Railroad bridge crossing
the bayou, cily of Thibodaur, parish of La-
fourche, is hereby declared to be a nonnav-
igable waterway of the United States within
the meaning of the General Bridge Act of
1946 (33 U.S.C. 525 et seq.).

Sec. 6. Notwithstanding sections 12105,
12106, 12107, and 12108 of title 46, United
States Code, and section 27 of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1920 (46 U.S.C. App. 883), as ap-
plicable on the date of enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of the department in which the
Coast Guard is operating may issue a certif-
icate of documentation for the following
vessels: Marilyn, Maryland registration
number MD 3533 AA; Royal Star, Michigan
registration number MC 9797 J; Alaskan
Shores, United States official number
603879; Shearwater, United States official
number 260827; Gypsy Rose, California reg-
istration number CF 4291 HF; Eliminalor,
United States official number 507572; Puka
Kai, United Slates official number 677462;
Lobster House, Panama registration number
494-PEXT; Jane E. Bahamian registration
number 315924; and Diane M. Bahamian of-
ficial number 315925, except that such ves-
sels Jane E. and Diane M. may be operated
under such documentation only in the
waters of the Atlantic Ocean and the Gulf of
Mezxico.

Skc. 7. Section 2fa) of the Act entitled “An
Act to facilitate increased enforcement by
the Coast Guard of laws relating to the im-
portation of controlled substances, and for
other purposes’, approved September 15,
1980 (21 U.S.C. 955bfa/)), is amended by in-
serting immediately before the period the
Jollowing: “, except that an event otherwise
qualifying as an arrangement under such
section does not lose that qualification by
the fact that consent to, or the terms of, such
arrangement are communicated by radio,
telephone, or other similar means, or by how
specific such arrangement is as to the vessel
to which such arrangement applies".

Skc. 8. The Coast Guard may enter into a
cost-sharing arrangement with the city of
Cape May, New Jersey, under which the city
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of Cape May will provide necessary roadway
improvement on and along Pennsylvania
Avenue between Pittsburg and Buffalo Ave-
nues, as abutted by housing owned by the
Coast Guard. For purposes of entering into
such an arrangement, the Coast Guard may
expend from previously-appropriated funds
an amount not to exceed $200,000 on a non-
recurring basis.

Sec. 9. Section 2103 of title 46, United
States Code, is amended by striking all after
“subtitle” the third time it appears and sub-
stituting”. The Secrelary may prescribe reg-
ulations to carry out the provisions of this
subtitle.”.

Sec. 10. Section 4370fa) of the Revised
Statutes of the United States (46 U.S.C. App.
316(a)) is amended—

(1) by stiking all from “a certificate of reg-
istry,” through “the Act of June 7, 1918, as
amended (U.S.C., 1934 edition, Supp. IV,
title 46, sec. 288),” and substituting “a cer-
tificate of documentation issued under sec-
tions 12106 or 12107 of title 46, United
States Code,”; and

f2) by striking “a vessel of foreign registry,
or a vessel in distress”, and substituting “a
vessel in distress”.

SEc. 11. Section 3 of the Shipping Act of
1984 (46 U.S.C. App. 1702) is amended—

(1) in paragraph 6, (4) by striking the
period at the end of subparagraph (B) and
substituting a comma, and (B) by adding at
the end thereof the following: “except that
the term does not include a common carrier
engaged in ocean transportation by ferry
boat, ocean tramp, or chemical parcel-
tanker. As used in this paragraph, ‘chemical
parcel-tanker’ means a vessel whose cargo-
carrying capabilily consists of individual
cargo tanks for bulk chemicals that are a
permanent part of the vessel, that have seg-
regation capability with piping systems to
permit simullaneous carriage of several bulk
chemical cargoes with minimum risk of
cross-contamination, and that has a valid
certificate of fitness under the International
Maritime Organization Code for the Con-
struction and Equipment of Ships Carrying
Dangerous Chemicals in Bulk.”; and

f2) in paragraph (18), by striking all from
the semicolon and substituting a period.

SEec. 12. Notwithstanding the provisions of
the Act entitled “An Act to authorize the Sec-
retary of Commerce to sell two obsolete ves-
sels to Coast Line Company and for other
purposes’, approved June 3, 1980 (Public
Law 96-260; 94 Stat. 435), the Secretary of
Transportation shall permit the vessels
Pictor, United States official number
243529, Procyon, United States official
number 244022, and Zelima, Uniled States
official number 248207, to be scrapped in the
JSoreign markel if—

(1) the purchaser of such vessels and the
country in which such vessels are to be
scrapped are acceptable to the Secretary of
Transportation, and

(2) the seller of any such vessel agrees in
writing to reimburse the United Stales a
reasonable amount, acceptable to the Secre-
tary of Transportation, of not less than one-
half of the profils realized from such sale.

SEc. 13. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law or any agreement with the
United States Government, the vessels Paul
Bunyan, United States official number
602272, and John Henry, United States offi-
cial number 599294, may be sold Lo a foreign
purchaser or purchasers if—

(1) the person desiring lto sell the vessel
submits to the Secretary of Transportation
and the Secretary of the Navy a written offer
under which the Secretary of Transporia-
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tion may elect Lo acquire either or both ves-
sels for the National Defense Reserve Fleet
or the Secretary of the Navy may elect to ac-
quire either or both vessels for the Ready Re-
serve Fleet, under the same terms and condi-
tions as those offered by the foreign purchas-
er or purchasers; and

(2) neither Secretary elects to acquire the
vessel within 60 days after the date on which
a written offer is submitted to the Secretar-
ies under paragraph (1) of this subsection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the commit-
tee amendment.

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I
am offering today H.R. 739, as report-
ed by the Commerce Committee,
making changes in laws administered
by or affecting the Coast Guard and
other Federal agencies with responsi-
bilities for maritime programs.

H.R. 739 was received from the
House and referred to the Commerce
Committee on December 4, 1985. It
waived the application of Jones Act re-
strictions, authorizing the Coast
Guard to issue documentation for
eight vessels.

The provisions of HR. 739 were
modified and included in an amend-
ment of H.R. 2466 which was adopted
by unanimous consent in the Senate
on December 19, 1985, and in the
House on January 29, 1986. H.R. 2466
was vetoed by the President on Febru-
ary 14, 1986.

H.R. 739 as reported by the commit-
tee contains those provisions of the
previously adopted H.R. 2466 which
were not identified as objectionable by
the President in his veto message.
They include: technical amendments
to subtitle II of title 46; an extension
of the exemption allowing continued
operation of the Delta Queen paddle-
wheel riverboat; long-term leasing au-
thority for the Coast Guard; declara-
tion of two waterways as nonnavigable
for purposes of bridge-permitting laws;
authority for the Coast Guard to con-
tract for electrical power on St. Paul
Island, AK; Jones Act waivers; provi-
sions to facilitate drug enforcement by
the Coast Guard; authority for the
Coast Guard to share costs of road im-
provements in Cape May, NJ; elimina-
tion of a loophole that allows foreign
tugs to tow foreign-registry vessels in
U.S. ports; clarification that chemical
parcel-tankers are not ‘“‘common carri-
ers” under the Shipping Act and are,
therefore, not exempt from the anti-
trust laws; and authority for vessles to
be sold to foreign purchasers.

The provisions of the bill as reported
are the result of extensive discussions
with representatives of the affected
public and are supported by them. The
text of the amendment also has been
discussed with members of the House
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com-
mittee and the administration to
ensure that it will be welcomed and
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considered favorably and expeditious-

ly.
Mr. President, the bill as reported
reflects a consensus and I ask my col-

leagues to support it.
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President,

there is one provision of this Senate
amendment to H.R. 739 that is of par-
ticular value to South Carolina and
other States ravaged by the influx of
illegal drugs from abroad. This provi-
sion, section 7 of the amendment, ad-
dresses a question raised in the courts
regarding the Coast Guard's law en-
forcement practices with respect to
foreign-flag vessels suspected of drug
trafficking.

Under international law, a foreign
vessel operating outside the U.S. 12-
mile contiguous zone and territorial
sea is generally subject only to the ju-
risdiction of its flag country. However,
U.S. law allows the Coast Guard to
board and seize a suspicious foreign-
flag vessel on the high seas if permit-
ted to do so by treaty or other ar-
rangement with the nation whose flag
the vessel is flying.

The typical situation arises after the
suspect vessel’s master refuses a Coast
Guard cutter’s request to board. The
captain of the cutter then must send
his boarding request and supporting
information up the chain of command
to Coast Guard Headquarters and the
State Department. This is usually
done by telephone, followed by writ-
ten message. The State Department in
turn, through the affected American
embassy, seeks the cooperation of the
country whose registry is being
claimed. The necessary special ar-
rangement for boarding and possible
seizure usually consists of oral commu-
nications by the flag nation, confirmed
by subsequent messages or diplomatic
notes. Some lower courts here in the
United States have questioned the va-
lidity of these special arrangements,
asserting that the underlying law calls
for a more formal agreement.

The Justice Department, Coast
Guard, and other Federal agencies in-
volved in the fight against the illegal
drug trade have urged statutory con-
firmation of the legality of the present
practices. Even under the special ar-
rangements procedure, U.S. law en-
forcement agencies have an awesome
task. As is obvious from the descrip-
tion of this procedure, days can pass
while the Coast Guard cutter awaits
the flag-country's approval to board.
In the meantime rapid weather
changes can hamper the cutter’s abili-
ty to keep in range of the suspect
vessel. In addition, enough time may
elapse to allow the suspect vessel to
escape into a third country’'s waters, or
to permit contraband drugs and other
evidence to be disposed of over the
side.

Section T makes it clear that board-
ing and seizure authority granted by
an agreement via telephone, radio, or
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other similar means qualifies as a le-
gitimate arrangement under U.S. law.
This change will further strengthen
Public Law 96-350, which has been
very successful in facilitating the con-
victions of maritime drug smugglers.
Prior to the 1980 enactment of that
law, which I supported, only 64 per-
cent of those arrested by the Coast
Guard were accepted for prosecution,
and then only 45 percent of those
tried were convicted. In contrast,
Coast Guard Tth District statistics for
1984 indicate that 76 percent of those
arrested were accepted for prosecu-
tion, and of those cases 85 percent re-
sulted in guilty verdicts in Federal
court.

I urge approval of this and other
provisions in the Senate amendment
to H.R. 739.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If
there is no further debate, the ques-
tion is on the engrossment of the
amendment and the third reading of
the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a
third time.

The bill (H.R. 739), as amended, was
read the third time, and passed. The
title was amended so as to read “An
Act to make miscellaneous changes in
laws affecting the U.S. Coast Guard,
and for other purposes”.

Mr. SIMPSON. I move to reconsider
the vote by which the bill was passed.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE SENATE
CHAMBER

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, after
conferring with the Democratic leader
on this measure, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Rules Committee regula-
tions pertaining to taking photographs
of the Senate Chamber, regulation No.
4, Senate wing of the Capitol, be
waived on Friday, April 25, for the
purpose of allowing television cameras
and still cameras to photograph the
Chamber prior to the installation of
television cameras in the Senate
Chamber.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? Without objection, it
is so ordered.

AUTHORIZATION FOR TESTIMO-
NY OF A SENATE EMPLOYEE

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I send
a resolution to the desk in behalf of
Senator DoLg, and Senator Byrp, and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:
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A resolution (S. Res. 389) to authorize tes-
timony of a Senate employee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 1Is
there objection to the immediate con-
sideration of the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the U.S.
attorney for the district of Maine has
obtained a subpoena for the testimony
of Gayle Cory, an employee in Senator
MircHELL's Washington office, at a
criminal trial which began this week
in the case of United States v. Robert
Christopher Ingraham, (Cr. No. 85-
00051-B (D. Maine)).

The defendant in that case is
charged with violating 18 TU.S.C.
§ 875(¢), which prohibits the interstate
communication of threats to injure in-
dividuals. The indictment alleges that
the defendant mailed to Senator
MircHELL'S office a letter threatening
a number of government officials, in-
cluding Senator MircHELL and the
Governor of Maine.

This resolution would authorize Ms.
Cory, who handled the letter for Sena-
tor MiTcHELL when it was received in
his office, to testify at this trial. This
is in keeping with our practice of fa-
cilitating justice consistent with the
privileges and rights of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
gquestion is on agreeing to the resolu-
tion.

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. REs, 389

A resolution (S. Res. 389), to authorize
testimony of a Senate employee.

Whereas, in the case of “United States v.
Robert Christopher Ingraham,” Criminal
No. 85-00051-B, pending in the United
States District Court for the District of
Maine, the United States Attorney has ob-
tained a subpoena for the testimony of M.
Gayle Cory, an employee in Senator Mitch-
ell’'s Washington office;

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate
of the United States and Rule XI of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, no evidence
under the control or in the possession of the
Senate can, by the judicial process, be taken
from such control or possession but by per-
mission of the Senate;

Whereas, when it appears that the testi-
mony of an employee of the Senate is need-
ful for use in any court for the promotion of
justice, the Senate will take such action
thereon as will promote the ends of justice
consistent with the privileges and rights of
the Senate: Now, therefore be it

Resolved, That M. Gayle Cory is author-
ized to appear and to testify in the case of
“United States v. Robert Christopher Ingra-
ham,” except concerning matters which
may be privileged.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the resolution was agreed to.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

389) was
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TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO
THE HIGHER EDUCATION ACT

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Labor
Committee be discharged from further
consideration of S. 2329, “Technical
Corrections to the Higher Education
Act,” and I ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 2329), to make technical correc-
tions in the higher education title of the
Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconcilia-
tion Act of 1985.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection to the immediate con-
sideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill is before the Senate and open to
amendment. If there be no amend-
ment to be proposed, the question is
on the engrossment and third reading
of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, was read the third
time, and passed, as follows:

S. 2329

A bill (S. 2329), to make technical correc-
tions in the higher education title of the
Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconcilia-
tion Act of 1985.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Student Financial
fg.sisw.nce Technical Corrections Act of

86",

Skc. 2. (a) Section 16014(b) of the Consoli-
dated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act
of 1985 (hereafter in this Act referred to as
“the Act”) is amended)—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2),
and (3) as paragraphs (2), (3), and (4), re-
spectively; and

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2), as
redesignated by clause (1), the following
new paragraph:

“(1) Section 428(c)}1XA) of the Act is
amended by inserting before the period at
the end of the first sentence of such section
a comma and the following: ‘including the
administrative costs of supplemental pre-
claim assistance for default prevention as
defined in paragraph (6XC)".".

(b) Section 16016 of the Act is amended by
striking out “section 435(d}1XD)"” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “gsection
435(gX1XD)".

(¢) The second sentence of section 16023
of the Act is amended by striking out “to
the Secretary"” and inserting in lieu thereof
“by the Secretary"”.

(d)1) Section 16041(bX1) of the Act is
amended by striking out “January 1, 1986
and inserting in lieu thereof “July 1, 1986",

(2) Section 16041(d) of the Act is amended
by striking out “January 1, 1986" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “July 1, 1986".

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the bill was passed.

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that
motion on the table.
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The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEE
ON FOREIGN RELATIONS TO
FILE REPORT

Mr, SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that during the
adjournment of the Senate over until
Monday, April 28, the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee be authorized to file
a report to accompany Senate Joint
Resolution 318, between 10 a.m. and 6
p.m. on Friday, April 25, 1986.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

GOVERNANCE OF THE INSULAR
AREAS OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now turn to the consideration of Cal-
endar Item No. 511, H.R. 2478, regard-
ing the territories of the United
States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2478) to amend the Revised
Organic Act of the Virgin Islands, to amend
the Covenant To Establish a Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, to
amend the Organic Act of Guam, to provide
for the governance of the insular areas of
the United States, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection to the immediate con-
sideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill which
had been reported from the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources,
with amendments, as follows:

(The parts of the bill intended to be
stricken are shown in boldface brack-
ets, and the parts of the bill intended
to be inserted are shown in italic.)

H.R. 2478

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 12 of the Revised Organic Act of the
Virgin Islands (48 U.S.C. 1593) is amended
to read as follows:

“Sgc. 12. (a) The people of the Virgin Is-
lands shall have the rights of initiative and
recall to be exercised as provided in subsec-
tion (b) and subsection (c), respectively.

“(b)1) An initiative may enact, amend, or
repeal any law, except that an initiative
shall not be used to repeal a law declared by
the legislature at the time of passage to be
an emergency law necessary for the preser-
vation of the public health, safety, or peace.

“(2) An initiative that proposes a reduc-
tion of taxes shall also provide for an equiv-
alent reduction of expenditures or an equiv-
alent increase in revenues from other
sources.

“(3) An initiative shall address one subject
only and matters reasonably related to that
subject.

“(4) The ballot question shall be in such
form that a ‘yes’ vote is a vote in favor of
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the proposal and a ‘no’ vote is a vote against
the proposal.

“(5) A copy of the proposed initiative peti-
tion, including a complete text of the pro-
posed law and containing signatures equal
to at least 1 percent of the voters of each
legislative district or 4 percent of all voters
of the Virgin Islands must be submitted to
the Supervisor of Elections prior to circula-
tion for ballot qualification. The Supervisor
of Elections must determine within 10 days
after the submission whether the prelimi-
nary signatures are sufficient. If so deter-
mined, the Supervisor of Elections shall
refer the preliminary petition to an initia-
tive titling board consisting of the Attorney
General, the Supervisor of Elections, and
the legislative counsel of the legislature,
The board shall, in an open hearing, pre-
pare the official ballot title, the submission
question, and a summary of the initiative
proposal, and this preparation shall be com-
pleted within 30 days after referral.

“(6) After the ballot title has been writ-
ten, proponents of the initiative proposal
shall have a maximum of 180 days to circu-
late the petition. Petitions containing signa-
tures equal to at least 10 percent of the
voters of each legislative district or 41 per-
cent of all voters of the Virgin Islands must
be submitted to the Supervisor of Elections.
The Supervisor shall have 15 days to deter-
mine that the minimum number of valid sig-
natures are contained in the petition and he
shall forward the certified proposal to the
legislature which must accept or reject the
measure within 30 days. If approved, the
initiative shall take effect in accordance
with its terms. If the legislature does not
approve, the initiative shall be submitted to
the voters at the next general election,
unless the legislature approves a special
election for this purpose. The legislature
may submit its own version of the initiative
to the voters. Should both measures be ap-
proved by the voters, the measure receiving
the higher number of votes shall prevail.
The voters shall have a clear alternative of
rejecting either version or the entire propo-
sition.

“¢T) An initiative submitted to the voters
shall take effect if the initiative is approved
by a majority of persons voting and if a ma-
jority of the voters of the Virgin Islands
vote on the initiative. An initiative may not
be vetoed by the Governor, and when ap-
proved by the voters, may not be amended
or repealed by the legislature during the 3-
year period after its approval unless the leg-
islature acts by a two-thirds majority.

“¢8) The Ilegislature may provide the
manner in which petitions shall be circulat-
ed, filed, certified, and the ballot question
shall be submitted to the voters.

“(eX1) An elected public official of the
Virgin Islands may be removed from office
by a recall election carried out under this
subsection. The grounds for recall are any
of the following: lack of fitness, incompe-
tence, neglect of duty, or corruption.

“(2) A recall election may be initiated by a
two-thirds vote of the members of the legis-
lature or by a petition under this subsec-
tion.

“(3) Prior to circulation a recall petition
which identifies by name and office the offi-

being recalled and which states the
grounds for recall shall be submitted to the
Supervisor of Elections. The sponsors of the
recall petition shall be allowd a period of 60
days after such submission for filing with
the Supervisor of Elections a list of signa-
tures equal in number to at least 50 percent
of the whole number of votes cast for that
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office in the last general election at which
that office was filled. The Supervisor of
Elections shall have 15 days in which to de-
termine whether the minimum number of
valid signatures are contained in the recall
petition.

“(4) A special recall election shall be held
with respect to an elected public official not
earlier than 30 days after a vote of the legis-
lature under paragraph (2) or a determina-
tion of the board of elections under para-
graph (3), as the case may be, and not later
t}lan 60 days after such vote or detemina-

on.

“(5) An official shall be removed from
office upon approval of the recall in an elec-
tion in which at least two-thirds of the
number of persons voting for such official in
the last preceding general election at which
such official was elected vote in favor of
recall and in which those so voting consti-
tute a majority of all those participating in
such recall election.

“(6) No recall election shall be held with
respect to an elected public official—

“(A) during the first year of the first term
of office of the official; or

“(B) less than 3 months before a general
election for the office.

“(d) As used in this section, the term—

“(1) ‘law’ means a law of the Virgin Is-
lands; and

“(2) ‘voter’ means a registered voter who
is eligible to vote on the issue or for the
office involved.”.

[Sec. 2. Appropriations through fiscal
year 1986, made under authorization of sub-
section (c) of section 702 of the Covenant to
Establish a Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands in Political Union with the
United States of America, approved by
Public Law 94-241, may be expended for
capital improvement projects which facili-
tate the economic development of the com-
monwealth.]

Sec. 2. A total of up to $4,000,000 of funds
currently reserved for use by the economic
development loan fund, as established under
subsection fc) of section 702 of the Covenant
to Establish a Commonwealth of the North-
ern Mariana Islands in Political Union
with the United States of America, approved
by Public Law 94-241, may be expended for
capital improvement projects, provided that
such funds become available for use by the
economic development loan fund and such
funds are not obligated for economic devel-
opment loans.

Skc. 3. The first sentence of section 4(a) of
the Act of November 20, 1963 (77 Stat. 339)
is amended to read as follows: ''(a) Except as
otherwise provided by law, the governments
of the Virgin Islands, Guam, and American
Samoa, shall have concurrent civil and
criminal jurisdiction with the United States
with regard to property owned, reserved, or
controlled by the United States in the
Virgin Islands, Guam, and American Samoa
respectively.”.

Sec. 4. Effective October 1 [1985,] 1986,
there are authorized to be appropriated
$1,200,000 to the Secretary of the Interior
for grants to the College of the Virgin Is-
lands for projects related to the Eastern
Caribbean Center, to remain available until
expended.

Skec. 5. Section 28(b) of the Organic Act of
Guam (64 Stat. 392) is amended by striking
out “Governor’” and inserting in lieu thereof
“Government of Guam”.

SEec. 6. The Secretary of the Interior is au-
thorized and directed to develop, in consul-
tation with the Governor of the Virgin Is-
lands, options for the future use or disposi-
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tion of Water Island which would contrib-
ute to economic growth in and make the
island an integral part of the Virgin Islands
community. The Secretary shall submit
such options to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs of the House of Repre-
senatatives and the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources of the Senate within
10 days after the convening of the 100th
Congress.

Skc. 7. Section 901(a) of part I of title I of
the Act of June 19, 1968 (82 Stat. 225, as
amended, 42 U.S.C. 3791(a)) is further
amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking out “and"”; and

(B) by inserting before the semicolon the
following: “, American Samoa, Guam, and
the Northern Mariana Islands. Provided,
That for the purposes of section 407(a)
American Samoa, Guam, and the Northern
Mariana Islands shall be considered as one
State and that, for these purposes, 33 per
centum of the amounts allocated shall be al-
located to American Samoa, 50 per centum
to Guam, and 17 per centum to the North-
ern Mariana Islands'; and (2) in paragraph
(3)—

(A) by striking out *, Guam, American
Sagwa" and inserting “and” in lieu thereof,
an

(B) by striking out all that appears after
“Pacific Islands” and inserting a semicolon
in lieu thereof.

Sec. 8. (a) Section 8a of the Act of Sep-
tember 2, 1937 (50 Stat. 918, as amended and
supplemented, 16 U.S.C. 669g-1) is amended
by deleting the word “Act,” the first place it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof: “Act,
and hunter safety programs as provided by
section 8(b) of this Act,”.

(b) Section 4(b) of the Act of September 2,
1937 (50 Stat, 918, as amended and supple-
mented, 16 U.S.C. 669¢c(b)) is further amend-
ed by striking the period at the end of the
first sentence and adding: “and Guam, the
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and the
Northern Mariana Islands shall each be ap-
portioned one-sixth of 1 per centum of such
revenues.”.

SEC. 9. LAND GRANT COLLEGE.—fa) Section
506 of the Education Amendments of 1972,
Public Law 92-318 (86 Stal. 235), is amend-
ed—

(1) by inserting *, the Northern Marianas
College,” immediately after “the College of
Micronesia” in subsection (a); and

f2) by striking out “Virgin Islands, Guam,
American Samoa, and Micronesia’; each
place it appears in subsection (b) and in-
serting in lieu thereaf “Virgin Islands,
Guam, American Samoa, the Northern Mari-
ana Islands, and the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands (other than the Northern
Mariana Islands)”.

fb) Section 5 of the Act of August 30, 1890,
c.841, 26 Stal. 417 (the Second Morrill Act),
as added by section 506(c) of Public Law 92-
318 (86 Stat. 235) is amended by striking out
“and Micronesia, and Guam™ and inserting
in lieu thereof “Guam, the Northern Mari-
ana Islands, and the Trusi Territory of the
Pacific Islands (other than the Northern
Mariana Islands)".

fc) Subsection (c) of section 1361 of Public
Law 96-374 (94 Stat. 1367) is amended by
striking out "“American Samoa and in Mi-
cronesia” and inserting in lieu thereof
“American Samoa, the Northern Mariana Is-
lands and the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands (other than the Northern Mariana
Islands)".
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(d) Section 22 of the Act of June 29, 1935,
c.388, 49 Stat. 439, as amended (7 U.S.C. 329)
is further amended—

1) by striking out “and Guam' wherever
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
“Guam, and the Northern Mariana Is-
lands’;

(2) by striking oul “$8,100,000” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “'$8,250,000"; and

(3) by striking out “$4,360,000” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “$4,380,000".

fe) The first sentence of section 3(b)(2) of
the Act of May 8, 1914, ¢.79, 38 Stat. 372, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 343), is further amended
by siriking out “and Guam” and inserting
in lieu thereof “Guam, and the Northern
Mariana Islands™.

(f) Section 10 of the Act of May 8, 1914,
c.79, 38 Stat. 372, as added by section 1fi) of
Public Law 87-749 (76 Stai 745) and as
amended (7 U.S.C. 349), is further amended
to read as follows: "“The term ‘Stale’ means
the States of the Union, Puerlto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, Guam and the Northern
Mariana Islands.”.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the commit-
tee amendments be withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? Without objection, it
is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1804
(Purpose: To make necessary changes to

H.R. 2478, regarding the territories of the

United States)

Mr. SIMPSON., Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf
of Senator WEICKER and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Simp-
son], for Mr., WEICKER, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 1804.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

Strike the text of section 2 and add the
following new text:

“Sgc. 2. A total of up to $4,000,000 of
funds currently reserved for use by the eco-
nomic development loan fund, as estab-
lished under subsection (c) of section 702 of
the Covenant to Establish a Commonwealth
of the Northern Mariana Islands in Political
Union with the United States of America,
approved by Public Law 94-241, may be ex-
pended for capital improvement projects,
provided that such funds become available
for use by the economic development loan
fund and such funds are not obligated for
economic development loans."”.

Strike the text of section 4 and the follow-
ing new text:

“Sec. 4. Effective October 1, 1986, there
are authorized to be appropriated $1,500,000
for grants to the College of the Virgin Is-
lands for projects related to the Eastern
Caribbean Center, to remain available until
expended.”.

In section 8 delete “669g-i” and insert
“669h" in lieu thereof, and at the end of the
bill add the following new sections:

“Sec. 9. (a) Section 506 of the Education
Amendments of 1972, Public Law 92-318 (86
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Stat. 235) is amended by inserting, ‘the
Northern Marianas College’, after ‘the Col-
lege of Micronesia’' in subsection (a).

“(b) Section 5 of the Act of August 30,
1980, c. 841, 26 Stat. 417 (the Second Morill
Act), as added by section 506(¢c) of Public
Law 92-318 (86 Stat. 235) is amended by
striking out ‘and Micronesia, and Guam’
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘Guam, the
Northern Mariana Islands, and the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands (other than
the Northern Mariana Islands)’.

“(e) Subsection (c) of section 1361 of
Public Law 96-374 (94 Stat. 1367) is amend-
ed by striking out ‘American Samoa and in
Micronesia’ and inserting in lieu thereof
‘American Samoa, the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands (other than the Northern Mariana
Islands)’.

“(d) Section 22 of the Act of June 29,
1935, c. 388, 49 Stat. 439, as amended (7
U.S.C. 329) is further amended—

“(1) by striking out ‘and Guam' wherever
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
‘Guam, and the Northern Mariana Islands’;

“(2) by striking out ‘$8,100,000" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘$8,250,000'; and

“(3) by striking out ‘$4,360,000" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof '$4,380,000'.

“(e) The first sentence of section 3(bX2)
of the Act of May 8, 19814, ¢.79, 38 Stat. 372,
as amended (7 U.S.C. 343), is further amend-
ed by striking out ‘and Guam' and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘Guam, and the Northern
Mariana Islands’.

(f) Section 10 of the Act of May 8, 1914,
C.79, 38 Stat. 372, as added by section 1(i) of
Public Law 87-749 (76 Stat. T45) and as
amended (7 U.S.C. 349), is further amended
to read as follows: ‘The term ‘State’ means
the States of the Union, Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, Guam and the Northern
Mariana Islands.'.

“Sec. 10. The Covenant to Establish a
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands in Political Union with the United
States of America approved by Public Law
94-241 (90 Stat. 263) is amended

“(1) in section 703, subsection (a), after
the words, ‘section 702’ add the words ‘and
section 705";

“(2) in section 704, subsection (a), after
the words ‘section 702' add the words ‘and
section 705";

“(3) in section 704, delete subsection (c),
and redesignate subsection (d) as subsection
(c)

“(4) after section 704 add a new section
705, as follows:

“Sgc. T05. Enactment of this section by
the United States Congress and approval by
the President shall constitute a commit-
ment and pledge of the full faith and credit
of the United States for the payment of
$228,000,000 at guaranteed annual amounts
of direct grant assistance for the Govern-
ment of the Northern Mariana Islands for
an additional period of seven fiscal years
after the expiration of the initial seven-year
period specified in section 702, which assist-
ance shall be provided according to the
agreement of the special representatives on
future United States financial assistance for
the Government of the Northern Mariana
Islands, executed July 10, 1985, between the
special representative of the President of
the United States and the special represent-
atives of the Governor of the Northern
Mariana Islands. The islands of Rota and
Tinian shall each receive no less than a %
share and the island of Saipan shall receive
no less than % share of annualized capital
improvement project funds which shall be
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no less than 80 percent of the capital devel-
opment funds identified in the schedule of
payments in paragraph 2 of part II of the
as:leement of the special representatives.”;
an

“(5) in section 1003, subsection (b), delete
‘Article VII, Sections’ and insert in lieu
thereof ‘T01-704,"; redesignate subsection (c¢)
as subsection (d); and add a new subsection
(c) as follows:

“(¢) Section 705 will become effective as of
October 1, 1985.”.

“SEkc. 11. Public Law 96-193 is amended by
adding the following new section at the end
of title III:

“Sec. 306. (a) The Secretary shall provide
an exemption from applicable noise stand-
ards to permit the operation of any noncom-
plying aircraft if the operator is flying such
aircraft between Honolulu or other nations
and points in the United States Pacific terri-
tories or the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands (or successor political entities). No
such noncomplying aircraft shall be allowed
to operate at any other United States air-

ports.

“{b) Nighttime noise restrictions for air-
craft operating pursuant to subsection (a) of
this section shall be inapplicable in Honolu-
lu, the United States Pacific territories and
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands,
(or successor political entities), provided
that the State of Hawaii institutes night-
time noise restrictions for Honolulu Inter-
national Airport, with equal application to
all operators, that are no more restrictive
than the existing restrictions.”.

“Sec. 12. (a) In awarding assistant grants,
consolidated under the provisions of title V
of the Act entitled ‘An act to authorize cer-
tain appropriations for the territories of the
United States, to amend certain acts related
thereto, and for other purposes’, (91 Stat.
1159, as amended), to the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands, American Samoa, Guam,
the Northern Mariana Islands or the Virgin
Islands, the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency may, in his dis-
cretion, adjust or otherwise modify mainte-
nance or level of effort requirements.

“(b) In awarding grants to the Trust Ter-
ritory of the Pacific Islands, American
Samoa, Guam, the Northern Mariana Is-
lands and the Virgin Islands under section
201(gX1) of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.
1251 et seg.), the Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency may waive
limitations regarding grant eligibility for
sewerage facilities and related appurte-
nances, insofar as such limitations relate to
collector sewers, based upon a determina-
tion that applying such limitations could
hinder the alleviation of threats to public
health and water quality. In making such a
determination, the Administrator shall take
into consideration the public health and
water quality benefits to be derived and the
availability of alternate funding sources.
The administrator shall not award grants
under this section for the operation and
maintenance of sewerage facilities, for con-
struction of facilities which are not an es-
sential component of the sewerage facilities,
or any other activities or facilities which are
not concerned with the management of
wastewater to alleviate threats to public
health and water quality.

“Sec. 13. Section 29 of the Organic Act of
Guam (64 Stat. 392) is amended by adding
the following new subsection (c):

“(¢) the Government of Guam may estab-
lish an Office of Public Prosecutor and an
Office of Public Auditor.”.
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“Sec. 14, Section 101(a)(15XD) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1101(aX 15X D)) is amended by inserting ‘(i)'
after (D)’ and by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new clause:

“(ii) and alien crewman serving in good
faith as such in any capacity required for
normal operations and service aboard a fish-

ing vessel having its home port or an operat-
ing base in the United States who intends to

land temporarily in Guam and solely in pur-
suit of his calling as a crewman and depart
from Guam with the vessel on which he ar-
rived. For the purposes of this clause, an
alien crewman shall be considered to have
departed from Guam after leaving the terri-
torial waters of Guam, without regard to
whether the alien arrives in a foreign state
before returning to Guam;”.

“Sec. 15. Subsection 212(1) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182)
is amended as follows:

“(1X1) The requirement of paragraph
(26 B) of subsection (a) of this section may
be waived by the Attorney General, the Sec-
retary of State, and the Secretary of the In-
terior, acting jointly, in the case of an alien
applying for admission as a nonimmigrant
visitor for business or pleasure and solely
for entry into and stay on Guam for a
period not to exceed fifteen days, if the At-
torney General, the Secretary of State, and
the Secretary of the Interior, after consulta-
tion with the Governor of Guam jointly de-
termined that—

“(A) an adequate arrival and departure
control system has been developed on
Guam, and that

“(B) such a waiver does not represent a
threat to the welfare, safety, or security of
the United States, taking into account the
conditions prevailing on, and the location
of, Guam.

“(2) An alien may not be provided a
waiver under this subsection unless the
alien has waived any right—

“(A) to review or appeal under this Act of
an immigration officer's determination as to
the admissibility of the alien at the port of
entry into Guam, or

“(B) to contest, other than on the basis of
an application for asylum, any action for de-
portation against the alien.

“(3) Any personnel employed by the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service in
order to implement the provisions of this
subsection shall not be counted for the pur-
poses of personnel ceilings or other limita-
tions on the number of employees in either
the Immigration and Naturalization Service
or the Department of Justice.

“(4) Assignments of employees of the ter-
ritory of Guam to the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service under section 3374 of
title 5, United States Code, shall not be sub-
ject to the time limitation provided for in
seocglon 3372(a) of title 5, United States
Code.

“(5) The Attorney General is authorized
to accept from the Territory of Guam reim-
bursement for the increased cost of adminis-
tering the Immigration and Nationality Act
resulting from this subsection.

“(6) The Attorney General, after consulta-
tion with the Secretary of State, the Secre-
tary of the Interior, and the Governor of
Guam, shall issue regulations governing the
admission of nonimmigrant aliens pursuant
to the visa waiver authorized by this subsec-
tion.”.

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, on
December 3, of last year I chaired a
hearing in the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources on three legis-
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lative proposals regarding the territo-
ries. Since that time the committee
has reported two of the measures
unanimously, H.R. 2478 and Senate
Joint Resolution 192, and they are
now ready for consideration by the
full Senate. I am pleased to be joined

by my distinguished colleagues, the
chairman and ranking member of the

committee, Senators McCLuRe and
JoHNnsTON, in offering an amendment
to one of these territorial measures,
H.R. 2478. This amendment has five
parts. First, it would replace the text
of section 2 in order to clarify the use
of economic development loan funds
for capital improvement projects in
the Northern Mariana Islands.
Second, it would replace the text of
section 4 to respond to a request from
the College of the Virgin Islands that
the authorization for the Eastern Car-
ibbean Center be shifted from the Sec-
retary of the Interior to the Agency
for International Development. Third,
the amendment would make a techni-
cal change in section 8. Fourth, the
amendment adds a new section to the
bill granting land grant status to the
Northern Mariana College. This new
section is a slight modification of one
of the committee amendments report-
ed with H.R. 2478 and which was con-
sidered and approved by the commit-
tee. Finally, the fifth purpose of this
amendment is to add the provisions of
Senate Joint Resolution 192, as
amended, to the end of H.R. 2478 and
thereby combine the two reported
measures as one.

As combined with Senate Joint Res-
olution 192, H.R. 2478 will have 15
provisions regarding the territories.
Some of these items, such as continu-
ation of financial assistance to the
Northern Mariana Islands, are of criti-
cal importance. Other provisions are
less critical but are important for en-
acting several necessary authoriza-
tions, clarifying amendments and pro-
gram modifications designed to meet
the needs of the U.S. territories of
Guam, the Northern Mariana Islands,
American Samoa, and the Virgin Is-
lands.

I would like to acknowledge the ef-
forts of the members and staff of sev-
eral subcommittees for their coopera-
tion and assistance in developing these
provisions. These subcommittees are:
the Subcommittee on Aviation, the
Subcommittee on Environmental Pol-
lution, the Subcommittee on Western
Hemisphere Affairs, the Subcommit-
tee on Immigration and Refugee
Policy and the Subcommittee on Edu-
cation, Arts and Humanities. I have
prepared a section-by-section analysis
of the 15 provisions, as amended. I
urge my colleagues to join with us in
adoption of this amendment and in
passage of H.R. 2478.

I ask unanimous consent that the
section-by-section analysis be printed
in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the sec-
tion-by-section analysis was ordered to
be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

Section 1 would amend section 12 of the
Revised Organic Act of the Virgin Islands to
grant the people of the Virgin Islands the
authority to make law by initiative and to
recall elected officials., A similar provision
had been included in the territorial consti-
tution which was defeated in a local referen-
dum (although the initiative and recall pro-
visions were not controversial). Section 101
of Public Law 97-357 provided similar au-
thority to the people of Guam.

Section 2 would authorize the Govern-
ment of the Northern Mariana Islands
(NMI) to expend unspent economic develop-
ment loan funds for capital improvements
projects. Section T02(c) of the Covenant be-
tween the United States and NMI, Public
Law 94-241, provided a total of $23 million
over 7 years for funding of economic devel-
opment loans, an amount which NMI offi-
cials believe is greater than is needed. At
the same time, there is an acute need for
basic improvements to the islands’ infra-
structure. The provisions would permit the
transfer of already appropriated funds to
higher priority needs. It is intended that
only funds which are not obligated for loans
by the Fund managers shall be available to
be transferred. Further, it is not intended
for this authority to be open-ended, the lan-
guage specifically limits the total of the
fiunds which may be transferred to $4 mil-

on.

Section 3 would amend section 4(a) of
Public Law 88-183 to grant the Virgin Is-
lands, Guam and American Samoa full civil
and criminal concurrent jurisdiction with
the United States over Federal property in
these territories to the extent that local
laws do not conflict with Federal laws.
Public Law 88-183 granted territorial gov-
ernments concurrent jurisdiction over “par-
ties found, acts performed and offenses
committed” on Federal property. It was in-
tended to be a general grant of concurrent
jurisdiction. However, a Federal court in the
Virgin Islands last year cast doubt on this
by ruling that a local access law could not
be enforced on Federally-owned Water
Island (Water Isle Hotel and Beach Club
Ltd. vs. Kon Tiki, St. Thomas, Inc. Civil No.
1983-284 Dist. Court V.I. March 27, 1984).

Section 4 would authorize $1.5 million in
multi-year funding for the Eastern Caribbe-
an Center which was proposed in the Presi-
dent's Caribbean Basin Initiative. The
Center is to promote Caribbean regional de-
velopment through cooperative technical as-
sistance programs. The Center was estab-
lished at the College of the Virgin Islands in
1985 under an authorization to the Secre-
tary of the Interior. Since that time, the
College of the Virgin Islands has requested
that the authorization be shifted to the
United States Agency for International De-
velopment (USAID). This section provides
for a general authorization which does not
specify the USIA. However, there is an in-
formal agreement that the USIA is the ap-
propriate agency to administer this authori-
zation. It is anticipated that the House of
Representatives will develop more specific
language describing this authorization and
will amend this section during House consid-
eration.

Section 5 would amend section 29(b) of
the Organic Act of Guam, which assigns the
authority to organize the Guam education
system, by replacing the word “Governor"
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with “Government of Guam”. The Guam
Board of Education and the Legislature of
Guam have requested that this change be
made, However, the Governor opposes the
change which would allow for an increase in
the number of Guam officials Involved in

education policy. It is the intention of the
Committee that the Government of Guam,
not the U.S. Congress, shall determine how
to allocate the authority to organize the
Guam education system. This provision does
not preclude delegation of this authority to
the Governor under local law nor does it re-
guire that there be any changes to the cur-
rent organization of the education system.

Section 6 would direct the Secretary of
the Interior to develop options for the
future status of Water Island and report to
Congress by the beginning of the 100th
Congress. This 500 acre island in St.
Thomas Harbor is owned by the Federal
government and has been leased to a hotel
operator since 1952, The lease expires in
1992. Two issues which are of particular
concern and underscore the need for this
report are: one, that the current lease re-
quires full payment to the leaseholder for
all improvements if the lease is not renewed;
and two, Public Law 96-205 bars any change
in the lease without Congressional approval.
Options must be developed for Congression-
al consideration before the Secretary of the
Interior can begin negotiations with the
leaseholder on future status.

Section T would amend section 901 of the
Justice Assistance Act, Public Law 98-473 to
make American Samoa, Guam and the
Northern Mariana Islands eligible to receive
grants as a single state. Because of their rel-
atively small size, Guam would be eligible
for one-half of a state allocation, American
Samoa a one-third share and NMI a one-
sixth share. This assistance has been sought
by the Pacific territories to help cope with
growing crime problems.

Section 8 would make the territories eligi-
ble to participate in the Hunter Safety Pro-
gram of the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restora-
tion Act of 1937. The provision would
amend the law to allocate one-sixth of 1
percent of the program's funds to each of
the four smaller territories. Puerto Rico is
already eligible.

Section 9 extends program eligibility for
the Land Grant College Program to the Col-
lege of the Northern Mariana Islands. Be-
cause of the small size of the College of the
Northern Mariana Islands, this provision
does not authorize the college for the $3
million endowment which has usually been
included in the extension of program eligi-
bility. It is intended that the college be eligi-
ble for all program grants and benefits ex-
tended to other member colleges except for
the endowment.

Section 10 would implement the agree-
ment of the Special Representatives on the
Future United States Financial Assistance
for the Northern Mariana Islands which
modifies the conditions for financial assist-
ance to the islands. In 1976, Congress ap-
proved a Covenant to Establish a Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands
(CNMI) in Political Union with the United
States (Public Law 94-241). Article VII of
this Covenant pledges the full faith and
credit of the United States to seven years of
financial support to the CNMI for its oper-
ations and economic development.

Section 902 of the Covenant requires that
special representatives of the United States
and CNMI meet at least 1 year prior to the
expiration of the period of financial assist-
ance to consider and make recommenda-
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tions regarding future multiyear financial
assistance. Section 704(d) of the Covenant
provides that the level of payments will con-
tinue until Congress appropriates a differ-
ent amount or “otherwise provides by law.”
Having met, on July 10, 1985, the Special
Representatives on Future United States Fi-
nancial Assistance for the CNMI reached an
agreement on funding for the next seven
year period.

Upon enactment of Section 10, this agree-
ment will provide the framework for the
U.S. financial assistance to the CNMI for
the second 7-year period, fiscal years 1986
through 1992. It would provide $228 million
over the next T-years for three general ac-
tivities; $100.5 million for Government oper-
ations; $126 million for capital development,
and $1.5 million for special programs.

Section 11 would amend title III of Public
Law 96-193 to provide an exemption from
aircraft noise standards for aircraft flying
between Honolulu, Hawaii, or other nations,
and the United States Pacific territories or
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
(or successor political entities). The section
would further provide that the State of
Hawaii shall be authorized to institute
nighttime noise restrictions for Honolulu
airport which would be no more restrictive
than those which currently apply. The
intent of this provision is to increase air
service in these insular areas where it is es-
sential for economic and social development.
The current restrictions were developed in
response to a noise problem which is mini-
mal in the territories because aircraft oper-
ate over water. In addition, the region’s two
largest airports, in Guam and Honolulu, are
also used by military aircraft which do not
need to meet the noise restrictions. The
high cost of compliance with the noise re-
strictions has resulted in more harm than
benefit to these islands. The cost, generally
over $2 million per aircraft, has discouraged
operators from serving these markets or it
has forced them to cease operations alto-
gether. Although the exemption in Honolu-
lu is more limited, to daytime flights, it is
necessary to include Honolulu in order to
assure that there is an opportunity for mail,
freight and passenger service to the United
States to develop adequately.

Section 12 would provide flexibility to the
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA) to modify certain water
quality grant requirements and limitations
which he may determine are not appropri-
ate to conditions in the territories. For ex-
ample, water and power service, on which
water treatment facilities depend, are gener-
ally less developed and reliable in the terri-
tories than in mainland areas. As a result,
the territories have lagged behind mainland
areas in meeting eligibility requirements
and in taking advantage of water quality
grants. Because these grants are now being
phased-out, the territories may lose the op-
portunity to take full advantage of the
grants despite a significant threat to public
health and water quality. It is intended that
the Administrator of the EPA will use the
flexibility granted by this provision to waive
requirements, including time limitations on
grants, to alleviate threats to the public
health and quality, and to encourage the de-
velopment of water treatment facilities. The
provision would allow Federal funds to be
used for the construction of sewage collec-
tion systems to receive sewage from house-
hold connections and transport it to inter-
ceptor or trunk sewers, provided the re-
quired findings related to threats to public
health are made. The Clean Water Act does
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not permit use of Federal funds for the in-
stallation of house connector lines to sewage
collection systems.

Section 13 would add a new paragraph (c)

to section 29 of the Organic Act of Guam,
authorizing the Government of Guam to es-

tablish independent offices for Prosecutor
and Auditor, It is intended that the Govern-
ment of Guam, not the U.S. Congress, shall
determine how to allocate the authority to
establish and organize each of these two
separate offices. This provision does not
preclude delegation of this authority to the
Governor under local law nor does it require
that there be any changes to the current or-
ganization of these offices.

Section 14 would amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to correct an inconsist-
ency in the immigration law which allows
alien crewmen on foreign vessels to enter
Guam for shore leave while denying the
same alien crewmen entry to Guam if they
work on U.S.-registered vessels. This dis-
criminatory treatment favoring foreign ves-
sels has resulted in severe morale problems
on U.S. vessels and, in one case, led to vio-
lence when immigration officers attempted
to enforce the law. This section is intended
to alleviate this problem. Aliens otherwise
admissible as crewmen under Section
101(a)(15XD) of the Act would be able to pe-
riodically come into Guam on the fishing
vessel on which they are serving and be ad-
missible as “D" crewmen, without the neces-
sity of first entering a foreign country
before returning to the United States.

Section 15 would amend subsection 212(1)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act
which was enacted by Congress in 1984
(Public Law 98-454) to provide for a limited
15-day visa waiver for visitors to Guam. The
unique conditions prevailing on Guam and
its isolated location provide sufficient safe-
guards for the welfare, safety and security
of the United States to justify a broad appli-
cation of the visa waiver system. Guam’'s
isolation as an island in the Pacific Ocean
easily allows for the restriction of visa
waiver recipients to the Territory thereby
preventing them from traveling onward to
Hawaili and the mainland. Guam’s small
area and its relatively small population
ensure that any nonimmigrants who over-
stay the visa waiver period of fifteen days
can be quickly located and removed. The
waiver of remedies provision contained in
this legislation also ensures that there will
be little if any administrative cost attributa-
ble to appeals of entry denials to visa waiver
applicants. Given the inherent protections
which Guam offers the welfare, safety and
security of the United States the visa waiver
system should be liberally applied to a
broad range of countries. In particular, the
visa denial rates through 16% for the pre-
ceding calendar year, including but not lim-
ited to South Korea and Taiwan. It is in-
tended that the visa waiver program should
initially be given wide application. If threats
to the welfare, safety or security of the
United States develop those threats should
be dealt with on a country by country basis.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
move adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill is before the Senate and open to
further amendment. If there be no

(No. 1804) was
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further amendment to be proposed,
the question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill (H.R. 2478), as amended,
was ordered to be engrossed for a third
reading, was read the third time, and
passed.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the bill was passed.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
would like to inquire of the Democrat-
ic leader if he is in a position to consid-
er the nomination of Robert J. Bryan,
of Washington, to be U.S. district
judge for the western district of Wash-
ington.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, that nom-
ination has been cleared on this side of
the aisle. We are ready to proceed.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider the
nomination of Robert J. Bryan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

THE JUDICIARY

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of Robert J. Bryan, of
Washington, to be U.S. district judge
for the western district of Washing-
ton.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, Sena-
tor Evans and I are delighted to have
this nomination of Judge Bryan before
the Senate for two reasons. The first
is that this specific position in the
western district of Washington was
created because of an immense need
for an additional judge, especially in
the southern division of that district.

Even more important, however, is
the fact that Senator Evans and I
have an immense delight in having
had the President nominate a candi-
date of such impeccable qualifications.

Robert Bryan first became a
member of the bench when he was ap-
pointed to the superior court for
Kitsap County in 1967 by the then
Governor of the State of Washington,
who sits on the other side of Judge
Bryan right now.

He served for 17 years until his re-
tirement from that position in 1984.
Lawyer evaluation polls in the State of
Washington ranked him either at the
top or right at the top of all of the su-
perior court judges in the State almost
from the beginning of his career on
the bench.

He was overwhelmingly character-
ized as excellent in each area of review
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in the way judges are reviewed there—
legal ability, judicial temperament,
availability, integrity, hard work, and
the like—precisely the kind of person
we need in our courts.

For the last 2 years, he has had a re-
fresher in what it is like in the private
sector in one of the most distinguished
law firms in Seattle. His personal cre-
dentials match those of his profession-
al credentials. He has given freely of
his time not only to the legal commu-
nity in the State of Washington, but
to many other worthy causes as well.

I may say in passing, Mr. President,
that at his nomination hearing before
the Senate Judiciary Committee, I
commented on physical similarities be-
tween Judge Bryan and our distin-
guished senior Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. BrabpLEY]. Judge Bryan
was also at one time an outstanding
basketball player.

Like our great colleague, he maybe
cannot get quite so far off the floor
now as he could at that time, but it is
simply another illustration of his suc-
cess and of a background which is so
broad and includes so many important
positions as to make him overwhelm-
ingly qualified for this position.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the nomination was confirmed.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President
be immediately notified that the
Senate has given its consent to this
nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now resume legislative session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

PERMISSION FOR THE COMMIT-
TEE ON BANKING, HOUSING,
AND URBAN AFFAIRS TO IN-
TRODUCE LEGISLATION

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs, under the jurisdiction of Sena-
tor GArRN have 30 minutes after the
Senate adjourns this evening in order
to introduce a bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

April 2}, 1986

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESI-
DENT RECEIVED DURING
RECESS

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of January 3, 1985, the Sec-
retary of the Senate, on April 23, 1986,
during the recess of the Senate, re-
ceived a message from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations and a withdrawal; which
were referred to the appropriate com-
mittees.

(The nominations and withdrawal
received on April 23, 1986, are printed
at the end of the Senate proceedings.)

MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Ms. Sara Currence
Emerry, special assistant to the execu-
tive clerk of the White House, one of
his secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES
REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presid-
ing Officer laid before the Senate mes-
sages from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropri-
ate committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

STRUCTURE AND STRENGTH OF
THE DEFENSE ESTABLISH-
MENT—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT—PM 138

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid
before the Senate the following mes-
sage from the President of the United
States; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services:

To the Congress of the United States:

On February 26, I spoke to the
American people of my highest duty
as President—to preserve peace and
defend the United States. I outlined
the objectives on which our defense
program has rested. We have been
firmly committed to rebuilding Ameri-
ca’s strength, to meeting new chal-
lenges to our security, and to reducing
the danger of nuclear war. We have
also been dedicated to pursuing and
implementing defense reforms wherev-
er necessary for greater efficiency or
military effectiveness.

With these objectives in mind, I ad-
dress the Congress on a subject of cen-
tral importance to all Americans—the
future structure and organization of
our defense establishment.

Extensive study by the Armed Serv-
ices Committees of the Senate and the
House of Representatives has pro-
duced numerous proposals for far-
reaching changes in the structure of
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the Department of Defense, including
the organization of our senior military
leadership. These proposals, sponsored
by members with wide knowledge and
experience in defense matters, are now
pending before the Congress.

In addition, a few weeks ago I en-
dorsed the recommendations of the bi-
partisan President’s Blue Ribbon Com-
mission on Defense Management,
chaired by David Packard, for improv-
ing overall defense management in-
cluding the crucial areas of national
security planning, organization, and
command.

For more effective direction of our
national security establishment and
better coordination of our Armed
Forces, I consider some of these pro-
posals to be highly desirable, and I
have recently taken the administrative
steps necessary to implement these
improvements. In this message, I wish
to focus on the essential legislative
steps that the Congress must take for
these improvements to be fully imple-
mented.

Together, the work of the Packard
Commission and the Congress repre-
sents certainly the most comprehen-
sive review of the Department of De-
fense in over a generation. Their work
has been the focus of an historic
effort to help chart the course we
should follow now and into a new cen-
tury. While we will continue to refine
and improve our defense establish-
ment in the future, it will be many
yvears before changes of this scope are
again considered. Given these unique
circumstances, I concluded that my
views as President and Commander in
Chief should be laid before the Con-
gress prior to the completion of legis-
lative action.

EXECUTIVE AND LEGISLATIVE RESPONSIBILITIES

In forwarding this message, I am
cognizant of the important role of the
Congress in providing for our national
defense. We must work together in
this endeavor. However, any changes
in statute must not infringe on the
constitutionally protected responsibil-
ities of the President as Commander
in Chief. Any Legislation in which the
issues of Legislative and Executive re-
sponsibilities are confused would be
constitutionally suspect and would not
meet with my approval.

My views concerning legislation on
defense reorganization now pending in
the House and Senate reflect a rea-
soned and open-minded approach to
the issues, while maintaining a close
watch on the constitutional responsi-
bilities and prerogatives of the Presi-
dency. While I had considered for-
warding a separate bill to the Con-
gress, I concluded that this was not
necessary since many of the legislative
recommendations of the Packard Com-
mission are already pending in one or
more Dbills. However, additional
changes in law are also proposed in
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those other bills, and such changes
must be carefully weighed.

Certain changes in the law are nec-
essary to accomplish the objectives we
seek. Among these are the designation
of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff as the principal military adviser
to the President, the Secretary of De-
fense, and the National Security Coun-
cil, and the Chairman’s exclusive con-
trol over the Joint Staff; the creation
of a new Vice Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff; and the creation of a
new Level II position of Under Secre-
tary of Defense for Acquisition.

Other proposed changes in law are,
in my judgment, not required. It is not
necessary to place in law those aspects
of defense organization that can be ac-
complished through executive action.
Nevertheless, if such changes are rec-
ommended by the Congress, I will
carefully consider them, provided they
are consistent with current policy and
practice and do not infringe upon the
authority or reduce the flexibility of
the President or the Secretary of De-
fense.

GENERAL PRINCIPLES

The organization of our present-day
defense establishment reflects a series
of important reforms following World
War II. These reforms were based
upon the harsh lessons of global war
and were hastened by the new military
responsibilities and threats facing our
Nation. They culminated in 1958 with
the reorganization of the Department
of Defense under President Eisenhow-
er.

President Eisenhower’'s experience
of high military command has few
parallels among Presidents since
George Washington. The basic struc-
ture for defense that he laid down in
1958 has served the Nation well for
over 25 years. The principles that gov-
erned his reorganization proposals are
few but fundamental. They are of un-
diminished importance today.

First, the proper functioning of our
defense establishment depends upon
civilian authority that is unimpaired
and capable of strong executive action.

As civilian head of the Department,
the Secretary of Defense must have
the necessary latitude to shape oper-
ational commands, to establish clear
command channels, to organize his
Office and Department of Defense
agencies, and to oversee the adminis-
trative, training, logistics, and other
functions of the military departments.

Second, if our defense program is to
achieve maximum effectiveness, it
must be genuinely unified.

A basis theme of defense reorganiza-
tion efforts since World War II has
been to preserve the valuable aspects
of our traditional service framework
while nonetheless achieving the united
effort that is indispensable for our na-
tional security. President Eisenhower
counseled that separate “service re-
sponsibilities and activities must
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always be only the branches, not the
central trunk of the national security
tree.”

Unified effort is not only a prerequi-
site for successful command of mili-
tary operations during wartime, today,
it is also indispensable for strategic
planning and for the effective direc-
tion of our defense program in peace-
time. The organization of our senior
military leadership must facilitate this
unified effort. The highest quality
military advice must be available to
the President and the Secretary of De-
fense on a continuing basis. This must
include a clear, single, integrated mili-
tary point of view. Yet, at the same
time, it must not exclude well-rea-
soned alternatives.

Third, the character of our defenses
must keep pace with rapid changes in
the military challenges we face.

President Eisenhower observed a
revolution taking place in the tech-
niques of warfare. Advancing technol-
ogy, and the need to maintain a vital
deterrent, continually test our ability
to introduce new weapons into our
armed forces efficiently and economi-
cally. It is increasingly critical that
our forces be able to respond in a
timely way to a wide variety of poten-
tial situations. These range across a
spectrum from full mobilization and
deployment in case of general war, to
the discriminating use of force in spe-
cial operations. To respond successful-
ly to these changing circumstances
and requirements, our defense organi-
zation must be highly adaptable.

Where the roles and responsibilities
of each component of our defense es-
tablishment are necessarily placed in
law, they must be clear and unambig-
uous, but not so constrained or de-
tailed as to impair operational flexibil-
ity or the common sense of those in
positions of responsibility. Laws must
not be written in response to the
strengths and weaknesses of individ-
uals who now serve. Instead, they
should establish sound, fundamental
relationships among and between civil-
ian and military authorities, relation-
ships that reflect the proper balance
between our traditions and heritage
and the practical considerations
unique to military matters.

SPECIAL RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE
PRESIDENT AND CERTAIN SUBORDINATES

I noted earlier that President Eisen-
hower brought to his Presidency a
unique perspective and unprecedented
military experience. Few Presidents
have come into this office as well pre-
pared as he to assume the responsibil-
ities of Commander in Chief. This fact
places a heavy burden on our defense
establishment and requires the contin-
ued development of key institutions
and relationships that constitute the
framework of our current organiza-
tion.
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It has been my experience that
within this framework there is a spe-
cial relationship between the Presi-
dent, the Secretary of Defense, and
the Combatant Commanders. In pro-
viding for the timely and effective use
of the armed forces in support of our
foreign policy, our entire defense es-
tablishment is focused on supporting
this special relationship and making it
as effective as possible. All other as-
pects of our defense organization must
be subordinate to this purpose.

The Secretary of Defense. In particu-
lar, the law places broad authority and
heavy responsibilities on the Secretary
of Defense. The Secretary, in his re-
sponsibility as head of the defense es-
tablishment and in executing the di-
rectives of the Commander in Chief,
embodies the concept of civilian con-
trol. No one but the President of the
United States and the Secretary of De-
fense is empowered with command au-
thority over the armed forces. In man-
aging the Department of Defense the
Secretary must retain the authority
and flexibility necessary to fulfill
these broad responsibilities.

Thus, where the Congress seeks stat-
utory changes that would affect the
Secretary of Defense, I will apply the
following criteria:

—1I will support efforts to strengthen
the authority of the Secretary of
Defense if there are areas in the
law where his current authority is
not sufficiently clear.

—The Secretary’'s authority should
be delegated as he sees fit, and
such delegation should never be
mandated in the law apart from
his concurrence and approval.

—The strengthening of other offices
or components of the defense es-
tablishment should never be, nor
appear to be, at the expense of the
authority of the Secretary of De-
fense.

The Combatant Commanders. The
Unified and Specified Commanders
are the individuals in whom the Amer-
ican people and our defense establish-
ment place warfighting responsibil-
ities. The Secretary and I consult the
Combatant Commanders for their
joint and operational points of view in
determining how our military forces
should be used and in determining our
military requirements for important
geographic and functional areas. Their
successes in any future conflict would
depend in large measure on how well
we plan for their needs in today's de-
fense budgets.

With this in mind, the Secretary ini-
tiated regular meetings with the Com-
batant Commanders and has provided
them greater access to the Depart-
ment’s internal budget process. In ad-
dition, I am implementing the recom-
mendations of the Packard Commis-
sion to improve the channel of com-
munications between the President,
the Secretary, and the Combatant
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Commanders; to provide broader au-
thority to those Commanders to struc-
ture their subordinate commands; to
provide options in the organizational
structure of Combatant Commands
for the shortest possible chains of
command consistent with proper su-
pervision and support; and to provide

for flexibility where issues or situa-
tions overlap the current geographical

boundaries of the Combatant Com-
mands.

These changes reflect an evolution-
ary and positive trend towards
strengthening the role of the oper-
ational commanders within the de-
fense establishment. While I hope and
expect this trend will continue, it is
not necessary that these efforts be
mandated in the law. If the Congress
wishes to elaborate on the current law,
there are several important issues that
should be considered:

—In organizing our forces to maxi-

mize their combat potential under
a variety of circumstances, the
President and Secretary of De-
fense must retain the authority for
establishing Combatant Com-
mands; for prescribing their force
structure; and for oversight of the
assignment of forces by the Mili-
tary Departments. To be effective,
this authority requires broad lati-
tude and flexibility and calls for a
minimum amount of statutory con-
straint. Restrictions in the law
that prohibit the establishment of
certain command arrangements
should be repealed. My authority
as Commander in Chief is suffi-
cient to deal with any necessary
command arrangements or adjust-
ments in the assignment of forces
that unforeseen -circumstances
could require.

—In moving to strengthen the role
of the Combatant Commanders we
must establish an appropriate bal-
ance between enhancing their in-
fluence in resource allocation and
maintaining their focus on joint
training and operational planning.
The Combatant Commanders must
have sufficient authority and in-
fluence to accomplish their mis-
sion, within the constraints neces-
sarily established by the Secretary,
without being burdened with ad-
ministrative responsibilities that
detract from their primary role as
operational commanders.

—Finally, we must not legislate de-
partmental procedures. The
changes I have initiated concern-
ing the defense planning and budg-
eting process provide for the fur-
ther development of the role of
the Combatant Commanders. It is
neither necessary nor appropriate
for the Department’s internal re-
source allocation process to be de-
fined in law. The establishment
and evolution of such procedures
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must remain the prerogative of the
Secretary of Defense.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. In the relationship between the
President, the Secretary of Defense,
and the Combatant Commanders,
there is a special role for the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The
Chairman ranks above all other offi-
cers and devotes all of his time to joint
issues. I deal with him or his repre-
sentative on a regular basis and he
serves as the primary contact for the
Secretary and me on operational mili-
tary matters. As a matter of practice,
the Chairman also functions within
the chain of command by transmitting
to the Combatant Commanders those
orders I give to the Secretary. Under
the directive I recently signed to im-
plement the recommendations of the
Packard Commission, this practice will
be broadened and strengthened.

In this regard, I have concluded that
the Chairman’s unique position and
responsibilities are important enough
to be set apart and established in law,
and that he should be supported by a
military staff responsive to his own
needs and those of the President and
the Secretary of Defense. In reaching
this judgment I have carefully
weighed the view that concentration
of additional responsibility in the
Chairman could limit the range of
advice provided to me and the Secre-
tary, or somehow undermine the con-
cept of civilian control. While this con-
cern is understandable, it does not
apply to the structural changes I
would endorse. Since the Chairman
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff will con-
tinue to function together as military
advisers and the Secretary’s military
staff, and the Chairman will continue
to report directly to the President and
the Secretary of Defense, none of the
new responsibilities of the Chairman
that I propose would diminish the au-
thority or control of the Secretary of
Defense. Accordingly, I support legis-
lation that will accomplish the follow-
ing objectives:

—Designate the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff as the princi-
pal uniformed military adviser to
the President, the National Securi-
ty Council, and the Secretary of
Defense;

—Place the Organization of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Joint
Staff under the exclusive direction
of the Chairman, to perform such
duties as he prescribes to support
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and re-
spond to the President and the
Secretary of Defense; and

—Create the new position of Vice
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and make the Vice Chairman
a member of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff.

While recognizing and providing for

the special role of the Chairman in
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the law, the basic structure of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff should be re-
tained. The advantages and disadvan-
tages of the current system, in which
the Chiefs of the Services provide
advice concerning both their military
Service and joint issues, have been de-
bated for many years and are well
known. I believe that certain disadvan-
tages will be remedied by a stronger
Chairman without sacrificing the ad-
vantages of the current system. I find
that the Chiefs of the Services are
highly knowledgeable regarding par-
ticular military capabilities. And, just
as important, joint military perspec-
tives on both resource allocation and
operations, developed under the
Chairman’s leadership, must be
upheld and supported at the highest
levels of the Military Departments.

For these reasons, as we take the ap-
propriate steps to strengthen the role
gﬁ tgne Chairman, the law must ensure

at:

—The Service Chiefs remain mem-
bers of the Joint Chiefs of Staff;
and that, in addition to the views
of the Chairman, the President is
also provided with the views of
other members of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff.

—In addition, in creating the new
position of Vice Chairman, the law
must provide flexibility for the
President and Secretary of De-
fense to determine who shall serve
as Acting Chairman in the Chair-
man’s absence.

In our efforts to strengthen the abil-
ity of the Chairman and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff to be responsive to the
civilian leadership, we must also make
certain that the military establish-
ment does not become embroiled in
political matters. The role of the
Chairman and other members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff is strictly adviso-
ry in nature and, with the armed
forces as a whole, they serve the
American people with great fidelity
and dedication. In my view, changes in
the tenure of the Chairman or other
senior officers that are tied to the ci-
vilian electoral process would endan-
ger this heritage. I oppose any bill
whose provisions would have the
effect of politicizing the military es-
tablishment.

ACQUISITION REFORM

The Packard Commission has point-
ed out what we all know to be true:
that our historic ups and downs in de-
fense spending have cost us dearly
over the long term. For many years
there has been chronic instability in
both top-line funding and individual
programs. This has eliminated key
economies of scale, stretched out pro-
grams, and discouraged defense con-
tractors from making the long-term in-
vestments required to improve produc-
tivity. To end this costly cycle, we
must find ways to provide the stability
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that will allow the genius of American
ingenuity and productivity to flourish.

We also know that Federal law gov-
erning procurement has become over-
whelmingly complex. Each new stat-
ute adopted by the Congress has
spawned more administrative regula-
tion. As laws and regulations have pro-
liferated, defense acquisition has
become ever more bureaucratic and
encumbered by overstaffed and unpro-
ductive layers of management. We
must both add and subtract from the
body of law that governs Federal pro-
curement, cutting through red tape
and replacing it with sound business
practices, innovation, and plain
common sense.

The procurement reforms I have
begun within the Executive branch
cannot reach their full potential with-
out the support of the Congress. We
must work together in this critical
period, where so many agree that our
approach to defense procurement in
both the Executive and Legislative
branches is in need of repair. However,
in moving forward to implement
needed reforms, I urge the Congress to
show restraint in the use of more legis-
lation as a solution to our current
problems.

The Commission identified the need
for a full-time defense acquisition ex-
ecutive with a solid industrial back-
ground. This executive would set over-
all policy for procurement and re-
search and development, supervise the
performance of the entire acgquisition
system, and establish policy for the
oversight of defense contractors. I
concur with this recommendation.

—The Congress should create by

statute the new Level II position of
Under Secretary of Defense for Ac-
quisition through the authoriza-
tion of an additional Level II ap-
pointment in the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense.

Beyond this initiative, however, fur-
ther change to the acquisition organi-
zation of the Department of Defense
should be left to the Executive
branch. The procurement reforms I
have recently set in motion are funda-
mental and far-reaching and should be
allowed to proceed without the burden
of further piecemeal changes. I call on
the Congress to demonstrate restraint
in two particular areas:

—First, with the

exception of
changes to procurement of anti-
fraud laws I have already en-
dorsed, we should refrain from fur-
ther action to add new procure-
ment laws to our statutes pending
the complete review of all Federal

statutes governing procurement
that I have recently directed. The
vast body of procurement law that
now exists must be simplified, con-
solidated, and made responsive to
our national security needs.

—And second, we should take no fur-
ther action to add new laws that

8681

would restrict the authority of the
Secretary of Defense to hire and
retain the high quality of person-
nel needed to administer the De-
partment of Defense’s acquisition
program.

If citizens from the private sector
who participate in the conduct of gov-
ernment are unfairly prohibited from
returning to their livelihood, it will
not be just their willingness to serve
that will suffer. The Nation will suffer
as well. I will later report to the Con-
gress on steps I am taking or that I
propose the Congress take in these
areas. And I will also review and
report on the accountability of the de-
fense industry to the Department of
Defense, and to the American people.
This review will address the ethics of
the industry, the Department of De-
fense's oversight responsibility, and
the role of the Department’s Inspector
General. I urge the Congress not to
act in these important areas until it
has had an opportunity to review my
report.

While the Department of Defense
and Executive branch are focused on
implementing the details of these re-
forms, I urge the Congress to focus its
attention on the structural and proce-
dural reforms that are also essential
for the stability we seek.

Two-year defense budgets are an es-
sential step toward stability. I urge the
Congress to develop internal proce-
dures for the authorization and appro-
priation of defense budgets on a bien-
nial basis, beginning with the F'Y 1988
budget. My FY 1988 defense budget
will be structured with this in mind.

The Congress should encourage the
use of multivear procurement where
appropriate on a significantly broader
scale. Multiyear procurement is a
strong force for stability and efficien-
cy. We have already saved billions of
dollars through multiyear procure-
ment and have never broken a con-
tract or suffered a single loss to date.
We want to continue and expand our
efforts in this important area.

Milestone funding of research and
development programs is also a form
of multiyear contracting. I will work
with the Congress to select appropri-
ate programs to be base-lined in cost
over a multiyear period so that these
programs can be funded in an orderly
and stable fashion. If we know what
we want to accomplish, we can set a
proper ceiling on costs and manage
our program within those costs. I urge
the Congress to support milestone
funding and the base-lining concept of
placing a ceiling on research and de-
velopment costs.

Finally, there are some forty differ-
ent committees or subcommittees that
claim jurisdiction over some aspect of
the defense program. This fragmented
oversight process is a source of confu-
sion, and it impedes the cooperation
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between the Congress and the Execu-
tive branch so necessary to effective
defense management. I urge the Con-
gress to return to a more orderly proc-
ess involving only a few key commit-
tees to oversee the defense program.
Only with such reform can we achieve
the full benefits of those changes now
underway within the Department of
Defense.

Working together, we have accom-
plished a great deal over the past five
years, Yet there is more to be done.
This effort represents a new beginning
for our defense establishment. When
these reforms have been achieved we
will have:

—Developed a rational process for
the Congress and the President to
reach enduring agreement on na-
tional military strategy, the forces
to carry it out, and the stable
levels of funding that should be
provided for defense;

—strengthened the ability of the
military establishment to provide
timely and integrated military
advice to civilian leadership;

—improved the efficiency of the de-
fense procurement system and
made it more responsive to future
threats and technological needs;
and

—reestablished the bipartisan con-
sensus for a strong national de-
fense.

The Packard Commission has

charted a three-part course for im-
proving our Nation’s defense establish-

ment. I have already directed imple-

mentation of its recommendations
where. that can be accomplished
through Executive action. In this mes-
sage, I ask that the Congress enact
certain changes in law that will fur-
ther improve the organization and op-
eration of the Department of Defense.
Now, the remaining requirement for
reform lies within the Congress itself.

I began this message by emphasizing
the important role of Congress in our
defense establishment. In the organi-
zational changes we now address, the
Congress should be commended for
fulfilling its broad responsibility to
make laws to organize and govern the
armed forces. However, with respect to
the changes we must consider in the
areas of budget, resource allocation,
and procurement, the future is much
less certain. To establish the stability
essential for the successful and effi-
cient management of our defense pro-
gram, the Congress must be more
firmly committed to its constitutional
obligations to raise and support the
armed forces.

Within the limits of my authority as
President, I will continue to improve
and refine the national security appa-
ratus within the Executive branch.
And I will support any further
changes in procedures, regulations, or
statutes, that would improve the long-
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term stability, effectiveness, and effi-
ciency of our defense effort.

In having fully committed ourselves
to implementing the Packard Commis-
sion’s recommendations, this Adminis-
tration has overcome the difficult bu-
reaucratic terrain that has stood in
the path of previous efforts. Now, we
face a broad ocean of necessary con-
gressional reforms in which the cur-
rents of politics and jurisdiction are
equally treacherous. We must not stop
at the water’s edge.

Only meaningful congressional
reform can complete our efforts to
strengthen the defense establishment
and develop a rational and stable
budget process—a process that pro-
vides effectively and efficiently for
America’'s security over the long haul.

With a spirit of cooperation and bi-
partisanship, confident that we can
rise to this occasion, I stand ready to
work with the Congress and meet the
challenge ahead.

RONALD REAGAN.

THE WHITE HOUSE, April 24, 1986.

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE
ACTION AGENCY—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT—PM 139

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid
before the Senate the following mes-
sage from the President of the United
States, transmitting, together with an
accompanying report; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with Section 407 of
the Domestic Volunteer Services Act
of 1973, as amended (42 U.S.C. 5047), I
transmit herewith the Annual Report
of the ACTION Agency for Fiscal
Year 1985.

RONALD REAGAN.

THE WHITE HOUSE, April 24, 1986.

MESSAGES FROM THF HOUSE

At 12:57 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bills, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 1116, An act to implement certain
recommendations made pursuant to Public
Law 88-360; and

H.R. 4420. An act to amend title 10,
United States Code, to revise the retirement
system for new members of the uniformed
services, and for other purposes.

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bill was read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 4420. An act to amend title 10,
United States Code, to revise the retirement
system for new members of the uniformed
services, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services,
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The following was ordered held at
the desk by unanimous consent until
the close of business Monday, April 28,
1986:

H.R. 1116. An act to implement certain
recommendations made pursuant to Public
Law 98-360.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and
documents, which were referred as in-
dicated:

EC-3034. A communication from the
Chief, Program Liaison Division, Depart-
ment of the Air Force, transmitting pursu-
ant to law, a report on Experimental, Devel-
opmental, and Research Contracts of
$50,000 or more during July 1-December 31,
1985; to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-3035. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Assistant Secretary of the Navy trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on a deci-
sion to convert the Base Operating Support
functions at the Naval Air Facility, El
Centro, CA, to performance under contract;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-3036. A communication from the
Comptroller of the Currency transmitting,
pursuant to law, the 1985 Consumer Com-
plaint Processing Activities report; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-3037. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the progress of discussions
on California offshore oil and gas leasing; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
SOUrces.

EC-3038. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Resources
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual
report on Aid to Families With Dependent
Children; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-3039. A communication from the
Comptroller General of the United States
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti-
tled “Medicare-Existing Contract Authority
Can Provide for Effective Program Adminis-
tration"; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-3040. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the
Hill-Burton Uncompensated Services Re-
quirement Related to Nursing Homes and
Hospitals; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-3041. A communication from the Sec-
retary of State transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the Department's activities
related to minority recruitment and equal
employment. efforts; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

EC-3042. A communication from the As-
sistant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant
to law, copies of international agreements,
other than treaties, entered into by the U.S.
within the 60 days prior to April 18, 1986; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations,

EC-3043. A communication from the
Chairman of the D.C. Council transmitting,
pursuant to law, a copy of D.C. ACT 6-156;
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs,

EC-3044. A communication from the
Acting Chairman of the U.S. Merit Systems
Protection Board transmitting, pursuant to
law, the annual report on the MSPB Ap-
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peals Decisions for fiscal year 1985; to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-3045. A communication from the
Chairman of the National Transportation
Safety Board transmitting, pursuant to law,
the Board’s Government in the Sunshine
report to the Committee on Governmental
Affairs.

EC-3046. A communication from the
Chairman of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission transmitting, pursuant to law, the
Commission's Government in the Sunshine
report; to the Committee on Governmental
Affairs.

EC-3047. A communication from the Vice
President of Freddie Mac transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the 1984 financial statement
for Freddie Mac's Employees’ Pension Plan;
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-3048. A communication from the
Chairman of the National Transportation
Safety Board transmitting, pursuant to law,
the 1985 Freedom of Information report; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

EC-3049. A communication from the Con-
troller of the Boys Clubs of America trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the Boys Clubs au-
dited financial report for 1985; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

EC-3050. A communication from the Ex-
ecutive Director of the Civil Air Patrol
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Patrol’s
1986 Annual Report; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

EC-3051. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Education transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report on Departmental control of
paperwork; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of commitees
were submitted:

By Mr. DANFORTH, from the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation,
with an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute and an amendment to the title:

S. 1750. A bill to amend the Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1958, as amended, to increase
civil penalty limits for safety violations by
persons engaged in commercial aireraft op-
erations, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
99-286).

By Mr. CHAFFEE, from the Committee
on Environment and Public Works, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute:

S. 1813. A bill to amend and extend the
Atlantic Striped Bass Conservation Act, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 99-287).

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, without amendment
and an amended preamble:

H.J. Res, 462, Joint resolution to designate
May 25, 1986, as “"Hands Across America
Day,” for the purpose of helping people to
help themselves, and commending United
States Support of Artists for Africa for
their efforts toward combating domestic
hunger with a nationwide linkup coast-to-
coast human chain 4,000 miles long.

By Mr. McCLURE, from the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute;

8. 1225. A bill to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to establish
a comprehensive, equitable, reliable, and ef-
ficient mechanism for full compensation of
the public in the event of an accident result-
ing from activities undertaken under con-
tract with the Department of Energy or ac-
tivities undertaken by Nuclear Regulatory
Commission licensees involving nuclear ma-
terials.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, without amendment:

8. 2216. A bill to designate September 17,
1987, the bicentennial of the signing of the
Constitution of the United States, as “Con-
stitution Day," and to make such day a legal
public holiday.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. THURMOND, from the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary:

James Larry Edmondson, of Georgia, to
bedU.S. circuit judge for the 11th Circuit;
an

Henry E. Hudson, of Virginia, to be U.S.
attorney for the eastern district of Virginia
for the term of 4 years.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. DIXON (for himself and Mr.
SIMON):

S. 2363. A bill to amend the Tariff Sched-
ules of the United States to provide for
rates of duty on imported speedometers
used on exercise equipment consistent with
those on bicycle speedometers; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. PROXMIRE:

S. 2364. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to provide that no foreign
tax credit, and no deduction, shall be al-
lowed for taxes paid of accrued to Libya
during the period any declaration by the
President of a national emergency is in
effect with respect to Libya and to provide
that the exclusion from gross income of
earned income of U.S, citizens living abroad
shall not apply to income attributable to
Libya during such period; to the Committee
on Finance.

By Mr. BURDICK:

S. 2365. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Act of 1949 to improve procedures for the
rotation of grain in the producer reserve
program, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

By Mr. CRANSTON:

S. 2366. A bill for the relief of Merlene
Ottey-Page; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA (for himself,
Mr. INoUYE, Mr. CraANsTON and Mr.
WiLsoN):

S. 2367. A bill to provide for the duty-free
entry of certain structures and parts for use
in the W.M. Keck Observatory Project, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance,

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr.
DURENBERGER and Mr. BENTSEN).

S. 2368. A bill to amend part B of title
XVIII to provide for improved procedures
for payment for physicians’ services under
the medicare program, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. FORD:

S. 2369. A bill to authorize the Interstate
Commerce Commission to adjust rail rates
to reflect cost decreases due to inflation; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.
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By Mr. MURKOWSKI:

S. 2370. A bill to allow the Francis Scott
Key Foundation, Inc. to erect a memorial in
the District of Columbia; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources,

By Mr. ROTH:

8. 2371. A bill to amend the Social Securi-
ty Act to make administrative improve-
ments in the programs of aid to families
with dependent children and child support
enforcement, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. GARN (by request):

5. 2372. A bill to preserve the authority of
the Federal banking supervisory agencies to
arrange interstate acquisitions and mergers
for failed and failing banks, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. GORE:

S.J. Res. 330. Joint resolution to designate
May 7, 1986, as National Barrier Awareness
Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HELMS:

S.J. Res. 331. Joint resolution prohibiting
the proposed sale of integrated avionics
system Kkits to the People's Republic of
C;hi.na.; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. ROTH (for himself and Mr.
DoLE):

8. Res. 388. Resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate that the Congressional
Budget Office and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget provide updated baseline
and current service estimates for (fiscal
1987-91; to the Committee on the Budget
and the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs, jointly, pursuant to the order of
August 4, 1977, with instructions that if one
committee reports, the other committee has
30 days of continuous session to report or to
be discharged.

By Mr. SIMPSON (for Mr. DorE (for
himself and Mr. BYrRD)):

S. Res. 389. Resolution to authorize testi-
mony of a Senate employee; considered and
agreed to.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. DIXON (for himself and
Mr. SIMON):

S. 2363. A bill to amend the Tariff
Schedules of the United States to pro-
vide for rates of duty on imported
speedometers used on exercise equip-
ment consistent with those on bicycle
speedometers; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

RATES OF DUTY ON IMPORTED BICYCLE
SPEEDOMETER

® Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, today,
Senator PauL SiMoN and I are intro-
ducing a bill which will address an in-
equity which has caused major harm
to a company in Illinois—Stewart-
Warner Corp.

Our bill would amend the tariff
schedules so that the duty levied on
certain bicycle speedometers imported
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for use on exercise equipment would
be identical to that which is levied on
all other imported bicycle speedom-
eters.

The main use of speedometers, other
than on motorized vehicles, are for bi-
cycles or stationary exercise bicycles.
The speedometers used on both are es-
sentially identical.

The sole remaining domestic manu-
facturer of speedometers for bicycles
is Stewart-Warner Corp. The speedom-
eter it manufactures has been used on
exercise equipment since 1935.

These speedometers have a common-
ality of major parts. The major cost of
a bicycle speedometer is in the speed-
ometer head, which is more than 60
percent of the total cost. That part is
the same on all speedometers.

The cable, which is the next most
expensive component of a bicycle
speedometer, is also identical to that
for an exercise bicycle. The only dif-
ference is in the length.

The most inexpensive component of
a bicycle speedometer is the drive
mechanism. There are four types, and
all are essentially interchangeable for
bicycles and exercycles.

Mr. President, we have a tariff law
which currently charges two different
rates for essentially the same part, de-
pending on how it is used. That makes
no sense at all. The difference is sub-
stantial—18.3 percent ad valorem for
bicycle speedometers and 0.6 percent
ad valorem for exerciser-type speed-
ometers. This is a big disparity for an
item which is essentially the same part
used on related equipment.

In the past 3 years, Stewart-War-
ner's share of the bicycle-type speed-
ometer market has declined from 40
percent to 20 percent, and its work
force employed in the production of
this product has declined by two-
thirds.

I urge the Senate Finance Commit-
tee to rectify this inequity at its earli-
est opportunity.e

By Mr. PROXMIRE:

S. 2364. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that
no foreign tax credit, and no deduc-
tion, shall be allowed for taxes paid or
accrued to Libya during the period any
declaration by the President of a na-
tional emergency is in effect with re-
spect to Libya and to provide that the
exclusion from gross income of earned
income of U.S. citizens living abroad
shall not apply to income attributable
to Libya during such period; to the
Committee on Finance.

LIMITING TAX BREAKS FOR U.S. CORPORATIONS
OPERATING IN LIBYA

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
American taxpayers are subsidizing
Muammar Qadhafi’s terrorist regime.

Unbelievable, you say? How could we
be subsidizing a regime that attacks
U.S. citizens abroad, funds terrorist or-
ganizations around the world, and is
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considered a hostile foreign power?
How could the White House, the De-
partment of Defense, the Department
of State allow our country to subsidize
a country we just found it necessary to
attack with military force?

Well, Mr. President, it is happening
right now, today, as five American oil
companies continue to operate in
Libya alone with two American con-
struction firms—all of them contribut-
ing to the Libyan economy by produc-
ing or selling oil or working on con-
struction projects and in turn reaping
huge tax benefits from our Treasury—
benefits from the pockets of every tax
paying American.

The five oil companies make large
royalty tax payments to Qadhafi—up
to 92 cents on the dollar. That means
every time they pump a dollars’ worth
of oil, Colonel Qadhafi earns another
92 cents in income. And the U.S. cor-
poration turns around and takes a tax
credit on their income tax forms for
operating abroad and it deducts as a
business expense the taxes and royal-
ties it pays to Qadhafi. In addition,
Americans engaged in operating these
oil firms in Libya can take an $80,000
exclusion on their income taxes.

While U.S. corporations are sup-
posed to be out of Libya under the
terms of the President’s order, five oil
companies sought and were granted an
extension of time until June during
which they could continue to operate,
distribute, and sell oil from Libya
while they are theoretically finding a
way to sell their assets.

In order to resume oil activities in
the aftermath of the President’s
order, these five oil companies paid,
and let me emphasize this point, they
paid Qadhafi $130 million in back
taxes. $130 million to Qadhafi after
the President told every American
commercial venture in Libya to get
out. But then the Treasury Depart-
ment turned around and said to oil
companies—*“well it does not apply to
you. You have an extension of time.
You can continue to operate. You can
continue to pay Qadhafi millions in
taxes and royalties. You can continue
to prop up his regime. You can contin-
ue to support him economically. And
you can continue to charge the Ameri-
can taxpayer for these activities
through the Tax Code.”

No wonder, Mr. President, our Euro-
pean allies question our policies under
these circumstances. How can we con-
tinue to criticize our European allies
when United States firms are operat-
ing in Libya with the approval of our
own Government?

Mr. President, this situation has to
stop. Either we are serious about stop-
ping Qadhafi or we are not. If those
five oil companies leave Libya, it
might cause a loss of assets and it may
not mean a drop in oil production if
Qadhafi can move in and run them ef-
ficiently. But it just as easily might
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mean disruptions in their oil oper-
ations. It might hurt.

Mr. President, today I am introduc-
ing legislation with three purposes:
First, to deny tax credits to United
States firms operating in Libya;
second, to deny the taking of tax and
royalties as a business deduction by
United States firms operating in
Libya; and third, to deny the $80,000
personal income tax exclusion for
United States citizens working in
Libya.

Great credit should be given to my
Wisconsin congressional colleague
[Mr. OBeY] for discovering this situa-
tion and moving legislatively to stop it.
He has demonstrated great leadership
on this matter and every taxpayer
owes him a debt.

I urge my colleagues to examine this
legislation and join with me in cospon-
soring and voting for this bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be print-
ed in the REcoORrbD.

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

S. 2364

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

SECTION 1. DENIAL OF FOREIGN TAX CREDIT, ETC.
FOR TAXES PAID OR ACCRUED TO
LIBYA WHILE DECLARATION OF NA-
TIONAL EMERGENCY IS IN EFFECT.

Section 901 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 (relating to taxes of foreign coun-
tries and of possessions of the United
States) is amended by redesignating subsec-
tion (i) as subsection (j) and by inserting
after subsection (h) the following new sub-
section:

“(1) DENIAL oF FOREIGN TAax CrepIit, ETC.
FoR TAXEs PAID OR ACCRUED TO LIBYA WHILE
DECLARATION OF NATIONAL EMERGENCY IN
EFFECT.—

“{1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this part—

“(A) no credit shall be allowed under sub-
section (a) for any income, war profits, or
excess profits taxes paid or accrued (or
deemed paid under section 902 or 960) to
Libya during any period during which a dec-
laration described in paragraph (3) is in
effect with respect to Libya, and

“(B) income from sources within Libya
which is attributable to such period shall
not be taken into account as income from
sources without the United States under
section 804(a).

“(2) DENIAL OF DEDUCTION.—No deduction
shall be allowed under this chapter for any
taxes for which a credit is not allowable
under paragraph (1)(A).

(3) DECLARATION DESCRIBED.—A declara-
tion is described in this paragraph if it is a
declaration by the President of a national
emergency under section 202 of the Interna-
tional Emergency Economics Powers Act
after a finding that the policies and actions
of Libya (or the government thereof) consti-
tute an unusual and extraordinary threat to
the national security and foreign policy of
the United States.”
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SEC. 2. EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF
EARNED INCOME OF US. CITIZENS
LIVING ABROAD SHALL NOT APPLY
TO INCOME ATTRIBUTABLE TO LIBYA
WHILE DECLARATION OF NATIONAL
EMERGENCY IS IN EFFECT.

Subsection (b) of section 911 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to citi-
zens or residents of the United States living
abroad) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

“(3) FOREIGN EARNED INCOME NOT TO IN-
CLUDE INCOME ATTRIBUTABLE TO LIBYA WHILE
DECLARATION OF NATIONAL EMERGENCY IS IN
EFFECT.—The foreign earned income for an
individual shall not include amounts attrib-
utable to sources within Libya during any
period during which a declaration described
in section 901(iX3) is in effect with respect
to Libya. For purposes of the preceding sen-
tence, an amount shall be treated as attrib-
utable to a period if the services to which
such amount is attributable are performed
during such period.”

SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATES.

(a) SectioN 1.—The amendments made by
section 1 shall apply to taxes paid or ac-
crued (or deemed paid under section 902 or
960 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954)
after December 31, 1985, in taxable years
ending after such date.

(b) SeEcTION 2.—The amendment made by
section 2 shall apply to amounts received
after December 31, 1985, in taxable years
ending after such date.

By Mr. BURDICK:

S. 2365. A bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949 to improve proce-
dures for the rotation of grain in the
producer reserve program, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

ROTATION OF GRAIN IN PRODUCER RESERVE

PROGRAM

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, today
I am introducing a bill designed to
help the farmer weather the credit
crisis he currently faces. We all know
of the terrible problems many farmers
are having obtaining credit to put in
their crops and continue their oper-
ations.

One-third of all farms with annual
sales over $40,000 face financial diffi-
culties. According to USDA:

This development is especially critical be-
cause commercial farms—those with sales
between $50,000 and $500,000—although
only 34 percent of all farms, account for 90
percent of all farm sales.

It can no longer be said that those
farmers going out of business are pri-
marily those who were poor managers
or who failed to adapt to changing
economic trends in agriculture. Low
commodity prices and a continuing de-
cline in farmland values are negatively
affecting the viability of operations
that have lower than a 40-percent
debt-to-asset ratio, but that have a
negative cash flow.

The vulnerability of farmers at
higher debt-to-asset ratios is even
greater: 11 percent of all commercial
farmers are currently classified as
technically insolvent—their debt is
larger than the value of the assets
they own; 12 percent are classified as
very highly leveraged—debt-to-asset

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

ratios between 70 and 100 percent; and
22 percent are classified as highly le-
veraged—debt-to-asset ratios between
40 and T0 percent. It is highly likely
that producers in these three catego-
ries will continue to go out of business
at a higher than normal rate.

I want my colleagues to keep in
mind that the farm statistics are much
worse for certain parts of the country
than for others. In my State of North
Dakota, farmers have the second high-
est debt level among farm operators in
nine Midwestern States. In January
1986, North Dakota's debt-to-asset
ratio was 35 percent—up from 33 per-
cent 1 year earlier. Fifteen percent of
North Dakota’s farmers and ranchers
had ratios of 70 percent or greater.

Our farmers reported that 17.4 per-
cent were delinquent on payments re-
porting an average debt of $312,000, an
increase of $44,100 over last year. On
the average, debt of a delinquent oper-
ator equaled 67 percent of the opera-
tor’s assets. This is up 11 percent from
last year's level of 60 percent.

In view of these sobering statistics, it
is no wonder that our farmers are
having trouble getting credit at their
local bank, the Farm Credit System, or
the Farmers Home Administration.

I believe there is something we can
do short of giving them a direct loan
on which they must pay interest. And
that is the purpose of the bill I am in-
troducing today.

Currently, farmers who have grain
in the farmer-owned reserve are al-
lowed to rotate their grain stocks in
order to keep them fresh. Thirty days
prior to harvest, or in some cases 60
days, farmers can remove grain from
their reserve bins, market it, and re-
place the grain after harvest. They are
not allowed to have the money from
the grain until after the stocks are re-
placed.

My bill would expand that period to
120 days prior to harvest. This legisla-
tion would also allow the farmers to
use the money from the grain they
market during that 120-day period.
Under this change in the law, farmers
would be able to obtain cash in the
spring to help them service their ma-
chinery, buy their seed and fertilizer,
and otherwise put in their crop. Then,
when harvest is complete, farmers can
replace into the reserve the grain that
they had earlier taken out.

The effect of the bill is to make op-
erating funds available to the farmers
at no interest. Furthermore, there
would be no additional cost to the
Government.

A number of side benefits would also
result. The availability of grain stor-
age is a chronic problem for many
farmers. At harvest time, the local ele-
vator fills up, transportation is con-
gested, farmers do not have additional
room on their farms, and many end up
dumping their grain on the ground. By
allowing the early marketing of re-
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serve grain, farmers could make room
for their harvest. In addition, this
grain would be made available to the
market at a time of the year when
transportation is not as congested as
in the harvest season, which would be
of tremendous help to country eleva-
tors as well as farmers.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation, and I hope that we can act
on it soon in order to benefit the farm-
ers who are so in need of credit relief.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

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

8. 2365

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stales of
Americe in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. ROTATION OF GRAIN IN PRODUCER RE-
SERVE PROGRAM.

Section 110(g) of the Agricultural Act of
1949 (7 U.8.C. 1445e(g)) is amended—

(1) by designating the first and second
sentences as paragraphs (1) and (2), respec-
tively;

(2) by striking out “The” in paragraph (2)
(as so designated) and inserting in lieu
thereof “Except as provided in paragraphs
(3) and (4), the”; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

“(3) A producer may rotate stocks of grain
stored under the program authorized by
this section at any time within 120 days
after approval of the rotation is granted by
the Secretary.

“(4) A producer may use funds made avail-
able from the rotation of such stocks, before
replacement of such stocks, to defray agri-
cultural operating expenses of the produc-
-

By Mr. MATSUNAGA (for him-
self, Mr. INouve, Mr. CRAN-

STON, and Mr. WILSON):
S. 2367. A bill to provide for the
duty-free entry of certain structures
and parts for use in the W.M. Keck

Observatory project, Mauna Kea,
Hawaii; to the Committee on Finance.
DUTY-FREE ENTRY OF CERTAIN STRUCTURES AND

PARTS FOR THE W.M. KECK OBSERVATORY

PROJECT

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I
am today introducing, along with my
distinguished senior Senator from
Hawaii [Mr. INoUuYE] and equally dis-
tinguished colleagues from California
[Mr. CransTON] and [Mr. WiLsoN] as
cosponsors, a bill, S. 2367, which will
provide for the duty-free entry of cer-
tain structures and parts to be used in
the W.M. Keck Observatory project at
Mauna Kea, HI.

Mr. President, this project of the
California Association for Research in
Astronomy [CARA] will be entirely fi-
nanced with private funds contributed
by the W.M. Keck Foundation and
other supporters of astronomy at the
California Institute of Technology and
the University of California. Once the
telescope is installed and the observa-
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tory completed in 1992, its operating
costs will be assumed by the Universi-
ty of California system, and will be
shared between scientists from Cal
Tech, the University of California and
the University of Hawaii, on whose
land this project will be built. This
new facility will be twice as large as
the 200-inch Hale telescope on Mount
Palomar and will enable scientists to
peer 12 billion years into the past,
three-quarters of the way to the ori-
gins of the universe. The telescope will
be powerful enough to see a single
candle on the Earth’s moon or a black
hole at the center of the galaxy. The
W.M. Keck telescope, which will oper-
ate with optical and infrared capabil-
ity, will assist American scientists in
answering some of the most perplex-
ing and difficult astronomical riddles.

Mr. President, the proposed legisla-
tion is necessary because the U.S. Cus-
toms Service of the Department of the
Treasury has denied an application for
duty-free entry of mirror blanks for
the multiple mirror telescope being
erected on Mauna Kea. The Customs
Service determined that since the
mirror blanks are components as de-
fined by 15 CFR 301.2(k) of the regu-
lations of the Departments of Com-
merce and Treasury, the imported
components may not enter duty free
under item 851.60 of the Tariff Sched-
ules of the United States [TSUSI.
However, the California Institute of
Technology asserts that the mirror
blanks are not components but would
more aptly be described as instru-
ments and thus eligible for exemption
under item 851.60 TSUS.

The legislation which I am introduc-
ing today with my three cosponsors
would provide that the mirror blanks,
which must be imported for finishing
from West Germany, and the dome,
which must be imported from a spe-
cialty steel plant in Canada, shall not
be subject to duties. Mr. President, as
we have done in similar cases in the
past, we should grant duty-free entry
of the structures and parts for use in
the proposed W.M. Keck Observatory
in keeping with our commitment to
scientific research and exploration. I
urge expeditious and favorable consid-
eration of the measure so that the
construction of this extraordinary
project may proceed without delay.

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

8. 2367

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and
directed to admit free of duty the following
articles for the use of the California Asso-
ciation for Research in Astronomy in the
construction of the optical telescope for the
W.M. EKeck Observatory Project, Mauna
Kea, Hawaii:

(1) The telescope structure.
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(2) The observatory domes, produced by
Brittain Steel, Ltd., of Vancouver, British
Columbia, Canada.

(3) The primary mirror blanks, produced
by the Schott Glassworks, Frankfurt, Feder-
al Republic of Germany.

If the liquidation of the entry of any such
article has become final, the entry shall be

reliquidated and the appropriate refund of
duty made.

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr.
DURENBERGER, and Mr. BENT-
SEN):

S. 2368. A bill to amend part B of
title XVIII to provide for improve pro-
cedures for payment for physicians’
services under the Medicare Program,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

MEDICARE PHYSICIAN PAYMENT REFORM ACT

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my distinguished col-
leagues Senators DURENBERGER and
BENTSEN in introducing a bill that re-
affirms our intention to work toward
needed reforms in the way we pay
physicians in the Medicare Program.
While all of us are aware that precipi-
tous changes in this area will not work
and could be detrimental to everyone
concerned, let us recognize that the
present system, referred to as custom-
ary, prevailing, and reasonable [CPR],
is in terrible shape. Absolutely no one,
not Medicare beneficiaries, physicians,
the Medicare carriers, the Congress,
nor the administration, believes that
the current payment mechanism
should be preserved. It is unfair, infla-
tionary, and, perhaps worst of all, un-
intelligible.

For these reasons alone we must
agree that the time is right to lay the
foundation for alternative payment
approaches. My colleagues and I pro-
pose to do just that—to begin to estab-
lish principles for payment reform. We
welcome comments and suggestions on
the bill we have introduced.

OBJECTIVES OF PAYMENT REFORM

Our efforts in the area of Medicare
physician payment reform must be
consistent with our objectives for the
Medicare Program in general. It is our
job to assure that Medicare benefici-
aries continue to maintain access to
quality medical services both now and
in the future. Access to needed serv-
ices as well as the quality of those
services are certainly paramount con-
cerns in any system reform we may en-
vision. Yet we must not forget that we
are also charged with a responsibility
to future Medicare beneficiaries. Our
information and experience tell us
that the future is in jeopardy.

The 1986 annual report of the boad
of trustees of the Federal Supplemen-
tal Medical Insurance [SMI] Trust
Fund has recommended that Congress
take action to curtail the programs
rapid growth. The Congressional
Budget Office has warned us that, de-
spite continuation of a freeze in physi-
can payments throughout 1985, the
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growth rates for total reimbursements
and for reimbursements per Medicare
beneficiary doubled from 1984 to 1985
and the rate of growth in real reim-
bursements per enrollee quadrupled—
from 2.7 percent in 1984 to 10.8 per-
cent in 1985.

My colleagues and I believe that re-
forms in the way Medicare pays physi-
cians will be critical to the continued
stability and actuarial soundness of
the SMI Trust Fund. And that's also
our job—to fulfill our commitment to
the future.

PERIOD OF REFORM

The distinguished Senators from
Minnesota and Texas, Senators
DURENBERGER and BENTSEN, as well as
this Senator, would like nothing better
than to offer an instant solution to
our current dilemma. Let me warn
that those who argue for a quick and
simplistic solution are at risk of seri-
ously endangering the Medicare Pro-
gram and those individuals whose very
lives may be at stake. Similarly, those
who would do nothing fail to recognize
the immediacy of the problem. We
have an old system that is out of place
in today’s world. For more than a
decade we have locked into place a
payment mechanism that is, at best,
inconsistent in taking into account le-
gitimate variations in practice costs,
that distorts physicians’ choices in un-
desirable ways and fails to foster cost-
conscious behavior.

We must move forward. While I
agree that, in the short run, will be
obliged to take immediate action on
some glaring problems under the cur-
rent customary, prevailing and reason-
able system, we cannot stop there. We
must continue our efforts to construct
a relative value scale that will serve as
a basis for construction of a new pay-
ment system. At this time I personally
view a fee schedule as logical, neces-
sary, and a more equitable basis of
payment. Further, regardless of any
ultimate goals for the future, a fee
schedule will still be an asset. In fact,
a well-constructed and well-main-
tained relative value scale will serve
multiple aims, regardless of the future
direction of physician payment,
whether that future includes capita-
tion, per case payments, or fee sched-
ules. As we indicated in the Consoli-
dated Budget Act of 1985, I expect
that we will proceed as rapidly as pos-
sible toward that end.

Seminal research on the construc-
tion of a relative value scale is being
conducted by Doctors William Hsiao
and William Stason at Harvard. The
results of that study should be avail-
able in approximately 2 years. I am
looking forward to the results of that
major undertaking and feel confident
that the researchers and the medical
profession will join together to accom-
plish what needs to be done.
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DEVELOPMENT OF A FEE SCHEDULE

A relative value system does not, in
and of itself, solve our physician pay-
ment problem. The results must be
transferred into dollar values and a
simple multiplier will not work. My
colleagues and I are seeking the con-
struction of a multiplier or adjuster
that will take into account legitimate
variations in physician practice costs
and one that will put an end to unfair
discrimination experienced by those
practitioners who locate in areas
where services have often been unfair-
ly undervalued.

In particular, we have identified our
commitment to develop a payment
system that no longer overstates
urban/rural differences in cost for
physicians. Physicians who practice in
rural areas should be fairly reim-
bursed for their services, as should
their urban counterparts. The only
way to accomplish equitable reim-
bursement reform is to eliminate his-
toric imbalances and to be sure that
adequate information systems are in
place to keep the system current and
responsible to regional and local
needs.

SUMMARY OF THE BILL

Our bill consist of four major provi-
sions:

First, we have established param-
eters for the use of so-called inherent-
ly reasonable determinations concern-
ing physician payment. Specifically,
we set forth a process that includes re-
quiring public as well as professional
review and comment of short-term re-
visions in the way Medicare pays phy-
sicians.

Second, in addition to restating our
intent to support the construction of a
relative value scale, we require the de-
velopment of an index that is designed
to more accurately account for legiti-
mate variations in the cost of a physi-
cians’s practice. We seek to minimize
the current wide disparity in payment
rates particularly the urban/rural dif-
ferential.

Third, the system used to classify
physician services, called the Health
Care Financing Administration’s
Common Procedural Codes [HCPCS],
will remain the basis of payment.
However, the payment categories, not
the codes, shall be collapsed and re-
structured in order to limit incentives
to provide greater volume and intensi-
ty of services.

Fourth, the current medical econom-
ic index, which has been reestimated
to adjust for prior overstatement of
the “housing” versus “rental” compo-
nent of the index, shall be phased for
over a 2-year period instead of the
single adjustment proposal of the ad-
ministration.

The Finance Committee will begin
hearings on physician payment in the
Medicare Program this week. I am
looking forward to continuing our
work on this important area and,
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again, I would like to encourage com-
ments and suggestions from my col-
leagues as we proceed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be print-
ed in the RECORD.

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

S. 2368

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Medicare Physi-
cian Payment Reform Act of 1986".

SEC. 2. PROCEDURES FOR ESTABLISHMENT OF SPE-
CIAL LIMITS ON REASONABLE
CHARGES.

(a) Facrors TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT IN DE-
TERMINING INHERENT REASONABLENESS OF
CHARGES.—Section 1842(bX8) of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395u(bX8)), as
added by section 9304(a) of the Consolidat-
ed Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1985, is amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A)
and (B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively;

(2) by inserting “(A)” after-“(8)"; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subparagraph:

“(BXi) The factors pursuant to subpara-
graph (AX1) with respect to payment for
physicians’ services may include, but shall
not be limited to, the following:

“(I) prevailing charges for a service in a
particular locality are significantly in excess
of or below prevailing charges in other com-
parable localities;

“(II) the programs established under this
title and title XIX are the sole or primary
sources of payment for a service;

“(I1I) the marketplace for a service is not
truly competitive because of a limited
number of physicians who perform that
service;

“(IV) there have been increases in charges
for a service that cannot be explained by in-
flation or technology;

“(IV) the charges do not reflect changing
technology, increased facility with that
technology, or reductions in acquisition or
production costs; or

“tVI) the prevailing charges for a service
under this part are substantially higher
than the payments made for the service by
other purchasers in the same locality.

“(ii) The factors considered under sub-
paragraph (AXii) shall take into account re-
gional differences in fees, unless there is
substantial economic justification for a uni-
form fee or a uniform payment limit. Such
substantial economic justification must be
explained by the Secretary in the rulemak-
ing process.”.

(b) ProOCEDURES.—Section 1842(b) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395u(b)), as
amended by section 9304(a) of the Consoli-
dated Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1985,
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

“(9)(A) In the case of any physicians’ serv-
ice with respect to which the Secretary—

“(i) determines that the application of
this subsection results in the determination
of a reasonable charge that, by reason of its
grossly excessive or grossly deficient
amount, is not inherently reasonable, and

“(ii) proposes to establish a reasonable
charge that is realistic and eguitable or a
methodology for arriving at such a change,

the Secretary shall publish notice of such
proposal in the Federal Register.
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“(B) A notice required by subparagraph
(A) shall specify the charge or methodology
proposed to be established with respect to a
service and shall explain the factors and
data that the Secretary took into account in
determining the charge or methodology so
specified.

“(C) After publication of the notice re-
quired by subparagraph (A), the Secretary
shall allow not less than 60 days for public
comment on the proposal.

“(D) In addition to carrying out its func-
tions under section 1845, the Physician Pay-
ment Review Commission (hereafter in this
paragraph referred to as the ‘Commission")
shall comment on any such proposal within
the period of comment allowed by the Sec-
retary pursuant to subparagraph (C).

“(EXi) Taking into consideration the com-
ments made by the Commission and the
public, the Secretary shall publish in the
Federal Register a final determination with
respect to the reasonable charge or method-
ology to be established with respect to the
service.

“(ii) A final determination published pur-
suant to clause (i) shall explain the factors
and data that the Secretary took into con-
sideration in making the final determina-
tion, and shall include and respond to the
comments made by the Commission pursu-
ant to subparagraph (D).".

(c) ErrFEcTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to regula-
tions promulgated as final regulations after
April 1, 1986.

SEC. 3. DEVELOPMENT OF FEE SCHEDULE FOR
PHYSICIANS' SERVICES.

(a) RECOMMENDATION.—Section 1845(e) of
the Social Security Act, as added by section
9305(b) of the Consolidated Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

“(4XA) In making recommendations with
respect to the application of the relative
value scale for purposes of establishing a fee
schedule, the Secretary shall—

“(1) develop and assess an appropriate
index to be used for making adjustments to
reflect justifiable differences in the costs of
practice based upon geographic location
without exacerbating the geographic mal-
distribution of physicians, and

“(ii) assess the advisability and feasibility
of developing an appropriate adjustment to
assist in attracting and retaining physicians
in medically underserved areas.

“(B) In carrying out the requirements of
subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall take
into consideration the recommendations
made by the Physician Payment Review
Commission.

*“{CXi) The Secretary shall develop an in-
terim index under subparagraph (AXi) prior
to July 1, 1987, based upon the most accu-
rate and recent data that is available with
respect to the costs of practice.

“(ii) The Secretary shall collect data with
respect to the costs of practice (including,
but not limited to, data on nonphysician
personnel costs, malpractice insurance costs,
and commercial rents) for the purpose of re-
fining the index under subparagraph (A)(i)
prior to July 1, 1988, and periodically updat-
ing the index thereafter.

‘D) In conjunction with developing an
index under subparagraph (A), the Secre-
tary shall conduct a study of the advisabil-
ity of redefining the pay localities designat-
ed by carriers.".

(c) DuTiES OF PHYSICIAN PAYMENT REVIEW
CommissioN.—Section 1845(bX3) of such
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Act is amended by inserting “and respecting
the index and the adjustment described in
subsection (e)(4)(A)" after “subsection (e)”.
SEC. 4. DEVELOPMENT AND USE OF HCFA COMMON
PROCEDURE CODING SYSTEM.

(a) DEVELOPMENT.—Not later than July 1,
1987, the Secretary of Health and Human
Services (hereafter in this section referred
to as the “Secretary”) shall simplify the
payment methodology under the HCFA
Common Procedure Coding System to
ensure that such methodology minimizes
the possibility of overstating the intensity
or volume of services provided.

(b) HospITALs.—Not later than July 1,
1987, each carrier with which the Secretary
has entered into a contract under section
1842 of the Social Security Act, and each
fiscal intermediary which processes claims
under part B of title XVIII of such Act,
shall require hospital providers of outpa-
tient services to adopt and utilize the HCFA
Common Procedure Coding System for pur-
poses of such part.

(c) CARRIERS AND INTERMEDIARIES.—Not
later than January 1, 1988, each carrier
with which the Secretary has entered into a
contract under section 1842 of the Social Se-
curity Act, and each fiscal intermediary
which processes claims under part B of title
XVIII of such Act, shall adopt and utilize
the payment methodology based on the
HCFA Common Procedure Coding System
(as revised by the Secretary in accordance
with subsection (a)) for purposes of such
part.

SEC. 5. MEDICARE ECONOMIC INDEX FOR PHYSI-
CIANS' SERVICES,

(a) IMPLEMENTATION OF CERTAIN ADJUST-
MENT.—The adjustments to the medicare
economic index for physicians’ services pro-
posed by the Secretary of Health and
Human Services (hereafter in this section
referred to as the “Secretary”) to take into
account the retroactive revision of the data
and statistics relating to office space on
which earlier adjustments to the index re-
quired by section 1842(bX3) of the Social
Security Act were based shall be made in
two stages, with one-half of such adjust-
ment to be made to the index to become ef-
fective January 1, 1987, and one-half of such
adjustment to be made to the index to
become effective January 1, 1988,

(b) NoTIFICATION OF CHANGES.—The Secre-
tary shall publish notice of any proposed
change in the methodology, basis, or ele-
ments of the medicare economic index for
physicians’ services in the Federal Register
and shall allow not less than 60 days for
public comment on the proposal. Taking
into consideration the comments made by
the public, the Secretary shall publish in
the Federal Register a final determination
with respect to such proposal.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, today I am proud to introduce,
along with my distinguished col-
leagues, Senators DoLE and BENTSEN, a
bill which will reform the way in
which Medicare pays physicians—by
specifying Medicare policy guidelines
for setting “inherently reasonable”
physician fees and by laying out a
roadmap for further reform of fee-for-
service physician payment. The bill
itself is short and simple—but the
framework it lays out will guide far-
reaching future changes in Medicare
payments to physicians.
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HEALTH CARE REFORM

The Medicare Program is undergo-
ing a process of fundamental reform
that is far from over. The goal of that
process is not budget cutting per se, it
is health policy reform. We are chang-
ing the incentives that the program
provides to hospitals, doctors, and el-
derly and disabled beneficiaries so
that the Medicare Program contrib-
utes to a more efficient health care
market—a health care system which
provides real value for the dollars
spent. And we are simplifying the pro-
gram so that Medicare beneficiaries
can know the dollar value of their cov-
erage before they purchase a service
and can use that knowledge to their
advantage as wise health care consum-
ers.

This Medicare reform is proceeding
in several areas: Prospective payment
for hospitalization per episode of ill-
ness has removed the inflationary in-
centives that were inherent in the old
retrospective, cost-based reimburse-
ment for hospital care. And Medicare
beneficiaries now have the freedom to
enroll in a HMO or prepaid plan and
opt out of the traditional Medicare
Program.

I have said repeatedly that benefici-
ary choice of health plans is the
future of Medicare. In time I can fore-
see Medicare getting out of the insur-
ance business and looking more like
the Federal employee health benefits
plans where Federal employees are
given the choice between alternative
coverage plans. Thus, Medicare would
continue to pay for insurance cover-
age, but beneficiaries would get to
choose the type of health insurance
coverage they prefer.

The HMO option has already been
chosen by more than 500,000 benefici-
aries. In the future we will expand on
the types of plans that are allowed to
offer health care packages to Medicare
beneficiaries. This process, however,
will necessarily be gradual. A shift for
the majority of those who participate
in Medicare to competitive plans is
years away, and will come about
slowly as efficient, quality plans
become more available and as tastes of
Americans change.

Obviously, the process of reform
can’t wait for competitive health plans
to one day spring up in full bloom all
over the country. The competitive
health care marketplace for plans is
growing gradually—as it should. In the
meantime, we must continue with pro-
spective payment reform of the tradi-
tional Medicare Program. This reform
will pay off by simplifying the Medi-
care Program for the beneficiaries and
providing better incentives for high
quality efficient delivery of services in
the health care marketplace. There-
fore, it is important to turn our Medi-
care reform effort to physician pay-
ment, just as the Congress has restruc-
tured payment for hospitalization.
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When the per episode-of-illness pay-
ment scheme—payment by diagnosis
related groups [DRG's]—was estab-
lished in 1983, many of us in Congress
envisioned that it would eventually be
applied to all of the health care costs
related to a given illness. I was an es-
pecially vocal adherent of that pros-
pect at the time. I believed it would
make the program simpler for benefi-
ciaries, reduce the number of forms
they had to contend with, and give all
providers positive incentives to give
cost effective as well as quality care.
But we needed methodologies on how
to construct DRG’s which would apply
to physicians’ services and other non-
inpatient hospital services.

The research, mandated by the
Social Security Amendments of 1983,
was carried out and last fall, at a hear-
ing of the Finance Committee’s
Health Subcommittee, I learned that
there are many problems with apply-
ing DRG's to both hospitals and doc-
tors for their services through one
combined payment, and that the phy-
sician DRG for many services may be
impractical.

So we must pursue other types of
prospective payment reform for physi-
cians—a type of reform that is less rev-
olutionary perhaps but not less impor-
tant. Therefore, rather than making a
quantum leap to a brand new payment
method for all physicians’ services, we
will address—one-by-one—the improp-
er economic incentives which are cur-
rently built into Medicare and the
complexity with which beneficiaries
must struggle.

MEDICARE PHYSICIAN PAYMENT REFORM

Medicare beneficiaries, individual
physicians, and organized medicine
agree that the current “customary,
prevailing, and reasonable’ charge for-
mula for physician reimbursement
under Medicare is complex, unfair, in-
efficient, and must be changed.

For example, there are tremendous
geographic variations in what Medi-
care considers a “reasonable charge”
for a particular service. Some differ-
ence in fees across this vast Nation are
to be expected, just as the cost of
living differs across the country. But
there is no reason that Medicare
should pay twice as much for by-pass
surgery in Manhattan as it pays for
the same procedure in Minneapolis
and St. Paul. Or that Medicare should
pay anywhere from $30 to $103.15 for
an initial comprehensive office visit.
That isn't just variation—it’s ludi-
crous.

Second,

the Medicare reimburse-
ment formula contains no procedure
for modifying approved charges to re-
flect changes in medical practice over

time. Physicians’ allowed charges
under Medicare are set high for new
procedures. But when efficiency is
gained through improvements in tech-
nology, or when formerly complicated
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or high risk procedures become rela-
tively routine, the change is not re-
flected in lower fees. Cataract extrac-
tions are a prime example of this
“downward stickiness” of the Medi-
care payment formula—the time it
takes to perform the procedure has
dropped by nearly 50 percent, along
with the level of risk to the patient
and the frequency with which hospi-
talization is necessary, yet the price
for the physician’s service keeps going
up.
Third, there is also considerable var-
iation between what Medicare pays
general practitioners and what it pays
specialists for the same service. Under
the current system, Medicare's insur-
ance carriers have the power to decide
whether to pay a specialist a higher
fee than a generalist. They often do
recognize such a difference in fees,
which then becomes built into Medi-
care’s reimbursement formula and
produces higher and higher payments
to specialists in following years—all
without a sufficient evaluation over
time as to whether or not what a spe-
cialist provides is really a different
service.

Fourth, Medicare’s ‘“reasonable
charge” formula locks physicians who
began practicing decades ago into
their old low fees and allows only lim-
ited periodic increases, while new phy-
sicians just starting to practice can re-
ceive higher “allowed charges’" from
Medicare because they have no past to
bind them. For example, most Blue
Shield plans allow new doctors to set
their fees at the 80th or 90th percent-
ile of the established customary fees
in their locality. This means that new
doctors can often get from Medicare
the same fees as the most expensive
doctors are charging, while experi-
enced doctors providing the same serv-
ices find their fees controlled more
tightly and held to a lower level.

Fifth, physicians performing proce-
dures, such as tests or surgery, are re-
imbursed at rates that far exceed the
approved charges for visits which con-
sist of examining the patient, taking a
medical history, or providing medical
counsel. I met with a family physician
the other day who received less for
treating a patient’s heart condition
over a period of years—over 55 hours
of service—than her surgeon received
for performing a 4-hour procedure. So
in terms of Medicare dollars for physi-
cians, actions speak louder than
words—and even louder than diagnosis
and conservative medical practice.
This is a powerful incentive which
may lead some unscrupulous physi-
cians to perform unnecessary tests in
order to maximize their income. This
unnecessary care represents an addi-
tional cost to patients and a risk to
their health. And we all know it does

occur.
Sixth, the formula for determining
what Medicare will pay physicians is
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confusing, both to physicians and to
beneficiaries. Medicare beneficiaries
can’t possibly know in advance how
much the CPR formula will allow any
particular doctor to be paid. There-
fore, they can’'t know before they re-
ceive the service and file their claims
with Medicare exactly how much of
the charge they will be personally
liable for. With this lack of informa-
tion, they can’t possibly be wise health
care consumer or go shopping for a
physician that they are able and will-
ing to afford. They can look for par-
ticipating physicians in the hope that
those physicians will charge the lowest
prices, but that ain’'t necessarily so.

In the current system, then, compe-
tition and consumer choice based on
economy and gquality is all but impossi-
ble. Without any advance information
about what Medicare will pay, patients
can't make independent choices
among physicians; and without an in-
formed, powerful consumer popula-
tion, physicians do not have to com-
pete on price or convenience or qual-
ity.

An article by two physician payment
experts in HCFA’s Office of Research
appeared in the June 1985 New Eng-
land Journal of Medicine and summed
up the situation very well:

. . . the payment system encourages phy-
sicians to specialize, to practice in urban and
suburban areas, and to perform services in
hospital settings—all in the face of stated
national policies of encouraging primary
care, rural practice, and out-of-hospital serv-
ices.

Furthermore, the formula which de-
termines how much Medicare will pay
for a physician’'s service inevitably
leads to increased charges, Medicare
pays the lower of actual, customary,
and prevailing charges. So physicians
have an incentive to raise their
charges to at least the level of prevail-
ing charges in the community. The
meaning of this to Medicare patients
is even more profound than it is to the
Medicare Program—to get a small in-
crease in the amount Medicare will
pay, doctors must make big increases
in the amounts they ask patients to
pay.

What can end this torturous spiral?
In the past 2 years, freezes on actual
fees have been used to control the
growth in Medicare Program costs.
But freezes are budget actions that
make no health policy sense—they
don't adequately differentiate between
efficient and inefficient providers of
health care. Freezes allow inefficient
doctors with high approved charges
under Medicare to continue to receive
those high charges. And they force
doctors who have held their charges
down to continue to hold them down
even though a new, young doctor
down the street can receive 50 percent
more for the same service while sub-
ject to the same freeze.
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Clearly, freezes are inappropriate
and unfair, and other avenues for con-
trolling costs as well as reform must be
taken.

COBRA

The Consolidated Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1985 sketched
out some general guidelines for the
Department of Health and Human
Services [HHS] to pursue for contin-
ued refinement of Medicare physician
payment. First, it established a Physi-
cian Payment Review Commission,
comparable to the Prospective Pay-
ment Commission for Medicare, which
would advise the HHS Secretary and
Congress on future physician payment
reform initiatives. Second, it instruct-
ed the Secretary, with the Commis-
sion’s help, to come up with a relative
value scale for physicians’ services and
with recommendations for using that
RVS to establish a fee schedule to re-
place the CPR system for paying phy-
sicians. Third, it instructed the Secre-
tary in the meantime to refine CPR by
promulgating regulations to specify
which fees are currently set so high or
so low that they are inherently unrea-
sonable and thus require revision im-
mediately regardless of what the cus-
tomary, prevailing, or actual billed
charge is.

COBRA laid out a broad outline of
future policy. It did not contain suffi-
cient specifics regarding the policy
concerns that need to be taken into ac-
count by the Department or procedur-
al safeguards that should be followed
to protect beneficiaries and physicians
from the fallout of any fee revisions
by the Secretary.

THE ADMINISTRATION'S FISCAL YEAR 1987

BUDGET

What has the administration pro-
posed as “physician payment reform”
for fiscal year 1987? Frankly, the ad-
ministration’s fiscal year 1987 Medi-
care budget basically tells Congress
“Don’t call us, we'll call you.” The ad-
ministration plans to wipe out a Medi-
care economic index adjustment to
physician’s fees that is 30 months
overdue, to impose new utilization con-
trols on physician practices, and to
make the first nationwide reductions
in fees that it considers inherently un-
reasonable—all without sufficient as-
sessment of the ultimate impact on
Medicare beneficiaries or a proper day
in court for the physicians affected,
and all by instructions to insurance
carriers who pay the Medicare part B
claims or small print notices in the
Federal Register.

The bill we are introducing today
makes clear that physician payment
reform is an act of health policy which
requires congressional direction and
close public serutiny—it is not a cover
for covert budget savings.

5. 2368

COBRA established some guidelines

for the future. It instructed the Secre-
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tary on a direction for physician pay-
ment reform. But, after seeing the ad-
ministration’s fiscal year 1987 budget
for Medicare, it is clear that the Con-
gress has to reiterate its message and
be even more specific about its intent.

S. 2368 the bill has three major pro-
visions.

First, it lays out the process which
the HHS Secretary would have to
follow in order to revise what Medi-
care will pay doctors when the statuto-
ry “CPR"” formula produces an inher-
ently unreasonable fee. And it stresses
Congress’ concern about physicians
who are actually underpaid for their
services.

Second, it spells out specific factors
that Congress would like the Secre-
tary and the Physician Payment
Review Commission to consider when
developing a relative value scale upon
which a fee schedule could be based.

This will make sure that the fee
schedule that is developed does not ex-
acerbate the current problem of geo-
graphic maldistribution of physicians,
and does not hamper access for Medi-
care beneficiaries by allowing fees
which don’t recognize local costs of
practice and therefore drive physi-
cians away from Medicare patients.

Finally, the bill softens the budget-
motivated blow that the administra-
tion plans to deal to doctors regarding
the Medicare Economic Index—or
MEIL

The administration has proposed
keeping the MEI so low that there
would be almost no increase in prevail-
ing charges. The administration claims
this is necessary because the increase
that was allowed in the past was based
on the wrong statistics: The office
space component of the MEI, which
reflects the cost to a physician of
maintaining an office, has been based
in the past on the housing cost compo-
nent of the Consumer Price Index.
Last year, the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics decided to use rental costs rather
than mortgage costs as the measure of
housing costs for the CPI.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics in-
tends to use these new components
from now on. But the administration
intends to go back to the first year
that the MEI existed, figure out what
it would have been had the different
component been used, and then sub-
tract from physicians’ payments this
year the amount that would not have
been paid to physicians in the past if
the different MEI had been used.

This bill recognizes that it is not fair
to repossess 13 years of mistaken pay-
ments from doctors all in 1 year. The
same kind of statistical adjustment
was made to Social Security payments
recently but no one suggested that we
ask Social Security recipients to give
the program any refunds. Nothing in
the Medicare law requires that we hit
doctors with this all in 1 year either.
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Medicare will be called on to contrib-
ute to deficit reduction, but this bill
would phase in the adjustment so that
doctors won't be hit so hard, and won't
have as great an incentive to refuse as-
signment.

More work will need to be done in
the future. Beneficiaries still face in-
appropriate deductibles and copay-
ments. I believe this can be best ad-
dressed through restructuring of the
Medicare benefit to fit the needs of
today’'s seniors. Our work on cata-
strophic coverage should provide a
means for this restructuring. And I
hope the Private/Public Sector Advi-
sory Committee on Catastrophic
Health upon which I sit will take a
broad view of restructuring. It is
needed.

Also, S. 2368, and the direction it
sets, focus on fairness of fees, not
volume of services. Even a refined
Medicare payment scheme still pro-
vides incentives to do more, and to
upcode. Further work will have to be
done to promote guality at a reasona-
ble price. In the long run, capitation—
prepaid health care in its various
forms—may be the only means to en-
courage the provision of all the care
beneficiaries need rather than all the
care for which they and Medicare can
be billed.

In the meantime, I am pleased to
join my colleagues today to introduce
S. 2368. By promoting greater fairness
between physician specialties, greater
fairness between new and experienced
physicians, greater fairness regarding
geographic disparity in charges, and
greater flexibility in adjusting to
change in technology, we can create a
physician payment system which will
not influence physicians to consider
anything but their best medical judg-
ment in delivering services to Medicare
patients.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleagues from
Kansas and Minnesota in introducing
S. 2368, the Medicare Physician Pay-
ment Reform Act of 1986.

As many of our colleagues are aware,
the President’s budget proposal for
fiscal year 1987 includes numerous
provisions designed to save approxi-
mately $1.3 billion in physician reim-
bursement over the next 3 years. The
savings are contingent on the use of
an inherent reasonableness standard
to implement regulatory changes in
the reimbursement rates for certain
services and procedures, and on modi-
fication of the Medical Economic
Index [MEI] by which fee schedules
are adjusted.

To carry out these proposals, the ad-
ministration plans to reduce reim-
bursement rates for three proce-
dures—coronary bypasses, cataract re-
moval, and implantation of pacemak-
ers—by approximately 10 percent. In
addition, the Health Care Financing
Administration recommends signifi-
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cant curtailment or elimination or re-
imbursement for assistants at surgery
and standby anesthesia. Finally, the
MEI would be rebased retroactively to
1973 to account for a change in the
housing component of the index. The
net effect of the MEI recalculation
would be a drop from 2.8 to 0.8 percent
in the fee schedule update for 1987, at
a cost of $750 million over 3 years to
physicians.

The Medicare Payment Reform Act
of 1986 is an effort to revise the ad-
ministration’s recommendations to
ensure that, where financing reform
could impact the way in which medi-
cine is practiced, physicians are an in-
tegral part of the decisionmaking
process.

Specifically, S. 2368 requires that, in
defining inherent reasonableness, the
administration consult with the Physi-
cian Payment Assessment Commission
to ensure that increases or decreases
in the pricing of services are undertak-
en only after the potential effect on
the quality of care is evaluated. To
preclude hasty adoption of changes in
reimbursement policy, the Secretary
of HHS would be required to follow
formal rulemaking procedures, includ-
ing a 60-day public comment interval.

For, while it makes little sense for
Medicare to pay vastly different rates
for the same procedure performed on
similar patients in a given geographic
area, there are legitimate circum-
stances under which physicians may
feel it is in the patient’s best interest
to have present an assistant at surgery
or an anesthesiologist on standby
status. The professional judgment of
physicians is critical to the success of
reimbursement policy reform that is in
the best interest of Medicare benefici-
aries.

With respect to recalibration of the
MEI, I believe it is fair to say that the
authors of this bill are unanimous in
our view that a 0.8 percent increase in
the fee screen is tantamount to an ex-
tension of the fee freeze for a third
year. Though we concur that the
Bureau of Labor Statistics methodo-
logical argument in favor of a new
housing factor is compelling, we be-
lieve that rebasing should be phased
in over at least 2 years—if not three—
in order to permit physicians a reason-
able increase in their fees. I should
like to stress that we are not alone in
our view, and that the American Asso-
ciation of Retired Persons has repeat-
edly warned that failure to mitigate
the effects of these proposals will ulti-
mately result in significant cost shift-
ing to the elderly because fewer and
fewer physicians will agree to take
claims on assignment.

Finally, Mr. President, S. 2368 calls
for a series of changes in the data base
used to determine the costs of physi-
cian services. The intent of these pro-
visions is to create a uniform standard
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of information that will be useful to
providers and policy makers in future
years. Today, it is exceedingly diffi-
cult, if not impossible, to make accu-
rate comparative judgments about the
relative costs of health care in differ-
ent areas of the country. If we are to
be prepared to make the best use of
the results of the relative value scale
study currently underway at Harvard,
then it is imperative that we begin to
collect and maintain data in a system-
atic and comparable format. This bill
instructs the Secretary of HHS to de-
velop and implement such an informa-
tion base.

While S. 2368 represents, in my
judgment, a significant improvement
over the administration’s budget rec-
ommendations, it is by no means
etched in concrete. It is my hope that
on April 25, when the Finance Com-
mittee’s Subcommittee on Health
holds its physician reimbursement
hearing, interested individuals and
groups will take the opportunity to
suggest improvements in the legisla-
tive language we offer today. In par-
ticular, I invite providers familiar with
records keeping systems used by small
hospitals, to review section 4 of the
bill. Although we have tried to ease
the transition onto the common
coding procedure by postponing the
effective date to January 1, 1988, I am
concerned that smaller hospitals with
limited personnel and financial re-
sources not be unduly penalized by an
unrealistic timetable for implementing
this change.

We invite our colleagues to join with
us in pursuit of a reasonable physician
reimbursement reform measure. En-
actment of these or similar provisions
should generate immediate savings in
the Medicare Program and, perhaps
more importantly, will establish a sys-
tematic process for periodic review of
reimbursement rates and policies.

By Mr. FORD:

S. 2369. A bill to authorize the Inter-
state Commerce Commission to adjust
rail rates to reflect cost decreases due
to deflations; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transporta-
tion.

DEFLATION AND RAIL RATES

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, during
the 98th Congress, I introduced a bill,
S. 1081, relating to rail rates and cost
decreases. Recent events at the Inter-
state Commerce Commission have sug-
gested it is time to take a second look
at this issue.

On April 11, 1986, the ICC approved
the second quarter 1986 Rail Cost Ad-
justment Factor [RCAF'] submitted by
the Association of American Rail-
roads. The second quarter RCAF is
1.023 down from 4.3 percent from the
first quarter figure of 1.069. The ICC
stated that virtually all of the decline
is due to a decrease in the price paid
by the railroads for diesel fuel. If
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there is a big decrease in the cost of
providing the transportation service,
then the shipper should benefit. The
ICC made no comment on the petition
filed on March 12, 1986, by the Nation-
al Industrial Transportation League to
recover the costs of substantially de-
clining fuel prices for the first quarter
RCAF.

When the Congress passed the Stag-
gers Rail Act of 1980, Congress sought
to help the railroads recover their in-
flationary costs with minimal regula-
tory intervention. Automatic increases
in the Staggers Act replaced the time-
consuming general rate increase pro-
ceedings which were characteristic
prior to 1980. Section 203 of the act, 49
U.S.C. 10707(a) states that the ICC
shall publish a rail cost adjustment
factor at least quarterly as a basis for
a zone of rail rate flexibility for indi-
vidual carrier rate changes.

At no time during the drafting of
the Staggers Act did the sponsors ever
envision a situation where the cost-of-
living rate would decrease ins‘ead of
increase, since the act was drafted
during an economic period when infla-
tion was rising steadily. Therefore,
section 203 is silent on the issue of
rate decreases when there is a reduc-
tion in inflationary costs from the pre-
viously published rail cost adjustment
factor. Today, due to various causes,
some railroad costs are actually de-
creasing.

Pursuant to the mandate of section
203 of the Staggers Act, the Commis-
sion adopted a cost recovery index
which measures the changes in the av-
erage price of goods and services pur-
chased by the railroads in providing
transportation services. Ex Parte No.
290 (Sub-No. 2), Railroad Cost Recov-
ery Procedures, 364 1.C.C. 841 (1981).
Thereafter, the Commission published
an index of costs by which railroads
may multiply their rates on a quarter-
ly basis. Rates increased by the cost
index are immune from challenge on
reasonableness grounds.

The Commission’s decision in Ex
Parte No. 290 (Sub-No. 2), supra, was
affirmed by the U.S. Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia on May 4,
1982. On April 19, 1982, the Commis-
sion ordered the proceeding reopened.

In that April 19, 1982, decision, the
Commission denied a petition for a de-
claratory order on decreases in the
index. This request was filed by the
National Industrial Traffic League.
The Commission stated that section
203 of the Staggers Act did not appear
to contemplate reductions, nor did the
Commission’s Ex Parte No. 290 (Sub-
No. 2) rules.

When the ICC made the announce-
ment for the second quarter RCAF, it
also decided to reconsider its cost esca-
lation factor. The ICC will publish a
proposed rulemaking that will propose
changing the RCAF rules to require
that rates increased through the
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RCAF be reduced when the RCAF de-
clines. I take no position on whether
the 1982 ruling on this matter is cor-
rect. I do believe that passage of this
legislation will solve the dilemma once
and for all. Should the ICC change
the procedure administratively it is
certain that the railroads will seek to
overturn the rule. Since the ICC said 4
years ago that they cannot do what
they are seeking to do now, the issue is
certain to end up in the courts.

It is time for Congress to correct this
oversight in the Staggers Act. Ship-
pers and eventually consumers should
benefit from the reduction of costs to
the railroads due to deflation.

By Mr. MURKOWSKI:

S. 2370. A bill to allow the Francis
Scott Key Park Foundation, Inc., to
erect a memorial in the District of Co-
lumbia; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

FRANCIS SCOTT KEY MEMORIAL
® Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
it is a pleasure for me to introduce
today a bill authorizing establishment
of a memorial to honor Francis Scott
Key.

Generations of Americans have ex-
pressed their deepest partriotism
while singing the moving verses of our
national anthem, but few know much
about the man who penned these im-
portant words. Key composed this pa-
triotic song during the War of 1812
while on a mission to free an aging
physician captured by the British.
Even though he succeeded, Key him-
self was arrested because he knew of
the imminent British plans to attack
Baltimore. While under guard, he wit-
nessed ‘“the bombs bursting in air”
over Fort McHenry. “By the dawn’s
early light” he saw that “our flag was
still there,” signaling defeat of the
British. The immortal words of our na-
tional anthem, written 172 years ago,
continue to capture the spirit of our
great Nation. The “Star Spangled
Banner"” is our patriotic hymn, an af-
firmation of the love of country, and
pride in our Nation which all Ameri-
cans hold for the “land of the free and
home of the brave.”

To help ensure the significance of
his legacy and those fateful early
years of our Nation's history, the
Francis Scott Key Foundation was
formed in 1983 to achieve the goal of
building a park in honor of the father
of our national anthem. The founda-
tion has embarked on a campaign to
raise funds necessary to build the
park, and over $130,000 has been do-
nated to date. The funds have been
contributed from individuals, corpora-
tions, and foundations. The bill I am
introducing today will take advantage
of these efforts and will authorize the
construction of a memorial to Francis
Scott Key at no expense to the tax-
payer.
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It is only fitting that we memorialize
Francis Scott Key, the author of the
“Star Spangled Banner.” His life pro-
vides an inspiration to Americans by
symbolizing the potential in each of us
to make voluntary and extraordinary
contributions to our country. We want
to be reminded of his joy and, through
it, our unique national heritage of
freedom, human rights, and a free gov-
ernment. Mr. President, I urge the
Senate to act favorably upon this leg-
islation.e

By Mr. ROTH:

S. 2371. A bill to amend the Social
Security Act to make administrative
improvements in the programs of aid
to families with dependent children
and child support programs, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Finance.

FAMILY ASSISTANCE AND CHILD SUFPORT EN-
FORCEMENT ADMINISTRATIVE IMPROVEMENTS
ACT

® Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, Daniel

Webster, while standing on this floor

some 140 years ago, said that labor is

one of the great elements of society,
one that upholds the great fabric of
the State. And I can think of no better
way than to quote Senator Webster to
introduce the Family Assistance and

Child Support Enforcement Adminis-

trative Improvements Act of 1986.
This legislation accompanies S. 1081,

the Social Welfare Amendments of

1985, and in partnership will realize

President Reagan’s 1987 budget rec-

ommendations for the Aid to Families

with Dependent Children and the

Child Support Enforcement Programs.
As this distinguished body well

knows, there is cause for concern

about our country’s social programs.

Financially, the rapid growth in pro-

grams such as AFDC and Child Sup-

port Enforcement are making it diffi-

cult for us to see ourselves out of a

deficit-ridden future. Of course, I un-

derstand the need for, and I support,
strong, well-administered, and produc-
tive social services. I understand that
we can’'t do everything for everyone
everywhere, but I believe we can do
something for someone somewhere.

And I believe we must.

With this in mind, I see as our task
to turn the support we offer into op-
portunity—opportunity both for the
States with whom we share social re-
sponsibility and for the recipients of
our services.

Currently, there is a serious discrep-
ancy between various States and their
expenditures for AFDC administra-
tion. And as current law mandates
that the Federal Government match
these administrative costs dollar for
dollar it's unfair for the taxpayer and
unfair for the well-managed, financial-
ly responsible States that those with
excessive administrative costs are
making more money for their ineffi-
ciency.
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Therefore, I'm introducing this bill
to bring equity to the process by re-
ducing AFDC reimbursement for par-
ticularly high administrative costs.
Under this Family Assistance and
Child Support Enforcement Adminis-
trative Improvements Act of 1986,
State administrative expenditures—
based on a per recipient scale—that
exceed 175 percent of the median for
all States, will be matched by Federal
dollars at a lower percentage. Instead
of the standard 50 percent, the match-
ing rate will be decreased to 25 percent
for costs which exceed the 175 percent
threshold.

This strategy was first recommended
by the Grace Commission, and I be-
lieve it will serve as an effective alter-
native to the cap on Federal matching
that is currently contained in S. 1081.

But this is not all the bill will do.
This Administrative Improvements
Act will also make the matching rate
for statewide development of automat-
ic data processing systems consistent
with that of the Food Stamp Program
by reducing the AFDC rate from 90 to
75 percent in 1987. There will also be a
reduced match for automated data
processing in the Child Support En-
forcement Program. After giving
States 3 years to complete their state-
wide systems development, the Feder-
al matching will be reduced to the reg-
ular 50-percent rate for administrative
costs. Additionally, the bill will accel-
erate the schedule provided for under
current law to reduce the matching
rate for child support enforcement
program administrative costs by 4 per-
cent.

These proposals are part of a broad
effort to bring greater consistency in
the level of Federal matching for enti-
tlement program data systems devel-
opment and to hold down administra-
tive costs in a time of tight resources
without limiting benefits to the poor.
These proposals will result in a net
savings of $56 million.

At this time, Mr. President, I want
to urge my colleagues to support the
remaining administration proposals
contained in S. 1081. The provision
I've introduced today only replaces the
proposed cap on Federal matching.
The bill will still contain the corner-
stone of the administration’s AFDC
reform proposals—the new work pro-
grams.

Through its enactment, there will be
an expansion in the opportunities for
welfare recipients to get involved in
work and labor-related activities. The
bill will require all employable AFDC
applicants and recipients to partici-
pate in some degree of activity as a
condition of eligibility. Of course,
States will design their appropriate
work programs with a choice of sever-
al optional activities including the
Community Work Experience Pro-
grams (Workfare), job search, grant

April 24, 1986

diversion, and training under the Job
Training Partnership Act.

In keeping with the State-Federal
partnership which the AFDC program
represents, all administrative costs as-
sociated with implementing and run-
ning work programs will be matched
at an open-ended 50-percent rate, and
work-related expenses will not be sub-
ject to the rules governing AFDC ad-
ministrative costs.

It's clear that work programs for
welfare recipients are effective. They
offer, for the first time, a positive solu-
tion to the problem of long-term wel-
fare dependency. They give welfare re-
cipients the tools and motivation
needed to become self-sufficient, and
they bolster morale and self-esteem.
And the community benefits.

S. 1081 will also benefit the commu-
nity, the taxpayer, and the recipient
by targeting benefits more carefully.
First, to give caretakers of older chil-
dren the incentive to be employed, it's
proposed that AFDC benefits be elimi-
nated when the youngest child
reaches age 16. Second, in an effort to
encourage parental responsibility for
AFDC recipients who are still minors,
the legislation also requires that
minor caretaker relatives live with
their parents—with certain excep-
tions—in order to receive AFDC assist-
ance.

Mr. President, I strongly urge this
body to enact the proposals that are
contained in S. 1081, and I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be printed
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

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

S. 2371

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Family Assistance
and Child Support Enforcement Adminis-
trative Improvements Act".

TITLE I-AID TO FAMILIES WITH
DEPENDENT CHILDREN

REDUCED FEDERAL MATCHING RATE FOR STATE-
WIDE MECHANIZED CLAIMS PROCESSING AND
INFORMATION RETRIEVAL SYSTEMS

Sec. 101. (a) Efective October 1, 1986, sec-
tion 403(aX3)XB) of the Social Security Act
is amended by striking out *“during such
quarter” and inserting in lieu thereof
“during quarters in any fiscal year prior to
fiscal year 1987, or 76 per centum in the
case of quarters in fiscal year 1987, 1988, or
1989,".

(b) Effective October 1, 1989, section
403(aX(3) of the Act is amended—

(1) by striking out all down through sub-
paragraph (C) and inserting in lieu thereof:

“¢3) in the case of any State, an amount
equal to one-half of the total amounts ex-
pended during such quarter as found neces-
sary by the Secretary for the proper and ef-
ficient administration of the State plan (in-
cluding as expenditures under this para-
graph the value of any services furnished,
and the amount of any payments made (to
cover expenses incurred by individuals
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under a program of employment search),
under section 402(a)35)B)),"; and
(2) by striking out “(as described in the
parenthetical phrase in subparagraph (C)"”
and inserting in lieu thereof “(as described
in the preceding parenthetical phrase)”.
REDUCTIONS IN MATCHING RATE FOR EXCESS
ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

Sec. 102, (a) Section 403(aX3XC) of the
Social Security Act (as amended by section
101 of this Act) is further amended—

(1) by inserting “subject to the limitations
prescribed below in this paragraph” immedi-
ately after “(3)";

(2) by inserting *“(i)” immediately after
“except that”, and

(3) by striking out the semicolon at the
end of paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu
thereof ", and (ii) in the case of any State
other than Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands
and Guam, 25 per centum (rather than one-
half) of that portion of the amounts de-
scribed in subparagraph (C) and expended
during any quarter in fiscal years after
fiscal year 1986 that constitute a State's
excess administrative costs, as determined
in accordance with subsection (e); and”.

(b) Section 403 of the Act is further
amended by adding after and below subsec-
tion (d) the following new subsection:

“(eX1) For purposes of applying the
second limitation prescribed in subsection
(a)3), the excess administrative costs of any
State to which such limitation applies
means that portion of the State's per recipi-
ent administrative costs (as defined in para-
graph (2)) that exceed 175 per centum of
the national median of such costs for all
such States.

“(2) As used in this subsection—

“(A) a State’s ‘per recipient administrative
costs’ in a fiscal year means the ratio of the
amounts expended by such State during
quarters in such fiscal year for the proper
and efficient operation of the State plan
(other than expenditures of the type de-
scribed in subsection (aX3XB), or expendi-
tures directly related to carrying out section
402(a) (19) or (35), section 409, section 414,
or to conducting other employment related
activities under the State plan), and for
which Federal financial participation is
claimed and allowed, to the average month-
ly number of individuals receiving aid under
the plan in such year;

“{B) the national median of the per recipi-
ent administrative costs of all the States to
which the second limitation in subsection
(a)3) applies shall be determined by estab-
lishing the median of such costs for the
most recent 4-quarter period preceding the
fiscal year concerned, adjusted by the
change in the GNP deflator (as defined in
subparagraph (C)), if the latest quarter in
such 4-quarter period is not one of the three
quarters immediately preceding the start of
such fiscal year, with respect to which the
Secretary determines that sufficient data
are available to reasonably establish such
median, taking into consideration both the
States’' need for advance notice in order to
make fiscal planning decisions, and the ben-
efits to the Federal and State governments
of employing the most recent data in order
to reflect progress made by other States in
reducing per recipient administrative costs;
and

“(C) the ‘change in the GNP deflator’ for
any fiscal year concerned in subparagraph
(B) means the ratio of (i) the gross national
product implicit price deflator, measured
for the second gquarter of such fiscal year,
published by the Bureau of Economic Anal-
ysis, Department of Commerce, before
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August 31 of such fiscal year, to (ii) such de-
flator, as so measured, for the 4-quarter
period selected for purposes of such sub-
paragraph (B)."”.

(c) Effective October 1, 1989—

(1) Section 403(a)3) of the Act (as revised
by section 102 of this Act) is amended by
striking out “subparagraph (C)” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “this paragraph”, and

(2) Section 403(e)X2XA) of the Act (as
added by subsection (b) of this section) is
amended by striking out “expenditures of
the type described in subsection (a)}3XB),
or”.

(d) The amendments made by subsections
(a) and (b) of this section shall be effective
October 1, 1986.

TITLE II-CHILD SUPPORT
ENFORCEMENT
REDUCTION IN FEDERAL MATCHING RATE FOR

AUTOMATIC DATA PROCESSING AND INFORMA-

TION RETRIEVAL SYSTEMS

Sec. 201. Section 455(a)(1)X(B) of the Social
Security Act is amended by striking out “90
percent” and inserting in lieu thereof “(i) 90
percent, in the case of quarters in fiscal
years prior to 1987, (ii) 85 percent, in the
case of quarters in fiscal year 1987, (iii) 75
percent in the case of quarters in fiscal year
1988 or 1989, and (iv) the rate specified in
455(a)2)XC) for quarters in fiscal year 1990
or any fiscal year thereafter,”.

REDUCTION IN FEDERAL MATCHING RATE FOR

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS GENERALLY

Sec. 202. (a) Section 455(a)(2) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking out “1986, and 1987,” from
subparagraph (A) and inserting in lieu
thereof “and 1986, and”,

(2) by amending subparagraph (B) to read
“66 percent for fiscal year 1987 and each
fiscal year thereafter.”, and

(3) by striking out subparagraph (C).

(b) Section 455(a)(1XB)(iii) of the Act (as
amended by section 201 of this Act) is fur-
ther amended by striking out “455(a)(2XC)"
and inserting in lieu thereof
“455(a)2XB)".e

By Mr. GARN (by request):

S. 2372. A bill to preserve the au-
thority of the Federal banking super-
visory agencies to arrange interstate
acquisitions and mergers for failed and
failing banks, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS EMERGENCY
ACQUISITIONS AMENDMENTS

® Mr. GARN. Mr. President, today I
am introducting by request amend-
ments to title I of the Garn-St Ger-
main Act. The amendments provide in-
creased flexibility for the Federal
bank regulators in minimizing the ad-
verse effects of failing banks. In es-
sence, the bill would lower the thresh-
old size from $500 million to $250 mil-
lion for an institution which could be
sold across State lines, expands the ap-
proval of interstate acquisition from
closed banks only to banks which the
regulators believe are in danger of fail-
ing, and gives the Federal bank regula-
tors authority to resolve problems
with regard to chains of banks in mul-
tibank holding company States.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill, a letter
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from the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation and the Board of Gover-
nors of the Federal Reserve System,
and a section-by-section analysis of
the bill be printed in the REcorbp.

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

8. 2372

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

SHORT TITLE

SectioN 1. This Act may be cited as the
“Financial Institutions Emergency Acquisi-
tions Amendments of 1986.”

ASSISTED EXTRAORDINARY ACQUISITIONS

SEec. 2. Section 13(f) of the Federal Depos-
it Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1823(f)) is
amended—

(1) by amending paragraph (1) to read as
follows:

“(1XA) Whenever the appropriate Federal
banking agency is informed that an out-of-
State bank or holding company is consider-
ing acquiring, directly, or indirectly, an in-
sured bank with total assets of $250,000,000
or more that is in danger of closing, such
agency shall (A) notify the Corporation of
such, (B) consult with the Corporation
before taking any action with respect to any
such acquisition, and (C) provide the Corpo-
ration with notice of any final action taken.

“(B) Except as provided in paragraph (9),
the provisions of this subsection shall be
used exclusively in connection with any ac-
quisition by or merger with an out-of-State
bank or holding company with respect to
which the Corporation provides assistance
under its powers in subsection (¢) and shall
not be applicable if the Corporation does
not provide such assistance. Nothing con-
tained in this subsection shall be construed
to limit the Corporation's powers in subsec-
tion (e) to assist a transaction.”

(2) by striking out “$500,000,000" in sub-
paragraph (2)(A) and inserting in lieu there-
of “$250,000,000".

(3) by amending subparagraph (3) to read
as follows:

“(3XAXi) Whenever the appropriate Fed-
eral or State chartering authority has certi-
fied in writing that an insured bank with
total assets of $250,000,000 or more (as de-
termined from its most recent report of con-
dition) is in danger of closing, the insured
bank may merge with or its assets may be
purchased by and its liabilities assumed by
another depository institution, including an
insured depository institution located in the
State where the insured bank is chartered
but established by an out-of-State bank or
holding company, or its shares may be ac-
quired by an out-of-State bank or holding
company.

“(ii) Whenever the appropriate Federal or
State chartering authority has certified in
writing that one or more insured bank sub-
sidiaries of a holding company are in danger
of closing and such bank or banks hold ag-
gregate assets equal to $250,000,000 or more
(as determined from their most recent re-
ports of condition) and such bank or banks
represent 33 percent or more of the total
assets of all insured bank subsidiaries (as de-
termined from their most recent reports of
condition) of such holding company, an out-
of-State bank or holding company may (a)
purchase the shares of or otherwise acquire
the holding company that controls such
bank or banks and all of such holding com-
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pany's subsidiary banks or (b) purchase the
shares or otherwise acquire any such bank
or banks in danger of closing and/or estab-
lish one or more newly chartered banks lo-
cated in the State where such banks in
danger of closing are chartered for the pur-
pose of merging with or purchasing the
assets and assuming the liabilities of such
banks, provided the aggregate total assets of
such banks that are acquired equal
$250,000,000 or more. Any out-of-State bank
or holding company which, pursuant to
clause (b), purchases shares of, or estab-
lishes a newly chartered bank for the pur-
pose of merging with or acquiring the assets
and assuming the liabilities of, such bank or
banks in danger of closing may purchase the
shares of or otherwise acquire any bank
which is affiliated with such bank or banks.

“(iii) The Corporation may assist a merger
or acquisition permitted under subpara-
graph (A) only where the board of directors
or trustees of the insured bank has reguest-
ed in writing that the Corporation assist a
merger or a purchase.

“(B) Whenever the Corporation provides
assistance, directly or indirectly, under the
authority of subsection (¢), to an insured
bank and such bank was eligible at the time
such assistance was given to be acquired by
an out-of-State bank or holding company,
pursuant to subparagraph (A), the bank
shall remain eligible to be acquired, to the
same extent that it was eligible when assist-
ance was granted, by an out-of-State bank
or holding company so long as the Corpora-
tion's assistance remains outstanding. If, at
the time such assistance was granted to an
insured bank or to affiliated insured banks,
such bank's or banks' parent holding com-
pany or other affiliated banks were eligible
also to be acquired by an out-of-State bank
or holding company, pursuant to subpara-
graph (a)ii), they shall remain eligible for
such acquisition to the same extent as they
were when the assistance was granted, so
long as such assistance remains outstanding.

“*(C) Where otherwise lawfully required, a
transaction under this paragraph (3) must
be approved by the primary Federal or
State supervisor of all parties thereto.

“(DXi) Before assisting a merger or acqui-
sition permitted under subparagraph (A) or
taking final action under subparagraph (B),
the Corporation shall consult the State
bank supervisor of the State in which the
bank in danger of closing is chartered.

“(ii) The State bank supervisor shall be
given a reasonable opportunity, and in no
event less than forty-eight hours, to object
to the use of the provisions of this para-

graph.

“(iii) If the State supervisor objects
during such period, the Corporation may
use the authority of this paragraph only by
a unanimous vote of the Board of Directors.
The Board of Directors shall provide to the
State supervisor, as soon as practicable, a
written certification of its determination.”

(4) by redesignating subparagraphs (i)
through (iii) of paragraph (4) as subpara-
graphs (A) through (C), respectively.

(5) by amending newly redsignated sub-
paragraph (4)XA) to read as follows:

“(A) Neither section 3(d) of the Bank
Holding Company Act of 1956, section
408(e)X3) of the National Housing Act, any
provision of State law, nor the constitution
of any State, shall bar approval, consumma-
tion or retention of an acquisition author-
ized under paragraph (2) or (3) except that
an out-of-State bank may make such an ac-
quisition only if such ownership is otherwise
specifically authorized.”
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(6) by adding new subparagraphs (D) and
(E) to paragraph (4) as follows:

‘(D) An out-of-State bank holding compa-
ny that acquires, directly or indirectly, a
bank under paragraph (2) or (3) shall there-
after be entitled to acquire additional banks
located in the three largest metropolitan or
consolidated metropolitan statistical areas
or cities in any State in which the acquired
bank is located to the same extent as a bank
holding company that is principally located
(as such term is defined in section 3(d) of
the Bank Holding Company Act of 1956) in
such State.

“(E) A holding company which, directly or
indirectly, acquires control of one or more
banks or a holding company under para-
graph (2) or (3) shall not, by reason of such
acquisition or expansion, be required as the
result of the law of any State to divest any
other bank or banks or be prevented from
acquiring, directly or indirectly, any other
banks or holding company."

5(7‘.' by striking “to permit” in paragraph
(5).

(8) by striking out “closed” the second
time it appears and “bank” the sixth time it
appears in subparagraph (6)(A).

(9) by redesignating subparagraphs (B)
and (C) in paragraph (8) as subparagraphs
(D) and (E), respectively, and by inserting
after subparagraph (A) the following new
subparagraphs:

“(B) a bank is ‘in danger of closing’ if:

“(i) the bank is not likely to be able to
meet the demands of its depositors or pay
its obligations in the normal course and
there is no reasonable prospect for it to do
so without federal assistance; or

“(ii) the bank has incurred or is likely to
incur losses that will deplete all or substan-
tially all of its capital and there is no rea-
sonable prospect for replenishment of the
bank’s capital without federal assistance; or

“(iii) other grounds exist or are likely to
exist under applicable State law for closing
the bank; and

“(C) banks are ‘affiliated’ if each is a sub-
sidiary (as defined in section 2(d) of the
Bank Holding Company Act of 1956) of the
same holding company; and”

(10) by adding a new paragraph (9) to read
as follows:

“(9) Nothing in this subsection shall pre-
vent the Corporation, in its sole discretion,
from assisting, directly or indirectly, the ac-
quisition of an open or closed insured bank
by an out-of-State bank or holding company
where such an acquisition is otherwise au-
thorized under applicable State law.”

(11) by adding a new paragraph (10) to
read as follows:

“(10) In any transaction authorized under
this subsection, no assistance by the Corpo-
ration shall be provided to a subsidiary of a
holilns company that is not an insured
bank.”

UNASSISTED EXTRAORDINARY ACQUISITIONS

Sec. 3. Section 3(d) of the Bank Holding
Company Act (12 U.S.C. 1842(d)) is amend-
ed by designating the first paragraph there-
of as paragraph (1) and inserting at the end
thereof the following new paragraphs:

“(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of
paragraph (1) of this subsection or any pro-
vision of state law or the constitution of any
state.

“(A) a bank holding company may acquire
and retain the shares or assets of —

“(1) a bank located in another state if such
bank has total assets of $250 million or
more and is in danger of closing; or

“(ii) Two or more affiliated banks in
danger of closing that together hold assets
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that total $250 million or more and that
represent 33 percent of the total assets of
all affiliated banks;

‘“B) a bank holding company that ac-
quires a bank or banks in danger of closing
under subparagraph (A) may acquire a bank
holding company that controls such bank or
banks and/or may acquire the assets or
shares of any bank affiliated with such
bank or banks, provided in either case that
the total assets of such bank or banks in
danger of closing represent at least 33 per-
cent of the total assets of all affiliated
banks;

“(C) A bank holding company that ac-
quires the assets or shares of a bank in
danger of closing under subparagraph (A) or
(B) may acquire additional banks located in
the three largest metropolitan or consoli-
dated metropolitan statistical areas or cities
in any state in which a bank acquired pursu-
ant to this paragraph is located to the same
extent as a bank holding company that is
principally located (as defined in paragraph
(1) hereof) in such state;

“(D) A bank holding company that ac-
quires and retains control of one or more
banks pursuant to this paragraph shall not,
by reason of such acquisition or retention,
be required to divest any other bank or
banks or be prevented from acquiring any
other banks.

“(3) A bank holding company may not ac-
quire the shares or assets of a bank or bank
holding company under paragraph (2) (A)
or (B) unless the acquisition has been ap-
proved by the board of directors of such
bank or of a bank holding company that
controls such bank.

“(4)A) A bank is in danger of closing if
the appropriate federal or state chartering
authority certifies in writing that:

“(i) the bank is not likely to be able to
meet the demands of its depositors or pay
its obligations in the normal course and
there is no reasonable prospect for it to do
s0 without federal assistance; or

“(ii) the bank has incurred or is likely to
incur losses that will deplete all or substan-
tially all of its capital and there is no rea-
sonable prospect for replenishment of the
bank's capital without federal assistance; or

“(iii) other grounds exist or are likely to
exist under applicable State law for closing
the bank.

“(B) A bank is affiliated with another
bank if each is a subsidiary of the same
bank holding company.

“(C) The assets of a bank shall be deter-
mined on the basis of its most recent report
of condition.

“(5)A) No bank in danger of closing or
bank holding company that controls such
bank shall enter into any discussions relat-
ing to the acquisition of such bank under
paragraph (2) unless—

“(i) the State bank supervisor for each
state in which such bank or its affiliated
banks is located has been notified of such
proposed discussions, and

“(ii) such bank or bank holding company
has attempted to arrange an acquisition
that does not require assistance under sec-
tion 13(c) of the Federal Deposit Insurance
Act or use of the interstate provisions of
paragraph (2). An application submitted
under paragraph (2) (A) or (B) must de-
seribe efforts made by such bank or bank
holding company to satisfy this requirement
and the reasons for the rejection of any pro-
posals submitted.

“(B) Before approving an application pur-
suant to paragraph (2) involving a bank in
danger of closing or its affiliated banks, the




April 24, 1986

Board shall consult the State bank supervi-
sor of the State or States in which the bank
or banks are located.

*(C) The State bank supervisor or supervi-
sors shall be given a reasonable opportunity,
and in no event less than forty-eight hours,
to object to approval of the application.

‘(D) Except as provided in subparagraph
(E), the Board shall not approve the appli-
cation if, during the notice period provided
in subparagraph (C), such State bank super-
visor certifies to the Board that—

“(i) a person or persons have, prior to the
notice period in subparagraph (C), offered
or attempted to offer to acquire each of the
banks in danger of closing in a transaction
that does not require assistance under sec-
tion 13(c) of the Federal Deposit Insurance
Act or use of the interstate provisions of

ph (2), and

“(ii) such person or persons, in the judg-
ment of such State bank supervisor, are
likely to be able to secure all regulatory ap-
provals necessary to consummate such ac-
quisition promptly, and to comply with all
applicable financial and managerial and
other regulatory requirements, including re-
capitalizing all such banks in danger of clos-
ing without impairing the financial re-
sources of the acquiring person or persons.

“(E) The Board may approve the applica-
tion if the Board determines that the
person or persons certified by the State
bank supervisor under subparagraph (D) do
not have the financial resources necessary
to obtain regulatory approval to acquire
such bank, including the resources to re-
capitalize all such banks in danger of closing
without impairing the financial resources of
the acquiring person or persons, or that
such person or persons do not meet other
applicable regulatory requirements.

“(6) If the Board has received a certifica-
tion from the appropriate federal or state
chartering authority pursuant to paragraph
(2) or section 13(f) of the Federal Deposit
Insurance Act that a bank is in danger of
closing, the Board may dispense with the
notice and hearing requirements of section
3(b) of this Act with respect to any applica-
tion received to acquire such bank or its af-
filiated banks and may reduce the post-ap-
proval waiting period of section 11 of this
Act to five days or, if the Board finds that
immediate action is necessary to prevent the
probable failure of any such banks, elimi-
nate such period.”

WAIVER OF NOTICE REQUIREMENTS

SEec. 4. Section 4(c)X8) of the Bank Holding
Company Act (12 U.S.C. 1843(c)X8)) is
amended by adding a new sentence to the
end thereof to read as follows:

“In the event an application is filed under
this paragraph in connection with an appli-
cation by a bank holding company to ac-
quire control of a bank in danger of closing
or its affiliated banks pursuant to section
3(d)2) of this Act or section 13(f) of the
Federal Deposit Insurance Act, the Board
may dispense with the notice and hearing
requirement of this paragraph and the
Board may approve or deny the application
under this paragraph without notice or
hearing.”

SUNSET PROVISIONS

Sec. 5. (a) Section 141(a) of the Garn-St
Germain Depository Institutions Act of
1982 (12 U.S.C. 1464 note) is amended by
striking out “April 15, 1986" and inserting in
lieu thereof “April 15, 1991".

(b) Effective upon April 15, 1991, the pro-
visions of law amended by this Act shall be
amended to read as they would without
such amendments.
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(¢) The repeal or termination by section 5
of any amendment made by this Act shall
have no effect on any action taken or au-
tl;?rtfed while such amendment was in
ellect.

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPO-
RATION, BoArRD oF (GOVERNORS OF
THE FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM,

April 23, 1986.

Hon. JAKE GARN,

Chairman, Commitiee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs, U.S. Senale,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN GARN: By letter of April 8,
we, together with the Comptroller of the
Currency, wrote to you asking that Con-
gress extend and liberalize the emergency
acquisition provisions of the Garn-St Ger-
main Depository Institutions Deregulation
Act of 1982. Congress has now passed a 90-
day extension of that Act.

‘With respect to liberalizing the emergency
acquisition provisions, in that letter we rec-
ommended a number of changes designed to
strengthen the ability of the regulators to
deal with problem situations including au-
thority to permit the out-of-state acquisi-
tion of failing banks and the out-of-state ac-
quisition of a bank holding company when
the failing bank exceeds the statutory size
threshold and represents a sizable part of
the holding company system. We also rec-
ommended that the asset size of banks eligi-
ble to be acquired be reduced from $500 mil-
lion to $250 million.

We are forwarding to you at this time pro-
posed legislation to implement these recom-
mendations. The Comptroller of the Cur-
rency has initiated the Administration’s
formal review of this bill. It is our hope that
Congress will be able to consider these mat-
ters at the earliest opportunity.

Sincerely,
L. WiLLIAM SEIDMAN.
PavuL A. VOLCKER.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE PRo-
POSED ASSISTED AND UNASSISTED EXTRAOR-
DINARY ACQUISITION AMENDMENTS

Section 1. This section defines the Act as
the “Financial Institutions Emergency Ac-
quisition Amendments of 1986."

Sec. 2. Subsection 13(f) of the Federal De-
posit Insurance Act, which was enacted as
part of Title I of the Garn-St Germain Act,
currently permits interstate acquisitions for
banks with assets of $500 million or more—
but only under limited conditions. Stock in-
stitutions, including all eligible commercial
banks, may be acquired only if they are
closed. An eligible mutual savings bank may
be acquired prior to closing—but only if its
board of trustees and chartering authority
specify in writing that it is in danger of clos-
ing and request the FDIC to assist an acqui-
sition or merger. If a bank is acquired by an
out-of-state bank holding company the bank
may branch throughout the State to the
same extent as an in-State national bank.
Absent specific State authorizing legisla-
tion, however, bank holding companies may
not be acquired by out-of-State holding
companies and an out-of-State holding com-
pany that acquires a bank under subsection
13(f) may not expand in the State other
than by branching of the newly acquired
bank. This means in unit banking States,
the out-of-State bank holding company’s
entry is limited to the existing office site of
the bank it acquires.

The amendments to subsection 13(f) will
change existing legislation in four crucial
areas. First, the amendments will permit
qualified stock institutions, as well as
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mutual savings banks, to be acquired by out-
of-State holding companies before they fail.
Second, they lower the threshold measure-
ment for eligibllity for both closed and fail-
ing banks from $500,000,000 to $250,000,000.
Third, the amendments permit a holding
company to be sold, in whole or in part, to
an out-of-State holding company if the in-
State holding company has a bank subsidi-
ary or subsidiaries with aggregate banking
assets of $250,000,000 or more in danger of
closing and such bank or banks represent
33% or more of the holding company’s
banking assets. Finally, they allow an ac-
quiring out-of-State bank holding company
limited expansion rights in the State of ac-
quisition through the bank holding compa-
ny structure.

Paragraph (1).—New subparagraph (A)
provides for notice and consultation be-
tween the appropriate Federal banking
agency (if not the FDIC) and the FDIC
when such banking agency is informed that
an out-of-State bank or holding company is
considering acquiring an insured bank with
total assets of $250 million or more that is
in danger of closing. This is intended to pro-
vide the FDIC with early notice of any pos-
sible transactions involving large banks in
danger of closing, even if it appears that
FDIC assistance will not be required, in the
event that FDIC assistance becomes neces-
sary and the FDIC must utilize the proce-
dures of subsection 13(f).

Subparagraph (B) provides that if the
FDIC grants assistance pursuant to its
powers under subsection 13(c) of the Feder-
al Deposit Insurance Act, the procedures
contained in subsection 13(f) shall be fol-
lowed in any eligible merger or acquisition
transaction involving an out-of-State bank
or holding company. The FDIC, however,
may, in its sole discretion, choose to follow
applicable State law rather than the proce-
dures of subsection 13(f) (see paragraph 9).
These procedures, including notice to and
an opportunity for objection by the state
bank supervisor and re-bidding procedures
under certain circumstances, are contained
in the current law. If the FDIC does not
provide assistance under subsection 13(c),
subsection 13(f) is not applicable and any el-
igible transaction will be subject only to the
normal approval requirements under State
or Federal law.

Paragraph (2).—This paragraph is amend-
ed to reduce the $500 million asset mini-
mum for interstate acquisitions of closed
banks to $250 million. This change is in re-
sponse to the significant increase in the
number of bank failures and the FDIC's in-
creased difficulty in finding in-State pur-
chasers for banks, especially banks whose
assets are $250 million or more. It thereby
reduces the demand upon the FDIC's re-
sources and affords banks with assets of
$250 million or more equal treatment with
larger banks.

The remainder of paragraph 2 is un-
changed. It provides, among other things,
that in any interstate transaction involving
a closed bank meeting the size requirement:
(i) all other applicable approvals must be
obtained; (ii) there shall be notice and an
opportunity for objection by the State bank
supervisor (whether the closed bank has a
State or Federal charter); and (iii) if the
State bank supervisor objects, the FDIC's
Board of Directors may exercise its author-
ity only by unanimous vote.

Paragraph (3).—Subparagraph (A)I) ex-
tends the emergency interstate acquisition
provisions to banks with assets of $250 mil-
lion or more that, although not closed, have
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been determined by their Federal or State
chartering authority to be in danger of clos-
ing. The subsection parallels subparagraph
(2)(A), by allowing out-of-State banks and
holding companies to establish a new bank
to acquire the bank in danger of closing. It
alusu allows an acquisition to be done direct-
y.

The current law contains a comparable
provision for mutual savings banks, but not
for other FDIC-insured banks. Experience
has demonstrated that by the time a bank
has actually been closed, the value of its
franchise may have been dissipated if not
eliminated. In addition, the process of de-
cline into insolvency can create an adverse
effect in the financial community. By per-
mitting an interstate acquisition of a com-
mercial bank in danger of closing, but
before it is actually closed, the potential for
finding a private solution with a lesser com-
mitment of FDIC funds is substantially im-
proved. Such a process also would help
maintain the stability of and confidence in
the banking system as a whole.

Subparagraph 3(A)ii) extends the emer-
gency interstate acquisition provisions to
holding companies that have a subsidiary
bank or banks with aggregate assets of $250
million or more in danger of closing and
such bank or banks represent 33 percent or
more of the total assets of the holding com-
pany's banking subsidiaries. If the Federal
or State chartering authority has deter-
mined that such a bank or banks are in
danger of closing, an out-of-State bank or
holding company may (a) purchase the
stock of or otherwise acquire the holding
company that controls such bank(s) as well
as all of such holding company's other sub-
sidiary banks or (b) acquire the bank or
banks in danger of closing. Before the FDIC
can assist a merger or acquisition, the board
of directors of the bank in danger of closing
must request in writing that FDIC assist a
merger or purchase,

An out-of-State bank or holding company
that purchases from another holding com-
pany a bank or banks in danger of failing
with aggregate assets of $250 million or
more under clause (b) would be permitted to
acquire other bank subsidiaries of the hold-
ing company., Under this subparagraph,
more than one out-of-State holding compa-
ny may acquire portions of a single holding
company, providing that each of the out-of-
State holding companies purchases a bank
or set of banks, each of which is in danger
of closing, that has total assets of $250 mil-
lion or more, and provided that all subsidi-
ary banks that are in danger of closing ac-
count for at least 33% of the assets of all
banks subsidiaries of the holding company.

There is no comparable provision in the
present law. This provision is, however, es-
sential if the Garn-St Germain extraordi-
nary acquisition provisions are to be effec-
tive in States which permit multi-bank hold-
ing companies, but do not permit statewide
banking. A number of States presently have
such a banking structure.

The current Garn-St Germain provisions
do not work effectively in such States, par-
ticularly where it is the lead bank in the
holding company system that is in danger of
closing. Potential bidders are deterred be-
cause they are limited to a single location
and the most troubled part of the banking
organization. Even if a bidder can be found
for the lead bank, the continued viability of
the other banks in the holding company
system may be threatened by the loss of the
lead bank. This is particularly the case
where there are substantial financial rela-
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tionships between the lead bank and the
other banks in the holding company system.
Thus, the adoption of this provision could
substantially reduce the financial demands
on the FDIC, as well as the adverse effects
on the communities served.

Subparagraph (B) provides that if a bank
or holding company is eligible to be ac-
guired by an out-of-State bank or holding
company under subparagraph (A), but the
FDIC provides financial assistance to pre-
vent the closing, so long as FDIC assistance
remains outstanding, the bank, its holding
company, and its bank affiliates can be sold
to an out-of-State bank or holding company
to the same extent it could have been when
assistance was given. This subparagraph ap-
plies only when assistance was granted after
April 15, 1986.

Subparagraphs (C) and (D) are essentially
unchanged from current law.

Paragraph (4).—Subparagraph (A) has
been changed to confirm that a multiple
savings and loan holding company can ac-
quire an FDIC-insured Federal savings bank
across state lines. Subparagraphs (B) and
(C) are unchanged.

New subparagraph (D) provides that an
out-of-State holding company that acquires
a bank or holding company under subsec-
tion 13(f) may, at any time, acquire addi-
tional banks located in the three largest
metropolitan or consolidated metropolitan
statistical areas or cities in each state in
which a bank acquired under subsection
13(f) is located to the same extent that a
holding company located in each of those
states may expand. This amendment com-
plements the flexibility provided under sub-
paragraph 3(A) and is supported by the
same policy considerations. It is particularly
essential in unit banking States where bid-
ders for troubled institutions are deterred
by the lack of further expansion possibili-
ties.

Subparagraph (E) provides that an out-of-
State bank or holding company that ac-
quires and retains control, directly or indi-
rectly, of a bank under this subsection shall
not be required under State law, as a result
of such acquisition, to divest any other bank
or be prevented from acquiring any other
bank in a different State. This paragraph
does not prevent the requirement of divesti-
ture to comply with competitive, antitrust
:lnii similar standards imposed under Feder-

aw.

This provision, which is not contained in
the current law, is in response to State law
developments after passage of Garn-St Ger-
main, and is necessary to enable a number
of banks to make acquisitions under Garn-
St Germain., The regional interstate bank-
ing bills of several States require that all of
a bank holding company’s subsidiary banks
be located within a defined region. Accord-
ingly, an out-of-State holding company
which has acquired a bank in such a State
would be required to divest that bank if it
made an acquisition under Garn-St Ger-
main outside the region. This provision
would pre-empt such State laws only with
respect to Garn-St Germain acquisitions.

Paragraphs (5), (6), and (7).—These para-
graphs contain provisions relating to the so-
licitation of offers by the FDIC, resolicita-
tion of bids under certain circumstances,
and applicable antitrust standards. They are
essentially unchanged from current law.

Paragraph (8).—New subparagraph (B)
prescribes when a bank is “in danger of clos-
ing” and new subparagraph (C) defines
when banks are affiliated for purposes of
holding company acquisition under subpara-
graph (3).
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Paragraph (9).—This paragraph permits
the FDIC, in its sole discretion, to assist an
interstate transaction under the authority
of state law rather than under this subsec-
tion. This provision affords the FDIC addi-
tional flexibility where a state has enacted
its own interstate acquisition authority, but
does not in any way limit the FDIC's au-
thority under subsection 13(f).

Paragraph (10),—This paragraph confirms
that FDIC assistance in a transaction au-
thorized under subsection 13(f) shall not be
provided to any subsidiary of a holding com-
pany which is not an insured bank. This
paragraph, however, is not intended to pre-
vent an intermediate holding company from
being a conduit for FDIC assistance ulti-
mately intended for an insured bank.

Sec. 3. The Douglas Amendment to the
Bank Holding Company Act provides that a
bank holding company may not acquire a
bank in another State unless that State has
specifically authorized the aecquisition by
statute. This section would amend the
Douglas Amendment to permit bank hold-
ing companies, under certain circumstances,
to acquire banks located in another state
where the banks are in danger of closing.
This provision would only permit acquisi-
tions of troubled banks that do not involve
financial assistance from the FDIC. Acquisi-
tions of troubled banks that involve finan-
cial assistance from the FDIC are governed
by the preceding sections of this bill. Per-
mitting the Federal Reserve Board to ap-
prove acquisitions of banks in danger of
closing where the proposed acquisition does
not require financial assistance from the
FDIC will permit resolution of problems in-
volving banks in serious and identifiable fi-
nancial difficulties before those problems
reach the stage when they require federal
financial assistance, thus reducing potential
demand on the FDIC’s resources.

Subparagraph (2} A).—This subparagraph
would amend the Douglas Amendment to
allow a bank holding company to acquire a
bank in another State when the bank is in
danger of closing and has total assets of at
least $250 million. This paragraph would
also permit an out-of-State bank holding
company to acquire a group of smaller
banks that are subsidiaries of the same
bank holding company if (1) each of the
banks is in danger of closing, (2) the com-
bined assets of group of banks to be ac-
quired is at least $250 million, and (3) the
banks in danger of closing are owned by a
bank holding company and represent at
least 33 percent of the total assets of all
bank subsidiaries of that holding company.

Subparagraph (2)(B).—This subparagraph
provides that a bank holding company that
acquires a failing bank under this section
may, as part of the transaction in which it
acquires the failing bank, also acquire the
parent holding company of the failing bank
as well as any of the holding company’s
other subsidiary banks. Wherever located,
provided that the banks in danger of closing
represent at least 33 percent of the total
assets of all of the parent holding compa-
ny's subsidiary banks. In this regard, the
legislation would allow more than one out-
of-State bank holding company to acquire
portions of a single bank holding company,
including healthy bank subsidiaries of the
holding company, provided that each of the
out-of-State bank holding companies pur-
chases a bank or set of banks, each of which
is in danger of closing, that has total assets
of $250 million or more and provided that
all subsidiary banks that are in danger of
closing together account for at least 33 per-
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cent of the assets of all bank subsidiaries of
the bank holding company. An out-of-State
bank holding company may not acquire a
healthy bank or a bank holding company
under this provision unless the out-of-State
bank holding company simultaneously ac-
quires an affiliated bank or group of banks
in danger of closing.

Subparagraph (2)XC).—This subparagraph
provides that an out-of-State bank holding
company that acquires a failing bank under
this legislation may, at any time, acquire ad-
ditional banks located in the three largest
metropolitan or consolidated metropolitan
statistical areas or cities in each state in
which a bank acquired under this section is
located to the same extent that a bank hold-
ing company located in each of those states
may expand. This places the out-of-State
bank holding company on an equal footing
with in-State bank holding companies in the
three largest metropolitan areas in the
state.

Subparagraph (2)(D).—This subparagraph
provides that an out-of-State bank holding
company that acquires a failing bank under
this legislation could not be required under
State law to divest other banks that it owns,
as may be required under certain of the re-
gional interstate banking compacts in exist-
ence today. This subparagraph does not pre-
vent any divestiture that may be required to
comply with competitive, antitrust, and
alslmlln.r standards imposed under federal
aw.

Paragraph (3).—This paragraph provides
that out-of-State bank holding companies
may make an acquisition under this provi-
sion only if the acquisition is approved by
the board of directors of each bank to be ac-
quired or by the board of directors of the
parent bank holding company of such
banks.

Subparagraph (4)(A).—This subparagraph
provides that, before the Federal Reserve
Board may approve an acquisition under
this section, the Comptroller of the Curren-
cy in the case of national banks and the
State bank supervisor in the case of State
banks must certify to the Board that the
bank to be acquired is in danger of closing.
The bill defines a bank in danger of closing
in the same manner as defined above in con-
nection with acquisitions that involve feder-
al financial assistance.

Subparagraph (4X(B).—This subparagraph
defines affiliated banks as banks that are
subsidiaries of the same bank holding com-
pany, as those terms are defined in the
Bank Holding Company Act.

Subparagraph (5)(A).—This subparagraph
requires that, before a bank in danger of
closing or the parent bank holding company
of such a bank enters into any discussions
with an out-of-State bank holding company
relating to the possible interstate acquisi-
tion of the bank without federal assistance
under the provisions of this bill, the bank or
its parent bank holding company must
notify the State bank supervisor in each
State in which the bank or any of its affili-
ated banks are located. This provision would
permit the State bank supervisor an oppor-
tunity to ascertain whether an acceptable
in-State or in-region solution exists for the
troubled bank that does not require FDIC
assistance. The bank in danger of closing or
parent bank holding company must also at-
tempt to arrange for an acquisition of the
bank in danger of closing by an in-State or
in-region bank holding company, an individ-
ual, or any other party that does not require
use of the provisions of this section in a
transaction that does not require federal as-
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sistance. Subparagraph (5)}AXii) provides
that any application submitted by an out-of-
State bank holding company to acquire a
bank or bank holding company under this
provision must describe efforts by the bank
in danger of closing or its parent bank hold-
ing company to arrange an in-State or in-
region acquisition and the reasons for rejec-
tion of any proposals submitted.

Subparagraphs (5) (B) and (C).—These
subparagraphs require, in addition, that the
Federal Reserve Board consult with the
State supervisor of the State or States in
which each of the banks to be acquired
under this section is located, and provides
the appropriate State supervisors at least 48
hours to comment on the acquisition. As
noted, the State supervisor will have been
notified under the preceding subparagraph
before the bank or holding company opened
discussions with an out-of-State or out-of-
region banking holding company.

Subparagraph (5XD).—This subparagraph
prohibits the Federal Reserve Board from
approving an interstate acquisition under
this paragraph over the objection of the ap-
propriate State supervisor, if the State su-
pervisor certifies that a person or group of
persons (1) stands ready to acquire each of
the banks in danger of closing without use
of the interstate acquisition provisions of
this bill and without federal assistance; (2)
offered, or attempted to offer, to purchase
the banks in danger of closing prior to the
time that the out-of-State bank holding
company submitted its application under
this provision to the Board; and (3) has the
financial and managerial resources neces-
sary to receive all required regulatory ap-
provals promptly and to recapitalize all of
the banks in danger of closing without im-
pairing the financial resources of the ac-
quiring parties and without federal assist-
ance. This provision permits the relevant
State supervisor to exercise a preference for
individuals or for bank holding companies
located within the State in which the bank
in danger of closing is located or in a State
from which an interstate acquisition is per-
mitted under state law enacted pursuant to
the Douglas Amendment (for example, a
bank holding company located in a State
that has entered into a regional compact or
other interstate arrangement with the State
in which the failing bank is located).

Subparagraph (5XE).—This subparagraph
permits the Federal Reserve Board to ap-
prove an acquisition by an out-of-state bank
holding company in the event that a person
or group of persons certified by the State
supervisor does not receive all necessary reg-
ulatory approvals, or the Federal Reserve
Board determines that the person or group
of persons does not have the financial or
managerial resources necessary to recapital-
ize the failing banks and, thereafter, to con-
tinue to meet all applicable regulatory re-
quirements. Under this provision, the in-
state or in-region offer certified by the su-
pervisor does not have to match or exceed
the offer by an out-of-state bank holding
company. The only limitation on the in-
State or in-region offer is that it must result
in acquisition of all of the banks in danger
of closing without any financial assistance
from the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpo-
ration.

Paragraph (6).—This paragraph author-
izes the Federal Reserve Board to waive the
requirements of notice to the appropriate
chartering authority and opportunity for
hearing ordinarily applicable to the acquisi-
tion by a bank holding company of a bank
under section 3 of the Bank Holding Com-
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pany Act for any acquisition authorized
under this section or under the emergency
provisions of section 13(f) of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Act. This would enable
the Board to waive the notice and hearing
requirements of the Act in the event an out-
of-State bank holding company was acquir-
ing not only the failing bank but also the
parent holding company and its other sub-
sidiary banks. As described above, this sec-
tion provides that the chartering authority
be given notice of a proposed acquisition
under this section and provides a mecha-
nism for the State supervisor to object to
the proposed acquisition.

This paragraph also authorizes the Board
to shorten the post-approval waiting period
required under section 11 of the Bank Hold-
ing Company Act for an acquisition ap-
proved under this paragraph, and to waive
this period entirely to permit immediate ac-
quisition of any or all of the banks to be ac-
quired where the Board finds that immedi-
ate action is necessary to prevent probably
failure of any of the banks acquired under
this section.

Sec. 4. This section permits the Federal
Reserve Board to waive the provisions of
section 4(c)X8) of the BHC Act that require
notice and opportunity for hearing prior to
the acquisition by a bank holding company
of a nonbanking company where the pro-
posed acquisition is in connection with an
application by a bank holding company to
acquire a bank in danger of closing under
the provisions of this legislation.

Sec. 5. This section extends for five years
the sunset of the emergency provision of
Title I of the Garn-St Germain Act and sun-
sets the provision added by this Act as well
in five years.

By Mr. HELMS:

S.J. Res. 331. Joint resolution pro-
hibiting the proposed sale of integrat-
ed avionics system kits to the People’s
Republic of China; to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

PROHIBITING SALE OF ADVANCED AVIONICS KITS
TO THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, one of
the most perilous issues hanging in
the balance is the impending sale of
$550 million of advanced fighter air-
craft technology to Communist China.

None of our Asian friends supports
this sale. Our major allies in East Asia,
the Association of Southeast Asian
Nations, South Korea, Japan, and es-
pecially Taiwan all oppose arms sales
to the People’s Republic of China.

In addition to the lack of support by
our Asian friends, the purpose of this
sale is misguided. The F-8 was de-
signed 20 years ago to counter a high-
flying, subsonic Soviet bomber threat.
Now, however, with an abundance of
S8-20's and Backfire bombers in the
region, the Soviet Union is not likely
to send slow, high altitude bombers
over China. This means that the deter-
rent capability of the enhanced F-8 is
of marginal utility against the Soviet
Union, but the improved F-8 can make
a big difference in regional conflicts
between China and her smaller non-
Communist neighbors, such as
Taiwan.
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It is being said that the avionics
package is an end-item sale, and does
not involve the transfer of design or
production technologies. The most im-
portant aspect of this sale to the PRC
may not be just the avionics packages,
but the technology within the pack-
ages and the possibility of integrating
that technology with other systems.
This sale should be viewed as a build-
ing block to substantial improvement
in China’s air force.

Another adverse effect of the sale
would be upsetting of the balance of
power in the Taiwan Strait. The Tai-
wanese fighters—aging F-5E's and F-
104’s which will soon be obsolete—are
already outnumbered 16 to 1 by the
PRC. The upgrading of the PRC’s F-8
would transfer air superiority to the
PRC.

Mr. President, for all of the above-
mentioned reasons, I am introducing a
joint resolution prohibiting the pro-
posed sale of integrated avionics sys-
tems kits to the People's Republic of
China. I ask unanimous consent that
the resolution be printed in the
Recorp at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the joint
resolution was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S.J. REs. 331

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the issuance of
a letter of offer with respect to the pro-
posed sale to the People’s Republic of China
of integrated avionics system kits (and relat-
ed defense articles and defense services) de-
scribed in the certification transmitted to
the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives and the chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations of the Senate pursuant to
section 36(b) of the Arms Export Control
Act on April 8, 1986 (Transmittal Numbered
86-27) is hereby prohibited.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

5. 873

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr.
HatcH] was added as a cosponsor of S.
873, a bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to assist severely
disabled individuals to attain or main-
tain their maximum potential for in-
dependence and capacity to partici-
pate in community and family life.

8. 1080

At the request of Mr. D’AmaToO, the
name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
GRrassLEY] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1060, a bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to protect the ben-
efit levels of individuals becoming eli-
gible for benefits in or after 1979 by
eliminating the disparity—resulting
from changes made in 1977 in the ben-
efit computation formula—between
those levels and the benefit levels of
persons who became eligible for bene-
fits before 1979.
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8. 1372

At the request of Mr. Heinz, the
name of the Senator from California
[Mr. WiLsoN] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1372, a bill to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to pro-
vide incentives for the establishment
of statewide insurance pools to provide
health insurance to high-risk individ-
uals.

S. 1494

At the request of Mr. INoUYE, his
name was withdrawn as cosponsor of
S. 1494, a bill to amend title 23, United
States Code, to limit outdoor advertis-
ing adjacent to Interstate and Federal-
aid primary highways.

S, 1548

At the request of Mr. Heinz, the
name of the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Burpick] was added as a
cosponsor of S. 1546, a bill to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to
allow an individual a credit against
income tax for certain expenditures
for the purpose of reducing randon
levels in the principal residence of the
individual.

5. 1622
At the request of Mr. MELCHER, the
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Simon] was added as a cosponsor of S.
1622, a bill to promote the develop-
ment of Native American Culture and
Art.

5. 1640
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PELL] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1640, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
provide for coverage under the Medi-
care Program of services performed by
a physician assistant.
8. 1655
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
name of the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. DENTON] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1655, a bill to amend the
Unfair Competition Act of 1916 and
Clayton Act to provide for private en-
forcement of the Unfair Competition
statute in the event of unfair foreign
competition, and to amend title 28 of
the United States Code to provide for
private enforcement of the Customs
fraud statute.
8. 2050
At the request of Mr. METZENBAUM,
the names of the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Forpn]l and the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. GLENN] were added as
cosponsors of S. 2050, a bill to notify
workers who are at risk of occupation-
al disease in order to establish a
system for identifying and preventing
illness and death of such workers, and
for other purposes.
5. 2087
At the request of Mr. PROXMIRE, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. DURENBERGER] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2087, a bill to amend part
B of title XIX of the Public Health
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Service Act to specify the method of
determining State allotments.

8. 2168
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
names of the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. SimpsonN] and the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. NickLEs] were added
as cosponsors of S. 2168, a bill to
amend title 38, United States Code, to
improve veterans' benefits for former
prisoners of war.
5. 2181
At the request of Mr. D'AmaTo, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. LAUTENBERG] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2181, a bill entitled the
“Construction Industry Labor Law
Amendments of 1986."
At the request of Mr. Levin, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
2181, supra.

5. 2191
At the request of Mr. RoTH, the
name of the Senator from Maine [Mr.
MircHELL] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 2191, a bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 so as to prohibit
reprisals against certain officers, em-
ployees, or contractors of air carriers.
8. 2281
At the request of Mr. HUMPHREY, the
name of the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Gramm] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 2261, a bill to amend the Service
Contract Act of 1965 to reform the ad-
ministration of such act, and for other
purposes.
8. 2273
At the request of Mr. KAsTEN, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. Boren] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2273, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to deny the tax
exemption for interest on industrial
development bonds used to finance ac-
quisition of farm property by foreign
persons.

5. 2274

At the request of Mr. KASTEN, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. Boren] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2274, a bill to provide that cer-
tain individuals who are not citizens of
the United States and certain persons
who are not individuals shall be ineli-
gible to receive financial assistance
under the price support and related
programs administered by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture.

5. 2280

At the request of Mr. WiLsoN, the
names of the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Zorinsky], the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. DEnNTON], the Senator
from Montana [Mr. Baucus], the Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr. AN-
DREWS], and the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. HecuT] were added as cosponsors
of S. 2280, a bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949 to suspend the appli-
cation of the milk production termina-
tion program in order to minimize the
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adverse affect of the program on beef,
pork, and lamb producers.
5. 2288
At the request of Mr. CHILES, the
name of the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HaTrIELD] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2288, a bill to amend title
XIX of the Social Security Act to
permit States the option of providing
prenatal, delivery, and postpartum
care to low-income pregnant women
and of providing medical assistance to
low-income infants under 1 year of
age.
5. 2294
At the request of Mr. WEICKER, the
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY], and the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES] were
added as cosponsors of S. 2294, a bill
to reauthorize certain programs under
the Education of the Handicapped
Act, to authorize an early intervention
program for handicapped infants, and
for other purposes.
5. 2295
At the request of Mr. GOLDWATER,
the name of the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. ANDREWS], was added as a
cosponsor of S. 2295, an original bill to
amend title 10, United States Code, to
reorganize and strengthen certain ele-
ments of the Department of Defense,
to improve the military advice provid-
ed the President, the National Securi-
ty Council, and the Secretary of De-
fense, to enhance the effectiveness of
military operation, to increase atten-
tion to the formulation of strategy
and to contingency planning, to pro-
vide for the more efficient use of re-
sources, to strengthen civilian author-
ity in the Department of Defense, and
for other purposes.
8. 2335
At the request of Mr. DENTON, the
names of the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. NickLes], and the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. HecHT] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2335, a bill to protect
U.S. citizens from terrorism.
8. 2348
At the request of Mr. MoYNIHAN, the
names of the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. WaLror], and the Seantor from
Nebraska [Mr. ZoriNsKY] were added
as cosponsors of S. 2348, a bill to au-
thorize the procurement and installa-
tion of cryptographic equipment at
satellite communications facilities
within the United States, and for
other purposes.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 134
At the request of Mr. BipEN, the
names of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrp]l, and the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. NUNN] were added
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 134, a joint resolution to desig-
nate “National Safety in the Work-
place Week.”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 274
At the request of Mr. GrRASSLEY, the
names of the Senator from Georgia
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[Mr. Nunn], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. McCLURE], and the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. HUMPHREY] were
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 274, a joint resolution to
designate the weekend of August 1,
1986, through August 3, 1986, as “Na-
tional Family Reunion Weekend.”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 316
At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the
names of the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. EacLETON], and the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. ABDNOR] were
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 316, a joint resolution pro-
hibiting the sale to Saudi Arabia of
certain defense articles and related de-
fense services.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 318
At the request of Mr. ABDNOR, the
names of Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
MATSUNAGA], the Senator from Missis-
sippi [Mr. CocHRAN], and the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. Lucar] were added
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 318, a joint resolution designating
November 1986 as “National Diabetes
Month.”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 323
At the request of Mr. D’AMaTo, the
names of the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. BraprEY], the Senator from
Maine [Mr. MitcHELL], the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. SArRBANES], the
Senator from Maine [Mr. CoHEN], and
the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Rupman] were added as cospon-
sors of Senate Joint Resolution 323, a
joint resolution to designate May 21,
1986, as “National Andrei Sakharov
Day.”
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 125
At the request of Mr. Heinz, the
names of the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HatrFierLp]l, the Senator from
Maine [Mr. MircHELL], the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. HecHT], the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. GoLDWATER], the
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE],
and the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
RiecLE] were added as cosponsors of
Senate Concurrent Resolution 125, a
concurrent resolution recognizing the
achievements of the Ireland Fund and
its founder, Dr. Anthony J.F. O'Reilly.
SENATE RESOLUTION 208
At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER,
the name of the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Dixon] was added as a cosponsor
of Senate Resolution 206, a resolution
to urge Federal agencies with flood
control responsibilities to plan for and
execute efficient and effective coop-
eration and technical assistance to
State and local governments to miti-
gate the consequences of the high
water levels on the Great Lakes.
SENATE RESOLUTION 303
At the request of Mr. Heinz, the
name of the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. HecHT] was added as a cosponsor
of Senate Resolution 303, a resolution
to express the sense of the Senate
with respect to proposals currently
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before the Congress to tax certain em-
ployer-paid benefits and other life-sup-
port benefits.
AMENDMENT NO. 1800

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the
names of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. DURENBERGER] and the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] were added
as cosponsors of amendment No. 1800
proposed to Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 120, an original concurrent reso-
lution setting forth the congressional
budget for the U.S. Government for
the fiscal years 1987, 1988, and 1989.

SENATE RESOLUTION 388—RE-
LATING TO THE PROVISION OF
UPDATED BASELINE AND CUR-
RENT SERVICE ESTIMATES
FOR FISCAL YEARS 1987
THROUGH 1991

Mr. ROTH (for himself and Mr.
DoLe) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred jointly pursu-
ant to the order of August 4, 1977, to
the Committee on the Budget and the
Committee on International Affairs:

S. REs. 388

Whereas the rate of interest in the CPI
has fallen, suggesting the likelihood of cost
of living and other outlay savings;

‘Whereas economic conditions have signifi-
cantly changed since the current services
and baseline budget estimates were pre-
pared;

Whereas long-term interest rates are now
approximately 1.5 percentage points lower
than forecast by CBO, implying substantial
net interest savings;

Whereas oil prices are approximately $10
per barrel below the level forecast by CBO,
directly and indirectly lowering outlays and
raising economic growth;

Whereas Congress has enacted the recon-
ciliation and other legislation which further
reduces the fiscal 1987 deficit;

Whereas under the Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings statute, the Congress requires the
most accurate data available pursuant to en-
actment of a budget that avoids a sequester
order: Now, therefore be it

Resolved, That—

(1) the Director of the Congressional
Budget Office, in conjunction with the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget, shall report to the Congress as soon
as possible but no later than May 16th, his
revised estimates of total revenues, budget
authority, outlays and the deficit for fiscal
years 1987-1991; and

(2) that, the report shall contain any addi-
tional views or analyses as either director
deems necessary.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, it’s been
said that ignorance never settles a
question. Plato insisted that before
one begins a debate, one best define
his terms and check his facts.

I realize these axioms are old, and
perhaps a bit banal, but I believe
they're most appropriate to keep in
mind as we embark on establishing the
budget resolution and set the course
for our Nation’s economic policy over
the next 3 years.
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Presently, we are preparing to move
ahead and base our entire fiscal policy
on what many economists believe are
outdated assumptions. And I'm con-
cerned about the consequences, I'm
concerned that this Congress—and
even the White House—cannot get to-
gether on the Congressional Budget
Office’s baseline and current service
estimates for fiscal 1987 through 1991.

I believe everyone in Congress would
agree that since the Congressional
Budget Office made its fiscal projec-
tions in February, America’'s economic
condition has dramatically changed.
Fortunately, these changes have been
beneficial, not only to our constitu-
ents, but to the financial foundation
of our Government.

As we meet today, oil prices are
down 50 percent since the Congres-
sional Budget Office produced its
budget baseline only 3 months ago. In-
terest rates are down 1% percentage
points for long-term Treasury debt,
and the projection for our gross na-
tional product in the first quarter of
this year shows an increase of 3.2 per-
cent without any increase in inflation.

Unfortunately, as we are dashing to
meet the demands of Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings, we appear unwilling
to consider the full impact of these
new facts. And while we still cannot be
certain that this economic turnaround
will have a significant impact on our
meeting the $154 billion Gramm-
Rudman target, we are quickly dis-
missing it before we understand how it
affects the bottom line.

And frankly, while I commend my
colleagues who have designed respec-
tive proposals to help us meet the
target, I am concerned by murmurings
of a 3-year tax increase, especially
when we do not have all the facts—
when we do not even know if it is nec-

essary.

And the subject of tax increase
brings us another important point.
Meeting Gramm-Rudman is not the
only factor involved in the budgetary
equation. Today we are witnessing one
of the greatest economic comebacks
since the post-Depression years. Wall
Street, this past week, racked up over
60 points, and the analysts are calling
the market and the economy Con-
gress-proof. The word is that Washing-
ton can do nothing to stifle the
present growth, to dramatically in-
crease either inflation or the interest
rates—that is we can do nothing
except raise taxes. This alone will kill
our progress.

Fortunately, Mr. President, the
people of America are not erying out
for a tax increase. Therefore, it would
appear that our duty is easy: Stay the
course and do exactly what President
Reagan has suggested—allow the im-
proving economy, along with well-di-
rected cuts in Government spending,
to take care of the deficit. To do oth-
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erwise would be foolish, especially if
the deficit is lower than we think.

And frankly, I am encouraged by the
overwhelming possibilities once we
know where we are. I believe the defi-
cit can eventually be beat without an
enormous tax increase—especially if
we do what is necessary to promote
the present recovery into the future.

But decisions must be made quickly.
And we need correct information.
Therefore, today I am submitting, to-
gether with Senator DoLE, a resolution
that calls upon the Congressional
Budget Office in conjunction with the
Office of Management and Budget to
issue revised estimates on the current
status of our deficit, unless our deci-
sions are to be made out of ignorance.
And frankly, there is nothing more
terrible than to see ignorance in
action.

SENATE RESOLUTION 389—AU-
THORIZING TESTIMONY BY A
SENATE EMPLOYEE

Mr. SIMPSON (for Mr. DoLg, for
himself and Mr. Byrp) submitted the
following resolution; which was con-
sidered and agreed to:

8. REs. 389

Whereas, in the case of United States v.
Robert Christopher Ingraham, Criminal No.
85-00051-B, pending in the United States
District Court for the District of Maine, the
United States Attorney has obtained a sub-
poena for the testimony of M. Gayle Cory,
an employee in Senator Mitchell’s Washing-
ton office;

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate
of the United States and Rule XI of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, no evidence
under the control or in the possession of the
Senate can, by the judicial process, be taken
from such control or possession but by per-
mission of the Senate;

Whereas, when it appears that the testi-
mony of an employee of the Senate is need-
ful for use in any court for the promotion of
justice, the Senate will take such action
thereon as will promote the ends of justice
consistent with the privileges and rights of
the Senate: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That M. Gayle Cory is author-
ized to appear and to testify in the case of
United States v. Robert Christoper Ingra-
ham, except concerning matters which may
be privileged.

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

FIRST CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET

METZENBAUM (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1801

Mr. METZENBAUM (for himself)
Mr. SarBaNES, and Mr. BUMPERS, pro-
posed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 120) set-
ting forth the congressional budget for
the U.S. Government for the fiscal
years 1987, 1988, and 1989; as follows:
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On page 2, increase the amount on line 3
by $145,000,000.

On page 2, increase the amount on line 4
by $42,000,000.

On page 2, increase the amount on line 5
by $10,000,000.

On page 2, increase the amount on line 8
by $145,000,000.

On page 2, increase the amount on line 9
by $42,000,000.

On page 2, increase the amount on line 10
by $10,000,000.

On page 2, increase the amount on line 19
by $200,000,000.

On page 2, increase the amount on line 24
by $145,000,000.

On page 2, increase thé amount on line 25
by $42,000,000.

On page 3, increase the amount on line 1
by $10,000,000.

On page 5, increase the amount on line 5
by $145,000,000.

On page 5, increase the amount on line 6
by $42,000,000.

On page 5, increase the amount on line 7
by $109,000,000.

On page 5, increase the amount on line 10
by $200,000,000.

On page 5, increase the amount on line 15
by $145,000,000.

On page 5, increase the amount on line 16
by $42,000,000.

On page 5, increase the amount on line 17
by $10,000,000.

On page 17, increase the amount on line
16 by $125,000,000.

On page 17, increase the amount on line
17 by $76,000,000.

On page 17, increase the amount on line
25 by $35,000,000.

On page 18, increase the amount on line 8
by $10,000,000.

On page 19, increase the amount on line
18 by $75,000,000.

On page 19, increase the amount on line
19 by $69,000,000.

On page 20, increase the amount on line 4
by $7,000,000.

On page 33, increase the amount on line
13 by $145,000,000.

On page 33, increase the first amount on
line 14 by $42,000,000.

On page 33, increase the second amount
on line 14 by $10,000,000.

On page 44, increase the amount on line 6
by $145,000,000.

On page 44, increase the first amount on
line 7 by $42,000,000.

On page 44, increase the second amount
on line 7 by $10,000,000.

BUMPERS AMENDMENT NO. 1802

Mr. BUMPERS (for himself and Mr.
ExonN) proposed an amendment to the
concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res.
120), supra; as follows:

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 12
by $25,000,000.

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 13
by $17,000,000.

On page T, decrease the amount on line 22
by $4,000,000.

On page B, decrease the amount on line 7
by $3.000,000.

On page 17, decrease the amount on line
16 by $25,000,000.

On page 17, decrease the amount on line
17 by $17,000,000.

On page 17, decrease the amount on line
25 by $4,000,000.

On page 18, decrease the amount on line 8
by $3,000,000.
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DeECONCINI (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 1803

Mr. DECONCINI (for himself, Mr.
ABDNOR, Mr. ZORINSKY, Mr. BENTSEN,
Mr. WiLson, and Mr. MELCHER) pro-
posed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 120),
supra; as follows:

On page 2, decrease the amount on line 19
by $63,000,000.

On page 5, decrease the amount on line 10
by $63,000,000.

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 12
by $163,000,000.

On page 7, decrease the amount on line 13
by $84,000,000.

On page 23, increase the amount on line 2
by $200,000,000.

On page 23, increase the amount on line 3
by $168,000,000.

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 2
by $100,000,000.

On page 24, decrease the amount on line 3
by $84,000,000.

GOVERNANCE OF CERTAIN IN-
SULAR AREAS OF THE UNITED
STATES

WEICKER AMENDMENT NO. 1804

Mr. SIMPSON (for Mr. WEICKER)
proposed an amendment to the bill
(H.R. 2478) to amend the Revised Or-
ganic Act of the Virgin Islands, the
amend the Convenant to Establish a
Commonwealth of the Northern Mari-
ana Islands, to amend the Organic Act
of Guam, to provide for the govern-
ance of the insular areas of the United
States, and for other purposes; as fol-
lows:

Strike the text of section 2 and add the
following new text:

“Sec. 2. A total of up to $4,000,000 of
funds currently reserved for use by the eco-
nomic development loan fund, as estab-
lished under subsection (c¢) of section 702 of
the Convenant to Establish a Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands in
Political Union with the United States of
America, approved by Public Law 94-241,
may be expended for capital improvement
projects, provided that such funds become
available for use by the economic develop-
ment loan fund and such funds are not obli-
gated for economic development loans".

Strike the text of section 4 and add the
following new text:

“Sec. 4. Effective October 1, 1986, there
are authorized to be appropriated $1,500,000
for grants to the College of the Virgin Is-
lands for projects related to the Eastern
Caribbean Center, to remain available until
expended.”.

In section 8 delete “669g-i"” and insert
“669h" in lieu thereof, and at the end of the
bill add the following new sections:

“Sec. 9. (a) Section 506 of the Education
Amendments of 1972, Public Law 92-318 (86
Stat. 235) is amended by inserting, ‘the
Northern Marianas College’, after ‘the Col-
lege of Micronesia’ in subsection (a).

“(b) Section 5 of the Act of August 30,
1980, c. 841, 26 Stat. 417 (the Second Morill
Act), as added by section 506(c) of Public
Law 92-318 (86 Stat. 235) is amended by
striking out ‘and Micronesia, and Guam'
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘Guam, the
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Northern Mariana Islands, and the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands (other than
the Northern Mariana Islands)’.

“(c) Subsection (c) of section 1361 of
Public Law 96-374 (94 Stat. 1367) is amend-
ed by striking out ‘American Samoa and in
Micronesia’ and inserting in lieu thereof
‘American Samoa, the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands (other than the Northern Mariana
Islands)'.

‘“(d) Section 22 of the Act of June 29,
1935, c. 388, 49 Stat. 439, as amended (7
U.8.C. 329) is further amended—

“(1) by striking out ‘and Guam’' wherever
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
‘Guam, and the Northern Mariana Islands’;

“(2) by striking out ‘$8,100,000’ and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘$8,250,000"; and

“(3) by striking out ‘$4,360,000’ and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘$4,380,000.

“(e) The first sentence of section 3(b)2)
of the Act of May 8, 1914, c.79, 38 Stat. 372,
as amended (7 U.S.C. 343), is further amend-
ed by striking out ‘and Guam’ and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘Guam, and the Northern
Mariana Islands’.

(f) Section 10 of the Act of May 8, 1914,
C.719, 38 Stat. 372, as added by section 1(i) of
Public Law 87-749 (76 Stat. 745) and as
amended (7 U.S.C. 349), is further amended
to read as follows: ‘The term ‘State’ means
the States of the Union, Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, Guam and the Northern
Mariana Islands.'.

“SEC. 10. The Convenant to Establish a
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands in Political Union with the United
States of America approved by Public Law
94-241 (90 Stat. 263) is amended

“(1) In section 703, subsection (a), after
the words ‘section 702" add the words ‘and
section T05’;

“(2) in section 704, subsection (a), after
the words ‘section 702' add the words ‘and
section 705°;

“(3) in section T04, delete subsection (e),
an)d redesignate subsection (d) as subsection
(c),

“(4) after section 704 add a new section
705, as follows:

“Sec, T05. Enactment of this section by
the United States Congress and approval by
the President shall constitute a commit-
ment and pledge of the full faith and credit
of the United States for the payment of
$228,000,000 at guaranteed annual amounts
of direct grant assistance for the Govern-
ment of the Northern Mariana Islands for
an additional period of seven fiscal years
after the expiration of the initial seven-year
period specified in section 702, which assist-
ance shall be provided according to the
agreement of the special representatives on
future United States financial assistance for
the Government of the Northern Mariana
Islands, executed July 10, 1985, between the
special representative of the President of
the United States and the special represent-
ative of the Governor of the Northern Mari-
ana Islands. The islands of Rota and Tinian
shall each receive no less than a % share
and the island of Saipan shall receive no
less than % share of annualized capital im-
provement project funds which shall be no
less than 80 percent of the capital develop-
ment funds identified in the schedule of
payments in paragraph 2 of part II of the
agreement of the Special representatives.”;

and

“(5) in section 1003, subsection (b), delete
‘Article VII, Sections’ and insert in lieu
thereof ‘T01-704,"; redesignate subsection (c¢)
as subsection (d); and add a new subsection
(c) as follows:
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““(¢) Section T05 will become effective as of
October 1, 1985.".

“Sec. 11. Public Law 96-193 is amended by
adding the following new section at the end
of title III:

“Sec. 306. (a) The Secretary shall provide
an exemption from applicable noise stand-
ards to permit the operation of any noncom-
plying aircraft if the operator is flying such
aircraft between Honolulu or other nations
and points in the United States Pacific terri-
tories or the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands (or successor political entities)., No
such noncomplying aircraft shall be allowed
to operate at any other United States air-
ports.

“(b) Nighttime noise restrictions for air-
craft operating pursuant to subsection (a) of
this section shall be inapplicable in Honolu-
lu, the United States Pacific territories and
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
(or successor political entities), provided
that the State of Hawaii institutes night-
time noise restrictions for Honolulu Inter-
national Airport, with equal application to
all operators, that are no more restrictive
than the existing restrictions.”.

“Sec. 12. (a) In awarding assistant grants,
consolidated under the provisions of title V
of the Act entitled ‘An act to authorize cer-
tain appropriations for the territories of the
United States, to amend certain acts related
thereto, and for other purposes’. (91 Stat.
1159, as amended), to the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands, American Samoa, Guam,
the Northern Mariana Islands or the Virgin
Islands, the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency may, in his dis-
cretion, adjust or otherwise modify mainte-
nance or level of effort requirements.

“({b) In awarding grants to the Trust Ter-
ritory of the Pacific Islands, American
Samoa, Guam, the Northern Mariana Is-
lands and the Virgin Islands under section
201(g)1) of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.
1251 et seq.), the Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency may waive
limitations regarding grant eligibility for
sewerage facilities and related appurte-
nances, insofar as such limitations relate to
collector sewers, based upon a determina-
tion that applying such limitations could
hinder the alleviation of threats to public
health and water quality. In making such a
determination, the Administrator shall take
into consideration the public health and
water quality benefits to be derived and the
availability of alternate funding sources.
The Administrator shall not award grants
under this section for the operation and
maintenance of sewerage facilities, for con-
struction of facilities which are not an es-
sential component of the sewerage facilities,
or any other activities or facilities which are
not concerned with the management of
wastewater to alleviate threats to public
health and water quality.

“Sec. 13. Section 29 of the Organic Act of
Guam (64 Stat. 392) is amended by adding
the following new subsection (c):

“(c) the Government of Guam may estab-
lish an Office of Public Prosecutor and an
Office of Public Auditor.”.

“Sec. 14. Section 101(aX15XD) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1101(a)(15XD)) is amended by inserting ‘(i)'
after ‘(D)' and by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new clause:

“(ii) an alien crewman serving in good
faith as such in any capacity required for
normal operations and service aboard a fish-
ing vessel having its home port or an operat-
ing base in the United States who intends to
land temporarily in Guam and solely in pur-
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suit of his calling as a crewman and depart
from Guam with the vessel on which he ar-
rived. For the purposes of this clause, an
alien crewman shall be considered to have
departed from Guam after leaving the terri-
torial waters of Guam, without regard to
whether the alien arrives in a foreign state
before returning to Guam;”.

“Sec. 15. Subsection 212(1) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.8.C. 1182)
is amended as follows:

“{1%1) The requirement of paragraph
(26 B) of subsection (a) of this section may
be waived by the Attorney General, the Sec-
retary of State, and the Secretary of the In-
terior, acting jointly, in the case of an alien
applying for admission as a nonimmigrant
visitor for business or pleasure and solely
for entry into and stay on Guam for a
period not to exceed fifteen days, if the At-
torney General, the Secretary of State, and
the Secretary of the Interior, after consulta-
tion with the Governor of Guam jointly de-
termined that—

“(A) an adequate arrival and departure
control system has been developed on
Guam, and that

“(B) such a waiver does not represent a
threat to the welfare, safety, or security of
the United States, taking into account the
conditions prevailing on, and the location
of, Guam.

“(2) An alien may not be provided a
waiver under this subsection unless the
alien has waived any right—

“(A) to review or appeal under this Act of
an immigration officer's determination as to
the admissibility of the alien at the port of
entry into Guam, or

“(B) to contest, other than on the basis of
an application for asylum, any action for de-
portation against the alien.

“(3) Any personnel employed by the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service in
order to implement the provisions of this
subsection shall not be counted for the pur-
poses of personnel ceilings or other limita-
tions on the number of employees in either
the Immigration and Naturalization Service
or the Department of Justice.

“(4) Assignments of employees of the ter-
ritory of Guam to the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service under section 3374 of
title 5, United States Code, shall not be sub-
ject to the time limitation provided for in
section 3372(a) of title 5, United States
Code.

“(5) The Attorney General is authorized
to accept from the Territory of Guam reim-
bursement for the increased cost of adminis-
tering the Immigration and Nationality Act
resulting from this subsection.

“(6) The Attorney General, after consulta-
tion with the Secretary of State, the Secre-
tary of the Interior, and the Governor of
Guam, shall issue regulations governing the
admission of nonimmigrant aliens pursuant
:? the visa waiver authorized by this subsec-

on.".

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES
TO MEET

SUBCOMMITTEE ON STRATEGIC AND THEATER
NUCLEAR FORCES

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Stra-
tegic Subcommittee of the Committee
on Armed Services be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Thursday, April 24, in open and
closed session, to consider antitactical
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ballistic missiles system development
activities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES
DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Natural Resources De-
velopment and Production of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Thursday,
April 24, to hold a hearing to consider
S. 1322, to amend the Geothermal
Steam Act of 1970.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON RURAL DEVELOPMENT
OVERSIGHT, AND INVESTIGATIONS

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcom-
mittee on Rural Development Over-
sight, and Investigations, of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, be authorized
to meet during the session of the
Senate on Thursday, April 24, 1986, in
order to conduct a hearing on S. 1121,
a bill to encourage foreign agricultural
trade.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

REORGANIZATION OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

® Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
within a relatively short time, the
Senate will be taking up the matter of
reorganization of the Department of
Defense, which the Armed Services
Committee has been studying and
working on for over 3 years.

Many comments about this reorgani-
zation and the need for it have come
from military people of all ranks. I
treasure and look forward to the ob-
servations, whether they be critical or
supportive, of these men in uniform.

Gen. William C. Westmoreland, who
commanded our forces in Vietnam has
written a very thoughtful article on
the need for changes in the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. Although I may not
agree with all of General Westmore-
land’s recommendations, I do think
that he has made a valuable contribu-
tion to the debate on defense reorgani-
zation.

So many people seem to be afraid
that any changes in the Joint Chiefs
would result in the so-called Prussian
Military System. This is absolutely
untrue. The Prussian System would
never work in America. If Germany,
which worked under the Prussian
System in World Wars I and II, had
any competence or intelligence at the
leadership level, those Wars could
have well been another story.

As General Westmoreland points
out, planning is really the secret of
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success in battle. The Joint Chiefs
should have a better opportunity and
the greatest spectrum of experience
available to provide the finest plan-
ning possible.

Mr. President, I ask that this article
be inserted in the REcoRD.

The article follows:

OVERHAULING THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

(By Gen. William C. Westmoreland)

There has been considerable interest re-
cently in proposals for the restructuring of
the U.S. military decision-making apparatus
and the organization of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff in particular. Sens. Barry Goldwater
(R-Ariz.) and Sam Nunn (D-Ga.) have sup-
ported some specific proposals for such
modifications. While change may be neces-
sary, it needs to be approached with due
regard and understanding of the complex
factors involved in decision-making at the
national security level.

In examining the modus operandi for deci-
sion-making on national defense matters, it
is helpful to outline the responsibilities of
the organization as it now stands, detail the
problems that would invite a change and
then make suggestions for change.

The essential functions involving military
readiness are planning, force development
and operations/execution. These three &p-
parently simple functions become complex
because s0 many organizations have an
input in the military decision of the nation:
the military of the Pentagon, civilians in
the Department of Defense, the White
House, the State Department, the Central
Intelligence Agency and congress, While the
checks and balances created by this multi-
ple input are essential in an open society
and to a democracy, care must be taken that
the checks and balances do not bind the
system to the point that it cannot effective-
ly function. There have been times when
that situation seemed imminent.

In my years working in the Department of
Defense. I have never seen a decision made
in anything but good faith. It is the mecha-
nisms themselves that can breed less than
optimum results. One of the areas in which
change could bring improvement is the
structure of the congressional committees.

REFORM ON THE HILL

Among the mechanisms that are ad-
dressed by the proposals of Sens. Goldwater
and Nunn suggesting a retooling of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff is the role of the con-
gressional committees, At present, two com-
mittees—the Armed Services Committee
and the Appropriations Committee—exist in
each house of congress. Numbers of defense
officials and their staffs spend an inordinate
amount of time preparing documents and
testifying before these four committees.
The function of these committees is impor-
tant, but it is well within reason to stream-
line the process.

Based on my experience, the problems
connected with the congressional commit-
tees are these: 1) the committees are not
well coordinated among themselves, 2) the
committees are too large, 3) they tend to
deal too much in politics, 4) a number of
members do not do their homework and
therefore are not well informed and 5) some
members often cannot “see the forest for
the trees”—sometimes they seem to concen-
trate on political nitpicking rather than
heeding the reasons for the committees' ex-
istence.
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To help eliminate the sluggishness of
these committees, they should be trimmed
down to size, with a membership that is
more carefully selected. All members of
these committees should take the time to
become experts on defense (although many
already are) rather than having to depend
on the recommendations of their relatively
junior staffs whose knowledge based on re-
search is no substitute for mature experi-
ence.

To alleviate the redundancies of time-con-
suming committee hearings, joint commit-
tees or joint committee hearings can be very
useful, with the Armed Services and De-
fense Appropriations committees meeting
together on occasion. The people who deal
with acquisition approval and those who ap-
prove the money for the systems could ques-
tion the same witnesses at the same time,
avoiding the necessity of witnesses repeat-
ing the same information to separate
groups. In addition, joint Senate-House
committee sessions might save time and
effort. The chairmanship of each of these
committees is a powerful position in both
the House and Senate, and this proposal
would not diminish those positions, but it
could encourage a more timely accommoda-
tion in views between the two.

PLANNING, AN ESSENTIAL FUNCTION

There is a great need to devleop an inte-
grated plan addressing and spelling out a
feasible strategy compatible with govern-
ment objectives. Developing objectives and
potential military actions is an ongoing task
that should be the focus of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. This work has been frustrated be-
cause of a far too weak interface among the
multiple agencies of government involved,
particularly since frequently that interface
is confrontational rather than cooperative.

To develop military forces that are con-
sistent with the national objectives is also
the responsibility of the JCS. The Joint
Staff must develop the requirement for
operational forces based on joint operation-
al planning, more specifically, the number
of ground divisions, air wings and naval
battle groups required by the operational
commands. Then the staff must perform
the most difficult task of tailoring the force
to conform to budgetary constraints and
make an assessment of attendant risks.

The armed services must continue to orga-
nize, train and equip the basic fighting ele-
ments of the force. This is essential since
the tactical elements are designed in careful
consideration of combat doctrine, the devel-
opment of which can only be a function of
the individual armed forces, of course, in co-
ordination with the other services as appro-
priate. Worthy fighting “teams” involve the
integration of material tactics, technology
and highly trained tactical commanders and
men. It requires close and continous interac-
tion between the armed services and defense
industry. It requires schools, training
grounds and experienced and demanding su-
pervisors. Only the individual armed serv-
ices can accomplish this function, and in
such capacity they must be permitted to
deal with congress.

As acquisition and the procurement of ma-
teriel and supplies takes place, parochial in-
terests can become a frustrating factor. In
the congressional context, procurement in-
volves a relationship between private busi-
ness and congress. Business interests repre-
sent a constituency of individual congres-
sional members, and their success has an
impact on the economic life of a member's
district.
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The military is responsible for making
sure that procurement is compatible with
force development. This complex function
needs greater attention. Under the present
system, there is a vagueness as to who is re-
sponsible for what functions and why.

The service secretaries are the primary of-
ficials to support the details of service pro-
curement before congress and must deal di-
rectly with the congressional committees.

OPERATIONS AND EXECUTION

Once plans are in place and force develop-
ment designed to support those objectives is
on track, attention turns to preparation for
execution of those “blueprints.” Under the
JCS are the unified commanders. In each
geographical region, these work with “serv-
ice component commanders.” It is impor-
tant that the authority of the unified com-
manders be increased.

For administrative and logistical purposes,
the service component commanders must be
able to “ride herd” on their functions. But
the unified commander must have the abili-
ty to override their decisions. On a practical
level, this already exists. The unified com-
mander is not only the responsible leader
but has the support of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. However, there will always be ambi-
guities from time to time in territorial re-
sponsibilities and conflicts in service doe-
trine. The Joint Staff must be alert to these
and have them settled promptly by the
chairman or the secretary of defense. There
were unnecessary delays in deciding such
matters in Vietnam. In Vietnam, there was a
joint command under a unified commander.
Such an arrangement will be required in
future situations.

THE JCS

The organization of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff is the mechanism to implement the
three functional areas of planning, force de-
velopment and operations/execution. It
would be a terrible mistake to break up the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and put authority for
these decisions into a committee of officers
who do not have firsthand information and
do not bear the responsibility for their re-
spective services. Nothing is quite as sober-
ing, nothing creates such objectivity, as re-
sponsibility and knowledge. A remoteness
between the facts and a perception of the
facts can be dangerous.

The chairman deserves greater authority
and operational responsibility. He should
have the authority to override the views of
a service chief of staff with the proviso that
when he takes his recommendations to the
secretary of defense, or the president, the
dissenting service chief would not only be
allowed, but required, to accompany the
chairman and present his opposing views.
Thus, both authorities will then have the
benefit of the minority view.

Rather than having a deputy chairman,
the chairman should have, in effect, his own
chief of staff—a three-or four-star officer. I
agree with the policy of recent chairman
Gen. John W. Vessey that the most practi-
cal and healthy arrangement is for each
service chief to rotate into the position of
acting vice chairman for a four-month
period each year, rather than have a full-
time vice chairman. This rotation would
keep the service chiefs more abreast of joint
events, as well as provide for a sudden loss
of the chairman. In an emergency, & full-
time vice chairman would probably be
needed and could be appointed.

COMMAND AUTHORITY

Once a decision has been made in accord-
ance with the Constitution and by the con-
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gress to go to war, the command structure
should be streamlined.

The chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
should have command authority to execute
approved plans through the unified com-
manders. During time of war, the conduct of
the war should be in the hands of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, operating on behalf of the
commander in chief, the president.

The secretary of defense should be cut out
of the tactical operational chain in time of
war, as was done in World War II. The sec-
retary should concentrate on procurement,
logistics and administrative functions, while
the president and an appointed military
chief of staff to the president (as Adm.
Leahy in World War II) should deal with
the JCS chairman, who would be responsi-
ble for the execution of plans. The National
Security Council would, of course, continue
on as advisers to the president.

During the war in Vietnam, the president
had to contend with multiple advisory
voices. One problem then was that the Joint
Staff did not have the influence that it de-
served, primarily because it did not have vis-
ibility and recognized competence. This
problem needs to be addressed and resolved.

THE JOINT STAFF

The time has arrived to have a highly pro-
fessional, recognized and dedicated Joint
Staff. the Joint Staff would consist of about
500 officers who volunteer for such an as-
signment after 15 years of active service.
These officers would have graduated from a
senior military service school and be recom-
mended by the college commandant as offi-
cers especially gualified and fit for this type
of service. They would have already made
their mark in their respective services and
be considered of exceptional ability. The
policy of limiting the tour of an officer serv-
ing on the Joint Staff reduces the profes-
sionalism and expertise of that important
body. The flashback to the German Imperi-
al General Staff as a reason for opposing a
stronger and more efficient Joint Staff in
the context of the U.S. Constitution is il-
logical.

The Joint Staff would contain appropriate
specialists in appropriate areas and func-
tions. Systems analysts and historians
would be included; such specialists can alert
planners to pitfalls and imbue decisions
with a sense of reality. A highly profession-
al Joint Staff will be sensitive to probable
enemy reactions. All factors must be ana-
lyzed and presented to civilian authority. Ci-
vilian officials, despite their education and
brilliance, cannot be expected at the staff
level to grapple with the unique problems
associated with the commitment of U.S.
forces. A highly select, dedicated, compe-
tent, professional Joint Staff can and must.
An image of competence, thoroughness born
of performance, is important for the Joint
Staff and would be in the national interest.
That image does not now exist.

Officers selected to serve on the Joint
Staff would in most cases be stationed with
their families in the Washington, D.C., area.
This becomes an attractive emolument since
most would have children in their teens—
when frequent movement of the family
tends to become a hardship. The officer
would not be denied advancement since all
general-officer positions on the Joint
Staff—and there would be a number—would
be promoted from within the Joint Staff.

The impetus for service on this staff for
the remainder of one’s military career
should come from a combination of motiva-
tion and expertise. These officers would be
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paid through their respective services but
professionally divorced from them. They
would don another uniform—civilian
clothes. This group would be the staff for
the chairman and the military staff for the
Defense Department and the president. A
number could be authorized on a tour basis
for service with a unified commander either
in the United States or at overseas posts and
as faculty members at the senior service
schools of the armed forces.

Officers of the Joint Staff dealing with
operational planning would be constantly
making trips to troop units and ships to
keep abreast of operational capabilities.
Building on the experience of their years in
the service, these officers will stay current
.;.m what is going on at the troop and ship
evel.

To perform effectively, the chief of each
armed service would, of course, retain his
own staff commensurate with his function
and in consideration of the expanded role of
the Joint Staff. Through the chief of the
service and by bilateral contact between his
staff and members of the Joint Staff, cross-
fertilization by the sharing of knowledge
and experience would be accomplished. Liai-
son officers would be exchanged from time
to time to facilitate integrated planning and
coordination of operations,

To help resolve the problem of insuffi-
cient interface between the military and the
other segments of the bureaucracy, I would
like to see the Joint Staff encourage and in-
stitutionalize integrated strategy planning.
A team from the State Department, the
CIA and other appropriate agencies in resi-
dence with strategic planners of the Joint
Staff would help realize that goal. This liai-
son would keep appropriate parties in-
formed during all phases of the develop-
ment of plans and foster a strategy on an in-
tegrated basis in contrast to a unilateral or
confrontational development, which fre-
quently occurs.

The lack of an integrated development of
strategic plans has been a serious weakness.
A strong, professional Joint Staff, with rec-
ognized and appreciated expertise, can do a
great deal in improving the quality and
timeliness of plans and hence should expe-
dite sound decisions at the senior level of
government. This would also help eliminate
the need for many of the ad hoc task forces
that are floating around now. Many of them
are formed on the basis of expediency
rather than expertise. Often they are cre-
ated to buy time or for political purposes.

This is not to say that there is no place
for additional committees. The JCS has
more flexibility than many people realize. If
they wanted to, the Joint Chiefs could set
up & temporary or permanent advisory
board consisting of retired senior officers or
even perhaps highly respected senior offi-
cers on active duty. This board could be fo-
cused on a particular course of action or any
measure or project the JCS has in mind.

Strangely, the proposal now before con-
gress will not improve the professionalism
of the Joint Staff. It may actually reduce it
by institutionalizing the turnover of person-
nel and by not providing incentives to devel-
op important expertise.

There is initiative in the congress for
change. The time is ripe to develop a strong-
er Joint Staff mechanism that is effective
and sustainable. The three necessary steps
to a better and more efficient national secu-
rity are a strategy compatible with the ob-
jective of the nation; development of the
forces within budgetary constraints to sup-
port the strategy, and detailed plans to exe-
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cute the necessary operational measures. A
group of professionally oriented, specially
selected officers, part of an organization
dedicated to U.S. national security, would be
the best method of developing such a sound
and viable program. These officers cannot
do it alone. They must have guidance as to
the objectives of their country. They must
have the cooperation of the State Depart-
ment and the benefit of intelligence devel-
oped by the Central Intelligence Agency
and the Defense Intelligence Agency. They
need the civilian secretaries to deal with
procurement of materiel and manpower and
to provide a strong interface with congress.
But at the heart of the modus operandi is a
professional Joint Staff.e

U.S. TRADE DEFICIT

e Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. President, on
September 24 of last year I read in an
article in the business section of the
Washington Post, and I quote, “that a
realistic figure on the impact of unfair
Japanese trade practices on the
United States trade deficit is in the $6
to $8 billion range, and that much of
this is offset by United States restric-
tions on steel, textiles, food and other
imports.” The article contends that
last year's $50 billion United States
merchandise trade deficit with Japan
was caused by the overvalued dollar,
and not by Japanese trade barriers to
American products. Frankly, I am not
all that convinced by this argument.
In 1983, the United States merchan-
dise trade deficit with Japan was just
over $20 billion. In 1985, only 2 years
later, that figure soared to over $50
billion. It strains the imagination just
a little bit to think that an increase of
150 percent can be attributed solely to
fluctuations in currencies.

American trade policy, since the pas-
sage of the Reciprocal Trade Act in
1935, has been founded on the philoso-
phy that free trade is the best promot-
er of growth both in the United States
and within the world economy. Mr.
President, I have always been a
staunch believer in free trade, and I
have not forgotten how the Smoot-
Hawley Tariff Act of 1930 helped in
aiding and abetting the coming of the
Great Depression. However, free trade
can only mean one thing: reciprocity.
In my State alone, South Dakota, I
have seen how unfair trade practices
by the EEC have crippled our wheat
exports. As with our merchandise
trade deficit to Japan, economists tell
me it's because the dollar has been
overvalued for most of the last 5 years.
Well, partially it is because of the
dollar, but it is also because our com-
petitors have, in a number of indus-
tries, created unfair trade barriers to
our products.

Mr. President, in the month of Feb-
ruary of this year we imported over $1
billion worth of automobile parts from
Japan. The month before we imported
$857 million in parts. In reality what
has happened is that Japan has flood-
ed our markets with their automobile
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exports, and then turned around and
flooded these same markets with Japa-
nese made replacement parts, ignoring
by and large the purchase of American
equivalent parts. Meanwhile, when we
try to push our telecommunications
equipment or our semiconductors, we
find these markets are constricted be-
cause of Japanese trade barriers. The
use of discriminatory standards and
investment restrictions are techniques
often employed by the Japanese to
keep American products out.

I am not, nor do I ever hope to be, a
strong proponent of protectionist leg-
islation. On the other hand, I voted
last year in favor of a Senate resolu-
tion directing the President to take
stronger actions against Japan for its
closed market policies. I am not fond
of threats which usually consist of
empty rhetoric, but I would like to
suggest to our trading competitors
that America can no longer afford
trade deficits which run in excess of
$145 billion.e

NAUM AND INNA MEIMAN:
FRIENDS

@ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, Naum
and Inna Meiman are friends of mine.
They are a wonderful couple living in
the Soviet Union who wish to emigrate
to Israel. This wish has caused many
problems for the Meimans.

Since Naum applied to emigrate over
10 years ago, he has been harassed. Al-
though he is a respected scientist,
Naum has been isolated from the sci-
entific community. Along with this,
his phone has been cut off and almost
all his mail continues to be confiscat-
ed. Inna also suffers at the hands of
the Soviet Government. She has
cancer, and although the Soviet doe-
tors have told Inna that there is noth-
ing more they can do for her, the Sovi-
ets refuse to grant her permission to
go to Israel to receive more advanced
medical treatment.

No one likes to see their friends mis-
treated. I am deeply troubled when I
am forced to watch my friends, the
Meimans, suffer. They deserve the
chance to be happy.

I implore the officials in the Soviet
Union to let the Meimans emigrate to
Israel.@

IN SUPPORT OF SOVIET JEWRY

® Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I am
pleased to participate in the 1986 Con-
gressional Call to Conscience, an im-
portant effort designed to focus atten-
tion on Soviet human rights viola-
tions. As chairman of the Commission
on Security and Cooperation in
Europe, I am particularly concerned
over the plight of members of the
Jewish community in the U.S.8.R., the
world’s third largest.
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In 1975, the Soviet Union joined the
United States and Canada as well as 32
other European nations in signing the
Helsinki Fiinal Act. Basket 3 of the ac-
cords contains crucial provisions per-
taining to human rights. Currently,
representatives of each of the signato-
ry countries are meeting in Bern, Swit-
zerland, to review compliance with
this aspect of the act. On Tuesday, I
chaired a hearing of the Commission
on East-bloc emigration policies and
human contacts. During the course of
the hearing a number of experts pro-
vided testimony which painted a clear
picture of the bleak situation faced by
Soviet Jews today.

My concerns regarding Soviet Jewry
are twofold: a desire to help those who
seek to emigrate from the Soviet
Union, and to ensure that the rights of
those who remain behind are safe-
guarded.

Despite assertions by Soviet authori-
ties that those Soviet Jews who wish
to emigrate have already done so,
380,000 Soviet Jews have requested let-
ters of invitation from relatives in
Israel, the first step in the arduous
emigration process. The Final Act
clearly states that, “The participating
states will deal in a positive and hu-
manitarian spirit with the application
of persons who wish to be reunited
with members of their family.” Never-
theless, the Soviet Union continues to
deny this basic right to thousands of
Soviet Jews.

Soviet Jewish emigration, which
reached a peak in 1979 when 51,000
Soviet Jews were permitted to leave,
has fallen off to little more than a
trickle. During 1985, 1,140 Soviet Jews
received visas enabling them to be re-
united with relatives in Israel. Thus
far this year, visas have been issued to
79 in January, 84 in February, and 47
in March.

Estimates indicate that at least
20,000 Soviet Jews have been refused
permission to emigrate. Of these “re-
fuseniks,” as they are come to be
called, hundreds have languished for
more than 10 years while waiting to
join their families.

Those who request permission to
emigrate often do so at great personal
risk. Many are fired from their jobs,
denied access to education and sub-
jected to other forms of harassment
by the secret police—the KGB.

The Soviet Union has undertaken a
concerted effort to eliminate all forms
of Jewish culture. Hebrew teachers are
imprisoned for teaching the Hebrew
language. Parents are arrested for pro-
viding their children with religious in-
struction. The Soviets have gone so far
as to establish an ‘“anti-Zionist com-
mittee” wich serves to spread propa-
ganda denigrating Jews and rekindling
the fires of anti-Semitism in the
U.S.S.R.

The cries of human suffering ring
out loud and clear despite Soviet at-
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tempts to squelch them. It is our re-
sponsibility to respond.

As Anatoly Shcharansky recently
stated after his release from the
Soviet gulag, “It is more necessary
than ever now for international public
opinion to press the Soviet Union on
these matters. It is high time for
Moscow to begin complying with the
Helsinki agreement signed in 1975.”

As chairman of the Helsinki Com-
mission, I urge my colleagues to join
me in speaking out in support of
Soviet Jewry.e

MAINE LOBSTERMEN'S ASSOCIA-
TION AND ED BLACKMORE

@ Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, when
one thinks of Maine, perhaps the first
image which comes to mind is the
Maine lobsterman—a craggy, inde-
pendent soul who embodies the quali-
ties of independence and hard work
which Maine is known for.

For the past 14 years, the lobster-
men of Maine have looked to Ed
Blackmore of Stonington, ME, for
leadership and guidance. Ed, the presi-
dent of the Maine Lobstermen’s Asso-
ciation, has fought and won many bat-
tles in behalf of his fellow lobstermen
during those 14 years.

I met Ed when I first ran for Con-
gress in 1972, and he has been a strong
supporter and good friend ever since.
The Boston Globe recently published
an article concerning Ed and his work
in behalf of the Maine lobstermen,
and I ask that the article be included
in the REcorp at this time,

The article follows:

[From the Boston Globe, Apr. 20, 19861
LoBSTERMAN TRADES UNDERWATER TRAPS FOR
PoLiTicAL ONES oF MAINE STATE HOUSE
(By Denise Goodman)

NoOBLEBORO, MAINE.—In many ways, Ed
Blackmore is the quintessential lobsterman.
During two years of military service, Black-
more said, he dreamed of “getting home,
getting about and dropping some traps . . .
of being out there on the water, being your
man, making your own decisions.

But over the last 14 years, as president of
the 1,000-member Maine Lobsterman's Asso-
ciation, Blackmore gradually traded his
traps for a desk and lobbying forays in the
State House. Along the way, he began to
bridge the gap between the lobstermen and
the scientists who study the shellfish they
harvest. The 31 years he put in hauling
traps summer and winter have given Black-
more a special credibility with the legisla-
tors he urges to support lobster conserva-
tion measures.

Asked what it's like to represent 1,000 in-
dependent lobstermen, Blackmore quickly
responds, “You get a lot of phone calls with
everyone beating you over the head.”

And then: “Once in a while somebody
calls and says I did a good job and that
makes it worthwhile.”

Developing a position on recent legislation
to increase the minimum size of legally har-
vestable lobsters is a case in point. At first,
Blackmore said, his 15-member board was
split. But because lobstermen are so inde-
pendent, Blackmore regularly polls them on
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legislative issues and on this one, the result
showed T4 percent favored the bill.

Every lobster harvesting state has a 3%s-
inch minimum—from the eye socket to the
end of the body shell—for legal ‘“keepers.”
The Maine bill, adopted earlier this month,
would gradually increase that size to 3%. by
1992 if, and it's a big if, all the other states
adopt similar measures and agree to throw
back female lobsters that Mainers have “V-
notched.”

As a conservation measure, Maine fisher-
men mark every egg-bearing female lobster
they catch with a “V" and throw them back.
But because other states have no similar
practice, Blackmore said, when those lob-
sters most likely to reproduce migrate to
waters off other states’ shores, they are usu-
ally harvested.

Last year, Blackmore's troops successfully
defeated efforts to repeal another unique
Maine conservation law, a five-inch maxi-
mum, from eye to back of body, for harvest-
able lobsters.

Scientists estimate that 90 percent of lob-
sters now caught have no chance to repro-
duce and say the larger minimum would
allow more to bear eggs before they are
trapped. But Maine lobstermen put more
emphasis on the V-notch and maximum-size
provision, Blackmore said, because mature
female lobsters will bear up to 60,000 eggs a
year, 10 times the number their minimum-
sized counterparts will produce.

Born in the Down East fishing village of
Stonington where he first lobstered with his
grandfather, Blackmore, 58, said Maine lob-
stermen have a special feeling for their vo-
cation.

LOBSTERING ‘A HERITAGE"

“We're more conservation minded because
we don’t have the economic options the
others have,” Blackmore said. “In other
states, lobstering is more of an economic
thing. Here, it's more of a heritage.” If the
resource is depleted, Maine fishermen would
have little choice but to sell their island or
coastal mainland homes and move inland to
find work, he explained. “And the more off-
shore the island is, the more ornery people
are about protecting the lobster resource,”
he added.

Blackmore said he discovered the value of
scientific research when he served for three
years on the New England Fisheries Man-
agement Council. “Whatever I said didn't
mean anything because I couldn't document
it,” he noted.

Convincing his fellow lobstermen was not
easy, he said, because too often the fisher-
men saw scientists as “bureaucrats who pro-
tect their backside,” often didn’t make their
findings public and, when they did, “didn’t
put them in language people could under-
stand.”

Blackmore has built the association from
245 to 1,000 members and its annual budget
from loose change to nearly $60,000, Much
of his time is taken up keeping a watchful
eye on state and federal legislation covering
everything from boat taxes to gear conflicts.

Although he hasn't fished for a decade,
Blackmore still lives with his family in Ston-
ington. He said he talked his son out of lob-
stering because “a lobsterman reaches his
peak at 40, and then you just work harder
and harder to stay where you are ., . . I told
him, ‘Son, if you're smart, you'll stay on the
docks and take money from the fishermen
when they come in.'” Heeding that advice,
his son opened his own marine electronics
business.
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A DEEP SENSE OF TRADITION

Even as Blackmore leads Maine lobster-
men to a heightened awareness of modern,
scientific and political issues, Blackmore re-
tains a deep sense of their traditions, includ-
ing a self-regulating system that outsiders
might consider vigilantism.

“You can't live in Bangor all your life, buy
a boat and run down to Stonington and put
a bunch of traps out,” he warned. “You can
put them out, but you may not get them
back. You have to get along with your
peers.” Even as a Stonington native, he ex-
plained, he didn't fish some areas because
“the bay was divided up among families who
traditionally fished certain spots.”

Get too close to the line, Blackmore said,
“and you may find your trap warp wrapped
around the pot buoy spindle, back to. That's
just a warning.” The next “infraction”
could mean losing traps, he added. “It's a
good system. I don't say it's right, but it
works."@

THE DEFENSE BUDGET

® Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the
Senate Budget Committee voted
wisely when they approved a defense
budget giving the Pentagon $295 bil-
lion in spending authority for the 1987
fiscal year. In a letter to the Budget
Committee prior to their vote, I advo-
cated adoption of a zero real growth
for defense, close to the level the com-
mittee eventually voted for.

Defense spending is an emotionally
charged issue. I support a strong de-
fense, as do all my colleagues. We
differ on how to get there, but we all
agree on the end goal. With Gramm-
Rudman, we have no alternative but
to pass a responsible budget to avoid
the automatic cuts. This means that
growth in defense spending, which has
grown more than any other budget
function since President Reagan took
office, must be constrained.

The argument is often made that
cutting defense, or keeping spending
authority level, harms us by encourag-
ing our enemies. Nothing could be far-
ther from the truth. Our adversaries
do not focus on how much we spend;
they focus on what we get for these
expenditures. This point is all too
often overlooked.

We have a good example of mis-
placed priorities in the events of the
past few days. In the aftermath of our
military strikes against Libya, we have
to ask ourselves if the never-ending
nuclear arms race in being waged at
the expense of the war against terror-
ism. Even some of our spending on
conventional weaponry has to be re-
evaluated: Are we buying the right
kinds of equipment and conducting
adequate training to combat the new
threats posed by international terror-
ism?

When you include our allies in the
balance of forces between East and
West, the numbers look much less
frightening, and in fact start to look
encouraging. Our allies spend much
more on defense than the Soviet
Union’s Warsaw Pact allies. NATO-
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Europe would be much more political-
ly reliable in the event of external ag-
gression. And our troops in Europe are
not policing the local populace, as are
many Soviet troops in Eastern Europe

We too seldom consider that the
U.S.S.R. has real vulnerabilities: A
weak economy; a long and sometimes
hostile frontier with China that re-
quires one-fourth of the Red army’s
manpower—contrast this with our
long and peaceful borders with
Canada and Mexico that do not re-
quire any real defenses; a draining war
in Afghanistan; and economically
weak allies, from Cuba to Poland.

These and other good points are
made in a recent article in the Balti-
more Sun by Jeffrey Record, entitled
“Reckoning the Military Balance.” We
have to start getting more bang for
the buck, through defense reorganiza-
tion, procurement reform, arms con-
trol, and a more realistic assessment of
the military balance and the real
threats facing us today. I commend
Mr. Record’s article to my colleagues,
and ask that it be printed in the
REcorp in full.

[From the Baltimore Sun, Apr. 1, 19861

RECKONING THE MILITARY BALANCE
(By Jeffrey Record)

WasHINGTON.—During the past weeks the
Reagan administration has treated the
nation to a plethora of pessimistic assess-
ments of the U.S.-Soviet military balance.
The immediate purpose of these assess-
ments, most of which are the truth but far
from the whole truth, is clear: to restore
eroding public and Congressional support
for major real increases in U.S. defense
spending.

The administration’s argument is twofold.
First, that the U.S.-Soviet military balance
has continued to deteriorate during the past
several years, despite a U.S. military buildup
of a magnitude unparalleled in peacetime.
Second, and because of the worsening bal-
ance, the Defense Department’s fiscal 1987
budget, which represents an increase after
inflation of 8 percent over last year's
budget, ought to be exempted from congres-
sional spending cuts aimed at reducing over-
all federal budgetary deficits that are also
historically unprecedented.

Once again, the administration wants a
strong national defense but is unwilling to
pay for it. Never mind that the present defi-
cit crisis is attributed in large measure to
the Reagan administration’s own voodoo
economic policies (you can lower taxes, in-
crease outlays, or balance the budget, but
you cannot do all three simultaneously).
And never mind that declining public confi-
dence in Caspar W. Weinberger's Pentagon
stems mainly from the Pentagon's predict-
able inability to absorb efficiently the
mountains of cash thrown so abruptly and
indiscriminately at it by an administration
that still seems not to have grasped the fact
that the U.S. military has become simply
another vast government bureaucracy.

The U.S.-Soviet military balance may
indeed have deteriorated since 1981, justify-
ing the administration’s proposed increase
in defense spending. But how is that bal-
ance to be measured? Administration assess-
ments, complete with pretty charts and
graphs, focus on simple numerical compari-
sons between U.S. and Soviet forces; raw
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numbers of men, tanks, ships, planes, divi-
sions, and so on. And, to be sure, it turns out
to no one’s surprise that in almost every
index of things that can be counted the So-
viets have more than the United States. The
Soviets have 5.3 million men under arms to
our 2.2 million; 55,000 tanks to our 14,000;
289 major surface naval combatants to our
200; 8,000 tactical aircraft to our 5,400; and
209 army divisions to our 27.

But such numerical disparities, while dis-
turbing, hardly tell us much about the out-
come of a future war, First of all, to com-
pare only U.S. and Soviet military power is
to ignore what is perhaps America's greatest
remaining strategic advantage over the
Soviet Union—namely, the presence of rich,
militarily powerful, and politically reliable
allies. For example, in Europe, which re-
mains the principal military focus of both
superpowers, a confrontation between the
United States and the Soviet Union would
automatically engage their respective Euro-
pean allies, and the size and fighting power
of America’'s NATO allies dwarf that of
Moscow’s Warsaw Pact allies, most of which
are, in addition to being a drain on the
Soviet treasury, small, poor, and of uncer-
tain political loyalty. The NATO alliance as
a whole suffers no pronounced numerical
disadvantages in major categories of mili-
tary forces vis a vis the Warsaw Pact.

The balance of respective allies in the Far
East is even more favorable to the United
States. Leave aside the fact that most Soviet
forces in the Far East are deployed against
a foreign ally, China. In a war with the
United States the Soviet Union could at best
hope to count on only North Korea and
Vietnam—rather sorry compensation for
South Korea, Japan, Australia, and the
Philippines. Moreover, the Soviets would
face formidable logistical problems in Asia.
With the exception of the trans-Siberian
railroad, some stretches of which run peril-
ously close to the Chinese border, there is
no continuous land line of communication
connecting the Soviet Union's military and
industrial heartland with her Far Eastern
provinces.

Second, much of Soviet power cannot be
fairly counted in the U.S.-Soviet military
balance because it is allocated to the protec-
tion of the Soviet empire from threats other
than those “posed” by the United States
and its allies. Soviet military problems are
far more numerous and quite different than
those facing the United States. For exam-
ple, whereas U.S. forces in Europe are bur-
dened by no internal police functions, many
of the 30 Soviet divisions deployed in East-
ern Europe are stationed there to enforce
that region's political loyalty to Moscow.
Additionally, in contrast to the United
States, which has no enemies along its bor-
ders, the Soviet Union deploys fully one-
quarter of its army opposite China. Indeed,
it has been said that the Soviet Union is the
only country in the world surrounded by
hostile communist states. The United
States, rich in allies and secure along its
own borders, does not need 55,000 tanks and
a 209-division army.

Third, and perhaps most important of all,
numbers are but one of many indices of
military power, and not necessarily the most
important. History repeatedly has shown
that numerical inferiority can be more than
offset by superiority in such crucial intangi-
bles as strategy, tactics, organization, train-
ing, leadership, group cohesion, combat ex-
perience, and individual morale. If numbers
alone were decisive, Alexander the Great
would never have made it across the Bospo-
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rus; the United States might still be saluting
the Union Jack; Anglo-French forces would
have defeated Hitler in 1940; Israel would
have lost all its wars; the United States
would have trounced Vietnam; and the
Soviet Union long ago would have eliminat-
ed any vestige of resistance to its occupation
of Afghanistan.

None of this is to play down the formida-
ble challenges that burgeoning Soviet mili-
tary poses to the Free World. It is simply to
recognize that numbers are but one ingredi-
ent of true military effectiveness. It is also
to recognize that since the days of Peter the
Great. Russia has traditionally enjoyed a
significant numerical advantage over her
military opponents, but nevertheless has
suffered repeated military disasters at the
hands of smaller though qualitatively supe-
rior enemies.@

THE LITTLE TOWN THAT COULD

® Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
am proud to bring to the attention of
the Senate the story of a small com-
munity in rural southwestern Ken-
tucky, once a thriving port along the
Mississippi River, which is showing
the strength of commitment and de-
termination to rise from its own de-
cline.

Hickman, KY, which suffered when
the railroad revolution in the latter
half of the 19th century brought com-
petition to commerce on the water-
ways, has now bought its own railroad,
the Tennken Railroad. With its show
of commitment to revitalization, it has
won an enterprise zone designation
from the Commonwealth of Kentucky
which has, in turn, spurred new
growth in Hickman's economy.

Hickman’s resurgence, with the help
of Kentucky's Enterprise Zone Pro-
gram, is another example of the value
of this economic development concept.
I hope the day is not too distant when
Congress will enact Federal Enterprise
Zone legislation to augment successes
which State-created zones are enjoy-
ing.
I ask that the following article, enti-
tled “Hickman—The Little Town That
Could,” by Hal Greer, be printed in
the REecorp. It appeared in the Janu-
ary 1986 issue of the U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development’s
publication, “Enterprise Zone Notes.”

The article follows:

HI1CKMAN—THE LITTLE TowN THAT CoULD

(By Hal Greer)

Hickman is a small rural community of
3,000 located on the Mississippi River in far
western Kentucky. It is nearer to five other
state capitals than it is to its own. Like
many communities on major rivers, Hick-
man thrived as a boisterous river port early
in the 19th century. It was a center of trade
and commerce until the railroads revolu-
tionized transportation. Then once lively
river towns, like Hickman, became little
hamlets almost overwhelmed by progress.

The 1980 census showed that Hickman
continued to lose population, particularly its
young people, due to the lack of job oppor-
tunities in the area. But instead of ignoring
the worsening situation, Hickman decided to
do something about its plight.
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The first application the Kentucky Enter-
prise Zone Authority received for an Enter-
prise Zone designation was from Hickman.
The state awarded Hickman a zone designa-
tion in 1983, not only because of the need
existing in the area but also because of the
show of community organization and deter-
mination. Local commitment to the pro-
gram led Hickman to offer special natural
gas rates for businesses, and to reduce the
city’s real estate and tangible property ad
valorem tax rates to one mill per $100 of as-
sessment, for qualifying businesses.

Hickman impressed the Kentucky Enter-
prise Zone Authority with its purchase and
restoration of 51.7 miles of railroad track
linking the town to the main line in Dyers-
burg, Tennessee. The rail spur has signifi-
cant value for Sigri Carbon Company, the
city’s major industrial employer. The $2 mil-
lion project, headed by the Hickman River
City Development Corporation, required as-
sistance from the Kentucky Commerce Cab-
inet (state community development block
grants), the state Department of Transpor-
tation, and the Tennessee Valley Authority
(TVA). The Tennken Railroad made neces-
sary track improvements before the sale.
Now, a year later, Hickman’s rail line oper-
ates in the black.

Progress in developing a new riverport
complex that could handle virtually any
type of cargo transported on inland water-
ways further impressed the Enterprise Zone
Authority. Authority members felt that
Hickman had taken a positive step by estab-
lishing a task force to unite the leadership
from all segments of the community—city
and county governments, business and in-
dustry—to develop a master plan for effec-
tive development.

To date, 24 small businesses have expand-
ed or located in the Hickman Enterprise
Zone, creating or saving 200 plus jobs. Ash-
Tex, a new plant specializing in textile fin-
ishing (e.g. washing, pressing, special stitch-
ing, and labeling blue jeans) expects to hire
200 employees during the next 18 months.
It is well on its way toward the goal with 70
workers already on the job. Mr., Jerry
Gurien, the plant owner, says ‘“We are excit-
ed by the possibilities of the Enterprise
Zone benefits. In fact, it will give us a good
start in a new venture that will be very ben-
eficial in the long run. Future development
can expect to use the zone tool as leverage
for any expansions or growth. We would en-
courage any businessman or industrialist to
look at the area's potential and the local ini-
tiative evidenced by the aggressive commu-
nity cooperation.”

James M. Everett, Fulton County Judge/
Executive, said, “We are pleased with the
tremendous coming together of local initia-
tives to develop the total economic poten-
tial. The Enterprise Zone is a tool of eco-
nomic development—a very good tool. Local
and state incentives, and, hopefully, federal
incentives in the future, add new reasons for
businesses and industries needing and look-
ing for expansion or new developments.”

Hickman has just completed work on a
video to market its Enterprise Zone and
port facilities. The film is a cooperative
effort among the city, the Kentucky Com-
merce Cabinet, Murray State University,
and TVA.

The Hickman Economic Development
Task Force is asking about Foreign Trade
Zones and their benefits to industry. They
may decide they want one. Anyone want to
guess what will come next?
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KENTUCKY ENTERPRISE ZONE INCENTIVES

Exemption from State income tax on the
gain from the sale of qualified property.

Exemption from State tax on interest
earned from loans to qualified businesses.

Exemption from sales and use tax on
building materials, and equipment and ma-
chinery which a qualified business pur-
chases for use in the zone.

Exemption from motor vehicle usage tax
on vehicles used by qualified businesses in
the zone,

State net operating losses may be carried
forward by qualified businesses for the life
of the zone.

Neighborhood Enterprise Associations
with zone residents as members can lease
for at least 99 years, at no more than $1,
any State and local property not in use.

SURVIVORS OF ABORTION: THE
DREADED €OMPLICATION

® Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
when tiny infants survive abortion
they do not enjoy equality before the
law. Premature children will be rushed
to neonatal care units, occasionally via
ambulances and even helicopters. This
is not the case for the survivors of
abortions. A child who lives through
an abortion in the second or third tri-
mester may be as fully formed as the
“preemie,” but he or she receives dif-
ferent care.

The article I am submitting today
describes in brutal detail two typical
“medical procedures” for the treat-
ment of abortion survivors. I urge my
colleagues in the Senate to consider
the words of nurse Kathleen Malloy.
She was ashamed of her profession
when this article was published in
Florida, back in 1979. We should be
ashamed that this sort of behavior
even now occurs daily in our Nation.

The article follows:

NURSE TO SENATE: ASHAMED OF PROFESSION
(By Dick Conklin)

NURSE'S TESTIMONY

"I'm a housewife and a registered nurse
from Jacksonville. I retired from the nurs-
ing profession when I became pregnant with
my first child and stayed retired until my
fourth child was in the sixth grade. I then
returned to work in my local hospital in the
labor and delivery room. Many things pro-
gressed in those years—some things re-
gressed. I learned by seeing with my own
eyes that to have an abortion is to rid one-
self of a human being.

“I worked the 11 p.m. to 7 a.m. shift, and
when we weren't busy I'd go out to help
with the newborns. One night when I went
to the nursery, I saw a bassinet outside the
nursery. There was a baby in this bassinet—
a crying, perfectly formed baby—but there
was a difference in this child. She had been
scalded. She was the child of a saline abor-
tion.

“This little girl looked as if she had been
put in a pot of boiling water. No doctor, no
nurse, no parent to comfort this hurt,
burned child. She was left alone to die in
pain. They wouldn’t let her inside the nurs-
ery—they didn't even bother to cover her.

“I was ashamed of my profession that
night! It's hard to believe this can happen in
our modern hospital but it does. It happens
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all the time. I thought a hospital was a
place to heal the sick—not a place to kill,

“I asked a nurse in another hospital what
they do with their babies who are aborted
by saline. Unlike the hospital where I work,
where the baby was left alone struggling for
breath, their hospital puts the infant in a
bucket and puts the lid on. Suffocation!
Death by suffocation!

“Another nurse said she had to stop help-

ing with abortions. The little servered arms
and legs from a suction abortion were just
too much for her to look at.

“Gentleman . . . ladies . . . aren't you
happy our moms weren't born in this gen-
eration, It could have been one of us that
ended in that lonely bassinet—or in that
ugly bucket. We must respect life. Please, I
ask you to support a constitutional conven-
tion . . . thanks for listening.”"e

NOTICE PERMITTING ACCEPT-
ANCE OF A GIFT OF EDUCA-
TIONAL TRAVEL FROM A FOR-
EIGN ORGANIZATION

@ Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, it is
required by paragraph 4 of rule 35
that I place in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorD notices of Senate employees
who participate in programs, the prin-
cipal objective of which is educational
sponsored by a foreign government or
a foreign educational or charitable or-
ganization involving travel to a foreign
country paid for by that foreign gov-
ernment or organization.

The select committee has received a
request for a determination under rule
35, for Mr. Peter D. Lennon, a member
of the staff of the Democratic Policy
Committee, to participate in a pro-
gram in Brussels and Norway, spon-
sored by the NATO Information Serv-
ice, last October 13-18, 1985.

The committee has determined that
participation by Mr. Lennon in the
program in Brussels and Norway, at
the expense of the NATO Information
Service, was in the interest of the
Senate and the United States.@

TEST BAN

@ Mr. SimmoN. Mr. President, Dr.
Robert O. Byrd, former faculty
member at North Park College in Illi-
nois and now a resident of Ontario,
Canada, sent me an editorial from the
Toronto Globe and Mail about the test
ban.

We should listen when our friends
who believe in Western values as much
asta;.k we do, say we're making a great mis-

e

The final line of the editorial is, “It
is a sad thing to have to say, but it is
Mr. Reagan’s ‘dynamism,” not Mr.
Gorbachev's, that worries the world.”

I ask that the editorial be printed in
the REcorp, and I urge my colleagues
to read it.

The editorial follows:

[From the Toronto Globe and Mail, Apr. 2,
19861
CASE FOR A TEST BAN

The purpose of arms control agreements

and nuclear test bans is not to rid the world
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of nuclear weapons, which is, unfortunately,
unrealistic. It is to increase stability in the
military relationship among the major
powers. Stability reduces the risk of war on
technical and psychological grounds. And
stability reduces the cost of deterrence, al-
lowing more devotion to other human
needs.

This is why Soviet leader Mikhail Gorba-
chev’s campaign for a comprehensive nucle-
ar test ban treaty (which would include un-
derground explosions) is so immediately at-
tractive. It offers stability at zero level of
activity (recalling former prime minister
Pierre Trudeau’s concept of nuclear “suffo-
cation”), a prospect of unusual clarity in the
complex business of arms control. Mr. Gor-
bachev enhances his proposal by agreeing to
on-site verification and adds political force
by implying that his attendance at another
superpower summit may be conditional on
the American response.

The American response is negative. Early
explanations for this referred to supposed
“testgap” between the Soviets and Ameri-
cans, or to the existence of more sophisti-
cated U.S. devices in need of regular check-
ing. It is now apparent that the U.S. nuclear
test program is also part of the Strategic
Defence Initiative which so inspires Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan. The United States is
working on nuclear-powered X-ray lasers, a
particularly ‘“‘promising” possibility that
would fall to a comprehensive test ban
treaty. This helps to explain the vigor of
Mr. Gorbachev’'s very public posture, and
the curtness of the American response.

Here is another illustration of how Mr.
Reagan's SDI reduces the prospect for sta-
bility in arms and nuclear testing, at least in
the medium term. The SDI introduces an
enormous new dynamic into superpower
military relations precisely when the Sovi-
ets (and most of the rest of the world) are
looking for more predictability.

The SDI is not just another weapons
system. It presumes a radically different
concept of deterrence—defense instead of
mutually assured destruction—that would
require decades and huge expenditures to
realize (if it proves technically feasible).
Perniciously, this forced reversal of military
doctrine would create enormous instability
as it was implemented, and its outcome
would be no different from what we have al-
ready achieved—a military checkmate. (No
one should doubt that the Soviets would
follow America’s lead.)

Mr. Reagan's claim that the new balance
would be superior because it is non-nuclear
ignores the destructive and offensive poten-
tial of laser and particle-beam technology
(some of which may be nuclear-based), for-
gets that nuclear weapons will still exist,
and discounts the risks and waste of moving
from one doctrine to another,

The Soviet Union appears to want afford-
able stability in its military relations with
the United States. Despite this, and even
without the SDI, a new agreement on stra-
tegic arms and intermediate nuclear weap-
ons reduction would be difficult. (The Sovi-
ets are not bear cubs, Lawrence S. Hagan,
research director at the Canadian Centre
for Arms Control and Disarmament, recent-
ly described Soviet arms control proposals
at Geneva as “patently one-sided, designed
to strike at the heart of U.S. and NATO
technology, capability and strategy.”) But
without the SDI, a comprehensive test ban
treaty would be possible (which could be ex-
panded to anti-satellite and strategic de-
fense programs), and the prospect of reduc-
ing the very nuclear arms Mr. Reagan hopes
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to nullify would be less the chimera it now
appears.

It is a sad thing to have to say, but it is
Mr. Reagan's “dynamism,” not Mr. Gorba-
chev's, that worries the world.e

| ———

THE ACCESSION OF SPAIN AND
PORTUGAL TO THE EUROPEAN
COMMUNITY

® Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, last
Thursday, the Senate unanimously
agreed to a resolution urging the
President to use his full authority to
retaliate against the new restrictions
on grains and oilseeds in Spain and
Portugal, unless the United States re-
ceives prompt and complete compensa-
tion for any loss of trade resulting
from the enlargement of the Europe-
an Community. It was my hope that
this resolution would strengthen the
hand of Secretary Lyng and Ambassa-
dor Yeutter as they made one final at-
tempt last weekend to resolve this dis-
pute with the Europeans. Unfortu-
nately, early reports of that meeting
indicate that the Europeans remain in-
transigent and refuse to negotiate a
reasonable solution to the problem.

By way of background, some of my
colleagues may recall the floor re-
marks I made on the subject of the
European Community enlargement 2
months ago, before the new import re-
strictions on grains and soybeans in
Spain and Portugal went into effect
March 1.

Subsequently, 20 of my colleagues
joined me in a letter to the President
to urge him to pursue to the fullest
extent the American right to compen-
sation under the rules of international
trade by preparing and using a com-
prehensive list of items for retaliation
against the European Community.

I am encouraged that on March 31,
the President announced such a list of
retaliatory commodities, which in-
cludes imports of European wine,
cheese, mineral waters, pork and
cakes. By announcing these possible
measures, the President has elected to
demonstrate that the United States
will no longer stand idly by and let the
American farmer pay the price for the
enlargement of the European Commu-
nity.

Regrettably, in response to our as-
sertion of rights expressly provided for
under GATT, the European Communi-
ty has again targeted many American
agricultural commodities for counter-
retaliation. This time, many of Cali-
fornia’s lucrative products, such as
wine, prunes, fruit juices, and Califor-
nia's $185 million worth of almond ex-
ports to Europe, are on the European
Community’s hit list.

Although California producers ask
nothing more than a fair market in
which to compete, once again, they
might be the victims of unfair agricul-
tural trade practices by other govern-
ments. And it is California, again,
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which might be made to pay the price
to defend American grain and soybean
exports.

So many of you here today may
wonder why I—a Senator from Califor-
nia—feel so strongly about the en-
largement of the European Communi-
ty which, for now, harms our grain
and soybean producers. My reasoning
is clear and simple.

Ultimately, the enlargement of the
European Community will affect all
sectors of American agriculture.
Thanks to the subsidies of the
common agricultural policy, Spain and
Portugal may become the “Californias
of Europe,” producing and exporting
abundant supplies of subsidized fruits,
nuts, and vegetables. And as those sub-
sidies continue to flow, Spain and Por-
tugal will threaten to strip California
exporters of their hard-earned mar-
kets in Europe and abroad, in the
same way that American grain and
soybean exporters are currently losing
their European markets.

In my view, all of American agricul-
ture must unite behind this issue, be-
cause ultimately it will affect all of
American agriculture.

We can no longer afford to divide
American agriculture only to let the
European Community conquer it. We
must look ahead to the 10 years it will
take for Spain and Portugal to fully
integrate their agriculture with the
European Community. Unless Ameri-
can agriculture stands united now,
from the outset, to defend the legiti-
mate rights of every American farmer
in this process, agricultural producers
of numerous other commodities may
lose many export markets forever.

Yesterday, the Joint Economic Com-
mittee held a timely and informative
hearing on this critical issue, during
which testimony was received from
Government witnesses, including offi-
cials from the Department of Agricul-
ture and the U.S. Trade Representa-
tive, as well as industry representa-
tives. One such witness, Dwayne An-
dreas, who is chairman and CEO of
Archer Daniels Midland, provided the
committee with a very informative and
insightful statement about our rela-
tionship with the European Communi-
ty. Indeed, his testimony is among the
best explanations of the historical
roots of this dilemma, its impact upon
our Nation’s farmers, and recommend-
ed it to all of my colleagues and ask
that it be printed in the CONGRESSION-
AL RECORD.

The statement follows:

EUvROPEAN COMMUNITY AGRICULTURAL TRADE
PRACTICES

Good morning and thank you for inviting
me to appear before you today. My name is
Dwayne Andreas. I am Chairman of the
Board and Chief Executive Officer of
Archer Daniels Midland Company. ADM is
a food processing company located in the
heart of America’s farm country. We have
175,000 farmer shareholders and are part-
ners in global merchandising of farm crops
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with cooperatives that represent more than
2 million farmers. ADM is unigue in that it
is the only public company entirely devoted
to processing, marketing, and moving agri-
cultural products. Together with our affili-
ates and subsidiaries, we market, manage,
and move approximately 75 million tons an-
nually around the world.

If we are to understand the effects on U.S.
agriculture of the Common Agricultural
Policy of the European Economic Communi-
ty, we should go back in history and exam-
ine a little-publicized report dated August
24, 1960. It was in the early 1960's that we
negotiated the famous Kennedy Round
which set the stage for vast uneconomic
ventures in the years to come.

Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft
Benson, after an extensive trip through sev-
eral Common Market countries, submitted
the following most perceptive recommenda-
tions and conclusions:

1. “I am very much concerned about the
preponderant support I found for higher
rather than lower support levels in some
countries. The potential for production in-
creases in the Common Market area is
great. If stimulated by high prices, produc-
tion increases for grains, oil seeds, and live-
stock products can make the area more self-
sufficient and reduce our traditional dollar
exports in this part of Europe. It is essential
that the United States continue to follow a
liberal trade policy. Thus, our moral posi-
tion in urging greater imports of U.S. farm
products into dollar export areas will be sus-
tained. I found this to be s0 on my trip.”

2. “I found that our current export poten-
tial in this area was being hampered by pro-
tective devices which inhibited trade in agri-
cultural commodities. These current restric-
tions on our exports, many of them dis-
criminatory in nature, should be removed as
rapidly as possible.”

3. “If the EEC adopts the protective
import program which has been proposed,
this could easily result in reduced exports
from the United States. This could create
serious problems in the development of mu-
t}mlly beneficial and more liberal trade poli-
cies.”

4. “We must continue to impress the indi-
vidual members of the Common Market
that the U.S. is basing its strong support for
the community on the assumption that an
outward-looking policy which will contrib-
ute to expansion of the multilateral trade
on a non-discriminatory basis will be devel-
oped. I find it difficult to see how they can
develop an outward-looking policy under a
system which utilizes, for many agricultural
commodities, unlimited variable import
levies against the competition of imports.”

5. “High price supports would force the
Community to implement them by trade-re-
stricting devices which would interfere with
normal commercial relations. This could rel-
egate outside countries to the status of re-
sidual suppliers. This would do irreparable
harm to GATT since one of its primary ob-
jectives is to expand total trade, including
agriculture. High price supports in the
United States would weaken our position in
making a strong objection of high supports
in other countries.”

6. “During the 6 to 9 years transition to
the Common Agricultural Policy, the
amount of protection should be reduced
progressively so that the trade of the EEC
with other free countries will expand on a
mutually-beneficial basis. We cannot expect
sudden policy shifts without disruptions.

7. “Our use of some P.L. 480 funds for
market development has achieved consider-
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able success in Western Europe. This pro-
gram, in cooperation with American indus-
try, should be strengthened and enlarged.”

Now, 26 years later, we find the following
devastating results:

On April, 1, 1986, the U.S. average farm
price per bushel of wheat was $3.17 per
bushel. The variable import levy was $4.24
per bushel on top of that.

For corn, the average price received by
U.S. farmers for corn was $2.31 per bushel.
To enter the Common Market, the importer
had to pay an additional $3.49 per bushel.

Our surplus corn is converted into ethanol
which costs about $1.20 a gallon. Spain buys
ethanol from its farmers for about $4.00 a
gallon then sells it to a Jamaican company
for 40 cents a gallon. The Jamaican compa-
ny passes it through a pipe to dehydrate it,
an operation that could be performed in the
U.S. for less than 5 cents a gallon, then calls
it a CBI product and brings it in the United
gtstes without paying the 60 cents a gallon

uty.

When it is used here, it benefits from an-
other 60 cents tax concession which was en-
acted as a National Security Measure to
help us be independent of imports and to
help corn growers market their corn, despite
the obvious fact that every 100 million gal-
lons replaces 40 million bushels of corn and
costs our government more than $60 million
in revenue.

For grain sorghum, the U.S. producer re-
ceived $3.68 per cwt., and the import levy
was an additional $3.66 cwt.

For broilers, the import levy is approxi-
mately 15 cents per pound. The Common
Market's export subsidy on broilers is now
11 cents per pound. They now dominate
world broiler trade with subsidies although
we are the low-cost producer,

Wheat flour is so heavily subsidized into
export that the EEC share of world trade in
flour has gone from 20% to 60% while ours
has gone from 60% down to 20%, even
though the U.S. is by far the lowest-cost
producer. This has cost us $13 billion in
flour exports since 1970.

Foreign federal treasuries destroy the law
of comparative advantage.

At the time the Benson report was writ-
ten, the EEC was a much larger grain im-
porter, buying up to 20 million tons of grain
per year. Recently, it has been exporting
about 5 million tons per year plus more
sugar, poultry, egegs, and dairy products
than any single country in the world and,
except for Argentina, is the greatest beef
exporter in the world. Only Canada and the
U.S. exceed the EEC in wheat exports.

The ascendancy of the EEC position re-
flects the full effects of the Common Agri-
cultural Policy’s use of expensive and com-
plex devices, such as high price supports
and export subsidies. These tactics are but-
tressed by variable import levies and feed
manufacturing requirements to use EEC
surplus products. More recently, to reduce
protein meal imports, extremely high re-
turns are provided for Common Market pro-
ducers of soybeans (about $15 per bushel).
Also, rapeseed and sunflower seed are sold
to processors at 30% of the price farmers re-
ceive, That is part of the EEC effort to drive
U.S. soybeans from the marketplace.

With all these expensive economic incen-
tives for production, surpluses are the inevi-
table result. These surpluses are disposed of
by utilizing a device called export restitu-
tions (which we call export subsidies).

Probably the worst case scenario is that of
sugar. Sugar is supported at about 27 cents
per pound and dumped into the world
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market at the raw sugar equivalent—as iow
as 3 cents per pound. The EEC sugar policy
is costing developing countries some $6.4 bil-
lion annually in lost income. It is my judg-
ment that the U.S. would not need a sugar
program if the EEC should stop its dumping
program.

On a global basis, U.S. agricultural ex-
ports are severely depressed from a dollar
peak in 1981 of almost $44 billion to a 1986
USDA estimate of $28 billion—a drop of
more than 35% in 5 years. I do not mean to
imply that this reduction in exports is all
due to EEC policies. Actually, it is due to
several factors, including, but not limited to,
recessions and even depressions in several
potential importing countries. Additional
causes are the International Monetary Fund
and related debt constraints of third world
countries, and the value of the dollar rela-
tive to the currencies of other exporters.
(This latter case is being corrected but will
not show immediate results.)

Moreover, the relatively high loan rates in
the U.S. have been a contributing factor to
making us a residual supplier. The 1985
Food Security Act will enable the U.S. to be
much more competitive—if the authorities
provided therein are implemented wisely.

Nevertheless, USDA and others agree that
EEC export and production are costing U.S.
farmers the loss of about $6 billion annually
in export markets and about a billion more
annually in farm income because of de-
pressed prices.

A recent study by the Australian Bureau
of Agricultural Economics reveals that the
EEC policies have “depressed world prices
of major temperate agricultural products
by, on average, some 16 percent.”

Ironically, all this massive subsidizing of
EEC production, costing the Common
Market over $14 billion a year, is possible
because the U.S. negotiators agreed to it in
the Kennedy Round and because the U.S
pays tens of billions of dollars toward EEC
countries’ defense costs, leaving them with
enough tax income to carry out this pro-
gram.

Fundamentally, the formation of the CAP
resulted in an increase in protection against
agricultural commodities from non-member
countries. Actually, what we see is insula-
tion, with few exceptions, from outside com-
petition and the internal supports well
above world price levels. Internal stability,
buttressed by the variable levy and other
devices, creates external price destabiliza-
tion, especially when world-wide dumping
occurs.

I am certain that U.S. government wit-
nesses will advise this Committee that the
Administration policy is strongly against
the EEC policies which distort trade and do
damage to the concept of comparative ad-
vantage. Successive rations have
been saying this for years, so frequently
that we are known in Europe as “Paper
Tigers”. The U.S. government sends strong
notes, and the EEC sends grain and other
products.

I understand that Secretary Benson, on
his historic trip, was told that the CAP was
to be the glue that would hold the EEC to-
gether. However, I feel that this objective
could have been achieved at much less cost
to the non-EEC countries. It will be difficult
at this point in history to resolve the basic
differences between the EEC and the U.S.—
yet settle or ameliorate them we must.
There are many within the EEC who recog-
nize that the costs, increasing at a rapid
rate, will force a restructuring of the CAP,
The new U.S. legislation will increase export
subsidy costs to the EEC.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Last year I chaired the President's Task
Force on International Free Enterprises
dealing with Trade and Aid. We made sever-
al recommendations, some of which have
been adopted.

One of the most important recommenda-
tions was that we double the P.L. 480 pro-
gram which has successfully functioned to
move food and food products into additional
consumption globally.

We should implement that recommenda-
tion forthwith and invite the EEC to join
with us by contributing an equal amount to
parts of the world which otherwise could
not afford it. High-level EEC officials have
expressed interest in such a coordinated
effort. This could be done without legisla-
tion or appropriations simply by donating
surpluses to the P.L. 480 administration like
we do for the BICEP program. Such a pro-
gram aggressively administered could solve
most of the surplus problems by increasing
consumption for essential humanitarian
reasons. Economic benefits would be enor-
mous.

2. There should be a recognition that the
Current General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT) has had very little effect on
agricultural trade. The next round of trade
negotiations must resolve this problem—or
cease to be a factor in world market dis-
putes. There must be a commitment to im-
provement of the conduct of all parties in-
volved in agricultural trade.

3. It is both the U.S. and the EEC inter-
ests to resolve the problems inherent in the
strong competitiveness for export markets.
The U.S. has unilaterally made efforts to
adjust output and stocks. However, the 1983
PIK program, which resulted in sharp
downward production adjustments, was ac-
companied by increases in non-U.S. produc-
tion. Therefore, the EEC and the U.S.
should meet to agree on production re-
straint policy. With the long U.S. history of
production control efforts, the conferences
can be mutually profitable.

4. If the EEC and the U.S. could agree to
each reduce sugar and fructose production
by about 2 million tons annually, world
sugar markets would become market orient-
ed once again. U.S. import quotas could be
increased or even eliminated with resulting
economic benefits to the CBI and develop-
ing countries,

5. Policy changes should become a matter
of bilateral discussion with the objective of
avoiding injury to the other country and
possibly to third countries. The interests of
low-income, developing countries must be on
the continuing agenda.

6. Our Task Force recommended that at
least $7 billion should be made available for
mixed credit through the Export Import
Bank to match the mixed credits proliferat-
ing from other Western countries.

I applaud the Administration’s recent de-
cision to start with $300 million for that
purpose. Twenty times that much is needed
to revive exports and to bring the countries
who abuse mixed credits to the bargaining
table.

I do not mean to imply that the above are
a complete list of possible recommendations.
None of these suggestions will be easy to ac-
complish. However, failure to make econom-
ic sense through negotiations is unthinkable
and much more difficult.

In closing, I would like to comment in an-
other vein on our attitude toward the EEC
Commissioners. We must be careful to not
be too critical of them. A number of them
disagree just as we do with their policies.
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But they are obligated to carry out pro-
grams and policies which we—our negotia-
tors—contractually agreed to long ago. So
we share the responsibility.

I applaud the free-market orientation of
this Administration. But we in business
often question whether doctrinaire econo-
mists in government, most of whom have no
practical business experience, realize that
very often, when preoccupied with the
ideaology of free trade practices in a world
which has abandoned free trade, they are in
fact saying to our people and institutions:
“Workers, farmers, cooperatives, corpora-
tions, go ahead—compete directly with for-
eign governments who engage in business
using subsidies and state trading. If that
means you become unemployed or go broke,
s0 be it. It’s part of the system.” This is
utter nonsense, and the dire consequences
of neglecting trade policy are already evi-
dent.@

INTERPRETATIVE RULING OF
THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON
ETHICS

® Mr. RUDMAN. Mr, President, on
behalf of the Select Committee on
Ethics, I submit for the information of
the Senate, an interpretative ruling on
the use of Senate letterhead by Mem-
bers of the Senate in connection with
campaign fundraising efforts. This in-
terpretative ruling is issued pursuant
to section 206 of Senate Resolution
110, 95th Congress.

This ruling was the subject of a
“Dear Colleague” letter which was
dated April 14, 1986.

Interpretative rulings by the com-
mittee may be relied upon by an indi-
vidual involved in a specific transac-
tion or activity which is indistinguish-
able in all its material aspects from
the facts on which a ruling has been
rendered. The committee encourages
written requests for rulings on specific
situations not clearly covered by the
Code of Official Conduct. The commit-
tee will continue to respond to written
requests for interpretations, treat such
requests confidentially, and publish its
rulings with appropriate deletions to
protect the privacy of individuals who
seek committee guidance.

I ask that the ruling be printed in
the RECORD.

The ruling on the use of Senate let-
terhead is as follows:

INTERPRETATIVE RUuLING No. 409
QUESTION CONSIDERED

Is the advisory Opinion of the Select Com-
mittee, issued on August 14, 1978, regarding
the use of letterhead and/or envelopes
which utilize the words “United States
Senate” and “Official Business" or any com-
bination thereof, applicable to a Senator’s
funds or support for a campaign for election
or reelection to any Federal, State, or local
office?

ADVISORY OPINION

“It is the opinion of the Select Committee
that it is improper conduct which reflects
upon the Senate for a Senator to authorize
or allow a non-Senate individual, group, or
organization to use the words ‘United States
Senate' and ‘Official Business,' or any com-
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bination thereof, on any letterhead or enve-
lope. The use of a Senator’s name followed
by the words, ‘United States Senate’, is not
hereby deemed improper.”

FACTS

In an invitation which was written on offi-
cial Senate letterhead which includes the
words “United States Senate, Washington,
D.C., 20510", a Senator invited individuals
to a dinner which was directly connected to
the raising of funds for his campaign for re-
election. The letter of invitation was pre-
pared by the Senator himself and was sent
from his office.

DISCUSSION

The Select Committee’s Advisory Opinion
of August 14, 1978 on the use of the words
“United States Senate” on letterhead and
envelopes was prompted by the receipt of a
substantial amount of correspondence from
the public concerning the use by non-Senate
groups and organizations of facsimiles of
United States Senate letterhead in their
fundraising appeals. Typically, prior to
August 14, 1978, a Senator would agree to
write a fundraising letter on behalf of a
non-Senate group or organization and allow
that organization to include the Senator's
letter in a fundraising appeal to be sent by
that group or organization. In most in-
stances, the Senator's letter was written on
a facsimile of official United States Senate
letterhead and in many instances was
mailed in envelopes which bore the return
address of the United States Senate. The
concern expressed by the public was that
they were misled into believing that the
mailing was from the Senator whose letter-
head was used when, in fact, it was really
from a private group. As a result, the Com-
mittee developed an Advisory Opinion, pur-
suant to its authority under S. Res. 110 and
S. Res. 338, to issue Advisory Opinions on
actions which might tend to reflect discredit
upon the Senate. The Advisory Opinion con-
cluded that it was improper for a Member of
the Senate to allow a non-Senate organiza-
tion or group to use letterhead or envelopes
which contained the words “United States
Senate” and/or “Official Business." During
the development of the Advisory Opinion,
concern was expressed by some Members of
the Committee that while the Advisory
Opinion should restrict the use of Senate
letterhead by non-Senate groups or organi-
zations, such as campaign committees, the
Advisory Opinion should not preclude a
Senator’'s personal use of his letterhead for
whatever correspondence the Senator
thought appropriate. As a result, the Advi-
sory Opinion included, as a last sentence, a
proviso that “the use by a Senator of his or
her own name followed by the words
‘United States Senate’ is not hereby deemed
improper.”

Since the adoption of this Advisory Opin-
ion, the Committee has been asked by Sena-
tors on several occasions about the applica-
tion of the Advisory Opinion to various
types of mailings in which the Senator was
interested. In these Interpretative Rulings,
the Committee has taken the position that
while it is improper and a violation of the
Advisory Opinion for a Senator to allow a
campaign committee or any other non-
Senate organization to prepare a mailing
which uses letterhead that contains the
words “United States Senate"” on the mast-
head of the letter (see, IR #169 and #254),
the Advisory Opinion would not preclude a
Member from writing a personal letter on
Senate letterhead from his own office (see,
IR #264, #270, and #365).
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Because of a concern that the last sen-
tence of the Advisory Opinion was being in-
terpreted too broadly by Members and staff,
the Committee reviewed the previous inter-
pretations of the application of the Adviso-
ry Opinion and concluded that the Advisory
Opinion does preclude a Senator from using
letterhead and/or envelopes containing the
words “United States Senate” and/or “Offi-
cial Business”, or any combinaton thereof,
for any correspondence, even that prepared
personally by the Senator, which solicits a
financial contribution or other form of as-
sistance for any campaign for election or re-
election to any Federal, State, or local
office. Where a Senator desires to corre-
spond with members of the public about a
campaign-related matter, such correspond-
ence should be prepared on letterhead
which has been paid for by the Senator's
personal funds or funds derived from his
campaign committee and which does not
employ the words “United States Senate”
and/or “Official Business.”

RULING

The Select Committee’s Advisory Opinion
of August 14, 1978 on the use of official let-
terhead does apply to and therefore re-
stricts a Senator’s personal use of letter-
head and/or envelopes which utilize the
words "“United States Senate” and/or “Offi-
cial Business" or any combination thereof,
where the correspondence involves a request
for a financial contribution or other form of
assistance for any campaign for election or
reelection to any Federal, State, or local
office. Additionally, this ruling would pre-
clude the use of such official letterhead by a
Senator to write “thank-you" letters to con-
tributors or campaign workers.

Lastly, through previous Interpretative
Rulings, the Select Committee has approved
the use of letterhead, by a Senator, which
uses the Senator’s name followed by
“United States Senator.” This latter form of
letterhead could be used to address corre-
spondence which involved campaign-related
topies, including ‘“thank-you’ notes for par-
ticipation in a campaign.e

DAYLIGHT SAVING TIME

® Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, many
of my colleagues are probably aware
that this Sunday, April 27, marks the
beginning of this year's 6-month ob-
servance of daylight saving time.
Many also know that I have proposed
a bill and more recently an amend-
ment which would extend daylight
saving time by changing the starting
date from the last Sunday of April to
the first Sunday of April.

Daylight saving time is something
which many of us take for granted.
We turn our clocks forward every
spring and backward each fall without
considering the potential effects of
changing the duration of daylight
saving time. We all know that daylight
saving time causes sunrise and sunset
to occur an hour later in the day, but
many of the effects of this change are
not at all obvious. Consequently, when
Congress considers legislation to
extend daylight saving time, the
debate is characterized by recitation of
sunrise and sunset times and analysis
of statistics relating to traffic safety,
crime, and energy consumption.
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Through all of this, it is not easy to
grasp the facts.

I would like to suggest to my col-
leagues that one simple way to under-
stand this issue is to get up Saturday
morning and watch the earliest sun-
rise of the year. If you are here in
Washington, the sunrise tomorrow will
be at 5:17 a.m. Of course, it will begin
to get light about 30 minutes earlier,
so if you want to see the crack of
dawn, by its official definition, you
will have to get up at, or stay up until,
about 4:47 a.m.

Many of us will be in our home
States tomorrow and will have the op-
portunity to see first-hand how my
amendment would affect their States.
I will be in Seattle, where sunrise to-
morrow will occur at 5:01 a.m., and the
first daylight will be visible at about
4:31 a.m.

The purpose of my amendment, and
of daylight saving time, is to make the
sunrises and sunsets coincide with the
way we live. Under current law, the
earliest sunrises of the year occur in
April. This year in Washington, DC,
the 18 earliest sunrises of the year are
those from April 9-26. This period co-
incides almost exactly with the period
of time—April 6-26—which would have
been affected this year by my amend-
ment. Tomorrow's sunrise in Washing-
ton will be 26 minutes earlier than
sunrise on June 21, the day with the
most daylight of the year. This year,
daylight saving time begins 55 days
before this “longest day of the year"”
and ends 127 days afterward. Clearly,
our present system is imbalanced, and
much of our April daylight is wasted.

Along with the distinguished Sena-
tors from Maine, Senator MITCHELL,
California, Senators CransToN and
MircrELL, and Rhode Island, Senator
PeELL, I have sent my colleagues a
letter describing the amendment and a
chart showing sunrise and sunset
times for towns in Senators’ home
States. I hope that these materials will
convince our colleagues that daylight
saving time in April will enable us to
make better use of our daylight hours.
I urge those who are skeptical to get
up early Saturday morning, watch the
earliest sunrise of the year, and think
about how useful an hour of sunlight
would be early Saturday evening.e

AMBASSADOR ROSENNE'S
THOUGHTS ON TERRORISM

® Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I would
like to commend to my colleagues a
recent speech given by Israel’s Ambas-
sador to the United States, Meir Ro-
senne. The occasion was the annual
policy conference of the Americans
Israel Public Affairs Committee, and
the subject of Ambassador Rosenne’s
address was the problem of terrorism.

Besides giving us the perspective of a
country which is perhaps more experi-
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enced than any other in dealing with
terrorism, Ambassador Rosenne has
achieved in this speech a unique blend
of the emotional and the rational. He
evokes the searing images of terror-
ism, images that sicken and sadden us:
the brutal slayings of innocent civil-
ians and the glorification of those who
carry out these terrorist acts as free-
dom fighters. But he also provides a
carefully reasoned analysis of the
problem of terrorism and what we can
do about it. Ambassador Rosenne tells
us who bears responsiblity for the per-
sistence of terrorism; he sets out the
basic principles we should follow when
acting against terrorists; and he identi-
fies some of the approaches we can
take to combat terrorism in the long
run.

Ambassador Rosenne has made an
extremely useful contribution to the
debate over how best to deal with ter-
rorism, and I hope that my colleagues
will take the time to read his speech.

I ask that the text of Ambassador
Rosenne's speech be printed in the
RECORD.

The speech follows:

[AIPAC Conference, April 6, 19861

ADDRESS BY AMEASSADOR MEIR ROSENNE—
TerrorRISM: WHO Is RESPONSIBLE, WHAT
Can BE DoNE

I will speak today on the problem of ter-
rorism—who is responsible for it, and what
can be done to combat it.

Whenever I address the problem of terror-
ism, my mind is assailed by searing images
which I cannot escape:

The slaughter of the Israeli athletes at
the 1972 Munich Olympies.

The execution of Leon Klinghoffer, shot
and pushed into the sea.

The killing of the 11-year old daughter of
the American journalist at Rome airport.

The standing ovation given to Yasser
Arafat by the United Nations in 1974, when
Secretary General Waldheim greeted him,
and he sat with his gun in the chair re-
served for Presidents.

The standing ovation at the 1980 World
Conference on Women in Copenhagen, af-
forded to the PLO terrorist Leila Haled,
who hijacked a plane.

The terrorist holding his hand over the
mouth of the pilot of TWA Flight 874 at
Beirut airport last year.

The decapitated body of a five-year-old
girl in Nahariya, in 1981.

The body of the American (woman) pho-
tographer on the beach at Herzlia, when
Arafat's men killed a bus-load of 80 Israelis
on the road to Haifa.

The freeing of the Entebbe hostages by
the Israeli commandos in 1976,

These are the images. Those were the vic-
tims. Anyone sitting in this room could have
been one of those victims. We have short
memories, but the survivors—the sons and
daughters, husbands and wives and par-
ents—will live with the trauma for the rest
of their lives.

‘We have become s0 used to terrorism that
we tend to forget that anyone under 20
doesn't even know that there were times
when you could board a plane without X-
ray screening. Life will soon become unbear-
able unless we decide immediately to take
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the steps necessary to put an end to this dis-

ease.

Two things are required—political wisdom
and moral will.

First comes a proper understanding of ter-
rorism. Then it is a question of the will to
act. So we must ask two questions: Who is
responsible for the persistence of terrorism,
and what can be done to combat it?

(1) The responsibility lies with those
democratic states that thought that Israel
would be the only victim. Now they see
their own innocent citizens victimized.

(2) The responsibility lies with those who
make a distinction between terrorists,
saying that Abu Nidal is a “bad" terrorist
but Arafat is a “good" terrorist.

My friends, there is no such thing as a
good terrorist, and anyone who makes such
a distinction in effect condones and encour-
ages terrorism. Indeed, such distinctions in-
evitably paralyze action whenever terrorism
rears its ugly head.

(3) The responsibility lies with the West
European states of the European Economic
Community that, because of oil, adopted a
resolution in November 1973, following the
invasion of Israel by Syria and Egypt, con-
demning the victims rather than the aggres-
s0rs.

(4) The responsibility lies with those who
for years refused the extradition of terror-
ists, but instead let them go free.

I shall never forget that, when I served as
Legal Advisor to Israel's Foreign Ministry,
Israel requested, jointly with West Germa-
ny and in conformity with our extradition
treaty, the extradition of Abu Daoud, the
terrorist conspirator who organized the
Munich killings; he was set free because
there was fear of retaliation by the PLO
and Arafat.

(5) The responsibility lies with all those
Western states that have accorded virtual
diplomatic status to the PLO and have per-
mitted PLO offices to function, with re-
spectability and legitimacy, as bases from
which to launch their terrorist murder.

(6) The responsibility lies with all those
states, in all corners of the world, whose am-
bassadors accorded a standing ovation to
Arafat after he addressed the UN General
Assembly.

Let's face it: The hands that applauded
there were condoning the atrocities commit-
ted by the terrorists before and after that
dark day in 1974.

(7) The responsibility lies with those
states that regard the terrorist gangs as
comradely anti-Western and anti-democratic
forces, and permit them to be trained on
their territories, and provide them with
weapons and ammunition, funds, diplomat-
ic, political, economiec, and intelligence and
moral support.

It has long since been amply demonstrat-
ed—especially in the vast amount of PLO
documents captured in the 1982 Lebanon
war—that the Soviet Union is at the heart
of this enterprise, in league with its East
German and other allies. These states are
accomplices in the commission of terrorist
atrocities.

(8) The responsibility lies with the United
Nations which only this year, for the first
time in its history, adopted a resolution, in
the Security Council, condemning terrorism.
But this ignoble, decades-long delay should
come as no surprise: This was the same UN
that refused to condemn anti-semitism in
1964, and that equated Zionism with Nazism
in 1975.

(9) The responsibility lies with states like
Syria, Libya, Iraq, Iran, that organize, direct
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and support proxy terrorist forces, and pro-
vide every kind of practical assistance to the
terrorists. These are lawless states engaged
in lawless actions—they are guilty of state
terrorism.

(10) The responsibility lies with those who
seek the “root causes” of terrorism, and who
seek to “explain” or “understand” the ter-
rorists and their motivations and aspira-
tions. Such explanations function in effect
to justify terrorist acts.

This fashionable “understanding” is a
form of moral confusion. All over the world
there are all sorts of groups with all sorts of
grievances. If “understanding” were to be
extended to their “root causes,” they would
have carte blanche to murder, in order to
gain "“redress”. Should they be permitted to
run amok with their Ealashnikovs?

Mass murder is mass murder, and no
grievance can justify it, nor will “under-
standing” avert or eliminate terrorism.

(11) The responsibility lies with the coun-
tries that condemned Israel for having
taken action, at great risk to itself, against
PLO headquarters outside Tunis. The UN
Security Council resolution condemning the
raid was an encouragement to even more
terrorism. Instead of punishing the aggres-
sor, the victim was indicted. And now the
PLO fighters boast publicly of being back in
Beirut, in force.

(12) The responsibility lies with the oil-
producing states that exploited their extor-
tionate “‘oil weapon” to try to impose solu-
tions that would have brought about the
end of the State of Israel. And it was a sad
moment in European history to see how
democratic states were ready to accept the
diktat of hoodlums in place of the principles
of enlightened diplomacy.

Even though this problem no Ilonger
exists, it is worth remembering, for the
future . . .

What can be done?

First, we have to realize that terrorism did
not begin with the problem of the Palestin-
fan Arabs, and it will not end if and when
that problem is resolved.

Terrorism is rooted in the culture of vio-
lence in some countries. Internecine Arab
terrorism for example, is a natural part of
Mideast politics, and this atmosphere is hos-
pitable to the extension of terrorism beyond
the Arab world itself—against Israel, against
France, against Britain, ete. It is in the con-
text of that traditional culture of violence
that the terrorism perpetrated against
Israel by the Arab world is to be understood.

Second, we have to realize that there is no
appeasing terrorists, who threaten not only
Israel but Western democratic society.
Those nations, especially in Western
Europe, that have appeased the PLO should
have learned from their own bitter histori-
cal experience that appeasement only in-
spires contempt, scorn, and further aggres-
sion.

Acting on these basic principles, democrat-
ic states have an array of weapons to use
against terrorism.

(1) There are enough legal tools avail-
able—international conventions against ter-
rorism, hijacking, extradition. Unfortunate-
ly, these legal instruments are rarely if ever
enforced, All civilized nations must adhere
to and implement them.

(2) All offices of terrorist organizations,
such as those of the PLO, should be closed
and their operations banned.

(3) It should be made clear by the political
decisions of democratic governments that
there can be no bonus for terrorism. No one
should try to pacify a terrorist organization
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such as the PLO by granting it the privilege
of being a party to any political or diplomat-
ic negotiation. Any attempt to compromise,
in any shape, manner or form, with terrorist
gangs will only encourage terrorism.

(4) There must be a total ban on landing
rights in the democratic countries for the
airplanes of states—like Libya, Syria, Iran,
Irag—that encourage terrorism.

(5) No commercial exchanges, no econom-
ic relations, should be established with
countries that provide assistance to terrorist
organizations, and sanctions should be
taken against such states.

We do not think there is any justification
for considering Saudi Arabia a peace-loving
country so long as it provides—as it has
been doing for years—$250 million a year to
the PLO—funds that are used for killing
Americans, Israelis, and other innocents.

(6) There must be closer cooperation in
the exchange of intelligence information
among democratic governments. Fortunate-
1y, the framework for a system for such ex-
change already exists, it should be broad-
ened and strengthened.

(7) The role of the mass media, especially
television, in providing instant, intense and
wide-ranging attention to acts of interna-
tional terrorism must be very carefully eval-
uated. On the one hand, there are the fun-
damental freedoms of press and speech to
be zealously protected. On the other hand,
we must recognize that those very freedoms
are abused and exploited by the terrorists—
for what they seek, above all, is publicity.

The tension between freedom and the re-
quirements of security is not new, nor is it
restricted to the area of terrorism. Very pos-
sibly, this is a tension that will never be
fully resolved, and will always remain a di-
lemma for democratic societies to grapple
with, especially in emergency situation. But
in doing so, we should always be keenly
aware of the dangers to our freedoms posed
by those who would curtail or destroy them.

(8) PFinally, a profoundly important
moral/intellectual dimension. All too often,
people in democratic societies praise, or at
least condone, so-called national liberation
movements for using terrorist means to gain
their ends.

A legitimate movement of freedom fight-
ers for national liberation does not, like the
PLO, use violence as a first resort—does not
target innocent civilians—does not, like the
PLO, aim to annihilate its adversary.

Acceptance of such behavior reflects not
only a debasement of language, but a deep
moral and intellectual confusion, which
must be rigorously clarified and rejected if
we are to be able to act decisively against
terrorism.

It has become fashionable to include
something on terrorism at every conference
on the Middle East. But I did not come here
this afternoon to add my bit to this fad.

I came to express my solidarity, and the
solidarity of the State of Israel—and, if I
may say so, of the Jewish people—with all
the victims of terrorism and their families:

With all those who lost their dear ones at
airports in Paris, Vienna, Rome, Munich

With the members of the various diplo-
matic corps still held in capacity . . . .

With the American Ambassador to the
Sudan who was murdered by Arafat's men
in1972....

With Bar Simantov, my Counselor of the
Embassy in Paris, who was shot down on
Saturday, April 3, 1982, in front of his wife
and his eight-year-old daughter. . . .
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With the innocent civilian patrons of de-
partment stores and cafes in Rome and

With my dear friend and close colleague
of 30 years—Shlomo Argov—a man of great
humanity and a diplomat of unequalled
talent and skill who in the 1960s and 1970s
served Israel in this city of Washington with
distinction, devotion and pride—and subse-
quently our Ambassador in England, who
was gunned down in the streets of London
four years ago—and who, now paralyzed, is
doomed to spend the rest of his life in a
wheel chair in Jerusalem.

We who meet here, in an AIPAC confer-
ence, have a solemn moral obligation to re-
member the fate of Shlomo Argov and all
the other victims, to let that memory and
those images spur us on to determined and
vigorous efforts to battle terrorism to the
end.

Thank you very much.e

THE 1986 CONGRESSIONAL CALL
TO CONSCIENCE

@ Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I
would like to take a few minutes on
this first day of Passover to join once
again in the congressional call to con-
science for Soviet Jewry.

As Jews all over the United States
gather to observe Passover traditions,
let us not forget that the Jews of the
Soviet Union are not so lucky. While
in this country Jews are free to ex-
press their religious and cultural herit-
age freely and without fear of persecu-
tion, Soviet Jews face a daily struggle
with a government which oppresses
them simply for being Jewish. I have
spoken with Jewish leaders from
Rhode Island about the situation of
Soviet Jews, and I have read newspa-
per and magazine reports. By all ac-
counts, there is no evidence to indicate
that the latest Soviet crackdown on
Jewish activities, which began in 1984,
is letting up.

As is well known, Soviet authorities
have long persecuted Jews, but since
1984 we have seen a particularly viru-
lent wave of anti-Semitism issuing
from the Kremlin. Hebrew teaching
and other Jewish cultural activities
are viewed as antistate activities.
Soviet citizens who insist on retaining
their Jewish identity—by, for example,
observing the feast of Passover—place
themselves in great danger. The odds
are that they will be harassed,
stripped of professional positions and
titles, rejected by universities, and in
general treated as nonpersons. The
personal stories of Soviet Jews today
read like chapters from Orwell’s
“1984" replete with false arrests and
accusations, trumped-up charges, and
psychological terrorism.

I recently heard from Rabbi Chaim
Casper, director of the B'nai B'rith
Hillel Foundation at the University of
Rhode Island, that authorities in
Soviet Georgia plan to demolish one of
only two synagogues left in the capital
city of Thilisi. Twenty thousand Jews
live in this ecity, and they are under-
standably opposed to this, yet another
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Soviet attempt to stamp out Judaism.
I have written to the Soviet Ambassa-
dor here, expressing my opposition to
the destruction of Tbilisi’s Ashkenazi
Synagogue, but I do not expect to re-
ceive a response.

That is perhaps the most frustrating
aspect of our efforts to fight repres-
sion of Soviet Jews: the thick, unre-
sponsive wall of the Soviet bureaucra-
cy. We in Congress join the President
and other American leaders in making
frequent calls to Soviet leaders to stop
the oppression of Soviet Jews. But our
requests that the Soviets reopen the
doors of emigration which were, in
effect, closed tightly in 1984, seem to
go unheeded; usually, the only re-
sponse is silence.

I am here today to remind my col-
leagues that our efforts are worth it.
Jewish emigration totals have plum-
meted from more than 50,000 in 1979
to just 1,138 last year. The stories of
refuseniks trampled upon by Soviet
authorities for their desire to emigrate
continue to reach the West. These
facts give us all the more reason to re-
double our efforts on behalf of Soviet
Jews. The example of Anatoly Shchar-
ansky, who languished in prison for 8
years until his sudden release a few
months ago, should inspire us to con-
tinue our pressure on Soviet authori-
ties. They must not be let to think
that the release of Shcharansky was
enough. President Reagan’s efforts on
behalf of Shcharansky paid off, and
now we must work to obtain similar re-
sults for the thousands of refuseniks
who may not be as famous as Shchar-
ansky, but whose stories are no less
tragic.

One such story is that of Boris Agar-
kov, a 48-year-old computer scientist
from Leningrad. Although Soviet au-
thorities allowed Boris to visit Israel in
1966 as part of an official delegation,
he and his family were later refused
permission to emigrate there. Both
Boris and his wife Geralina lost their
jobs as a result of their applications
for exit visas, and have since faced se-
rious financial problems. Despite his
training in computers, Boris now
works as a garage attendant. Boris’
son, Dimitri, has also suffered for
being a member of a refusenik family.
He was expelled from school in 1985,
officially because he was a backward
student; actually it was because he
married an American. He too has ap-
plied for an exit visa, which was
denied, and his wife has been denied
entry to visit him.

The Agarkov family's tragic story
could be repeated over and over again,
with different names and cities but
the same pattern of persecution. I
hope all of my colleagues will join me
in continuing to press the Soviet Gov-
ernment for an end to this persecu-
tion. Soviet policy denies Jews some of
the most basic human rights—the
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right to think and believe as one
chooses, and to preserve one’s cultural
heritage. During this feast of Pass-
over, when Jews the world over cele-
brate their rich traditions, let us hope
that our plea is heard by Soviet lead-
ers, and that they grant those basic
rights to their Jewish citizens, or let
them move to countries where they
can live freely and openly as Jews.@

PROGRAM

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I have
just shared with the Democratic
leader the following recap for Monday,
April 28, 1986, in connection with our
duties.

The Senate will convene at 11 a.m.,
following adjournment.

Under the standing order, the two
leaders will be recognized for 10 min-
utes each.

There will be special order in favor
of the following Senators, for not to
exceed 5 minutes each: Senators Haw-
KINS, CRANSTON, and PROXMIRE.

There will be routine morning busi-
ness not to extend beyond the hour of
12 noon, with statements therein lim-
ited to 5 minutes each.

Following morning business, the
Senate will resume consideration of
the unfinished business, Senate Con-
current Resolution 120, the budget
resolution. Time will be running
against the resolution but no votes will
occur prior to 11 a.m. on Tuesday,
April 29.

Mr. President, I thank the Demo-
cratic leader for his assistance
throughout the day in arriving at this
particular schedule.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished acting Republican
leader, who is always most cooperative
and courteous and considerate.

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the Demo-
cratic leader.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY,
APRIL 28, 1986 AT 11 AM.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I
move, in accordance with the previous
order, that the Senate stand in ad-
journment until 11 a.m. on Monday,
April 28.

The motion was agreed to and, at
6:45 p.m., the Senate adjourned until
Monday, April 28, 1986, at 11 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Secretary of the Senate April 23,
1986, under authority of the order of
the Senate of January 3, 1985:

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES

William F. Ryan, of New Jersey, to be first
vice president of the Export-Import Bank of
the United States for the remainder of the
term expiring January 20, 1989, vice John A.
Bohn, Jr.
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IN THE AIR FORCE

The following Air National Guard of the
United States Officers for promotion in the
Reserve of the Air Force under the provi-
sions of sections 593 and 8379, title 10 of the
United States Code. Promotions made under
section 8379 and confirmed by the Senate
under section 593 shall bear an effective
date established in accordance with section
8374, title 10 of the United States Code, ef-
fective date in parenthesis.

LINE OF THE AIR FORCE
To be Lieutenant colonel

Maj. Archie D. Barnes, I Rcarcal (11/
22/85).

Maj. Gerald E. Barron, IS0l (11/
3/85).

Maj. Archie J. Berberian II, ISt accdll
(12/6/85).

Maj. Russell T. Birmingham Jr.,

(10/1/85).

Maj. James P. Bresnahan IESacrdll
(12/5/85).

Maj. William A. Buckley, Al
(12/8/85).

Maj. Gary R. Cazier, (12/18/
85).
Maj. Edwin E. Chunghoon, Il
(6/20/85).

Maj. Geoffrey L. Collins, IEZtacccal (1/
3/86).

Maj. George W. Dewey, 12/
7/85).

Maj. Richard A. Doering, IIE S al
(11/17/85).

Maj. Edward F. Farwell, Jr., I rarcdl
(11/2/85).

Maj. Michael J. Fisher, 2=l (10/
20/85).

Maj. John R. Glover, (11/16/
85).
Maj. Robert D. Green, IS ercal (12/
18/85).

Maj. Robert E. Grisnik, [IEZErerdll(5/5/
85)

Maj. Wesley E. Hallowell, ISl
(11/2/85).

Maj. Linville L. Holley, Jr., IEZRCcal
(11/1/85).

Maj. William C. Kearney, Il
(12/8/85).

Maj. Roy A. Keyt, IIEETSrrdll (10/10/
85).

Maj. James A. McDevitt, 12/
11/85).

Maj. Samuel J. McDowell, o call
(10/20/85).

Maj. Charles B. Meeks, 12/
16/85).

Maj. David L. Midgley, 11/
16/85).

Maj. Mark F. Miller, 12/17/
85).

Maj. Thomas O. Monberg, IS accdll
(11/3/85).

Maj. Frank A. Moseley, 10/
5/85).

Maj. James L. Overholt, 12/
7/85).

Maj. Alan L. Paige, [l (11/2/
85).

Maj. William F. Parker, 12/
6/85).

Maj. Jack E. Pendleton, IIEEterccal (10/
15/85).

Maj. David L. Petersen, I accdl (11/
15/85).

Maj. Albert P. Richards, Jr., I e cdll
(11/17/85).

Maj. Michael G. Roehr, IEEerrdll (10/
20/85).

Maj. William F. Rothert JIZESrcal
(11/27/85).
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Maj. George F. Scoggins, Jr.,
(12/8/85).

Maj. Robert E. Sellers, ISl (11/
14/85).

Maj. Franklin Standifer, 0/
30/85).

Maj. Nelson. F. Tejada, 10/
29/85).

Maj. Richard D. Trebesch, IIEZSCecdll
(10/15/85).

Maj. Joseph A. Vernon, 11/
7/85).

Maj. William D. Whittaker,
(11/15/85).

Maj. Shelby A. Wilson II,IIERErerrclll
(12/5/85).

CHAPLAIN
To be lieutenant colonel
Maj. John D. Vail, IS0l (11/17/
5).

8
MEDICAL CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel
Maj. John T. Diegel, IRl (12/7/
85).

Maj. John C. Hisley, ISt cal (10/19/
85).

DENTAL CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel

Maj. Robin R. Neil, IS0l (10/19/
85).
Maj. Paul Rebek, IS 0reedl (11/3/85).

IN THE ARMY

The following-named Reserve Officers’
Training Corps cadets for appointment in
the Regular Army of the United States, in
the grade of second lieutenant, under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 531, 532, 533:

Abraham, Brian S.,
Acevedo, David P.,
Adams, William J.,
Ahn, Jason J.,
Albrecht, Wendy K.,
Allison, Kellie M.,
Alston, Oran L.,
Anderson, Curtis A., Jr.,
Anderson, Kurt B., m
Anderson, Tammy L.,

Appenfelder, Rebecca M.,
Applebaum, Kevin J.,
Arends, William J.,
Armstrong, David A.,
Armstrong, Jeffrey A.,
Armstrong, Kevin R.,
Artero, Matthew J.,
Austensen, Scott D.,
Avants, Cammie L., B georeey
Avila, Robert A.,
Ayersman, David J.,
Babbitt, Jeffrey J., BRee@e@oed
Bagley, Brian J.,
Bailey, Mamie M.,
Baker, Teresa J.,

Ball, Daniel R.,
Ballard, Christopher S.,
Balog, Timothy G.,
Balough, Kenneth S.,
Baltich, John F.,
Banks, Marvin J.,
Barber, John H.,
Barnes, Tony W.,
Barrett, William V.,
Barron, Laurie A., JRIIQUST00S
Bartlett, Michael W., Jr.,
Bartolett, Karin E.,
Barton, Robert R., BEESroreed
Bartoo, David J.,
Battista, Vincent N.,
Battle, Felicia Y.,
Batzer, Stephen A,
Bau, Suzanne C.,
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Beane, Thomas C., Carnevale, Cristina M Dixon, Robert Em
Beard, Jonathan D.,HRILOYSUE Carracher, Irene F., Dolbeare, James R.,

Beattie, Donald, IR S eccall Carter, Michelle M., BB ety Dollar, John R., I el
Becker, Bradley A., Caruso, Jennifer A XXX-XX-XXXX Donahue, Robert J.,

Beckham, Clarence L., IIL Castle, Angela E., HIELLSS0 04 Donaldson, Kathy M

Benson, Christopher L. Castles, John G., 11, [ergeoreeg Dorsey, David A.,

Bentz, Julie A., Cate, Charles H., Jr., BEEGSESHES Dowdy, William C.,

Bergin, Jane F‘% Cate, Gerald R..% Dowis, Katrina m
Berglund, Raymond A. Catrett, Gerald T., Duck, Mary M.,

Bernard, Robyn E., IEEEeeeral Cavallero, Michael A., Dugal, Wayne F., I ataccdl
Bernardi, Leah R., el Cecil, Donna K., Duke, Randolph J., IErarall
Bernier, Raymond J. Cejka, Robert J., Jr., I e dl Dunn, Lorraine D., ]
Berry, Thomas H., Chamberlain, Mark R., I Statcill Dyer, Kenneth C., BBESESUL
Beuckens, John K. I etecrall Chambers, Robert G., Jr., IE etercdll Dykes, David A.,
Bice, James K., I el Champion, Van A., Eassa, Charles N.
Bigger, Clinton R., IEcarrdll Chance, Terry L., IR cacccdl Eastman, Mark A XX
Birdwell, Barry N., I caccal Chapman, James A., I Srarccdll Eaton, Martha L.

Bishop, Donald N. Chase, Walter B., B ey Eaton, Paul M., IR cercclll
Bishop, James J .,M Chavous, Valerie, RSSO0 Eberle, Brian K.

Bittinger, Douglas E., I dl Cheeseborough, Randall K., IEacacccill Ed, Stuart C.,

Blankenhorn, James A., I aracdll Cheseman, Jacquellne M., I arcal Eddy, Thomas A.,
Blass, Audrey L., Childers, Michael R., IErral Edwards, Mary B.,
Boehm, Scott A., Chiles, Todhunter J ‘, Edwards, Michele, C.,
Bognanno, Nicholas M., IEacarclll Chisholm, Shelley A., BEeSvereed Edwards, Monte R., Jr., I Staccal
Bolin, Timothy W., I rcal Chmielewski, Marc J., Eggler, Joseph M., Jr., IE v cal
Bolton, Alan K., Christensen, Thomas V., It ecetccall Eigel, Andrea S.,
Boobar, Jeffrey R.. I acaccil Christman, Conrad D., I acacdll Elliott, Ronald
Boock, Brett A., Clark, William J., Jr., I Elrod, Ronald P., BEeretecs
Bosse, Scott P., o Clayborn, Lisa M., Emsley, Thomas,
Bost, Marianne T., IR dl Cleary, Gregory A., Enslen, Alan J., ISl
Bourdeaux, Antoine D., I svcil Clemens, Sandra J., I rcdl Ermis, Elaine A.,
Bowden, Robert A., Clermont, Christopher M., BBt acdll Espey, Heidi,
Bowman, Gregory A., Cobb, Clayton W., Espinosa, Manuel V.,
Bowman, Teri, J., I acsvcal Coffindaffer, Mary E., I acarccil Espy, Susan E.,
Bowser, Pamela, A., Cogdall, Thomas E., 111, ISl Evans, Michael A.,
Boyce, Bryan S., IE ey Cole, Darryl L., Evans, San L.,
Bozada, Thomas A., Collier, Robert D., Fahey, Michael J., ISl
Bozeman, Anthony C., IRl Collins, Mark W., BBt Falk, Todd A.,
Brackett, Arthur L., I ararcal Collins, Thomas W., Falso, Michael J.,
Branciforte, Jack V., IEararcdll Combs, James D., Faris, Michael F.,
Bravo, Efren D., Conley, Stephen F., B e al Faruqui, Michael A.,
Brawand, Robin L., IR dl Connolly, Robert E., BB S et Feliciano, Luis A.,
Brewer, Howard K., Constantine, Beshara J., Jr. I acarcill Fenrick, Pierre L., I dl
Briggs, Carolyn J., IERtecee Constantine, David M., IRt evcal Fey, Michael D.,
Briggs, Clarence E., I11, = ardl Converse, Julie L., Fichtner, Fred E., IS al
Briney, John F., I acaccdl Cook, Christopher T., It acarcdl Figueroa, Ivette, I e carccal
Brodbeck, Mathew, Il Cook Stephen B., ISl Fitchett, Jeffrey S. I carcdl
Broderick, Michael A., Cornelius, Kevin R., Flanagan, Gary W., S
Brooks, William M., Cornell, Sydney J., I e Fletcher, Ronald L.
Brown, Bozidar W., Cornwell, Michael C., Fletcher, Scott N., IS rares
Brown, George C., Correa, Luis R., a0 Flint, Amy B.,
Brown, Kevin E., Coutteau, Lori J., Flowers, James C.,
Brown, Mark W., Cox, Mark E., Fonseca, Edelmiro,
Brown, Marvin L., Cozzocrea, Jeanne M., Forest, Gerald A.,

Brown, Stephen M., It dll Crabtree, David W., Fortezzo, Alfred L., ITI,

Browne, Kevin F., Cronauer, Carol A., Fortier, Tyler L., I ratcal
Bryant, Anthony T. ISl Cruz, Lillian, Foster, Jay D., IFacarcal
Buchanan, Karl J. I acacdl Cruz, Luz N., Foster, Kevin D., IESacrdl
Budinger, David P., I Saccdl Cullinan, Mark A., Fowler, Christopher J., B arorcall
Buehler, Wendolynn S., I el Cumming, Kurt A., IS dl Fox, Eddie, Jr., I e el
Burney, Leroy, 111 I e al Currie, Alan R., Il Foy, Theresa R., I
Burns, Gary W., Il Cye, Mark A, Francis, Anna T.,
Burrell, Jeffrey S., I acarccdl Daconta, Michael C., Francis, Denise M.,
Burress, Teresa A., Il Dale, Robert S., I acaccdl Franklin, Alvin R.,
Burton, Gregory C., BR2ISe0200 Daley, Bevan R., Frueh, Joseph E.
Burton, Jefferson S. el Dalton, Dermot P., I aacccdl Frushion, Frank J. RSt
Buse, Joseph W., I arcal Daniel, James P., Jr., I acacccall Fry, Aaron J., I1, e al
Bushey, Douglas B, Daniels, Mark S., Fry, Maureen T., I e cal
Bushey, Robert J., I acccall Danzi, Laura A., Funk, David M., I erere

Byrd, Robert K., Il Dapkiewicz, Robert P., Gabbert, Jeffrey A., I arrdl
Caesar, John A, e dl David, Elizabeth L., Gaines, Elvia D.,
Cain, Carla W., I Davis, Donald J., Jr., I aron Galgano, Teresa A.,
Calderwood, Elaine E., I e cacrdll Davis, John E., el Galloway, David A.,
Calvin, Sharon L., IS errdl Davis, Kenneth A., IEaraccall Gamble, William B,
Campbell, Brent J., el Davis, Paul J., Garono, Nora M.,
Campbell, John T., I areccal Dawson, Lisa M., Garrity, John F. I acacccal
Campbell, Regina A., I rarecall Day, Carlton L., Gaston, Bruce A.,
Campbell, Robert I, I dl Day, Dennis J., Gay, Richard T., I ececes
Campbell, Robert M., Jr., I accdll Degnan, Kevin J., B e dl Gaylord, Jeffrey L.,
Caouette, Marc L., Degonda, Patricia J., el Gehring, James M., IE e areet
Carag, Vincent D., Jr., I carrcdll Deiter, Marc A., Genders, Leonard S.,
Carlson, Cameron D., IE v cdl Delgadillo, Catherine F., I racr il Gericke, Michael,
Carlson, James W., I dl Delgado, Jose L., Gerstenschlager, Alan G., I ocacdll
Carnes, Christopher S. B araccdl Demons, Joyce M., Gilbert, Kevin L., 2o
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Gill, Mark A., Hurd, Colleen A., I e ace Layton, Lisa, %
Gillroy, Patrick A., IR e Ide, Garrett L., IBrESUSwee Leake, Patrick,

Gilmore, Miles N., Q2SS0 Imiola, Brian J., IRCCSo@o0d Leclair, Marc R.,

Gilroy, Patricia A., IECere0ced Irving, Robert L., Jr., Ledington, Martin C.,
Glass, Michael L., Isaacson, Christopher J., I arcall Leicht, Sonya R.,
Gleason, Mark E., B acaccs Jackson, Donald E., Jr. Lemen, Lyle J.,

Gmelich, David R., [Berororrat Jackson, Jimmy L., Liebl, Richard B., .

Gneiser, Joseph D., BEEECIS000 Jackson, Robert W., Lindeman, Kenneth L.,

Gobeille, Alfred J., Jackson, Scott D., Linjustiniano, Miriam Y.,
Gooddell, Terence C Jackson, Terri L., Linville, Diane L.,

Goodman, Robert, L., [Brrse e Jahries, Stephen B., I aravccdll Litton, Jonathan D.,

Goodrich, Peter W., [EES0e00e Jasaitis, Andrew V., Litzell, Bruce H.,
Gowen, Timothy E., Jefferson, Patrici% Lockart, Theresa A.,

Grana, James R., Jesse, Dennis W., Lofland, Thomas L.,

Gray, Rhonda L., JRIQENe Jessop, David L., Looper, Jean M.,

Greenwell, Scott O., Johnson, Arlan J., I caccal Lorenzo, Gregory R.,
Gresham, Jack N., Johnson, James G., IRl Lowe, Stacey L.,
Griffith, Robert W., Jr., Johnson, Julianne, I Scatccall Luft, Christine, IS et dll
Grondahl, Kevin J., Johnson, Kelvin P., I acacccdl Lundy, Michael D.,
Grugin, Rodney S., Johnston, Kimberly A., I Sracdl Mack, Charles C.,
Grundel, Don A, Jr., Johnston, Marshall R., I acacccil Mack, David R.,

Guenther, Scott A., I e Jones, Caroline E., Maclean, Sharon L.,

Guimond, Gene J., Jones, David S., Macy, Susan E.,

Gunn, Judy M., Jones, Debra E., Madkins, Lawrence H., III,
Gunter, Gregory J., I racedll Jop, John R., I aredl Magee, Matthew E., Sty
Guptill, Mary C., % Julum, Jeffrey D., I accdl Mahan, Joseph S., IS0y
Hagen, Marshall A June, Keith L., Mangan, Kimberly Y.,
Halbisen, Kathy M., Jung, Patrick J., et Mankel, Johnatan E., I et
Hall, Desiree L., Kadlec, Kimberley A., Mann, Lola M.,

Hall, Gary L., Kadlubek, Pamela J., B et Mantz, Eric D., e

Hall, Janet L., Kane, Carole A., Mariano, Stephen J., I rarcdl
Halterman, Susan M., I acarccdl Kavanaugh, Kevin S., Mark, Daniel D.,
Hamblin, Deborah L., Keener, Matthew G., I accal Mark, Ellington,
Hamby, James R., Kehres, Jennifer L., I ecac il Marshall, Brian K., I el
Hamill, Geoffrey S., Kellner, Joy R., Marston, Randall S., IR E o
Hancock, Kevin, Kelly, Thomas L., Martinez, Caterina E., I arcall
Hancock, Michael S., Kennedy, Glenn A, II, Mason, James H.,
Harris, Barry, Kepler, Keith M., Massengill, Kevin W.,
Harris, Paul C., Key, Thomas A., May, Michael T.,
Harris, Steven C., Kiefer, Michael L., Maynard, Steven J .
Harris, Tim C., Kightlinger, Michael K., Mazur, Andrew K., IB2aceses
Harrison, Calvin, Kilgallon, John C., McCormick, Charles P., BB et
Hauck, Robertm Kiltz, Linda A., McCormick, Mark A.,
Hayes, Daniel, Kim, Hyun J., McCulley, Thomas A., Jr.,
Haynes, Derrick E., Kim, Peter Y., McCullum, Russell A.,
Hebeler, Diane M., King, Hope E., McDonough, John D.,
Hedgecoke, Terri S., King, Melinda C., McGlasson, Tyler R.,
Hehl, Robert J., King, Stanley A., IE o McGrath, James J., IS racccdl
Heinlen, William D., King, Susan M., McGreevy, Robin L.,
Hembree, Suzanne Y., Kinsey, Deborah A., McKiernan, Brian J., IE St acet
Hemming, Stefanie B., Kirk, Rhonda L., McKinney, Rodney K.,
Henderson, Calvin L., Kirkland, Michael S., McKone, Jeffery W.,
Henderson, Nancy C., Kirschbaum, Christine A., McMahon, John B., e,
Henderson, Nancy C., Kiyokawa, Guy T., McMahon, Steven R.,
Hendrix, Kevin B., Klages, Lisa K., McNamara, Tammy L.,
Hensley, Barry R., Kline, Leslie C., McVey, Phillip C.,
Hernandez, Alicia, Knapp, Linda M Meehan, David E.,
Hess, Tina L., Knick, Mark E., IR S0Svee Mendez, Joseph C.,
Hickey, Christopher M., Knutson, Robert C., Meriam, Anne F.,
Hicks, Kathryn A., Kohler, Anita L., Merrill, Kelli A.,

Hill, Christopher J., I acccall Kohler, John F., I ereced Michel, Norbert,

Hill, Christopher M., Koritko, Kerry A., Mihalik, Colin A,
Hill, Richard A., Kortuem, Debra R., Milani, David G.,
Hillsman, Michael J., Korty, Terrell D., Miles, Juliette T.,
Hilton, Robert L., Kosmatka, Kurt J., I dl Miller, Michelldoree,
Hinds, John C., Kotchman, Niki A., Miller, Patrick V.,
Hiott, Charlton S., I ececccll Kozak, Richard J., Miller, Roger J., Jr.,
Hoffman, Christine M., Kumpost, Robert L., I araccil Minor, Gerald K.,
Holland, John P., Kuntz, George R., IR e Mitchell, Michael J.,
Holwerda, Sharon D., Kuta, June T., IR oarcal Mizell, Michael,
Homan, Charles T., Kyriss, Marxen W., Modarelli, Robert O., III, IS raccall
Hood, Thomas R., I e Lacey, Raymond P., Moechnig, Craig W.,
Horton, Sharon R., el Ladd, Michael J., Mohning, Allan R., IS tece
Hoskin, Michael D., Lake, Corey L., Moll, Wesley V.,
Hoskisson, Sherri L., Lake, William H., Jr., Moloney, Michael C.,
Hosmer, Steven R., Lambert, Steve E., Monaco, Thomas R.,
Howard, Michael L., Lamoe, Eric R., Monroe, Richard T., IE et
Howard, Scott R., Landers, Mark D., Montgomery, James B.,
Howell, John P., IS care Lang, Michael G., Moody, Ronald L.,
Howley, Shawn P., Langman, Michael W., Mooney, William K.,
Hubbard, Kenneth D., BB acaccall Langowski, Thomas J., Morgan, Joseph C., BB e
Hubbell, David L., Jr., Lawrence, Kevin G., Morgan, Keila Y.,
Hullender, William A., Lawrence, Marjorie D., Morikawa, Vince A.,
Hunt, Lisa G., Laya, Diane M., Morris, Kenneth W.,
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Morris, Wade F., 2 aron Raimey, Timothy A., el Sokolowski, RonW
Morrissey, Jerome M., I acaccall Rainey, Dinah L., I Srarccal Soma, James M.,

Moscovic, Paul S., II, I acare Ramirez, Martin D., e al Soto, Eugenio, IS al

Moses, Kimberly A., BB ey Ramos, Loren E., Souder, Jeffrey K., BB acaccdll
Mosser, Gregory J., Bt erecess Ramskill, James % Spehn, Julie M.,

Moten, Kenneth W. JProvossed Ratliff, Kristine A., Springer, Pamela S.,

Mott, Kimberly L., el Rauchle, Robert W., Stallings, Ronald R., e el
Muncy, Brandon C., I acacall Ray, Wayne T., [l Stanley, Tyron D., I Scarccdl
Munoz, Carlos J., e ecrdl Readshaw, Randy W., I e dl Starke, Timothy J., Jr. el
Munoz, Rebecca M., JEarecrdl Reed, Karl D., S avccdll Starnes, Alvin B., e dl
Munro, Stevenson O. i acacccdll Reilly, Dan J., IRl Stathis, Andrew M., IS dl
Murphy, Jonathan H. e call Reilly, John G., Stedman, Cynthia L.,

Murray, Daniel S., e e Renfro, James G., Jr.)| Steele, Susan E.,

Musser, William U.. Reynolds, Elizabeth S., Steele, William T., IS e dl
Myers, Thomas W., e receey Reynolds, Robert F. B ararccal Steenburgh, Charles J., Jr. I ocecrdll
Nagel, Joseph R. I aecrdl Rice, Charles L., Jr., I e al Steenstry, Cheryl L.,

Nakasone, Paul M., = arrall Rice, Kenneth E. e al Stella, Lisa A.,

Napier, Alan, IErececcdl Rich, Stuart E. e dl Stelling, Froylan B acaccdll
Nasgowitz, Lisa M., Richardson, Michael R., I acacccall Stephan, Mary B., I racrdll
Navaroli, David J., Jr., Richter, Chw Stevens, Gail M., el
Nelson, Michelle R., Rios, John, Stevenson, Robert M.,

Neville, Teresa L., I aracall Rivera, Branda 1., IS acdl Stewart, Donald F.,

Newton, Jane A., [ ey Rizner, Michael J., e Stewart, Lewis E., IRl
Nickerson, Kyle E., I acatrcdll Roberts, Angela M., IERrarcdll Stieghan, David S., [l
Niemela, Douglas B., Il Roberts, Mark A., I Sacll Stone, Andrew T., e dl
Nogle, Linda L., JERacll Roberts, Rebecca E. Stovall, Stuart G. il
Noriega, Karen P, I rarr il Robinson, Jaymi L., IF e al Strenn, Michael J., S
Norton, Julie A., = errdl Robinson, Suzanne E., el Strickland, Laura J. P arares
O’Connor, Michael J. I Sraccdl Rodes, Kenneth A., Sl Strong, William A., IS arrdl
O’Neil, John E. I Ereredl Rogers, Clay T., Strother, Darrell R. el
O’Penshaw, Shane T. I araccill Rose, Paul N., I dl Styrculapaugh, Yvonne J. I aracil
O’Quin, Deborah A, Erardl Rosenblum, David A., I el Swanton, Edward J., el
O’Reskovic, Robert S. I dl Ross, Charles D., I arcdl Szcepkowski, Dean E.,
Orr, Jennifer L. R ararccall Ross, William L., ITI, B acaccall Tacheny, Barbara A., IS e dl
Ortiz, Jo C., = arrdl Roue, Linda K., 2 rrdl Taglieri, Carmine F., I Scaccdl
Oshea, Kenneth P. I ecacrdll Routzahn, Deborah M. I eecrdl Talkington, Mark E., B Srarcal
Oubre, Michael S., Sy Rowe, Sheryl A., Tally, Jeffrey L., Sy

Owens, Derek A., Il Rubendall, Mary K. IE el Taylor, Erin R.,[JErecacees

Owens, Jimmie D., I ararril Sabisch, James P., [ Srarcal Taylor, Randy S., el

Pace, Patricia A. e dl Salvato, Vito S., Tedesco, Vincent J., I1L, I ac el
Padgett, Nancy K. I acevcdl Sarnecki, Philip H., Tejkl, Rudolph J. I eracccal

Palombo, Peterjfaracrall Sarvak, Michael J., I arral Teofilak, Michele B., IS carcal
Papson, Martha E. B araredl Scalsky, David W., Terry, Jerome P. I acaccal
Parker, Erik N. e dl Scalzitti, Judy M., I arare Testerman, Tamra L., I dl
Parrish, Gregory M. I racedl Scaven, Gregory J., IRl Thigpen, Quinlan, e e dl
Pate, Christopher L. B acaccall Scearce, Catherine E. I ararcal Thomas, Glenn L., el
Patrick, Amy J. Schaefer, Merideth A. IR arecall Thorner, Paige L., I acaro

Patton, Russ E. I ararcdl Schley, Timothy R., I acarcal Thornton, David A., IR dl
Payne, Thomas L. e rcdl Scofield, Bradley B., IEaceccdl Thrasher, Robert H., Jr. I aracccill
Pease, Christopher W. I Srarcdl Scott, David C., I =rarral Todhunter, Eric J. JEESrarccall
Pendergast, Clinton R. S al Scott, Kelvin K. I aracen Tokar, John A. I areal
Penny, Brent A. el Scott, Kevin R., el Toon, Todasco,

Perez, Timothy J. e all Scott, Sharon M., el Tosi, Eric G., I Srrdl

Perez, Yolanda, IE el Scudder, Michael A., Touzinsky, Thomas A.,
Perna, Michelle L., I arcdll Searles, James A, [ ral Trantow, George D., IS e dl
Perry, Alan R., e al Sebastyn, John J. Trexler, Michael P., B acarccall
Perry, Warren A. I acarccdl Seidl, Kevin., Troiano, Gabriel R., I Sracal
Pershing, David R., I aredl Seiffert, Kenneth D. it erecccall Tuchmann, Leslie, e carcall
Peters, Jeffrey E. I tacaccil Sharp, Cynthia L. el Tulowitzky, Jeffrey W., IS acacccill
Peterson, Richard e dl Shealy, Benjamin L., I Scatccall Tumilty, Victor L., el
Petray, David R., I aecrdl Shepard, Brian J. I acacccill Tuohy, Jennifer D. I acacccall
Petters, Susan A. Rl Shepard, Richard L. e al Turner, George E. I arcal
Phillips, Wilfred L., Jr. I cacaccdll Sheriff, Keith W. [ arcal Turner, John S. I el
Pickett, Maurice S., IS racecall Shillinger, Michael F., I e acrdll Turner, Kathy M. I aceccdll
Pietz, Harald W., I arcdl Shin, David W., el Vachon, Stephen E. IS dl
Piskator, John M. I ecarccal Shirk, Charles L., Jr. IEararcclll Vanasse, Margaret M., I acrdl
Polk, Cary L., I arrdl Shoffner, David G., IS arcdl Vanbeek, Lynn M., IRl
Popovics, Peter J. I acaccal Sicard, Elizabeth A., e call Vanchau, Boilan N., I =carcdl
Porter, Robert L. B ocacecd Siewert, Vicki A., Vandorn, Pamela J., e cacccdll
Potter, Kathryn B. I errall Silverman, Adam D., I ararccdll Vanslambrook, David E., I el
Pouget, Nicole, B2 Scal Sims, John D., IS dl Vantricht, Deborah A, I al
Pribilski, Raymond i e dl Slattery, Timothy E. I ececcall Velicer, Anthony D., I carcal
Pritzl, Gregory E. I raccdl Smead, Stuart W., I araccal Vogel, John C.,
Profenno, Michael E. Bt accdll Smiley, Alfred A., Vogler, Louis A.,
Provorse, Andrew P, Sl Smith, Christine A. e al Volk, Ann M.,

Pruett, Edward G. I ararccdl Smith, Gregory E., e e e Wack, Colleen D.,
Puchot, Raymond C. el Smith, Jeanne C. e dll Wade, Robin L.,
Quets, Warren D., I Scarccdl Smith, Jonathan M. I acacccdll Wade, Suzanne Z.,
Quichocho, David E., I dl Smith, Michael V., el Wagner, Ted C.,
Quigley, Kathleen T. e cal Smith, Tajuanna M. P aracccall Waite, Eduardo, I acarcdl
Quinn, Stephen M. I ararccall Smith, Todd L., = arral Walker, Alma R., IS arrdl
Rackley, Mary K., IS dl Snodgrass, Bond W., I e dl Walker, Johnny L., IEarecdll
Rademaker, Anthony J. I ececcall Snyder, Paul J., Jr. e cae Wall, William T.,
Rafiedine, Marc S., el Sokolosky, Johnny W., e cercal Wang, Todd A., IR0
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Warg, David J., IESrercll
Washer, Thomas F'., II,
Watkins, Mark V.,
Watson, Colleen M., = e dll
Watson, Wesley E., IRl
Watt, David B.,
Webb, Kathryn M.,
Wellons, Dave,
Wentworth, Stefanie M.
Wheeler, Todd M.,
White, Jeffrey D.
‘White, Nancy M.,
White, Robert L., Jr. ==l
White, Robert P. Iyl
White, Sandra D. e dl
Wholey, Susan M., [
Wilhelm, Fredrick S., Jr. IR
Wilkes, Harry F., Il
Williams, Carri M., IEarecral
Williams, Larry D., el
Williams, Lynne A., IS XXXX
Williams, Robert L., e eeeess
Willis, Keith A, [ ecarcall
Wilson, Gerald K., el
Wilson, Scott A., e dl
Wilson, Stanley W., Jr., IS carccall
Wilson, Suzanne M., I dl
Windley, Barbie R., I Scatrcall
Winkler, Martha J. e
Winter, Maurice G., Jr. It ererall
Wise, Teresa L., el
Wisniewski, Lisa C.,
Witkowski, Colleen R., Il
Wolf, Whitney K., arral
Wolslagel, Donna M., Iarareil
Wood, Michael D.,
Wood, Suzanne M., R ararcall
Woodruff, William J., el
Worman, Stephen L., IR ercall
Wright, Charles S., Bt dll
Wright, Clifton C.,
Wright, Valentia iS00 iay
Wulfhorst, Kevin C., [ arary
Yost, Kim E., e a
Young, Andrea L.,
Young, Reed F., el
Youngquist, Kenneth E. I ecarccill
Yukevich, Stanley M., IS rarral
Zavarelli, John V., I eceacccall
Zurschmit, Scott W., [ erercll
Zweizig, Linda B.,

IN THE Navy

The following-named lieutenant com-
manders in the line of the Navy for promo-
tion to the permanent grade of commander,
pursuant to title 10, United States Code,
section 624, subject to qualifications there-
for as provided by law:

UNRESTRICTED LINE OFFICER (11XX/13XX)

Adams, Mary Raftery
Ahearn, James Vincent Jr.
AKkins, Glendon Leo, Jr.
Allen, Andrew J.

Allen, Harry Eugene
Allin, Robert Wesley
Allison, George Boardman
Alston, Robert William
Anderson, Robert Alton
Andre, Duane Alan
Angelo, James Warren
Aoki, Anne Louise
Architzel, David

Ardan, Nicholas Ivan, III
Armistead, Reginald Gray, Jr.
Arnold, Robert Bruce
Arnold, William Glenn
Ashbridge, George, IV
Aten, John Joseph
Aukland, Bruce Michael
Ault, Jon Franklin
Averill, Robert Cameron
Axelrod, William Harold
Baas, Daniel Louis

Babbitt, James Charlton, Jr.
Babcock, Rowland Alvin, Jr.
Bagley, Edward Garland, III
Bailey, Claudia Lynn
Baker, Thomas Allan
Barnhill, Arizona Wendell
Behringer, Stephen Edward
Belcher, John Charles
Benedict, William Isance
Benn, Charles Michael
Bennett, Robert Wesley, Jr.
Berger, Janellyn Lu

Berry, George Zellner
Besal, Robert Eugene
Betancourt, Jose Luis, Jr.
Bixler, Charles Harley
Blackwell, Theodore 1., Jr.
Blakey, Blake Victor, Jr.
Blanchard, Robert Kevin
Blomeke, High Douglas
Bolan, Gregory Edward
Boniface, William Scott
Boose, Marion Sanford, Jr.
Booth, James Elliott
Boroff, Jeffrey Lee
Bostaph, Joseph Timothy
Boughton, Phillip Gary
Bowlin, James Allen
Boyington, John Edward, Jr.
Boyle, Jerome Pillow
Branson, James Lee
Brattland, Michael Gordon
Brewer, Craig Walter
Brick, James Michael
Brinkac, Michael Joseph
Brown, David Kearney
Brown, David Nelson, III
Brown, Frank Hyatt
Brown, Nellie Ruth
Buford, Gaston Reedy, Jr.
Bullough, Bruce Lynn
Burdett, Peter Scott
Burdette, Allen Leamon, II
Buschmann, Roger Louis
Butler, James Paul

Byrd, John Thomas
Cahoon, David Clinton
Calcaterra, Frank Sal
Caldwell, Warren Lee, Jr.
Canavan, Michael Patrick
Candalor, Michael Bruno
Cantfil, Scott Thomas
Caplinger, Lanny Wade
Carlin, James Joseph, Jr.
Carlson, Dennis John
Carlson, Donald John
Carmichael, John Scott
Carr, Margrette

Carrier, Guy Joseph
Carter, Larry James
Carter, Leslie Roy

Carter, William Lee
Casper, David Carl
Civiello, Constance Emily
Clements, Susanlee Porter
Cochrane, Michael Jon
Coggins, Andrew Oscar, Jr.
Collier, Dewey Russell
Condor, Robert W.
Condon, Thomas John
Conner, Hilton Leroy, Jr.
Conroy, James Leo

Cook, Larry Earl

Cook, Robert Bartlett, Jr.
Cook, William Eckford, Jr.
Cooke, Wilbur Orlean, Jr.
Coon, Ralph Herbert, Jr.
Coonan, Robert Paul
Cooper, Michael Robert
Cooper, Thomas Charles
Corcoran, Thomas Charles
Cosgrove, Patrick Eugene
Cottrel, William Russell
Coulter, Daley Thomas

Coyle, Gary Leonard
Craig, Michael Christopher
Cramer, Mark Jay
Crawford, Mary Perri
Crim, Mark Adren
Crocker, David Mark
Cross, James Kilpatrick
Crouch, Orren Rayburn
Crowell, Charles Davis
Curtsinger, Delbert Anthony
Cutter, Duane Starr
Darcy, Thomas Francis
Darling, Sherrill Thompson
Darwin, George Robert
Davidson, Michael Arthur
Davidsson, Jeffrey John
Davis, Dean Omega, Jr.
Davis, Richard Earle, Jr.
Davis, Rodney Michael
Day, James Copeland
Day, Sharon Parrish
Deal, Rocklun Allen
Dean, Dennis Ross
Demasi, Francis Dominick
Demeo, Michael Joseph
Denham, Stanley Alvin
Dennis, Ronald Wayne
Devlin, John Charles
Dick, Lawrence Lee
Dilgren, Glen Alaric

Disy, Edward George, Jr.
Dohse, John Frederick
Donaldson, William S.
Donihi, Burleson Mills
Donlon, Stephen Edward
Doyle, Patrick Robert
Drews, Robert Adam
Driscoll, Joseph Francis
Dudek, David Paul

Duffy, Michael Edward
Duguid, Roger Alan
Dundas, Geoffrey Winn
Dunscombe, Bruce E.
Dussman, Thomas Raymond, Jr.
Edwards, Mark Jackson
Elder, Alfred

Elles, Christopher Jacob
Ellis, Jimmy Lee

Ellis, Robert Boyce
Emmert, Mark Albert
Engelhardt, Bruce Bidwell
Ensley, Lee Michael
Erwin, Troy James

Etter, Alan Yancy
Eubanks, Richard Marcus
Evans, Gary Glen

Evans, James Marvin
Evers, William Barton
Fahy, Dorothy Ellen
Falkey, Mark Steven
Fargo, Dennis Kenneth
Farmer, Linwood Earl, Jr.
Feldman, Brian Darrell
Fennessey, Donald Brian
Ferguson, Kevin James
Ferree, William Daniel
Ferris, Judith Boyle
Filanowicz, Robert Walter
Finch, Marnee Lee
Finkelstein, Mark Arnold
Finney, Robert Dean
Fischbeck, Jeffrey Allen
Fisher, Calvin

Fisher, John Walker
Fisher, Joseph Timothy
Fitzsimmons, Michael Joseph
Fleming, Richard Peter, Jr.
Flenniken, Michael Elmo
Flood, John Thomas, Jr.
Flynt, David Byron

Ford, John Fielding
Foster, Thomas Wayne
Foster, Willie Ronald
Foti, Stephen Gino

April 24, 1986



April 24, 1986

Fournier, Dean Norman
Fowler, John Darwin
Fowler, Larry Richard

Fox, Donald Clyde

Frahler, Donald Andrew
Frank, Richard Roger
Franklin, Roland Michael
Franze, Charles Raymond
Fraser, Powell Alexander, Jr.
Frederick, Stephen Edmund
Frump, David Arthur
Fullerton, John Alan
Gaines, James Egelston, Jr,
Garden, George Carrington, Jr.
Gardner, Grant Everett
Garrett, Patrick Martin
Gaskins, James Yost
Gavett, Wallace Leonard, Jr.
Gear, Bud Stanwood

Geel, Richard Alan

Geiger, Donald Gene
Geiger, Edward Charles
Geist, Gregory David
Geister, Joel Albert, Jr.
Gerard, Gregory Lawrence
Gerken, William John
Giannotti, Bruce Bennett
Giarra, Paul Severin
Gibney, William James
Gibson, William Lewis
Givens, Joel Dennis

Glass, Joseph William
Glick, Dean F.

Glover, Ronald Burton
Goddard, James Reed, Jr.
Goessling, James R.
Golden, Mary Frances Sidor
Gooding, Brent Baker
Goodwin, Thomas John
Gordon, Douglas Thomas
Gorris, Frederick David
Gray, Richard John
Greaser, Donald Charles
Griffin, Paul Michael
Grissom, Mark Patterson
Grosel, Joseph Jeffery
Grover, James C.

Guest, Frank Benjamin, ITI
Gutierrez, Kathleen Connor
Hagy, Michael Richard
Hahn, Eeith Dennis
Haizlip, John Threlkeld
Hall, Gary Michael
Hammond, Gary Richard
Hancock, William Allen
Hare, Robert Lee

Harkness, Mary Anne
Harrington, Carol Ann
Harris, James Daniel
Harrisonbrown, Dorothy 8.
Harrop, John Kaenel

Hart, David Thomas, Jr.
Hartrick, Thomas Frederick
Hartzog, Mary Pauline
Hathway, Clifford Newton, Jr.
Hawkins, Jeffrey Alan
Hayes, Allison Curtis
Hearding, David Warren
Heatley, Charles James, IT1
Hebdon, David Eugene
Hederstrom, Paul H.
Hedrick, Michael Keith
Heimgartner, Kenneth Floyd
Hennessy, Paul Barrett
Henry, Christopher Ryan
Hergenroeder, James
Hessdoerfer, Ronald Carl
Higgins, Paul Michael

Hill, Clarence Ebbert

Hill, Martin Ray

Hively, Howard D.

Hobbs, Philip Gary

Hobgood, Gordon Benjamin, Jr.

Hodson, Brian Jay
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Holden, Timothy Aloysius
Holdredge, Robert Leslie
Holland, James Edward
Hollingsworth, Arnold Gilmor
Holloway, James Curtis

Holmes, Thomas Robert
Holzmann, Kenneth Ralph
Homier, Paul Anthony, Jr.
Honey, Ronald Dudley
Hopkins, Hubert Denning, Jr.
Hopper, William Frank
Hopping, Robert D.

Horne, Charles Henry, Jr.
Howe, Robert Henry
Howell, Wayne Morris
Hrenko, John, Jr.

Hufford, Harriett Mary
Hughes, Ronald Alan
Hughes, Thomas Frederick
Hugill, Joseph Ray

Husser, Louis, Andrew, Jr.
Indorf, John William, Jr.
Ingalsbe, Stephen Ramage
Inglish, Gary Kent

Irlam, Ross Edward
Jackson, Andrew Hugh
Jackson, David Leon
Jackson, Jimmie Ray
Jackson, John Edward, Jr.
Jackson, William Pierce, Jr.
James, Robert Boe

James, Ronald Boynton
Jankura, Edwin Stephen, Jr.
Jarrett, Stephen McAllister
Jaskunas, Thomas Michael
Jewell, Keith Alan

Jobe, Terry Lynn

Johns, Stephen Bunnell
Johnson, Charles Scott
Johnson, Garland Russell, Jr.
Johnson, Herman Raymond
Johnson, Michael Dean
Jordan, Timothy Gaius
Jorvig, Daniel Alden

Joslin, William Daniel, Jr.
Kallin, Peter Lindel
Kalstad, Kendall William
Kaye, Theodore Lawrence
Keefe, Daniel Stanton
Keith, Douglas Wayne
EKeithly, Thomas Morken
Kelly, John Michael

Kelso, Jesse Johnston
Kennedy, Kristopher Morris
Kern, Dennis James
Kessler, Paul Kenderson, Jr.
Kester, Lawrence Verne
Kindel, George Finley
King, Kendall James

Kirk, Bruce Reed

Klein, Terry Owens
Klinker, Patrick Joseph
Kluever, Patrick Robert
Konya, Bruce Richard
Kopacz, Anthony Joseph
Koss, Andrew James

Kren, John Joseph

Kryske, Lawrence Michael
Kubovchik, John Francis, Jr.
EKujat, Edward Joseph
Kysar, Billy Dean

Lambert, Robert Bradley
Landers, Coleman Arthur
Larsen, Christopher Stephen
Larsen, Thomas Carl
Lauderdale, Donnie Aubrey
Laughter, Selwyn Shuford
Lawler, John Clinton

Lee, Richard Patrick

Lee, Thomas Early

Leib, Robert Conard

Lentz, Linda Mary

Leonard, Raymond Earle, III
Leverette, Glen

Lewandowski, Lawrence Anthony
Liggett, Robert David
Lillard, William Ashby, I1I
Littleton, Joseph Sharp, 111
Littleton, Leland Kron, Jr.
Livelsberger, Francis Stephen
Lobue, James Joseph

Logue, Stephen John

Long, Robert Henry
Lukaszewicz, Joseph Thomas
Lulu, Michael Joseph
Lutkenhouse, Michael Anthony
Lynch, Vincent Joseph
Mack, Stanley John
MacLuskie, John Robert
Maggi, Robert William
Main, Glenn Allan

Mallon, Paul Joseph
Mannel, Robert Paul
Manning, Walter William
Manning, William Beverly, I1I
Marion, Eenneth Thomas
Marra, Eenneth Joseph
Marshall, William James
Martello, Keith Wallace
Martin, Colin Leslie
Maskew, Rodney Max
Mason, Charles Manning, Jr.
Mason, Lee Charles, II,
Mathis, Don Wade

Mayhew, Lance Harrison
McAfee, William Taylor
McAllister, James Paul
McCarthy, Morton Everest, Jr.
McCarty, James Douglas
McCarville, Patrick Anthony
MecClung, Doyle Curtis
McCort, Daniel Ralph
McElraft, Ronald Dean
McElroy, Daniel Wallace
McGalliard, Gene Richard
McGinn, Leo Francis, Jr.
McGraw, William Lloyd
McLane, Robert Lewis
McQueeney, Michael Edward
McWilliams, Hugh Newton
Mears, George Henry
Meeley, William Anthony, Jr.
Mercurio, Stephen Francis
Meyer, Daniel Harry

Meyer, John Gregory
Meyer, Thomas Leslie
Meyers, John Earl

Meyers, William Arthur
Miller, David Ross

Miller, Dennis Wayne, Jr.
Mills, Phillip Horne

Milner, Daniel Dewitt
Mitchell, Alfred Warren
Mitchell, Monika Ursula
Molloy, William Earl, Jr.
Moody, Richard Alan
Moore, Richard Bruce
Morgan, John Cabe, Jr.
Morin, James Brendon, Jr.
Morral, Dennis Gilbert
Morreale, Bruce Vincent
Morris, William Denton
Morrison, Thomas Robert
Mulder, Keith Paul
Mullarky, John Walter
Muncie, John Clifton
Munns, Charles Lyndsey
Murphy, George Joseph, III,
Myers, David Edward

Myers, Ronald Louis
Neihart, Charles William, Jr.
Nelson, David James

Nelson, Jeffrey Robert
Nelson, Robert Charles
Nelson, Robert Edward
Nelson, William Hardage
Nemec, Johnnie Frank
Nesbitt, Allan Preston, III
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Nestor, Don Alan
Newton, Danny Ray
Nibbs, Alan McLeod, Jr.
Nichols, David Charles, Jr.
Noland, James Terry, Jr.
Norman, Richard Michael
Norrbom, Timothy John
Nottke, Bruce Alden
O'Brien, Paul Edward, Jr.
Offerle, Robert Anthony
O'Keefe, James George

O’Leary, Joseph Lennon
O'Rbann, Carl Theordore, 11T
Otto, David Thomas
Pacentrilli, Larry Anthony
Palmatier, Philip Frank, Jr.
Papineau, Larry Regan
Parker, Lutrelle Fleming, Jr.
Parker, Robin M.

Parlet, Robert Dale

Peck, James Eugene

Penix, Larry Ellis

Perry, James Walter
Perry, Robert Paul

Peters, Donald Eugene
Peters, KEenneth Warren
Petersen, Richard Merle
Pfeiffer, Frank Gaines
Phillips, Donald Wayne
Phillips, James Glenn, II1
Pickett, Russell Ames
Piecuch, John Leon
Pilcher, Ray C., Jr.

Pine, John Steven

Plautz, Dennis Hoyt
Pledger, James Edgar

Poe, Deen Owen

Poorman, Kenneth Alan
Powell, Frank Russell
Prendergast, Timothy Edwin
Preston, Randall Dills
Prevatte, Carolyn Virginia
Ptacek, John Wayne
Puccini, Bruce Anthony Josep
Pyles, Steve

Quadri, Anto Stefan
Quigley, Thomas King
Rankin, Robert Howell
Ratcliff, Ronald Everett
Reed, William Keeler
Reeve, Edward Joseph
Reeves, Jerry David
Reeves, Wayne Ronald
Reisinger, Allen Eugene
Remshak, Christopher Jon
Repicky, John Joseph, Jr.
Resing, David Claude
Resser, Stephen F.
Rhiddlehoover, Suzanne
Richardson, James Dana
Riess, Robert Eugene
Rigot, William Laswell, Jr.
Roberts, John David Frederic
Roberts, Paul Edward
Robison, Richard Alan
Rogers, James Ernest
Rogers, William Armstard, Jr.
Rollins, David Campbell
Ross, Jim Allison

Ross, Nicklous James

Ross, Robert Richard
Roughead, Gary
Roulstone, Douglas Robert
Rutherford, Lindell Gene
Sack, Alvin Lee

Backett, Craig Pinard
Salemi, Edward Michael
Santapaola, Donald Jack
Sarraino, Michael
Schaffter, Alan Bruce
Schmidt, Charles Richard
Schmidt, Jonathan Blake
Schmidt, Wesley Henry, Jr.
Schork, John Forrest
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Schubert, Jerry Lee
Schwalier, Charles Dale, IT
Schwiering, David Alan
Scott, Bruce Bob

Scott, James Robert

Scott, Robert John
Scudder, Stephen Vincent
Sedivy, Dean Gordon
Seeley, James Robert
Shalles, Siegfried Lee
Shaver, Eric Bruce

Shaw, John Damon

Shay, Jon Vincent

Sheehy, Hugh Francis
Shekem, Murat

Shemella, Paul

Sheppard, William Lester, Jr.
Sherrard, Martin Victor
Shery, Kevin J.

Sherwood, Roger Raymond
Shields, Robert Bishop
Shon, Michael David
Shurtleff, William Hall, IV
Sieve, Glennon Lambert
Silverio, Stephen Ralph
Sipe, Charles Regis, Jr.
Skurski, Paul Roy

Smart, Mary Grace Heagney
Smith, Frederic D.

Smith, Gene Arnold
Smith, Janvier King
Smith, Robert Edward
Smith, Wayne Edward
Snead, Leonard Alexander, ITI
Snodgrass, Dale Oglesby
Snyder, Thomas Edward
Snyder, William Lester
Sohl, John Herman, III
Sonntag, Steven Jay
Spencer, Charles Henry, Jr.
Squires, Monte Arthur

Standridge, Elmer Lawrence J.

Stanton, Donald Clifford
Stanton, Ronald Andrew
Stark, Terry Michael
Steele, Scott Leslie
Stephens, Robert Carroll
Stephenson, Walter Wade
Stettler, Gerald Allen
Stevens, Gene Allen
Steward, Daniel Nicholas
Stewart, James Robert
Stine, Jeffrey Lawson
Stites, Lloyd Thomas, Jr.
Stoddard, David Victor
Stoddard, Larry Charles
Stoehr, Dale Erwin
Stone, Jeffrey Morris
Stoner, Donald Winston
Storm, Bradley Douglas
Strickland, Peter Benham
Strickler, Richard Wayne
Stricklin, Ted Alan
Stringer, Richard Howard
Stuckert, Bruce Taylor
Swanberg, Geoffrey Merritt
Swift, Lloyd Francis Knapp
Szoka, Michael Allen
Taber, James Charles
Talbot, Gerald Lloyd, Jr.
Tate, Russell Eric

Taylor, Lee Bradford
Taylor, Paul Edwin

Teply, John Frederick
Tetlow, Philip Christopher
Thomas, Joseph Walter
Thomas, Michael Glenn
Thomas, Scott Shingle
Thomson, Alan Douglas
Thomson, Timothy
Thorne, Silas Owens, III
Thornton, James Terry
Thorpe, James William, Jr.
Tilley, John Alvyn, Jr.

Tindall, Norman Joe

Tindle, John Richard
Tipsword, William Harold, Jr.
Tomaszeski, Steven John
Toney, James H.

Tornatore, Gary Paul
Trabona, Robert Joseph
Traverso, Timothy Joseph
Tussey, David Alan

Tuttle, Larry Jerome
Uebelherr, Michael Frederick
Ulrich, Edward Dewayne
Uricoli, Eugene Francis
Vatikiotis, Darlene Weidler
Vaughn, David Roy

Veldstra, Daniel Roy
Venable, Ted Jeffrey

Vickers, Sammy Lee

Vogan, Charles Scott, Jr.
Vogt, Michael Carl

Volpe, Joseph Michael, Jr.
Voros, Charles Douglas

Voss, Cary Van

Voter, James Conant
Wallace, Edward Charles
Walmsley, Stephen Robert
Ward, John Joseph, Jr.
Wardrobe, James Eugene
Ware, Jerry Steven

Warr, Paul Melbourne
Warren, Floyd Dewey, Jr.
Watt, Alexander Young, Jr.
Watwood, William Britt
Weatherspoon, Stephen Salve
Wedding, Gregory Louis
Westover, Steven Bruce
Wheeler, Dennis Ralph
Wheeler, William Gary
White, Joseph Wheeler
White, Phillip Joseph
Whitney, John Douglas
Wiley, Ronald Allen
Wilfong, Dallas George, III
Wilhelmy, Mark Desloge
Wilkinson, Joseph Brooks, Jr.
Willard, Robert Frederick
Willburn, Alan Bruce
Williams, Robert Edward, Jr.
Williams, Russell Lee
Williams, Thomas Richard, Jr.
Willis, Leland Stanf, III
Wingo, Theodore Oscar
Winney, Justin William, Jr.
Withers, Thomas Roy

Wood, Charles Andrew
Worthington, John Reid
Wright, Oliver Lee, III
Wright, Richard Francis
Wright, Richard Lee

Wylie, George Joseph
Young, Charles Selden Backus
Young, Gordon Allen

Zeller, Chester Arthur, Jr.
Zimmerman, Kenneth Ronald
Zito, Hugh John

ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICER (14XX)

Ainsley, William Lowther, ITI
Baugh, Dale Eric

Blanton, Gerald Bertram
Boyd, William Kirk, Jr.
Brady, Edward Daniel
Bruner, Todd Thornton Whitne
Clayton, Irving Brodribb, III
Cummings, Jon Richard
Cuzzocrea, John Leo

Daley, Michael John

Dunn, James Patrick, Jr.
Dwyer, Dennis Michael
Endicott, David Carlisle
Goldsby, Richard Earl
Guiles, Richard Howland
Haberlandt, Frederick Robert
Haddock, James Max
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Halwachs, James Edward
Harvey, Gerald Alan
Hatcher, William Lloyd, III
Hill, James Allan

Hogen, David John

Holland, Howard Michael
Hopper, James Harris, I11
Jenkins, Jerry McKinley
Jorgensen, Paul C.

Joseph, Alfred Michael
Kasdorf, Roy Edward
Langston, Marvin J.

Loser, David A.

Mabhle, Gary George
Maixner, Michael Rex
Manvel, John Talbot, Jr.
Mayes, Larry Leroy

Mead, Gregory Gower
Mellor, Martin Warren
Meyett, Robert Stephen
Moranville, Mark Sheridan
Mortenson, Victor Adelbert J.
Mullican, James Neal
Needham, William Donald
Nickodem, Peter Webb
Olechnovich, Paul Jerome Vic
Ott, Andrew Anthony
Patton, James Wesley
Pence, Derry Thomas
Poland, Marc Maier

Preisel, John Henry, Jr.
Ransbotham, James Irvine, Jr.
Roberts, Warren Leigh
Rockwell, Richard Thornton
Rubel, William Richard
Sanford, Gregory Benson
Schaubel, Raymond Charles
Schiesser, William Andrew
Smith, Douglas Edwin
Sontheimer, Richard Francis
Strawbridge, Carl Neilson
Watterson, Kent Braden
Wyse, Frederick Calhoun

AERONAUTICAL ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICER
(AERONAUTICAL ENGINEERING) (151X)

Almquist, Thomas Victor

Bal, Eugene, II1

Blake, Jimmie Oliver

Burnett, Joseph Lawrence

Duke, Boyce Wayne

Ferrell, Dennis Richard

Grafton, Thomas Albert, II1

Gregory, Erik Stuart

Hargrave, Douglas Francis, Jr.

Hill, William John

Jimenez, Jose Salvador

Kenney, Paul Stephen

Knolhoff, Larry Edward

Koorey, Alfred Joseph, Jr.

Mills, Donald Max

Morandi, Theodore Raymond

Mugg, William Allan

Neel, David L.

Panos, Christopher William

Posnett, William Lenard, III

Reightler, Kenneth Stanley, J.

Ruputz, Philip Nmn

Russell, Robert Wayne

Seckinger, David Neil

Smith, Stephen Wayne

Zajicek, Richard Gene
AERONAUTICAL ENGINEERING DUTY OFFICER

(AVIATION MAINTENANCE) (152X)

Bachmann, Michael Charles

Banek, Edward Adam, Jr.

Barnett, Eben Edgar, II

Edwards, Kenneth Paul

Elliott, Margaret Louise

Hobbs, Dennis Albert

Myette, Kevin Milton

Orton, Frederick Charles

Schwartz, Michael Norman

Stahler, William Donald

Walsh, Daniel Patrick
Youngman, Kenneth Ray, Jr.
SPECIAL DUTY OFFICER (CRYPTOLOGY) (161X)
Bohannan, Gary William
Chin, Francis Wai Liang
Cranshaw, William Raymond
Crowley, Thomas Noble
Daly, Joseph Thomas, III
Eichel, Laurence Alan
Engh, Robert Harald
Grant, Francis Joseph, Jr.
Gravell, William
Hardaway, James Hallowell
Harrison, John Joseph
Heuer, Edward David
Ingalls, Bryan William
Kellogg, Robert Lea
Ketron, Michael Gordon
Kuehne, Kenneth Wesley
Laino, Karen Ann
Mast, Peter A.
Meyers, William Joseph
Nickelson, Bobby Lynn
O’Neill, Richard Patrick
Pistochini, Mark David
Rucker, Steven Warren
Ryder, Curtis Myles
Sare, Michael Joseph
Sheppard, Dennis Dean
Snell, Stephen Farnham
Streiff, Edward James
Sueirro, Allen Michael
Tamburello, Charles
Whitehead, Oliver Windell

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICER (INTELLIGENCE) (163X)

Allison, John Simmons, Jr.
Barkell, Richard Colin
Beavers, Michael Cornelius
Carrington, David Richard
Chambers, Regan Scott
Danforth, Lawrence Wayne
Fisher, Richard John

Hirst, William Clarence, Jr.
Jacobson, Jim Harold
Lewis, Paul Scott

Marshall, Robert Edwin, Jr.
Meek, Terry Lynn

Murray, John Joseph
Oleszko, Lawrence Anthony
Olsen, Alfred James
Pflueger, Michael Patrick
Posey, Kelly Gene

Roark, Louis Keith
Robinson, Evan Dahlstrom
Rosenthal, Mark Louis
Seigel, Thomas Gary
Shankles, Jackie Wayne
Smith, Richard Thomas
Tzavellas, Theodore Elefther
Ustick, Robert Woodbridge, II
Wakefield, Stanley Irvin
Watson, Joseph Adrian
Zeigler, Howell Conway

SPECIAL DUTY OFFICER (PUBLIC AFFAIRS)
(165X)

Clawson, Stephen Harvey
Haney, Connie L.
Harlow, William Robert, Jr.
Humphries, Authur Allen
Keefer, Joel David
Neuhart, Mark Dickens
Rable, William John
Stull, Mark Judson
SPECIAL DUTY OFFICER (OCEANOGRAPHY)
(180X)
Barbor, Kenneth Eicher
Booker, Robert William
Corbin, James Harold
Foster, Michael Stephen
Johnson, William Fawver
Kelly, Patrick Robert
Mason, James Robert
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Quinn, Paul Francis
Schnoor, Robert Timothy
Schwenke, George William
Smith, Bradley Phillip
Whitford, Dennis James
LIMITED DUTY OFFICER (61XX/64XX)

Anderson, Edward William
Bassett, William Thomas
Bates, William Arthur, Jr.
Beck, Donald Dean
Bence, Ronald Paul
Bledsoe, John Richard
Boyar, John Anthony
Brown, Tommy Albert
Carroll, Charles Earl
Christensen, Erick Thomas
Dalton, Merrill Albert
Delong, Richard Clair
Deneen, Brian Michael
Earnest, William Grover
Godfrey, Thomas James
Gordon, Harry Jay, III
Gracia, Javier
Gustin, Bruce Albert, III
Holcomb, William Kenneth
Hull, Roger Leroy
Hurley, Lawrence Edward
James, Richard Holland
Jones, Preston Leon
Kilmer, Harold Bruce, Jr.
Landick, Richard Earl, Jr.
Lutes, Jack
Martin, Kenneth Ronald
McCollum, James Wayne
Parsons, Walter Paschall
Petty, William Milton
Pierce, Billie Joe
Power, Jerry Ruel
Rhine, Russell L.
Ruth, Jack LeRoy
Seal, Warren George
Sheehan, LeRoy Edmund
Shipley, Thomas Edward
Spangler, Ralph Graham
Stegeman, Ronald Adam
Stolarz, Robert Michael
Ventgen, Robert John
Wollam, Neil Robert

IN THE ARMY

The following-named cadets, graduating
class of 1986, U.S. Military Academy, for ap-
pointment in the Regular Army of the
United States, in the grade of second lieu-
tenant, under the provisions of title 10,
United States Code, sections 531, 532, 533,
and 4353:

Adams, Eric D.,

Adsit, Rhys K.,

Albino, Robert A., Jr.,
Alcorn, Patrick. E.,
Alexander, David R., III,
Allen, Jeffrey C.,
Andersen, Curtis W.,
Anderson, David E.,
Anderson, Frank H., I11, BEtareccill
Anderson, Michael E.,
Anderson, Tom D.,
Andrews, Douglas A.,
Anglin, Ronald F.,
Antoch, Steven T.,
Antonietti, Patrick M., Il
Appleman, Patrick R.,
Arbanas, Kevin A.,
Archinal, Thomas O., el
Arens, Mary B,
Armonda, Rocco A.,
Arndt, Theresa E., XXX-XX-XXXX
Arnholt, Alan T.,
Arthur, Michael W.,
Arts, Yolanda E.,
Ashley, Ricanthony, R.,
Atkins, John T.,
Aubrey, Mark A.,
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Bachleda, John S., Jr. IES il Brunot, Edward L., Crenshaw, Cynthia D.,

Bacon, Colyn K., Bryant, Mark A., Creveling, Chad E.,

Bacot, John S, Jr., Buck, James A., Cummings, Edward H., Jr.,
Badami, Victor Buckley, Aaron A., Cummings, Steven F.,

Badovinac, John M., Buckner, Matthew D., Curran, Gerard P., By
Bagnal, Joel B., m Bulatao, Brian J., Curran, Michael J., ISt acecs
Baier, William G., Bullard, Robert L., Curry, Michael L., IRESreaac

Baker, Eugene A., Bump, Christopher T., I s dll Curtis, Howard Z., Jr.,

Balentine, Steve M., Bunn, Andy K., Curtis, Kenneth S.,

Balkovetz, William R., [E2ceeed Burnham, Keith N. Cushman, Charles B., Jr.,
Balsbough, Douglas J., [JBLeovSeeid Burns, William K., Cusick, Patrick R.,

Bantug, Aniceto D., IV, [t erese Butts, Gregory K., I e dl Daly, Patrick,

Barbee, Michael, J., Cabrey, Richard M., Damico, Daniel S.,

Barraclough, Brett A., Callahan, John M. Davis, Bruce J.,

Barrington, John S., Callahan, Terence R., Davis, Charles E., IV, JRESEOd
Barush, Rhonda L., Callari, Charlotte ol Davis, Sharri J.,
Basnett, William W., Jr., IFESerll Calloway, Dennis L., Davis, Steven M.,
Bass, Samuel J., Campagna, Tedson, J., Davis, Tanya L.,
Bates, Tommie W., Cannon, John L., Davis, Thomas E.,
Baum, David S., Cannon, Stephen C., I ararcdll Day, John W., m
Baum, James F., I dl Cannon, Steven R., Day, Richard A

Baum, Jeffrey L., IECatwcee Canter, Gregory L., Defilippo, Thomas F.,
Baumgardner, James B., I s raccdl Cantey, Duane E., IE S et Deignan, Paul B., Jr.,
Bazemore, Cleveland D., Capezzuto, Louis J., Deleon, Ramon C., Jr., B et
Beane, William T., Cardin, Steven G., BBt Delgadojenkins, Jesus H.,
Beasley, Arthur B, IR Scarccdll Carew, Laura, M., Delgiorno, Julie A.,
Bechtel, Peter B., Carniglia, Bruce F., Delong, Terrence P.,
Beck, Bruce A., Carpenter, Forrest L., I Soarcdl Dempsey, Andrew D.,
Bedell, Douglas W., Carr, Scott A., Depinto, Joseph M., ISty
Belanger, James R., I aracccdl Carrick, Kenneth G., ISt Desroches, David B.,
Belcher, Edward W., Carstens, Roger D., Diciro, Lisa D.,

Bell, James C., Carter, Richard L., Jr., I dl Dierks, Darcy L.,
Bellucci, Nicholas V., Jr., Cartledge, Thomas E., Jr., BB ecaccall Dimeo, David F.,
Belmont, Kevin S., Carty, Robert J., I Scacccall Diorio, James F.,
Benavides, Sandra E., Casey, James R., Diruzza, Barry S.,
Bencivenga, John W., Cashin, Matthew, D., Dishman, Michael D.,
Beninati, Albert F., Jr., IR ecences Cavin, Charles E., Jr., Ditrolio, Mark C.,
Benouis, Kemal L, I avcal Chaisson, Scott S., Doescher, Craig T.,
Benson, Kirk C., Chambers, Benjamin, III, el Dole, Joseph P., Jr., I el
Bertha, Michael, Bt acarced Champion, Wendell, M., Domke, Gary D.,

Berton, Anne T., Chapel, James S., Donaldson, Randall E.,
Bessmer, Andrew P., Chaplin, David W., Donaldson, Scott E.,
Biebuyck, Burt A., Charron, Daniel J., Bt Donovan, George T., Jr.,
Biggs, Philip M., Chiarello, Christopher P., el Donovan, Sean P.,

Billie, John S., Childs, Willie J., Dorman, Dean E., I aoy

Birchfield, William R., Chinn, Michael K., Dougherty, Edward W., I1I, I erac el

Bisek, Dale B., Choi, Fredrick S., Etacacecd Douthit, Robert L., Il
Bittle, Russell H., Jr., I aredl Chopp, Michael C., I Downey, Shane K.,
Black, Douglas C., Christ, Matthew D., IS rrdl Dowse, Robert M.,
Blakely, Kenneth C., il Clancy, James T., Jr., Doyle, Wayne B.,
Bleszinski, Gregory S., Clark, Christopher T., I ecarcal Drevik, Kevin T.,
Blevins, Howard L., Clark, Curt J., Drinkwine, Brian M.,
Blevins, Jonathan D., IEEerrrall Clark, Harley W., Drisdale, Leighton S.,
Bond, George W., Clark, Linda J., Dryfoos, Llewellyn F., III,
Bons, Vincent C., Clarke, Harris G., Duke, William D.,
Bonsavage, David A, Jr., Clayborn, Cary G., Duncan, Jeffrey A.,
Booth, Darren K., e dl Cleland, Dale D., Dunlap, Todd J.,
Borgerding, Christopher N., B racal Clemons, Ross M., Dymek, Chester F., III,
Born, John K., Il Climer, Charles T., Jr., IERrarral Echols, Patrick T.,
Bost, Jeffrey W., Coats, Mark B., Eckelbarger, Robert J.,
Boule, John R., II, IS accdll Cole, Christopher, el Eddy, Michael P.,
Bowsky, Sidney, Collier, Craig A., Edwards, Keevin B.,
Boykin, Oswald S., I11, Collins, Michelle L., Egeling, Brian J.,
Boylan, Therese E., Collison, John A., I Eger, Andrew C.,
Bradford, Richard L., IEEcarerdll Columbus, Edward M., Eiseman, Andrew S.,
Bradley, Mark K., I dl Connelly, Patrick R., B aracall Elliot, Carolyn M.,
Bradley, Stephen D., e dll Connor, Glenn M. Elliott, Joseph M.,
Brady, Mary M., Connor, Mark P., Elliott, Joshua M., II, IS carccal
Brady, Matthew, e cacced Conrad, Eric R., B acaco Elliott, Robert E., I ararcall
Brau, John W., Jr., I acedl Conroe, Mark F., B et Elliott, Steven R.,
Brechbuhl, T.U., I rarcal Conway, Maryellen, Ellis, Michael D.,
Breen, James S., Cook, William W., Elmore, Douglas S.,
Brent, Nicholas R., Cooke, Berkley E., Endres, Michael T.,
Brick, Mark F., Cooper, Byron W., I arace Enochs, Gregory J.,
Bridge, Winston J., e Cornman, Richard W., Jr., IRl Erkins, Phyllis R.,
Bridgeman, Myra J., Il Corsi, John M., Esper, Mark T.,
Brittain, Thomas H., I acacccall Costello, Neil F., IR Ethen, Stephen C., I Sraccil
Britten, David M., Costen, Wanda M., Etheredge, Tod S., P erece
Brooks, Stephen E., I raccdll Cotter, Craig D., Everett, Orel M.,
Brown, Jeffery A., Cotton, Roger D., Fakkema, Dale S.,
Brown, John F. il Courtoglous, David P., Farley, John H.,
Brown, Todd, D., Crawford, James H., Farmer, Nacolia F.
Bruner, Scott F., P acate Creeden, William P., Farrell, Kevin W.,
Bruno, Jeffrey B., I araros Creekmore, Joseph P., Jr., I acacccdll Fasone, James,
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Faulkner, Timothy A. Gwynn, Michael J., Johnson, Mark W., I et aciis
Fauth, Bruce W. Hagan, Molly A., Johnson, Royce E. Rt roesed
Feeney, Peter J. Il Haines, Darwin L., e al Johnston, Howard A., o
Felts, Benjamin R., Jr. Haislop, Thomas S., Johnston, Ted E.

Fenton, Gregory P.)| Hajduk, Jeffrey T. Jones, Douglas S.,

Ferrier, Michael S., Haley, Vivian C., Jones, Jack R.,

Fetko, Linda L., Hall, Kathyrn R. Jones, Jeffrey G.

Field, Robert C., I11 B S tccy Hall, Rex E.,, Jost, Wade R., [ ooty
Finley, Terrence P. et ecssd Halstead, John B. )| Judkins, Eric T. JBeevoress
Fisher, Mark D. IR rral Hamby, James E., Just, Jaimy S. e

Fitzharris, Gregory P. I e acrdl Hanifan, Michael K. el Kaczmarek, Stephan J. I rarccdll
Flanagan, Michael P. I araccal Hanko, Jeffrey A. I racrdl Kapsner, Paul D. JEEerarcal
Flanagan, Timothy JEterecccall Hanley, Theodore R. I ecacrdl Kearney, William S. e dl
Fleming, Lorie N., el Hansen, Christine A. I Sracedll Kellar, Barry F. el
Flint, David C., e dl Harlow, Craig W., el Kellar, Richard T. i ececrdl
Flowers, Franklin S. I acaccdl Harmon, David Mm Keller, Caroline W., IS
Fluekiger, Charles N. B St Harnois, John L., Keller, Philip A. e dl
Fogtman, Robert K. JIaracdl Harris, Marc D., B acasscd Kelley, John P. P eracecs

Folse, Brett D. S arcdl Hartley, David J. I acarcdl Kelley, Paul T. ISl
Fontaine, Joan M. el Hartley, Robert G. I acarey Kelley, Thomas A, el
Fontes, Robin L., IS arcdl Harwig, John M., e dl Kelley, Timothy M., P aresey
Ford, Timothy R. e Hauert, Warren E. B aceccal Kelly, Kevin J., e dl
Fortunato, Matthew J. e rare Hauk, Keith B. [ JEErarcll Kemp, David L., arare

Foster, Kevin L., il Haydak, Michael A., I dl Kenna, Sean il

Fowler, Thomas M. e e dll Hays, William S., ISl Kennedy, Frank M. I ececedll
Fralen, David N., e dl Hazen, Robert H. I raccal Kibby, Dennis C., el
Freeman, Neal O. i erecrdl Healy, Robert P. B cacar Kidd, Richard G., IV, B e et
French, Richard L. I eraccil Heckel, Lawrence R., I ecaccil Kiernan, Verner M. IRt ececced
Froelich, Edward G., Hein, Timothy J. el Killian, Richard D. = e dl
Frost, Ronald D.,| Helmick, Joseph L., E el Kilpatrick, David F. e
Fuenfhausen, Peter R. I araccdll Hemmans, Eve R., IS carcdl Kilroy, Patrick J. I araren

Fues, Brian P. e dl Henderson, Michael A., Kim, James C., JEecacal
Fulton, David V., IR e dl Hendricks, Alan A., Kim, Peter Y.,

Funk, David E,, [ Sarcal Hendricks, Edwin S., ISl Kimzey, Kevin A,,

Gabaldon, Richard J. e ecrdl Hensley, William R., Jr., I arareal Kinder, Mary B. IEareral
Gagne, Bruce J., IS rarcdl Herron, James F. ot King, Elaina A., e

Gaines, Eric A., I Scarcal Hicks, Graydon W., IIL, S rarccdl King, William P., Jr., [ ecarccal
Galloway, David S., 410-27- Higginbottom, Michael S., e arrdll Kleinfelder, Walter J. e e dl
Galloway, Stephen S. el Higley, Richard C., Jr., S arcal Klenhample, Robert C. I Erarccal
Garcia, Michael D., ety Hill, Lloyd J., Jr. e el Knapp, Kristin C. JJIrSereal
Garland, Paul W., Hinkle, Matthew S., e al Knier, John T. el
Garner, Aubrey L., I1. I Sravclll Hitz, Stephen E. S arrdl Knight, Timothy A. IS arcal
Garner, Leanne M. I arrdl Hluck, John A, 2Rl Knowles, Roger B., e carcal
Garrigan, Loretta N. R acac il Hocker, Ronald K. IS racedll Koening, Reinhard W. e dll
Gavin, Patrick M. JEerecral Hodge, Joel E., JFrerercal Kolpasky, Richard S. el
George, James D., Jr. [ araccdl Hoenstine, Thomas A., il Kommer, Michael F., JEracaceal
Gerig, Scott A., I ecarcal Hoff, Jud, e dl Kosalko, Michael G., [l

Gibbons, Mark D., I Erarcdl Hokanson, Daniel R., e dl Kostich, Theodore M., e carre
Gibbs, Marilyn M., IFaracall Holley, John D., Jr. i Scarrcal Kozuch, David J., e al
Gibson, Louis G., el Holliday, Guy D., I ecarrcall Krall, Robert C. [ arare
Gigrich, James S., Hood, Thomas G., Kramer, David T.
Gilchrist, Thomas C., Jr., Hoskinson, Michael F., Kropp, Wayne J., i acasees
Gile, Todd A., Houge, Paul J., Kuring, Peter A., %
Gill, Kirk L., Houseman, Chris E Kurkowski, Christopher D.,
XXX-XX-XXXX

Glaeser, Alfred L., IIL, I ocarccdll Houston, David R., Lack, Landon G.,
Glaeser, Randy L., Howard, James A., Ladu, Mark E.,
Gleeson, Joseph M., Howard, Joe G., Jr., Lafleur, Peter J., e dll
Goermar, Alyson A., Hoyes, Patrick R., Lafontaine, Paul K., I dl
Goodrich, Jerome C., Jr., I Scacccill Hoyt, James E., Lageman, Tye M.,
Goodridge, Michael C., e Hradecky, James, Lambert, Benjamin S., Joacacall
Gordon, David M., Hudock, David A., Landgraf, John P., I acarcal
Goulette, Dana E., ISl Huggins, Kevin L., Lane, Sherman H.,
Grandberry, Walter L., I11, e call Hughes, Lawrence G., Lange, Richard E.,
Graves, Thomas C., Hull, Wendell C., Jr., Lanham, Kevin W.,
Green, Jonathan B. i raccill Humphreys, Paul G., IEacarccall Laporte, Kelly G.,
Green, Mark E., Hurst, Kristopher M., IE v al Larimer, Larry R.,
Greene, Terrance M., I acaccdl Huston, Marybel, Larsen, James E., II,
Greenwood, Dennis G., Hutchinson, Andrew F., Larsen, Wilma I.
Greer, Christopher A., I dl Hylton, Anthony C., Lassiter, Mark E., I acato
Greffey, Dixon G., IS Igel, Matthew W., Lauterjung, Kevin S., I acarcdll
Griffen, James P., I acaccal Igou, Damon L., Lazar, John M.,
Groce, Paul J., III, Irwin, Lewis G., Leach, Jeffrey A.,
Groeschner, John F., Jr. I areccdl Isler, Cynthia M., I el Leal, Martin G.,
Gronemeyer, Richard W., Iverson, Mark A., Lech, Kevin, B acactcd

Groom, Donald L., Jackson, Darin S., Lee, Donna H.,
Guggemos, Don C., Jr., Jackson, Thurman H., 111, I eraccdl Lee, Mark M.,

Guiao, Ronald P., Jacoppo, David C., Lee, Michael J.,
Guleff, Thomas, E., I ecarcdl James, Terry M., Jr., e caeed Leise, James P., B ecesced
Gurian, Douglas B., Jeffries, Howard S., et Lemanski, Michael J.,
Gutierrez, Kurk P., el Jenkins, James H., ITI, IR ety Levesque, Mark A.,
Guy, Jonathan C., I crcdl Johantges, Donald E., [eegioeect Ley, David A,

Guzman, Daniel A., Johnson, Beverly D., I acaced Lind, Elizabeth A.,

Guzzi, Anthony J., Johnson, David S., Jr., Lind, Greg A.,
Gwynn, Daniel J., 2 Staron Johnson, James H., III, IR acall Linenkugel, Duane A.,
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Lipscomb, Racheau D., Jr.,
Lobeda, Donald G., Jr.
Loche, George E., m
Locke, Ralph C., III,

Lockett, Robert F., Jr., I acwdll
Locklin, Wayne M.,
Logan, William J., Jr.,
Lombardo, Andrew P., BBESSUSUIN
Lombardo, Lance D., ISV

Londo, Darold J.,

Lonigro, Michael E.
Losure, Victor L.,

Lott, Robert T., el

Lowe, David S.,
Luehe, Douglas A.
Luigs, Charles J.,

Lukens, Mark W.,
Lund, Eric T.,
e
Lynch, John P.,

Mabrey, Robert O., Jr., I Sraredll
MacDonald, Darryl M.,
MacIntyre, Ann A.,
MacMaster, Charles A., Jr., I arardl
MacRina, Joseph R.,
Maggio, Kurt L.,
Magness, John M.,
Mahady, Michele M.,
Maier, Raymond J., IRttereeed
Mainor, Clifford F., II,
Maiocco, Frederick R.,
Malloy, Thomas c
Maloney, John E., EBECOUSe e
Manaois, Ranelle A.,
Manzo, Fred V., Jr.,
Maranian, Raffi P., IR etacecall
Marcone, Ernest P.,
Markovich, John J.,

Marks, Paul C.,

Marr, Price H.,

Marsh, Ronald M.,
Marsh, Todd D.,
Marshall, James P., I acaccdll
Martin, Joseph M., IEScacccdll
Martin, Steven J., Il
Martinez, Richard E.
Maslak, Victor F., Jr.
Mason, William R.,
Massry, Norman C.,
Matheson, James V.,
Mattes, Peter J., IS acdll
Maxwell, Albert T.,
McAdams, Willis R., Jr.,
McAllister, James M., Jr., BBt ee@nn
McCaffrey, Todd B.,
McCann, Thomas S.,
McCarley, William D.,
McCarty, Stephen G., EEScecn
McConvery, Timothy F.,
McCoy, Mark A., IBerereresd
McDermott, Pilar, JRaiSISUee
McDonald, Johanna K., I Staccill
McDowell, Douglas M.,
McDuffie, Michael B.,
McFadden, Brian S.,
McGinn, Michael L.,
McGowan, Brian E.,
McHugh, John M.,
McIlhaney, John R., Jr. e reccdll
McKelvy, Kevin W.,
McKinney, Michael L.,
McKinzie, April K.,
McKirby, Alan D., JRSowe e
McKnight, Balvin A.,
McLaughlin, Charles J., IV., IERaracdll
McLeod, Craig M.,
McNames, Lynn M.,
Meadows, Joseph M.,
Medina, Patricia A.,
Meehan, William,
Melcher, Patricia K., I Scaccdll
Melia, Garry R.,
Mellberg, Derrick,
Mennelle, Michael A.,

Merkel, Steve M.,
Merritt, Mark C., JReearerret
Mesick, David B., [RIOreveg
Metcalf, Brian F., JRIQu@uus
Meyer, David C.,
Michaelsen, Mark

Millen, Jonathan A.

Milner, Dana D.,

Minicozzi, Richard M., I ecate
Mitchell, John M., EREUSESLS
Mixon, Laurence M., ERAS U204
Monahan, Thomas O., JRILSESEN
Moniz, Stephen P.,
Mnroe, Dexter B.,
Moore, Darren M.,
Moore, Kevin A.,
Moran, Edward H.,
Moran, Patrick J., BEL@uonu
Morris, James D., m
Morris, Joseph T.,

Moses, Charles P.,
Motley, Edward T.,
Moulton, Mark A.,
Mount, Edward J., Jr., IEereredll
Moyer, Marc A.,
Mulbury, John J., IEarer
Mullich, Glen K.,
Munoz, Michael A.,
Murphy, William F., I11, IEececcdll
Murray, Charles S., I ararill
Murray, Leslie J.,
Murray, Michael F.,
Nabb, Robert A.,
Nakadate, Dean T., I Sacccdll
Napoli, Andre A.,
Nelson, Bruce L.,
Nelson, David E.,
Nelson, Michael R.,
Ness, Robert A, Jr.,
Neudecker, Rodney C., III,
Newell, Miyako Y.,
Newman, Eric,
Nichols, Walter K.,
Nickolas, James D.,
Nikituk, Marco J., IReeess
Noble, John W., Jr., IREESES00d
Noble, William F., Jr.,
Nohmer, Frederick J., Jr., I rarwdll
Novak, Leonard J.,
O’Brien, Erin R.,
O’Brien, Kathryn M., It
O’Brien, Maura A.,
O’Brien, Thomas L.,
Obst, Raymond E., IS e
O’Connor, Gerald P., I ol
O’Connor, Patrick M.} I ararcill
O’Dea, Michael G.,
Odenwald, Von G.,
O’Driscoll, Thomas B.,
O’Hare, Richard A.,
Okesson, Scott J.,
OKkura, Donald B.,
Olbon, Clay, II,
O’Leary, Michael S.
Oler, Van C.,

Oliver, Lawrence R.,
Ollstein, Bruce W.,
Olson, Stanley B.,
Olvey, John T.,
Ornatowski, Andrew J.,
Orner, James F., I accal
Ortiz, Laurence G.,
Oxendine, Earl H., Jr., I Sracill
Palka, Gregory A.,
Pankratz, Kent G., vl
Parker, Steven D., et
Parlier, Bryan S.,
Pascoe, Richard W.,
Pasquina, Edward F., I11, e caccdll
Pavek, Douglas J.,
Pawlikowski, Matthew P.,
Pearcy, Gary E.,
Pearman, Gerald M.,
Pearson, Pamela D.,

April 24, 1986
Peart, Wendy S.,

Peasley, Mark D., JRrrorarees
Pekarek, David J., BRLeu@s

Peller, Robert J., IEScatccdll

Penna, Robert G.,

Peperak, Donald R

Repple, Scott L.,

Pereira, Paul G., I arral
Perez, Felix M.,
Perkuchin, Broc A.,
Perrotta, Gregory S., Il
Peterson, Barry N., BREES0S0
Petery, Jody L.,

Phelps, Karen S.,

Phillips, Elliott O., Jr.,

Pierce, Dalton S.,
Pierce, Scott C., BRSS9
Piggott, James C., eSS
Pigott, Edgar H., BRBEEScecsss
Pinder, David A.,
Pitulej,. Robert W., IR racecill
Platt, Bret R.,

Poirier, Richard S.,

Poland, Clark T.,
Pollard, Robert L.,
Pompeo, Michael R.,
Poncy, John R., IESStecccall
Pope, Danita.,
Posusney, Joseph R., BREeoe@00ed
Powell, Kristin, M.,
Powers, Glenn R.,
Pratt, David W.,
Preuss, Michael J., I Srarcdl
Prevost, Douglas P.,
Prieto, Jesus A.,
Prihoda, Scott K., I tecedll
Pruden, Matthew J., I caccdll
Pullenza, Andrew D.,
Purnell, Lavon R.,
Pursel, William L., Jr.,
Quaider, James W.,
Quintas, Leopoldo A., Jr.,
Raines, Keith A,
Ramsey, Keith W., I acaccdl
Randolph, Edwin B.,
Reardon, Patrick D., I rarill
Recke, John J., I arcal

Reed, Christopher D., It atacdll
Reed, Michael T.,
Regan, David M.,
Regna, Daniel J., I oncal
Reider, Samuel J.,
Reilly, Christopher D., I el
Reinebold, Jonathan T., IR Sretcall
Reinhard, Elaine R., I atarcdl
Rhodes, Hugh W., II, I raccal
Rice, Ronald J., Jr., I cacral
Richardson, Clifford, I Scacal
Ring, Kenneth E., Jr., Eararrill
Rios, Ruben,

Rizzo, Daniel F.,
Roberts, David A.,
Rodden, Jonathan D., il
Rodstrom, Daniel J., RS orees
Rogers, James P.,
Rogers, Warren D.,
Roggeman, Robert R.,
Rollins, Craig C.,
Root, Michael K.,
Roper, John W.,
Roper, Troy W.,
Rosen, Peter A.,
Rotella, Matthew R., IR acacccall
Rourke, Bridget M., IBCeSe S0
Rudacille, Bryan L., Jr.,
Rush, Paul V.,

Rush, Robert M., Jr., I caccdll
Russo, Matthew J.,
Rutherford, David L., I acacccdll
Ryan, William E., IV,
Sabia, Steven,
Sadowski, Robert W., B Svovrey
Saldivar, James A.,
Samela, Brian A.,
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Sangvic, Roger N., B/ orSveed
Santarelli, Mark T. e acacees
Sarnelli, Gerald, Jr.

Saso, James J., Jr.|

Sauer, Scott M.,

Sauter, Daniel P., I11 IS arcall
Sawyer, Thomas E., B et
Scanlin, Michael T. Bt a8 e es
Schacht, Eric O. el
Schafer, Daniel A., R arcal
Schafer, Joseph H. I arral
Schake, Mark D., [ rarcal
Schamburg, Jeffrey B. I arecril
Scheidemantel, Eric B., B e cres
Scheider, Robert F. S arrdl
Schellhorn, Alfred E. I acacdl

Schemel, Richard A., Jr. I erarcil

Schemine, Mark A, IS carcal
Schiavo, Chris R., I al
Schiffer, Therese G. I atacccdl
Schiffer, William M., JEE=rrE

Schlachtenhaufen, Joel B. I Sraccill

Schleeter, Beth L. JEEarrdl

Schoonover, Vernon G., 11, I acacccdll

Schultz, Daniel R. I Sraccall
Schurtz, Jill E. el
Schutzmeister, Scott el
Schvaneveldt, Brent C. el
Schwartz, Gerard L. e dl
Schwartz, John R. e cacccall
Scott, Gordon A. Y
Scott, Richard E. I aceccal
Seaberg, Lawrence P. e il
Searcy, William, I11, I Srarcal
Sebright, Albert N. e arall
Selph, Daniel C., I eracrdl
Semmel, Dennis W., ISl
Seramba, James F. I ararrdl
Seymour, David G., ISl
Shade, David M., I arecdl
Shamblin, Terrence A. Rl
Sharp, Thomas C., 111 I acacccall
Shelton, Richard L. IS erral
Shepard, George T., Jr. I araccill
Sheppard, Monica M., I ararcil
Shoemaker, Debra F. I acercil
Shoop, Brian P. S errdl
Sicinski, Stephen J. eSSty
Simmons, Alan L., m
Simmons, Robert M.,

Sisson, Emry P., IESrerccall
Skarupinski, Joseph B. I acecill
Skubi, Anthony J., 111 B etacrclll
Sliwa, Steven A., Il
Smith, Donald E. I tarcdll
Smith, Eugene D., I raceall
Smith, Frederica S.
Smith, G.S., VII,

Smith, George A., Jr., Il
Smith, James H. I araccall
Smith, Joel K. IS arcclll

Smith, Lee C., Jr., I el
Smith, Marielle E.
Smith, Michael D.
Smith, Stephen J. BESravccdll
Smith, Thomas J. I erereall
Snell, Brian A., I tardl
Snyder, Karl E. It catcclll
Snyder, Kelly J. I et
Solano, James J., Jr. I ararcclll
Sonntag, Kurt L. IEECEcecrrall
Souza, Anthony F.
Spangler, Jill E. IS
Spaulding, Carolyn A. IE el
Spears, Russell B., IR errall
Spellmon, Scott A., IEacacrcall
Spingler, Michael S., I acacdl
Spudich, Josef W., I cacal
Spurlock, Norman R. IE e el
Spurr, Newton M., I etccall
Stanclift, Jeffrey A. IS cacal

Stanjones, Joseph S., 111 HFetercdll

Stanton, Matthew M. I Rtacecall
Starbuck, Dustin M., I rarcall

Starostanko, Albert J.

Staudt, Pernell N.,M
Stebbins, Troy D.,

Steele, Kevin P.,

Steele, Timothy H.,

Steffes, Stephen J. I ararcdl
Stephens, Stephanie L. B ettt
Stewart, Katherine A. S eeeed
Stokan, Lori A., = dl
Stone, Steven W. vl
Stonge, Laurence, IRl
Stopa, Craig J.,

Storms, Russell L.,

Stouffer, Anne M. IR erdl
Stradinger, John M. e dl
Straub, Robert W., Jr. B e ey
Strebeck, Frances D. JRteraeess
Stredler, Daniel C. o e
Strickler, Jon E. e dl
Strifler, Steven W. I ararccdll
Strong, Bryan D. el
Stroup, Carrie M., IE el
Studebaker, Lisa M
Stueve, Kent M.,

Sturdivant, Rodney X. I araccdll
Sturgeon, Michael S. PR ararccdl
Sullivan, Joseph H. [ Srarecal
Sutton, John H. el
Sweeney, Brian P., S ety
Switzer, Michael R., B9 S Eeed
Szoka, Thomas G., el
Szuberla, Curt A. IR aral
Tafares, David A., e carece
Tappert, Karl W. e acral
Taylor, Marc A., IR dl
Telthorst, Thomas R. I Erarcil
Thelen, David A, IESarcdl
Thomas, David G., [ e a e
Thomas, Dawn M., IEaacal
Thompson, Jeffrey E. I acarccdll
Thompson, Mark W, et
Thomson, John C., III S accdl
Thornton, Harkley R. i ararrdl
Thramann, Jeffrey J. I acacccal
Tierney, Christopher L. IS dl

Timmer, Christopher B. I erecrdl

Tofferi, Jeanne K. R ararcll
Tolmachoff, Mark A, el
Tolson, Todd F.,

Tomlinson, Roy C.,

Tonkinson, Brien W., I acacccal
Townley, Robert C., I ateccall
Travaglini, Richard
Trollan, Vincent P.,

Tubbs, Lawrence L.,

Tumminello, Albert J., IIL I ereccdll

Turner, Karen A. BBQuOnuss
Turner, William A., ISl
Turpening, Steven E.
Upp, Thomas A., IEZECeE
Upton, Bradley J.
Urban, David J., IETSeereal
Urbauer, Kristine J. HEererccdll
Vakkur, Mark, IS accall
Vankirk, Matthew F. IR cecclll
Vanstraten, Steven J. B e el
Vass, Steven, IV, IERStecccdl

Velliquette, John W., Jr. I el

Venezia, Patrick J., I etarcccall
Vickers, John H., I arcal
Visosky, Mark M.,
Vlasak, Marian E., IR rorred
Volkman, David N., BEZESTIees
Vonheeringen, Mark R. I erecccdll
Voris, Thomas E.,
Voytek, Thomas M.,
Vredenburgh, William E.,
Vrindten, Robert F. I ratcdll
Wade, Amanda M.,
Wagner, John H. 111 IEececcclll
Waite, Mark K., I avcall
Wallace, Michael W., IR ararccdll
Wallace, Nathan E., BReeQUO00d
Walrath, Kevin S., Il
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Walter, William C.,
Ward, George W., III,

Ward, William E., JEE0200

Warnock, Stephen H.||
Warren, Kimberly K.,
Warren, Vance A.,

Washington, Valerie L., e acrall
Watson, Dennis E., S arrdl
Weidinger, Kendal K. I dl
Weilep, Roger A, Il
Weiler, Kevin D., IRy dl
Weiss, Thomas W., I e al
Wendel, John M., el
Wenneson, Thomas H., IR ececcill
Werntz, David A., vl
Wesley, Eric J.,

Weston, Jeffrey J.

Whale, George L., ISt
Whipple, Eric N., B e ey
Whitaker, Kevin L. B ararcdl
White, James S., Jr. e ar ey
White, Robert E., Jr. B e Sy
Whitlock, Joseph E. S cesy
Whitmarsh, Steven J. JJEtareccall
Whitney, Justin E. I e arrdl
Wiggins, Robert G., I Scatrcall
Wilk, Thomas J. Rl
Williams, Antonio, IRl
Williams, Bryan R.,

Williams, Charles E., Jr.,

Williams, George S., 111, I e cdl
Williams, Jeffrey W., IR arrdl
Williams, Thearon M., I Scarccal
Wilson, Eric B., ISRl
Wilson, Jonathan R. I areccdl
Wilson, Troy S., el
Wineinger, Robert K. I ararccdll
Wisnosky, David, I et al
Witherspoon, Michael H. I areccal
Witzmann, Robert G. IS rarral
Wolf, Mark D., I Eravedl
Wolken, Randall B., = areall
Wolter, Andreas, il
Womack, Scott E., IRl
Woodring, Walter G., I rarccdl
Woodring, William O., B e carecs
Worsfold, Paul J. IS el
Wright, Gregory D. e arcdl
Wucik, Joseph A., Ilm
Wyrwas, Monica L.,

Yentz, James G., IERerecccall

Yi, Kenston K.

Yordan, Edward G.,

Yost, Philip D., IE el
Young, Lissa V.,
Young, Michael W., IEacaccdl
Zeidan, Fouad S., IESatccal
Zelaya, Alfonso E.,
Zick, Allen M.,

Zinnen, Robert O., Jr.

Ziomek, William J.,
Zoppa, Bernard J., Jr. ISl

Executive nominations received by
the Senate April 24, 1986:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Christopher Hicks, of Maryland, to be
general counsel of the Department of Agri-
culture, vice Daniel Oliver.

IN THE MARINE CORPS

The following-named officer, under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 601, to be assigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
the President under title 10, United States
Code, section 601:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Frank E. Petersen, Jr., Eaad
Il U.S. Marine Corps.

The following-named officer, under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 601, to be assigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
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the President under title 10, United States
Code, section 601:
To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. John Phillips, IS0l U.S.

Marine Corps.
THE JUDICIARY

Evelyn E. Crawford Queen, of the District
of Columbia, to be an associate judge of the
Superior Court of the District of Columbia
for a term of 15 years, vice George H. Rever-
comb.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

CONFIRMATION

Executive nomination confirmed by
the Senate April 24, 1986:

THE JUDICIARY

Robert J. Bryan, of Washington, to be

U.S. district judge for the western district of
Washington.

April 24, 1986

WITHDRAWAL

Executive nomination withdrawn
from the Senate April 23, 1986:

Kenneth John Hill, of Virginia, to be a
member of the National Transportation
Safety Board for the remainder of the term
expiring December 31, 1986, vice Donald D.
Engen, resigned, which was sent to the
Senate on January 22, 1986.
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