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SENATE—Tuesday, February 28, 1989

(Legislative day of Tuesday, January 3, 1989)

The Senate met at 2:15 p.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. BYrpl.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Today’s prayer will be offered by the
guest chaplain, the Reverend F.
Robert Davidson, of St. Christopher’s
Episcopal Church, Burton, MI. The
Reverend Mr. Davidson is also the Na-
tional Chaplain of the American
Legion.

PRAYER

The Reverend F. Robert Davidson
offered the following prayer:

Let us pray:

Almighty God our Heavenly Father,
whose great Commandment is that we
shall love our neighbors as ourselves,
and who has taught us that we should
do to others as we would have them do
to us, we ask Your blessing upon the
Members of the U.S. Senate. Hold
before them a vision of Your will for
the United States of America which
will enlighten the goals they set and
the actions they undertake in Your
name for us all. Grant them a vision of
this Nation fair as it might be in the
fulfillment of Your purposes; a nation
of justice, where none shall prey upon
others; a nation of economic plenty,
where poverty and greed shall both be
done away; a nation of generosity,
where the needs of the less fortunate
are met with caring concern; a nation
of brotherhood, where success is
founded upon service, and where
honor is accorded to nobleness alone; a
nation of peace, both within and with-
out our borders, where order shall rest
not on force but on the love and re-
spect of all for each, and each for ev-
eryone; a nation that is both physical-
ly and morally strong to meet the
challenges we shall face in the days to
come.

We ask also, O Lord, that You will
grant to these, our Senators, wisdom
to perceive Your will for them and the
United States of America, courage to
lead these people in the direction You
would have us to go, and strength to
succeed over the many challenges they
shall encounter; as You have promised
always to be with Your people when
they turn to You, our God and Father.
Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Under the standing order, the majori-
ty leader is recognized.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Jour-
nal of the proceedings be approved to
date.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes of my leader time to
the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
RIEGLE].

THE REVEREND F. ROBERT
DAVIDSON

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I thank
the majority leader for yielding for
the purpose of my acknowledging the
very powerful and inspiring prayer
that we have heard today in opening
the session by the Reverend Frederick
Davidson, who is the pastor of St.
Christopher’s Episcopal Church in
Burton, MI. He has held that post
since 1950. That is a 39-year record of
extraordinary service in that capacity
as the person in charge of that impor-
tant church in my home State.

Moreover, he has been the chaplain
of the Grand Blanc American Legion
Post No. 13 for the past 38 years. He
served eight times as the Michigan
American Legion Chaplain and cur-
rently serves as National Chaplain of
the American Legion. That is the first
time we have been so honored in
Michigan, to have one of our number
recognized in that way.

We have each day here, as we open
our session, a prayer given either by
our own Chaplain or by a visiting
chaplain. But today, I think is a very
special day in having someone who has
such a long and distinguished career
and who serves so importantly in a va-
riety of capacities within the Ameri-
can Legion, locally and nationally.

I feel a great honor that my good
friend, who is really a neighbor from
very near Flint, MI, an adjoining com-
munity, is here today to open this ses-
sion of the Senate. I must say that we
are very flattered in Michigan that he
was chosen for this honor, and we are
very pleased that that is the case.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority leader.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE
THE NOMINATION OF DR. LOUIS SULLIVAN TO BE
SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, as I
announced last week in response to
several requests by the President to

move as expeditiously as possible to
consider his Cabinet nominees, it was
my intention to take up today the
nomination of Dr. Louis Sullivan to be
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
1ces.

I was initially advised that a delay of
1 day was requested by a Member of
the minority and I was and am pre-
pared to accede to that.

I am now advised that further delay
may be requested, and I merely wish
to inquire of the distinguished Repub-
lican leader with whom I have con-
versed briefly in private on this
whether it will be possible to get an
agreement to take up the President’s
nomination of Dr. Sullivan to be Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services
today or tomorrow.

Mr. DOLE. I first want to thank the
distinguished majority leader for
trying to expedite the process and I
thank him for that. I know the Presi-
dent does.

It would be my hope, too, that the 1-
day delay might be adequate. If we
cannot get an agreement, I would
hope that we could move to the nomi-
nation.

I am not taking issue with anyone on
this side. But the President has indi-
cated to me personally the need to
move these nominations along, and I
am hopeful that we can be of assist-
ance.

We have had cooperation from the
majority leader and I am sure he ex-
pects the same cooperation from the
minority leader.

So I am hopeful we can get an agree-
ment.

COMMITTEE FUNDING

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, for
the benefit of all Senators I will state
that later this afternoon we will take
up Senate Resolution 66 dealing with
committee funding.

It is expected that there will be
votes during the late afternoon, and
Senators should be prepared for that
discussion and votes on that.

THE NOMINATION OF DR. LOUIS SULLIVAN TO BE
SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
Mr. MITCHELL. In addition, in view

of the distinguished Republican lead-
er's statements, I will at an appropri-
ate time move to go to the nomination
of Dr. Sullivan following consultation
with the distinguished Republican
leader on the best time and circum-
stance to proceed to that.

I will simply say that we intend to
move forward with Dr. Sullivan’'s nom-
ination.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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If there is a desire to obtain a rea-
sonable delay, and we can then get a
time agreement to take it up tomor-
row, I am perfectly prepared to accede
to that, but I cannot agree to any sug-
gestion that would indefinitely delay
it.

The President has asked my coop-
eration in that regard, and I pledged
to give it to him, and I feel committed
to act in accordance with that pledge.

JOINT MEETING OF CONGRESS
TO COMMEMORATE THE BI-
CENTENNIAL

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, for
the information of Senators, I wish to
call to their attention the joint meet-
ing of Congress which will occur at 10
a.m. on Thursday, March 2, in the
Hall of the House of Representatives.
The Senate will convene at 9:15 a.m.
and proceed to the House Chamber as
a body at 9:45 a.m. This meeting is a
major event in the continuing series of
programs to celebrate Congress’ 200th
anniversary.

The featured speaker at the joint
meeting will be the distinguished
Author David MecCullough. Mr.
MecCullough's book on the creation of
the Panama Canal was extensively
guoted by both sides during the 1978
Senate debate over the Panama Canal
treaties. Mr. McCullough has served as
narrator of the Public Broadcasting
Service television series “Smithsonian
World,” and narrated the forthcoming
film, “The Congress,” in honor of the
congressional bicentennial., He was
also the keynote speaker at a recent
symposium sponsored by the Senate
and House Bicentennial Commissions.
He is currently writing a biography of
Harry S. Truman.

Poet Laureate of the United States
Howard Nemerov will read a poem pre-
pared for the occasion. Mr. Nemerov,
Consultant in Poetry at the Library of
Congress, will be the first American
Poet Laureate to speak before Con-
gress. In 1978 he received the National
Book Award and the Pulitzer Prize in
poetry for his “Collected Poems."”

The joint meeting will also feature
addresses by congressional leaders.
Senator RoBerT BYRD, chairman of
the Senate Bicentennial Commission,
and Representative Linpy Bogas,
chairwoman of the House Commission
on the Bicentenary, will unveil designs
for special congressional postage
stamps to be issued in honor of the
congressional bicentennial.

The U.S. Army Band will perform
during the joint meeting.

I urge Senators and their families to
attend this significant ceremonial oc-
casion.
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UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST
—SENATE RESOLUTION 66

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
now intend to propound a unanimous-
consent agreement with respect to the
committee funding resolution.

I ask unanimous consent that at 4
p.m. today, the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Senate Resolution 66,
an original resolution providing fund-
ing for Senate committees, and that
there be 30 minutes of debate on the
resolution to be divided equally be-
tween the Senator from Kentucky,
Mr. Forp, and the Senator from
Alaska, Mr. STEVENS, or their desig-
nees, and that there be 1 hour equally
divided on an amendment to limit the
increase in committee funding to 5
percent to be offered by the Senator
from North Carolina, Mr. HELMS, and
1 hour equally divided on an amend-
ment to strike section 24 relating to
postal patron mail to be offered by the
Senator from California, Mr. WILSON;
provided further that no further
amendments be in order and no mo-
tions to recommit be in order and that
the agreement be in the usual form.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection?

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I might
have an amendment to that—I am not
sure at this time—on which I would be
prepared to take the usual time agree-
ment provided for the other amend-
ments.

Mr. MITCHELL. Would the Senator
care to identify the subject matter of
his amendment?

Mr. CHAFEE. I have not determined
I am going to do this, but my thought
was to attempt to reduce some of the
major amounts for some of the com-
mittees. It seems to me it is unfair
that some of the committees have
such a disproportionate amount of
funding compared to the others. I am
not sure I can do this, but I would not
want to be estopped from doing so. I
am not trying to hold up the business
here.

Mr. MITCHELL. We will just add to
the agreement to make allowance for a
possible amendment by the Senator
from Rhode Island, if he would like
that. And what time would he prefer?

Mr. CHAFEE. The majority leader is
saying what—an hour equally divided?

Mr. MITCHELL. For the amend-
ments.

Mr. CHAFEE. That would certainly
be more than fair.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I be-
lieve it would be appropriate if we con-
sulted with the chairman and ranking
member of the committee to deter-
mine that they will not object to the
time agreement proposed by the Sena-
tor.

I have no objection. I do not believe
the distinguished Republican leader
has an objection. But they do not
know of the nature of the amendment.
If the Senator from Rhode Island
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would withhold, I will withdraw the
proposed agreement and we will then
attempt to make certain that there is
no objection by the chairman and
ranking member of the committee to a
time agreement on the amendment as
contemplated by the Senator from
Rhode Island.

Mr. CHAFEE. That is certainly fair.
If T am not here and if they consent
obviously that is fine with me. Again if
I am not here, I will inform the major-
ity leader what parameters might be
agreeable. In other words, if they
should want more time, obviously that
is acceptable; if they want less time, it
could be less time as far as I am con-
cerned.

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island.

We will then undertake to have the
chairman and ranking member con-
tacted following which after consulta-
tion with the Republican leader I will
propound an agreement altered to in-
corporate the Senator's possible
amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
request of the majority leader is with-
drawn.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
yield to the Republican leader.

RECOGNITION OF THE
REPUBLICAN LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Republican leader is recognized under
the standing order.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank
the majority leader and I thank the
Presiding Officer.

NOMINATION OF JOHN G.
TOWER TO BE SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE

Mr. DOLE. I would assume that
sometime maybe later today or tomor-
row, we would try to reach some agree-
ment on when we are going to take up
the Tower nomination. As I under-
stand, the report has not been filed.
This is a 48-hour period which can be
waived under certain conditions. So I
would be hopeful we will discuss that
with the distinguished majority leader
sometime either today or tomorrow
morning.

I would only say in reference to that
nomination, as I said at the policy
luncheon at noon, sometimes we get so
wrapped up in headlines and rumors
and innuendos and all these things we
forget about there is a personal side to
everything we do also.

I received a telegram this morning. I
do not want to run around reading
telegrams to my colleagues, but I
thought this one was worth reading.

It says:

DeEArR SeENaATOR DorE: We've always ad-
mired your forthrightness but never more
than now in your defense of our father,
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John Tower. Thank you for your unwaiver-
ing support.
Our warmest regards,
JEANNE ToWER CoOX.
PENNY Tower CoOOK,
MARIAN TOWER.

I recite that to indicate that this is a
personal, very personal thing with
Senator Tower’s family.

We can stand out here and criticize
and criticize each other and attack
John Tower and attack him as a man
and attack his integrity, and spread all
kinds of rumors and leak stuff to the
Washington Post or some other paper.
There was a good leak in there this
morning right out of the FBI report.
But we ought to stop and think from
time to time what we are doing to that
person’s family when we do that.

And I would guess, unless we can
find some way to resolve the dilemma
that we find ourselves in, there is
going to be a very intense debate on
this nomination. I am still, as I have
indicated to the majority leader, hope-
ful that something can be done to sat-
isfy the concerns that some have ex-
pressed, the real concerns that some
have expressed; not every rumor, not
every false rumor, not every accusa-
tion that somebody dreams up around
here, but the real concerns that some
people have.

The President now is back in the
country. The President is meeting
with Senators in an effort to do what
he can to preserve his power as the
nominating authority. I hope that we
can work out some bipartisan solution.
If we cannot, then we are going to
have a very, very sharp debate; some
of it may be in closed session, some of
it may be in open session. Maybe the
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee is right, maybe we ought to
reopen the hearings and bring in the
witnesses right out in public view and
maybe we will cross-examine those
witnesses and find out what the truth
is. Because many are determined not
to let this nomination go down the
drain because of innuendo, and rumor,
and falsehoods.

We would expect more if we were
the nominee. We would deserve better
than that, and so does John Tower
and so does anyone else. And so there
are some concerns being expressed.

I would just say, as I understand it,
S5-407 is not being occupied by another
group. I hope we can ask them to go
elsewhere so that our colleagues can
g0 up into S-40T and take a look at the
various documents there. I must say
yesterday, all day long, there was a
document up in S-407 with no mark-
ing on it. It looked like an official com-
mittee report, official committee
report of all the committee members,
which was very anti-Tower. It turned
out later it was a majority report put
together by the majority. I think it did
not really reflect the truth. It was not
a summary of the FBI report.
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So an agreement was reached last
night and today, if that is the case,
then they could have another report
up on the other side. So today there is
the FBI report, there is a statement of
facts up there, and there is the so-
called Nunn report, which was the one
I referred to that was there all day
yesterday—and many Senators read
that and did not read anything else—
and today there is sort of the Warner-
Dole report which we believe properly
reflects the summary of the FBI
report. It is an advocacy document. It
would be assumed to be pro-Tower.
But it is factual.

And so I would urge my colleagues
who only read the one report yester-
day to go back and, in fairness to Sen-
ator Tower, read the other document,
or better yet, read the entire FBI
report which, as many know, is 300-
some pages long.

But I do understand that we will be
on this nomination, depending on the
48-hour provision, sometime this week.

I would say again to my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle, if there is
anything the President can do to allay
the concerns that some people have
expressed, he is willing to sit down
with anyone in this Chamber, John
Tower is willing to sit down with
anyone in this Chamber, any one of
us, ask him any question you wish, and
I believe the President and his nomi-
nee are prepared to allay the real con-
cerns that some people have.

If you do not like John Tower, we
cannot do much about that. If you are
already locked in concrete, we cannot
do much about that. But we can
expect people to look at the facts.

And there have been all kinds of
facts published. I have to mention just
a couple. The one about the ballerina
got a lot of press, on the nightly news;
people loved it. Dancing on top of a
piano with a ballerina. The trouble is,
they never found any ballerina. And
the trouble is, the information came
from somebody who used four aliases
and we are supposed to believe that—
and some people do believe that—
about John Tower. And his daughters
read that story for days and it is not
fair to them. It is not fair to him.

And then there is another story
about certain allegations about drink-
ing that appeared in the paper, big
headlines, somebody saw him at three
places. It turned out he was not even
in town.

Now, how many Senators believe
that? I do not know. But again his
daughters got to read it, his family got
to read it, his friends got to read it,
the American people got to read it.
And then they are asked: “Are you for
this man?” “Why, certainly not.”

So I think we are going to have the
facts. It is difficult to get the facts
when they are all upstairs in S-407 in
the FBI report. Somehow we are going
to have to make certain, if we cannot
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get our colleagues to go up and read
both sides, to somehow get the facts
out in the open.

But I will say again, as I said to the
majority leader, as I said to the chief
of staff of the White House last
evening, that we have had problems
before in the United States. We have
come to loggerheads, we have come
almost to the breaking point in this
Chamber when someone on one side or
the other said, “Hold it. Wait a
minute. What are we doing to the in-
stitution, to the nominee, to the Presi-
dent?"”

I am still hopeful that we will work
out something that we can go ahead
with this nomination and hopefully
report it favorably ard notify the
President that his nominee for Secre-
tary of Defense has been confirmed.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Under the order previously entered,
there will now be a period for the
transaction of morning business not to
extend beyond the hour of 4 p.m.
today. Senators will be permitted to
speak therein for not to exceed 5 min-
utes each.

CLEAN AIR ACT SCHEDULE

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, there
has been a lot of optimistic talk re-
cently about strong environmental
protection. President Bush and EPA
Administrator Reilly have promised a
more active environmental policy.
Members of Congress have expressed
hope for renewed bipartisan coopera-
tion.

I believe, therefore, now it is time to
roll up our sleeves and get to work.
With that in mind, I am today an-
nouncing the schedule I plan to follow
for consideration of Clean Air Act
amendments this year.

As the new chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Environmental Protection,
clean air legislation is my highest pri-
ority.

DECLINING AIR QUALITY

It is also a high priority for the
American people.

EPA announced earlier this month
that an additional 28 areas do not
meet the Federal air quality standards
for ozone, or smog. Fifteen million
people live in these areas. We now
have 150 million people living in areas
where it is unhealthy just to breathe
the air. That is a majority of Ameri-
cans.

The EPA report also noted that in
most of the East the ozone problem
was substantially worse in 1988 than
1987. This is not progress.

The adverse effects of ozone expo-
sure are known and they are serious.
Even at the current Federal air quality
limits for ozone, healthy exercising
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adults suffer adverse effects from ex-
posure.

Children, who breathe more quickly
than adults and have smaller air path-
ways, are also affected. In fact, last
summer many urban areas exceeded
the occupational standard for air qual-
ity. Our children were playing in air so
dirty that it would be illegal for an
adult to work while breathing it. This
is not progress.

But we can have cleaner air. Most
areas can have clean air just by using
currently available control measures.
But those control measures will not be
used unless Congress directs their use.
We must pass a law to clean up the
air. Only enactment of strong, solid
legislation can produce significant im-
provement in air quality.

SCHEDULE

In order to accomplish this, I am no-
tifying my colleagues today of my
plans. Earlier today, I and other mem-
bers of the Environment and Public
Works Committee, so formally noti-
fied EPA Administrator William Reilly
by letter.

Last year the committee reported a
compendium of bills that had been
separately introduced. These bills ad-
dressed toxic air pollutants, ozone and
carbon monoxide nonattainment, and
acid rain. I expect to follow a similar
procedure this year.

I have scheduled 2 days of hearings
in April on health and environmental
effects of air pollution.

We will introduce legislation on
toxic air pollutants on April 3. While I
and Senator Burpick will be involved
in all aspects of the legislation, I have
asked Senators LAUTENBERG, DUREN-
BERGER, and Breaux to focus on this
issue.

We will introduce comprehensive
nonattainment legislation by May 1,
including controls on autos. Senator
CHAFEE and I will lead discussions on
this issue.

We will introduce acid rain legisla-
tion on June 1. Clearly, development
of any acid rain bill must rely on the
experience and knowledge of our es-
teemed majority leader, Senator
MitcHELL. He and I will work together
with other Members to develop an ac-
ceptable package.

After all three issues have been ad-
dressed, we will hold hearings on the
legislation and proceed to markup. I
hope to finish markup before the July
4 recess.

S, 1894. LAST YEAR'S BILL

I considered reintroducing last year’s
legislation. After conferring with my
colleagues, I have decided not to re-
introduce the bill.

S. 1894, reported by a vote of 14 to 2
by the Environment and Public Works
Committee, is a good piece of legisla-
tion. But it has come under attack for
not being feasible. But I ask: Are the
current air pollution levels feasible?
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We must enact strong legislation to
protect that majority of Americans
who are breathing dirty air. My com-
mitment to this goal is as strong as it
has always been.

As good as S. 1894 is, this is a new
Congress and we have more informa-
tion about the nature of the air qual-
ity problem.

We also have a President who now
publicly supports clean air legislation,
including acid rain controls. There are
changes in the composition of mem-
bership of the Environment Commit-
tee.

Almost 2 years have passed since
much of the original legislation en-
compassed in S. 1894 was first intro-
duced. Millions more Americans now
live in dirty air areas. We found out
that “running losses’ from motor ve-
hicles can contribute 32 percent more
emissions to an area’s air quality prob-
lem than we previously believed.

These factors must be taken into ac-
count. I plan to do so in pressing for
significant reductions in emissions of
pollutants. A weak bill would at best
slow the decline in our air quality; a
strong bill, and only a strong bill, im-
proves air guality.

At the same time, we must have a
tough bill that is enacted into law.
The methods of the past 8 years have
not worked. We need a new approach.

I am not interested in broad political
statements that do not have the sup-
port of a majority of Senators. I will
press for a tough bill and ask Members
to make tough choices, but I expect to
work with my colleagues to address le-
gitimate concerns.

This places a responsibility on other
Members to come forward and alert
me and other members of the Environ-
ment Committee of your concerns. We
are prepared to discuss provisions and
different approaches, keeping in mind
our mandate to protect the public
health and the environment.

ACID RAIN

A critical area of negotiation will
clearly be acid rain. Senator MITCHELL
made a valiant effort last year to
reach agreement on this issue. I am
hopeful that with his efforts again
this year we will finally resolve this
longstanding issue.

One of the concerns frequently ex-
pressed is the adverse economic conse-
quences of acid rain controls on the
Midwest. I am sensitive to these con-
cerns and assure my midwestern col-
leagues that I have no desire to enact
legislation that threatens jobs.

But not only the Midwest would
stand to suffer under an Acid Rain
Control Program. In Montana, we
mine some of the lowest sulfur coal in
the country. We are staggering under
the weight of a depressed economy
and unemployment above the national
average.

In the last 5 years, 25,000 people
moved out of Montana because there
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are no jobs available. Our agriculture,
mining, oil, and timber industries are
all depressed. We should not be penal-
ized by an acid rain approach that sac-
rifices potential jobs for our miners.

We have installed four scrubbers in
Montana to control sulfur dioxide
emissions from some of the lowest
sulfur coal in the country. We take
our mining and our environment seri-
ously.

Low-sulfur coal is an appropriate
and inexpensive part of the solution to
the acid rain problem and I expect
that any compromise will retain an
active role for this clean coal.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF MEMEERS

As new subcommittee chairman I am
aware that we are continuing, not be-
ginning, the clean air process. I would
like to take this moment to thank
those who have been in the forefront
of the effort to address this issue.

The majority leader, the former sub-
committee chairman, will be a tough
act to follow. Fortunately for us all he
promises to remain active despite his
many other pressing duties. I person-
ally look forward to working closely
with him. He has set high standards
for consideration of both the process
and substance of this issue. I hope to
uphold those standards.

Our chairman, Senator BUrDICK, has
been extremely helpful in making re-
authorization of the Clean Air Act the
Environment Committee’'s No. 1 priori-
ty. Senator Burpick does not often an-
nounce his good deeds, but I would
like to publicly acknowledge his help
in this instance. Without his commit-
ment our task would be even more dif-
ficult.

The senior Senator from New York,
Senator MoOYNIHAN, was in fact the
first to introduce acid rain legislation.
His pioneering efforts led to the first
integrated research program on acid
rain. I know that he will continue to
lend his wise counsel on this issue as
he has in the past and I look forward
to it. His appreciation of the science
involved will be a valuable contribu-
tion to our efforts.

Our new ranking member, Senator
CHAFEE, has years of experience in
crafting contentious environmental
legislation. His landmark work on the
Clean Water Act and the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act will
serve him well as we turn to air pollu-
tion.

Our former leader, the President pro
tempore, the present Presiding Offi-
cer, Senator Byrp, will again play a
pivotal role in our acid rain discus-
sions. He has been a strong advocate
for his constituents. I look forward to
discussing this issue with him and
working together to form an accepta-
ble proposal.

And last, but certainly not least, I
want to extend an open hand to the
assistant Republican leader, Senator
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SivmpsoN. We share many of the same
Western concerns and, I hope, a joint
interest in enacting sound clean air
legislation. He has spent many hours
on this issue and I look forward to
working with him again this Congress.

CONCLUSION
Mr. President, I am optimistic that
the 101st Congress will finally break
the clean air deadlock. For too long
the public has suffered. The task is
not an easy one. It will take long
hours of work and study. It will take
patience and perseverance. It will take
a commitment by all Members to re-
solve this critical public health issue.

I accept the challenge and pledge to
take the time and devote the energy to
enacting a tough, practical clean air
bill this Congress.

I thank the Chair.

CLEAN AIR ACT AMENDMENTS

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I rise
to join my colleagues on the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee to
stress the need for immediate action
on comprehensive amendments to the
Clean Air Act.

In past sessions, our committee
made several attempts to make needed
changes in the act. Our efforts were
greeted with outright opposition from
the Reagan administration.

Those years of denial and procrasti-
nation have made this task much more
difficult. The quality of the Nation’s
air has deteriorated.

The costs associated with improving
our air quality have increased greatly
as a result of our inaction during the
1980’s. Today, we begin the process of
enacting a comprehensive package of
Clean Air Act amendments.

Clean Air Act amendments are the
No. 1 priority of the committee during
the 101st Congress. These amend-
ments will constitute the major envi-
ronmental vote of this session.

There has been a great deal of dis-
cussion concerning global warming in
recent months. We can do more to di-
rectly address this problem, in the
near term, by enacting clean air legis-
lation in this Congress.

As the saying goes, “it takes two to
tango.” For the first time in nearly a
decade, we have an administration
which is publicly committed to sup-
porting enactment of a clean air bill.

We have a new Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency who
has pledged to work with the Congress
in fashioning Clean Air Act amend-
ments. This is a positive starting place.

But there is a long road ahead of us.
If we are to enact a comprehensive
clean air bill, every region of the coun-
try must be part of our deliberations.

Some of the issues concerning acid
rain are the most divisive of the clean
air debate. I am confident that a solu-
tion, which takes into account the cir-
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cumstances of each region of the coun-
try, can be reached.

Any compromise concerning acid
rain must be neutral with regard to
existing and future coal markets. If we
abandon the polluter pays principle to
assist the cleanup in the Midwest pow-
erplants, then full credit must be
given to those areas which have ex-
pended millions of dollars during the
past decade for air pollution controls.

The committee is open to sugges-
tions from all Members of the Senate.
We intended to complete action on the
Clean Air Act amendments during this
Congress. I urge other Members to
make their views known.

We intend to enact a strong bill
which addresses this Nation's serious
air pollution problems. We intend to
enact a bill which will give the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, and
State and local governments a frame-
work to effectively and aggressively
deal with this major threat to the Na-
tion’s public health. It is time for
action. Let us get on with the task.

I urge my colleagues to join with us
in this vital effort.

I thank the Chair.

CLEAN AIR AGENDA

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the
quality of life and the quality of our
environment are inseparable. We have
made good progress on the quality of
the environment in many areas.

But our progress is being overtaken
by events. In 1970, when the first com-
prehensive Clean Air Act was signed
into law, Americans registered 108 mil-
lion cars and drove 900 billion miles.
In 1987, we registered 177 million cars
and drove more than 1.7 trillion miles,
with no decline in sight.

The U.S. consumes more energy per
gross national product than any other
developed nation. This means we
produce large guantities of sulfur di-
oxide and oxides of nitrogen, even if
consumption were unchanged. Experts
now predict that without further man-
dated reductions, there will be a about
a 2-million-ton increase in sulfur diox-
ide emissions by 2000.

Americans felt the consequences of
more cars and inefficient uses of
energy last summer.

Health alerts then told residents of
urban areas not to exercise, warned
older people and those with asthmatic
or pulmonary conditions to stay in-
doors and suggested that small chil-
dren not play outside.

In the Washington, DC, metropoli-
tan area last summer, 34 days exceed-
ed the occupational standard for air
quality. That means it would have
been illegal to expose a factory worker
to the air Washington residents
breathed, and children played in, for
over a month last summer.

Recently released EPA data indi-
cates that 15 million more people are
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exposed to unhealthy levels of ozone
than they were before last summer.
This means that 150 million Ameri-
cans are living in areas where it is
often unhealthy just to breathe.

The increasing ozone levels affect all
areas, including so-called clean areas.
At Mount Desert Island on the coast
of Maine, where nearly 5 million
people come to escape the summer
heat of the cities, monitoring stations
reported several violations of the Fed-
eral air quality standards.

Dr. Morton Lippman, professor of
environmental medicine at the New
York University Medical Center,
warned in July:

Until recently we had the impression
things were improving, but what we see this
summer shows us that we are back where
we started from.

Dr. Lippman is right and the EPA
data confirms this. Despite consider-
able progress in controlling some
forms of air pollution, we must do
more.

Paradoxically, there is reason for
hope. For we have found that just as
neglect of pollution controls means
dirtier air, emphasis on those controls
can mean cleaner air.

Americans are suffering from a man-
made phenomenon that can be con-
trolled by man. We have developed the
technologies of control.

We have the resources to apply
those technologies. Until now, what
we have lacked is the political will to
do so. We must now develop that will.

We cannot, with one piece of legisla-
tion, reach all the factors that contrib-
ute to dirty air. Nor can we expect any
remedy to be cost free. We must keep
these fundamental facts in mind as we
consider legislation.

Air pollution is not just a regional
problem, not just an industry problem,
not just something that affects people
in the Los Angeles basin or the North-
east alone. Air pollution is a national
problem. It affects all of America, and
all Americans.

Experts from every branch of medi-
cal science have told us that breathing
dirty air is simply not a matter of dis-
comfort. It impairs the ability of lungs
and blood to carry oxygen. It may per-
manently damage the lungs.

No one has control over the air he or
she breathes. No one can control the
direction in which pollutants move in
the atmosphere. No one can isolate
himself from the quality of the air. It
is not a matter of choice, or a con-
scious assumption of risk.

It is an involuntarily imposed health
threat, affecting everyone. The univer-
sality of the threat dictates that solu-
tions must be broadly based.

A solution that penalized one part of
the country, or one segment of indus-
try, would be unfair and unrealistic.

We have an integrated national
economy. None of our regions can
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thrive in isolation, or in opposition to
others.

A policy that imposes huge job
losses in West Virginia or Ohio or
Kentucky or Illinois is no more accept-
able than a policy that imposes heavy
pollution damage on Maine or Ver-
mont or North Carolina.

We confront this problem together.
We must work together to solve it.

I am encouraged that so many of my
colleagues acknowledge this fact. And
we must acknowledge it as fact: A solu-
tion will impose costs on all of us, just
as a failure to act imposes damage on
all of us.

The issue is no longer how each of
us can best avoid our share of these
costs. The issue is how to fairly appor-
tion those costs and reduce that
damage to the health of Americans
and to the American environment.

The American Lung Association esti-
mates that air pollution costs $40 bil-
lion each year in medical costs and de-
creased worker productivity. Agricul-
tural losses are estimated to be be-
tween $2 and $5 billion every year. As
last summer’s air quality data demon-
strates, these costs will only increase if
we do nothing.

The American Forestry Association
recognized this risk when it stated:

* * * the American Forestry Association
believes that the risks and costs associated
with further delaying additional pollution
controls now seem to outweigh the risks and
cost associated with action * * * the control
program should target the nation as a
whole, as the terrestrial and aquatic forest
resource impacts from air pollution consti-
tute a national threat.

Of course, it is easier to quantify the
cost of equipment than it is to put a
price on impaired lung function. This
is the crux of the political problem.
The cost of prevention and the value
of cleaning up pollution are often dif-
ficult to determine with precision.

These arguments will be heard again
this year, but the urgency of the prob-
lem 1 sincerely believe will override
unfounded claims of overwhelming
costs.

President Bush has repeatedly
stated his personal commitment to
cleaner air. He has promised to send
us his ideas on legislation. I look for-
ward to reviewing his proposals.

The subcommittee chairman, Sena-
tor Bavucus, has just presented a rea-
sonable schedule for consideration of
clean air legislation. I agree with this
schedule and will work with Senator
Bavcus and other members of the
committee to assure that we meet it. I
urge the administration to submit its
proposal in a timeframe consistent
with this schedule. To this end, we
have today sent President Bush a
letter informing him of our schedule
s0 that he may be personally aware of
it.

The announcement of the clean air
schedule today also enables other Sen-
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ators to have notice that they must
make clear their concerns.

We will have a vote on Clean Air Act
legislation this Congress.

Each of us has to take the time to
work on the issue and to participate in
developing this important legislation.
There is time for such participation
under the schedule laid out by Senator
Bavucus.

The time to act is now, and I hope
the Senate will do so.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
junior Senator from Rhode Island, Mr.
CHAFEE, is recognized for not to exceed
5 minutes.

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, first I would like to
pay tribute to the prior speakers—our
distinguished majority leader, who has
long worked on clean air matters, the
distinguished senior Senator from
Montana, Senator Baucus, who has
been active in clean air legislation, and
of course the chairman of our full
committee, who has given us such ex-
cellent leadership, Senator BURDICK,
from North Dakota.

Mr. President, I believe the schedule
for reauthorization of the Clean Air
Act as set out by Senator Baucus is a
good one. Approving the renewal of
this important law by dividing the leg-
islation into separate bills and then
going to a marking up on them will
enable the committee to proceed in a
deliberate and an orderly fashion. The
clean air legislation is extremely com-
plicated and we must assure that our
work is both thorough and well
thought out. To achieve this objective,
as has been pointed out, we will hold a
series of hearings once the legislation
has been introduced. It is imperative, I
believe, that we accomplish our work
within the timeframe that has been
suggested. For those who have not
been counting, it has been 11% years
since clean air amendments were en-
acted into law. That is the last time we
passed any clean air legislation—11%
years ago. We are now 7 years late in
renewing authorization for air pollu-
tion programs, and we are over a year
behind the deadline which was estab-
lished in law for all areas in the coun-
try to achieve healthy levels. Over a
year ago all of the Nation was meant
to be in compliance with these healthy
air standards.

This might not be so troubling if ex-
isting programs were improving air
quality but this plain just is not hap-
pening now.

In 1981, the National Committee On
Air Quality, the NCAQ, estimated that
only 32 counties out of the 3,000-plus
in our Nation would fail to meet the
ozone health standards by 1987. As
they looked ahead to the future, they
said that of the 3,000 counties in the
United States, only 32 would not meet
these standards by 1987. In fact, by
1988, the data shows that not 32 coun-
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ties but 426 counties are part of nonat-
tainment areas, and over 100 million
people live in those counties. There
may be only 426 counties that are not
in compliance out of the 3,000, but in
those 426 counties live nearly half the
population of the United States of
America.

Similarly, it was projected that all
262 metropolitan areas, with the possi-
ble exception of Los Angeles and
Denver, would attain the carbon mon-
oxide standards by 1987. In fact, the
data shows that two complied. It
shows that 50 instead of 2 areas were
in noncompliance—not 2 areas but 50
metropolitan areas, which is about
one-quarter of all the metropolitan
areas. Previously I was talking about
ozone standards. That is different
from carbon monoxide standards.

These are dry statistics, but we have
to remember that the ozone and the
carbon monoxide standards were es-
tablished to protect people's health.
That is why we passed them. We had
testimony in 1987 before our commit-
tee and scientific publications since
then have supported the need to bring
the pollution levels down to the stand-
ards. The pollution levels that were es-
tablished were not ridiculous ones.
They were the correct ones. At pollu-
tion levels above the standards a varie-
ty of people can be affected. Who are
we talking about? We are talking
about children. We are talking about
adults who do any form of exercise.
We are talking about asthmatics.
When we are dealing with carbon
monoxide, it is especially dangerous
for those with health problems.

I ask that I might have such time as
I may need to finish.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KERREY). Is there objection?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, and I will not
object, will the Senator simply indi-
cate how much time he will take?
That way I will know whether I
should return to the office.

Mr. CHAFEE. How about 10 min-
utes? Is that all right?

Mr. BYRD. I have no objection.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Will the Sena-
tor yield for a further question?

Mr. CHAFEE. Sure.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I wonder if I
could address it to the Chair. We do
not have at this point a formal list of
speakers. It was just as recognition ob-
tained. But is it not correct that the
time for morning business is over at 4
o'clock?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. The original
unanimous consent order called for
what period of time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
order we are operating under now
grants each speaker 5 minutes.



February 28, 1989

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Five minutes. I
just want to register my concern that
there are so many who want to be
heard that if we run substantially
beyond that, many of us will not have
a chance to talk at all. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection to the request?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. No, there is no
objection.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I do
not want to keep anybody else. Is
there something sacred about 4
o’clock? I see the majority leader is on
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection to the request? With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, areas
that do not retain these health stand-
ards are called nonattainment areas.
To bring ozone pollution in these
areas down to healthy levels, we have
to deal with the emissions of hydrocar-
bons and in some cases the oxides of
nitrogen, so-called NO,. Of course, in
carbon monoxide nonattainment
areas, most of that concentration of
carbon monoxide comes from automo-
bile emissions. That must be reduced.
Adverse health effects are also associ-
ated with sulfur dioxide-related pollut-
ants.

In 1987, 2 years ago, the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee re-
ported out strong clean air legislation.
That bill, S. 1894, was the result of 11
days of hearings, 3 days of markup in
the subcommittee, and 7 days of
markup in the full committee. Many
said the bill was too stringent. Yet in a
1988 report, the Office of Technology
Assessment projected that a majority
of areas with unhealthy ozone levels
would still experience unhealthy air
even after we met those measures that
were provided for in our legislation. In
other words, they were saying the bill
did not go far enough.

As I say, there are lots of objections
to S. 1894. I believe the distinguished
majority leader has touched on this.

So what we are attempting to do this
afternoon, and as we proceed along,
will be to attempt to increase under-
standing of the complex issues that
this legislation deals with. I believe we
have serious air pollution problems in
this country, and we have to take
strong action. The bill we brought out
last year was a good response but not a
perfect one. I think there are some
key components that we want in the
new clean air legislation. First, it must
contain improved new controls for
motor vehicles to offset the projected
growth in emissions from the increase
in automobile miles traveled. The ma-
jority leader gave us those statistics in
his statement.

Among the needed improvements
are technologies such as better canis-
ters to control gasoline vapors that
contribute to the ozone formation. We
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have to have tighter requirements to
bring down tailpipe emissions such as
NO, that I mentioned before, carbon
monoxide and hydrocarbons.

Second, in order to get a handle on
ozone nonattainment, stationary
sources of hydrocarbons must be more
tightly controlled. What are we talk-
ing about? We are talking about reduc-
tions in hydrocarbon emissions from
wood furniture coating operations,
from auto body refinishers, from
sewage treatment plants, from RCRA-
type treatment storage and disposal
facilities, and plastic parts coating op-
erations.

The difficult problem facing us is
that we have done the easy work and
the improvements from now on are
going to be more difficult and more
costly than they have been in the past.

Third, the legislation must require
EPA to take the lead in setting mini-
mum standards for a number of
sources of pollution. We believe that
minimum Federal standards will
assure that the States will not be
tempted to compete with each other
at the expense of the environment,
and the public health.

Fourth, State and local officials
must continue to bear the frontline re-
sponsibility for air quality.

Fifth, any Clean Air Act revisions
must contain provisions to address the
serious problem associated with acid
rain and its precursor pollutants,
sulfur dioxide and oxides of nitrogen.

In the bill last year we called for a
reduction of 12 million tons of sulfur
dioxide by the year 2000. I think that
is the right combination. Maybe that
is not what we will accept this year. I
do not know.

Finally, emissions of toxic air pollut-
ants continue to be a vexing problem.
That is a matter that Senator DUREN-
BERGER will be handling, and I presume
will be speaking on today.

Mr. President, I am optimistic that
an environmentally strong clean air
bill will be passed by the Senate this
year. I am particularly encouraged by
the commitment of the President in
proposing clean air legislation and by
the pledge of the EPA Administrator,
Mr. William Reilly, to work with Con-
gress to obtain a law.

The need for legislation is clear. The
commitment of the leadership in the
Senate to enact a bill is strong, and
the schedule set out by the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee is
designed to bring a good bill before
the Senate by year's end.

I want to thank the Chair. I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
to join my colleagues from the Envi-
ronment Committee to discuss the
committee’s consideration of legisla-
tion reauthorizing the Federal Clean
Air Act.

As 1 understand the committee's
schedule, legislation dealing with air
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toxics will be introduced on April 1,
1989, followed by the introduction of
separate legislation dealing with non-
attainment issues, and finally, acid
rain control issues, on May 1 and June
1, respectively.

I further understand that hearings
on these bills will not begin until after
June 1, 1989, after all three bills have
been introduced.

Mr. President, this appears to me to
be an ambitious approach to these
major issues, but I have great hope
that the committee can move legisla-
tion according to this schedule, while
providing ample opportunity for legiti-
mate concerns and views to be present-
ed, and accommodated.

Last summer we saw an unaccept-
able rise in unhealthy conditions
around the country as a result of air
pollution. We need to be able to report
a bill from the committee that the
entire Senate can support, that the
Congress can pass and that the Presi-
dent can sign into law.

The American people are demanding
that effective and fair Clean Air Act
legislation be passed, and that is a re-
alistic and feasible demand.

Last year it was my unfortunate
duty to have been one of two members
of the Environment Committee to
have voted against S. 1894. I did so be-
cause I did not feel that that legisla-
tion had been given appropriate con-
sideration by the committee.

First of all, it is my recollection that,
while the committee had many hear-
ings on the matters contained in S.
1894, there were never hearings on the
legislation itself, once drafted.

It is my opinion that the committee
would benefit from hearing the views
of interested, expert parties on the
actual provisions which staff have
drafted into legislation.

I do not say this only because 1 was
not happy with the shape of S. 1894,
but because I believe direct testimony
on actual legislative provisions would
have been more helpful to me person-
ally, as I assume they also would have
been to other members who were not
able to attend every meeting of the
committee.

The schedule outlined by my col-
leagues here this afternoon seems to
afford that opportunity.

Second, Mr. President, it is my opin-
ion that the committee-reported legis-
lation did not reflect a position which
the Senate as a whole could embrace.
The progress that S. 1894 made—or
did not make—after being reported
from committee is testimony to that
fact.

Further, the final form of S. 1894—
or of Clean Air Act legislation last
year—was negotiated by a handful of
Senators. Other Senators were left
watching and wondering what the
shape of such legislation might be,
and wondering whether they would
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have the opportunity to have their
concerns and the concerns of the
States they represent addressed.

That feeling is not an easy feeling to
have, especially when it comes right at
the end of a Congress, when legisla-
tion often passes quickly.

Mr. President, my colleagues have
outlined an ambitious schedule here,
but it is one that can be built upon.

The major concern that I have at
this point is where exactly this sched-
ule leaves President Bush's Clean Air
Act proposal.

As my colleagues know, President
Bush has promised to submit and
press for enactment of a major Clean
Air Act reauthorization. I would hope
that my colleagues would be mindful
that we have a great opportunity to
work in concert with the administra-
tion to strengthen America's clean air
laws. I think we ought not sguander
that opportunity.

Mr. President, in conclusion let me
say that I want to to vote for a clean
air bill this year. But I want that bill
to reflect a realistic, reasonable ap-
proach to our air problems. I also want
to make sure that that approach does
not unfairly penalize one region of the
country over another, or, give an
undue market advantage to one type
of coal over another, or one technique
for achieving reductions in pollutants
over another.

We are on a good path here, and I
commend my colleagues for moving
toward action on clean air. I hope to
be able to cast an “aye” vote in sup-
port of an effective and fair Clean Air
Act reauthorization bill.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
would like to commend Senator
Bavucus, Senator MiTcHELL, and the
other members of our committee for
the dedication they have shown to this
issue, because dedication is what has
been needed. Clean air is a subject
that has required real staying power.

The year 1977 was my first year in
the Senate and as a member of the
newly titled Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. This was the
year when we last amended the Clean
Air Act, and it seems we have been
trying to repeat that feat ever since.
The 101st Congress will mark the sue-
cessful culmination of this decade long
effort.

I would take just a few moments to
set out some of my priorities with
regard to the clean air bill our commit-
tee will be considering in the coming
months. First and foremost for me, as
well as for the State of New York, is
the matter of acid rain. I have been in-
volved with this issue since entering
the Senate and hope to see it through.

The only Federal acid rain legisla-
tion ever enacted is the Acid Precipita-
tion Act of 1980, which I first intro-
duced on September 14, 1979. This bill,
which passed in 1980 as part of the
Energy Security Act, created the Na-
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tional Acid Precipitation Assessment
Program, commonly known as
NAPAP. NAPAP’s 10-year research
and assessment program will spend
nearly $400 million over its 10-year
life. It is now nearing its end, and the
monitoring and research it has sup-
ported have been vital to our under-
standing of the acid deposition phe-
nomenon.

We now have a very respectable data
base. Our strong suspicions of the late
1970’s, that lakes, streams and forests
were being damaged by acid rain, are
now well recognized facts. We know
what areas are being damaged, and we
know where the insult originates. The
only question that remains open is
what to do about it.

I can guarantee that the bill report-
ed by our committee will contain
strong acid rain provisions.

The other area of major concern for
me is urban air pollution—smog. The
EPA's latest data rank New York as
having the fourth highest levels of
urban ozone in the Nation. Inhalation
of ozone has been shown to cause re-
duced lung function in the short term,
and microscopic lesions on the surface
of the lung over longer periods.

A large part of any program to
reduce levels of ozone and carbon
monoxide in urban areas must be
tighter controls on automobile emis-
sions. The automobile manufacturers
have made impressive progress in re-
ducing car emissions, although this
progress has always been at the man-
date of Congress. It appears to be time
once more to ask them for another
effort.

Despite the advances that have been
made, the explosive growth in the
number of cars on the road is threat-
ening to offset much of what has been
accomplished. Presently applicable
auto emission standards have succeed-
ed in eliminating 95 percent of hydro-
carbons and carbon monoxide from
auto exhaust, but this will not be
enough. At present, 50 percent of
urban ozone and 90 percent of carbon
monoxide results from pollution emit-
ted by cars and trucks. Any solution to
the problems of urban air pollution
cannot exclude this very large part of
the problem.

Mr. President, I look forward to a
productive effort by our committee
this year, and recommend that all Sen-
ators begin to prepare themselves to
consider this issue.

Mr. MITCHELL
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
majority leader is recognized.

addressed the

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
want to thank the distinguished Re-
publican leader and the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina who
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have agreed to consent to a unani-
mous-consent request which I am
about to propound regarding the nom-
ination of Dr. Sullivan. And I will now
propound that request.

Mr. President, as if in executive ses-
sion, I ask unanimous consent that on
Wednesday, March 1, at 12 noon, the
Senate go into executive session to
consider the nomination of Louis W.
Sullivan, to be Secretary of Health
and Human Services, under a time
agreement of 1 hour equally divided
between the Senator from Texas [Mr.
BeEnTsEN] and the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Packwoobl], or their des-
ignees; provided that no motions be in
order and, that at 1 p.m., the Senate
proceed without any intervening busi-
ness to a 15-minute vote on the nomi-
nation.

Provided further, that upon the dis-
position of the nomination the motion
to reconsider be laid upon the table,
and that the President be immediately
notified of the confirmation of the
nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? Without objection, it
is so ordered.

ORDER FOR YEAS AND NAYS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
further ask unanimous consent that it
be in order to request the yeas and
nays on the Sullivan nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? Without objection, it
is so ordered.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on the Sulli-
van nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. BREAUX addressed the Chair.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, may
I yield to the Senator from Louisiana
with the request that momentarily we
may have another unanimous-consent
request if we could interrupt?

Mr. MITCHELL addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
majority leader is recognized.

the

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that at 4 p.m.
today, the Senate proceed to consider-
ation of Senate Resolution 66, an
original resolution providing funding
for Senate committees; and that there
be 30 minutes of debate on the resolu-
tion to be equally divided between the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Forbpl
and the Senator from Alaska [Mr. STE-
VENS] or their designees; and that
there be 1 hour equally divided on an
amendment to limit the increase in
committee funding to 5 percent to be
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offered by the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. HELms]; and that there
be an additional 15 minutes on that
amendment to be used by Senator
CHAFEE or his designee; and that there
be 1 hour equally divided on an
amendment to strike section 24 relat-
ing to postal patron mail to be offered
by the Senator from California [Mr.
WiLson]; provided that no further
amendments be in order; that no mo-
tions to recommit be in order; and,
that the agreement be in the usual
form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Louisiana.

CLEAN AIR ACT AMENDMENTS

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I first
want to commend all the member of
the Environment and Public Works
Committee, including our distin-
guished chairman of the full commit-
tee, the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Burpick], and both subcommit-
tee chairman who are here on the
floor this afternoon—Senator LAUTEN-
BERG, Who has been very active in this
area, as well as Senator Baucus, the
new chairman of the Environmental
Protection Subcommittee. I commend
them for their contribution to the dis-
cussion we have had on clean air.

There is no question that there is a
crying need for Congress to respond to
what is indeed a national concern and
a national crisis with regard to the
quality of the air we breathe.

There is a joke that says some
people in America do not trust the air
they breathe unless they can see it.
That is a sad commentary on the air
quality conditions of many parts of
the United States. We have cities
where our citizens cannot see above a
certain level because of a cloud of nox-
ious substances that layer the areas in
which we live.

At the same time, despite the tre-
mendous concern that Americans are
expressing about the quality of the air
that we breathe and the need for us to
do something about it, the fact simply
remains that we have not been able to
do so.

It is appropriate, but a little unusu-
al, I guess, that we stand on the
Senate floor and discuss this issue
among ourselves. We need to broaden
that dialog. We need to talk with
those who have opposed efforts to
come up with a clean air bill, to try to
bring them in, try to bring in the vari-
ous constituent groups out there in
America that have different opinions
on the subject, in order that we may
negotiate a bill that would be reasona-
ble. I will predict, as I did last year,
that until we bring in under the um-
brella of discussion all the various
points of view, we are not going to be
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successful in adopting any major
amendments to the Clean Air Act.

We have been unable, despite the se-
riousness of this issue that cries for
action, to amend the existing clean air
law with a set of amendments that are
rational, reasonable, balanced in their
approach, in order to get something
over to the President for him to sign.
It is critical that we do that this year.
It is critical that at least we do it in
this Congress.

I am delighted that our new Presi-
dent, a person for whom I have a great
deal of admiration in many, many
areas, has agreed to be forthright and
forthcoming in recommending amend-
ments to the Clean Air Act. His new
Administrator for the Environmental
Protection Agency, Mr. Bill Reilly, has
told me that he plans to support legis-
lation to amend the Clean Air Act.

That is a far different situation from
the one we had last year, in which the
administration basically sat on its
hands and refused to participate in
the process. I have said time and again
that a clean air bill will not be success-
ful if it is written totally by industry
representatives, nor will it be success-
ful in becoming law if it is written to-
tally by environmental concerns, with-
out interaction and without discussion
and without compromise among the
various groups.

We can say anything we want on the
Senate floor, but until we have legisla-
tion which brings together these con-
flicting interests, we are not going to
be successful in getting a clean air bill
adopted by the Senate and the other
body and one that will be signed by
the President.

There will be numerous areas in
which we are going to have to compro-
mise; otherwise, we will fail once
again. We can no longer afford to fail
in trying to find the solutions for such
serious problems. So I welcome this
discussion. We need to broaden it, and
we need to have more people involved
in seeking answers to these very seri-
ous problems.

We in the Congress have a very diffi-
cult job in coming up with specific
standards. I do not know whether a
standard should be 0.009 or perhaps
0.008 when we talk about standards
for emissions of a particular com-
pound. Congress should not make
those judgments. I would like to have
legislation that directs the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to follow
through in establishing what those
specific standards should be. The legis-
lation should set out goals for what we
hope to accomplish, a timetable, and
see to it that we ensure that EPA
comes through and does what they in
fact are supposed to do to achieve
those goals.

I doubt that our committee is
equipped or knowledgeable enough to
come out with the specific numbers
that are needed and appropriate to
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clean up America's air. So we will have
to set out a general set of principles
and assure the American public that
the EPA will in fact follow through
aggressively with what they are to do.

I certainly hope that is what is going
to happen this year. I am certainly
committed to contributing to that
process this year. I urge all Senators
to join us in that effort.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, to
live is to breathe, an instinctual act
which we perform unconsciously
except for those times when the neces-
sity of this act is brought dramatically
to our attention. On a cool February
day in Washington, DC we are slow to
remember the dreadful summer of
1988 when the people of this city were
brought to a painful awareness of the
relationship between life, health, and
the air we breathe. During July and
August of that year, if Washington,
DC had been a factory it would have
been shut down and the workers sent
home because the air pollution exceed-
ed occupational health standards for
34 days. Similarly, residents of my
home State of Connecticut face unac-
ceptable levels of acid rain and ozone
pollution, not of their making. In the
summer of 1987 EPA data indicated
that Connecticut had a dozen days of
ozone pollution emergency conditions.
When compiled, the data for the
summer of 1988 are expected to be
much worse.

Acid rain is a problem which not
only affects trees and lakes but threat-
ens human health as well. According
to testimony summarized in the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee
1987 Report on the Clean Air Stand-
ards Attainment Act, acid rain is re-
sponsible for 50-70,000 premature
deaths each year. We spend an esti-
mated $40 billion each year in addi-
tional health care costs because of air
pollution. Canadian studies, conducted
over the last 14 years, have shown
that hospital admissions for respirato-
ry problem go up with increases in sul-
phate and ozone levels. It is particular-
ly infuriating that a large portion of
this burden falls on those who are
least able to protect themselves—our
newborn, young children, and the el-
derly.

We must have strong clean air legis-
lation and, we must have it soon.

The President has said that he will
send us a clean air bill. That itself is a
milestone because, after 8 years of in-
action we have an administration
which recognizes that we are facing a
real threat from our air. The test how-
ever, will be whether the administra-
tion bill is a strong one, that will move
us forward along the difficult and
complicated path before us. If it is,
then we can cooperate on the critical
task of cleaning our air so that we, and
our families can live healthier and
longer lives.
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Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I join
with my colleagues in thanking the
distinguished majority leader, the
chairman of the Environment Com-
mittee, Mr. Burbpick, and the chair-
man of the Environmental Protection
Subcommittee, Mr. Bavcus for their
comments today on the vital impor-
tance of advancing clean air legislation
this year.

Although we fell disappointingly
short of an agreement on a clean air
agreement last year, Senator MITCH-
ELL and other Senators put forth a tre-
mendous effort to forge a compromise
in an enormously difficult situation. I
am greatly encouraged that the lead-
ership will be making achievement of
clean air legislation a major priority
for 1989.

As the majority leader and several of
my colleagues have pointed out ahead
of me today, we have very significant
problems with ozone depletion and
carbon monoxide pollution in cities all
across the United States, from the
famous smog of Los Angeles to the
brown cloud of Denver.

There are three principal air pollu-
tion problems in Colorado and across
the Nation:

The first is carbon monoxide pollu-
tion, which is a serious problem in
high-altitude cities across the West.

The second is ozone pollution.
Ozone, which is formed by the interac-
tion of nitrogen oxides and hydrocar-
bons in the atmosphere, is a problem
that affects many of the Nation's
major urban areas. What is of even
greater concern is that the EPA al-
ready has determined that the current
ozone standard provides little, if any,
margin of safety.

And third, dozens of cities and towns
across the country are trying to find
ways to reduce particulate pollution,
which can cause very serious health
risks.

The Environmental Protection
Agency reported earlier this month
that the Nation suffered the worst
pollution of the decade last summer.
About two-thirds of the more than 300
monitoring stations posted higher
levels of ozone pollution in 1988 than
in any other summer this decade, ac-
cording to the EPA’s preliminary find-
INgs.

Another EPA study recently found
that 15 million more people were sub-
jected to unhealthy air in 1988 than in
1987, bringing the total to 150 million
Americans who live in areas with
higher levels of ozone or carbon mon-
oxide pollution than what is consid-
ered safe.

Air pollution can also have disas-
trous effects on agriculture. A third
EPA study suggests that high ozone
levels can reduce grain crop yields by
as much as 30 percent. The cost to
farmers is estimated at between $2.5
billion and $3 billion a year. High
ozone concentrations are common in
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rural areas downwind from large pol-
luted cities.

These problems are first and fore-
most caused by the automobile and
the pollutants emitted by automobile
engines: carbon monoxide and nitro-
gen oxide. We know that the technolo-
gy is available and affordable to con-
trol emissions from mobile sources. We
know how to lower the nitrogen oxide
standard and the carbon monoxide
standard. We know how to test these
automobiles so they are able to meet
tough standards for the life of the
automobile or 100,000 miles.

The question is: When will we find
the political will to assure that auto-
mobiles, light trucks and diesels meet
the standards necessary to protect the
health of the American public?

If we look at the longer term prob-
lem of global warming, the urgency
for action becomes even more acute.
Today around the globe, there are 300
million automobiles. Shortly into the
21st century, there will be 1 billion
automobiles. Those automobiles are
adding significantly day in and day
out to the pollution of the air, and to
the phenomena of global warming.

As a nation, we cannot afford to
delay action on these air pollution
problems one day longer. Carbon mon-
oxide, ozone, and particulates all pose
very serious risks to the health of lit-
erally millions of people. The time for
action has come. I believe that there
are several specific actions we must
take to clean up air pollution in the
West’s high-altitude towns and cities,
as well as in the Nation’s major urban
areas.

First, to reduce both carbon monox-
ide and ozone pollution, we should re-
quire that auto manufacturers stand
behind the pollution-control equip-
ment they install on cars and light
trucks. We should insist that vehicles
meet current emission standards for
the life of that vehicle—for 10 years or
100,000 miles. The Colorado Depart-
ment of Health has told me that this
one measure would do more to clean
the air in the Denver metro area than
any other single piece of legislation.

Beyond that, we should reduce the
amount of pollution spewed from the
tailpipes of new cars and trucks. For
example, many cars emit far more
carbon monoxide when the engines
are cold than when the engines and
pollution control equipment have
warmed up. This one loophole in exist-
ing law is causing air pollution prob-
lems in cities as diverse as Anchorage
and Denver, and we should close that
loophole.

Another loophole we should close is
the one that permits light trucks sold
at high altitude cities to meet a much
weaker carbon monoxide emission
standard than other light duty trucks.
The engines in these trucks are identi-
cal to engines in many small cars—and
all of them could meet the same stand-
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ard with only a small modification in
the onboard computers. We should
make sure that loophole gets closed so
that the people of Denver can breathe
easier.

In addition, EPA several years ago
stopped doing in-use testing for cars
and trucks that are used at high alti-
tudes. That means we just don’t know
whether cars are even meeting the ex-
isting standards. We should make sure
that EPA restarts its high-altitude
testing program so that we can make
sure that cars meet the air pollution
standards while the cars are on the
road, not just while the cars are in the
lab.

Mr. President, these are the most
important steps we must take to
reduce carbon monoxide pollution. In
the areas of ozone pollution, it is im-
portant that we strengthen emission
standards for nitrogen oxides. The
same is true of particulate emissions—
since buses and trucks are major
sources of small particulate pollution,
it is very important that we clean up
these sources and search for alterna-
tive fuels for these vehicles.

Mr. President, reauthorizing and
strengthening the Clean Air Act must
be one of our top priorities this year,
and I am delighted the majority leader
and Environment Committee leader-
ship have underscored today their
commitment to advancing this vital
legislation.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
once again, members of the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee are
on the floor talking about clean air
legislation. It is a disturbingly familiar
refrain of dirty air, sick children, ster-
ile lakes, and dead trees. I am disap-
pointed and embarrassed that Con-
gress has been unable, or unwilling, to
enact legislation to reduce pollutants
which damage our environment and
threaten our health.

Four years ago, New Hampshire en-
acted a law requiring a reduction in
emissions of acid rain precursors in an
attempt to slow the degradation which
is poisoning the lakes and contributing
to the decline of the red spruce and
other trees in the White Mountains.
My constituents join a chorus of citi-
zens throughout the country who be-
seech their Congressmen to enact
strong air pollution controls.

Congress must take action against
acid rain and other air pollutants.
Given President Bush's support and
the majority leader’s commitment to
effecting acid rain controls, I believe
we can navigate the sea of factional-
ism and special interests which has im-
peded enactment of legislation to
reduce acid rain. We must work to-
gether to create legislation which can
withstand political and regional pres-
sures.

Mr. President, first and foremost,
legislation must require a significant
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reduction in the emission and trans-
port of sulfur dioxide and oxides of ni-
trogen which create the acid deposi-
tion damaging the environment and
increasing public health risks. We
have the ability to reduce emissions
now. I will continue to support legisla-
tion which results in achievement of
immediate emission reductions while
allowing a longer timeframe for
achieving larger reductions upwards of
10 million tons of SO. per year.

I believe that free choice of reduc-
tion strategy and use of conservation
are essential elements of acid rain leg-
islation. In requiring that they achieve
stringent aggregate levels of emissions
reduction, we should allow States
flexibility to create a least-cost control
strategy which fits their particular
needs. For, in order to overcome the
disparate regional interests and enact
strong legislation which adequately re-
duces harmful pollutants, we must
seek to minimize costs.

Incentives should be provided for
use of conservation to achieve emis-
sion reduction goals. Use of conserva-
tion simultaneously decreases emis-
sions, costs, and dependence on im-
ported sources of energy. Conservation
measures are superior to other control
strategies in that they reduce emis-
sions of other pollutants such as
carbon dioxide which contribute to
the greenhouse effect.

Mr. President, as a member of the
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee, I will be working hard to sort
out the complexities and enact com-
prehensive legislation to improve and
refine the outdated Clean Air Act. I
look forward to working with the
other members of the committee and
urge my colleagues to join our efforts
to reduce the harmful effects of acid
rain and other air pollutants.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate this opportunity to join the
committee leaders in announcing this
timetable for bringing Clean Air Act
amendments to the floor of the Senate
for consideration.

Like others who have spoken here
before me, I look forward to a fair and
timely resolution of the many issues
that have stalled passage of a bill to
renew the now-expired Clean Air Act.
The people in my home State of Ver-
mont have a hard time understanding
our difficulties in enacting a bill to
strip the air and clouds of the sulfur
and nitrogen oxide that continue to
cause visible damage to our lakes and
forests. Today we state that we will
address this concern.

Clearly acid rain is Vermont's big-
gest concern, but this committee bill
will go much further than that. It
shouldn’t take another summer like
last year's to convince Members that
changes in the current law are war-
ranted.

While we can appreciate the
progress accomplished by the 1972 bill
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and the 1977 amendments, we must re-
alize that increases in fuel consump-
tion, power generation, and industrial
activity have offset a substantial por-
tion of the gains realized by mandated
standards and design improvements.

The goal of this committee is to put
in place the necessary legislation to
guarantee healthy air for all of Amer-
ica, and to do so in the most cost effec-
tive manner possible. Recognizing past
gains, we must finish the job of clean-
ing the air for future generations.

No one who is witnessing these an-
nouncements by the committee lead-
ers should think that today marks a
beginning. If anything, today’'s an-
nouncements signal the bell lap for
clean air legislation. A large communi-
ty, including legislators, researchers,
and environmental and industry lead-
ers, has labored long and hard to bring
us to this point today. This Senate En-
vironment Committee, including past
and present members, has logged
countless hours seeking to describe the
right mix of remedies for the pending
malady. Even as the process continues
daily, today we set a goal for comple-
tion.

I think it is important to realize that
not only will the health of air in the
United States be improved by passage
of an effective clean air amendments
bill, but other nations facing similar,
or even much worse, problems will
benefit by our action. New legislation
will spur new techniques and technol-
ogies that can be shared with the rest
of the world.

The environment can no longer be
viewed in local or national terms. We
face problems that recognize no politi-
cal boundaries; problems whose solu-
tions require international coopera-
tion.

By proving to the rest of the world
that we can fix our toughest national
problems, we will gain a measure of re-
spect that will prove invaluable in ad-
dressing difficult global problems. It is
arrogant for this country to assume
that any other nation will attend to
our suggestions for its policies if we
are unable to amend our own.

Passage of a Clean Air Act amend-
ments bill is crucial for us, as legisla-
tors, to guarantee clean air for our
citizens. It is a vital first step that we,
as Americans, must take to be credible
participants in discussions to solve
global dilemmas that loom even larger.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to pro-
ceed for 5 minutes.

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

CLEAN AIR LEGISLATION

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to begin by saying how
much I appreciate the schedule which
the Senator from Montana [Mr.
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Bavcus] has outlined. It clearly dem-
onstrates that Clean Air legislation
will be a high priority in this Con-
gress. It gives us the opportunity to
craft good legislation after wide con-
sultation with affected interests and
elected officials from all regions of the
country. Starting with a commitment
to listen to the broadest expression of
concern on these very complex ques-
tions is in my view the wisest course.

Acid rain has been of major concern
to my constituents in Minnesota for
most of this decade. The northeastern
portion of our State which contains
some of the most beautiful wilderness
resources in the Nation is an area ex-
tremely sensitive to acid deposition. So
Minnesota, acting on its own, has al-
ready established an aggressive pro-
gram to reduce the pollutants which
can cause damage to our lakes and for-
ests.

Sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides,
the two pollutants which cause the
acid rain problem, are propelled into
the atmosphere by smokestacks and
tailpipes all across America. The
vearly loading for each of these pollut-
ants is approximately 20 million tons.
The sulfur dioxide comes principally
from electric powerplants burning
coal. The nitrogen dioxides are about
half from industry and half from our
cars and trucks.

These pollutants can travel hun-
dreds of miles from their point of re-
lease to the place where they affect
the environment. Tall smokestacks de-
signed to protect public health in
areas close to powerplants have made
these pollutants a major issue on a
continental scale. It is the issue that
divides us most frequently from our
best friend in the community of na-
tions. The sensitive resources of our
Canadian friends to the north are
being ravaged by pollutants produced
in our industrial heartland.

As we all know, acid rain is an issue
which excites sharp regional passions.
The Northeast is the area of the coun-
try which suffers most of the damage.
The industrial Midwest mines and
burns the high sulfur coal which is
causing most of the damage. And the
West has abundant supplies of low
sulfur coal which it would very much
like to sell as part of the solution.
That mix of interests has meant dead-
lock here in the Congress for almost a
decade.

As I have said, Minnesota has had
an aggressive acid rain control pro-
gram in place for a number of years.
Our consumers have spent hundreds
of millions of dollars to purchase
scrubbers for our powerplants and low
sulfur coal as a fuel. But we are also
willing to make some further contribu-
tion to solving this national problem,
if we can. I believe that Minnesotans
would support a subsidy for the very
high cost of cleaning up powerplants
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in the Midwest. The people of my
State would be willing to pay a fee
that was reasonable and gave them
some credit for their past efforts, if
that fee could break the acid rain
deadlock here in the Congress.

In the past I have sponsored acid
rain bills which included a tax on
sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide
emissions. The revenues from these
fees were to be placed in a national
trust fund to be used to offset a sub-
stantial portion of the capital cost for
reducing acid rain. My Minnesota col-
league, Congressman GERRY SIKORSKI,
has been the primary author of bills in
the House which would impose a fee
on electricity use to provide revenue
for an acid rain control subsidy. I con-
tinue to believe that some form of sub-
sidy will be a necessary part of any
strong acid rain bill.

Clean air legislation must also ad-
dress the difficult problem of nonat-
tainment. Under the Clean Air Act,
EPA has set standards to protect the
public health from a handful of pol-
lutants which cause a widespread
threat. These are pollutants like
sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides.
Standards have also been set for
ozone—which to most people is smog—
and carbon monoxide—a pollutant
which comes principally from the tail-
pipe of cars. These are city problems,
generally. More than 100 million
Americans live in cities which do not
meet the Federal health standards for
smog and carbon monoxide.

Back in 1970 when the Clean Air Act
was passed, two strategies were devel-
oped for smog and carbon monoxide.
Since much of the problem is attribut-
able to cars and trucks, EPA was to set
air pollution standards for vehicles.
And the second part of strategy relied
on the States to develop plans for con-
trolling emissions from industrial
sources in areas where the standards
were being exceeded.

The Federal Motor Vehicle Control
Program—as the strategy for cars and
trucks is called—has been a great suc-
cess. Carbon monoxide emissions from
the tailpipes of new cars are about 90
percent lower than emissions from
cars that were manufactured in 1970.
Hydrocarbon emissions—that is gener-
ally gasoline vapors—which are the
primary element in smog formation
have also been reduced by about 90
percent. Another pollutant contribut-
ing to smog—the nitrogen oxides—
have also been reduced by about 75
percent. As we prepare to review the
Clean Air Act, I think we must keep in
mind how much progress has actually
been made in controlling emissions
from the automobile.

There is more that can be done, of
course. One of the difficult remaining
problems on carbon monoxide is high
emissions during the cold weather
months. Minneapolis and St. Paul, as
one might expect, have a cold weather
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carbon monoxide problem and are in
nonattainment for this pollutant. En-
gines and pollution control systems
just don't function as effectively when
the car is started on a cold winter
morning. There is no reason to believe
that modifications in auto pollution
control can be made which will con-
tribute to a further substantial reduc-
tion in the carbon monoxide nonat-
tainment problem.

On the ozone side, the biggest differ-
ence we can make in the motor vehicle
contribution to the air pollution prob-
lem is a matter of the fuel rather than
the car itself. Gasoline is not a simple
compound. It is made up of many dif-
ferent chemical elements. And the mix
has changed over the years. As oil
markets changed some chemicals
available in abundant amounts have
become much cheaper than others.
For instance, butane is much cheaper
than gasoline and can be added to gas-
oline in large quantities without great-
ly reducing the performance of the
fuel. But butane—as everyone who has
flicked a Bic lighter knows—produces
much more vapor than gasoline. As oil
refiners have added butane to motor
fuels, more hydrocarbon vapors have
been released to the atmosphere to
cause smog and other pollution prob-
lems. Controlling the quality of the
fuel—a quality called vapor pressure—
must be an essential element of our
0Zone program.

So, we have made great strides on
the mobile source side of the nonat-
tainment question, but more can be
done. The same cannot be said for the
other half of this process, the State
planning effort. The original 1970 stat-
ute gave the States 3 years to write
and implement plans that would
assure attainment of the public health
standards. When large numbers of
areas still had not attained healthy air
by 1977, the Congress enacted sweep-
ing amendments to the law that gave
States up to 10 more years, to Decem-
ber 1987. That deadline has now
passed and the failure to meet stand-
ards is still a critical problem in dozens
of cities. We have made some progress.
The number of days when the air is
unhealthy have been fewer in this
decade. For many of the cities with
the worst population problem, the
highest levels of pollution have been
brought down dramatically. And a sub-
stantial number of cities have actually
attained the ozone and carbon monox-
ide standards.

But these modest successes are not
the major theme in this story. Anyone
making an objective report on the
State planning process of the Clean
Air Act must say that the efforts have
largely failed to produce results. Many
of the control strategies promised in
State implementation plans have
never been implemented or were im-
plemented in only a half-hearted way.
After dozens of cities missed a 1982
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deadline, EPA attempted to impose
sanctions and was forced to back down
by the Congress. All of these cities
were required to submit new SIP's, but
EPA has never reviewed them. Iron-
ically, the only cities which are now
being sanctioned are those who re-
fused to cheat in the planning process
at an earlier stage. And now that the
final deadline has passed, it is pretty
clear that EPA has no legal authority
to proceed in any reasonable way to
make further progress on the ozone
and carbon monoxide nonattainment
problem. This is a program that is
broke,

And simply repeating the same old
cycle one more time—even if we all
promise to be serious this time—is not
going to solve the problem. To some
extent the planning process invites
failure. A State implementation plan
is a promise to achieve a healthy air
quality at some distant date 5 or 10
years in the future. To support the
promise the plan must make all sorts
of assumptions. Emissions of air pol-
lutants must be projected years into
the future. Planners tend to underesti-
mate growth so that emissions will be
lower. If emissions are too high to
project attainment, control strategies
must be proposed. Planners tend to
greatly overestimate the efficacy of
these control strategies. And the
promised strategies must be imple-
mented. Politicians find ways to delay
and deflect these control strategies
when the time for implementation ar-
rives.

I suppose that with enough re-
sources for oversight, we could make
this process honest. We could force
this process to produce SIP’s that
were realistic. But those resources
aren’'t in sight. I believe that funda-
mental reforms in the process might
be more promising. One of the ave-
nues which deserves serious explora-
tion is the proposal made by EPA in
its post-1987 nonattainment strategy.
Rather than require a demonstration
of attainment at some distant point,
EPA's strategy relied primarily on an
annual percentage reduction in the
emissions of pollutants which are
causing nonattainment. A percentage
reduction requirement ties the whole
process to an emissions inventory
which is more tangible than the
models of future air quality which
have been at the heart of the planning
process in the past.

The third major issue in this legisla-
tion is toxic air pollutants. Most of the
air toxics discussion focuses on cancer.
EPA estimates that something like
2,500 cancers are caused each year in
the United States as the result of toxic
air emissions.

Well, you might say that is a rela-
tively small problem compared to
other environmental risks or health
problems which result from careless
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lifestyles; 2,500 cancers in a population
of 250 million is a 1-in-100,000 risk
which to some is an acceptable price to
pay for an industrial society. And if
the risks were spread evenly among
the whole of the population with each
of us bearing an equally small portion,
perhaps air toxics wouldn't be on the
congressional agenda.

But risks are not spread evenly.
Those living near point sources of in-
dustrial emissions may face very high
cancer risks. The 1 in 1,000 or even 1
in 100 are typical risks for those per-
sons who experience maximum expo-
sure to various categories of industrial
emissions. For one pollutant, butadi-
ene, the risks at some sites are by
EPA’'s projections 3 in 10; that is there
will be 3 excess cancers for every 10
people maximally exposed at these
sites. That's simply not an acceptable
price whatever the benefits of this
particular chemical.

Risks can also be elevated as the
result of the urban soup of pollutants
that some Americans are forced to
breathe. A recent report by a Califor-
nia air pollution control agency indi-
cates that the excess cancer risk from
benzene pollution in Los Angeles
County—this is just one pollutant,
benzene—is 1 in 1,000. In the whole
basin air toxics are projected to cause
222 additional cancer cases per year.
So it's not just the national cancer in-
cidence that is of concern. It is also
the high risks faced by those individ-
uals who experience extraordinary ex-
posures in some communities.

And, of course, it is not only cancer.
Many of the air toxics, especially the
metals, can lead to other adverse
health effects. And in recent months
we have become aware of the environ-
mental effects of these pollutants. The
most dramatic evidence of damage is
coming out of my region of the coun-
try, the Great Lakes. It is estimated
that 80 percent of the toxics loading
to Lake Superior is air deposition and
that even for Lake Michigan—whose
problems we normally associate with
industrial discharges to rivers and trib-
utaries—50 percent of the toxics are
from air deposition. There is an isolat-
ed lake called Siskiwit on an island in
Lake Superior that shows significant
contamination from PCB’'s and toxa-
phene which could only have come as
the result of air pollutant.

That's the continuous and routine
emission side of the air toxics problem.
These emissions occur every day—day
after day. But we have also been awak-
ened to the problem of sudden, cata-
strophic releases as the result of the
tragedy in Bhopal and a series of
chemical accidents here in the United
States.

Again, I'll start with some EPA sta-
tistics. The agency Keeps something
called the acute hazards events data
base which recorded 6,928 chemical ac-
cidents between 1980 and 1985. These
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accidents killed 138, injured another
4,717 and forced the evacuation of
217,000. EPA thinks the data captures
about half the problem. These acci-
dents resulted in the release of 420
million pounds of air toxics.

So here's a summary of the problem.
A background cancer risk of 1 in
100,000 from the few dozen air toxics
EPA has studied, dramatically higher
risks for some portion of the popula-
tion, noncancer effects, growing evi-
dence of environmental damage, and
an increasing number of catastrophic
events which cause immediate death
and injury and release large quantities
of toxic pollutants.

Now the second part of the picture.
What's EPA been doing about all of
this? I want to say upfront that EPA is
poorly equipped to address the prob-
lem of hazardous air pollutants. The
law they have to work with, principal-
ly section 112 of the Clean Air Act, is
not adequate to do the job. In a very
few words it creates a fundamental di-
lemma which all of our very best
thinkers, including Robert Bork on
two different occasions, have been
unable to successfully resolve. Section
112 requires EPA to protect public
health from air toxics with an ample
margin of safety. However, air toxics
are mostly carcinogens and for car-
cinogens there is no safe level of expo-
sure. It is generally impossible to com-
pletely prevent emissions and thus, to
the extent we wish to continue enjoy-
ing the benefits of many chemicals,
the mandate of section 112 cannot be
fulfilled.

Whoever is to blame, there can be no
doubt that the record is dismal. In 18
years, EPA has listed 8 pollutants.
During that same period of time, the
handful of States which have air
toxics programs have been able to
write standards of one type or another
for 700 and 8 different pollutants.
They are not all rigorous standards
but it suggests the size of the chasm
which yawns between the problem and
the solution here at the Federal level.

On the question of routine and con-
tinuous emissions of air toxics, some of
us have proposed legislation which
would shift the focus from the health-
based standard of the current section
112 to a technology-based standard as
is used in other parts of the Clean Air
Act and in the Clean Water Act. Major
sources—that is big chemical plants,
oil refineries and similar sources—of
toxic air pollutants would have to in-
stall the best available control tech-
nology to prevent pollution.

To deal with the problem of acciden-
tal releases, we are proposing to
borrow an institution which has
worked well in the transportation
field, that is the National Transporta-
tion Safety Board which investigates
each airline or public transportation
accident which results in a death. Leg-
islation which we considered last year
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included a chemical safety board
which would investigate chemical acci-
dents and make recommendations to
EPA on steps which could be taken to
reduce the risk of catastrophic acci-
dents.

KITTY GAMBLE

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, today is an important day in the
life of my organization and the people
of Minnesota. It marks the end of a
distinguished career of one of the Sen-
ate’s most devoted workers, Mrs. Kitty
Gamble, my Minnesota chief of staff.

It was 30 years ago this month that
my association with Kitty began. Her
father, Fallon Kelly, was asked by
President Eisenhower to be the U.S.
attorney for Minnesota.

That left an empty chair in the
South St. Paul law firm of LeVander,
Gillen, and Miller. As a new graduate
of law school, I filled that seat.

When Harold LeVander was elected
Governor of Minnesota 7 years later
he brought me along as executive di-
rector, and I received my exposure to
public service from the inside.

Kitty's father gave me my ‘“‘break,”
and she helped me make the most of
it. In my first two campaigns for the
Senate in 1978 and 1982, Kitty
Gamble was a key player in the oper-
ation.

They say that an army marches on
its stomach. Well my experience tells
me that a campaign moves on the
backs of its volunteers. That was
Kitty's job, building a work force of
people who wanted to make a differ-
ence by getting involved in political
campaigns.

She did an outstanding job, and con-
sequently I am here to tell about it. In
1983, Kitty became my Minnesota
staff director after the sudden death
of George Theiss. She has served with
incredible energy, constancy and skill
every single day since that time.

Kitty came to my office from a
career in public health nursing. She
has had almost a second career in vol-
unteer work and has made an out-
standing contribution to the United
Way of Minnesota.

She and her husband, Bill Gamble,
have also raised an outstanding family
of four children, Kathy, Molly,
Jimmy, and Scott.

Mr. President, as Senators, we have
the opportunity to work with a lot of
people, at various levels. They ease our
burdens, advance our agendas and pro-
vide help to people where we can't. It
is a unique person about whom you
can say “They always give their best.”

Mr. President, Kitty Gamble always
gave me, the Senate, and the people of
Minnesota her very best. It has been
an honor to be associated with her and
an inspiration to work alongside a
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person who holds the banner of per-
sonal and public service so high.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Thank you, Mr.
President.

THE CLEAN AIR ACT

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
I welcome the opportunity to join my
colleagues in urging that the Senate
act on the Clean Air Act.

1 also commend my colleagues on
the Environment Committee, includ-
ing the Senator from Minnesota, Mr.
DURENBERGER, with whom I have
worked very closely on a section called
air toxics.

I also want to compliment the chair-
man of the subcommittee, the Senator
from Montana, Mr. Bavucuvs, for
moving on this very important legisla-
tion.

President Bush has said that there is
a new breeze blowing in the country.
Mr. President, the American people
want to know that this breeze contains
air which is safe to breathe, which
does not harm trees, lakes and coastal
waters and which doesn't pose a threat
of a Bhopal type accident in the
United States.

The Clean Air Act authorization ex-
pired in 1981 and the Congress has not
reauthorized, and more importantly
strengthened the act. This is primarily
the fault of the Reagan administra-
tion which first tried to weaken the
act and when that failed, opposed
every effort to strengthen the act.

To his credit, President Bush has
promised to present the Congress with
clear air legislation. This is a major ad-
vance over the Reagan administration
position, and one that makes me opti-
mistic that we will be able to enact
clean air legislation. If the President
delivers a reasonable bill, he will find a
Congress willing to work closely with
him.

Mr. President, the time to pass a
strong clean air bill is long overdue.
Over 100 million people live in areas
that exceed the existing ozone stand-
ard and almost 30 million live in areas
that fail to meet the carbon monoxide
standard. This, even though the stand-
ards were supposed to be achieved by
1977. Violations of the ozone health
standard can result in lung function
impairment and adverse effects on
crops, forests, and materials. Carbon
monoXxide violations can result in re-
duced work capacity and fetal effects.

In 1988 in New Jersey, the ozone
standard was violated 45 days, the
highest number of violations in 5
years, with levels over 66 percent
higher than the ozone standard. And
this despite having some of the tough-
est air pollution controls in the
Nation. We need to enact legislation
with tougher requirements and which
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require pollution control in States con-
tributing to standard violations in
other States like New Jersey.

We also need to reduce emissions of
pollutants which cause acid deposi-
tion. Acid rain has adverse effects on
visibility, materials, pollution of lakes
and streams and coastal areas, trees
and crops.

Rain in New Jersey has been meas-
ured at levels at least 70 to 80 times
more acidic than natural rain. New
Jersey streams and lakes are vulnera-
ble to continued acid deposition.

In addition, acid rain has been
linked to elevated levels of nitrogen in
coastal waters resulting in a loss of
oxygen in the water and long-term de-
cline of marine life, EPA is doing little
to address this problem. I added lan-
guage to the fiscal year 1989 HUD
independent agency appropriation re-
port requiring EPA to develop a plan by
June 1, 1989, to research and monitor
the role of atmospheric deposition in
coastal waters.

Finally, we need to address toxic air
pollutants. Toxic air pollutants pre-
sents one of the most serious threats
to human health. An EPA study of
just 20 toxic air pollutants concluded
that these pollutants resulted in 1,700
to 2,000 cancer cases a year. EPA's
own 1987 comparative analysis of risks
concluded that toxic air pollutants
posed a high risk of cancer and non-
cancer health risks when compared to
other sources of pollution. Air toxics
also are increasingly believed to be a
cause of environmental contamination
including coastal pollution.

Yet, since the Clean Air Act was first
enacted in 1970, EPA has regulated
just seven pollutants. It is clear that
the existing regulatory system is inad-
equate. And as air toxics emissions
data becomes available under the
right-to-know legislation, the public is
going to demand action to reduce this
pollution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
1 ask unanimous ‘consent that I be
given such time to complete this state-
ment and another one that follows,
not to exceed T minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, did the
Senator mean T additional minutes?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Seven addition-
al minutes.

In response to the Senator from New
Mexico, I did ask the majority leader
if he was compelled to cut off at 4
o'clock. He assured me that any state-
ments that must be made, we will have
the time to do so, and that 4 o’clock,
as I understood him—the Senator
would have to get that from him di-
rectly—is flexible.
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Mr. DOMENICI. I am not worried
about 4 o'clock. I want to know more
or less when I might be doing mine.

I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator may continue.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
we need to be concerned about cata-
strophic accidents involving toxic pol-
lutants, not just routine emissions.
EPA says that there have been over
11,000 accidents in the 1980’s resulting
in roughly 11,000 injuries and 309
deaths.

The right-to-know legislation, which
I authored, partially addresses this
problem by requiring industry to make
information available to communities
which can then plan for emergencies.
But the record of accidents in the
United States makes it clear that more
needs to be done to protect the public
from accidents like which occured in
Bhopal.

Mr. President, we need to act now. 1
plan to do my share to see that clean
air legislation is passed expeditiously.

THE NOMINATION OF JOHN G.
TOWER TO BE SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
I would like to take the remainder of
my time to address another subject,
one which we heard about substantial-
ly from the Republican leader when
he admonished us not to look at the
files available in S. 407 from the FBI
and remind us that the majority
report that we saw up there alongside
the F'BI report was in fact only a ma-
jority report and did not reflect the
views of the minority nor was it a com-
plete committee report.

The staff up there was very explicit.
They said this is a report from the ma-
jority membership on the Armed Serv-
ices Committee and in no way suggest-
ed or intimated that it might reflect
the opinions of all. So we were appro-
priately cautioned as we looked at
those documents.

Mr. President, I plan to vote against
the nomination of John Tower to be
Secretary of Defense. The FBI report,
which I read yesterday, confirmed my
initial misgivings about his nomina-
tion. After reviewing the body of evi-
dence, including the hearings of the
Senate Armed Services Committee, I
cannot vote to confirm.

In my mind, there is no doubt that
Senator Tower has the knowledge of
defense and the intellectual capacity
to fill this post. Those qualifications
are not at issue here. However, the
concerns about Tower's past behav-
ior—from a serious drinking problem
to conflict of interest stemming from
his past relationships with defense
contractors, have raised sufficient
doubts in my mind about Senator
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Tower's fitness to serve that I cannot
vote for his nomination.

Some may argue that any doubts
about Tower's nomination must be re-
solved in favor of confirming the
President’s choice. 1 disagree. Any
doubts must be resolved in favor of
our national security. They must be
resolved in favor of the best interests
of the American people and of our
Nation. Under article II of the Consti-
tution, the Senate has a responsibility
independent of the President’s to
judge the fitness of Cabinet nominees.
Because of that responsibility, the
Senate is held in some measure re-
sponsible for the performance of a
nominee to whom they have given
consent. We cannot be a rubberstamp
for the President's choice.

In matters of national security, the
Senate's responsibility to scrutinize
the President's choice is especially
heavy. The Secretary of Defense holds
the fate of our fighting men and
women, our Nation, and possibly the
globe in his or her hands. He is direct-
ly under the President in the chain of
command. He will be called upon to
advise the President in times of na-
tional crisis—when our men have been
attacked, our planes shot down, when
American hostages are taken. He must
make decisions at all times of the day
or night, often with little time and
even less information.

The Secretary must have a clear
head to carry out these responsibil-
ities. He holds the security of our
Nation in his hands. Those hands
must be steady at the helm. I do not
believe that John Tower meets those
standards. The issue of his past alco-
hol use weighs more heavily on my
mind than his future promises of so-
briety, as sincere as they may be. We
cannot afford to base our Nation's se-
curity on the hope that someone with
a history of problems with alcohol will
be able to resist that temptation in the
future.

Further, the next Secretary of De-
fense faces the daunting task of clean-
ing up our defense procurement
system and restoring the faith of the
American people in our Defense De-
partment. He must make tough deci-
sions about how to do more for our na-
tional defense while spending less.
Those decisions may at times run
counter to the best interests of some
defense contractors, who depend on a
particular weapon system for the bulk
of their business.

The Secretary of Defense must be
able to exercise sound judgment on
these issues and resist pressures based
on past loyalties or future opportuni-
ties. John Tower's extensive past asso-
ciations with defense contractors raise
the question of whether he possesses
the objectivity to carry out these
tasks. In addition, his acceptance of lu-
crative consulting work from defense
contractors immediately after resign-

29-059 0-90-5 (Pt. 3)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

ing from the U.S. arms control delega-
tions in Geneva also raises concerns
about his judgment and his sensitivity
to the appearance of impropriety.

In view of the high standard to
which we must hold the Secretary of
Defense, and my continued misgivings
about Senator Tower's ability to meet
that standard, I will vote no on his
nomination.

PROGRESS ON S. 335, MEDICARE
CATASTROPHIC COVERAGE RE-
VISION ACT OF 1989

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, on Feb-
ruary 2, I introduced legislation—
S. 335—to delay implementation of
some of the provisions in the Medicare
Catastrophic Coverage Act in order to
permit Congress ample time to revisit
the act to determine what, if any,
changes ought to be made to the act.

I have come to the floor this after-
noon to briefly discuss my rationale
for offering S. 335, and to discuss the
recent backing of this legislation by
the “Coalition for Affordable Health
Care.”

As I stated when I introduced S. 335,
the adoption of the Medicare Cata-
strophic Coverage Act of 1988 has
raised a firestorm among our Nation’s
senior citizens.

ACT DOES NOT PROTECT FROM GREATEST NEED

That act began as a proposal to pro-
vide Medicare beneficiaries with cover-
age of long-term hospitalizations. It
was greatly expanded to include cover-
age of everything from mammography
screening to out-patient prescription
drug coverage. With this expansion of
benefits, came a dramatic increase in
the cost of the package for our Na-
tion's seniors.

While the original package only re-
quired a nominal increase in the
monthly Medicare part B premium,
and was optional, the final package in-
cluded a flat increase in the monthly
Medicare part B premium in addition
to a requirement that all seniors—with
over $150 in Federal tax liability—pay
a surtax, regardless of whether they
need or want the coverage.

Yet, Mr. President, after all was said
and done, the act failed to provide pro-
tection from the greatest catastrophic
health concern of our Nation's sen-
iors—the financial ravages of an illness
requiring long-term care.

As I have spoken with seniors about
the act, and read the letters they are
sending me—still numbering several
hundred per week, I have found many
seniors to be shocked or angered at
discovering that the act does not even
begin to address long-term care.

WHAT CONTRIBUTED TO FIRESTORM AMONG

SENIORS

In my opinion, several things have
contributed to the firestorm that has
erupted among our Nation’'s seniors.

First, given the great need for pro-
tection from the financial ravages of
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long-term care services, the title of the
act—the Medicare Catastrophic Cover-
age Act of 1989—is somewhat mislead-
ing. For many seniors, the title evoked
certain images in seniors’ minds about
what would be covered. Seniors
thought of health services needed for
such illnesses, or maladies, as Alzhei-
mer’s disease, a stroke, or the breaking
of a hip. Yet, Mr. President, all of
these require long-term care services
in one form or another. And, seniors
found that, for the most part, they
will not receive such coverage through
this act.

It is with good reason that the great-
est fear of older Americans in the
health care area is the expense of
long-term care services.

By the time you hit 65, you stand a
50 percent chance of entering a nurs-
ing home during the remaining period
of your life. And, with the cost of a
year’s stay in a nursing home ranging
from $22,000-$35,000, all but the most
affluent elderly can be bankrupted. It
is alarming that close to 90 percent of
single older Americans become impov-
erished within a year after they enter
a nursing home, as a result of the fi-
nancial burden of the cost of care.

While many of the benefits in the
Medicare Catastrophic Coverage Act
are available—in one form or an-
other—in the private sector, at a fairly
reasonable cost, the same is not true
for long-term care. There are a
number of policies available in the pri-
vate market that cover nursing home
services, but the price of real protec-
tion is very high. According to a May
1988 Consumer Reports analysis, the
cost to a 65-year-old for an average
plan offering real protection is $1,200
a year and up, and $3,500 and up if
purchased at age 35. A study by the
Brookings Institution, last year,
echoed these findings.

While I may differ with Congress-
man CLAUDE PEPPER as to what form
public sector coverage of long-term
care services should take, he was right
when he said—'protection from long-
term care costs is the most important
catastrophic illness protection need in
the eyes of our Nation's seniors.”

The second thing that has contribut-
ed to the firestorm is that the act
mandates that all seniors—with tax li-
ability in excess of $150—contribute to
financing the benefit, regardless of
whether they need or want the cover-
age.

And, third, the expense of the act
for our Nation's seniors is going to
make it exceedingly difficult for Con-
gress to provide any meaningful public
sector coverage of long-term care serv-
ices, without putting the bulk of the
cost on tie shoulders of the nonelder-
ly. Seniors realize this, and it concerns
them greatly.
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POSITION ON FINANCING

At this point, I would like to take a
moment to explain my position regard-
ing the financing of catastrophic ill-
ness protection benefits for the elder-
ly.

In my opinion, the cost of any new
catastrophic illness benefits ought to
be borne by the senior population.
The Federal budget deficit situation,
and the relative wealth of the senior
population—as compared with other
age-groups—dictates that this be the
case. That was the premise of the act
we passed last year, and it is a sound
premise.

I think not only do the majority of
my colleagues agree with this position,
but the senior population do as well. It
appears, however, that two things
must be true in order for a package to
receive the support of seniors.

First, the benefits offered must ad-
dress their true catastrophic needs.

And, second, the financing must be
equitable, and must have some provi-
sion for those who are least well off fi-
nancially.

To varying degrees, I think seniors
view the act as having failed in both
regards.

LETTERS FROM SENIORS

I would like to read from a couple of
the 50 or so letters I received one day
last week—letters which are represent-
ative of the mail I have been receiving
to date regarding the act.

A gentleman from Sun City wrote
me:

Senior Citizens' Catastrophic Health Pro-
tection—a catastrophe in itself.

First, this “solution’” doesn't touch the big
bugaboo that concerns our aging senior citi-
zens—custodial care for those who just
cannot handle the problems of living alone
and have no one to turn to for such care
without going in to personal bankruptey.

Lastly, we are advised in the income tax
seminars that this premium, assessed as a
“surtax” on the income tax, will not be de-
ductible from tax, will not be deductible
from tax returns as an insurance premium.

A woman from Cottonwood, AZ,
wrote me:

It looks to me that what passed as “cata-
strophic coverage” has become a catastro-
phe for the elderly. What we really need is
coverage for long term nursing home care.
What we got was a prescription drug pro-
gram that over 80 percent of us cannot qual-
ify for, and a catastrophic cap that 93 per-
cent of us will not qualify for either.

Now we have to pay a surtax of 15 percent
that goes up to 25 percent in 1990.

We urge you and your colleagues to take
another look at the surtax method of fi-
nancing as well as at the entire program
which does not meet our real needs of long-
term care.

A man from Mesa, AZ wrote:

I do volunteer work 4 days a week for the
AARP doing tax counseling for the elderly
and low-income people. I have yet to find
any seniors in favor of the Catastrophic
Coverage Act. I live in an adult trailer park
of all retired seniors on Social Security. At a
recent park meeting, not one person said
they were in favor of the Act. The same is
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true with all others we have talked to, in-
cluding people we prepare income taxes for.

Although most of us answered “yes” on
questionaires about the bill, they did not
expect to get this. It does not even cover
custodial or intermediate care.

A woman from Tucson, AZ wrote
me:

The new catastrophic health care pro-
gram is a disaster. Instead of easing the
health care burden on the elderly, it in-
creases their burden.

For example, the Medicare gap insurance
premiums have been increased; whereas, the
elderly were told that since Medicare cover-
age has been increased the gap insurance
premiums would be lowered. What has hap-
pened? Most of us still need gap coverage,
and we got increases in both Medicare pre-
miums and gap insurance premiums,

A man from Florence, AZ, wrote me:

I am not opposed to Medicare benefits
simply because they cost me money. For ex-
ample, although I would not need to partici-
pate, I would be willing to see my Medicare
dollars go toward long-term custodial or
nursing home care (which, of course, is not
covered under the “Catastrophic Coverage
Act™).

Of the 9,000 or so letters I have re-
ceived since the enactment of the law,
less than 10 have been in favor of the
act.

A recent meeting of a local chapter
of the AARP in my home State of Ari-
zona provides another vivid example
of how seniors feel about the act. Fol-
lowing the showing of a film that's
been produced to defend the “Cata-
strophic Coverage Act,” the president
of the chapter called on its 200 or so
members present to raise their hands
if they supported the act. Only two
hands were raised.

PETER IS WILLING TO PAY FOR PETER'S
BENEFITS

With regard to the concern that sen-
iors are expressing about the act—par-
ticularly, the financing—I have heard
some of my colleagues say:

What we have is a bunch of wealthy sen-
jors who are upset because we are finally
making Peter pay for Peter's benefits, and
they don't like it.

Well, from what I have been hearing
from seniors, Peter is willing to pay
for Peter's benefits. That is, provided
that they are the benefits Peter feels
he really needs.

It is in an effort to permit us the
time to remedy this situation, and to
determine whether indeed some
changes ought to be made to the act,
that I offered S. 335, the “Medicare
Catastrophic Coverage Revision Act of
1989."”

MY HISTORY WITH ISSUE

I do not come to this issue as one
who is opposed to providing seniors
with some protection from the finan-
cial ravages of a catastrophic illness
through the public sector.

In fact, in February 1987 I joined
Senator DoLE and others in introduc-
ing the original catastrophic illness
protection legislation. This legislation
would have added—for a nominal addi-
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tional flat premium for Medicare
beneficiaries—a long-term hospitaliza-
tion benefit to the pool of benefits
available through the Medicare Pro-
gram. While some argued this legisla-
tion was not comprehensive enough, I
felt it was a good start at addressing
the catastrophic health care protec-
tion needs of our Nation’s seniors.

In October 1987, I voted in favor of a
more comprehensive piece of legisla-
tion aimed at providing seniors with
protection from the financial ravages
of a catastrophic illness. While it
added a drug benefit, and several
other benefits, like the original legisla-
tion, it did not provide protection from
that which seniors feel is their great-
est health care protection need—pro-
tection from the financial ravages of
long-term care. However, because this
legislation did not require benefici-
aries to pay for the coverage if they
chose not to participate in the pro-
gram, and because of my perception
that the proposal enjoyed the support
of the vast majority of out Nation’s
seniors, I voted for it.

But, as this issue was further ad-
dressed in the House, I began to sense
some growing concern among seniors
over the direction that Congress
seemed to be moving in this area.

INPUT FROM ARIZONA SENIORS

I decided the only way to get a good
handle on what was going on with re-
spect to the views of seniors, was to
take this issue directly to the seniors.
So, I sent the majority of seniors in
Arizona a comprehensive mailing out-
lining the major provisions of the
Senate bill, including the bill's costs.
Mr. President, I heard back from over
30,000 senior Arizonans in response to
the mailing.

The response was very telling.

Less than 1 out of every 3 of the re-
spondents supported the legislation.

It was the input from seniors in my
State who were telling me on a margin
of 4-to-1 that the Senate version was
not the answer, and major changes in
the legislation—such as participation
in the financing of the program be-
coming mandatory, regardless of
whether the individual wanted to par-
ticipate in the program, and that the
premiums were not going to be deduct-
ible on Federal tax returns as health
care costs—that led me to ultimately
decide to vote against the final version
of the bill. A vote that was very diffi-
cult to cast.

PROVISIONS OF S, 335

Mr. President, the legislation I of-
fered on February 2, S. 335, will allow
the long-term hospitalization, which
has already been implemented to stay
on-line.

Second, it will permit the spousal
impoverishment protection to come
on-line—as currently scheduled—be-
ginning in July 1989. Senator MIKUL-
sKI really deserves the credit for this
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provision being included in the act, as
she has been tirelessly promoting the
need to provide seniors with spousal
impoverishment protection. In my
opinion, the spousal impoverishment
protection is likely the most important
provision in the act in terms of ad-
dressing a true catastrophic illness
protection need.

Third, it will delay implementation
of the other benefits in the act for a
year.

Fourth, it will delay implementation
of the supplemental premiums for a
year. This would afford Congress the
opportunity to review, through public
hearings, whether we indeed have
taken the wrong road.

According to the Congressional
Budget Office, the flat increase in the
Medicare premiums attributable to
the act—which was levied on the sen-
iors earlier this year—is sufficient to
pay for the benefits that have already
been put into place plus the spousal
impoverishment benefit. If, as a result
of the hearings, it was determined
that we should drop the benefits for
which implementation had been de-
layed and do something in the area of
long-term care, the flat premium—
which is slated to increase to $7.18 by
1993—would not only support the cost
of these benefits, it would result in a
surplus of $1.16 billion over the next 5
years.

1 believe the senior population of
this country is willing to pay for a ben-
efit package that provides them with
protection from the financial ravages
of a catastrophic illness. And, given
the high deficits, I believe the only
way we can provide additional benefits
in this area is if the elderly population
at large supports the bulk of the cost.
I recognize the concern over the
surtax concept. Perhaps, in revisiting
the act, we might be able to find a way
to achieve the goal of spreading the
burden generously across the senior
population, without having them actu-
ally paying on their tax forms—espe-
cially when it is nondeductible. The
nondeductibility issue perhaps ought
to be looked at as well.

COALITION FOR AFFORDABLE HEALTH CARE BACKS
8. 335

It is the contention that the act does
not provide seniors with protection
from their greatest catastrophic illness
fears, and that Congress ought to re-
visit the act, that led the Coalition for
Affordable Health Care, on February
22, to back S. 335.

The coalition is composed of some 31
organizations—some are national
groups—such as the National Associa-
tion of Retired Federal Employees and
the Retired Officers Association—and
some are State-based seniors groups.
They have come together over the
common view they share that the
“Medicare Catastrophic Coverage Act”
does not represent the greatest cata-
strophic illness protection needs of the
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Nation's seniors, and that Congress
ought to delay implementation of the
benefits not already on-line to give
Congress the opportunity to revisit
that act through public hearings.
What struck me most about the coali-
tion is that it represents all ends of
the political spectrum.

Here we have a perfect example of
strange bedfellows joining together
over a common concern. It is not often
that you see such a wide diversity of
groups working arm-in-arm on an
issue. That they would do this ought
to be an indication of the widespread
level of concern regarding the act.

Mr. President, I would like to have
printed for the Recorp a list of the
groups in the Coalition for Affordable
Health Care.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. McCAIN. I would like to take a
moment to read from the statement
that the coalition drafted at the time
that they backed S. 335.

The “Coalition for Affordable Health
Care" evolved in response to concern voiced
by senior citizens that the Medicare Cata-
strophic law imposes a mandatory surtax
while failing to provide coverage for the real
health catastrophe they fear—long-term ill-
nesses.

The Coalition believes that the law's
spousal impoverishment provision is praise-
worthy and the extended hospital coverage
valuable. However, we urge Congress to
delay implementation of the controversial
surtax and further benefits until Congress
can reassess the new law.

At its meeting on February 22, the CAHC
agreed to focus immediate attention on
building bipartisan support for S. 335, legis-
lation introduced by Senator Joun McCAaIN.
The McCain approach does not seek to dis-
mantle the new law, but rather to step back
and evaluate whether or not the law truly
meets the needs of our nation’s seniors. The
legislation will afford Congress the opportu-
nity to reevaluate—through public hear-
ings—whether or not Congress missed the
mark in designing the present package.

WE MUST REVISIT THE ACT

Mr. President, I strongly believe we
have a responsibility to provide the
seniors with a package that meets
their true needs, particularly since
they are paying the bill. And, given
that we appear to have not done so, we
must revisit the act.

In doing so, it is important that we
put implementation of some of the
benefits on hold to permit us the op-
portunity to make any needed changes
that may become apparent as a result
of the hearings.

I urge my colleagues to look at what
their constituents are saying to them
about the Catastrophic Illness Cover-
age Act. I know many of them, as have
I, have been hearing from a great
many seniors regarding their discon-
tent with where we went with the cat-
astrophic illness legislation. In addi-
tion, I would encourage them to look
at what the Coalition for Affordable
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Health Care is saying, and to deter-
mine whether the approach this legis-
lation takes would meet the concerns
of their State’s senior population. Sen-
ators WiLsoN, CocHRAN, GORTON,
Boren and HErFLIN have all done so,
and joined on as cosponsors. It is not
insignificant that Senators WILSON,
CocHRAN, BoreN, and HerFLIN all voted
for the bill.

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN S. 335 AND OTHER BILLS

Before closing, I would just like to
briefly address the difference between
S. 335 and a couple of different ap-
proaches that are also out there.

First, a number of proposals would
repeal the entire act. I do not believe,
as do some, that we should pull down
the whole act—as there are certainly
some provisions which are truly cata-
strophic-related. What is more, we
may indeed find that—by and large—
the seniors of this country would
prefer to have all of the provisions in
the act rather than see us do some-
thing in the way of long-term care.

Second, a couple of proposals that
would delay what has not already
been implemented and establish a
Commission to study whether we
should change those portions of the
act not already implemented. While I
do think we should delay these provi-
sions, in my opinion the spousal im-
poverishment benefit ranks high on
the list of catastrophic illness-related
benefits that the seniors want—much
to Senator MIKULsSKI's credit. In addi-
tion, Congress should be in charge of
reviewing the act and not duck behind
a Commission. I think we owe it to the
seniors of this country to take respon-
sibility for what we have done. I do
not believe that seniors will hold it
against us if we correct our course—
given that we were embarking in un-
charted waters.

CONCLUSION
I welcome the participation of the
“Coalition for Affordable Health

Care" in this effort to correct the
course, and provide this Nation’s sen-
iors with true protection from the fi-
nancial ravages of those catastrophic
illness-related services that are of the
greatest concern. And, I would wel-
come any more of my colleagues that
would like to join myself, and Senators
WiLsoN, CocHRAN, GoORTON, BOREN,
and HEFLIN, in this effort.

ExXHIBIT 1

ORGANIZATIONS THAT HAVE BACKED S. 335 (As
oF FEBRUARY 27, 1989)

National Association of Retired Federal
Employees.

The Retired Officers Association.

American Foreign Service Association.

Mail Handlers.

National Association of Postal Supervi-
s0rs.

National Association of Government Em-
ployees.

National Association of Letter Carriers.

National Association of Postmasters.
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National Association of Postal Supervi-
50rS.

International Federation of Professional
and Technical Engineers.

American Foundation for the Blind.

Florida Seniors for Medicare Equity,

Marine Corps Reserve Officers Associa-
tion.

EXPOSE.

Rural Letter Carriers Association.

U.S. Army Warrant Officers Association.

National Association for Uniformed Serv-
ices.

Air Force Association.

Non-Commissioned Officers Association.

National League of Postmasters.

National Treasury Employees Association.

Marine Corps League.

Naval Reserve Association.

Council of Sacramento Senior Organiza-
tions.

Association of Military Surgeons of the
U.s.

International Association of Fire Fighters.

California State Employees Association,

The National Association for Public
Health Policy.

United Seniors of America.

Catholic Golden Age.

Fleet Reserve Association.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator
HoweLL HEFLIN be added as a cospon-
sor of S. 335, the Medicare Cata-
strophic Coverage Revision Act of
1989.

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

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

JAPANESE ASSISTANCE TO THE
GOVERNMENT OF BURMA

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
rise to express my gravest concern
about the decision of the Government
of Japan on February 16 to extend
formal recognition to the military gov-
ernment of Burma, as well as my hope
that Japan will not abandon its com-
mitment to human rights in that
country. I trust that Japan will not
follow its offer of recognition with an
offer of financial assistance, nor of in-
creased economic ties. Japan, and,
indeed, the other nations of Asia and
of the world should continue to with-
hold assistance from Burma until the
Rangoon regime demonstrates a com-
mitment to free elections and national
reconciliation. The announcement of
elections in May 1990 is an encourag-
ing move, but much clearer commit-
ments are necessary—a cease-fire in
the civil war so that all Burmese may
participate, freedom for political orga-
nization by opposition parties, a pre-
cise election timetable, and a mecha-
nism for international observation. A
premature offer of aid by Japan will
serve as a reward to the Burmese mili-
tary for failing to live up to its com-
mitments, and for brutally suppressing
prodemocratic dissent.

Burma has been in turmoil for
nearly a year. A democratic uprising
drove out one government in the
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spring, and then another. When the
military took formal control of the
government in September, Japan
earned the world's admiration for
withholding assistance from the new
government and demanding democra-
cy. Burma had clearly become ungov-
ernable. A civil war has left much of
its outlying provinces in the hands of
ethnic groups fighting for federalism
and democracy, and thousands of civil-
ians, many of them university stu-
dents, have fled to border camps. As
many as 3,000 of their compatriots
never made it, for they were shot by
the military.

I am certain the Japanese Govern-
ment will recognize that there can be
no profit in investing in Burma. Most
of its unexploited natural resources—
gems, teak, oil, and minerals—lie in
parts of the country where civil war
makes development impossible.
Burma’'s universities are closed and
their students are dying of malaria in
border camps, rather than training to
become engineers, doctors, and techni-
cians. Burmese currency is worthless,
and has been partially supplanted by
jade, precious stones, and opium in
black market border trading.

I understand that some elements of
the Japanese Government continue to
resist moves to strengthen ties with
the Burmese military. Their position
is commendable and I expect their
voices will be heard. No aid should be
provided, nor should Burma's debt be
renegotiated or interest payments sus-
pended or forgiven, until democracy is
restored. Similarly, the Mitsubishi
group should not continue with the
construction of the airport in Ran-
goon.

Japan’s policy was until days ago a
guiding example of the proper ap-
proach to the Burmese crisis. Despite
this regrettable move, I hope that
Japan’s expectations of the Burmese
military regime will be more clearly
defined.

This is a most crucial moment in the
crisis, and a most inopportune moment
for a country as important as Japan to
make such an overture, for at this very
moment the United Nations Human
Rights Commission is considering the
human rights violations of the Bur-
mese regime. The American delegation
will make every effort to highlight the
Burmese tragedy. I trust the Japanese
delegation will join us, for silence on
the part of an Asian democracy would
be interpreted as tacit approval of the
Burmese regime.

Let us, Japan and the United States,
and all other democratic nations, with-
hold assistance until firm and verifia-
ble steps are taken to end the killings
in Burma, to restore democracy and to
hold free and fair elections. The val-
iant protesters of Burma are looking
toward us. We must not and cannot let
them down.

February 28, 1989

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of a letter several of
my colleagues and I sent to the State
Department regarding human rights
in Burma, and a copy of the State De-
partment's response, be printed in the
Recorp at this time. I also ask unani-
mous consent that two recent articles
about human rights in Burma from
the New York Times be printed in the
RECORD.

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

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, January 26, 1989,

Hon. ARMANDO VALLADERES,

Chairman, United States Delegation to the
United Nations Human Rights Commis-
siz‘n, Department of State, Washington,
DC.

DearR AMBASSADOR VALLADERES: We trust
that you will find occasion to bring up the
repression of human rights in Burma when
the U.N. Human Rights Commission con-
venes in Geneva on January 30th. Specifi-
cally, we urge that you make every effort to
ensure that a resolution concerning Burma
be considered by the Commission at this
year's meeting. As you know, on August 11
of last year the Senate unanimously passed
a resolution (8. Res. 464) that condemned
the military government of Burma and that
called upon the Secretary of State and the
Permanent Representative to the United
Nations to encourage the restoration of de-
moceracy in Burma and to condemn the kill-
ings and mass arrests committed there.

Last summer, after 26 years of authoritar-
ian rule and economic stagnation, the
people of Burma took to the streets in pro-
test. Their demands were elemental and
just. They sought free elections. Free
speech. An accounting of the victims of
police violence. For a brief moment it
seemed they would carry the day. But then
the army cracked down. The military took
formal control of the state apparatus on
September 18, and made clear it would
never share power, nor permit opposition.
Soldiers fired into crowds with machine
guns, mortars, and recoiless rifles. Thou-
sands of unarmed demonstrators were
killed. Over 6,000 civilians, fearing for their
lives, have fled to the Burmese-Thai border.

What is more, the extraordinary display
of brutality in Rangoon and in other cities
last summer has for many years been a com-
monplace feature of the Burmese army's
treatment of ethnic minority peoples living
within Burma's borders. In an August, 1988
report, Amnesty International found evi-
dence of "“a consistent pattern of unlawful
kKilling and ill-treatment of members of
Burma's ethnic minorities by security
forces." Countless villagers belonging to the
Shan, Kachin, Karen, Palaung, Wa and the
many other minority groups of Burma have
been beaten, tortured, or killed for their
suspected allegiance to government oppo-
nents. The army has forcibly conscripted
many of them to carry heavy loads down
jungle trails, and to sweep minefields.
Young Burmans in Rangoon are now being
similarly conscripted, destined to die anony-
mously in the mud of a rain forest.

All this has happened to a people that
have demonstrated a remarkable faith in
America and in our capacity for moral be-
havior. After the passage of S. Res, 464, our
embassy in Rangoon became the focal point
of pro-democracy demonstrations, such that
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our ambassador, Burton Levin, termed it
the “Hyde Park of Rangoon” in a talk at
the Asia Society in New York on November
29.

In his talk, Ambassador Levin concluded
that by promoting human rights in Burma
“we have in a sense the luxury of living up
to our principles.” We agree. Bringing up
the case of Burma at the Human Rights
Commission would ensure that the Burmese
military cannot continue to behave as it has
without feeling the world's condemnation.
So massive a violation of the human rights
of a people who have such faith in Ameri-
can democracy should not be forgotten.

In addition, we ask that you encourage
the member nations of the Association of
South East Asian Nations and other appro-
priate nations in the region, such as India,
South Korea, and Japan, to maintain sup-
port for democratic liberalization and
human rights in Burma. Thailand, especial-
1y, as Burma's most involved neighbor, has a
critical role to play in the effort of the Bur-
mese people to win the same freedoms that
the Thai people already enjoy.

Thank you for your prompt attention to
this matter.

Sincerely,

Claiborne Pell, Alan Cranston, Carl
Levin, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Paul
Simon, Richard G. Lugar, Rudy
Boschwitz, Edward M. Kennedy.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, DC.
Hon. DanNiEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN,
U.S. Senate.

Dear SENATOR MoynIHAN: Thank you for
yvour letter of January 25, 1989, concerning
the violations of human rights in Burma.

We fully agree with your assessment of
the human rights situation in Burma. As
you have noted, our Embassy has taken the
lead in protesting the serious human rights
violations which have occurred there in
recent months.

Please be assured that we are working to
bring the issues of Burma before the United
Nations Human Rights Commission current-
ly meeting in Geneva. We have also commu-
nicated with other UNHCR member states
on this subject. These efforts are on-going
and will continue.

Thank you for communicating with us on
this important subject.

Sincerely,
BeTrsy R, WARREN,
Actling Assistant Secrelary,
Legislative Affairs.
[From the New York Times, Jan. 15, 1989]
Burma BEcoMEs A TEsT CaSE IN HUMAN-
RicHTS PoLITiCS

(By Steven Erlanger)

RANGOON, BUurMA.—Burma's new military
leaders paid dearly for their brutal crack-
down on pro-democracy demonstrations in
September., Not only were they shunned
diplomatically, but nearly all the country's
foreign aid—including $300 million from the
Japanese, $100 million from the West Ger-
mans and $12 million from the United
States—was suspended. The effect was to
cut off 90 percent of Burma's foreign ex-
change.

In one sense, Burma's ostracism was a
clear victory for the cause of human rights,
but it was only a temporary one. The dic-
tates of self-interest for several Asian coun-
tries have clouded the issue, lending
Burma’s rulers comfort and tending to
delay, some diplomats say, the setting of a
date for multi-party elections,
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The Burmese experience has been instruc-
tive. It shows a growing willingness by
Japan to take the lead in foreign policy in
Southeast Asia, as the United States keeps
urging it to do. The Japanese were quick to
suspend aid, though they now find them-
selves under increasing pressure from busi-
nessmen to resume it.

But the response of several other Asian
countries, notably Thailand and South
Korea, has disappointed some Western dip-
lomats. In the case of South Korea, they
find it regrettable that a country that has
itself recently cast off an autocratic regime
has been quick to cozy up to a particularly
nasty version in Rangoon.

The Thais, seeking trade, have organized
the repatriation of Burmese student pro-
testers. The South Koreans have made com-
mercial deals that offer Burma some needed
foreign exchange. And other Southeast
Asian countries, including the Philippines,
increasingly behave as if the September
events never occurred.

The effect of any diplomatic action on a
country that has been as poor, isolated and
strategically unimportant as Burma has for
the last 26 years is debatable in any case.
And no aid suspension is likely to be airtight
for long. Still, the eagerness of neighboring
nations to make their peace with the Bur-
mese has unguestionably softened the
impact of the Japanese and Western initia-
tive.

As far as the United States is concerned, a
senior Western diplomat said, “Burma is a
place where, with so few interests, Ameri-
cans have the luxury of living up to their
principles.” No geopolitical struggle is under
way for Burma, he noted. There are no
American military bases or oil companies;
there is no autocratic but ancient American
ally like the late Shah of Iran or Ferdinand
E. Marcos, to spin down the memory hole
with pained expressions of regret.

The United States, said American officials
here and in Bangkok, has three basic inter-
ests here: limiting narcotics production, de-
veloping trade and investment, and promot-
ing adherence to human rights. And it
hasn't made much progress.

In the early 1980's, the Americans gave
economic assistance, fellowships and schol-
arships. “"We fawned and supplicated, but to
what end?”’ an American official said. “We
got nothing, just bureaucracy and negativ-
ism.”" To attack narcotics, a diplomat said,
the Americans had provided about $5 mil-
lion a year, a little intelligence and some
helicopters and transport planes. At best
the effort only reduced the rate of increase
of raw opium production.

KEEPING UP PRESSURE

The human-rights issue is self-evident, say
these officials, who try to monitor, as best
they can, continuing abuses like the arrest
and disappearance of student demonstra-
tors. This is no time, the officials say, to try
accommodation again and reduce what lim-
ited pressure can be applied.

Asian interests, on the other hand, are
more direct, because Burma represents a
major potential market. The Thais share a
long border with Burma, profit from a huge
black-market trade and respect the tough
Burmese military. They have snuggled up
closest to General Saw Maung, the new Bur-
mese leader.

The Thai Army Commander in Chief,
Gen. Chavalit Yongchaiyudh, has arranged
the repatriation of Burmese students—
nearly 300 so far—who had fled to join
ethnic insurgencies. The repatriations are
said to be voluntary, but Amnesty Interna-
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tional says some students were forced to
return and face arrest.

South Korea has also tried to fill the gap
left by Japan and the West, Burma has
been selling off fishing rights, and the
South Koreans have been eager to buy, and
to discuss new investments, diplomats say.

And while Western ambassadors made a
point of being out of Burma so they could
decline invitations to Independence Day
celebrations Jan. 4, all the representatives
of the Association of Southeast Asian Na-
tions were in attendance—including the Am-
bassador of the Philippines, whose Presi-
dent, Corazon C. Aquino, is the prime bene-
ficiary of the sort of “people power” so
ruthlessly crushed in Rangoon.

[From the New York Times, Jan. 17, 1989]

SoME BURMESE STUDENT PROTESTERS
DisaPPEAR WHILE IN ARMY CUSTODY

(By Steven Erlanger)

RaNgooN, BurMa.—Some student demon-
strators have disappeared or died in custody
since the Burmese Army suppressed demon-
strations for democracy on Sept. 18, while
the army has forced thousands of people to
serve as porters and “human minesweepers"
in battles against ethnic insurgents, diplo-
mats and Burmese say.

Western and Asian diplomats caution that
the number of demonstrators and students
arrested and tortured or killed in custody
since Sept. 18 is impossible to determine, de-
spite a recent United States State Depart-
ment statement saying the number of “‘cred-
ible reports” may be as high as 50.

A spokesman for the Burmese military
Government said, “Rumors about arrests
and deaths of students in Government cus-
tody are absolutely unfounded and mali-
cious.” But many Burmese believe them,
and diplomats say they have confirmed at
least four cases in and around Rangoon,
with the likelihood of more in Mandalay
and the countryside.

In one case, diplomats say, a woman said
her neighbor’s son returned to Rangoon in
October from an insurgent camp near the
Thai border. The mother urged him to reg-
ister with the authorities so they would
know he was back. He was reluctant, argu-
ing that perhaps they did not know he had
gone, but he finally did as his mother sug-
gested.

Two days later he was arrested. Five days
after that, his mother received a letter
saving he had died in jail of malaria.

In two cases known to him, a diplomat
said, the army came to Rangoon houses and
arrested students who had returned from
the Thai border. The parents have not
heard from their two sons again, and the
military says it has no knowledge or record
of them.

In another, an arrested student was
brought home by the army paralyzed from
the waist down, and his parents say he is
unable or unwilling to talk.

In mid-December, a professional called in
for questioning in Rangoon was kept in
prison overnight. He said that he was treat-
ed reasonably well, but that he was kept
awake at night by screams.

The Burmese Army has traditionally run
the countryside, especially in border areas
where insurgencies are common, and im-
pressment of young men for porterage is
not unknown. But in October and Novem-
ber, a series of army sweeps in and around
Rangoon picked up several thousand work-
ers and students, diplomats and Burmese
professionals say.
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IMPRESSMENT FOR 500

In mid-October in North Okkalapa, a
working-class suburb of Rangoon, the army
told ward leaders that it wanted volunteers
to rebuild the North Okkalapa Plastics Fac-
tory, looted during the summer protests.
Nearly 500 workers showed up, and they
were surrounded by soldiers and informed
that they would be porters. A few protesters
were beaten with rifle butts., The rest were
told that those who tried to escape would be
shot.

The men's hands were tied behind their
backs and they were taken in trucks to a
jail, where they spent the night, before
going on to Karen state and the battle for a
border outpost, Mae Tha Waw, that Karen
guerrillas had recaptured Oct. 12,

The men walked for seven days with their
loads of ammunition, weapons and mines,
with little to eat and no way to carry food.
They soaked their clothes in rivers and
sucked them for liquid.

At the battle zone, they were put in front
of troops and suffered a Karen ambush.
Some discarded their loads, fled and were
shot. The wounded were left untended.

During three days at the front with no
food, the porters had to dig graves and walk
through suspected minefields. Some lost
limbs. Then a few escaped and made their
way to a Karen village and then on to Ran-
goon, passing corpses or the wounded, many
of them gangrenous and delerious, on the
trail. The Burmese Army finally retook Mae
Tha Waw on Dec. 21.

QUOTAS FOR PORTERS

In mid-November, again in North Okka-
lapa, the army announced a special show at
a movie theater closed since August. After
the show, diplomats said, soldiers surround-
ed the moviegoers and took them off to be
porters. Some ward councils were given
quotas for porters in November, Burmese
say, believed to total about 3,000 for Ran-
goon and its suburbs.

In a similar case in November, another
diplomat said, a young man was seized from
a Rangoon street as a vagrant because he
had no identification with him. Along with
about 2,000 others, he was taken to Karen
state to work as a porter, Conditions were
poor, with little food, and some porters
jumped into ravines to their deaths. He saw
two men lose legs from mines. They were
left by the side of the trail.

During the battle, porters were sent ahead
of troops to gather water while the army
covered them. He was required to make
three roundtrips of three days' walk to
carry wounded soldiers back to a village and
more ammunition to the front.

Finally he, too, escaped. Suffering from
malaria and dysentery, and made his way to
Pegu, 50 miles north of Rangoon, where his
family retrieved him.

“This story is typical of several,” a diplo-
mat said, “typical, at least, of those who sur-
vived.”

POLITICAL ACTIVITY CURBED

In addition, open political discourse has
been sharply curtailed, political party orga-
nizers have been arrested, criticism of the
military and its leaders has been criminal-
ized, gatherings of five or more people are
banned and all newspapers except an offi-
cial journal have been closed.

In the four known cases of those who
have suffered in custody, diplomats stress
that the students had fled Rangoon and
then returned voluntarily, before a much-
publicized Thai-Burmese effort beginning in
late December to repatriate students on of-
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ficial flights. Though questioned, these stu-
dents, who so far number 260, have been al-
lowed to return home and have not been ar-
rested, Burmese journalists and some West-
ern diplomats believe.

[Amnesty International, in a report issued
in Bangkok, said at lest one student flown
back on Dec. 26, Thant Zin, had been arrest-
ed in his hometown of Mergui and has been
held incommunicado since, his whereabouts
unknown.]

Diplomats and Burmese say that with
publicity and growing confidence on the
part of the military, abuses of human rights
are becoming slightly less common. They
say the curtailment of civil and political
rights depends on the commander in charge
of any given military region, with Gen.
Myint Aung, head of the Irrawaddy district
east of Rangoon, considered especially
harsh.

When Burmese have complained to him
that some actions countervail the policies of
the military leader, Gen. Saw Maung, Gen.
Myint Aung has said, “Saw Maung rules in
Rangoon, and I rule in Bassein.”

One senior diplomat stressed the absolute
and arbitrary nature of the army's power
here, and said it was foolish to expect much
delicacy about human rights from a military
whose hold on power and privilege had
come to seem so tenuous in September.

“One hundred years ago they were bury-
ing young boys in the corners of palaces for
good luck,” he said. “What they've done is
terrible and we should say so, but the
amount of leverage anyone has on them is
pretty small."”

SENATOR KASTEN'S
LEADERSHIP ON CAPITAL GAINS

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, our
distinguished colleague from Wiscon-
sin, Senator Boe KASTEN, has been a
forceful advocate for reform of capital
gains tax laws. I have cosponsored
Senator KasTEN's bill, S. 171, to cut
the capital gains tax rate because I
share his view that this will mean
more jobs, more small business forma-
tion, more economic growth, and a
rising tide of prosperity and opportu-
nity for all.

I invite the attention of the Senate
to four articles by Senator KASTEN
that recently appeared in the Wash-
ington Post, the Chicago Tribune, the
Milwaukee Sentinel, and the Washing-
ton Times, together with an article by
economics columnist Warren Brookes
which highlights the Senator's leader-
ship on the capital gains tax issue. I
ask unanimous consent that these arti-
cles be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the arti-
cles were ordered to be printed in the
REcorb as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 7, 1989]

CariTaL Gains: THE RigHT CuTs
(By Robert W. Kasten, Jr.)

In 1987, certain that I had discovered a
sure-fire way to spark a new job-creation
boom, I introduced a bill to cut the tax rate
on capital gains from 28 to 15 percent. This
proposal was adopted by then-vice president
George Bush as a key economic element of
his presidential campaign.

But the measure stalled on Capitol Hill.
Some of my Democratic Senate colleagues,
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notably Dale Bumpers of Arkansas, and
even a number of my Repubican friends
raised what I thought were serious objec-
tions to my plan.

Sen. Bumpers, along with other leading
Senate Democrats, supported reforming the
capital gains tax to help spur productivity
growth. But there were parts of the 15 per-
cent bill that they thought were not the
very best we could do to achieve that goal.
And on some points at least, they were
right. An across-the-board cut in the capital
gains rate would, in fact, boost productivity
growth and job creation. But it would also
promote investment in real estate and col-
lectibles, and encourage the kind of unpro-
ductive tax-sheltering activity that atro-
phied the economy back in the 1970s.

Boosting investment in coins, vintage cars
and untenanted office buildings won't spark
the kind of technological advances, industri-
al innovation and small-business formation
we need to create 2lst-century jobs for our
workers.

I learned from last year's legislative
debate on capital gains that the idea of low-
ering the capital gains rate is a sound one,
but that it is essential to limit the new cap-
ital gains differential to job-creating,
wealth-creating investment.

Because they recognize the immense eco-
nomic value of a low capital gains rate, some
of America’s chief economic rivals (Germa-
ny, South Korea and many other countries)
don't tax capital gains at all—and this has
substantially increased their competitive-
ness.

We also have a serious capital shortage in
this country. Since Black Monday, risky
start-up ventures have found it difficult to
sell initial public stock offerings. In a survey
of start-up businesses by the national ac-
counting firm Grant Thornton, 50 percent
of the respondents said the crash forced
them to abandon expansion plans—and only
10 percent eventually found venture-capital
financing for their projects.

It would be tragic if we were to allow our
disagreement on the specifics of capital
gains legislation to sidetrack the competi-
tive boost our workers and businesses need—
the boost that Democrats and Republicans
alike agree a cut in the capital gains tax
rate would provide.

With this in mind, I have worked out a
new capital gains proposal that takes into
account the most serious objections to the
Bush-Kasten proposal of 1987.

My bill contains three major new ele-
ments. First, it would reduce the capital
gains tax by allowing taxpayers to exclude
from their taxable income 50 percent of the
capital gain on assets they have held for
longer than one year.

But (the second element) it would limit
this tax benefit entirely to corporate stocks,
which make up only about 35 percent of the
capital gains tax base, In this way, we would
be able to liberate the capital of which so
many small start-up businesses have been
deprived. We would stem the leveraged
buyout craze by reducing the cost of long-
term equity capital and thus making debt fi-
nancing less attractive. And we would revi-
talize our corporations by encouraging them
to retain their earnings and reinvest them
in increased productivity.

Third, the bill would index capital gains
for any year in which inflation rises above 4
percent. While the 50 percent exclusion
would lower the tax burden on holders of
stock, this indexing provision would ease
the burden on holders of non-equity assets,



February 28, 1989

whose capital gains are mostly due to infla-
tion.

It is inherently unfair to tax investors on
a purely inflationary gain. Holders of assets
such as homes, family farms and land are
particularly vulnerable to this tax. Allowing
4 percent inflation to trigger indexing would
help persuade investors to save and invest in
capital assets instead of letting long-term in-
flation worries scare them into channeling
their income into consumption.

One of the chief objections to last year's
proposed capital gains cut was that it would
lose revenues for the federal government.
That wasn’t true then, and it’s not true now.
More risk capital means more GNP growth,
and that means more tax revenues. One
Harvard economist estimates that a 15 per-
cent flat rate would raise over $30 billion for
the Treasury in three years. And the 4 per-
cent indexing trigger would (according to
the Congressional Budget Office’s inflation
projections) result in zero revenue loss, even
using a static revenue model.

It is essential that we come up with a bi-
partisan, pro-growth capital gains reform
bill. My bill is an olive branch to all sides of
this debate—and a call to unity on the goals
of American jobs, competitiveness and pro-
ductivity.

[From the Chicago Tribune, February 22,
1989]

THE KINDEST CUT OF ALL—REDUCING
CaPITAL GAINS TAX

(By Robert W. Kasten, Jr.)

America is locked in the most serious com-
petitive struggle of its 200-year existence.
The arena is the world economy. And this is
a fight we can't win with one hand tied
behind our back—the kind of handicap a
high capital gains tax imposes.

When investment in American productivi-
ty is reduced, all Americans get hurt—inves-
tors, businessmen and workers. The ones
who suffer most of all are the neediest
Americans—those whose very lifeline de-
pends on the social safety net only a strong
economy can provide.

One of the major reasons American com-
petitiveness is in danger is the immense ad-
vantage given to foreign businesses by their
own tax codes. This is especially true with
capital gains taxes,

Capital gains are the return on invest-
ment, the benefit investors reap when they
make the economy more efficient and pro-
ductive. Countries like West Germany,
South Korea, Taiwan and others have
learned that encouraging investment is the
key to creating national wealth. These coun-
tries impose no tax at all on long-term cap-
ital gains.

President Bush and I have proposed cut-
ting our own capital gains tax to reduce
America’'s competitive disadvantage. Oppo-
nents of this measure have hidden behind
the demagogic and inaccurate charge that a
capital gains cut is a “giveaway to the rich.”

This is an age-old debating tactic: When
the facts aren't on your side, try to foster
envy, resentment and other base emotions.
The problem is, America simply cannot
afford the luxury of class divisions on this
issue; the foreign challenge is too serious. If
cutting the capital gains tax will help us
compete, and help us create more and better
jobs in America, then we must do it.

Is a capital gains cut a giveaway to the
rich? Let’s drop the rhetoric for a while and
look at the facts.

First, we know that cutting the capital
gains tax would increase the total amount
of taxes paid by the wealthy. From 1978 to
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1985, the top capital gains tax rate was re-
duced from just under 50 percent to 20 per-
cent. According to the Treasury Depart-
ment, gains realized by the top 1 percent of
taxpayers increased from $31 billion in 1979
to $92 billion in 1985—and as a result, cap-
ital gains taxes paid by the wealthy more
than doubled from $8.7 billion in 1979 to
$18.4 billion in 1985.

A lower capital gains rate would help non-
wealthy Americans in numerous ways. It
would give them a greater incentive to save
for their children's education, and for their
retirement. At least 47 million Americans
hold securities, either directly or through
mutual funds subject to capital gains tax-
ation. These investors have a median house-
hold income of $36,800, and own an average
of $6,200 worth of stock.

The current high capital gains tax threat-
ens to lower the living standard of 50 mil-
lion Americans who have invested in busi-
nesses indirectly through private pension
and retirement funds, as well as the 13 mil-
lion elderly Americans who spend on income
from pensions.

Although pension funds are not subject to
the capital gains tax, the value of stocks in
these funds is reduced by that tax. When we
reduce the tax bite on the potential return
from investment in stocks (i.e., the capital
gain), the market price of the stock will go
up. Example: After the 1978 and 1981 cap-
ital gains tax cuts, pension fund money
flowed into growth stocks—and the value of
the pension funds soared from about $400
billion in 1980 to $900 billion in 1986.

The 1986 capital gains tax hike increased
the tax burden on middle-income families.
The long-term capital gains rate rose 65 per-
cent (from 20 to 33 percent) for upper-
income taxpayers—and by considerably
more for those in lower tax brackets. For
example, in 1986 a family with a taxable
income of only $30,000 faced an effective
capital gains rate of 10 percent. Today, that
rate is 28 percent—or 180 percent higher
than in 1986.

Both my own capital gains proposal in the
Senate and the President's plan are de-
signed to reduce the tax burden on low- and
middle-income taxpayers. My bill would
apply a 50 percent exclusion for capital
gains on certain assets from ordinary
income tax rates. For taxpayers in the 15
percent income tax bracket ($0 to $29,750
taxable income for joint returns) the capital
gains rate would drop to 7.5 percent. The
President would allow a 45 percent capital
gains exclusion—and exempt those with
income under $20,000 from capital gains
tax.

Alan Cranston of California, one of the
most respected of Senate liberals, has point-
ed out that “[capital gains] is not a rich
versus poor issue.” He's right. The economic
future of all Americans—from investors to
the poorest of the poor—depends on bring-
ing that rate down.

It's a tough world. Let’s put the inflamma-
tory and inaccurate “giveaway to the rich"
rhetoric aside and give America a chance to
compete in the world economy.

[From the Milwaukee Sentinel, Feb. 7, 19891

CutTinG CaPITAL GAINs Tax WouLp CREATE
Joss

(By Robert W. Kasten, Jr.)

I just introduced a bill in Congress that
would create thousands of new jobs for Wis-
consin—and already opponents are lining up
to call it a massive giveaway to the rich.

It's yet another instance of politicians and
political commentators letting their idology
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blind them to the truth—and I'd like to
clear the air and let the facts tell the story.

My bill, the Entrepreneurship and Pro-
ductivity Growth Act of 1989, would cut the
tax rate on capital gains by 509%. Capital
gains are the income investors get from in-
vesting in growing businesses. These gains
are the reason people invest.

If you reduce the federal tax bite on these
gains, investors will invest more of their
money in businesses. This investment goes
directly into new plants and equipment, and
creates economic growth. That means jobs
and rising incomes for working families.

We all hear the commentators on televi-
sion and in the newspapers complaining
about how Americans are losing jobs to for-
eign countries. Have you ever wondered why
a job created in South Korea or West Ger-
many couldn’'t have been created just as
easily here in Wisconsin, for a Wisconsin
worker?

The answer is simple. Countries such as
South Korea, Belgium, West Germany,
Italy, Netherlands, Hong Kong and Malay-
sia don't tax long-term capital gains at all.
If you invest in businesses in those coun-
tries you get to keep the whole profit you
make.

This also is one reason why many foreign
products are of such high quality. We need
to promote the investment in new technolo-
gy that will raise the quality of American
products.

West Germany investors invest in a
German company and keep their profit.
American investors invest in an American
company and lose 289 of their profit to the
federal government.

Many people who would invest in the
American companies are convinced not to
by the fact that our capital gains tax is too
high (practically the highest in the whole
world).

The result is that new companies in Amer-
ica—the small businesses that create the
most new jobs—don't have enough investors
willing to invest in them,

Who gets hit the hardest when this hap-
pens? Workers who can't find jobs—jobs
that would have existed if only companies
had been able to keep themselves afloat and
on the road to growth.

When investors are discouraged from in-
vesting, they don't usually pull their money
out of large, well-established companies
such as IBM and General Motors., They
tend to keep away from small, risky compa-
nies with a lot of growth potential.

Economist David Birch of the Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology recently con-
cluded a study that shows that these high-
growth companies—which make up only 7%
of all companies—create a whopping 67% of
all the new jobs in America.

Clearly, if making sure all Americans have
a good job is important to us, we have to en-
courage investment in this kind of company
just like the other growing industrial coun-
tries do. And that means cutting the tax
rate on capital gains,

That's what my bill would do—and it
would target the incentive not to invest-
ment in tax shelters such as paintings, vin-
tage cars and collectibles, but to the kind of
investment that will create the jobs of the
future.

Look what happened the last couple of
times we cut the capital gains tax. By cut-
ting the tax in 1978 and 1981, we boosted in-
vestment in new high-growth companies
from just $600 million in 1977 to $4.5 billion
{that’s right, billion) in 1983. This incredible
explosion of investment helped spark the
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growth that created 19 million new jobs in
this decade.

Look at all the Wisconsin success stories
that were made possible by venture capital
investment—innovative and job-creating
companies such as Cray Research in Chip-
pewa Falls and Supercomputing Systems
Inc. in Eau Claire,

Wisconsin has one of the nation’s bright-
est labor forces and a can-do work ethic.
Combine that with a cut in the capital gains
tax and Wisconsin can be America's next
Silicon Valley.

The debate on the capital gains tax will
boil down very rapidly to one question: Do
we care about Wisconsin's future labor
force? If we do, we'll cut the tax—and watch
the prosperity of the average Wisconsin
family grow steadily into the next century.

If we don’t, we'll continue to let the high
tax stifle investment—and blight the
dreams of our children for a more prosper-
ous future.

I'll be on the side of growth—and on the
side of Wisconsin workers.

[From the Washington Times, Feb, 15,
19891
CurgING LBO’s THE Easy Way
(By Robert Kasten)

President Bush has proposed the only
surefire solution to the leveraged buyout
craze—cutting the capital gains tax. Unlike
other trumpeted LBO cures, this measure
would eurb some of Wall Street’'s excesses
without threatening to throw the market as
a whole into a tailspin.

Many in Congress are justly concerned
about the surge in leveraged buyouts—cor-
porate mergers financed by massive new
debt. From a total of $11 billion in the years
1978-83, LBOs have risen to a total of $160
billion for the years 1983-88. The highly
publicized $25 billion LBO of RJR-Nabisco
has prompted an unprecedented congres-
sional clamor to ‘“do something"—any-
thing—about LBOs.

Congress' uncertainty on how—or wheth-
er—to respond to the LBO craze was
summed up by Ways and Means Chairman
Dan Rostenkowski: “There's an appetite
here on the Hill to do something about it
[butl we shouldn’'t have a meat-ax ap-
proach., There are some good things that
come out of buyouts.”

He's right. The empirical studies of LBOs
that I have seen indicate that they increase
our competitiveness by making business
more efficient.

But I still welcome the congressional
debate on LBOs—because it has created an
opportunity to rethink the current tax code,
which has created an excessive bias against
savings and investment and thus encour-
aged the shift toward debt financing.

Our tax code also imposes a “double tax”
on income that is saved and invested. An in-
dividual’s return from investment is taxed
once at the corporate level—and then once
again at the individual level when the inves-
tor receives dividends. Moreover, interest on
debt is deductible for businesses, while divi-
dends paid out to stockholders are not de-
ductible.

This double tax on savings and investment
has tilted our financial markets away from
long-term rewards, and toward short-term
gains,

Most of the LBO solutions being widely
considered simply wouldn't work. Cutting
back corporate interest deductions would
raise the cost of capital for U.S. firms, and
encourage takeover bids by foreigners—who
will still be allowed to deduct interest costs.
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Many analysts blame the 1987 Black
Monday stock market crash on congression-
al efforts to limit the corporate interest de-
duction.

Allowing a dividend tax deduction—even
in return for partial elimination of interest
deductions—wouldn't work. It would not
lower the overall cost of capital for U.S.
firms vis-a-vis their foreign competitors.
And while permitting deductibility of divi-
dends would reduce the cost of capital,
many remain concerned about the potential
static revenue loss for the Treasury.

I believe the most effective way to solve
the double-taxation problem, reduce the
cost of capital, and help encourage equity fi-
nancing is to reduce the unnecessarily high
tax rate on capital gains. It's yet another
double tax on investment—taxing both the
future income stream and the capitalization
of that stream.

A lower capital gains tax rate would turn
the markets toward long-term equity invest-
ing, and away from interest income (like
that from junk bonds) or short-term gains
(like those from commodity options). Many
prominent leaders in business and govern-
ment agree with this approach. Federal Re-
serve Chairman Alan Greenspan said re-
cently that lowering the tax rate on capital
gains would encourage equity financing.

To maximize the impact of a capital gains
cut, it's important to limit the tax incentive
to long-term, growth-oriented investment in
corporate stock. An across-the-board cut in
the capital gains rate would, in fact, encour-
age long-term investment. But it would also
promote investment in real estate and col-
lectibles trading, and encourage the kind of
tax-sheltering activity that atrophied the
economy back in the 1970s.

My new capital gains bill (8. 171, the En-
trepreneurship and Productivity Growth
Act of 1989) and President Bush's proposal
would limit the capital gains differential to
certain capital assets. While the president's
proposal would apply the tax break to the
sale of bonds, land and other non-deprecia-
ble real property, our goals are the same:
encourage long-term equity financing and
reduce the overall cost of U.S. capital.

Unlike a dividends-received deduction, a
capital-gains tax cut would result in an im-
mediate revenue gain as stockholders realize
their capital gains. In 1978, we cut the tax
rate from 50 to 28 percent—and tax reve-
nues rose $2.6 billion in 1979 and $3.4 billion
in 1980. And revenues would continue to
grow in the future as stock values rise and
the economy expands.

While LBOs may not be the economic
Freddy Krueger that critics like to portray
in speeches and opeds, they nonetheless
point to a disturbing tendency in today's
market. It's the apparent tilt toward the im-
mediate gratification of paper profits as op-
posed to long-term commitments to restor-
ing America's competitive edge.

We need to put the long term back on
business' agenda. And restoring the capital
gains differential is a good start.

[From the Washington Times, Feb. 9, 1989]
THE CoMING BUDGET DEBATE—KEEPING THE
CAPITAL GAINS PLEDGE

Today, President George Bush makes
good on the campaign promise for which he
took the most heat from candidate Michael
Dukakis: to propose lowering the tax rate
on capital gains to 15 percent.

Massachusetts Gov. Dukakis charged this
would be “a $40 billion tax break for the
rich.” Mr, Bush's budget reportedly argues
that lowering the rate will actually generate
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from $2 billion to $3 billion in higher tax
revenues the first year, and as much as $6
billion to $8 billion more over four years.

Recent history clearly supports those esti-
mates. What's significant is that not only
were they developed by the carefully non-
political staff of the Office of Tax Analysis,
but for the first time the OTA supports the
research of Harvard supply-side economist
Lawrence Lindsey, who has just joined the
White House staff and who has long argued
that lower rates would raise income.

This means that the tax sensitivity analy-
ses developed in May 1988 by Assistant
Treasury Secretary Michael Darby along
with Treasury economists Robert Gilling-
ham and John Greenlees have finally pre-
vailed over the old static analyses of the
OTA, which just last year said gains rate
cuts were losers.

This is good news because, according to
Mr. Bush’'s point man on Capitol Hill on
this issue, Republican Sen. Robert Kasten
of Wisconsin, “The ingredients are here for
developing a bipartisan consensus we lacked
a year ago to do something about regaining
lost ground on capital gains. The mood is
now in favor of fixing the mistake.”

The 1986 Tax Reform Act raised the top
effective tax on gains from 20 percent to 33
percent, a 65 percent increase, by taking
away the entire capital gains exemption. As
a result, even though we cut the marginal
rates dramatically; we raised the already
high U.S. tax cost of capital by about 10
percent.

In 1985, a study done under the direction
of Paul Craig Roberts of the Center for
Strategic and International Studies showed
the U.S. tax cost of capital was already
about 55 percent higher than that of Japan,
which doesn’t even tax capital gains.

The 1986 act not only worsened that com-
petitive position, but it quickly proved the
basic supply-side thesis that changing tax
rates affects economic behavior. (See table.)

As soon as investors knew that the capital
gains tax rate was going to rise by 40 per-
cent to 65 percent in 1987, there was a rush
to take and declare gains in 1986. Total rev-
enues from this tax soared nearly 90 per-
cent and $22 billion in 1986, and may have
fallen back by as much as 60 percent in
1987.

There is nothing new in this effect. Be-
tween 1968 and 1976, legislation authored
by Democratic Sen. Edward M. Kennedy of
Massachusetts pushed the capital gains top
rate up from 25 percent to 49 percent. The
idea was to increase the tax take from the
wealthy, but revenues actually fell in con-
stant dollars by 33 percent, and most of this
decline was in taxes paid by the top 1 per-
cent of taxpayers.

This evidence was so clear that when Mr,
Kasten's late compatriot, Republican Rep.
William Steiger of Wisconsin, proposed to
cut the rate back to 28 percent, he got bi-
partisan support to enact it in 1978 over the
protest of President Carter, who said it
would cost $2 billion a year.

Instead, by 1979 revenues were 42 percent
higher than they had been at the 49 percent
rate in 1976. But that experience was
modest compared to what happened after
the 1981 Reagan tax-cut law took effect.
From 1982 to 1985, capital gains revenues at
the new lower 20 percent top rate almost
doubled in constant dollars, before Tax
Reform nearly doubled them again in ad-
vance of the higher rate in 1987.

This was the main reason the share of
income taxes paid by the top 1 percent
jumped from 18.1 percent in 1981 to 26.1
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percent in 1986, a very "progressive’ trend
that, ironically, was reversed by killing the
exemption, not to mention its other bad side
effects.

For example, financial experts have also
observed that killing the six-month holding
period tax incentive increased stock market
volatility as speculation began to replace in-
vestment decisions.

CAPITAL GAINS TAX RATES AND THE RICH
[Gains and revenues in bilfions]
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In turn, this tended to favor quick gains
from takeovers and mergers, while punish-
ing real growth and dynamic enterprise,
where the rewards take longer to arrive.
Richard Kopcke, economist for the Federal
Reserve Bank of Boston, says the 1986 tax
law “should increase the equity values for
all mature corporations,” but “the higher
tax rate on capital gains will tend to depress
the equity values of the ‘growth stocks’ that
do not promise their shareholders dividends
until many years have elapsed.”

Mr. Kasten believes that if Mr. Bush
makes jobs and competitiveness the issues,
it will be hard for Congress to resist. But
some think the fight might be much easier
to win if the goal were merely indexing all
capital gains for inflation, leaving the rate
alone,

The irony is that that approach, though
perceptually “fair” and less of a “tax
break,"” might actually be a major revenue
loser, since most capital gains are the result
of inflation, while a rate cut would definite-
ly result in higher tax revenues,

JAMES R. CROWLEY WINS OUT-
STANDING TEACHER OF THE
YEAR

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we
all know that our schools will never be
any better than the men and women
who teach in them. Recently, a teach-
er in my State received a prestigious
award and I would like to use this op-
portunity to congratulate him.

James R. Crowley, chairman of the
electronics department at Blue Hills
Regional Technical High School in
Canton, MA, has been voted “Out-
standing Teacher of the Year” by the
American Vocational Association
Trade and Industry Division.

Mr. Crowley has received numerous
awards for teaching. Last year he was
nominated for a Christa McAuliffe fel-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

lowship. He was also nominated to be
the Massachusetts Teacher of the
Year.

Mr. Crowley is a graduate of North-
eastern University and also has a mas-
ter's degree in electrical engineering
from Fitchburg State College. He has
taught at Blue Hills High School for
23 years.

In the words of the director of Blue
Hills High School, "“Jim Crowley is a
credit to his profession and a credit to
Blue Hills. He has shown by example
the many ways an individual can con-
tribute to the development of tomor-
row’s leaders."”

I am grateful to Mr. Crowley and
other teachers like him who have
make a lifelong commitment to excel-
lence in education. I hope that the
other Members in the Senate and the
citizens of Massachusetts will join me
in extending congratulations and best
wishes to Mr. Crowley.

JOHN LENTINE TO COMPETE IN
INTERNATIONAL SKILLS OLYM-
PICS

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, a
recent high school graduate in Massa-
chusetts who attended the Blue Hills
Regional Technical School will repre-
sent the United States in an important
international competition.

John Lentine, a 1988 electrical
trades graduate will represent the
United States in the International
Youth Skills Olympies in Birmingham,
England, in August 1989. He was se-
lected after a 3-day competition in No-
vember 1987, sponsored by the Voca-
tional Industrial Clubs of America.

Clearly, Mr. Lentine has exceptional
abilities. I know that Mr. Lentine is
continuing to work on his skills in
preparation for this summer’s compe-
tition.

I want to send Mr. Lentine my
heartiest congratulations. In an era
where talk about the shortcomings of
American schools and students are
commonplace, it is especially impor-
tant that we recognize these special
students and schools who continue to
strive for excellence.

I hope that the other Members of
the Senate and the citizens of Massa-
chusetts will join me in congratulating
Mr. Lentine and in wishing him the
best of luck.

JOHN W. CAMERON WINS NEH
TEACHING AWARD

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we
all know that our schools will never be
any better than the men and women
who teach in them. Recently, a teach-
er in my school received a prestigious
award and I would like to take this op-
portunity to congratulate him.

John W. Cameron, a high school
English teacher at Dana Hall School
in Wellesley, has been selected ‘““Mas-
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sachusetts’ NEH/Reader’'s Digest
Teacher-Scholar for 1989" by the Na-
tional Endowment for the Humanities.

The award provides Mr. Cameron
with an opportunity to undertake an
intensive research project entitled
“Reclaiming our Humanity Through
Twentieth Century Literature, Music,
and Art.” During his sabbatical he
plans to study authors that show ‘‘re-
newed faith in the human spirit’ in
their works.

Mr. Cameron holds a master's
degree in English from Wesleyan Uni-
versity. He has taught at Dana Hall
School for 13 years and currently
serves as the president of the New
England Association of Teachers of
English.

I am grateful to Mr. Cameron and
other teachers like him who have
made a lifelong commitment to excel-
lence in education. I hope that the
other Members in the Senate and the
citizens of Massachusetts will join me
in extending congratulations and best
wishes to Mr. Cameron.

VOLUNTARY NATIONAL SERVICE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, Rep-
resentative Joe BRENNAN of Maine re-
cently wrote a column for the Port-
land Press Herald discussing national
service that lays out very well the ra-
tionale that is the basis of the nation-
al service proposal introduced by Sena-
tor Sam NunN and Representative
Dave McCurpy.

I believe Congressman BRENNAN'S
column makes a strong case that vol-
untary national service is a good way
to channel the idealism of America’s
citizens, primarily the young, while
providing a broader opportunity for
upward mobility to more of our citi-
Zens.

And while doing so, Congressman
BRENNAN points out that national serv-
ice also offers the means to provide
the essential human services needed to
meet the unmet needs of millions of
Americans. And it creates the poten-
tial for every young American,
through his or her own effort, a
chance to improve their stake in life.

Mr. President, I have said a number
of times that I believe enactment of
national service legislation that meets
the needs of this country, offers Amer-
icans a worthwhile and challenging
opportunity to serve and passes the
test of fiscal responsibility will be one
of the priorities of the Senate over the
next 2 years.

I commend Congressman BRENNAN'S
column to my colleagues, and ask
unanimous consent that it be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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A NEw START: REVIVE SPIRIT OF PUBLIC
SERVICE

(By Joseph E. Brennan)

Over a quarter of a century ago, President
John F. Kennedy delivered his famous inau-
gural address in which he challenged Ameri-
cans to “ask not what your country can do
for you; ask what you can do for your coun-
try.”
President Bush's inaugural address reiter-
ated this message when he said, “We are not
the sum of our possessions. They are not
the measure of our lives. In our hearts we
know what matters. We cannot hope only to
leave our children a bigger car, a bigger
bank account. We must hope to give them a
sense of what it means to be a loyal friend, a
loving parent, a citizen who leaves his home,
his neighborhood and town better than he
found it."”

It's good to see that the new president is
moving away from the messages and ques-
tions of the past few years, which tended to
promote selfishness and mean-spiritedness:
“Are you better off now than you were four
years ago? How's your bank account?” It's
refreshing to see Bush challenge Americans
to think beyond their pocketbooks.

Peculiar role models and events have oc-
curred in the past eight years. There has
been a marked shift from public spirited-
ness to an unabashed pursuit of self-inter-
est. Corporate raiders, insider traders, Wed-
tech, the Pentagon scandal and “kiss and
tell” books by high-ranking public figures
come to mind. Success, to many, has come
to be equated with material gain.

The pursuit of self-interest is reflected in
the attitudes of many students. College
freshmen in recent years have rated “being
materially well off” as being more impor-
tant than “developing a meaningful philoso-
phy of life.”

Why are young people so concerned with
accumulating wealth? Probably in part be-
cause two of the most important invest-
ments for one’s future—a college or other
post-secondary education and a home—are
becoming prohibitively expensive for many
average Americans. Since 1980, the costs for
public and private colleges have risen 70
percent and 90 percent respectively, while
family income has risen only 33 percent.

The end result is that students and their
parents are not able to meet the total cost
of their education; therefore, those who
choose to pursue a degree potentially face
staggering debts. With annual expenses of
up to $20,000, that debt could run to $60,000
or more for an undergraduate degree alone.

Instead of starting with a clean slate,
these students look forward to years of debt
repayment.

Many residents of Maine are no strangers
to rapidly increasing housing costs. The
Maine State Housing Authority lists the
median selling prices of homes at $115,900
in York County, $123,134 in Cumberland
County and $90,138 in Kennebec County. In
1970, about 80 percent of Maine households
could afford a median-priced home. Now
only 35 percent can afford such a home.
The home ownership rate nationally for
people ages 25 to 34 has dropped by almost
20 percent during the 1980s.

With these expenses to look forward to,
it’s no surprise that our young people might
appear to be so concerned with money. Have
they been given a choice?

In addition to these difficulties, another
disturbing development has emerged. The
defense of our nation has become the dis-
proportionate responsibility of minorities
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and sons and daughters of low-income fami-
lies.
Although comprising only 14 percent of
the U.S. population, minorities fill 38 per-
cent of today's Army ranks. This is not
right. Defense of the nation should be the
responsibility of all Americans. It should
not fall so disproportionately on minorities
and low-income families.

How can these inequities and financial
challenges for our young people be over-
come? The situation is far from hopeless. A
number of proposals have emerged that
offer possible solutions. A voluntary Citi-
zens Corps, which was proposed by a group
of American political leaders is particularly
intriguing. It would create a voluntary na-
tional service.

Basically, the proposal is for a new GI
Bill. People between the ages of 18 and 26
could choose to serve in either the military
or civilian corps. In addition to subsistence
wages, a participant would be credited with
either a $20,000 voucher for civilian service
or a $24,000 voucher for military duty after
two years of service. Upon completion of
service, this voucher could be used for col-
lege, job training or as a down payment on a
home,

It has been estimated that 85 percent of
those who join the program would join the
civilian service and the remaining 15 per-
cent would enter one of the armed services.

Proponents hope the popularity of the
program among young people would attract
those with less financial incentive to join.
Historically, the attraction to civic duty has
brought many young people from a variety
of financial backgrounds to serve their
country in VISTA and the Peace Corps, de-
spite the negligible wages.

In addition to meeting the country's mili-
tary defense needs, other battles could be
fought in peacetime America: battles
against illiteracy, homelessness and drug
and alcohol abuse.

Citizens Corps volunteers could address
some of the unmet needs of our society: in-
dividual attention to children in over-
crowded or understaffed schools and child
care centers, to the sick in hospitals, to the
elderly in nursing homes, to the mentally
retarded and to the homeless. Volunteers
could see firsthand the needs of their neigh-
bors, develop a sense of civiec duty and com-
passion and build a foundation for their
own futures.

Instead of creating a new bureaucracy,
this proposal would expand existing volun-
tary programs for which state and local gov-
ernments would be predominantly responsi-
ble. And it would replace most existing fed-
eral student financial aid programs—now
costing $8 billion—at an additional annual
cost of $5 billion.

The concept of national service is not new.
Most democracies, with the prominent ex-
ceptions of the United States, Great Britain,
and Canada, require or encourage some type
of service as a condition of citizenship.

Undoubtedly, the proposed Citizens Corps
plan is ambitious. Questions and potential
problems still need to be worked out, but
the goal of maintaining a sense of public
spiritedness is a noble one and crucial to
maintaining the integrity and greatness of
our nation.

Historian Edward Gibbon observed that
when “the Athenians finally wanted not to
give to society but for society to give to
them, when the freedom they wished for
most was freedom from responsibility, then
Athens ceased to be free.”

Voluntary national service would once
again give young Americans the opportunity
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and encouragement to serve their country.
Instead of being automatically entitled to
education, job training, or home-ownership
benefits, the young people of America could
experience a sense of the responsibilities as
well as the entitlements of citizenship.

IF FLORENCE NIGHTINGALE
COULD SEE THEM NOW

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, in late
December 1987, in response to reports
of widespread difficulties involved in
the recruiting and retaining of regis-
tered nurses, the Secretary’s Commis-
sion on Nursing was established. The
Commission concluded that the short-
age of registered nurses is real, wide-
spread, and of significant magnitude,
and recommended sustained attention
to promote positive and accurate
images of the profession and the work
of nurses.

The media has often depicted nurses
in a negative light and has given an in-
accurate picture of the work that they
do. The general public for the most
part remains unaware of the various
roles that highly specialized nurses
perform and their contributions to
today’s health care.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following article from
the Washington Post, written by Abi-
gail Trafford, be printed in the
RECORD.

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

IF FLORENCE NIGHTINGALE CoULD SEE THEM
Now
(By Abigail Trafford)

TV IMAGE OF NURSES HITS NEW LOW, AND REAL
NURSES ARE UP IN ARMS

They squeal a lot, these cute little hor-
monettes with long flowing shampoo-ad
hair, their bouncing bosoms harnessed in
push-me-up bras, every muscle aerobically
sculpted from tip to toe, The simplicity of it:
hair, tits and legs. They've even brought
back the old Brigitte Bardot baby doll sex
pout—and these girls pout a lot. For them,
it’s creative thinking because when they
speak, their brain wave patterns scarcely
register. Mostly what these creatures do for
an hour is sigh, sob, giggle and bounce.

Meet the “Nightingales,” the stars of the
new NBC series on prime-time television
about a group of nursing students.

It's not just that Florence Nightingale,
that very Victorian founder of modern nurs-
ing, would be appalled; she'd probably start
her reform movement all over again. This
program is a good illustration of why nurs-
ing schools are having trouble attracting
able applicants and the country is facing an
acute nursing shortage.

Who, after seeing this farce, would want
to be a nurse?

There are lots of good reasons for going
into nursing, of course, but as the recent
government Commission on Nursing found,
the American nurse has a terrible image
problem, In a television age where life often
follows art, the commission concluded that
unless the image of nursing is changed in
the media, the real problems that under-
mine the profession—low wages, high-stress
working conditions, lack of power and au-
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tonomy within the health-care community—
will be a lot harder to solve.

Not that you see much of the real world
of nursing in the “Nightingales” television
soap. The script, which ranges from nubile
frolic to psycho violence, involves a handful
of bedside bimbos who live in a Victorian
Gothic sorority house near the hospital
where they are training to be nurses.

There's a lot of dialogue about sex and
men and references to “Dr. Buns"; scenes of
wet hair, bare legs and wrap-around towels;
the usual mix of kooks and cokeheads. In
fact, the professional aspects of nursing and
medicine play a very minor role in this pro-
gram. It might as well be called “The Aero-
bics Sisters,” since the Nightingales them-
selves seem to spend more time in a gym
than in the hospital.

The star of “Nightingales" is Head Nurse
Suzanne Pleshette. With her liquid grave
voice and her aura of elegance, she is a
relief from the hormonettes. But not much.
The script is terminal, and not even an ac-
tress of her talent and stature can resusci-
tate it. She's supposed to present a good
image of nursing—the professional, career-
minded nurse who runs a department in a
big hospital. But she, too falls into the bad
old sterotype of the sensuous, scheming
playmate in search of Dr. Right. Without
any apparent power in the hospital, she
uses guile and sex appeal to manipulate the
system, which means getting a doctor to do
her a favor. Not to put too fine a point on
the inanity of it all, but in what is cast as a
masterful power play, she withholds the
doughnuts from the doctors' lounge until
she gets a reserved parking space.

Most of her bosom-heaving and poignant
pauses between cliches have to do, not with
nursing skills in the ICU, but with—you
guessed it—Dr. Right, an attractive widower
whose wife was her best friend. He's an old
male chauvinist, but a good man is hard to
find and he's catching on about sensitivity.
He admits he's just a jerk, adding that he's
so glad she points it out because that's just
what his wife used to do. Chances are, if the
show lasts a few more weeks, they’ll fall
into each other’s arms.

In keeping with the negative stereotype,
even the chief of nursing in “Nightingales”
seems destined to fulfill the image of nurs-
ing as a get-a-man job rather than a profes-
sional career.

One 60-minute episode ends with a cere-
mony where the nursing students get their
little caps to show that they're really going
to be 20th-century Nightingales. All dressed
in long black gowns, the hormonettes
gather around Pleshette, who pays homage
to Founder Flo for bringing nursing out of
the Dark Ages. Then she lights a candle
that lights the candles of the little Nightin-
gales. But instead of looking like noble
guardians of a proud tradition, they seem
more like members of a Twilight Zone
witches’ cult.

MEDIA CRUSADE

After an hour of “Nightingales” (10 p.m.
on Wednesdays), it's an understatement to
say that nursing has an image problem. Not
surprisingly, nurses across the country are
up in arms over the program. After the pilot
movie was aired last year, the American
Nurses Association received hundreds of
complaints about the show. As ANA presi-
dent Lucille A. Joel wrote to Brandon Tarti-
koff, president of NBC Entertainment:
“When a program such as ‘The Nightin-
gales’ movie present lax educational stand-
ards, questionable motivations to become a
nurse, substance abuse and promiscuous be-
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havior as images to portray nurses and nurs-
ing education, you can expect that nurses,
people who devote their lives to caring for
people will be upset.”

The series is a toned-down version of the
movie, and there are awkward attempts at
dealing with the issues facing nursing today,
but these are overwhelmed by the many
scenes of hair and legs, bounce and pout.

Still, the series forces nurses to look at
what's going on in their ranks, for “Nightin-
gales' reflects some common public percep-
tions about nursing.

“The image problem is extremely serious,”
says Carolyne Davis, a registered nurse who
was chairman of the national Commission
on Nursing. “In media portrayals, the nurse
is like a child, a harmless sex kitten."”

One result of this poor image is that from
1983 to 1987 there were fewer graduates
from nursing schools, as well as a decline in
enrollments. In 1988, the number of stu-
dents entering nursing school rose, accord-
ing to a survey published in Nursingworld
Journal, but many schools reduced grade re-
quirements to attract more candidates.

In 1987, Health and Human Services Sec-
retary Otis R. Bowen set up the commission
to explore the reasons behind the shortage
and recommend ways to boost the supply of
nurses.

The 25-member advisory panel found that
teachers and guidance counselors rarely rec-
ommend nursing as a career. 'Students are
talked out of it,”” explains Davis. "Teachers
tell them, 'you're too bright to be a nurse.' "

“I wish I could line up every guidance
counselor in the intensive care unit to see
what nurses really do. Then I bet you'd
want the best and brightest right here.”

Image isn't the only problem. Relatively
low wages, increased work loads, lack of de-
cision-making authority and limited career
advancement in the health care industry are
also factors in turning people away from
nursing. Unless all these issues are ad-
dressed, the nursing shortage will only get
worse—and so will the quality of care in
many facilities across the country.

“*No one wants to go into a profession that
is powerless,” says Pamela Miraldo, a PhD
nurse who is chief executive officer of the
National League for Nursing. “Women don't
do that anymore. If you empowered the
nursing role, nurses could go a long way to
address the serious problems that are eating
away at the social fabric—drugs, AIDS, the
homeless—and general aging of the popula-
tion."”

After a year of hearings across the coun-
try, the commission concluded that the
shortage not only was widespread but likely
to get worse. Hardest hit are large urban
hospitals. For all community hospitals, va-
cancy rates have increased from an average
of 4.3 percent in 1983 to 11.3 percent in De-
cember 1987, the latest figures available.
Health officials estimate that 165,000 nurses
a{e needed right now to fill current vacan-
cies.

Of major concern is the fact that the
qualifications of students who are interested
in nursing have declined at a time when the
role of nurses has become more complex
and demanding. The Scholastic Aptitude
Test (SAT) scores of nursing students are
well below the national average for college-
bound students. Moreover, the gap between
SAT scores for nursing and non-nursing stu-
dents seems to be widening. The national
failure rate on the July 1988 nurse licensing
exam reached a record of more rates above
20 percent.

The 16 specific recommendations in the
commission’s final report are aimed at up-
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grading the nurse’'s role, improving the qual-
ity of nursing candidates and increasing the
supply. A key recommendation focuses on
image. “The media has often portrayed
nurses in a negative light and given an inac-
curate picture of the work they do." con-
cludes the commission. “An immediate and
concentrated effort to correct this misper-
ception is called for.”

In short, the idea is to transform the per-
ception of the American nurse from hot-
pants bubblehead to competent health care
professional.

Armed with an $800,000 grant from the
Pew Charitable Trusts, a Philadelphia foun-
dation that supports health and social re-
search, American nurses are about to begin
their media blitz, from carefully crafted “in-
fomercials” on the new and improved nurse

to consciousness-raising scripts about
today's high-tech/high-touch  Florence
Nightingales.

“It’s a crusade,” says Davis. “What we're
saying to nurses is that we really value
you."

DEEP THROAT AND HOT LIPS

How did this happen, you might ask, Here
was Florence Nightingale—angel of mercy,
courageous heroine, pure-minded reformer,
a woman of class, independence and vision.
Sure, she challenged the medical establish-
ment just as nurses are doing today. But
never was there a nurse so highly valued in
her own time and by future generations.

What is interesting is that the sex object
image is relatively recent. It started in the
mid-1960s and flowered in the 1970s. By a
quirk of history, just as the women’'s move-
ment was opening previously closed doors,
the nursing profession headed for decline. If
women now could be doctors, bankers and
lawyers, why would they choose to be
nurses?

In a provocative study, “The Changing
Image of the Nurse,” Philip A. Kalisch and
Beatrice J. Kalisch of the University of
Michigan trace the public's perception of
nurses since the 19th century.

As a predominantly female occupation,
nursing closely reflects the status of women
in society. The reality may be twisted in
books and movies, but popular fiction re-
flects the major social currents that contin-
ually redefine the role of the sexes, the
status of work and family, the dominant
values and rules of a culture. As a result,
Florence Nightingale has gone from Angel
of Mercy through World War I to Pun-time
Flapper Girl Friday in the Twenties, to Her-
oine under Stress during the Depression and
World War II, to housewife and mother in
the Baby Boom '50s and finally to sex
object from the 1960s to the 1980s.

The past 30 years have been tumultuous
decades for social change. In 1963, Betty
Friedan's book “The Feminine Mystique”
exploded the myth of bliss for suburban
moms. In 1968, Kate Millet's “Sexual Poli-
tics” chronicled the sexism in every aspect
of American life. Both became best-sellers.

The image of women generally began to
change, especially the perception of working
women. They went from a lower-class to an
upper-class image. Rosie the Riveter of
World War II was back in the public eye as
a Supermom corporate lawyer flying to
Zurich for business with her “reach out and
touch her baby at home" telephone credit
card.

Paradoxically, while women generally ad-
vanced in social status, nurses did not. In
fact, they slipped further down the social
ladder. Much damage was done to their
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image when one of the most popular porn
movies ever made introduced the world to
Nurse Lovelace in “Deep Throat” in 1972,
Forget about mopping the brow or taking a
patient's pulse, or even giving up her job to
be the little Mrs. to Dr. Right, the way June
Allyson did in the 1953 movie ‘'Battle
Circus." Nurse Lovelace had one career goal
and it wasn’t CPR or marriage. "Linda Love-
lace was declared a nurse simply on the
basis of her abilities to perform fellatio, and
she went right to work in the clinic to re-
lieve others of their sexual problems,"” write
the Kalisches in their study.

The image triangle of sex, humor and
nurses became entrenched. Between 1966 to
1984, nurses were featured in the titles of X-
and R-rated sexploitation films ahead of
wives, hookers, cheerleaders and steward-
esses, Consider the forgettable lines in
“Night Call Nurses,” released in 1972: “Why
kid around? Touch therapy doesn't go far
enough?” and “Who says all men are cre-
ated equal?”

For general audiences, television brought
Americans Margaret (Hot Lips) Houlihan,
the nurse in “M®*A*S*H.,” the TV series
about a field hospital in the Korean War
that ran from 1972 to 1983. Although Hot
Lips evolved from an obnoxious, busty,
stuck-up, sex-driven head nurse into a good-
guy professional member of the medical
team, who can forget the scene in the
shower or the time she's all wired up in bed
with the commander?

Meanwhile, the kinky factor got more per-
verse and ominous in the media image of
nurses in the mid-1970s. Another type of
nurse emerged in the public psyche: the
Nazi frigid Mommie Dearest S & M virgin
vampire. It’s Nurse Ratched in "One Flew
Over the Cuckoo's Nest” (1975); it's Nurse
Diesel in Mel Brooks' "High Anxiety”
(1977); it’s Nurse Jenny Fields in “The
World According to Garp,” the 1978 best-
seller by John Irving.

As the old-money parents of Jennie say:
she is "slumming her life away as a nurse.”

FROM HAG TO HEROINE

In the 19th ecentury, there were two op-
posing nurse images identified by Philip and
Beatrice Kalisch. The first was Sairy Gamp,
the alcoholic hag in Charles Dickens’
“Martin Chuzzlewit.” Untrained, uneducat-
ed, unclean and unreliable, Nurse Gamp is
lower than a domestic servant. The other
image is Florence Nightingale, whose role in
the Crimean War was heralded in a series of
newspaper articles. American poet Henry
Wadsworth Longfellow paid tribute to her
in his 1857 poem “Santa Filomena,” calling
her the “lady with a lamp,” the “saint of
the Crimea,” “'a noble type of good, Heroic
womanhood.”

It was Dickens' exposure of the Sairy
Gamps of nursing that paved the way for
Nightingale's reforms. Yet the dichotomy of
saint vs. sinner, high-born vs. low-class,
tender mercy vs. chilling abuse, has persist-
ed in the public image of nurses.

The nurse as noble heroine lasted through
World War I. Then in the 1920s, a time of
economic boom and short skirts, the media
image shifted to not-so-noble unprofessional
helpmate. “Nurses were seen as subordinate
to physicians and, more important, placed
larger emphasis on love than on their
work,” the Kalisches point out. In short,
nursing became a get-a-man career. While
romance and marriage dominated the “The
Trial."” (She finds all accused men attractive
and so makes love to them.)

Interestingly, in the 1930s, the hardest
economic times of this century, the image of
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nursing improved significantly. According to
“The Changing Image of the Nurse," the
media portrayed nursing as a real profession
that required education and skills; “Nurses
were depicted as brave, rational, dedicated,
decisive, humanistic and autonomous."”

The heroie, patriotic image continued in
wartime movies such as “To the Shores of
Tripoli"” (1942) and ‘So Proudly We Hail”
(1943). In these movies, the nurses are pro-
fessional, courageous, self-sacrificing and
perfectly at ease at working alongside men.
The film “Sister Kenny," starring Rosalind
Russell as the nurse who revolutionized the
rehabilitation of polio patients, enhanced
the image of nursing even more. Here was a
women who defied male doctors to bring
better care to patients.

In the postwar baby boom era, nurses’
image changed again with the times:

“I'll keep a nice house for you ... I'll
read all the clever magazines so I'll be able
to say smart things to your friends . . . And
when you're sick I'll nurse you . . . I'll pre-
tend I'm a patient. Then in your private
office we'll make love.” So says military
nurse June Allyson to Army surgeon Hum-
phrey Bogart in the 1953 f{ilm ‘“Battle
Circus.”

It's not exactly what Florence Nightingale
would have said after returning from the
Crimean War. Even Hot Lips Houlihan from
“M*A*S*H" would have gagged on the lines.

But as the Kalisches' study makes clear,
the media image of the nurse paralleled the
dominant perception of women at the time
as submissive helpmates, loyal and roman-
tic, not too bright, but inspirational—a kind
of moral prop for men. Since then, it's all
been downhill to today’s image of the nurse
as dumber, kinkier and less trustworthy
than her colleagues of past generations.

What the national Commission on Nurs-
ing is calling for is the return of Florence
Nightingale as noble careerist who will help
overhaul health care in this country to meet
the changing needs of society.

Certainly the stage is set for a revitalized
role for nursing. Given the high costs of
care, the specialization of doctors and the
chronic problems of most diseases, nurses
see themselves in a ideal position to provide
quality care to a wide range of people who
aren't sick enough to see a doctor but are
still sick enough to require medical atten-
tion.

“That’s the message we want to get
across,” says the Nursing League’s Miraldo.
“There's a lot nurses can do—in collabora-
tion with doctors, not in a subservient mode.
Then we'd recruit talented men and
women.”

A good place for nurses to start on their
media crusade might be with the scriptwrit-
ers for “Nightingales.” Put Suzanne Ple-
shette on the hospital board—(it's easier to
get a parking space that way), upgrade her
education and sense of humor and give her
a social life that includes more than playing
moral prop to that horny, simpering widow-
er doctor or den mother to those deranged
hormonettes. Instead of all those shampoo
scenes and heavy pouting, what about some
real nursing action in the coronary care
unit?

Think about it: the next time you're in
the hospital and ring for the nurse, who
would you like to get? A Bedside Bimbo? An
Angel of Mercy? A Nazi Vampire? Sairy
Gamp? Or Florence Nightingale?
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SCOUTS OF AMERICA

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise
today to honor the Scouts of America
and recognize a special group of Cub
Scouts who are visiting us today. My
wife and I have had the pleasure of
serving as den parents for Cub Scout
Den 4 of Pack 666 and we have gained
a new appreciation of the wvalue of
scouting as well as a deep gratitude for
all of the adults who work so tirelessly
to help young people through scout-
ing.

To celebrate President's Day last
week, Den 4 Cub Scouts prepared
essays on a number of our earlier
Presidents and discussed them at the
den meeting. Jamie Poist described
the life and career of George Washing-
ton. Derek Wilcox wrote about
Thomas Jefferson. Andrew Steele did
his essay on James Monroe. Charles
Darling discussed the work of Andrew
Jackson. Carter Morris wrote about
Abraham Lincoln. Sam Bond described
the career of Ulysses S. Grant. And
Cabel Hobbs wrote about Teddy Roo-
sevelt. In the discussion period the
Cub Scouts noted that it was signifi-
cant that these outstanding Presidents
had suffered major reverses in their
lives yet they did not let the disap-
pointments deter them from service to
their country. It is important for all of
us to realize that disappointments and
temporary setbacks afflict even the
most successful. The Cub Scouts have
a better understanding that coming
back from adversity is an important
challenge for all of us.

Founded on February 8, 1910, here
in the Nations Capital, the Boy Scouts
of America is an organization dedicat-
ed to citizenship, character building
and physical fitness. Chartered by
Congress in 1915, its goals today
remain the same as stated then:

To promote, through organization, and co-
operation with other agencies, the ability of
boys to do things for themselves and others,
to train them in Scout ways, and to teach
them patriotism, courage, self reliance and
kindered virtues using the methods which
are now in common use by the Boy Scouts.

I am certain that there are many in
this body that have lasting memories
of Scout camping trips and the many
adventures experienced.

President Bush has stressed the im-
portance of volunteer service organiza-
tions to help promote a kinder and
gentler nation. The Boy and Girl
Scouts of America are such organiza-
tions that benefit all involved.

For the youth of America, the
Scouts offer experiences which helps
prepare them for the challenges of
life. For the many adults that volun-
teer their time, the scouts allow them
to interact with youths to impart their
knowledge and experiences while pro-
moting service to their community.
The Scouts stand strong as a symbol
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of service to others and dedication to
the ideals have made America great.

In closing, I am proud to honor the
Scouts of America and the positive
role it plays for all involved.

AMERICAN HEART MONTH

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, by a
joint resolution in 1963, Congress re-
quested the President to issue annual-
ly a proclamation designating Febru-
ary as American Heart Month. At one
of his first ceremonies as the 4lst
President of the United States, George
Bush, a former American Heart Asso-
ciation [AHA] volunteer, signed the
25th anniversary proclamation.
During American Heart Month, I en-
courage my colleagues to join me in
saluting the American Heart Associa-
tion’s efforts to achieve its mission,
the ‘“reduction of premature death
and disability from cardiovascular dis-
eases and stroke,” the leading cause of
death in the United States.

In order to accomplish its mission,
the American Heart Association, a
nonprofit voluntary health organiza-
tion funded by private contributions,
its 56 affiliates, and approximately 2.4
million volunteers, has made disease
prevention its top priority. Since 1949
the AHA has contributed more than
$754 million in research, second only
to the federally sponsored National
Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute
[NHLBI] in the amount devoted to
cardiovascular research. In its 1988-89
fiscal year, AHA expects to spend
more than $63 million to finance hope-
ful scientific studies. The AHA reports
that in addition to its national re-
search program, in 1988-89 its 56 af-
filiates are supporting 1,118 new re-
search awards.

I am proud of the Alaska Affiliate's
contribution to this effort. During this
period, they are supporting a Universi-
ty of Alaska, Fairbanks’ School of
Fisheries & Ocean Science study of
blood flow to the heart and its rela-
tionship to low oxygen levels in seals.

Together the respective research,
prevention, and education programs of
the AHA, the National Heart, Lung,
and Blood Institute [NHLBI], and the
National Institute of Neurological Dis-
eases and Stroke [NINDS] have made
great strides in the battle against car-
diovascular diseases and stroke. AHA
reports that from 1976 to 1986 the
age-adjusted death rate from heart
attack declined by 27.9 percent and
that from stroke fell by 40.2 percent.

Unfortunately, the battle has not
been won because these diseases are
still the No. 1 killer in the United
States, claiming nearly 1 million lives
each year. According to the AHA, in
1989 heart attack will strike approxi-
mately 1.5 million Americans, killing
over 500,000 and that stroke will affect
around 500,000, killing about 150,000.
In addition, more than one in four
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Americans suffer some form of cardio-
vascular disease. The AHA estimates
that the cost associated with cardio-
vascular diseases in 1989 will be an es-
timated $88.2 billion in medical ex-
penses and lost productivity.

Mr. President, this Nation has the
potential to make continued progress
in the fight against this No. 1 killer;
however, additional advances are con-
tingent on sufficient Federal funds. I
urge my colleagues to reaffirm our
commitment to reducing death and
disability from cardiovascular diseases
and stroke by devoting adequate Fed-
eral funds for biomedical research,
prevention, and education.

I ask unanimous consent that this
year’s Presidential proclamation be
printed in the REcoRrD.

There being no objection, the procla-
mation was ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

[A Proclamation by the President of the

United States of Americal
AMERICAN HEART MONTH, 1989

Twenty-five years ago, the Government of
the United States of America proclaimed its
cooperative support of the fight against the
Nation’s leading killer—heart disease. This
year, as in each year since, that support con-
tinues.

Diseases of the heart and blood vessels
will claim the lives of nearly one million
Americans this year. About one-half of all
deaths each year are attributed to cardio-
vascular diseases—almost as many deaths as
cancer, accidents, respiratory diseases,
AIDS, and all other causes of death com-
bined.

Nearly 66 million of our citizens, more
than one-fourth of our population, suffer
from some form of cardiovascular disease.
High blood pressure alone threatens the
lives of more than 60 million Americans age
6 and older, Heart disease strikes regardless
of age, race, or sex. Its toll in human suffer-
ing is incalculable.

The American Heart Association, a not-
for-profit volunteer health agency, esti-
mates the economic cost of cardiovascular
diseases in 1989 will be more than $88 bil-
lion in lost productivity and medical ex-
penses. Each year, cardiovascular diseases
account for more than 2 million years of po-
tential life lost, based on a life span of 65
years.

But we are making progress. The Ameri-
can Heart Association and the Federal Gov-
ernment, through the National Heart, Lung
and Blood Institute, have been working to-
gether since 1948 to find better ways to pre-
vent cardiovascular diseases and stroke and
inform the public and educate the medical
community about the most effective tech-
niques to treat these diseases. Most recent-
ly, the National Cholesterol Education Pro-
gram was instituted to educate consumers
about the dangers of high cholesterol levels.
At the center of the National Cholesterol
Education Program is its coordinating com-
mittee of over 20 member organizations rep-
resenting major medical associations, volun-
tary health organizations, community pro-
grams, and Federal agencies involved in
health and cholesterol education.

Medical advances such as new surgical
technigues to repair heart defects, improved
pharmacological therapies, emergency Ssys-
tems to prevent death, and knowledge to
prevent heart disease from occurring have
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significantly reduced premature death and
disability due to cardiovascular diseases and
stroke. From 1976 to 1986, the age-adjusted
death rate for cardiovascular diseases
dropped 24 percent. But there is still more
to be done. One American dies of some form
of cardiovascular disease every 32 seconds.

Cardiologists and other health profession-
als are seeking to reduce the risk of heart
disease, stroke, and atherosclerosis. By en-
couraging Americans of all ages to control
high blood pressure, stop smoking, reduce
their intake of cholesterol, saturated fats,
and sodium in their diets, and exercise regu-
larly, many deaths can be prevented.

The Federal Government supports a wide
array of cardiovascular research projects
and encourages all Americans to reduce the
risks of heart disease by maintaining good
health habits.

The American Heart Association and its
more than 2.4 million volunteers have con-
tributed to this effort through their support
of research and the shared commitment to
educate Americans about the need to adopt
a sound regimen of proper diet and exercise.

Recognizing that Americans everywhere
have a role to play in this continuing battle
against a major killer, the Congress, by
Joint Resolution approved December 30,
1963 (77 Stat. 843; 36 U.S.C. 169b), has re-
quested the President to issue annually a
proclamation designating February as
“American Heart Month."

Now, Lherefore, 1, George Bush, President
of the United States of America, do hereby
proclaim the month of February 1989 as
“American Heart Month.” I invite the Gov-
ernors of the States, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, officials of other areas subject
to the jurisdiction of the United States, and
the American people to join me in reaffirm-
ing our commitment to combating cardio-
vascular diseases and stroke.

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand this twenty-first day of February,
in the year of our Lord nineteen hundred
and eighty-nine, and of the Independence of
the United States of America the two hun-
dred and thirteenth.

GEORGE BUSH,

UNITED NATIONS HUMAN
RIGHTS REPORT ON CUBA

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I
would like to introduce into the
Recorp a statement Ambassador Ar-
mando Valladares, our representative
to the U.N. Human Rights Commis-
sion, made last week in Geneva ap-
plauding the United Nations for its
first-ever Cuban human rights report.

The report paints a graphic picture
of the repression that has been visited
upon the Cuban people by Fidel
Castro, who after 30 years in power, is
now the longest running dictator in
Latin America.

What makes this report so valuable
is its balanced and factual approach.
According to Ambassador Valladares,
the report “does not judge the facts
but rather shows in an impartial
manner what the Cuban Revolution
has denied for 30 years: The fact that
there are violations of human rights in
all categories and dimensions, almost
without exception.”
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U.N. officials received “137 com-
plaints of torture, cruel, inhuman, or
degrading treatment or punishment”
during their 10-day stay in Cuba last
September. Moreover, the U.N. ac-
cused the Cuban officials in their
report of breaching their promise not
to harass those who complained about
human rights abuses before the Com-
mission.

Mr. President, I believe Ambassador
Valladares deserves our thanks and
congratulations for a job well done. As
a result of his leadership, we have
reached the point where the United
Nations has finally addressed wide-
spread human rights violations in
Cuba.

This is due in no small part to the
unflagging efforts of Ambassador Val-
ladares, who himself was a prisoner in
Castro’s jails for 22 years. His release
in 1982 came about as a result of an
international campaign of protest.

Because of his experience, Ambassa-
dor Valladares understands just how
important a report like this can be in
focusing attention on the repressive-
ness of the Castro regime.

I commend his statement to my col-
leagues and I ask unanimous consent
that it be printed in the REcoRrbD.

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

UniTep STATES PLEASED WITH UNITED Na-
TIONS REPORT ON CUBA; STATEMENT BY AM-
BASSADOR ARMANDO VALLADARES, U.S. REP-
RESENTATIVE TO THE UNITED NATIONS
HumaN RicHTs CoMMIssION, FEB. 24, 1989,
GENEVA, SWITZERLAND
Today is a great day for the United Na-

tions. After reading the Report from the

Cuba Work Group (CWG), I can tell you

that, on balance, we are pleased. The report

reflects and gathers the official version of
the Cuban reality, but it also received the
accusations, documents and testimonies of
the people, the victims. We applauded the
dedication of the CWG under Ambassador

Alioune Sene's chairmanship, as well as the

time and effort put into the physical pro-

duction of the report by the Secretariat.

This report does not judge the facts but
rather shows in an impartial manner what
the Cuban Revolution has denied for 30
years: the fact that there are violations of
human rights in all categories and dimen-
sions, almost without exception. There are
well-documented violations and even official
admissions of these violations on the part of
Cuban functionaries.

The report demonstrates that the consti-
tutional and legal system is structured con-
trary to the letter and spirit of internation-
ally accepted human rights standards.

I think you may not have had time to read
it, but the essence of the report, the com-
pendium of all the denunciations, can be
found in the annexes.

There are cases of torture, missing people,
religious persecution, violations of all the
civil and political rights and violations of
economic and social rights. For instance, the
Working Group received denunciations of
massive beatings. In Chapter III, paragraph
4, the Minister of the Interior admitted that
in the past detained individuals and prison-
ers were beaten and that Cuban laws were
draconian.
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In the annexes—legally a part of the
report itself—you will find a copy of the
sentence of Ruben Hoyo Ruiz, convicted
solely for the possession of one Bible and
you will find the sentence of Arturo Garcia
Rebollar, accused in a surrealistic trial for
the possession of a translation of the proph-
ecies of “Nostradamus.” The National
Union of Writers and Artists of Cuba
(Union Nacional de Escritores y Artistas de
Cuba—UNEAC) decreed that those predic-
tions made 500 years ago were anti-Soviet.

On the other hand, the Cuban govern-
ment lied to the Working Group; one of the
times they told the Working Group that the
Quivican Prison had been shut down. This is
false. Comments in the Annex of the Report
prove this. The Cuban authorities also
transformed the punishment and torture
cells in the Prison of Combinado del este to
deceive the Commission. But photographs
were taken of these transformations and
they clearly document the deceptive meas-
ures. Finally, we have been able to discover
that the Cuban Government lied to the
‘Working Group citing false numbers on the
statistics of public health in Cuba. Official
United Nations statistics prove this. The
same was done with numerical figures on
education and housing.

The Cuban Government gave the Group
and President Sene guarantees that there
would be no reprisals taken against those
who came to testify. This has not been the
case; dozens of people have been arrested
and beaten. These people burned their
bridges when they openly testified to the
Commission. The report speaks of reprisals,
and these people must not be abandoned;
the international community has a commit-
ment with them. That is why I feel this
process has just begun. You will see in the
report that there are hundreds of questions
which the Group directed to the Cuban
Government for its comments, but they
have not been answered. Thousands of cases
of allegations of violations of Human Rights
were sent to the Cuban Government on
August 29, 1988; the Cuban Government has
not even issued a return receipt. Subse-
quently, 1500 other cases which were sent
have not received any reply either. The
questions on the Constitution and the Penal
Code have not been answered, either.

The final consideration, the most impor-
tant one and one which deserves undivided
attention, is a clear recommendation for the
process to continue; in other words, the
need not only to maintain, but also to rein-
force the spirit of international collabora-
tion on this case.

In conclusion, I want to repeat that today
is a great day in the struggle for human dig-
nity. The truth always comes to light. There
is the report. You will see that in Cuba
Human Rights are violated, there are cases
of grave violations; for example, during its
visit to Cuba the secretariat on behalf of
the group received a total of 137 complaints
of torture, cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment of punishment, missing people,
murders, lack of freedom of religion, lack of
freedom of expression or thought, lack of
all fundamental liberties.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Conrap). The time for morning busi-
ness has now expired. Morning busi-
ness is closed.
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OMNIBUS COMMITTEE FUNDING
RESOLUTION FOR 1989 AND 1990

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 4 p.m.
having arrived, the Senate shall pro-
ceed to the consideration of Senate
Resolution 66, which the clerk will
report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 66) authorizing bien-
nial expenditures by committees of the
Senate.

The Senate proceeded to consider
the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. FORD. Will the Chair advise
the Senator as to the time agreements
as they relate to Senate Resolution 66.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
chair is pleased to do that.

The agreement that has been en-
tered into includes 30 minutes to be
equally divided between the Senator
from Kentucky and the Senator from
Alaska. On the resolution there is 1
hour equally divided. On the amend-
ment of the Senator from North Caro-
lina, there is 1 hour equally divided.
On the amendment of the Senator
from California, there is 1 hour equal-
ly divided. There is an additional 15
minutes that has been allotted to the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
CHAFEE], on the amendment of the
Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. FORD. Now, let me repeat that
to be sure this Senator understands it.
On Senate Resolution 66, there will be
30 minutes equally divided between
the Senator from Kentucky and the
Senator from Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. FORD. Second, there is an
amendment by Senator Heims of
North Carolina on which there will be
1 hour and 15 minutes, 30 minutes
equally divided, with an extra 15 min-
utes going to the distinguish Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. FORD. And then on the amend-
ment of the Senator from California,
there will be 1 hour equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That,
too, is correct.

Mr. FORD. I thank the chair very
much. My distinguished friend from
Alaska is here and we will proceed
under the consent to the consideration
of Senate Resolution 66.

Mr. President, today we are consider-
ing Senate Resolution 66, the Omni-
bus Committee Funding Resolution of
1989 and 1990, which authorizes ex-
penditures for committees of the
Senate. The accompanying report,
101-3, explains it in detail. The rank-
ing member of the Committee on
Rules and Administration, the senior
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Senator from Alaska, and I have
worked closely on this authorization.

On October 12, 1988, the Rules Com-
mittee sent to all Senate committees
budget packages for 1989 and 1990.
Our guidelines to committees at that
time were that the total increase for
committees must be consistent with
the fiscal year 1989 legislative branch
appropriations bill which mandated
that any pay raises for fiscal year 1989
shall be absorbed within the levels ap-
propriated in that act.

The Rules Committee then notified
all committees on January 10, 1989,
that for the 1989 funding period
ending February 28, 1990, each com-
mittee’s salary baseline may be in-
creased by 10 percent over the 1988
salary baseline reported in Senate
Report 100-287. Likewise, the 1990
salary baseline could only be increased
by 2 percent, the amount requested by
the President for the fiscal year 1990
January COLA. In addition, commit-
tees were instructed that they could
budget the 1990 January COLA for 2
months at 2 percent and the 1991 Jan-
uary COLA for 2 months at 3 percent.

At that time, all committees were
again put on notice that any increases
in the salary baselines were dependent
upon the availability of appropriations
included in the legislative branch ap-
propriations bill for fiscal year 1989.
Committees were also informed that it
was the Rules Committee's intention
to fully comply with the mandate of
absorbing salary increases within the
levels appropriated. Most committees
closely followed the Rules Commit-
tee's guidelines in requesting funds for
the 2-year period.

In the past, Rules Committee au-
thorizations have stressed frugality,
with authorized adjustments made
only for the yearly COLA. In 1989, a
4.1-percent COLA increase in salaries
was authorized. That figure, subtract-
ed from the 10-percent guideline, left
only 5.9 percent for real growth over
the 2-year period. On a yearly basis,
that amounts to just 2.95 percent in
real growth.

Mr. President, the Rules Committee
guidelines for committee funding for
1989 and 1990 will retain an austerity
policy, and will keep the total author-
ized amount for the biennial budget
period within available appropriations.

I would like to state for the record
that the Banking Committee has
made a good, justified case for an in-
crease beyond the 10-percent guideline
to hire 16 additional staff. In order to
address the special needs of the Bank-
ing Committee’s increased workload,
Senate Resolution 66 contains funds
for nine staff positions on a nonrecur-
ring basis for 2 years. One new staff
position requested will be absorbed
within the 10-percent guidelines rec-
ommended by the Rules Committee.
Funding for six additional staff posi-
tions has been included on a recurring
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basis. I would like to point out, Mr.
President, that the budget base for
committee funding for the 102d Con-
gress will be the recurring amounts
only. In the future, special needs of
committees will continue to be consid-
ered and funded only on a nonrecur-
ring basis.

In summary, the recommended 1989
recurring funding is $51,986,059. The
recurring funding authorization for
1988 was $47,002,568. In 1989 recurring
funds recommended are 10.6 percent
greater than the 1988 recurring
budget authorization. The recom-
mended 1990 recurring funding is
$53,042,703 which is only 2 percent
greater than the 1989 recommended
recurring funds.

Mr. President, the committee budg-
ets for 1989 and 1990 recommended by
the Rules Committee are not lavish.
In considering Senate Resolution 66
today, I recommend that we approve
the budgets as requested.

One last point I would like to make
for the record is in regard to section 24
of the resolution. This section revises
Senate policy on mass mailing to make
Senate policy consistent with the cur-
rent policy of the other body.

Mr. President, there are several
points I feel need to be emphasized.
No. 1, funding authorized in this reso-
lution falls within the existing avail-
able appropriated funds. No supple-
mental appropriations will be re-
guired. The resolution is a biennial au-
thorization for the 10lst Congress. A
rather austere funding policy will con-
tinue for Senate committees. When
COLA's are considered, these recom-
mendations permit less than 3 percent
real growth each year of the 101st
Congress. No real growth was author-
ized in the last budgets, so we have
been on a very tight budget for each
of the last 2 years and this budget for
the next 2 years is extremely tight
also.

A new policy is initiated to fund spe-
cial needs from nonrecurring funds
rather than an incremental increase in
the budget base that stays on and on,
long after the exceptional workload of
the committee subsides.

Let me explain that, Mr. President.
In this particular budget cycle, the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs is faced with several
major questions, one being the savings
and loan issue in this Congress. The
Rules Committee agreed that extra
funding was needed for this committee
to handle that tremendous workload.
But rather than build these funds in
the budget base, the Rules Committee
recommends to the Senate that the
amount authorized be nonrecurring.
This means that these funds will not
be a part of the budget base for the
next funding period in the 102d Con-
gress.

Next, Mr. President, the resolution
also includes a provision on Senate of-
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ficial mail. The revision makes a
Senate policy on official mail consist-
ent with the policy of the other body.
Last year, the other body spent over
95 percent of the dollars appropriated
for franked mail for both bodies. Only
$54 million was appropriated for 1989
with the expectation that in the
Senate that $27 million would be car-
ried forward from 1988, making $82
million available in 1989.

Since the House has spent $77 mil-
lion, the $27 million carried forward
that was on the books is not available;
no money. Therefore, only $54 million
is available in the current year. Under
existing policy, the Senate would
assume one-half of this amount as
available for the Senate. This would
mean a 40-percent reduction in frank-
ing privileges from last year for some
Members if no changes were to be
made. I see no fairer resolution, Mr.
President, to this issue than consisten-
cy between the two bodies so long as
there is a single appropriation fund.

Let us remember that each constitu-
ent has one Representative and two
Senators, yet the other body out-
spends the Senate for franked mail by
better than a 2-to-1 ratio. Will it cost
more? That depends on the practice
under the new policy. For Members
who do not mail newsletters now and
do not mail them under the new
policy, the cost will be the same. If a
Member increases his mailing, the cost
will increase. But the Rules Commit-
tee, as it has in the past, will carefully
monitor these costs.

Mr. President, in conclusion, let me
repeat: Existing available appropria-
tions are adequate to cover the funds
authorized in Senate Resolution 66,
and I urge its adoption. No supplemen-
tal appropriation will be necessary be-
cause of this authorization.

I yield to my good friend from
Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President,
Senate Resolution 66 is different than
committee funding resolutions report-
ed out of the Rules Committee in
prior years. Last fall, on September 22,
1988, the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration reported out favorably
Senate Resolution 479, an original res-
olution to amend rule XXVI of the
Standing Rules of the Senate. Senate
Resolution 479 was agreed to by the
Senate on September 30, 1988. The
purpose of that resolution was to au-
thorize the Rules Committee to report
2-year authorizing resolutions (bienni-
al budgets) for committees of the
Senate and to report one authoriza-
tion resolution (omnibus resolution)
for either a 1- or 2-year budget period.

Senate Resolution 66 should be ade-
quate for the biennial period and not
require a supplemental to the authori-
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zations, In providing for the needs of
the Senate committees during the
next two committee funding periods,
the amounts included for authoriza-
tions in the aggregate have stayed
within the available appropriations
funded in fiscal year 1989.

I stated at the opening of the com-
mittee budget hearings and want to re-
emphasize now, those of us on the
Rules Committees do not expect to
come back with a supplemental re-
guest. Committees are on notice that
they should be very careful in manag-
ing their budgets. My desire is to see
that the new committee biennial
budget works.

This desire has led me to side with
the chairman, and ranking member of
each committee. We have sided with
the committee chairman and ranking
member of each committee when ques-
tions have arisen concerning funding
of those individual committees.

On the other hand, I must state that
I do not think that the Rules Commit-
tee has been generous with the com-
mittees. We have through these con-
sultations brought in I believe a reso-
lution with minimal funding to meet
the needs as outlined by the various
committees especially in view of the
challenges that the individual commit-
tees face in the coming 2 years.

I concur with the remarks of my
good friend from Kentucky and point
out that the section 24 of this resolu-
tion dealing with changes in mailing
allocations should bring about an
equality with the House of Represent-
atives on the use of mass mailings. It
is long overdue. I support this resolu-
tion. I will have more to say about the
mass mailings at a later time, and I re-
serve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CHAFEE. I wonder if I might
ask a question. Whose time can I take
it from?

Mr. FORD. Take it from mine.

Mr. CHAFEE. I have some time
coming up on the question on the
Helms resolution, but I would just as
soon use the time now as these same
questions pertain.

Mr. FORD. We only have 30 minutes
on this. The Senator has an hour and
30 minutes on the Helms amendment.
I would appreciate it under the time
restrictions.

Mr. CHAFEE. If anybody else wants
time now, I will hold up.

Mr. FORD. I do not think we have
anybody who wants time. The time
would be available when Senator
Helms lays his amendment down.

Mr. STEVENS. We have reserved
our time, Mr. President, so we might
answer questions at a later time. We
just have 30 minutes divided between
the two of us on the resolution itself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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Mr. FORD. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, is
there any objection to my taking 10 of
my minutes of the 15 minutes I had on
the Helms amendment and using the
time?

Mr. FORD. No objection.

Mr. STEVENS. No objection.

Mr. CHAFEE. Furthermore, if I do
not use that 10 minutes now, I would
like to yield that back to the balance
that I have on the amendment.

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

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, if I
might direct a question to the distin-
guished chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee, in looking over the budgets for
the various committees, if I might first
just briefly run down them—and I am
running them down in the order of the
amounts that they receive—there are
19 total committees that are receiving
money. I will not go through them all.
I will go through the top ones. Labor—
under this amendment—has about $5
million and 124 employees; Govern-
mental Affairs, again, close to $5 mil-
lion and 120 employees; Judiciary, $4.7
million and 138 employees; and Appro-
priations, $4.7 million.

Then you get to a committee that is,
I think, as busy as any committee in
this Congress, the Finance Committee
which is number seven.

It does not have $5 million; it has
$2.7 million, less than $2 million, or
nearly 50 percent less than the Labor,
Governmental Affairs, and Judiciary
Committees, and I recognize that I am
rounding my figures a little bit here.
That I do not understand.

In other words, my question to the
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee is: On what basis are these alloca-
tions made? Is it a historic basis that
powerful chairmen once upon a time
were in these major committees and
built up substantial payrolls?

I do not think anybody on this floor
would suggest that the Judiciary Com-
mittee has a heavier burden than the
Finance Committee. I recognize that
the Judiciary Committee has numer-
ous judicial selections come before it,
and they must investigate those, but,
in all fairness, that is done by the FBI.

So I would just like some enlighten-
ment to see on what basis this is done.

Mr. FORD. I say to the Senator that
in some respects I agree with what he
is saying and the questions he is
asking, but we were reasonably metic-
ulous with the chairmen and ranking
members of each committee. They
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came before the Rules Committee and
laid out their need for this money,
based on the number of pieces of legis-
lation that come through their com-
mittees, the number of hearings they
hold, the number of consultants they
need in various and sundry areas.

So we limit the growth and we have
limited the growth to basically the
COLA for the staff and a 3-percent
growth. The larger the committee and
the larger the funding, 3 percent
seems like it is a larger amount. But I
asked each one and instructed each
chairman and ranking member that
once this committee budget is in place,
then we will have the committee look
at zero budgeting.

We are going back to the basic need
of the committee. We will start at zero
and then have them come before the
committee and tell us why they need
to go forward.

The problem is, yes, these commit-
tees are larger. Take the Judiciary
Committee: They have had hundreds
and hundreds of judicial appoint-
ments. The Senator said the FBI does
most of the work, but there is work by
the committee. There are all kinds of
Justice Department things that go to
the Judiciary Committee. I am not
here to defend any one committee
over the other. The only thing I know
is that the chairman and ranking
member came before the committee.
They made their case, and in the judg-
ment of the Rules Committee, based
on what they asked us for and the cri-
teria we set, we approved the budget
from which the Senator is reading.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on our time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Rhode Island controls
the time at this point. So if anybody is
seeking time, it would be off his time.

Mr. CHAFEE. My time is going to
run out very quickly. Ten minutes
goes fast. Could they possibly respond
on their time? Would that be fair?

Mr. STEVENS. I am happy to re-
spond using some of the balance of my
time for just one comment, Mr. Presi-
dent.

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

Mr. STEVENS. I call the attention
of the Senator from Rhode Island to
the Joint Committee on Taxation. 1
defend the concept of joint commit-
tees because of the use of shared staff.
They prepare the revenue estimates
used by both the House Ways and
Means and Senate Finance Commit-
tees; $4.422 million is spent in the
Joint Committee on Taxation. We
take that fact into consideration when
we look at the level of funding for the
Finance Committee in the Senate as
compared to other committees. They
do not have a joint committee on the
judiciary, but the Finance Committee
has a Joint Committee on Taxation.
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As a matter of fact, there is another
joint committee, a Joint Economic
Committee, that also overlaps to a cer-
tain extent the functions of the Fi-
nance Committee and the Ways and
Means Committee.

It would be hard to take a committee
and say, '“Look, we have a greater
function than you, and you have more
money than we have.” Therefore you
should be cut. We have had a balance,
I think, in terms of these committees.
We must look at factors such as the
services of joint committees.

I agree with the statement of the
Senator from Kentucky regarding the
historic aspect of some of these com-
mittees. But there is an ongoing fund-
ing basis for committees now, and
both the chairman and ranking
member, and I might say, by infer-
ence, all other members of the com-
mittees, supported the request that
came to us.

I might say that there ought to be
members here from the individual
committees defending their staff and
budget levels, and not let the burden
fall just on the Rules Committee,
which has already held their request
down.

Mr. CHAFEE. Well, I am not here to
be a nitpicker or a complainer. I do
not want to use the Finance Commit-
tee as an example. I am not the rank-
ing member, and I am not the chair-
man. The distinguished Senator from
Alaska is absolutely right, that there
is a Joint Committee on Taxation, but
I think it is also fair to point out that
that committee deals with trade, Medi-
care, Medicaid, Social Security, cata-
strophic illness—all of those mam-
moth problems.

The thing that bothers me is that
what happens is that by giving an
across-the-board percentage increase
of 10 percent, basically what you have
done, and I know it shades a little bit,
is to compound inequities.

In other words, if a committee is get-
ting what you might say is too much,
by giving it 10 percent, you are giving
it 10 percent of $5 million, a lot more
than 10 percent of $2.7 million. I am
not saying the other committees are
starved. I do not think there is a single
committee here than cannot get along
with the amount that the Rules Com-
mittee has given them. I am not here
to plead for more. I am here to say
that it just appears that we are being
extravagant.

If indeed you are going to so-called
zero budgeting, starting at the begin-
ning and examining, now, why does
the Labor Committee have to have 124
employees and more money—twice as
much as the Agriculture Committee
and the Banking Committee? If you
are doing zero budgeting, when does it
start? As I understand, that is a 2-year
budget.

Mr. FORD. That is correct. They
would start at the beginning, hopeful-
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ly, of the 101st Congress, at the over-
sight hearing.

Mr. CHAFEE. The 102d.

Mr. FORD. The 102d; I am sorry.
We will have oversight and begin to
work methodically and have hearings
periodically, and hopefully at the end
of this Congress, we will be able to
make a recommendation to all the
committee chairmen that will be satis-
factory. It will be irritating to most of
the chairmen.

Mr. CHAFEE. No question.

Mr. FORD. I hope that the Senator
respects my reluctance to get into it,
but I intend to do that, and I suggest-
ed that to every chairman and ranking
member that came before the Rules
Committee. Yes, there is a historical
base here, but it is also a base that we
held down for the last 2 years at zero.

Now, this year we are giving a
modest 3 percent. When one looks at
the Finance Committee and at all the
costs of the information that is needed
for the committee, it has gone up
more than 3 percent. They are absorb-
ing a great deal of inflationary costs,
and that will be a 4-year period, not
just a 2-year period, because we zero
based them for the last 2 budget years,
and only a modest 3 percent increase
average over the next 2 years. So when
you take the COLA’s that all of our
employees are entitled to and you give
that to the chairman and ranking
member to pay both the majority and
minority, then you find yourself in a
little less than 3 percent average
growth over the next biennium.

Mr. CHAFEE. Well, I do not want to
beat this to death here, but the distin-
guished Senator from Kentucky men-
tions 3 percent several times. As I look
at this, this was roughly 10 percent. Is
the Senator saying because it is over 2
years?

Mr. FORD. No. There is a 4.1-per-
cent COLA that is automatic. That is
the pay increase that all Government
employees received, or Senate employ-
ees received. Take that 4.1 from the
10, and it gives you 5.9, and 2 percent
for the next year, and that is a little
over 7. So it is roughly a little better
than 3 percent or average 3 percent
growth over each of the next years
beyond their normal pay raise that
the Senator's staff, the committee
staffs, earn, and other employees are
also entitled to it.

Mr. CHAFEE. The Senator means
outside of pay, which is the COLA’s?

Mr. FORD. That is correct.

Mr. CHAFEE. It is 2 percent or 3
percent, whatever it may be.

Mr. FORD. Roughly around 3 per-
cent average over the next 2 years
each year.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will
you yield a second?

Mr. FORD. I yield.

Mr. STEVENS. That includes the in-
crease of cost of training, travel, sub-
scriptions, everything; at a time when

2933

the cost of living is 4 percent, we are
requiring the committees to hold their
office cost down on an annual basis. I
am sure the Senator understands that.

We did limit the Committees in
terms of their possible expansion.

Mr. FORD. I might say to the good
Senator we have already started moni-
toring workload productivity and rank-
ing for the Senate committees and we
can tell the Senator almost to the
committee how they rank in produc-
tivity, how they ranked in workload,
and how they ranked in employees
versus the number of hours spent. So
we are beginning to get into it, and
hopefully we are on the right track
and one that the distinguished Sena-
tor from Rhode Island would agree
with.

Mr. CHAFEE. I believe that prob-
ably uses my time anyway.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 36 seconds remaining.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator for his efforts in
this in trying to get some kind of a ra-
tional, if I might say, basis to establish
on what basis the budgets are ap-
proved, that is, the workload. It has
obviously got to be more than bills
considered or bills. In another commit-
tee I am on, the Environment Commit-
tee, something like the clean air bill is
one bill but it is a monstrous bill and
to equate that—

Mr. FORD. You have to take those
by sections. You have various sections
on that bill and have to look at time
spent on hearings and hours of staff
input in order to come up with the
workload to substantiate whatever
budgets we look at as it relates to the
zero budgeting procedure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sena-
tor CHAFEE's time has expired.

Who yields time?

Mr. FORD. I will yield him my time.

Mr. CHAFEE. 1 guess we are all
going to be here in the 102d Congress,
so I look forward to seeing this zero-
based budget come into effect because
I think it is the right way to proceed.

I know the chairman has a very dif-
ficult job. No one comes to him and
says, “Cut my budget,” and indeed I
did not. I appeared before him and,
like a stalwart, I stood for my commit-
tee budget. Who does not? I guess it is
the feeling everybody wants to be
treated fairly. If something is to be
had, they want it proportionately, ob-
viously.

I commend the distinguished chair-
man and ranking member to look at
this from a fresh look, even though it
is 2 years away. I hope it is successful.

Mr. FORD. Let me just say to my
good friend that we look forward to
his input. We ask him to come before
the committee and testify and to make
a record as it relates to how his feeling
is as to the appropriations or the ap-
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propriations for
sundry budgets.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from California.

AMENDMENT NO. 7
(Purpose: To strike the provision in the res-
olution that would abolish the present
spending cap on use of the Frank by Sena-
tors)

Mr. WILSON. 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 California [Mr.
WiLson] for himself and Mr. NICKLES, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 7.

In the resolution, strike out section 24.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I have
many times taken to the floor of the
Senate to complain about our abusive
use of our Constitution privilege of
the frank—the right to send mail with-
out concern for the cost.

Mr. President, I am concerned about
the cost, for as the old saying goes,
there is no free lunch; there is also no
mailing privilege. It may be free to the
Members of Congress. It is not free to
the taxpayers.

Someone must pay for the millions
of dollars in costs we run up each year
sending out only slightly veiled cam-
paign literature—so-called newslet-
ters—and that someone who must pay
is the American taxpayer.

It is bad enough that in an election
year the Congress is spending more
than $100 million of our constituents’
tax dollars on our own mass mailings.
And it is even worse that we are out-
spending our appropriations—we are
overdrawing our mailing account each
year—so that we must provide supple-
mental funds bills just to make up the
difference.

The resolution now before us would
authorize a magnificent leap in ex-
penditures which we lavish upon our-
selves—a leap so large that it would
make Superman proud; a leap so large
that it would make the 50-percent pay
raise proposal appear almost modest.

Last year—an election year—the
Senate spent approximately $35 mil-
lion on mail costs. If the proposed sec-
tion 24 of the resolution were in
effect, the total limit on our spend-
ing—and I use the word “limit” with
tongue planted firmly in check—the
limit would have been over $180 mil-
lion. That is an increase of more than
500 percent.

You might say, “No, this cannot be.
No one would suggest such an outra-
geous increase.” But it is true.

I mean, a 500-percent increase. And
we complain to physicians about the

the various and
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spiraling cost of doctors’ bills and
what they ask in the way of Medicare
reimbursement.

One thing is for certain, when it
comes to parsimonious Federal budg-
eting, this will be viewed quite appro-
priately as a grab for self promotion,
proving the old adage that charity
begins at home.

First, I must give credit to Roll Call,
a local newspaper, that covers the
scene behind the scenes on Capital
Hill.

Mr. President, this headline reads:
“Senate Unleashes Frank Mail, Dra-
matic and Costly Increase Expected.”

They have not overstated the case.

If it were not for this article in the
current issue of Roll Call, I confess 1
would not have known about this at-
tempt to increase this funding five-
fold. Certainly I would not have
learned of it merely from the face of
the resolution nor from the Rules
Committee report.

Some of the numbers that I have
used come from Roll Call, but we have
independently verified those.

Under present Senate rules, each
Senator is limited to spending a cer-
tain amount on mail costs. This
amount is determined by splitting the
total congressional mail appropriation
in half—half to the House, half to the
Senate—and then allocating that total
to each Senator on a per capita basis
with a few adjustments for small
States.

Section 24 of the committee funding
resolution would abolish this limit
that restrains spending. In its place, it
would restrict one category of mail,
that for postal patrons, that is to say
those mailings of material that are
simply delivered to every mailbox in a
specified area—countywide to state-
wide—without a specific addressee.
The limit would be 6 mailings per year
under this postal patron limitation,
which for my State would mean a so-
called limit that would permit the
mailing of approximately 65 million
pieces of mail per year. That is just for
me. If my colleague were to do it, it is
$130 million.

This “limit” would not affect mail-
ings of notices of town meetings,
which last year, when there was a
limit, cost more than $3 million.

This so-called limit would also not
restrict mass mailings when the ad-
dressee is specified. So, this limit
would actually not restrict mailings of
newsletters, as long as any sent in
excess of six postal patron mailings
per year were individually addressed.

This proposal is not a limit; it is an
invitation to excess.

Let me inform my colleagues as to
how I arrived at a cost of $180 million.

Consider the following numbers:
First, each piece of mail sent out in a
presorted mass mailing costs approxi-
mately 13 cents; second, there are ap-
proximately 103 million mailing ad-
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dresses nationwide. If you multiply
the first number by the second, that is
the 13 cents by 103 million mailing ad-
dresses and then multiply that
number by two, since each State has
two Senators, then mulitply that
number by six, since six postal patron
mailings are permitted under the so-
called limit, you come out with an
amount that is in excess of $160 mil-
lion. When you subtract out existing
costs for postal patrons—to avoid
double counting—then add the ap-
proximate costs of sending town meet-
ing notices and mail specifically ad-
dressed to an individual, the total con-
servatively estimated reaches $180 mil-
lion. And even this huge number does
not take into account a separate deci-
sion by the Rules Committee to abol-
ish the paper allotment system, which
was another limit on mail that has
now been removed.

One point here is worth extra em-
phasis: The proposal in section 24
places no limit on newsletters that are
individually addressed, so the $180 mil-
lion figure may be much too conserva-
tive. It only limits the newsletters sent
out as postal patron mailings.

In other words, after milking the
Treasury for the cost of sending out
six statewide postal patron newslet-
ters, a Senator could conceivably send
out an unlimited number of newslet-
ters that are individually addressed. In
the past, prior to the limits of Senate
Resolution 458, this profligacy ap-
peared to be possible. However, it was
not possible due to the paper allot-
ment system, a limitation in the
amount of paper that each Senator
could use have for the purpose of
newsletters. Now that we no longer
have a paper allotment system, unlim-
ited mailings would be possible, with
the public, as always, being stuck with
the bill.

Many of us, certainly on this side of
the aisle, and I think on the other, as
well, complained last year about the
cost of federally financed campaigns
as proposed by the so-called campaign
finance reform bill. We did not think
the public should pay for our cam-
paigns. We did not think that to be
the most urgent call upon the Treas-
ury at a time when we were looking
for ways to cut the deficit by cutting
spending for other services.

Well, as wrongheaded as we thought
that proposal, it would have cost a
modest amount when compared to the
cost that section 24 of the committee
funding resolution would impose to fi-
nance this vastly expanded mailing of
congressional newsletters.

Mr. President, I continue to oppose
taxpayer subsidies of campaigns and
campaign materials, whether it be in
the direct form of so-called public
campaign financing, or in the indirect
form of the abuse of the franking
privilege. That is why I continue to
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oppose the use of any taxpayers'
money for congressional newsletters.

But I am compelled to be a realist.
Unfortunately, each time that I have
sought to abolish newsletters, I have
lost, either on the floor of the Senate
or in conference with the House. I
would offer an amendment today to
the resolution now before us to abol-
ish funding for newsletters, to fund
the franking privilege by which they
are sent, if I thought that sentiment
had gained any support in the Senate,
if there had been any change of heart.
Unfortunately, I do not have any evi-
dence to suggest that sufficient
change of heart.

Nevertheless, Mr. President, I
cannot simply stand by idly when an
attempt has been made to, as roll call
has, I think, accurately stated it, un-
leash this system to allow a fivefold in-
crease in the cost for our self-promo-
tion.

We simply must not expand the
present system one iota. Therefore, 1
have sent to the desk an amendment
that would strike section 24 from the
resolution by maintaining the status
quo which, it seems to me, is quite ex-
pensive enough for the taxpayers.

It is my understanding that the
Rules Committee, under existing law,
could have made the changes con-
tained in section 24 without the action
of the full Senate. In light of the
impact of the proposed change, I com-
mend the committee for seeking direc-
tion from the full Senate rather than
acting alone. This is a matter that de-
serves full Senate attention in the full
light of day.

I also urge the committee, should
my amendment pass, to reinstitute the
paper allotment system and to bring
to the Senate a resolution extending
the spending cap contained in Senate
Resolution 458 of the 100th Congress.

Mr. President, even if the House in-
sists on continuing its profligate ways,
we should not follow its example. It
does nothing for us to conform our
practices to that of the House of Rep-
resentatives. It simply invites further
excess on their part.

Mr. President, I oppose the proposed
expansion of mass mailings. I, there-
fore, ask my colleagues to support this
amendment and I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second? There is not
a sufficient second.

Who yields time?

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven-
teen minutes remains to the Senator
from California.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I yield
to the distinguished Senator from
Oklahoma such time as he may desire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oklahoma is recognized.
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Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
my good friend and colleague, Senator
WiLson, if he has included me as a co-
sponsor of his resolution.

Mr. WILSON. I did.

Mr. NICKLES. I thank the Senator.

1 wish to compliment him for his
amendment. I also was preparing an
amendment to do the same thing be-
cause I think if we allow section 24 as
presently in this resolution we would
be committing a serious mistake, a
mistake that would be very, very ex-
pensive, a mistake that would be prob-
ably one of the more expensive things
that we have done in Congress in a
long time.

Section 24, for my colleagues’ infor-
mation—and if they are not aware of
it, they could look at it in the Senate
Resolution 66 as reported out by the
Rules Committee—section 24(a) reads:

S. Res. 458 agreed, to September 9, 1988, is
hereby repealed,

What that repeals is the paper and
the dollar limitations that apply to
the Senate. I think it would be a seri-
ous mistake to repeal those limita-
tions. If we repeal them, we are going
to, quite frankly, be spending a lot
more on mail. Right now, we already
spend a lot of money on mail. As a
matter of fact, we are spending more
than what has been appropriated.

I am on the Appropriations Subcom-
mittee for the Legislative Branch. I
am aware of some of the difficulties
coming about, but if we repeal this, we
are going to be looking at significant
cost increases for Senate mail.

If you look at the paragraph under
section 24, it basically states that a
Senator is entitled to franked mail but
may not exceed an amount equal to 6
multiplied by the number of addresses
to which such mail may be delivered in
the State from which the Senator was
elected. In other words, you could mail
postal patron to every household six
times on franked mail. That is enor-
mously expensive.

I have heard people say, “Well, they
do that in the House."” They can mail
six times into their district, and many
do. That is enormously expensive as
well. A wrong in the House should not
be equalled in the U.S. Senate.

What we should do is bring the
House to comparable limitations in
paper and in total dollar costs to what
we do in the Senate. Now we will work
on that effort when we are working on
the legislative appropriations bill. His-
tory has been that, well, the Senate
would not tell the House what to do
and the House would not tell the
Senate what to do. But I think we are
all responsible for taxpayers' dollars
and we should not continue this prac-
tice of unlimited House mailings.

Mr. President, If we do not pass the
Wilson amendment, we will have un-
limited mailings for the U.S. Senate,
total, complete, unlimited mailings.
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We just, by one section, repeal the
paper and dollar limitations and by
the other paragraph, paragraph (b),
we say we can mail six franked postal
patron mailings to every household in
the districts or in the State, and not
included in that limit would be any
mail which would be really just a noti-
fication that the Senator is in the
State for a town meeting or some
other notification type mail. So actual-
ly you could mail many times above
six franked mailings to every house-
hold in the State. In many States, in
South Dakota, for example, that may
not be enormously expensive. If you
do that in the State of California, it is
quite expensive.

So again I compliment my friend
and colleague from California for
trying to restore some fiscal discipline.
If we allow this resolution to pass as it
is now crafted, we will not have any
fiscal discipline.

What we will have is an unbelievable
increase in the cost of Senate mail. As
Senator WiLson said, I think it is $30
some million, at the present time, to as
much as $180 million, just for the
franked mail itself. That is not being
responsible. It should not happen. I
hope this the Wilson amendment will
pass.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Oklahoma. He has
been a real leader in the effort to try
to curb this abuse.

Mr. President, how much of our time
remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California retains 12
minutes and 20 seconds.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I re-
serve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Ken-
tucky.

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

It is interesting how pious we can
become on certain cases and when the
motive of those who have given dili-
gent thought to trying to work out
something is to make us equal.

My dad always told me that when
somebody is for something, it costs
very little; but when somebody is
against something, it costs a whole lot.

So, that is what we find here. Six
mailings. Where is the appropriated
funds? It is only $50 million. We want
half of it and we want to share the
same as the House does. But we are
talking about $160 million.

Look at the appropriated funds and
see how much is there. We want half
of it. We want to be on the same play-
ing field as the other body.

Let me give you an example. This
year they are outspending us 76 to 24
percent now. Do you know why? It is
all coming out of one fund. You do not
have any money to spend. Try to mail
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one after today and see what happens
to you. You cannot mail a newsletter
after today. Your franking privileges
are over.

Yet we say we are going to spend,
and this unleashes all this stuff. Well,
give us an opportunity to go to the
well equal with the House and, if they
want to, set up separate funds. When
you set up separate funds, then the
light will be on us and the light will be
on them. That is the effect of this res-
olution. If the Senator does leave it in
there and does not try to take it out,
the Senator will find that we can
make some progress.

But, no, we have to say it is going to
cost $160 million.

Let me give one example. In 1987
the Senate’s one-half of the appropria-
tions for franking mail that year was
$40.7 million. The Senate only spent
$19 million, of what we assume was
our half. Leaving almost $21.7 million
savings.

The House spent $44 million. They
took up all our savings. We are not
saving anything. We are just curtail-
ing the ability of our Senators to mail
to their constituents.

The House mails six newsletters an-
nually to their constituents in their
districts and they do not hear from my
colleague. They do not hear from my
colleague but maybe one time. Maybe
one time. We are entitled to two, or
twice that amount, because we repre-
sent all of them.

So, when we began to look in the
1988 appropriations, it was $82 million,
plus the $27 million carryover, for a
total of $109 million.

The Senate's half of the 1988 appro-
priations would have been $41 million.
The Senate spent $36 million, leaving
a savings of $5 million.

The House spent $77 million, its
half, the $27 million carryover, the
Senate savings, plus $4 million. They
spent it all. We save it, they spend it.

Let us make some changes. Let us
get equality in the pot, equal in the
appropriated line item, and then let us
go from there with the light on both
the House and the Senate.

The Senator is not saving anything.
My colleague can stand up and say we
have unleashed all these things. You
have to come back for a supplemental.
If you want more than the $50 million,
you have to come back for a supple-
mental. Unless you vote for a supple-
mental, you do not spend any more
money. And right now, given the $160
million I heard, and all the ripple ef-
fects there awhile ago, we need $110
million more. And there has to be a
supplemental, because only the $50
million dollars are already appropri-
ated.

Every constituent in our home
States has one Representative and two
Senators. The history of postal ex-
penditures is opposite. They think
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they have got two Representatives and
one Senator.

Mr. President, I hope that this
amendment will be rejected and at the
proper time, as soon as time is yielded
back, if the Senator wants to yield his
time back, at a given point I will move
to table the amendment by the Sena-
tor from California and the Senator
from Oklahoma. Then I will ask that
that vote be set aside because there
are several of our colleagues who are
downtown. That would give them an
opportunity to come back and we
would have votes back to back, if that
is acceptable to the other side.

1 reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I yield
an additional 3 or 4 minutes to my
friend from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. I thank the Senator
from California.

1 am going to ask the Senator from
Kentucky a question before he runs
off.

Mr. FORD. I am not going to run
off.

Mr. NICKLES. Just for clarification.
On section 24, when it says, “Senate
Resolution 458, agreed to September 9,
1988, is hereby repealed,” am I not
correct that that resolution deals with
the limitations on the total cost of
mail which we have applied to the
Senate and, if we repeal that, we will
be taking off the cost limitations for
Senate mail?

Mr. FORD. We only get one-half of
the appropriated money. We assume
that. So that there is no unleashing in
any unlimited amount, Senator. We
have $50 million that has been appro-
priated for this type of mailing. We
feel that we are entitled to one-half of
that and, under the circumstances, re-
gardless of what you might read into
it, that is all we are going to be able to
have. Unless you get a supplemental,
you cannot go beyond that.

What you are reading into this situa-
tion is that we are asking that the re-
strictions applied to the Senate are
the same ones that are applied to the
House; or left. So that puts us on an
even playing field. Then we could go
from there.

But unless you appropriate the
funds, they are not going to be spent.
Unless you and I vote for a supplemen-
tal, they are not going to be spent.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, to
make sure that my colleagues are per-
fectly clear on what this resolution
does, Senate Resolution 458 is a reso-
lution which was agreed to September
9, 1988. It deals with mass mailings. It
deals with mail costs. And it deals with
limitations on each Senate office.

We are repealing that, if we agree to
this as submitted by the Rules Com-
mittee.

One other comment. This idea that
we are limited by appropriations: that
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is not the case. It should be the case. I
see the distinguished chairman of the
Appropriations Committee is with us
on the floor. We should not be able to
spend any more than we appropriate
for mail costs. But that is not the case.

Present law states—and I will tell my
colleagues I am going to endeavor to
change the present law—but the
present law says that “payment made
under subsection (a) or (b) of this sec-
tion shall be deemed payment for all
matter mailed under the frank and for
all fees and charges due the Postal
Service in connection therewith.”

In other words, if we only appropri-
ate a given number of dollars but we
mail much more than that, the Postal
Service has to eat the difference.

Maybe we come up in a supplemen-
tal appropriation and pay for it.
Maybe we do not. But if we do not, the
law says the Postal Service has to take
all the money that we have appropri-
ated as payment in full.

That is not right. That is telling the
Postal Service that they have to, basi-
cally, lose, or eat, anything that we
underappropriate. That is not the way
it should be.

I will work with the Senator——

Mr. FORD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. NICKLES. I will work with the
Senator, the chairman of the Rules
Committee, to try to change that. But
that is present law.

I stated on this floor in the past that
we should change that. We should not
be able to mail any more than what we
appropriate funds for. If we agree to
the resolution as now before us, we
will be repealing Senate Resolution
458, which does place limitations on
Senate mail.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for just a moment?

Mr. NICKLES. How much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has only 12 seconds left.

Mr. NICKLES. I will give the Sena-
tor 12 seconds.

Mr. FORD. What you stated about
the statute is correct. But the prac-
tices has been to enact supplemental
appropriations.

I think it will be very little trouble
to have that done since the practice
has been the supplemental.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time
yielded by the Senator from California
has expired.

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator
from Kentucky yield to me just a
moment on his time?

Mr. FORD. Yes.

Mr. NICKLES. I happen to be on
the Legislative Branch Appropriations
Committee, and I will work with the
Senator in the future. If we open this
up for 6 frank postal patron mailings
and an unlimited amount of response
type mailings a supplemental request
could be enormous. I would have some
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responsibility bringing that to the
floor. I do not want to do that. I do
not want to see mail costs in the
Senate grow from $30 to $80 or $100
million. I think this is what could
happen, unless we change the resolu-
tion.

Mr. FORD. Since the Senator is on
my time, let me just try to reason with
him, if I can. Right now, in the first
quarter, the House has spent almost
$8 million, and we barely spent $2 mil-
lion. It all comes out of the same ap-
propriated figure. So we are very
frugal; we do not spend it and they
continue to spend it.

Under the present circumstances, we
are hindering those who would like to
mail newsletters. We are not giving
them the opportunity to do it. We re-
strict them while the House continues
to do that.

Why not give your colleagues a level
playing field so that they may have
the same opportunities? And then we
can repeal whatever we want to do,
make the changes. But the precedent
has been supplemental.

You can have all kinds of charts and
that sort of thing that you want out of
here. I think I understand. We go by
supplemental, not by the rules that
you stated a while ago. However, that
is proper. You read it properly, and I
have no quarrel with that, but prece-
dent is one thing around this body
that we follow.

Mr. President, how much time is left
by the Senator from California and
the Senator from Kentucky?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KorL). The Senator from California
has 7 minutes and 57 seconds remain-
ing. The Senator from Kentucky has
22 minutes.

Mr. FORD. I am willing to yield
back my time. You have had all but 7
minutes. I have maybe just used 6
minutes. If the Senator from Califor-
nia will think about yielding back the
time, I will move to table, get the yeas
and nays and set it aside until our col-
leagues are back from the White
House. Would he agree to that?

Mr. WILSON. I will tell my friend
from Kentucky I do not intend to use
all of the time. I will use some of it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I am
not going to use all the time that re-
mains. There is a fairly simple issue
before us. The taxpayers are paying
for congressional newsletters from
which they receive precious little ben-
efit. It is costing them money, money
that could be spent for other far more
meritorious purposes. We are elected
to set and keep priorities. I submit
that congressional newsletters are not
an urgent public priority, not in a time
when we are pressing for ways to
reduce the deficit. In fact, not at any
time, in my judgment.
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But to give some idea of what it has
cost the taxpayers, I ask my colleagues
to look at this chart. It is a very simple
chart. This bar graph here indicates
the costs to the taxpayers in millions
of dollars, what it has cost them to
pay for the Senate franking privilege.
In 1983, it cost them $32 million. In
1984, $44 million; in 1985, it cost them
$40 million. In 1986, it cost them $36
million. In 1987, it cost them $19 mil-
lion. In 1988, it cost them $36 million.

But if we agree to this resolution
and do not defeat it, do not strike it by
the amendment that I have offered
with Senator NIcKLES, it gives promise
of costing the taxpayers $160 million—
that is the red bar here—just for the
postal patron mailings. And when you
add what can be expected in the way
of address mailings on top of it, and
town notices, that figure can climb
easily to $180 million—$180 million—
not for an urgent public priority.

Let me just respond to a couple of
points made by my friend from Ken-
tucky. He is expressing great frustra-
tion that we will not save money by
not spending it because our share will
be spent by the House of Representa-
tives. I will accord him this much: The
House of Representatives’ behavior in
this regard has been disgraceful. What
he is saying is because they have been
guilty of this kind of profligate con-
duct, we should be getting our share.
It is not like saying we ought to stop
the process; we ought to be getting our
share.

I suggest that what we ought to be
doing is stopping the process, and he is
quite correct, this will not stop the
House, not immediately. But I think if
they begin to hear from their constitu-
ents that they only are doing this
profligate thing with the taxpayers'
dollars that there will be the kind of
unhappiness that we saw manifested
on something of far mor modest cost
in terms of a 50-percent congressional
pay raise.

This is a 500-percent increase, and
the fact of the matter is, yes, there is
only $50 milllion appropriated. Every
time we spend more, and my friend
from Kentucky has said here today
that we do keep overspending that
amount, what do we do? We get a sup-
plemental appropriation. Either that
or the Post Office would have to eat it.
Well, they do eat it for a few months
until we get them that supplemental
appropriation.

Let us not delude anyone. This is
costing taxpayers money, and a lot of
it, but from $36 to $180 million I think
is an unsupportable leap. The adop-
tion of this amendment will simply
keep us at the status quo. It will not
allow the 6 postal patron mailings.

Mr. President, the issue is a simple
one. What is an urgent public priority
for the reelection of Senators, includ-
ing many who have opposed public fi-
nancing of campaigns, is not an urgent
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public priority for the taxpayers. We
should not be wasting their money in
this unjustifiable way. I yield back the
remainder of my time.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote on
my motion to table the Wilson amend-
ment occur immediately following the
using or yielding back of the time on
the Helms amendment and that the
vote on or in relation to the Helms
amendment occur immediately follow-
ing the disposition of the Wilson
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection?

Mr. HELMS. Reserving the right to
object, I am sorry, I did not hear the
request.

Mr. FORD. I asked unanimous con-
sent that the vote on my motion to
table Senator WiLsoNn's amendment,
when the time is yielded back or all
time used, occur immediately follow-
ing the disposition of the Helms
amendment. We want to stack the
votes because we have some people
downtown.

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator,
Mr. President, and I have no objec-
tion.

Mr. NICKLES. Did we get the yeas
and nays?

Mr. FORD. Not yet.

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

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, it is very
difficult to make people understand
that we are trying to cut back. Under
the present circumstances, we contin-
ue to grow and grow and grow, and it
is grossly unfair to the Senate under
the circumstances. I know this is going
to look good back in California in the
governor's race. I have been governor
and I understand it. We are saving
money. We want to be frugal. I have
gone through all of this.

But, Mr. President, fair is fair. I
intend to see that my colleagues are
represented fairly. I think it is fair
that we play by the same rules as the
House, that we put the spotlight on
them, we divide it and ask them to go
ahead and try to stay under as we
have. We save it and they spend it;
they spend more than that.

We will never reach the maximum
because the distinguished Senator
from California does not send out any
newsletters. If he does not send out
any newsletters, he does not spend any
money. So if he does not spend any
money, you will never reach the maxi-
mum. I do not send out newsletters. I
have sent out one in the last 2 or 3
yvears. So it cannot ever reach the
maximum because I am not sending
them out. So we will never reach the
maximum. We can restrain ourselves.

Mr. President, it is a matter of fair-
ness. Once we have this in place, we
are on a level playing field and then
we can seek separate appropriations
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for the House and Senate. Let the
House do what they want. Let us limit
ourselves. Let us do it to ourselves
rather than to have to pay and pay
and pay and not get any of the results.

Mr. President, I move to table the
amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia and 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. FORD. Under the previous
unanimous-consent agreement, this
will be set aside and we will now go to
Senator HELMs, is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

The Senator from North Carolina.

AMENDMENT NO. 8
(Purpose: To reduce funding increases for
Senate committees)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I thank
the chair. I thank my good friend
from Kentucky, Mr. FoRbp.

Mr. President, I send an amendment
to the desk and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Hewms for himself, Mr. NickreEs, and Mr.
WiLson] proposes an amendment numbered
8

Mr. HELMS. 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:

On page 1, line 9, strike “$53,252,088" and
insert ““$50,780,499"".

On page 2, line 2, strike “$53,430,099" and
insert ““$50,892,155".

On page 3, line 22, strike “$1,876,650" and
insert ““$1,798,118".

On page 4, line 6, strike “$1,914,132" and
insert *“$1,834,080"".

On page 5, line 5, strike “$4,736,267" and
insert ““$4,428,061".

On page 5, line 15, strike “$4,828,540" and
insert ““$4,516,622"".

On page 6, line 14, strike “$2,728,969"" and
insert "*$2,609,890".

On page 6, line 24, strike “$2,785,811" and
insert “'$2,662,088".

On page T, line 25, strike “$2,560,816" and
insert *“$2,315,308".

On page 8, line 9, strike “$2,614,125" and
insert “$2,361,614".

On page 9, line 8, strike "$3,313,130" and
insert ““$3,167,988".

On page 9, line 18, strike $3,382,402" and
insert “$3,231,348".

On page 10, line 20, strike *$3,694,395"
and insert “$3,536,885".

On page 11, line 5, strike “$3,769,571" and
insert “$3,607,623".

On page 12, line 5, strike “$2,673,5647" and
insert “$2,559,807".

On page 12, line 15,
and insert *'$2,611,003"".

On page 13, line 15,
and insert “$2,492,564".

On page 13, line 25,
and insert “$2,542,415".

On page 14, line 25,
and insert “$2,629,342".

strike “$2,727,832”
strike **$2,604,115"
strike “$2,657,355"
strike "'$2,754,692"
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On page 15, line 9, strike *$2,814,065" and
insert *“$2,681,929". 0

On page 16, line 9, strike "'$2,666,656"" and
insert '$2,552,785"".

On page 16, line 16, strike “$2,721,004"
and insert “$2,603,841".

On page 17, line 13, strike "$4,951,018"
and insert *'$4,740,368".

On page 17, line 23, strike “$5,051,556"
and insert “$4,835,175".

On page 24, line 3, strike “$4,748,545" and
insert *$4,542,702".

On page 24, line 13, strike "“$4,846,789"
and insert “$4,633,556"".

On page 25, line 13, strike *“$4,981,973"
and insert *'$4,765,560".

On page 25, line 20, strike “'$5,085,260"
and insert “$4,860,871".

On page 26, line 19, strike “$1,430,672"
and insert “$1,367,357".

On page 27, line 5, strike “$1,459,163" and
insert ““$1,394,704".

On page 29, line 15, strike “$1,123,937"
and insert “$1,062,745".

On page 29, line 18, strike '$1,148,131"
and insert *$1,084,000".

On page 30, line 8, strike “$1,200,008” and
insert “'$1,147,299".

On page 30, line 18, strike "$1,213,792"
and insert “$1,170,245",

On page 32, line 20, strike "$1,887,941"
and insert “$1,845,335".

On page 33, line 1, strike *$1,021,116" and
insert “$978,288".

On page 31, line 18, strike '$2,305,816"
and insert “$2,205,444".

On page 31, line 25, strike "$2,353,721"
and insert '$2,249,553"".

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
NickLeEs] be added as a cosponsor, and
the distinguished Senator from Cali-
fornia, Mr. WILSON.

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

Mr. HELMS. Now, then, Mr. Presi-
dent, the pending resolution (S. Res.
66) is the 2-year committee funding
resolution, and it is structured so that
each committee will on average receive
an increase in recurring funds of ap-
proximately 10.7 percent in 1989 and
an additional 2 percent in 1990.

The 10.7-increase assumes a 4.1-per-
cent cost-of-living increase for 1989
and a 2-percent cost-of-living increase
for 1990. Under the 2-year budget
process, which is new, committees will
be allowed to carry over into 1990 any
unexpended funds remaining from
this year.

Mr. President, I am offering the
amendment to reduce the level of re-
curring funds provided in Senate Res-
olution 66 from an average of 10.7 per-
cent and 2 percent to an average of 5.3
and 2 percent for committee years
1989 and 1990, respectively.

At this point I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table comparing the pro-
posed funding levels for each commit-
tee under Senate Resolution 66 and
under my amendment be printed in
the Recorp. at the conclusion of my
remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)
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Mr. HELMS. Now, why am I doing
this, Mr. President? I am doing it be-
cause somewhere, sometime there
ought to be some signal from the Con-
gress of the United States that we are
willing to tighten our belts and not
spend as much money as we might like
to spend.

I know the argument will be made
that we have already cut back, but if
the Federal Government were a pri-
vate business it would be under Chap-
ter 11 right now. The difference be-
tween the Federal Government and
private enterprise is that private en-
terprise cannot print money.

So I think we ought to send a sign-
nal to the American people. It is not
going to hurt any committee to have
this amendment added to Senate Res-
olution 66. Let me give you an exam-
ple, Mr. President. The Agriculture
Committee will have a balance of
about $150,000 which is going to carry
over from last year. That will be in ad-
dition to the 10.7 percent and 2 per-
cent increases provided by the resolu-
tion. The Appropriations Committee
will have $170,000 to carry over,
Armed Services will have $175,000 to
carry over, and so forth.

Mr. President, any committee chair-
man, ranking member or staff director
who cannot save $150,000 in a commit-
tee or, in the case of the Intelligence
Committee, $110,000, or in the case of
the Finance Committee, $88,500,
ought to take a lesson in how to econo-
mize a little bit. Because, Mr. Presi-
dent, when one subtracts the assumed
4.1-percent cost of living increase from
the average 10.7-percent increase in re-
curring funds provided for this year, it
becomes evident that we are providing
our committees with real growth of
more than 6 percent over the next 2
years.

But that estimate does not even take
into account the unexpended balances
from the 100th Congress that commit-
tees, as I said, will be allowed to carry
over into this year under the resolu-
tion.

The total estimated unexpended bal-
ance that will be carried over from the
100th Congress to this Congress,
which of course is the 101st Congress,
is $2,145,210, that is 4.5 percent of the
1988 committee budget. When you add
the total unspent balance to the in-
crease provided in S. Res. 66, you come
up with an increase of more than 15
percent.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
setting forth the estimated unspent
balances for each committee be print-
ed in the REcorDp at the conclusion of
my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. HELMS. Let me emphasize one
thing, Mr. President. I appreciate the
fine job that the distinguished chair-
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man of the Rules Committee, Mr.
Forp, and the distinguished ranking
member, Mr. STEVENS, have done with
what is probably one of the most un-
enviable jobs in the Senate. However,
it apparently has been determined
that our committee structure is too
small and it must grow.

That impresses me as a significant
policy decision, one that deserves some
discussion and consideration by the
Senate.

Under the pending amendment, the
reduced increases would be allocated
among committees in proportion to
the levels now provided in Senate Res-
olution 66, with one exception. The
leadership of the Committee on Small
Business is to be commended for hold-
ing their requested increase to 4.15
percent for 1989. The Committee on
Small Business was the only commit-
tee to request less than a 5-percent in-
crease for this year. All other requests
range from 9 percent to more than 51
percent. Consequently, under the
amendment, no reduction will be made
in the increase proposed for the Small
Business Committee.

Let me point out, Mr. President, that
the amendment would not affect the
provision allowing committees to carry
over unexpended funds. They can do
that under the amendment, either
from this session to the next, or from
the 100th Congress. Allowing commit-
tees to carry forward unspent balances
will serve to reward those committees
who hold down or have held down
their expenses in the prior funding
period.

Also, lest there be some concern, my
amendment would make no reduction
in the nonrecurring funds provided by
the resolution. For example, rather
than providing the permanent 51-per-
cent increase requested by the Bank-
ing Committee to help the committee
address the difficult issues that will
come up during the 10lst Congress,
the Rules Committee decided to give
the Banking Committee a smaller per-
manent increase of 29 percent and pro-
vide the rest on a nonrecurring basis.

Under my amendment, the perma-
nent increase for the Banking Com-
mittee would be reduced to 14.5 per-
cent, but the nonrecurring funds
would not be affected.

As I said at the outset, I believe Con-
gress should at least send a signal,
however small, to the American people
that we are willing to tighten our
belts. We should continue to hold the
line on the size of the committees and
the cost of operating the committees.

Back in the 1970’s, I might point
out, Mr. President, the size of congres-
sional staffs grew significantly. From
1967 to 1977, the total number of legis-
lative branch employees increased
from 27,545 to 39,978. But I am de-
lighted to note that during the 1980’s,
we've managed to restrain that
growth, as we should have done. We
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should have done it earlier. But I was
not here. Senator Forp was not here.
And spending was not restrained. In
fact, nowhere in the Federal Govern-
ment was spending restrained. That is
the cause of the budget problem in the
country today.

I think it is unwise to reverse that
trend of restraint that we exercised in
the 1980's—especially when we are
now trying to constrain the growth in
all other aspects of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

The pending amendment would
make only a modest reduction in dol-
lars in the growth of our committees.
Total savings over 2 years would be $5
million. Senators may say, “Well, that
is not much.” And, of course, it is not
in terms of the total cost of operating
the Congress of the United States, let
alone the total operating cost of the
Federal Government. It is $5 million.
It sends a signal, however, that we
want to do at least something, and this
would be it. But the point is that even
if my amendment is passed, we will be
allowing the committees of the U.S.
Senate some real growth over the next
2 years. While I do not think our com-
mittees need any real growth, I am
convinced that the pending amend-
ment offers a reasonable compromise
to the levels proposed in Senate Reso-
lution 66.

Mr. President, it is not my intent
and not my wish to single out any par-
ticular committee with this amend-
ment. All committee chairmen and
ranking minority members, including
myself, testified before the Rules
Committee requesting on average a 10-
percent increase for our respective
committees for this year. I am sure
that each chairman and each ranking
member sincerely believes that his or
her committee deserves an increase.
Because the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee ranks at the top of the produc-
tivity rating, 1 agreed with Senator
PELL, the chairman of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, that the committee
is worthy of an increase if—and I un-
derscore the word “if'"—the overall
levels are going to be increased. Maybe
that was a copout. I did not intend it
to be so. But I stressed to Senator
PeELL that I retained my option to try
to reduce the overall increases for
committees, including the Foreign Re-
lations Committee.

I am offering the amendment in the
hopes that all of our colleagues,
whether or not they are committee
chairmen or ranking members, will
agree that we need to continue to hold
the line on our budgets. I believe that
every Senator should be concerned
about the message, the signal, we will
be sending to the American people if
we increase our committee budgets by
approximately 15 percent when we are
asking the American people to tighten
their belts and do without an increase.
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ExHIBIT 1
UNEXPENDED BALANCES

S. Res. 66 allows Committee to establish a
Special Reserve for the unexpended bal-
ances from the current Committee Year,
which ends 28 Feb. 89. The Special Reserve
may be used in the next Committee year.
Committees are also allowed to carry over
any unexpended funds into the 1990 Com-
mittee year. Committees estimated the fol-
lowing unexpended balances for the Com-
mittee year ending today:

Committee Balance
Agriculture $150,000
Appropriations ........ccccecveecierncennins 170,000
Armed ServiCes.......iiieneiisens 175,993
Banking 848
Budget 13,261
Commerce 220,444
Energy 185,405
Environment 175,000
Finance 88,523
Foreign Relations ..........coocveesvrininnns 153,000
Governmental Affairs... 248,224
Judiciary 180,000
Labor 45,000
Rules 104,043
Small BUSINeSS........ioeeveenreneerensasaniss 68,000
Veterans' Affairs........cceceeeversrenens 1,000
Aging 20,000
Intelligence 110,000
Indian Affairs.......c.ooeeneismseresnasnsnne 36,469

Total 2,145,210

EXHIBIT 2

ComMITTEE FUNDING UNDER SENATE
REsoLUTION 66 UNAMENDED,/ AMENDED

The Helms amendment makes modest re-
duetions in the amount of increases provid-
ed to each Committee by S. Res. 66. The dif-
ferences in authorized Committee funds
under S. Res, 66 unamended and as modi-
fied by the Helms amendment are set forth
below:

Year 1 (1389) Year 2 (1990)
Committes
S Res. 66, HMS g pec gy Helms
Agricultue.... . SLATEE50 $1798.118 $1.914,132 $1.834,080
iations 4736467 4428061 4828540 4516622
Arme 2728969 2609890 2785811 262,088
Banking...... 2560816 2315308 2614125 2361614
Budget ... 3313130 3167988 1382402 3231348
Commerce 3694395 3536885 3769571 3607623
nergy. 2613541 2550807 2727832 2611003
Enir 2604115 2492564 257355 2542415
ANC....... 2754692 2629342 28141065 2681929
oreign Relations... 2,666, 2,550,785 2721004 2603841
Govemmental Affairs . 4951018 4740368 5051556 4835175
Judicary.... 4748545 4542702 4845739 4633555
Labor... 4981973 4765560 4085260 4860871
Rules. .. 1430672 1367357 1459163 1394704
Small Business.... 1012941 (1) L7 o
Veterans” Alfairs . 1123837 1062045 1148131 1,084/
1200008 1147299 1213792 1170245
2, b 2353,721 2,249,553
1 1021116 978288

53,430,099 50,892,155

' No changes.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I appreci-
ate the kind words that the distin-
guished Senator from North Carolina
made toward me and to my distin-
guished friend and ranking member,
Senator STevens from Alaska, regard-
ing our diligence,
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Mr. President, we listened to every
chairman. We listened to every rank-
ing member. And I do not recall any
member, chairman or ranking
member, that objected to their budget
for the next 2 years. Now we find'men
who were there before the Rules Com-
mittee seeking these funds, n
coming and objecting to what we are
doing. It is a little bit disheartening,
and a little bit disconcerting having
gone through many hours with vari-
ous committees developing a budget
authorization which we believe is jus-
tified. The guidelines were, with justi-
fication, 10 percent in 1989 and 2 per-
cent in 1990 for staff salaries. With
few exceptions these guidelines were
followed and are reflected in Senate
Resolution 66.

The amendment under consideration
would reduce the increase in the first
year from 10 to 5 except for the Small
Business Committee. The amendment
is simple but its consequences are
rather substantial.

For the Senate to perform effective-
ly, committees need highly qualified
staffs. I do not think there is any ques-
tion about that. But what we are look-
ing at here is a reduction in our ability
to pay staff. It is a reduction of our
ability to perform the job that is re-
quired of us and to be able to have
staffs that work hard, are smart, and
are paid reasonably well.

For the Senate to perform effective-
ly, it needs highly qualified staff mem-
bers.

Let me say this, Mr. President. No
real growth was authorized in the last
two budgets, in 1987 and 1988; both of
them were zero, real growth. The com-
mittee chairman and ranking member
struggled for 2 years under those
budgets.

Now, Mr. President, we are looking
at a biennial budget, and we say to the
chairman in the guidelines, 10 percent
the first year, 2 percent the second
year, and with the carryover of sur-
plus funds.

Senate Resolution 66 authorizes real
growth of less than 3 percent each
year, and some of this increase will be
required to cover inflationary in-
creases in administrative costs. If you
try to just keep the same material
that is necessary, the cost has gone up.
I do not believe you ought to take it
out of the hide of the staff. I do not
believe that we are asking to give the
committees too much.

This body should recognize that
committees, their chairmen, and their
ranking members are frugal. Our ex-
periernce has been, in the years and I
have been on the Rules Committee,
that if the funds are not needed, they
are not spent.

One argument proposed is to use
these surplus funds to make up for the
5-percent cut. In my opinion, two over-
riding reasons exist to oppose this ar-
gument: First, the amount of surplus
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varies by committees. Thus, commit-
tees would not be treated uniformly.
There is nothing fair about that. Also,
several committees, such as Aging,
Veterans' Affairs, and Indian Affairs,
historically have had little surplus.
They budget pretty tightly. If you
take 5 percent away from them, they
are going to be in a world of hurt.

Second, committees would be given
an incentive to spend all funds author-
ized so that there would not be any
surplus. I can go down the list and
state where most of the surplus is. It is
turnover of staff, generally, at the
highest level. When staff leaves, it
takes a while to replace them, and
while you are waiting to replace them
or find adequate staff replacement,
you are not spending that money, and
it shows up at the end of the year as
surplus.

It is not all spent. You do not use
carry over for recurring costs. We now
hold that surplus for 2 fiscal years,
but it covers costs of prior funded
years expenses incurred. It is unex-
pended bills that come through, not
salaries. The reserve in this authoriza-
tion provides a transition into the bi-
ennial budget and will not be repeated
between Congresses. We found that
very little of the surplus has been used
in the past; and so, under the circum-
stances, all that money each year
drops off and goes back to the Treas-
ury fund.

The important fact is that this reso-
lution is not an increase in legislative
appropriations for the Senate. It is an
authorization to spend existing, avail-
able, appropriated funds. We are not
asking for a supplemental. We are just
asking for the authorization, under
this resolution, to spend the funds
that have already been appropriated. I
believe the various committees have
given ample justification to support
the funding level incorporated in
Senate Resolution 66. I urge my col-
leagues to defeat this amendment.

I was pleased that the Senator from
North Carolina thought we had finally
arrived at a way to help committees
that have exceptional workloads. We
thought about having a pool of money
set aside, so that when a committee
like the Banking Committee has an
unusual burden, they would be able to
have the money to hire employees.
They know now what they have. They
know how many people they need, and
we funded them on a nonrecurring
basis. At the end of this 2-year cycle,
that is the end of it. We did the Indian
Affairs Committee, Subcommittee on
Special Investigation, the same way.
We sunsetted it 1 year out on a nonre-
curring basis. We have tried and we
will keep plodding. We will keep
moving. We will keep trying.

I have never seen any way to satisfy
everyone. I have never seen a way to
operate this place like a business. It is
not intended to be operated like a
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business. We can operate it with busi-
ness-like practices, and that is what we
have tried to do in this resolution that
we brought to the Senate floor.

The Senator from North Carolina is
on the Rules Committee. He knows we
ask each committee chairman and
ranking member to give us the infor-
mation as it relates to legislation,
workload, hours spent, hours for staff
employees, so that we can begin to jus-
tify the amount of money that is re-
quested. In the next 2 years we will
begin zero budgeting. That means we
are going to start from the beginning
with every committee and have them
substantiate their need. All I ask is a
chance to try a biennial budget. We
are giving an authorization for the
next 2 years. We do not expect a sup-
plemental, and I will not be for one in
the next 2 years—in order to try to
bring this into focus and begin to oper-
ate it in the best way possible.

It is the same with respect to the
amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia. We are on the right track, but
if you would listen to the condemna-
tion of the procedure we are trying to
move, you would think we are trying
to raid the Treasury. We are not. We
do not intend to. We intend to
straighten it out, but we have to have
a chance to prove ourselves. If we do
not have a chance to prove ourselves,
we will never know, and you will never
know if we are right or wrong.

I joined the junior chamber of com-
merce when I was a young lad and en-
joyed it. They give you a job, and if
you failed, you were not fired, because
yvou were head of a committee trying
to do something to improve your com-
munity. Here, if we do not do a good
job, we can be fired by the people back
home. So I am not ashamed of what I
am trying to do here. In fact, I am
right proud of the committee. I think
we have worked hard, and we have
come up with a good way to make it
work.

So, Mr. President, at some point I
will move to table the amendment of
the Senator from North Carolina.

I understand that the distinguished
Senator from Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE]
would like some time.

Mr. RIEGLE. I would like 2 or 3
minutes, if the Senator will yield.

Mr. FORD. I yield 3 minutes of my
time to the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. RIEGLE. 1 thank the Senator. I
rise in support of the chairman, and 1
also rise in opposition to the Helms
amendment.

I am here as one committee chair-
man representing one of the entire list
of the committees that would be cov-
ered by this amendment. A request
was made by the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs, to try
to meet some extraordinary needs we
are facing with the savings and loan
problem particularly, a very major
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problem across the country, and a
great concern in my State and all
States, and certainly in the State of
North Carolina. The ranking Republi-
can member, Senator GarN, and I
have asked for the staff resources that
we think at a minimum we need to
have to handle the work load that is
before that committee. I mentioned
the savings and loan crisis because
that is such a clear and present over-
riding problem, where $100 billion has
disappeared.

We need to reform the savings and
loan system. We need to figure out a
way to solve that problem and prevent
it from happening again. But that is
just one of many.

We are facing the financial services
modernization issue. We are facing the
issue of the Third World debt ques-
tion. We are facing the issue of lever-
aged buyouts and tender offer regula-
tion issues. We are still in the after-
math of the stock market crash. And
the list goes on. That only just deals
with the financial side of the commit-
tee.

Just one illustration: Every commit-
tee has its own story to tell, but I
would just say to my colleagues and to
the sponsor of the amendment if we
do not have the people we need to do
this job properly, big mistakes can
happen. No matter how good the in-
tentions are, and I would say that
looking in the past, we have not in
every case perhaps been as able to ex-
ercise our oversight responsibilities as
we needed to be.

The savings and loan crisis I think is
a classic illustration. One hundred bil-
lion dollars have disappeared. Now the
American public is being asked to in
effect restore the bulk of that money,
and I must just say to you that just a
day ago when we had one of the major
ones before us, Alan Greenspan, who
was in testifying in behalf of the sav-
ings and loan plan that the adminis-
tration has brought forward which I
have introduced by request along with
Senator GaRrN, said to us in that ses-
sion, “Look, this problem is so urgent
and so large,” paraphrasing, but the
essence of his testimony was in part
get this thing enacted right away;
there will need almost certainly to be
a midcourse correction somewhere
down the line in a few months or a
year or so, and we can make the mid-
course correction at that time. That
suggests that in that area alone our
job is not just to try to sort through
that issue now and come up with the
best possible reform package and the
best possible financing package and
keep the cost to taxpayers as low as
possible, when we finish with that we
are not finished with the problem, we
are going to have to monitor very care-
fully over the period of months to see
if something that has been put togeth-
er in a very hurried fashion is going to
be really able to get the job done the
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way everyone hopes from the Presi-
dent on down. That involves the need
on our part to really have some quali-
fied and competent staff people at
work to carry out that very specific
oversight responsibility.

I only cite that example, but $100
billion even to the U.S. Senate is a lot
of money. That is what disappeared
out of the savings and loan system to
the astonishment of many.

These are the reasons that I think
having a limited number of qualified
professional staff people is absolutely
critical to us to be able to carry out
our responsibility to craft this legisla-
tion properly and to see that it works
the way it was intended.

I just make one other point about it.
We have just gotten the President’s
package on the savings and loan legis-
lation. It runs 333 pages. That is 333
pages where every line constitutes a
change in the written law, every line
on 333 pages. If a half sentence is
wrong, it could end up causing the
whole plan not to work properly.

So we have to go through that and
as carefully as we can to try to make
sure that there are not those kinds of
inadvertent errors or advertent errors
of judgment in this thing and try to
make sure it is going to work right.

I want to say as one new chairman,
and I am not different from any other
chairman in this sense, new or old, I
want to do a good job. I want to really
bring something in here that I can
present to the Senator from Alaska,
the Senator from Kentucky, and the
Senator from North Carolina that I
am confident is as close as we can get
to a good solid timely answer. That is
why we need the help. There is no
other reason.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Michigan
has expired.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield me 3 minutes?

Mr. FORD. I yield 3 minutes to my
friend from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. I do not think I will
use that fully.

But working with the Senator from
Kentucky on the Rules Committee is
an enlightening and rewarding experi-
ence. We are pursuing ways to save
the taxpayers money.

Let me take just for instance the
postal patron mailing. That was a
charge we made a number of years
ago.

Mr. President, if you send out a
postal patron mailing, you do not have
to address it. You do not have to use
zip codes. You just send to each zip
code the number of pieces of mail
there are patrons in that area. They
do not have to have separate staff to
sort them in the post offices by
number or by zip code thus the cost of
postage is less.

It is the most efficient way to handle
mail, because you do not have to have
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a computer list, computers, all the
handling. It costs less for the taxpay-
ers, but it looks like we might spend
more if everybody mailed everything
they are entitled to mail. Allowing the
use of postal patron mail helped us
save money by providing a cheaper
method of mailing that each Member
may use.

We know from history everyone in
the Senate does not mail everything
they are entitled to mail. As a matter
of fact, I think Senators are becoming
more conservative in their approach to
mailing. We all are, and we are trying
to reduce the cost of the Senate.

Similarly in regard to the amend-
ment of my good friend from North
Carolina, this resolution is merely an
authorization to committees to spend.
We have an incentive not to spend be-
cause if they do not spend it they can
carry it over for a later year when
they might run into the kind of emer-
gency that the Banking Committee
has this year and we have to make a
special allocation to him.

Through frugal application of the
authorities under this resolution, we
can run the Senate better for less
money if the Senate will do it.

This is a very good approach to the
management of the Senate. Nothing
says you have to spend this money.
Furthermore, it is a contingent upon
us in the appropriations process to
provide the money that is necessary
because this is a 2-year resolution that
is before us.

So, the Senate will have a chance to
revisit this in terms of the appropria-
tions for the next year. But right now,
I think this is the best way to do busi-
ness and to call on every Member of
the Senate to think twice before they
mail, to think twice before they decide
to hire a new staff member on a com-
mittee, and the cost will come down
because the flexibility for good man-
agement is in this resolution.

Thank you very much.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time.

Mr. FORD. I yield 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, adoption
of the amendment that has been of-
fered by my good friend, Mr. HELMS,
would reduce the Appropriations Com-
mittee's fiscal year 1989 funding to a
level that is $32,189 below our current
annualized spending rate.

Our expenses other than salaries
were not increased for either fiscal
year 1989 or 1990.

Adoption of the Helms amendment
might well force the Committee on
Appropriations to reduce staffing.

There may be some people who
would say, “Well, that is fine, that is
what we ought to do around here; we
ought to reduce the staffing.”
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The Appropriations Committee staff
levels have held steady for a good
many years. Today we have 82 posi-
tions in the Senate Appropriations
Committee. In fiscal year 1980 we had
84 positions in the Appropriations
Committee. So that number has not
fluctuated much over these interven-
ing years. I think that is a good record.

In fiscal year 1980, the Appropria-
tions Committee had 84 positions;
fiscal year 1981, T9 positions; fiscal
year 1982, T9 positions; fiscal year
1983, 82 positions; fiscal year 1984, 82
positions; fiscal year 1985, 82 positions;
fiscal year 1986, 82 positions; fiscal
year 1987, 81 positions; fiscal year
1988, 78 positions; and fiscal year 1989,
82 positions.

So, after 10 years the Appropriations
Committee today has two positions
less than it had 10 years ago. That is, I
think a rather interesting comment on
the Appropriations Committee.

Here we have a committee that
passes on billions and billions of dol-
lars. We have a budget this year of
$1.3 trillion.

Now, while the Appropriations Com-
mittee of the Senate has held steadily
to about the same number over these
10 years, look at the explosion in the
executive departments. Each of the
executive departments comes up here
annually with requests; they want 50
new positions, they want 100 new posi-
tions, they want 500 new positions,
they want 600 new positions. If they
ask for 600 new positions we may give
them 400. They will be back next year,
and they may ask for 500 more or
whatever, and we may give them 400
again.

And so there has been a virtual ex-
plosion of positions in the executive
department. How are we able to con-
tend with that kind of manpower in
the executive branch, a virtual army
when it comes to the executive depart-
ment? They may not get every posi-
tion they want but they are constantly
getting an increased number of posi-
tions.

Just 50 years ago, Congress created
the Executive Office of the President
permitting FDR to hire a half-dozen
special assistants, rather than rely ex-
clusively on the various Cabinet De-
partments of the Government for that
assistance. Now look at the size of the
President’s staff. They fill the entire
Old Executive Office Building, which,
in FDR's time, housed the Depart-
ment of State, the Department of
War, and the Department of the Navy.
That is the way the executive depart-
ments are growing, hand over fist, and
we continue to give them more and
more and more positions, whether it is
a Democratic administration or a Re-
publican administration.

The same new demands on the Gov-
ernment, both nationally and interna-
tionally, that required an increase in
executive staff, have required expan-
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sion of the legislative staff. We have
four positions more than we had last
year on appropriations, but we have
two less than we had 10 years ago. And
the Appropriations Committee is the
salt mine of the Senate—the salt mine.
So we need these positions, in the in-
terest of the taxpayers, so that we
might look at all the appropriations
requests that come through that com-
mittee from the President and the De-
partments. We need experienced, ca-
pable, knowledgeable staff people on
the Appropriations Committee to
screen the Federal budget and to guide
us as we make our judgments concern-
ing the funding requests that come
from the executive department.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RoBB). The time yielded to the senior
Senator from West Virginia has ex-
pired.

Mr. FORD. 1 yield 1 additional
minute to the Senator from West Vir-
ginia.

Mr. BYRD. So I say to my col-
leagues, I hope that we will not sup-
port this penny-wise, pound-foolish
effort. And 1 do not say this to cast
any aspersions on the Senator from
North Carolina. He is doing what he
believes is right. I respect him for
that.

But I call attention to what we are
doing to the legislative branch if
amendments like this are agreed to,
while we continue to let the executive
branch go whole hog, all out for posi-
tions and we approve many of them.
We put the moneys in so they can
snow us in the executive branch while
we try with a small number to cope
with the army of experts from the Ag-
riculture Department, the State De-
partment, the Defense Department
and the other Departments.

I hope that my colleagues will give a
resoundingly strong vote in tabling the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
senior Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, let me
say to my good friend from West Vir-
ginia, the distinguished President pro
tempore of the Senate, that I will
stand arm and arm with him to cut
down that phalanx of employees
downtown. This amendment will give
us a leg to stand on, to say, “We have
cut ourselves, and let us cut you ap-
propriately.” And I stand with him,
and I will help him any way I can.

There is nothing in this amendment,
of course, as the distinguished Senator
knows, that validates the horde of em-
ployees in the executive branch and in
the Executive Office Building. He is
right. That is the point I am making.

Now, as for the Appropriations Com-
mittee, I am not sure where the Sena-
tor got his figures, but if he is right,
then the committee report is wrong
and my figures are wrong. What my
amendment proposes is a 7.48-percent
increase for the Appropriations Com-

February 28, 1989

mittee, plus a carryover of $170,000
from last year.

Now, that is not cutting anybody.
That is not limiting anybody.

As for the Banking Committee, let
me tell my friend from West Virginia
an amusing little thing. I had a call
from a banker in North Carolina. He
said, “I got a call from the Senate
Banking Committee and they said
that you are about to gut their whole
process for the funds proposed for the
Banking Committee.” 1 said, “Well,
not quite.” And I pointed out to him, I
said, “We recognize the need for ade-
quate pay for staff.” The amendment
allows an overall 5-percent increase for
all committees. That includes the 4.1-
percent COLA. Now, that is what the
staff member of the Banking Commit-
tee is worried about, his own little hip
pocket. And, of course, we all are.

But the point is, Mr. President, that
the Banking Committee still gets a
total of a 37-percent increase under
my amendment—37 percent. And this
I related to the banker who had called
me after he had received a call from a
staff member in the Banking Commit-
tee. Let me emphasize that the amend-
ment does not cut the nonrecurring
funds for the Banking Committee, nor
for any other committee, for that
matter.

Now it is a simple matter of whether
we are going to lay the predicate right
there today to say to the administra-
tion: “You have got to cut out hiring
everybody in sight.”

I will tell you something else that
bothers me, and I say this to my
friend from West Virginia. How many
times have I brought in staff mem-
bers, trained them and worked with
them and the first thing I know they
come to me and say, ‘“Senator, I have
an offer downtown. They are going to
pay me $32,000 a year more than you
are paying me.” And I say, “Well, fine,
You have to make a decision about
that.”

So I agree with the Senator from
West Virginia. I am so glad that he is
going to be in charge of the Appro-
priations Committee. I do not say this
disparagingly of anybody who has
headed it in the past, because they
have all been fine Senators and fine
chairmen. But I believe that Senator
RoserT C. BYRD is going to get out a
sharp pencil and he is going to look at
all of these employees. He is going to
look at the money that is being paid to
them over and above what most Sena-
tors pay for the same type of person-
nel.

I think we ought to get started this
afternoon by sending a message to the
taxpayers of the United States of
America that we are willing to cut,
albeit very little, the increase in the
proposed spending for our committees.
That is all the amendment does. It is
going to cut out half of the projected
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increase under Senate Resolution 66.
And I think that is a fair proposition if
we really mean all of this breast-beat-
ing that we do when we go home—and
every Senator does it—“I'm for a bal-
anced budget and I am going to vote to
limit Federal spending.” Well, there
are a lot of other things besides char-
ity that begin at home. I think we
ought to begin right here and send the
right message to the American people,
and then I will stand arm and arm
with the distinguished chairman of
the Senate Appropriations Committee.

How much time remains, Mr. Presi-
dent?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 12 minutes and 3 seconds.
Mr. HELMS. I yield back my time.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I am
ready to yield back the remainder of
my time. If the Senator will allow me,
then? I move to table the amendment
by the distinguished Senator from
North Carolina and ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second on the
motion to table.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. FORD. Point of information,
Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state the point of infor-
mation.

Mr. FORD. Would the Presiding Of-
ficer reiterate the unanimous-consent
agreement we have as it relates to
these two votes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the motion to table
the amendment by the Senator from
California will be taken up first.

Mr. FORD. These are 15-minute
votes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In ac-
cordance with the standing order.

Mr. FORD. Then, immediately fol-
lowing the tabling motion on the
amendment by the Senator from Cali-
fornia, the motion by the Senator
from North Carolina will be voted on?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 7

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to table the amendment by the Sena-
tor from California.

The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that
the Senator from Maryland [Ms. Mi-
KULSKI1] is absent because of illness.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. CocH-
RAN] and the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. JEFFORDS] are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any other Senators in the Cham-
ber who desire to vote?
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The result was announced—yeas 50,
nays 417, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 14 Leg.]

YEAS—50
Adams Fowler Moynihan
Baucus Gore Murkowski
Biden Gorton Pell
Breaux Harkin Pressler
Bryan Hatfield Pryor
Burdick Hollings Reid
Byrd Inouye Riegle
Conrad Johnst Rockefeller
Cranston Kerrey Sanford
D'Amato Kohl Sarbanes
Daschle Leahy Sasser
DeConcini Levin Shelby
Dixon Lieberman Simon
Dodd Matsunaga Simpson
Durenberger McClure Stevens
Exon MeConnell Wirth
Ford Mitchell

NAYS—417
Armstrong Glenn Mack
Bentsen Graham MeCain
Bingaman Gramm Metzenbaum
Bond Grassley Nickles
Boren Hatch Nunn
Boschwitz Heflin Packwood
Bradley Heinz Robb
Bumpers Helms Roth
Burns Humphrey Rudman
Chafee Kassebaum Specter
Coats Kasten Symms
Cohen Kennedy Thurmond
Danforth Kerry Wallop
Dole Lautenberg Warner
Domenici Lott Wilson
Garn Lugar

NOT VOTING—3

Cochran Jeffords Mikulski

So the motion was agreed to.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
motion was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 8

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will
now vote on the motion to table the
amendment of the Senator from
North Carolina. The yeas and nays
have been ordered. The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that
the Senator from Maryland [Ms. Mi1-
KULSKI] is absent because of illness.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS],
is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any other Senators in the Cham-
ber who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 62,
nays 36, as follows:

[Rolleall Vote No. 15 Leg.]

YEAS—62
Adams Byrd Ford
Baucus Cochran Fowler
Bentsen Cranston Garn
Biden D’Amato Glenn
Bingaman Danforth Gore
Boren Daschle Gorton
Bradley DeConcini Graham
Breaux Dixon Harkin
Bryan Dodd Hatch
Bumpers Domenici Hatfield
Burdick Durenberger Hollings
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Inouye MecClure Rockefeller
Johnston Metzenbaum Sanford
Kennedy Mitchell Sarbanes
Kerry Moynihan Sasser
Kohl Nunn Shelby
Lautenberg Packwood Simon
Leahy Pell Stevens
Levin Pryor Warner
Lieberman Reid Wirth
Matsunaga Riegle
NAYS—36

Armstrong Heflin Murkowski
Bond Heinz Nickles
Boschwitz Helms Pressler
Burns Humphrey Robb
Chafee Kassebaum Roth
Coats Kasten Rudman
Cohen Kerrey Simpson
Conrad Lott Specter
Dole Lugar Symms
Exon Mack Thurmond
Gramm McCain Wallop
Grassley McConnell Wilson

NOT VOTING—2
Jeffords Mikulski

So the motion was agreed to.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
motion was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise
today as the chairman of the Commit-
tee on the Budget in support of Senate
Resolution 66, the committee funding
resolution, one part of which is the
funding authorization for the Commit-
tee on the Budget. I also want to voice
my opposition to the Helms amend-
ment that would effectively cut the in-
creases in those committee budgets in
half.

As for almost all of the committee
funding requests, the Budget Commit-
tee's request calls for a 10-percent
salary increase so that the committee
may continue to recruit and retain
top-notch, experienced staff for the
difficult and challenging work that
lies ahead of it in the budget process.
This request is within the guidelines
that the Rules Committee recom-
mended.

It's worth noting that, after allowing
for the 4.1-percent cost-of-living ad-
justment that went into effect Janu-
ary 1, 1989, the increase requested re-
sults in a true increase of only 5.9 per-
cent.

It's also worth noting that this in-
crease is for the first year of a 2-year
budget. The second year has built into
it only a 2-percent cost-of-living in-
crease.

Government service is a privilege of
which we are all proud. But especially
in areas requiring technical expertise,
it is difficult to compete with the
much higher salaries in the private
sector. After just a few years in Gov-
ernment service, many seasoned and
experienced staff members go to work
in the private sector in order to be
able to pay their mortgages and send
their children to college. Retaining ex-
perienced staff with proven expertise
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in budget matters is key, and this re-
quest is necessary to get the flexibility
to hire and hold the best possible
people.

Our Budget Committee staff pro-
vides valuable technical assistance and
advice not only to Budget Committee
members, but to all of our Senate
Members. We want to continue to pro-
vide and enhance that support service.

In closing, I want to commend the
work of the Rules Committee, its
chairman, Senator Forp, and its rank-
ing member, Senator STEVENS. They
have performed the difficult and often
thankless task of keeping a lid on the
budget. Believe me, as chairman of the
Budget Committee, I know what sort
of pressures they had to deal with.
They deserve our support, as does the
committee funding resolution that
they have brought before us today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the
floor managers desire to yield back
their time on the resolution?

Mr. FORD. I yield back my time,
Mr. President.

Mr. STEVENS. I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time is yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
resolution.

The resolution was agreed to:

Resolved, That this resolution may be
cited as the “Omnibus Committee Funding
Resolution for 1989 and 1990”.

AGGREGATE AUTHORIZATION

Sec. 2. (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, and under the appro-
priate authorizing resolutions of the Senate,
there is authorized for the period March 1,
1989, through February 28, 1990, in the ag-
gregate of $53,252,088, and for the period
March 1, 1990 through February 28, 1991, in
the ageregate of $53,430,099 in accordance
with the provisions of this resolution, for all
Standing Committees of the Senate, the
Special Committee on Aging, the Select
Committee on Intelligence, and the Select
Committee on Indian Affairs.

(b) Each committee referred to in subsec-
tion (a) shall report its findings, together
with such recommendations for legislation
as it deems advisable, to the Senate at the
earliest practicable date, but not later than
February 28, 1990, and February 28, 1991,
respectively.

(e) Any expenses of a committee under
this resolution shall be paid from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the commit-
tee, except that vouchers shall not be re-
quired (1) for the disbursement of salaries
of employees of the committee who are paid
at an annual rate, or (2) for the payment of
telecommunications expenses provided by
the Office of the Sergeant at Arms, United
States Senate, Department of Telecom-
munications, or (3) for the payments to the
Keeper of Stationery, United States Senate.

(d) There are authorized such sums as
may be necessary for agency contributions
related to the compensation of employees of
the committees from March 1, 1989,
through February 28, 1990, and March 1,
1990, through February 28, 1991, to be paid
from the appropriations account for “Ex-
penses of Inquiries and Investigations.".
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COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND
FORESTRY

Sec. 3. (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules,
including holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition
and Forestry is authorized from March 1,
1989, through February 28, 1990, and March
1, 1990, through February 28, 1991, in its
discretion (1) to make expenditures from
the contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to
employ personnel, and (3) with the prior
consent of the Government department or
agency concerned and the Committee on
Rules and Administration, to use on a reim-
bursable, or non-reimbursable, basis the
services of personnel of any such depart-
ment or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$1,876,650, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $4,000 may be expended for the pro-
curement of the services of individual con-
sultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $4,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

(c) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$1,914,132, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $4,000 may be expended for the pro-
curement of the services of individual con-
sultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $4,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 4. (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under Standing Rules
of the Senate, in accordance with its juris-
diction under rule XXV of such rules, in-
cluding holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraph 1 of rule XXVI of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on Appropriations is authorized from
March 1, 1989, through February 28, 1990,
and March 1, 1990, through February 28,
1991, in its discretion (1) to make expendi-
tures from the contingent fund of the
Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3)
with the prior consent of the Government
department or agency concerned and the
Committee on Rules and Administration, to
use on a reimbursable, or nonreimbursable,
basis the services of personnel of any such
department or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$4,736,267, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $160,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $8,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).
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(¢) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$4,828,640, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $160,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $8,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Sec. 5. (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its
Jjurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules,
including holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
the Committee on Armed Services is author-
ized from March 1, 1989, through February
28, 1990, and March 1, 1990, through Febru-
ary 28, 1991, in its discretion (1) to make ex-
penditures from the contingent fund of the
Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3)
with the prior consent of the Government
department or agency concerned and the
Committee on Rules and Administration, to
use on a reimbursable, or nonreimbursable,
basis the services of personnel of any such
department or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$2,728,969, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $25,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $5,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

(¢) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this seection shall not exceed
$2,785,811, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $25,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $5,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN
AFFAIRS

Sec. 6. (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules,
including holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
the Committee on Banking, Housing and
Urban Affairs is authorized from March 1,
1989, through February 28, 1990, and March
1, 1990, through February 28, 1991, in its
discretion (1) to make expenditures from
the contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to
employ personnel, and (3) with the prior
consent of the Government department or
agency concerned and the Committee on
Rules and Administration, to use on a reim-
bursable, or nonreimbursable, basis the
services of personnel of any such depart-
ment or agency.
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({b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$2,660,816, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $1,000 may be expended for the pro-
curement of the services of individual con-
sultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $1,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

(c) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$2,614,125, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $1,000 may be expended for the pro-
curement of the services of individual con-
sultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $1,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET

Sec. 7. (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules,
including holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraph 1 of rule XXVI of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on the Budget is authorized from
March 1, 1989, through February 28, 1990,
and March 1, 1990, through February 28,
1991, in its discretion (1) to make expendi-
tures from the contingent fund of the
Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3)
with the prior consent of the Government
department or agency concerned and the
Committee on Rules and Administration, to
use on a reimbursable, or nonreimbursable,
basis the services of personnel of any such
department or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$3,313,130, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $20,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $2,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

(¢) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$3,382,402, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $20,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $2,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION

Sec. 8. (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules,
including holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
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the Committee on Commerce, Science and
Transportation is authorized from March 1,
1989, through February 28, 1990, and March
1, 1990, through February 28, 1991, in its
discretion (1) to make expenditures from
the contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to
employ personnel, and (3) with the prior
consent of the Government department or
agency concerned and the Committee on
Rules and Administration, to use on a reim-
bursable, or nonreimbursable, basis the
services of personnel of any such depart-
ment or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$3.694,395, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $14,572 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $11,900 may be ex-
pended for the training of the professional
staff of such committee (under procedures
specified by section 202(j) of such Act).

(¢) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$3,769,571, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $14,572 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $12,400 may be ex-
pended for the training of the professional
staff of such committee (under procedures
specified by section 202(j) of such Act).

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Sec. 9. (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules,
including holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources is authorized from March 1, 1989,
through February 28, 1990, and March 1,
1990, through February 28, 1991, in its dis-
cretion (1) to make expenditures from the
contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to
employ personnel, and (3) with the prior
consent of the Government department or
agency concerned and the Committee on
Rules and Administration, to use on a reim-
bursable, or nonreimbursable, basis the
services of personnel of any such depart-
ment or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$2,673,547, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $20,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $2,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

(¢) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$2,727,832, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $20,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
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and (2) not to exceed $2,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC
WORKS

Sec. 10. (a) In carrving out its powers,
duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules,
including holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works is authorized from March 1, 1989,
through February 28, 1990, and March 1,
1990, through February 28, 1991, in its dis-
cretion (1) to make expenditures from the
contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to
employ personnel, and (3) with the prior
consent of the Government department or
agency concerned and the Committee on
Rules and Administration, to use on a reim-
bursable, or nonreimbursable, basis the
services of personnel of any such depart-
ment or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$2,604,115, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $8,000 may be expended for the pro-
curement of the services of individual con-
sultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $2,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

(¢) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$2,657,355, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $8,000 may be expended for the pro-
curement of the services of individual con-
sultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $2,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Sec. 11. (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules,
including holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
the Committee on Finance is authorized
from March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, and March 1, 1990, through February
28, 1991, in its discretion (1) to make ex-
penditures from the contingent fund of the
Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3)
with the prior consent of the Government
department or agency concerned and the
Committee on Rules and Administration, to
use on a reimbursable, or nonreimbursable,
basis the services of personnel of any such
department or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$2,754,692, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $30,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
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and (2) not to exceed $10,000 may be ex-
pended for the training of the professional
staff of such committee (under procedures
specified by section 202(j) of such Act).

(¢) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$2,814,065, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $30,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $10,000 may be ex-
pended for the training of the professional
staff of such committee (under procedures
specified by section 202(j) of such Act).

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Sec. 12. (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules,
including holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
the Committee on Foreign Relations is au-
thorized from March 1, 1989, through Feb-
ruary 28, 1990, and March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, in its discretion (1) to
make expenditures from the contingent
fund of the Senate, (2) to employ personnel,
and (3) with the prior consent of the Gov-
ernment department or agency concerned
and the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, to use on a reimbursable, or non-
reimbursable, basis the services of personnel
of any such department or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$2,666,656, of which amount not to exceed
$45,000 may be expended for the procure-
ment of the services of individual consult-
ants, or organizations thereof (as authorized
by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, as amended).

(c) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$2,721,004, of which amount not to exceed
$45,000 may be expended for the procure-
ment of the services of individual consult-
ants, or organizations thereof (as authorized
by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, as amended).

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Sec. 13. (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules,
including holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
the Committee on Governmental Affairs is
authorized from March 1, 1989, through
February 28, 1990, and March 1, 1990,
through February 28, 1991, in its discretion
(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per-
sonnel, and (3) with the prior consent of the
Government department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, to use on a reimbursable, or
nonreimbursable, basis the services of per-
sonnel of any such department or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$4,951,018, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $49,326 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
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consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $2,470 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

(c) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$5,051,5656, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $49,326 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $2,470 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

(d)X1) The committee, or any duly author-
ized subcommittee thereof, is authorized to
study or investigate—

(A) the efficiency and economy of oper-
ations of all branches of the Government
including the possible existence of fraud,
misfeasance, malfeasance, collusion, mis-
management, incompetence, corruption, or
unethical practices, waste, extravagance,
conflicts of interest, and the improper ex-
penditures of Government funds in transac-
tions, contracts, and activities of the Gov-
ernment or of Government officials and em-
ployees and any and all such improper prac-
tices between Government personnel and
corporations, individuals, companies, or per-
sons affiliated therewith, doing business
with the Government; and the compliance
or noncompliance of such corporations,
companies, or individuals or other entities
with the rules, regulations, and laws govern-
ing the various governmental agencies and
its relationships with the public;

(B) the extent to which criminal or other
improper practices or activities are, or have
been, engaged in the field of labor-manage-
ment relations or in groups or organizations
of employees or employers, to the detriment
of interests of the public, employers, or em-
ployees, and to determine whether any
changes are required in the laws of the
United States in order to protect such inter-
ests against the occurrence of such practices
or activities;

(C) organized criminal activity which may
operate in or otherwise utilize the facilities
of interstate or international commerce in
furtherance of any transactions and the
manner and extent to which, and the identi-
ty of the persons, firms, or corporations, or
other entities by whom such utilization is
being made, and further, to study and inves-
tigate the manner in which and the extent
to which persons engaged in organized
criminal activity have infiltrated lawful
business enterprise, and to study the ade-
quacy of Federal laws to prevent the oper-
ations of organized crime in interstate or
international commerce; and to determine
whether any changes are required in the
laws of the United States in order to protect
t:le public against such practices or activi-
ties;

(D) all other aspects of crime and lawless-
ness within the United States which have
an impact upon or affect the national
health, welfare, and safety: including but
not limited to investment fraud schemes,
commodity and security fraud, computer
fraud, and the use of offshore banking and
corporate facilities to carry out criminal ob-
jectives;

(E) the efficiency and economy of oper-
ations of all branches and functions of the
Government with particular reference to—
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(i) the effectiveness of present national se-
curity methods, staffing, and processes as
tested against the requirements imposed by
the rapidly mounting complexity of nation-
al security problems;

(ii) the capacity of present national securi-
ty staffing, methods, and processes to make
full use of the Nation's resources of knowl-
edge, talents;

(iil) the adequacy of present intergovern-
mental relations between the United States
and international organizations principally
concerned with national security of which
the United States is a member; and

(iv) legislative and other proposals to im-
prove these methods, processes, and rela-
tionships;

(F) the efficiency, economy, and effective-
ness of all agencies and departments of the
Government involved in the control and
management of energy shortages including,
but not limited to, their performance with
respect to—

(i) the collection and dissemination of ac-
curate statistics on fuel demand and supply;

(ii) the implementation of effective energy
conservation measures;

(iii) the pricing of energy in all forms;

(iv) coordination of energy programs with
State and local government;

(v) control of exports of scarce fuels;

(vi) the management of tax, import, pric-
ing, and other policies affecting energy sup-
plies;

(vii) maintenance of the independent
sector of the petroleum industry as a strong
competitive force;

(viii) the allocation of fuels in short
supply by public and private entities;

(ix) the management of energy supplies
owned or controlled by the Government;

(x) relations with other oil producing and
consuming countries,

(xi) the monitoring of compliance by gov-
ernments, corporations, or individuals with
the laws and regulations governing the allo-
cation, conservation, or pricing of energy
supplies; and

(xii) research into the discovery and devel-
opment of alternative energy supplies; and

(G) the efficiency and economy of all

branches and functions of Government with
particular reference to the operations and
management of Federal regulatory policies
and programs:
Provided, That, in carrying out the duties
herein set forth, the inquiries of this com-
mittee or any subcommittee thereof shall
not be deemed limited to the records, func-
tions, and operations of any particular
branch of the Government; but may extend
to the records and activities of any persons,
corporation, or other entity.

(2) Nothing contained in this section shall
affect or impair the exercise of any other
standing committee of the Senate of any
power, or the discharge by such committee
of any duty, conferred or imposed upon it
by the Standing Rules of the Senate or by
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
as amended.

(3) For the purpose of this section the
committee, or any duly authorized subcom-
mittee thereof, or its chairman, or any
other member of the committee or subcom-
mittee designated by the chairman, from
March 1, 1989, through February 28, 1990,
and March 1, 1990, through February 28,
1991, is authorized, in its, his, or their dis-
cretion (A) to require by subpoena or other-
wise the attendance of witnesses and pro-
duction of correspondence, books, papers,
and documents, (B) to hold hearings, (C) to
sit and act at any time or place during the
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sessions, recess, and adjournment periods of
the Senate, (D) to administer oaths, and (E)
to take testimony, either orally or by sworn
statement, or, in the case of staff members
of the Committee and the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations, by deposition
in accordance with the Committee Rules of
Procedure (4) All subpoenas and related
legal processes of the committee and its sub-
committees authorized under S. Res. 381 of
the One Hundredth Congress, second ses-
sion, are authorized to continue.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Sec. 14, (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules,
including holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
the Committee on Judiciary is authorized
from March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, and March 1, 1990, through February
28, 1991, in its discretion (1) to make ex-
penditures from the contingent fund of the
Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3)
with the prior consent of the Government
department or agency concerned and the
Committee on Rules and Administration, to
use on a reimbursable, or nonreimbursable,
basis the services of personnel of any such
department or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$4,748,545, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $75,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $1,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

(c) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$4,846,789, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $75,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $1,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES

Sec. 15. (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules,
including holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources is authorized from March 1, 1989,
through February 28, 1990, and March 1,
1990, through February 28, 1991, in its dis-
cretion (1) to make expenditures from the
contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to
employ personnel, and (3) with the prior
consent of the Government department or
agency concerned and the Committee on
Rules and Administration, to use on a reim-
bursable, or nonreimbursable, basis the
services of personnel of any such depart-
ment or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
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1990, under this section shall not exceed
$4,981,973, of which amount not to exceed
$30,900 may be expended for the procure-
ment of the services of individual consult-
ants, or organizations thereof (as authorized
by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, as amended).

(c) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$5,085,260, of which amount not to exceed
$30,900 may be expended for the procure-
ment of the services of individual consult-
ants, or organizations thereof (as authorized
by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, as amended).

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 16. (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules,
including holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
the Committee on Rules and Administration
is authorized from March 1, 1989, through
February 28, 1990, and March 1, 1990,
through February 28, 1991, in its discretion
(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate, (2) to employ per-
sonnel, and (3) with the prior consent of the
Government department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, to use on a reimbursable, or
nonreimbursable, basis the services of per-
sonnel of any such department or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$1,430,672, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $4,000 may be expended for the pro-
curement of the services of individual con-
sultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $3,500 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

(¢) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$1,459,163, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $4,000 may be expended for the pro-
curement of the services of individual con-
sultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $3,500 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS

Sec. 17. (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules,
including holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
the Committee on the Small Business is au-
thorized from March 1, 1989, through Feb-
ruary 28, 1990, and March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, in its discretion (1) to
make expenditures from the contingent
fund of the Senate, (2) to employ personnel,
and (3) with the prior consent of the Gov-
ernment department or agency concerned
and the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, to use on a reimbursable, or non-
reimbursable, basis the services of personnel
of any such department or agency.
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(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$1,012,941, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $10,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $1,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

(¢) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$1,035,734, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $10,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $1,000 may be expend-
ed for the training of the professional staff
of such committee (under procedures speci-
fied by section 202(j) of such Act).

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS

Sec. 18. (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under the Standing
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its
jurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules,
including holding hearings, reporting such
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs is au-
thorized from March 1, 1989, through Feb-
ruary 28, 1990, and March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, in its discretion (1) to
make expenditures from the contingent
fund of the Senate, (2) to employ personnel,
and (3) with the prior consent of the Gov-
ernment department or agency concerned
and the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, to use on a reimbursable, or non-
reimbursable, basis the services of personnel
of any such department or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$1,123,937.

(c) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$1,148,131.

SPECTAL COMMITTEE ON AGING

Sec. 19. (a) In carrying out the duties and
functions imposed by section 104 of S. Res.
4, Ninety-fifth Congress, agreed to February
4, 1977, and in exercising the authority con-
ferred on it by such section, the Special
Committee on Aging is authorized from
March 1, 1989, through February 28, 1990,
and March 1, 1990, through February 28,
1991, in its discretion (1) to make expendi-
tures from the contingent fund of the
Senate, (2) to employ personnel, and (3)
with the prior consent of the Government
department or agency concerned and the
Committee on Rules and Administration, to
use on a reimbursable, or nonreimbursable,
basis the services of personnel of any such
department or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$1,200,008, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $33,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $800 may be expended
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for the training of the professional staff of
such committee (under procedures specified
by section 202(j) of such Act).

(c) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$1,213,792, of which amount (1) not to
exceed $33,000 may be expended for the
procurement of the services of individual
consultants, or organizations thereof (as au-
thorized by section 202(i) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended),
and (2) not to exceed $800 may be expended
for the training of the professional staff of
such committee (under procedures specified
by section 202(j) of such Act).

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Sec. 20. (a) In carrying out its powers,
duties, and functions under S. Res. 400,
agreed to May 19, 1976, in accordance with
its jurisdiction under section 3(a) of such
resolution, including holding hearings, re-
porting such hearings, and making investi-
gations as authorized by section 5 of such
resolution, the Select Committee on Intelli-
gence is authorized from March 1, 1989,
through February 28, 1990, and March 1,
1990, through February 28, 1991, in its dis-
cretion (1) to make expenditures from the
contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to
employ personnel, and (3) with the prior
consent of the Government department or
agency concerned and the Committee on
Rules and Administration, to use on a reim-
bursable, or nonreimbursable, basis the
services of personnel of any such depart-
ment or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$2,305,816, of which amount not to exceed
$30,000 may be expended for the procure-
ment of the services of individual consult-
ants, or organizations thereof (as authorized
by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, as amended).

(e) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
tee under this section shall not exceed
$2,353,721, of which amount not to exceed
$30,000 may be expended for the procure-
ment of the services of individual consult-
ants, or organizations thereof (as authorized
by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, as amended).

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Sec. 21. (a) In carrying out the duties and
functions imposed by section 105 of S. Res.
4, Ninety-fifth Congress, agreed to February
4 (legislative day, February 1), 1977, as
amended, the Select Committee on Indian
Affairs is authorized from March 1, 1989,
through February 28, 1990, and March 1,
1990, through February 28, 1991, in its dis-
cretion (1) to make expenditures from the
contingent fund of the Senate, (2) to
employ personnel, and (3) with the prior
consent of the Government department or
agency concerned and the Committee on
Rules and Administration, to use on a reim-
bursable, or nonreimbursable, basis the
services of personnel of any such depart-
ment or agency.

(b) The expenses of the committee for the
period March 1, 1989, through February 28,
1990, under this section shall not exceed
$1,887,941, of which amount not to exceed
$174,846 may be expended for the procure-
ment of the services of individual consult-
ants, or organizations thereof (as authorized
by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, as amended).

(c) For the period March 1, 1990, through
February 28, 1991, expenses of the commit-
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tee under this section shall not exceed
$1,021,116, of which amount not to exceed
$4,846 may be expended for the procure-
ment of the services of individual consult-
ants, or organizations thereof (as authorized
by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, as amended).

(d)(1) The Special Committee on Investi-
gations (hereafter in this section referred to
as the "“special committee'), a duly author-
ized subcommittee of the select committee,
is authorized from March 1, 1989, through
February 28, 1990, to study or investigate
any and all matters pertaining to problems
and opportunities of Indians and the Feder-
al administration of mineral resources, in-
cluding but not limited to State govern-
ments, Indian education, health, special
services, and other Federal programs, and
related matters.

(2) For the purpose of this section the spe-
cial committee is authorized from March 1,
1989, through February 28, 1990, in its dis-
cretion (A) to adopt rules (not inconsistent
with this resolution and the Standing Rules
of the Senate) governing its procedure, to be
published in the Congressional Record, (B)
to make investigations into any matter
within its jurisdiction, (C) to make expendi-
tures from the contingent fund of the
Senate, (D) to employ personnel, (E) to sit
and act at any time or place during the ses-
sions, recess, and adjourned periods of the
Senate, (F) to hold hearings and to take
staff depositions and other testimony, (G)
to require, by subpoena or order, the attend-
ance of witnesses and the production of cor-
respondence, books, papers, and documents
at hearings or at staff depositions, (H) to
procure the services of individual consult-
ants or organizations thereof, in accordance
with the provisions of section 202(i) of the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as
amended, and (I) with the prior consent of
the Government department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, to use on a reimbursable, or
nonreimbursable basis the services of per-
sonnel of any such department or agency.

(3) The chairman of the special committee
or any member thereof may administer
oaths to witnesses, and, at staff depositions
authorized by the special committee, oaths
may be administered by any individual au-
thorized by local law to administer oaths.

(4) Subpoenas authorized by the special
committee may be issued over the signature
of the chairman, or any member of the spe-
cial committee designated by the chairman
or the member signing the subpoena.

(e) The special committee shall report its
findings, together with such recommenda-
tions for legislation as it deems advisable, to
the Senate through the select committee at
the earliest practicable date, but not later
than February 28, 1990.

SPECIAL RESERVE

Sec. 22. Of the funds authorized for any
Senate committee by Senate Resolution 381,
agreed to February 26, 1988, for the funding
period ending on the last day of February
1989, any unexpended balance remaining
after such last day shall be transferred to a
special reserve for such committee, which
reserve shall be available to such committee
for the period commencing March 1, 1989,
and ending with the close of September 20,
1989, for the purpose of (1) meeting any
unpaid obligations incurred during the
funding period ending on the last day of
February 1989, and (2) meeting expenses of
such committee incurred after such last day
and prior to the close of September 30, 1989.
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Sec. 23. Of the funds authorized for any
Senate committee by this resolution for the
funding period ending on the last day of
February 1990, any unexpended balance re-
maining after such last day shall be trans-
ferred to a special reserve for such commit-
tee, which reserve shall be available to such
committee for the period commencing
March 1, 1990, and ending the with close of
September 30, 1990, for the purpose of (1)
meeting any unpaid obligations incurred
during the funding period ending on the
last day of February 1990, and (2) meeting
expenses of such committee incurred after
such last day and prior to the close of Sep-
tember 30, 1990.

LIMITS ON FRANKED MAIL MAILED WITH A
SIMPLIFIED FORM OF ADDRESS

SEec. 24. (a) S. Res. 458, agreed to Septem-
ber 9, 1988, is hereby repealed.

(b) The total number of pieces of mail
which may be mailed as franked mail under
section 3210(d) of title 39, United States
Code, during any calendar year by a Senator
entitled to mail franked mail may not
exceed an amount equal to six multiplied by
the number of addresses to which such mail
may be delivered in the State from which
the Senator was elected. Any mail matter
which relates solely to a notice of appear-
ance or a scheduled itinerary of a Senator
or such Senator's personal staff representa-
tive in the State from which such Senator
was elected shall not count against the limi-
tation set forth in the preceding sentence,

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the reso-
lution was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. MITCHELL. 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.

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING TES-
TIMONY OF EMPLOYEE OF
THE SENATE.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself and the distinguished
Republican leader, Mr. DoLE, I send to
the desk a resolution, authorization
for testimony by a present and a
former employee of the Senate, and
ask unanimous consent for its immedi-
ate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
resolution will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 71) to authorize a
present and a former employee of the
Senate to testify in the case of United
States v. Ladd Anthony.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection to the present consid-
eration of the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the
Department of Justice has requested
that a present and a former employee
of the Senate provide testimony in the
case of United States versus Ladd An-
thony, which is a criminal prosecution
pending in the U.S. District Court for
the Northern District of Ohio. The
prosecution arises from a referral to
the Department of Justice by Senator
MeTzENBAUM'S office. This resolution
authorizes one present and one former
employee on Senator METZENBAUM'S
staff to provide testimony relevant to
the trial of these charges in response
to the Department’s request. No mat-
ters of legislative privilege are in-
volved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the resolu-
tion.

The resolution was agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S.Res. T1

Whereas, in the case of Uniled States v.
Ladd Anthony, Cr. No. 88-271, pending in
the United States District Court for the
Northern District of Ohio, the Department
of Justice has requested the testimony of
Candy Korn, a present member, and Peter
Harris, a former member, of Senator Metz-
enbaum'’s staff;

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 testimony
or documents, papers, and records of the
Senate may be needful for use in any court
for the promotion of justice, the Senate will
take such action as will promote the ends of
justice consistent with the prlvi!eges and
rights of the Senate: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That Candy Korn and Peter
Harris are authorized to testify in the case
of United Stales v. Ladd Anthony.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the resolution was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr, President, I in-
quire of the acting Republican leader
whether calendar items numbered 5
through 20 have been cleared on his
side of the aisle.

Mr. STEVENS. Yes, those items are
cleared on this side of the aisle.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
calendar items 5 through 20 en bloc;
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that, as necessary, they be read for the
third time and passed or agreed to;
that the preambles, where indicated,
be agreed to; and that the motions to
reconsider on all votes be tabled en
bloc.

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

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL
COPIES OF A SENATE REPORT

The resolution (S. Res. 53) authoriz-
ing printing additional copies of
Senate report titled “Developments in

Aging: 1988,” was considered, and
agreed to.
The resolution is as follows:

S. Res. 53

Resolved, That there shall be printed for
the use of the Special Committee on Aging
the maximum number of copies of volumes
1 and 2 of its annual report to the Senate,
entitled “Developments in Aging: 1988",
which may be printed at a cost not to
exceed $1,200.

JEWISH HERITAGE WEEK

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 25) to
designate the week of May 7, 1989, as
“Jewish Heritage Week” was consid-
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

The preamble was agreed to.

The joint resolution, and the pream-
ble, are as follows:

S.J. REs. 25

Whereas May 10, 1989, marks the forty-
first anniversary of the founding of the
State of Israel;

Whereas the months of April, May, and
June contain events of major significance in
the Jewish calendar—Passover, the anniver-
sary of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising, Holo-
caust Memorial Day, and Jerusalem Day;

‘Whereas the Congress recognizes that an
understanding of the heritage of all Ameri-
can ethnic groups contributes to the unity
of our country; and

‘Whereas intergroup understanding can be
further fostered through an appreciation of
the culture, history and traditions of the
Jewish community and the contributions of
Jews to our country and society; Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the Uniled Stales of America
in Congress assembled, That the week of
May 7, 1989, through May 14, 1989, is desig-
nated as “Jewish Heritage Week”, and the
President is authorized and requested to
issue a proclamation calling upon the people
of the United States, State and local govern-
ment agencies, and interested organizations
to observe the week with appropriate cere-
monies, activities and programs.

NATIONAL WOMEN AND GIRLS
IN SPORTS DAY

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 32) to
designate February 2, 1989, as ‘“Na-
tional Women and Girls in Sports
Day” was considered, ordered to be en-
grossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

The preamble was agreed to.
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The joint resolution, and the pream-
ble are as follows:

S.J. REs. 32

Whereas women's athletics is one of the
most effective avenues available through
which women of America may develop self-
discipline, initiative, confidence, and leader-
ship skills;

Whereas support and fitness activity con-
tributes to emotional and physical well-
being and women need strong bodies as well
as strong minds;

Whereas the history of women in sports is
rich and long, but there has been little na-
tional recognition of the significance of
women's athletic achievements;

Whereas the number of women in leader-
ship positions of coaches, officials, and ad-
ministrators has declined drastically over
the last decade and there is a need to re-
store women to these positions to ensure a
fair representation of women's abilities and
to provide role models for young female ath-
letes;

Whereas the bonds built between women
through athletics help to break down the
social barriers of racism and prejudice;

Whereas the communication and coopera-
tion skills learned through athletic experi-
ence play a key role in the athlete’s contri-
butions at home, at work, and to society;

Whereas women's athletics has produced
such winners as Flo Hyman, whose spirit,
talent, and accomplishments distinguished
her above others and exhibited for all of us
the true meaning of fairness, determination,
and team play;

Whereas parents feel that sports are
equally important for boys and girls and
that sports and fitness activities provide im-
portant benefits to girls who participate;

Whereas early motor-skill training and en-
joyable experiences of physical activity
strongly influence life-long habits of physi-
cal fitness;

Whereas the performances of such female
athletes as Jackie Joyner-Kersee, Florence
Griffith Joyner, Bonnie Blair, Janet Evans,
the U.S. Women's Basketball Team and
many others in the 1988 Olympic Games
were a source of inspiration and pride to all
of us;

Whereas the athletic opportunities for
male students at the collegiate and high
school level remain significantly greater
than those for female students; and

Whereas the number of funded research
projects focusing on the specific needs of
women athletes is limited and the informa-
tion provided by these projects is imperative
to the health and performance of future
women athletes: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That February 2,
1989, is hereby designated as “National
Women and Girls in Sports Day", and the
President is authorized and requested to
issue a proclamation calling upon local and
State jurisdictions, appropriate Federal
agencies, and the people of the United
States to observe the day with appropriate
ceremonies and activities.

NATIONAL MINORITY CANCER
AWARENESS WEEK

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 34)
designating the week of April 16, 1989
through April 22, 1989, as ‘“National
Minority Cancer Awareness Week”
was considered, ordered to be en-
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grossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.
The preamble was agreed to.
The joint resolution, and the pream-
ble, are as follows:
S.J. REs. 34

Whereas the month of April each year is
designated as National Cancer Month for
the purpose of promoting increased aware-
ness of the causes, types, and treatments of
cancer;

Whereas the National Cancer Institute
has recognized that significant differences
exist in the incidence of cancer and survival
rates for cancer patients between minority
and economically disadvanged communities
in the United States and the population in
general;

Whereas increased awareness of the
causes of cancer and available treatments
will help reduce cancer rates among minori-
ties and the economically disadvantaged
through preventive measures and will im-
prove survival rates for cancer patients
through early diagnosis;

Whereas a comprehensive national ap-
proach is needed to increase awareness
about cancer among minorities and eco-
nomically disadvantaged persons, and to en-
courage health care professionals, research-
ers, and policy makers to develop solutions
to the cancer-related problems unique to
these communities; and

Whereas focusing public attention on
cancer in minority and economically disad-
vantaged communities during one week so
designated will have a positive impact on
preventive health care and treatment in
these communities: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the Uniled States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week of
April 16, 1989, through April 22, 1989, is des-
ignated as “National Minority Cancer
Awareness Week"”, and the President is au-
torized and requested to issue a proclama-
tion calling upon the people of the United
States and all Federal, State, and local gov-
ernment officials to observe the week with
appropriate programs and activities.

NATIONAL OSTEOPOROSIS
PREVENTION WEEK OF 1989

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 3T)
designating the week beginning May
14, 1989, as ‘“National Osteoporosis
Prevention Week of 1989" was consid-
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

The preamble was agreed to.

The joint resolution, and the pream-
ble, are as follows:

S.J. Res. 37

Whereas osteoporosis, a degenerative bone
condition, afflicts 25,000,000 people in the
United States;

Whereas osteoporosis afflicts 90 percent
of women over age 75;

Whereas 50 percent of all women in the
United States over age 45 will develop some
form of osteoporosis,

Whereas hip fractures are the most dis-
abling outcome of osteoporosis, and 32 per-
cent of women and 17 percent of men who
live to age 90 will likely suffer a hip fracture
due primarily to osteoporosis;

Whereas the mortality rates for people
who suffer a hip fracture increase by 20 per-
cent, with such fractures resulting in the
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death of over 50,000 older women and many
older men each year;

Whereas 15 to 25 percent of people who
suffer a hip fracture stay in a long-term
care facility for at least one year after the
fracture occurs, and 25 to 35 percent of
people who return home from a long-term
care facility after recovering from a hip
fracture require assistance with daily living
after returning home,

Whereas the total cost to society of deal-
ing with osteoporosis was over
$10,000,000,000 in 1988 and such cost is ex-
pected to rise as the population ages;

Whereas osteoporosis is associated with
the loss of bone mass due to a lack of estro-
gen as a result of menopause, alcohol or ci-
garett use, and low calcium intake;

Whereas exercise and proper nutrition
before an individual is age 35 will build bone
mass to help prevent osteoporosis; and

Whereas people who suffer from osteopor-
osis should be aware of the increased risk of
bone fractures, and should take precautions
to reduce the chance of accidents that may
result in bone fractures due primarily to os-
teporosis: Now, therefore, be it:

Resolved by the Senale and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week be-
ginning May 14, 1989, is designated as ''Na-
tional Osteoporosis Prevention Week of
1989", and the President of the United
States is authorized and requested to issue a
proclamation calling upon the people of the
United States to observe such week with ap-
proriate programs and activities.

NATIONAL STUDENT-ATHLETE
DAY

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 39) to
designate April 6, 1989, as ‘“National
Student-Athlete Day' was considered,
ordered to be engrossed for a third
reading, read the third time, and
passed.

The preamble was agreed to.

The joint resolution, and the pream-
ble, are as follows:

S.J. Res. 39

Whereas, the student-athlete represents a
role model worthy of emulation by Ameri-
ca's youth;

Whereas, the past athletic successes of
many of America's business, governmental,
and educational leaders dispell the myth
that successful athletes are one-dimension-

Whereas, such worthy values and behav-
iors as perseverance, teamwork, self-disci-
pline, and commitment to a goal are fos-
tered and promoted by both academic and
athletic pursuits;

Whereas, participation in athletics, to-
gether with education, provides opportuni-
ties to develop valuable social and leader-
ship skills and to gain an appreciation of
ethnic and racial groups different from
one’'s own;

Whereas, in spite of all the positive as-
pects of sport, overemphasis on sport at the
expense of education can cause serious
harm to an athlete's future;

Whereas, the pursuit of victory in athlet-
ics among our nation's schools and colleges
too often leads to exploitation and abuse of
the student-athelete;

Whereas, less than one in one hundred
high school athletes ever play Division I col-
lege athletics;

Whereas, while college athletes in general
graduate at the same rate as other students,
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less than 30 per centum of scholarship ath-
letes in revenue producing sports even grad-
uate;

Whereas, only one in ten thousand high
school athletes who dream of a career in
professional sports ever realize that aspira-
tion, while those who do can expect a pro-
fessional sports career of less than four
years;

Whereas, thousands of America's youth
sacrifice academic achievement to the
dream of professional athletics;

Whereas, the practice of keeping athletes
eligible for participation on a team, even at
the high school level, must be abandoned
for a policy of ensuring a meaningful educa-
tion and degree;

Whereas, coaches, parents, and educators
of student-athletes must express high ex-
pectations for academic performance as well
as for athletic performance; and

Whereas, there is a need in this Nation to
reemphasize the “student” in the term "“stu-
dent-athlete’: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That April 6, 1989, is
designated as “National Student-Athlete
Day" and the President of the United States
is authorized and requested to issue a proc-
lamation calling upon the people of the
United States to observe that day with ap-
propriate programs, ceremonies, and activi-
ties.

NATIONAL ARBOR DAY

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 40) to
authorize the President to proclaim
the last Friday of April 1989 as “Na-
tional Arbor Day” was considered, or-
dered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, read third time, and passed.

The joint resolution is as follows:

S.J. Res. 40

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the President
is hereby authorized and requested to issue
a proclamation designating the last Friday
of April 1989 as “National Arbor Day" and
calling upon the people of the United States
to observe such a day with appropriate cere-
monies and activities.

CRIME VICTIMS WEEK

The Senate proceeded to consider
the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 44) des-
ignating the week of April 9, 1989, as
“Crime Victims Week.”

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
am pleased that we are today voting
on Senate Joint Resolution 44, legisla-
tion which would designate the week
of April 9-15, 1989, as “Crime Victims
Week.” Fifty-four Members of the
Senate have joined me as cosponsors
on this commemorative which focuses
America’s attention on the plight of
the victims of crime.

It is a sad legacy that over the past
few years, nearly 35 million Americans
were victimized annually by criminal
acts; 6 million individuals per year are
raped, robbed, beaten, or murdered.
The impact of crime is devastating to
innocent victims and their families. In
addition to the physical injuries and
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the financial losses, the victim is fur-
ther scarred with the emotional loss of
one's sense of dignity, security, and
trust in other human beings. It is dis-
turbing that the likelihood of becom-
ing a victim of violent crime is now
greater than that of being injured in
an automobile accident.

Further compounding the pain and
anguish victims must endure has been
an historical insensitivity to their
plight. The criminal justice system has
oftentimes ignored the rights of viec-
tims before making crucial decisions
regarding their cases or failed to
notify them that a defendant had
been released on bail. While the
system offered legal representation
and other forms of aid to the accused,
it offered minimal assistance to the
victim in recovering from the tremen-
dous burden resulting from victimiza-
tion.

Six years ago, the President's Task
Force on Victims of Crime presented
an agenda to correct these injustices
and restore balance to the criminal
justice system. At the Department of
Justice, an Office for Victims of Crime
was established within the Office of
Justice Programs for the purpose of
helping States implement the task
force’s recommendations. The Federal
Government began awarding fines col-
lected from convicted Federal offend-
ers to the States to aid victims of
crime. In addition, the National Vic-
tims Resource Center within the
Office for Victims of Crime was estab-
lished to provide information on
victim assistance programs and laws.
Largely as a result of these efforts,
community programs for victims have
grown in number and now every State
has a designated agency responsible
for victim services.

Much progress is being made to help
the victims adjust, but much more
needs to be done. Through the contin-
ued efforts of State and local govern-
ments and private organizations and
concerned citizens, the trauma suf-
fered by the innocent victims of crime
will be eased.

The joint resolution was considered,
ordered to be engrossed for a third
reading, read the third time, and
passed.

The preamble was agreed to.

The joint resolution, and the pream-
ble, are as follow:

S.J. REs. 44

Whereas millions of Americans are victims
of crime each year;

Whereas many of those crime victims are
traumatized further by the physical, psy-
chological, and financial burdens resulting
from their victimizations;

Whereas the sensitivity of our Nation's
criminal justice system must be improved
when working with crime victims and their
families.

Whereas much progress has been made to
correct these injustices by implementing in
the Federal, State, local, and private sectors
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the recommendations of the President's
Task Forse on Victims of Crime; and

Whereas continuation of these efforts
must be encouraged to ensure the restora-
tion of balance to our Nation's criminal jus-
tice system and the fair and compassionate
treatment of crime victims and their fami-
lies; Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week of
April 9, 1989, is designated as "“Crime Vic-
tims Week'', and the President is authorized
and request to issue a proclamation calling
upon the people of the United States to ob-
serve such week with appropriate programs,
ceremonies, and activities.

OLDER AMERICANS MONTH

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 45)
designating May 1989 as “Older Amer-
icans Month" was considered, ordered
to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

The preamble was agreed to.

The joint resolution and the pream-
ble, are as follows:

S.J. REs, 45

Whereas older Americans have contribut-
ed many years of service to their families,
their communities, and the Nation;

Whereas the population of the United
States is comprised of a large percentage of
older Americans representing a wealth of
knowledge and experience;

Whereas older Americans should be ac-
knowledged for the contributions they con-
tinue to make to their communities and the
Nation; and

Whereas many States and communities
acknowledge older Americans during the
month of May: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That, in recognition
of the traditional designation of the month
of May as "“Older Americans Month" and
the repeated expression by the Congress of
its appreciation and respect for the achieve-
ments of older Americans and its desire that
these Americans continue to play an active
role in the life of the Nation, the President
is authorized and requested to issue a proc-
lamation designating the month of May
1989 as “Older Americans Month" and call-
ing on the people of the United States to ob-
serve that month with appropriate pro-
grams, ceremonies, and activities.

NATIONAL CHILD CARE
AWARENESS WEEK

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 50) to
designate the week beginning April 2,
1989, as “National Child Care Aware-
ness Week” was considered, ordered to
be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

The preamble was agreed to.

The joint resolution, and the pream-
ble, are as follows:

S.J. REs. 50

Whereas the status and composition of
the family in the United States is constantly
changing;

Whereas today 57 percent of all women
with children younger than six years of age
work outside the home;

Whereas by 1995, two-thirds of all pre-
school children and more than three-quar-
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ters of all school-age children will have
mothers in the work force;

Whereas the increasing participation of
women in the work force will continue to in-
crease the demand for child care during the
working hours;

Whereas adequate child care is an increas-
ingly important element in enhancing the
productivity of the work force and enabling
parents to receive additional job training;

Whereas child care experts have long
known that a child’s first five years are the
ideal base to support lifelong learning, and
child care providers in both homes and child
care centers can provide vital assistance to
parents in these critical years;

Whereas the collaboration of public and
private efforts is essential to developing ac-
cessible, high quality child care;

Whereas the National Association for the
Edueation of Young Children is sponsoring
a week of the young child, and it is appro-
priate for Congress to designate the same
week as a period devoted to increasing
public awareness of child care issues;

Whereas communities across the United
States are planning special activities to
honor child care providers to illustrate the
importance of high quality child eare during
that week; and

Whereas all children deserve high quality
child care, and all parents have a profound
obligation to provide a safe wholesome envi-
ronment for their children at all times:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the week be-
ginning April 2, 1989, is designated as “Na-
tional Child Care Awareness Week”, and
the President of the United States is au-
thorized and requested to issue a proclama-
tion calling upon the people of the United
States to observe the week with appropriate
ceremonies and activities.

NATIONAL CANCER AWARENESS
MONTH

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 51) to
designate the month of April, 1989, as
“National Cancer Awareness Month"
was considered, ordered to be en-
grossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

The preamble was agreed to.

The joint resolution and the pream-
ble, are as follow:

S.J. Res. 51

Whereas cancer is one of the most urgent
medical challenges of our day;

Whereas an estimated 494,000 Americans
died of cancer in 1988;

Whereas cancer is predicted to strike in
three out of four American families during
a lifetime;

Whereas 174,000 American lives can be
saved this year through the early detection
and treatment of cancer;

Whereas it is appropriate and cost-effec-
tive to focus the attention of the Nation on
the importance of cancer research and pre-
ventative cancer examinations; and

Whereas there is good news concerning
cancer with 3,000,000 Americans alive today
who have been “cured” of cancer: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the month of
April, 1989, is designated as ‘‘National
Cancer Awareness Month"”, and the Presi-
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dent is authorized and requested to issue a
proclamation calling on the people of the
United States to observe such month with
appropriate programs, ceremonies, and ac-
tivities.

EXPRESSING GRATITUDE FOR
LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 52) to
express gratitude for law enforcement
personnel was considered, ordered to
be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

The preamble was agreed to.

The joint resolution, and the pream-
ble, are as follow:

S.J. Res. 52

‘Whereas the first day of May of each year
has been designated as “Law Day U.S.A.”
and set aside as a special day to advance
equality and justice under law, to encourage
citizen support for law enforcement and law
observance, and to foster respect for law
and an understanding of the essential place
of law in the life of every citizen of the
United States;

Whereas each day police officers and
other law enforcement personnel perform
their duties unflinchingly and without hesi-
tation;

Whereas each year tens of thousands of
law enforcement personnel are injured or
assaulted in the course of duty and many
are killed;

Whereas law enforcement personnel are
devoted to their jobs, are underpaid for
their efforts, and are tireless in their work;
and

Whereas law enforcement personnel per-
form their duties without adequate recogni-
tion: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That in celebration
of “Law Day, U.S.A.", May 1, 1989, the
grateful people of this Nation give special
emphasis to all law enforcement personnel
of the United States, and acknowledge the
unflinching and devoted service law enforce-
ment personnel perform as such personnel
help preserve domestic tranquillity and
guarantee the legal rights of all individuals
of this Nation.

NATIONAL ORGAN AND TISSUE
DONOR AWARENESS WEEK

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 56),
designating April 23 through April 29,
1989, and the last week of April of
each subsequent year as ‘“National
Organ and Tissue Donor Awareness
Week", was considered, ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

The joint resolution is as follows:

S.J. REs. 56

Resolved by the Senale and House of Rep-
resentatives of the Uniled States of America
in Congress assembled, That April 23
through April 29, 1989, and the last full
week of April of each subsequent year are
designated as “National Organ and Tissue
Donor Awareness Week"”, and the President
is authorized and requested to issue a proc-
lamation acknowledging such week.
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HIGH SCHOOL RESERVE OFFI-
CER TRAINING CORPS RECOG-
NITION DAY

The Senate proceeded to consider
the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 58) to
designate May 17, 1989, as “High
School Reserve Officer Training Corps
Recognition Day."”

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
urge the Senate to support Senate
Joint Resolution 58, which declares
May 17, 1989, as “High School Reserve
Officer Training Corps Recognition
Day.”

This joint resolution was reported by
the Senate Judiciary Committee on
February 23, and is the first such joint
resolution to come before the Senate
to honor the dedicated young men and
women who are involved in the high
school ROTC Program.

I am pleased that this resolution has
attracted broad bipartisan support, as
demonstrated by the large number of
Democrats and Republicans among
the 56 cosponsors. Their support has
been for good reason!

Since their establishment in 1916,
the Reserve Officer Training Corps
high school divisions have helped pre-
pare hundreds of thousands of young
men and women to take on the respon-
sibilities of citizenship, once their high
school years are completed.

Today, approximately 250,000 young
men and women participate in the
High School ROTC Program, which
has nearly 1,500 Army, Navy, Air
Force, and Marine Corps units.

Not only has this program given
young cadets the opportunity to par-
ticipate in vocational or academic high
school ROTC programs while earning
credit for graduation, but it has also
given them the chance to understand
the honor of serving our great coun-
try.

Through the High School ROTC
Program, cadets have been able to pro-
vide service to their school and to
their community while learning the
importance of citizenship, leadership,
teamwork, academic excellence, physi-
cal fitness, and self-confidence.

These are characteristics that are
demonstrated in all walks of life by
the military personnel, business pro-
fessionals, writers, painters, and per-
sons of countless other occupations
who have had the experience of the
Reserve Officer Training Corps.

While my own State of New Mexico
ranks 25th in the Nation, according to
the number of high school ROTC
units—Texas, Florida, and California
hold the top three spots—I can hon-
estly say that the dedication, determi-
nation, and diligence that I have seen
in New Mexico's 18 active units places
us at the very top of the list when it
comes to pride!

Our New Mexico cadets, however,
share that pride with the remaining
1,454 high school units that make up
the ROTC high school divisions
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throughout the United States, plus
the Department of Defense Depend-
ent Schools in the Caribbean, the Pa-
cific, Asia, and Europe.

Mr. President, support for this reso-
lution indicates support for the hard
work and achievements of America’s
young citizens, instructors, and past
participants of the High School ROTC
Program. Frankly, their dedication de-
serves nothing less than our full sup-
port and encouragement.

The joint resolution was considered,
ordered to be engrossed for a third
reading, read the third time, and
passed.

The preamble was agreed to.

The joint resolution and the pream-
ble, are as follows:

S.J. REs. 58

Whereas in 1916 the Congress authorized
the establishment of high school divisions
of the Reserve Officer Training Corps;

Whereas hundreds of high schools across
the United States, and United States operat-
ed high schools abroad, offer High School
Reserve Officer Training Corps programs of
the various military services;

Whereas High School Reserve Officer
Training Corps programs have provided a
valuable and unique learning opportunity
for hundreds of thousands of high school
students for almost four generations;

Whereas the programs of instruction for
High School Reserve Officer Training Corps
units concentrate on the development of de-
sirable traits in its participants, such as
good citizenship, leadership, teamwork, indi-
vidual initiative, and pride and respect for
the United States, its flag, laws, and Consti-
tution;

‘Whereas the High School Reserve Officer
Training Corps programs, being highly sue-
cessful in developing desirable traits in its
participants, have made a valuable contribu-
tion to the United States and to the educa-
tion of the youth of our Nation;

Whereas it is appropriate to acknowledge
and honor the contribution of the High
School Reserve Officer Training Corps, and
its cadets and instructors, both past and
present; and

Whereas May 17, 1989, marks the seventy-
third anniversity of the authorization of the
High School Reserve Officer Training
Corps: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resenlatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That May 17, 1989,
is hereby designated as “High School Re-
serve Officer Training Corps Recognition
Day". The President is authorized and re-
quested to issue a proclamation calling upon
the people of the United States to observe
such day with appropriate ceremonies and
activies.

NATIONAL DRINKING WATER
WEEK

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 60) to
designate the period commencing on
May 1, 1989, and ending on May T,
1989, as “National Drinking Water
Week" was considered, ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

The preamble was agreed to.
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The joint resolution and the pream-
ble, are as follows:
S.J. REs. 60

Whereas water itself is God-given, and the
drinking water that flows dependably
through our household taps results from
the dedication of men and women who oper-
ate the public water systems of collection,
storage, treatment, testing, and distribution
that insures that drinking water is available,
affordable, and of unquestionable quality;

Whereas the advances in health effects re-
search and water analysis and treatment
technologies, in conjunction with the Safe
Drinking Water Act Amendments of 1986
(Public Law 99-339), could create major
changes in the production and distribution
of drinking water,

Whereas this substance, which the public
uses with confidence in so many productive
ways, is without doubt the single most im-
portant product in the world and a signifi-
cant issue of the future;

Whereas the public expects high quality
drinking water to always be there when
needed; and

Whereas the public continues to increase
its demand for drinking water of ungues-
tionable quality: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the period
commencing on May 1, 1989, is designed as
“National Drinking Water Week™, and the
President is authorized and requested to
issue a proclamation calling upon the people
of the United States to observe such period
with appropriate ceremonies, activities, and
programs designed to enhance public aware-
ness of drinking water issues and public rec-
ognition of the difference that drinking
water makes to the health safety, and qual-
ity of the life we enjoy.

BALTIC FREEDOM DAY

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 63)
designating June 14, 1989, as “Baltic
Freedom Day,” and for other pur-
poses, was considered, ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

The preamble was agreed to.

The joint resolution and the pream-
ble, are as follows:

S.J. REs. 63

Whereas the people of the Republics of
Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia (hereinafter
referred to as the “Baltic Republics”) have
cherished the principles of religious and po-
litical freedom and independence;

Whereas the Baltic Republics existed as
independent, sovereign nations and as fully
recognized members of the League of Na-
tions;

Whereas 1989 marks the 50th anniversary
of the infamous Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact in
which the Soviet Union colluded with Nazi
Germany, thus allowing the Soviet Union in
1940 to illegally seize and occupy the Baltic
Republics and to incorporate such republics
by force into the Soviet Union against the
national will and the desire for independ-
ence and freedom of the people of such re-
publics;

Whereas due to Soviet and Nazi tyranny,
by the end of World War II, 20 percent of
the total population of the Baltic Republics
had been lost;

Whereas the people of the Baltic Repub-
lics have individual and separate cultures
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and national traditions and languages which
are distinctively foreign to those of Russia;

Whereas since 1940, the Soviet Union has
systematically implemented Baltic genocide
by deporting native Baltic peoples from
Baltic homelands to forced labor and con-
centration camps in Siberia and elsewhere,;

Whereas by relocting masses of Russians
to the Baltic Republics, the Soviet Union
has threatened the Baltic cultures with ex-
tinction through russification;

Whereas through a program of russifica-
tion, the Soviet Union has introduced eco-
logically unsound industries without proper
safeguards into the Baltic Republics, and
the presence of such industries has resulted
in deleterious effects on the environment
and well-being of the Baltic people;

Whereas the Soviet Union, despite recent
pronouncements of openness and restruc-
turing, has imposed upon the captive people
of the Baltic Republics an oppressive politi-
cal system which has destroyed every ves-
tige of democracy, civil liberty, and religious
freedom;

Whereas the people of the Baltic Repub-
lics are subjugated by the Soviet Union, are
locked into a union such people deplore, are
denied basic human rights, and are perse-
cuted for daring to protest;

Whereas the Soviet Union refuses to abide
by the Helsinki accords which the Soviet
Union voluntarily signed;

Whereas the United States stands as a
champion of liberty, is dedicated to the
principles of national self-determination,
human rights, and religious freedom, and is
opposed to oppression and imperialism;

Whereas the United States, as a member
of the United Nations, had repeatedly voted
with a majority of that international body
to uphold the right of other countries of the
world to self-determination and freedom
from foreign domination;

Whereas the Soviet Union has steadfastly
refused to return to the people of the Baltic
Republics the right to exist as independent
republics, separate and apart from the
Soviet Union, or to permit a return of per-
sonal, political and religious freedoms; and

Whereas 1989 marks the 49th anniversary
of the continued policy of the United States
of not recognizing the illegal forcible occu-
pation of the Baltic Republics by the Soviet
Union: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That—

(1) the Congress recognizes the continuing
desire and right of the people of the Baltic
Republics for freedom and independence
from the domination of the Soviet Union;

(2) the Congress deplores the refusal of
the Soviet Union to recognize the sovereign-
ty of the Baltic Republics and to yield to
the rightful demands for independence
from foreign domination and oppression by
the people of the Baltic Republics,

(3) June 14, 1989, the anniversary of the
mass deportation of Baltic peoples from
their homelands in 1941, is designated as
“Baltic Freedom Day", as a symbol of the
solidarity of the people of the United States
with the aspirations of the enslaved Baltic
people; and

(4) the President is authorized and re-
quested—

(A) to issue a proclamation calling upon
the people of the United States to observe
Baltic Freedom Day with appropriate cere-
monies and activities, and

(B) to call upon the Soviet Union, the
Federal Republic of Germany, and the
Democratic Republic of Germany to re-
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nounce the acquisition or absorption of the
Baltic Republics by the Soviet Union as a
result of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact.

SENATE RESOLUTION 68
INDEFINITELY POSTPONED

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senate
Resolution 68 be indefinitely post-
poned.

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

ORDER AUTHORIZING FILING
OF REPORTS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the
Armed Services Committee be permit-
ted to file its report this evening on
the nomination of John G. Tower, to
be Secretary of Defense.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, and I shall
not object, I assume that includes the
filing of the minority report.

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, indeed.

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

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

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

TIME LIMITATION AGREE-
MENT—SENATE RESOLUTION
72

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate considers the resolution re-
garding the author Salman Rusdie to
be offered by myself and others, it be
considered under the following time
limitation, which is to say 20 minutes
on the resolution to be equally divided
between myself and the Republican
leader or his designee with no amend-
ments or motions to be in order with
respect to the resolution.

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

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair.

RESOLUTION CONDEMNING THE
THREATS AGAINST THE
AUTHOR AND PUBLISHERS OF
THE “SATANIC VERSES"”

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
send to the desk a resolution condemn-
ing the threats against the author and
publishers of the “Satanic Verses.” I
do so for myself, Mr. MrTcHELL, MTr.
Dorg, Mr. PeELL, Mr. HELMS, Mr. SaAN-
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FORD, Mr. GorrtoN, Mr. GrRAHAM, Mr.
SiMoN, and Mr. D'AMATO.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 72) condemning the
threats against the author and publishers of
“Satanic Verses."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection to the present consid-
eration of the resolution.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President,
this matter was on the Senate floor
last week, and only a long meeting of
the Committee on Armed Services pre-
vented our adopting it.

It states in the most emphatic terms
that the United States absolutely re-
jects the intellectual terrorism prac-
ticed by the Ayatollah Khomeini. He
has called for the assassination of a
Moslem-born author residing in Brit-
ain. He has also called for attacks
upon, vengeance upon, and violence to
the publishers of “Satanic Verses,”
Viking Penguin in New York.

Let it be understood in the parts of
the world from whence such threats
emanate: We are not intimidated and
the resources of civilization against its
enemies are not exhausted.

It is important to note that this res-
olution is sponsored by the chairman
and ranking member of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations and of course
by our distinguished leaders, the ma-
jority leader and the Republican
leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with the principal
author, Senator MoyNiHAN, with the
distinguished majority leader, Senator
MitcHELL;, with Senators PELL, HELMS,
GorTton, D’AMaT0o and others—in co-
sponsoring this important resolution. I
also want to note the contribution
that Senator WaLLoP has made to the
crafting of this resolution, and to the
effort to get Senate action on this im-
portant subject.

We are not here as book critics. I
haven’t read the book in question, and
I do not intend to. And we are not
here to pass judgment on anyone’s re-
ligions views. That is not the job of
the Senate.

But it is not only the job, but the re-
sponsibility, of the Senate to say, loud
and clear: There is an internationally
recognized standard of civilized behav-
ior; and it never includes levying inter-
national “death warrants,” without
any due process or recognition of indi-
vidual rights, on anyone—author, pub-
lisher, or anyone else.

And it is also our responsibility to re-
affirm our four square, unequivocal
opposition to terrorism in all its
forms—whether it is the terrorism of
an individual fanatic, like the Ayatol-
lah Khomeini: of the terrorism of the
state that he runs with an iron fist,
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and a heart of hate and intolerance; or
the terrorism of a mob.

Terrorism is terrorism. It is abhor-
rent. It must be condemned. There is
no justification for it, period.

That is the policy of this country,
and of civilized countries everywhere.
That is the essence of this resolution.

Let us underscore our continuing
commitment to this policy, this strong
and necessary policy, by passing this
resolution. And let that act be encour-
agement to those who refuse to buckle
under to the threats of terrorists, and
a rebuke to the Khomeinis of the
world, who care not a whit for any-
one’s rights or beliefs but their own.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
have also to inform the Senate of
something we had thought would not
happen in our State of New York.
Early this morning the office of the
Riverdale Press, a highly respected
weekly newspaper in New York City,
was fire bombed and all but destroyed.

This was done in the aftermath of
an editorial published by that newspa-
per; a thoughful, moderate, but firm
editorial defending the right to pub-
lish, to distribute and to sell. The edi-
torial comment was entitled “The
Tyrant and His Chains,” and begins,
“How fragile civilization is; how easily,
how merrily a book burns.”

Mr. President, as a statement of soli-
darity with the publishers of the Riv-
erdale Press, I ask unanimous consent
that this editorial be printed in the
REcorb at this point.

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

THE TYRANT AND His CHAINS

How fragile civilization is; how easily, how
merrily a book burns,” wrote Salman Rush-
die when a group of English Moslems pub-
licly burned copies of his novel, “The Satan-
ic Verses,” in West Yorkshire last month.

The powers of reason and imagination are
indeed the underpinnings of our civilization.
To suppress a book or punish an idea is to
express contempt for the people who read
the book or consider the idea. In preferring
the logic of the executioner to the logic of
debate, the bookburners and the Ayatollah
Khomeini display their distrust for the
principle on which self-government rests,
the wisdom and virtue of ordinary people.

Americans are fighting back in the most
appropriate way possible, by reading and
talking about Mr. Rushdie's book. But the
cowardly connivance of the big book chains
with the Ayatollah is placing obstacles in
the way of this counter-attack.

Waldenbooks, the nation's largest chain,
began the retreat last Thursday when it re-
moved the book from the shelves of its 1,200
stores. B. Dalton and Barnes & Noble
dropped the book the next day, adding an-
other 1,250 stores that won't carry it.

In Riverdale, we're fortunate to have an
independent book seller. Readers, not fear-
ful executives, had stripped Paperbacks
Plus of “The Satanic Verses” by this week-
end. The store has reordered the book and
will continue to sell it.

In much of the country however, the big
chains are the only game in town. They ac-
count for an estimated 20 to 30 percent of
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all book sales, and their power can make or
break a title. Will Viking continue to order
reprintings of “The Satanic Verses"”, if so
will many stores refuse to sell it? If not, the
chains will have helped win a victory for
terrorism.

The chain store executives excuse their
surrender to the Ayatollah by expressing
concern for the wellbeing of their employ-
ees, but by knuckling under they've put
others at risk. If a threat can knock the
books from the shelves of the Big Three,
terrorists may reason, think what a bomb in
an uncompliant bookstore could do.

Moreover, terrorism feeds on its successes.
What will Waldenbooks do when a home-
grown would-be tyrant demands the remov-
al of a politically controversial book from its
shelves? And how will it handle the next
step, a demand that stores stock a particular
book?

The bookstore chains have enormous
power. Their decisions can determine what
thoughts are disseminated in what form.
With that power should go responsibility.
Selling books is not the same as selling
socks or sundries. Book stores sell ideas and
visions; they feed the mind and spirit. They
have an obligation to safeguard the freedom
of expression.

Independent book stores can't match the
buying power of the chains, and therefore
can’'t match their discounted prices. Their
proprietors like to say that what they offer
to readers who pay full price for their books
is service. To that, they can now add some-
thing more important: the small additional
cost is the price of freedom.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
do not wish to delay the Senate. This
is a matter which has been thoroughly
agreed to and I think that it would re-
ceive the unanimous support of the
body.

I do not observe a representative of
the Republican leader on the floor at
this point. We have concluded our
business for the day.

And knowing that, he is a cosponsor,
a principal cosponsor, in the circum-
stances I would ask whether I might
move to have both sides yield back
their time under the rule.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator can certainly do that by con-
sent.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I do ask unani-
mous consent that both sides yield
back their time under the rule.

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

Mr. MOYNIHAN. In that case, Mr.
President, I move adoption of the
sense-of-the-Senate resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question 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. T2

Whereas, on February 14, 1989, Ayatollah
Ruhollah Khomeini of the Islamic Republic
of Iran called for the assassination of
Salman Rushdie, author of *Satanic
Verses,” and of the officers of Viking, the
U.S. publisher of the book;

T2) was
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Whereas, Viking officers have received
death threats since the publication of the
book, and Viking offices have been evacuat-
ed several times following bomb threats;

Whereas on February 21, 1989, President
George Bush condemned Iran's threat
against Mr. Rushdie and his publisher as
“deeply offensive to the norms of civilized
behavior': Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate, That in recogni-
tion of threats of violence made against the
above mentioned author and publisher, the
Senate—

(1) declares its commitment to protect the
right of any person to write, publish, sell,
buy, and read books without fear of intimi-
dation and violence;

(2) unequivocally condemns as state-spon-
sored terrorism, the threat of the govern-
ment of Iran and Ayatollah Ruhollah Kho-
meini to assassinate citizens of other coun-
tries on foreign soil;

(3) expresses its support for the publish-
ers and booksellers who have courageously
printed, distributed, sold, and displayed “Sa-
tanic Verses" despite the threats they have
received;

(4) applauds President Bush for his
strongly worded statement of outrage
against the Iranian government’'s actions
and calls upon the President to continue to
condemn publicly any and all threat's made
against the author and his publishers;

(5) commends the European Community
member states for withdrawing their diplo-
matic corps from Iran in response to the
Ayatollah’s death sentences;

(6) recognizes the sensitivity of religious
beliefs and practices, respects all religions
and the commitment of the religious to
their faith, and repudiates religious intoler-
ance and bigotry, and

('7T) calls upon the President of the United
States to take swift and proportionate
action in consultation, as appropriate, with
other interested governments, in the event
that violent acts should oceur.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
thank the Chair for its great courtesy.
I hope that the Nation and the world
will take note that the Senate has
spoken.

I say once again that this would
have occurred last week save for a cer-
tain inadvertence in a committee
schedule.

Mr. President, I see no one else seek-
ing the floor, and I accordingly 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. HUMPHREY. 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.

NOMINATION OF JOHN TOWER
TO BE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
relative to the Tower nomination, I
made an interesting calculation today,
or I should say I asked my staff to do
it. Here is what they found: Among
the Members of this body who are now
holding office, there is a corporate
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knowledge of John Tower totaling 651
years.

This Senator has known Senator
Tower for 10 years. I served with him
for 6 years on the Armed Services
Committee for I suppose thousands of
hours in public and observed Senator
Tower for scores of hours in private
during those 6 years. And never once
did this Senator see John Tower com-
promised in any way. I never saw him
drink excessively, can barely remem-
ber him ever taking a drink, never saw
him drink excessively, never saw him
in any way under the influence of al-
cohol, certainly never saw him inebri-
ated in public or in private at any
time; never saw him compromised in
any way, in any respect; never saw him
compromised, period, in those 10
yvears, 6 years at close range.

So my part of that 651 years, that
6% centuries of corporate personal
knowledge, which this body possesses
of the nominee, my part is 10 years.
But my observations, as I gather, are
not the least bit unique. There is not
another Senator whom I have asked
who ever saw John Tower in any way
compromised.

We know that the FBI solicited
opinions and recollections from a
number of Senators, I am not sure
quite on what basis those Senators
were chosen, but it was clear that the
FBI was soliciting from this body opin-
ions and none of those Senators who
were interviewed could recollect Sena-
tor Tower ever being compromised in
any way. And we know for a fact, that
those Senators who have known John
Tower and whose corporate knowledge
is 651 years, none of them have ever
come forward either to the FBI in pri-
vate, even on the basis of anonymity
which the FBI offers, to say that they
thought John Tower was in any way
ill-suited or unsuited to this position;
651 years of knowledge and apparently
some Members are prepared to throw
that out in favor of a few ratty, unsub-
stantiated allegations in this FBI
report.

I think that indicates what is going
on here. It is preposterous, it is dis-
turbing, and it is beginning to form a
pattern, it seems to this Senator. This
is Bork all over. I am not going to get
into the Bork nomination, but it is the
same tactic—smear, innuendo, false
charges, name calling.

In my view, the real basis of opposi-
tion to John Tower, for the most part,
is that he is very bright, probably has
a more extensive knowledge, a greater
expertise in defense matters than any
citizen of this country. There might be
two or three who exceed—I doubt it,
but it is possible—John Tower’s exper-
tise. He is smart, he is expert, he is
tough. That is probably his problem—
he is tough. He is a tough Texan, a
scrappy little guy. If he were an east-
ern establishment effete type, he
would probably have clear sailing. But
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he is tough and he was very tough as
chairman of that committee and he
stepped on a lot of toes and now that
is coming back to haunt him, in my
opinion.

How else can you explain it? Throw-
ing away 651 years of firsthand, close-
up observation, not occasional observa-
tion, daily, virtually daily, observation.
Makes you wonder what is going on
here. It is pretty disillusioning to this
Senator.

The FBI has investigated this nomi-
nee more thoroughly—not that he de-
served it, but because of the way the
process has been strung out and the
invitation has been hung out for any
malcontent in America who was will-
ing to come forward, even on the tele-
phone, with an anonymous charge and
allegation. In any event, there can be
no doubt that this nominee has been
more thoroughly investigated than
any nominee for any office requiring
Senate confirmation in the history of
this country.

Until just this week, that FBI report
was not available to the bulk of the
Members of this body. It was available
only to the Armed Services Committee
members. But, inasmuch as the Armed
Services Committee has now acted as
of last week, the report is available
this week to the rest of us.

Like so many others, I have been
trying to find time to leaf through
that tome. The summary, Mr. Presi-
dent, as the Chair well knows—I ob-
served him in the secure room today
reading it conscientiously—the sum-
mary is about this thick and it is not
even double spaced. It is a massive un-
dertaking to review it.

I have been giving special attention
to the sections devoted to the allega-
tions that Senator Tower has drinking
problems. I am not going to say that I
have completed that yet because I
have not been able to find enough
time because, as I have said, anyone
can get himself or herself recorded in
an FBI investigation of this kind even
on an anonymous basis, and it all gets
very thoroughly documented. I have
not finished it yet, but I am about
halfway through these allegations
that relate to the drinking charge. So
far, so far, it appears to me that the
White House is correct in its charac-
terization.

The White House is saying that
there are no charges relative to drink-
ing allegations, there are no charges
by persons willing to have their names
used; that is to say, if you throw out
the anonymous allegations, if you
focus only on the allegations of per-
sons who are willing to have their
names used on a confidential basis,
privacy and confidentiality protected,
a name shared only with 100 citizens
in this country who happen to be
Members of this body, if you take just
those, according to my reading so far,
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there is no one allegation that is cor-
roborated by a second party. Many of
those allegations are disputed by
second parties.

Well, I wanted to share that with
whoever might be listening. Six hun-
dred and fifty-one years of direct, per-
sonal, intimate contact with this man
John Tower and some are prepared to
give that about as much weight I guess
as a feather duster and to give im-
mense weight to this other rubbish.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. MITCHELL. 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.

MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Kalbaugh, one of
his secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES
REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate mes-
sages from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
and treaties which were referred to
the appropriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

REPORT ON ACTIVITIES UNDER
THE HIGHWAY SAFETY ACT—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT—PM 22

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid
before the Senate the following mes-
sage from the President of the United
States, together with an accompany-
ing report; which was referred to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation:

To the Congress of the United States:

The Highway Safety Act and the
National Traffic and Motor Vehicle
Safety Act, both enacted in 1966, initi-
ated a national effort to reduce traffic
deaths and injuries and require annual
reports on the administration of the
Acts. This is the 21st year that these
reports have been prepared.

The report on motor vehicle safety
includes the annual reporting require-
ment in Title I of the Motor Vehicle
Information and Cost Savings Act of
1972 (bumper standards).

In the Highway Safety Acts of 1973,
1976, and 1978, the Congress expressed
its special interest in certain aspects of
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traffic safety that are addressed in the
volume on highway safety.

The national outrage against drunk
drivers, combined with growing safety
belt use and voluntary cooperation we
have received from all sectors of
American life, have brought about
even more improvements in traffic
safety.

In addition, despite large increases
in the number of drivers and vehicles,
the Federal standards and programs
for motor vehicle and highway safety
instituted since 1966 have contributed
to a significant reduction in the fatali-
ty rate per 100 million miles of travel.
The rate decreased from 5.5 in the
mid-60's to the 1987 level of 2.4, the
lowest in our history.

The important progress we have
made is, of course, no consolation to
the relatives and friends of those
46,386 people who, despite the safety
advances and greater public aware-
ness, lost their lives in 1987. But it is
indicative of the positive trend estab-
lished toward making our roads safer.

The loss of approximately 127 lives
per day on our Nation's highways is
still too high. Also, with the increasing
motor vehicle travel, we are faced with
the threat of an even higher number
of traffic fatalities. Therefore, there is
a continuing need for effective motor
vehicle and highway safety programs.

We will continue to pursue highway
and motor vehicle safety programs
that are most effective in reducing
deaths and injuries. We are convinced
that significant progress in traffic
safety can be achieved through the
combined efforts of government, in-
dustry, and the public.

GEORGE BUsH.

THE WHITE HoUsk, February 28, 1989.

NATIONAL TRADE POLICY
AGENDA—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT—PM 23

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid
before the Senate the following mes-
sage from the President of the United
States, together with accompanying
reports; which was referred to the
Committee on Finance:

To the Congress of the United States:
In accordance with Section 1641 of
the Omnibus Trade and Competitive-
ness Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-418;
102 Stat. 1271), I hereby transmit the
National Trade Policy Agenda for cal-
endar year 1989; and an addendum to
the Twenty-ninth Annual Report on
the Trade Agreements Program, 1988,
that was sent to the Congress on Janu-
ary 3, 1989. The addendum includes a
statement on negotiations in the Gen-
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT) regarding an import fee for
trade adjustment as required by Sec-
tion 1428 of that Act.
GEORGE BUSH.
THE WHITE HoUskg, February 28, 1989.
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MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE
RECEIVED DURING RECESS

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of January 3, 1989, the Sec-
retary of the Senate, on February 27,
1989, received a message from the
House of Representatives announcing
that pursuant to section 11 of Public
Law 99-158, the Speaker appoints as
members of the Biomedical Ethics
Board the following Members on the
part of the House: Mr. Waxman, Mr.
THomAs A. LUKEN, Mr. RowLAND of
Georgia, Mr. GrapisoN, Mr. TAUKE,
and Mr. BLILEY.

The message also announced that
pursuant to the provisions of 19 U.S.C.
2211, and upon the recommendation of
the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means, the Speaker has se-
lected the following members of that
committee to be accredited by the
President as official advisers to the
U.S. delegations to international con-
ferences, meetings, and negotiation
sessions relating to trade agreements
during the 1st session of the 101st
Congress: Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, Mr.
GiBBONS, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. CRANE, and
Mr. FRENZEL.

The message further announced
that pursuant to the provisions of sec-
tion 3, Public Law 93-304, as amended
by section 1 of Public Law 99-7, the
Speaker appoints as members of the
Commission on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe the following Members
on the part of the House: Mr. HOYER,
cochairman, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. MARKEY,
Mr. RIcHARDSON, Mr. FEIGHAN, MTr.
RITTER, Mr. PORTER, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, and Mr. WoLF.

The message also announced that
pursuant to the provisions of section
244(a)(1)(b) of Public Law 100-607, the
Speaker appoints to the National
Commission on Acquired Immune De-
ficiency Syndrome the following on
the part of the House: Mr. ROWLAND
of Georgia; and, from private life: Mr.
Scott Allen, Dallas, TX; Mr. Norman
E. Zinberg, Cambridge, MA; Mr.
Donald S. Goldman, Livingston, NJ;
and Mrs. Diane Ahrens, St. Paul, MN.

The message further announced
that pursuant to the provisions of sec-
tion 4(a), Public Law 92-484, the
Speaker appoints as members of the
Technology Assessment Board the fol-
lowing Members on the part of the
House: Mr. UpaLL, Mr. BRown of Cali-
fornia, Mr. DinNgeLL, Mr. MiLLER of
Ohio, Mr. SunpquisT, and Mr. HouGH-
TON.

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:
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EC—596. A communication from the
Deputy Secretary of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on a viola-
tion of the Antideficiency Act involving
overobligation of an approved appropria-
tion; to the Committee on Appropriations.

EC—597. A communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of Defense (Force Manage-
ment and Personnel), transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the Department of Defense Man-
power Requirements Report for fiscal year
1990; to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC—598. A communication from the Di-
rector of Administration and Manageinent,
Office of the Secretary of Defense, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, notice that the
Strategic Defense Initiative Organization in-
tends to exercise a provision of law provid-
ing for the exclusion of examination of
records by the Comptroller General; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

EC—599. A communication from the
Chairman of the Commission on Merchant
Marine and Defense, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the fourth and final report of the
Commission entitled “A Plan for Action”; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

EC—600. A communication from the
Deputy Secretary of Defense, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report entitled * Allies As-
suming a Greater Share of the Common De-
fense Burden"; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC—601. A communication from the Chief
of Legislative Affairs, Department of the
Navy, transmitting, pursuant to law, notice
of the intention of the Department of the
Navy to offer certain vessels for lease to the
Government of Brazil, to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC—602. A communication from the See-
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant
to law, final funding priorities for Certain
New Direct Grant Awards under the Office
of Special Education; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

EC—603. A communication from the
Chairman of the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the Monetary Policy Report of
the Board; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC—604. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of General Services, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the sixth report on
Federal actions taken to assist the homeless;
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban affairs.

EC-605. A communication from the
Acting Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the 1988 interim annual report on the
Neighborhood Development Demonstration
Program; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-606. A communication from the Secre-
tary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report on the imposition of foreign
policy export controls on certain chemicals
and biological agents; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-607. A communication from the
Deputy Secretary of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on activi-
ties undertaken by the Department of
Transportation to implement the Commer-
cial Space Launch Act of 1984; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation.

EC-608. A communication from the Assist-
ant Vice President of the National Railroad
Passenger Corporation (Government and
Public Affairs), transmitting, pursuant to
law, the annual report on each route operat-
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ed by AMTRAK during fiscal year 1988, the
1989 Legislative Report, the fiscal year 1989
AMTRAK Compensation Report, and AM-
TRAK's 1988 Annual Report; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation.

EC-609. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation entitled the “Ad-
vanced Solid Motor Contingent Liability
Act”;, to the Committee on Commerce, Sci-
ence, and Transportation.

EC-610. A communication from the
Acting Secretary of Energy, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the annual report on the
West Valley Demonstration Project; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources,

EC-611. A communication from the
Acting Secretary of the Interior, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the 1987 annual
report of the Office of Surface Mining Rec-
lamation and Enforcement; to the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-612. A communication from the
Acting Secretary of Energy, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the quarterly report on the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve for the fourth
quarter of 1988 and the annual report for
1988; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

EC-613. A communication from the
Deputy Associate Director of Collection and
Disbursements, Minerals Management Serv-
ice, Department of the Interior, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report on the refund
of certain offshore oil and gas lease reve-
nues; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

EC-614. A communication from the Comp-
troller General of the United States, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled
“Examination of EPA's Financial State-
ments for Fiscal Year 1987"; to the Commit-
tee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-615. A communication from the
Acting Director of the Office of Civilian Ra-
dioactive Waste Management, Department
of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the final report on the use of dry cask stor-
age at nuclear reactor sites to meet the utili-
ty industry's spent nuclear fuel storage
needs through the start of operation of a
permanent geologic repository; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-616. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards, Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
on the safety research program of the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC-617. A communication from the
Acting Secretary of Health and Human
Services, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
Department's plan to restructure the qual-
ity control systems of the Aid to Families
With Dependent Children and Medicaid
Programs; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-618. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Defense Security Assistance
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report of those Foreign Military Sales cus-
tomers with approved cash flow financing in
excess of $100 million as of October 1, 1988;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-619. A communication from the Chair-
man of the United States Advisory Commis-
sion on Public Diplomacy, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the 1988 report of the Com-
mission; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC-620. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Advisor For Treaty Affairs, De-
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partment of State, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report on international agree-
ments, other than treaties, entered into by
the United States in the sixty-day period
prior to February 16, 1989; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations.

EC-621. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Co-
lumbia, transmitting, pursuant to law,
copies of D.C. Act 7-304 adopted by the
Council on November 29, 1988; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-622. A communication from the
Acting Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the annual report of the Agency on
competition advocacy for fiscal year 1988; to
the Committee on Governmental Affairs,

EC-623. A communication from the Secre-
tary of Transportation, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the annual report of the Depart-
ment on competition advocacy for fiscal
year 1988; to the Committee on Governmen-
tal Affairs.

EC-624. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Division of Commissioned Person-
nel, Department of Health and Human
Services, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
annual report on the Public Health Service
Commissioned Corps Retirement Plan for
the year ended September 30, 1987; to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-625. A communication from the Chair-
man of the National Commission on Librar-
ies and Information Science, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the annual report on the
system of internal control and financial sys-
tems of the Commission for calendar year
1988; to the Committee on Governmental
Affairs.

EC-626. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Communications and
Legislative Affairs, Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the annual report of the Com-
mission under the Government in the Sun-
shine Act for calendar year 1987, to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-627. A communication from the Dis-
trict of Columbia Auditor, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report entitled “Review
of Receipts and Disbursements of People's
Counsel Agency Fund"; to the Committee
on Governmental Affairs.

EC-628. A communication from the
Deputy Secretary of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report on a new Pri-
vacy Act system of records; to the Commit-
tee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-629. A communication from the Under
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition), trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the annual report
on actions taken by the Department to in-
crease competition and reduce the number
and dollar value of noncompetitive con-
tracts; to the Committee on Governmental
Affairs.

EC-630. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Personnel Management,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual
report on competition advocacy for fiscal
year 1988; to the Committee on Governmen-
tal Affairs.

EC-631. A communication from the
Acting Assistant Secretary of State (Legisla-
tive Affairs), transmitting, pursuant to law,
the fourteenth 90-day report on the investi-
gation into the death of Enrique Camarena,
the investigation into the disappearance of
United States citizens in the State of Ja-
lisco, Mexico, and the general safety of
United States tourists in Mexico; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.
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EC-632. A communication from the Comp-
troller General of the United States, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a list of report
issued by the General Accounting Office in
January 1989; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

EC-633. A communication from the Attor-
ney General of the United States, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, recommendations con-
cerning the coordination of overall policy
and development of objectives and priorities
for all Federal juvenile delinquency pro-
grams and activities; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

EC-634. A communication from the Attor-
ney General of the United States, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report on the
amount deposited in the United States
Trustee System Fund and a description of
expenditures from that Pund for fiscal year
1988; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

EC-635. A communication from the Attor-
ney General of the United States, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the third annual
report on the activities of the Department
of Justice concerning enforcement of the
Controlled Substance Registrant Protection
Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

EC-636. A communication from the
Acting Secretary of Health and Human
Services, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
annual report for Fiscal Year 1987 of the ac-
tivities under the Administration on Devel-
opmental Disabilities, Office of Human De-
velopment Services, and the Alcohol, Drug
Abuse and Mental Health Administration,
Public Health Service; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

EC-637. A communication from the Secre-
tary of the Department of Education, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a document enti-
tled “Final Regulations—Training Program
for Special Programs Staff and Leadership
Personnel;” to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

EC-638. A communication from the Secre-
tary of the Department of Education, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a document enti-
tled *Assistance to Local Educational Agen-
cies in Areas Affected by Federal Activities
and Arrangements for Education of Chil-
dren Where Local Educational Agencies
Cannot Provide Suitable Free Public Educa-
tion (Impact Aid);, to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. PRYOR, from the Special Com-
mittee on Aging:

Special Report entitled “Developments in
Aging, Volumes I and II” (Rept. No. 101-4).

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, without amendment and
with a preamble:

S. Res. 59. A resolution commending the
Government and people of Pakistan on
their return to democracy.

S. Con. Res. 15. A concurrent resolution
concerning peace and famine relief in
Sudan.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS ON
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. NUNN, from the Committee on
Armed Services:

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, from the
Committee on Armed Services, I
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report favorably the attached listing
of nominations.

Those identified with a single aster-
isk (*) are to be placed on the Execu-
tive Calendar. Those identified with a
double asterisk (**) are to lie on the
Secretary’'s desk for the information
of any Senator since these names have
already appeared in the CONGRESSION-
AL REcorp and to save the expense of
printing again.

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

(The nominations ordered to lie on
the Secretary’s desk are printed in the
Recorp of January 3, February 2, and
February 8, 1989, at the end of the
Senate proceedings.)

*Maj. Gen. Ronald W. Yates, USAF, to be
lieutenant general (Reference No. 72).

*In the Air Force there are 32 appoint-
ments to the grade of major general (list
begins with James G. Andrus) (Reference
No. 74).

*In the Air Force Reserve there are 18 ap-
pointments to the grade of major general
and below (list begins with Donald F. Fer-
rell) (Reference No. 75).

*In the Air Force Reserve there are 19 ap-
pointments to the grade of major general
and below (list begins with Richard A. Frey-
tag) (Reference No. 76).

*Gen. Joseph T. Palastra, Jr., USA, to be
placed on the retired list in the grade of
general (Reference No. 77).

*Col. John Evans Hutton, USA, to be brig-
adier general (Reference No. B0).

*In the Marine Corps there are 8 promo-
tions to the grade of major general (list
begins with Bobby G. Butcher) (Reference
No. 81).

*Brig. Gen. G. Richard Omrod, USMCR,
to be major general (Reference No. 82).

*Vice Adm. Richard M. Dunleavy, USN, to
be reassigned in the grade of vice admiral
(Reference No. 85).

*Vice Adm. Diego E. Hernandez, USN, to
be reassigned in the grade of vice admiral
(Reference No. 86).

*Vice Adm, Jerry O. Tuttle, USN, to be re-
assigned in the grade of vice admiral (Refer-
ence No. 87).

*Rear Adm. Paul D. Butcher, USN, to be
vice admiral (Reference No. 88).

*Rear Adm. Raymond P. Ilg, USN, to be
vice admiral (Reference No. 89).

*Rear Adm. (Lower Half) Milton Chipman
Clegg, USN, to be rear admiral (Reference
No. 91),

*In the Navy there are 4 promotions to
the grade of rear admiral (list begins with
Daniel B. Lestage) (Reference No. 92).

*Rear Adm. (Lower Half) William Bernard
Finagin, USNR, to be rear admiral (Refer-
ence No. 93).

*In the Navy there are 6 promotions to
the grade of rear admiral (lower half) (list
begins with Richard Ira Ridenour) (Refer-
ence No. 96).

**In the Air Force Reserve there are 48
promotions to the grade of colonel (list
begins with Eugene R. Andreotti) (Refer-
ence No, 97).

**In the Air Force there are 14 promo-
tions to the grade of colonel and below (list
begins with Normando R. Nepomuceno)
(Reference No. 98),

**In the Air Force and Air Force Reserve
there are 39 appointments to the grade of
colonel and below (list begins with Ronald
J. Bergman) (Reference No. 99).
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**In the Air Force there are 9 promotions
and appointments to the grade of lieutenant
colonel and below (list begins with Virginia
V. Renoudet) (Reference No. 100).

**In the Air Force Reserve there are 24
promotions to the grade of lieutenant colo-
nel (list begins with Thomas R. Beckman)
(Reference No. 101).

**In the Air Force Reserve there are 23
promotions to the grade of lieutenant colo-
nel (list begins with Simeon D. Bateman,
III) (Reference No. 102),

**In the Air Force there are 44 students of
the Uniformed Services University of the
Health Sciences Class of 1989 for appoint-
ment, effective upon their graduation, in a
grade and rank to be determined by the Sec-
retary of the Air Force (list begins with
John 8. Baxter) (Reference No. 103).

**In the Army there are 51 promotions to
the grade of colonel (list begins with Bar-
bara M. Alving) (Reference No. 104).

**Major Truman W. Crawford, U.S.
Marine Corps, for appointment to the tem-
porary grade of lieutenant colonel, pursuant
to Article II, Section 2, Clause 2 of the Con-
stitution (Reference No. 105).

**In the Marine Corps there are 11 ap-
pointments to the grade of second lieuten-
ant (list begins with Joel M. Christy) (Ref-
erence No. 106).

**In the Navy Reserve there are T ap-
pointments to the grade of commander (list
begins with Benjamin T. Po) (Reference No.
107).

**In the Navy and Navy Reserve there are
38 appointments to the grade of captain and
below (list begins with Daniel M. Del
Sobral, ITI) (Refeerence No. 108).

**In the Navy and Navy Reserve there are
24 appointments to the grade of commander
and below (list begins with Gregg E. Bauer)
(Reference No. 109).

**In the Navy there are 33 appointments
to the grade of ensign (list begins with Wil-
liam J. Parker III) (Reference No, 110).

**In the Air Force Reserve there are 286
promotions to the grade of colonel (list
begins with Roger M. Ashley) (Reference
No. 111).

**In the Air Force there are 2,455 appoint-
ments to the grade of captain (list begins
with Rawson G. Abernethy) (Reference No.
112).

**In the Air Force there are 53 appoint-
ments to the grade of second lieutenant (list
begins with Patrick K. Adams) (Reference
No. 113).

**In the Army there are 113 promotions to
the grade of lieutenant colonel (list begins
with Eric D. Adrian) (Reference No, 116).

**In the Army there are 602 appointments
to the grade of lieutenant colonel and below
(list begins with Shirley O. Ford) (Refer-
ence No. 117).

**In the Army there are 404 appointments
to the grade of second lieutenant (list begins
with Kenneth P. Adgie) (Reference No.
118).

**In the Army there are 1,393 appoint-
ments to the grade of second lieutenant (list
begins with Michael C. Aaron) (Reference
No. 119).

**In the Marine Corps there are 292 trans-
fers to the grade of captain and below (list
begins with Robert A. Ballard) (Reference
No. 120).

**In the Marine Corps there are 632 ap-
pointments to the grade of second lieuten-
ant (list begins with Charlton P. Adams)
(Reference No. 121).

**In the Navy there are 131 appointments
to the grade of captain and below (list
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begins with John Brecka) (Reference No.
122).

**In the Navy there are 154 appointments
to the grade of ensign (list begins with
Ralph Albanese) (Reference No. 123).

In the Navy there are 2,317 appointments
to the grade of ensign (list begins with Law-
rence N. Abrams) (Reference No. 124).

Gen. William L. Kirk, USAF, to be placed
on the retired list in the grade of general
(Reference No. 125).

Lt. Gen. Michael J. Dugan, USAF, to be
general (Reference No. 126).

Lt. Gen. Jimmie V. Adams, USAF, to be
reassigned in the grade of lieutenant gener-
al (Reference No. 127).

In the Air Force Reserve there are 18 pro-
motions to the grade of lieutenant colonel
(list begins with Timothy E. Breuhl) (Refer-
ence No. 149).

In the Navy and Naval Reserve there are
43 appointments to the grade of commander
and below (list begins with Cal D. Astrin)
(Reference No. 150).

In the Navy there are 1,092 appointments
to the grade of ensign (Naval Academy Mid-
shipmen-list begins with Scott Gregory
Abel) (Reference No. 151).

Lt. Gen. Andrew P. Chambers, USA, to be
placed on the retired list in the grade of
lieutenant general (Reference No. 157).

Maj. Gen. John J. Yeosock, USA, to be
lieutenant general (Reference No. 158).

Lt. Gen. John I. Hudson, USMC, to be
Deputy Chief of Staff for manpower and
Reserve Affairs (Reference No. 159).

In the Army there are 7T promotions to the
grade of colonel and below (list begins with
Frank E. Chapple II) (Reference No. 161).

Total: 10,462,

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations:

Robert Michael Kimmitt, of Virginia, to
be Under Secretary of State for Political Af-
fairs;

Margaret DeBardelben Tutwiler, of Ala-
bama, to be an Assistant Secretary of State;
and

Janet Gardner Mullins, of Kentucky, to
be an Assistant Secretary of State;

Robert B. Zoellick, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be Counselor of the Department
of State; and

Thomas R. Pickering, of New Jersey, to be
the Representative of the United States of
America to the United Nations with the
rank of Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary, and the Representative of
the United States of America in the Securi-
ty Council of the United Nations.

Contributions are to be reported for the
period beginning on the first day of the
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar
year of the nomination and ending on the
date of the nomination.

Nominee: Thomas R. Pickering.

Post: Ambassador to the United Nations.

Contributions, amount, date, and donee:

1. Self: None.

2. Spouse: None.

3. Children and spouses names: Timothy
R. Pickering, none; Margaret S. Pickering,
none.

4. Parents names: Hamilton R. Pickering
(deceased, August 1987); Sarah C. Pickering,
none.

5. Grandparents names: Deceased.

6. Brothers and spouses names: None.

7. Sisters and spouses names: Marcia S.
Hunt, Bruce Hunt, $25, October 1984, Mon-
dale; $50, September 1988, Robt Mrazk, MC;
$50, October 1988, DNC.

(The above nominations were report-
ed with the recommendation that they
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be confirmed, subject to the nominees’
commitment to respond to requests to
appear and testify before any duly
constituted committee of the Senate.)

By Mr. NUNN, from the Committee on
Armed Services, unfavorably, and with the
recommendation that the nomination not
be confirmed:

John Goodwin Tower, of Texas, to be Sec-
retary of Defense (with minority, supple-
mental, and additional views) (Exec. Rept.
No. 101-1).

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. RIEGLE (for himself and Mr.
LEVIN):

S. 4563, A bill to amend the National Ap-
prenticeship Act to require minimum fund-
ing for certain outreach recruitment and
training programs, to restore a national in-
formation collection system, to limit the au-
thority to conduct reductions in force
within the Bureau of Apprenticeship and
Training of the Department of Labor, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself
and Mr. BYRp):

S. 454. A bill to provide additional funding
for the Appalachian development highway
system; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

5. 455. A bill to extend the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 and to
provide authorizations for the Appalachian
Highway and Appalachian Area Develop-
ment Programs, to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

By Mr. JOHNSTON (by request):

S. 456. A bill to amend the National Trails
System Act to designate the California Na-
tional Historic Trail and Pony Express Na-
tional Historic Trail as components of the
National Trails System; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr.
DURENBERGER, Mr. RieGLE and Mr.
BINGAMAN):

S. 457. A bill to provide for demonstration
projects for the improvement of childcare,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Labor and Human Resources.

By Mr. DECONCINI (for himself, Mr.
SimoN, Mr. Apams, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr.
DascHLE, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. MATSU-
NAGA, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. WIRTH and
Mr. KERRY):

S. 458. A bill to provide for a General Ac-
counting Office investigation and report on
conditions of displaced Salvadorans and
Nicaraguans, to provide certain rules of the
House of Representatives and of the Senate
with respect to review of the report, to pro-
vide for the temporary stay of detention
and deportation of certain Salvadorans and
Nicaraguans, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GORE (for himself, Mr. HoL-
LINGS, Mr. KERRY, Mr, ROCKEFELLER,
Mrs. Kassesaum, Mr. BENTSEN, and
Mr, INOUYE):

S. 459. A bill to amend title 35, United
States Code, and the National Aeronautics
and Space Act of 1958, with respect to the
use of inventions in outer space; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. CONRAD:

S. 460. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to extend treatment of
certain rents under section 2032A to all
qualified heirs; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and
Mr. MATSUNAGA):

S. 461. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to permit payment for
services of physician assistants outside insti-
tutional settings; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. EXON (for himself, Mr. Lavu-
TENBERG, Mr, SiMoN, Mr. Apams, Mr.
KEeErrY, Mr. Dopbp, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. KASTEN, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, MTr.
JEFFORDS, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. BRADLEY,
Mr. Bipen, Mr. PeLL, and Mr. SaAR-
BANES):

S. 462. A bill to amend the Rail Passenger
Service Act to authorize appropriations for
the National Railroad Passenger Corpora-
tion and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transporta-
tion.

By Mr. D’AMATO:

S. 463. A bill to extend patent numbered
3,387,268, “Quotation Monitoring Unit”, for
a period of ten years; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. SANFORD (for himself and
Mr. Bonbp):

S. 464. A bill to promote safety and health
in workplaces owned, operated or under con-
tract with the United States by clarifying
the United States' obligation to observe oc-
cupational safety and health standards and
clarifying the United States’ responsibility
for harm caused by its negligence at any
workplace owned by, operated by, or under
contract with the United States; to the
Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. CRANSTON:

S. 465. A bill to amend the National Trails
System Act by designating the Juan Bau-
tista de Anza National Historic Trail, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. BIDEN (for himself and Mr.
THURMOND):

5. 466. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to prohibit the use of
the mails to sell or solicit the sale of anabol-
ic steriods; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. SIMON (for himself and Mr.
Dixon):

S. 467. A bill to provide for an accelerated
implementation of an approved demonstra-
tion project for Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration employees at certain facilities; to the

Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr.
BRYAN):

S. 468. A bill to transfer real property to
the City of North Las Vegas, Nevada, to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. BUg-
DICK, Mr. Apams, Mr. BoReEN, Mr.
CoNRAD, Mr. MoOYNIHAN, Mr., SaN-
FORD, Mr. Dopp, Mr. LeviN, and Mr.
BRYAN)

S. 469. A bill to amend the enforcement
provisions of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971; to the Committee on
Rules and Administration.

By Mr. EXON:

S. 470. A bill to provide better bus trans-
portation services for residents of rural
areas, and for other purposes; to the Com-
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mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself
and Mr. STEVENS):

S. 471. A bill to amend the Mineral Lands
Leasing Act of 1920 to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to lease, in an expedi-
tious and environmentally sound manner,
the public lands within the Coastal Plain of
the North Slope of Alaska for oil and gas
exploration, development, and production;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself and
Mr, SIMPSON):

S. 472. A bill to amend the Foreign Rela-
tions Authorization Act, fiscal years 1988
and 1989, to extend the period during which
aliens may not be denied visas on certain
grounds, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

S. 473. A bill for the relief of Isamu Yasu-
tomi; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GRAMM:

S. 474. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to deny the adjudica-
tion of certain political asylum claims made
in the United States; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. SIMON:

S. 475. A bill to authorize a certificate of
documentation for a vessel;, to the Commit-
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transporta-
tion.

S. 476. A bill to increase the number of
refugee admission numbers allocated for
Eastern Europe/Soviet Union and East Asia;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MACK (for himself and Mr.
GRAHAM):

5. 477. A bill to require the use, in Federal
formula grant programs, of adjusted census
data, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs.

By Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. PELL,
Mr. HarcH, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. Mat-
SUNAGA, Mr. SimonN, Mr. CoOCHRAN,
and Mr. CHAFEE):

S. 478. A bill to provide Federal assistance
to the National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards, to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

By Mr. HELMS:

S.J. Res. 66. A joint resolution to desig-
nate the third week of June of 1989 as “Na-
tional Dairy Goat Awareness Week”; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself, Mr,
Apams, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. Bonp, Mr.
BURNS, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. Coats, Mr.
CoHEN, Mr. CoNraDp, Mr. DoLE, Mr.
DURENBERGER, Mr. Forp, Mr. GORE,
Mr. HarrieLp, Mr. HoLrings, Mr.
INOUYE, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. JOHN-
STON, Mr., LuGar, Mr. METZENBAUM,

Mr. Packwoop, Mr. RoBge, Mr.
Sasser, Mr. Specter, and Mr.
WiILsON):

S.J. Res. 67. A joint resolution to com-
memorate the twenty-fifth anniversary of
the Wilderness Act of 1964 which estab-
lished the National Wilderness Preservation
System; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr.
Apams, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. BINGAMAN,
Mr. BuURbDICK, Mr. ConNrap, Mr.
DeConciNi, Mr. Dixon, Mr. Dobb,
Mr. ExoN, Mr. FOWLER, Mr. HEFLIN,
Mr. Hovrrinegs, Mr. INOUYE, Mr.
KERREY, Mr, LAUTENBERG, Mr. LEVIN,
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr,
MEeTZENBAUM, Ms. MikuLski, Mr.
MrTcHELL, Mr. MoYNIHAN, Mr. NUNN,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Mr. PeELL, Mr. PrYor, Mr. REIp, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. SANFORD, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. CRANSTON,
Mr. GRaHAM, Mr. BoNDp, Mr. CHAFEE,
Mr. Coars, Mr. CocCHRAN, Mr.
D'AmaTO, Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. DoOLE,
Mr. Domenici, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr.
Hemwz, Mr. HELMs, Mrs, KASSEBAUM,
Mr. LuGgar, Mr. McCLURE, Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. THUR-
MOND, Mr. WaLLopP, Mr. WARNER, Mr.
WiLson, and Mr. RoTH):

S.J. Res. 68. A joint resolution to desig-
nate the month of May 1989, as “Trauma
Awareness Month"; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. MITCHELL (for himself and
Mr. DoLE):

S. Res. 71, A resolution to authorize a
present and former employee of the Senate
to testify in the case of United States v.
Ladd Anthony; considered and agreed to.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself, Mr.
MircHELL, Mr. DoLe, Mr. PELL, Mr.
HEeLms, Mr. SaNrForD, Mr. GORTON,
Mr. GrHAM, Mr. SivoN, and Mr.
D'AMATO):

S. Res. T2. A resolution condemning the
threats against the author and publishers of
“Satanic Verses'; considered and agreed to.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. RIEGLE (for himself and
Mr, LEVIN):

S. 453. A bill to amend the National
Apprenticeship Act to require mini-
mum funding for certain outreach re-
cruitment and training programs, to
restore a national information collec-
tion system, to limit the authority to
conduct reductions in force within the
Bureau of Apprenticeship and Train-
ing of the Department of Labor, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on Labor and Human Resources.

APPRENTICESHIF IMPROVEMENT ACT

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I rise to
introduce the Apprenticeship Im-
provement Act of 1989 to strengthen
the ability of the Bureau of Appren-
ticeship and Training [BAT] to meet
the demand for highly skilled and
technically proficient workers for the
remainder of this decade and beyond.
I am happy to have my friend and col-
league from Michigan, Senator LEVIN,
as a cosponsor of this legislation.

A properly trained and skilled work
force is vital to the effort to rebuild
and maintain our country's stature in
an increasingly competitive world
economy. Since colonial times, appren-
ticeship training has effectively pro-
vided American workers with the skills
needed for highly skilled occupations.
Enhancing the availability of appren-
ticeship training offers a low cost way
to maintain and expand the quality of
our Nation's work force.
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The Bureau of Apprenticeship and
Training in Department of Labor is
charged with the regulation and devel-
opment of apprenticeship programs.
Unfortunately, the staff of the Bureau
has been decimated by budget cuts in
recent years. During the 1980's, BAT
has had its staff cut nearly in half.
BAT offices in several major metropol-
itan areas have been closed and, as a
result, several important services have
been discontinued.

The apprenticeship system of train-
ing is a totally voluntary system with
no financial incentives. The successes
or failures of the system can be linked
directly to the efforts of the individual
BAT field staff to promote or sell ap-
prenticeship to the private sector em-
ployers and labor unions. There are
also linkages with other Federal,
State, and local organizations, govern-
ment officials, legislatures, school dis-
tricts, community colleges, vocational
education, veterans representatives,
womens' organizations, minority orga-
nizations, and others interested in
training and developing skilled work-
ers. BAT staff generally are the only
Federal Government representatives
working at the State and local level
for that purpose. In many cases there
is only one BAT staff member to cover
an entire State.

Ironically, the Department itself has
indicated that the apprenticeship con-
cept should be expanded, not reduced,
as an instrument of labor policy. It
has been conducting extensive re-
search and soliciting public comment
for over a year as part of its Appren-
ticeship 2000 initiative.

However, the BAT field staff cur-
rently are spread too thin to effective-
ly carry out the missions and func-
tions necessary for promoting and
maintaining the apprenticeship
system. The current staffing level is
wholly inadequate to meet current
needs, much less the expansion into
new occupations contemplated by the
Labor Department's Apprenticeship
2000 initiative. Any reassignment of
existing staff to the expansion of the
concept would doubtless result in a
further deterioration of the tradition-
al apprenticeship programs, which
have served the construction and man-
ufacturing industries so well.

Mr. President, I introduce the Ap-
prenticeship Improvement Act of 1989
to reaffirm Congress' commitment to
apprenticeship and training. The legis-
lation would increase the staff of the
Bureau to at least 377 full time em-
ployees. In addition, the bill would:

Limit the authority to conduct re-
ductions in force within the Bureau of
Apprenticeship and Training by disal-
lowing such a reduction if it would
reduce the number of civilian employ-
ees within the Bureau to fewer than
377 full time employees.
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Require a set-aside of 1 percent of
the funds for outreach, recruitment,
and training programs to increase the
participation of women, minorities,
handicapped, displaced workers, and
the disadvantaged.

Require the Secretary of Labor to
submit to Congress within 6 months of
enactment a detailed report concern-
ing the Department's directive to de-
termine whether apprenticeship pro-
grams comply with regulations govern-
ing equal opportunity. The report will
include a detailed description of activi-
ties carried out by the Department to
ensure such compliance, a list of com-
pliance reviews undertaken, and a
report describing any sanctions im-
posed as a result of compliance re-
views.

Require the Secretary to establish
and maintain a national information
collection system for apprenticeships
and apprenticeship programs.

Mr. President, the future of the
American work force is much too im-
portant to allow a program such as
this to continue to deteriorate. The in-
crease in the number of BAT positions
is moderate. The number would not
reach the 1981 level of 459 full time
positions, but would exceed the
present level of 247 positions.

Further the bill would elevate the
Bureau of Apprenticeship and Train-
ing to a more important place in the
Department of Labor by putting it
within the Office of the Secretary
headed by an administrator reporting
directly to him or her.

I urge my colleagues to support
these necessary changes.

I also ask unanimous consent that
the text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill
was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRbD, as follows:

S. 453

Be it enacted by the Senale and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the "Apprentice-
ship Improvement Act of 1989".

SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT OF INFORMATION COL-
LECTION SYSTEM.

Section 2 of the Act of August 16, 1937,
(50 Stat. 664; 29 U.S.C. 50), popularly known
as the ‘“National Apprenticeship Act”,
(hereinafter in this Act referred to as the
“Act”) is amended—

(1) by inserting *“(a)” after "“Sec. 2.", and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(b) The Secretary shall establish and
maintain a national information collection
system for apprenticeships and apprentice-
ship programs.".

SEC. 3. OUTREACH PROGRAM.

The Act is further amended—

(1) by redesignating section 4 as section 5,
and

(2) by inserting after section 3 the follow-
ing new section:

“Sec. 4. The Secretary shall assure that
from the amounts appropriated to carry out
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this Act in each fiscal year, not less than 1
percent of such amounts shall be available
to establish outreach recruitment activities
to increase the participation of women, mi-
norities, handicapped individuals, displaced
workers, and disadvantaged individuals in
the apprenticeship programs authorized by
this Act.”.
SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF BUREAU OF APPREN-
TICESHIP AND TRAINING: APPOINT-
MENT OF EMPLOYEES.

(a) EsTaBLISHMENT.—There is established
in the Department of Labor, the Bureau of
Apprenticeship and Training (hereinafter in
this Act referred to as the “Bureau") which
shall carry out the policies and functions of
this act in behalf of the Secretary of Labor
(hereinafter in this Act referred to as the
“Secretary”). The Bureau shall be under
the direction of an administrator to be
known as the Administrator of the Bureau
of Apprenticeship and Training. The Ad-
ministrator shall report directly to the Sec-
retary.

(b) TRANSFER OF FuncriONs—Functions of
the Assistant Secretary for Employment
and Training Administration of the Depart-
ment of Labor with respect to the promo-
tion of labor standards of apprenticeship,
including research, information, and publi-
cations are transferred to the Bureau. Func-
tions related to apprenticeship, including
appropriate administrative and program
support services, together with personnel
necessary to the administration of such
functions, and unexpended balances of ap-
propriations and other funds related there-
to, are transferred to the Bureau.

(c) APPOINTMENT OF EMPLOYEES.—The Sec-
retary is authorized to appoint such employ-
ees as may be necessary for the administra-
tion of this Act in accordance with laws ap-
plicable to the appointment and compensa-
tion of employees and advisors of the
United States.

SEC. 5. INCREASE IN FORCE.

(a) IN GeNERAL.—The Secretary shall in-
crease the force within the Bureau to 377
full-time employees no later than January
1, 1990.

(b) CONSIDERATION OoF EMPLOYEES WORK-
i8NG Less THAN FuLL TiME.—In the adminis-
tration of subsection (a)—

(1) a part-time employee shall be counted
as a fraction, the numerator of which is the
number corresponding to the average
number of hours in such employee's regu-
larly scheduled workweek and the denomi-
nator of which is 40; and

(2) an individual employed on a temporary
or intermittent basis shall not be counted.
SEC. 6. LIMITATIONS ON REDUCTION IN FORCE.

(a) In GENERAL—A reduction in force may
not be conducted within the Bureau if—

(1) the reduction in force would reduce
the total number of civilian employees
within such Bureau; and

(2) such total number, after the reduction
in force, would be less than the equivalent
of 377 full-time employees.

(b) CONSIDERATION OF EMPLOYEES WORK-
ING LEss THAN FuLL TiME—In the adminis-
tration of subsection (a)—

(1) a part-time employee shall be counted
as a fraction, the numerator of which is the
number corresponding to the average
number of hours in such employee's regu-
larly scheduled workweek and the denomi-
nator of which is 40; and

(2) an individual employed on a temporary
or intermittent basis shall not be counted.
SEC. 7. REPORT.

(a) In GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pre-
pare and submit to the Congress, not later
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than 6 months after the date of enactment
of this Act, a detailed report concerning
whether the apprenticeship program con-
ducted by the Department of Labor under
the Act of August 16, 1937 (50 Stat. 664; 29
U.S.C. 50), complies with regulations gov-
erning equal opportunity.

(b) ConTENTS OF REPORT.—The report re-
quired by this section shall include—

(1) a detailed description of activities car-
ried out by the Department of Labor to
ensure compliance;

(2) a list of compliance reviews undertak-
en by the Department; and

(3) a description of any sanctions imposed
as a result of the compliance reviews.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for
himself and Mr. BYrp):

S. 454. A bill to provide additional
funding for the Appalachian develop-
ment highway system; to the Commit-
tee on Environment and Public Works.

S. 455. A bill to extend the Appa-
lachian Regional Development Act of
1965 and to provide authorizations for
the Appalachian Highway and Appa-
lachian Area Development Programs;
to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

CORRIDOR 2000 INITIATIVE AND REAUTHORIZA-
TION OF APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION
e Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. Presi-
dent, today, along with the distin-
guished senior Senator from my State
of West Virginia, I am very pleased to
introduce two pieces of legislation that
are vitally important to my State of
West Virginia and the Appalachian
region. The first piece of legislation
that I am introducing today will pro-
vide for the completion of the Appa-
lachian Corridor Highway system by
the year 2000. This legislation is de-
pendent on a second piece of legisla-
tion which reauthorizes the Appalach-
ian Regional Commission for a period
of 5 years, which I am also introducing
today. A companion bill is being intro-
duced in the House of Representatives
today by Congressman Nick RAHALL.
The bill is being cosponsored by the

entire West Virginia delegation.

In 1965, the Federal Government
made a commitment to Appalachia to
provide the assistance necessary to
bring the region into economic parity
with the rest of the Nation. This com-
mitment has not been upheld. The gap
has been narrowed in some areas of
Appalachia, but we are not at par with
the rest of the Nation. We must con-
tinue to receive special consideration.
The Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion has been and is still the instru-
ment to accomplish this goal.

The Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion has been marked for termination
by the administration since 1981. In
1981, the Governors of the Appalach-
ian States, and I was one of them, as-
serted that the work of the ARC was
not complete, but we agreed to a
finish-up plan. This plan would have
provided for an orderly completion of
the ARC efforts already in progress.
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This planned finish up was not possi-
ble because the money was not avail-
able. The Federal Government made a
commitment to the region in 1965 and
again in 1981, but neither of these
commitments have been upheld.

As a result of appropriations by Con-
gress the ARC has survived, but the
effectiveness of the Commission to
impact the lives of those living in some
of the most distressed areas of the
Nation has been severly diminished.
This year the region, which includes
portions of Alabama, Georgia, Ken-
tucky, Maryland, Mississippi, New
York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsyl-
vania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Vir-
ginia, and all of West Virgina, received
$107 million.

During the last quarter of a century
progress has been made in fulfilling
the objectives of the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission. Jobs have been
created, infant mortality has been
halved, substandard housing has been
reduced, but much remains to be done.
Accordingly to a recent typology pre-
pared by the Appalachian Regional
Commission, there are 272 distressed
counties in the Nation and of these, 82
are in Appalachia. Nearly one-quarter
of Appalachia is distressed. This figure
compares to 8 percent for the rest of
the Nation. Other key indicators of
economic and social welfare consist-
ently lag behind the rest of the
Nation.

The legislation that is being intro-
duced to reauthorize the Appalachian
Regional Commission will enable both
the highway and the area develop-
ment programs to continue for a
period of 5 years. The highway pro-
gram will be authorized at $144 mil-
lion dollars per year and the area de-
velopment program, which provides
for black lung clinics, water, sewer,
and many other basic human services,
will be authorized at $41 million for an
annual total of $185 million.

However, reauthorization of the
ARC alone will not be enough to com-
plete the 1,000 miles of the Appalach-
ian corridor system that remain to be
completed. My second piece of legisla-
tion, which is dependent on the reau-
thorization of the ARC, will require
that we tap the highway trust fund
surplus to supplement the ARC fund-
ing.

My plan calls for a $2 bonus from
the trust fund surplus for every dollar
that a State commits to the program
from its annual Federal highway allo-
cation. In addition, each Appalachian
State would have to provide the re-
quired 20-percent match for Federal
funds. The trust fund bonus would be
limited to twice the amount of ARC
funding that participating States re-
ceive. The program would be totally
permissive and should a State choose
not to participate, it would not impact
their ARC funding.
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When the Commission was estab-
lished in 1965, a major goal was to con-
nect Appalachia with the more pros-
perous and highly developed regions
on either side of the mountains. This
highway system would link isolated
areas of Appalachia to national mar-
kets, a key component in the effort to
make the industrial and commercial
resources more competitive.

Between 1980 and 1986, 81 percent
of the jobs in the region were in coun-
ties with completed interstates or cor-
ridors. This is a compelling argument
for finishing these highways.

I admit that my proposal is ambi-
tious, bold, and agegressive, but this is
the attitude that we have to have if we
are going to make progress. If we were
to continue to fund the corridors at
the current rate, they will not be com-
pleted until 2065. We cannot wait that
long.

My proposal does not request an ad-
ditional appropriation for the comple-
tion of these highways. I want to use
funding that has already been collect-
ed for the purpose of highway con-
struction.

When the current highway authori-
zation ends in 1991, the bills will come
in for 2 years. The gasoline tax is au-
thorized until 1993 to cover these com-
mitments. At the end of 1993, there
will be a balance of $6 billion in the
trust fund. I think that anyone would
call this a surplus.

This balance of $6 billion assumes
that the gasoline tax stops the day the
commitments are paid. We know that
is not going to happen. We will have
another highway bill and a continu-
ance of the gasoline tax. However, the
next highway bill will not have to
dedicate $3.15 billion per year to the
Interstate System so those funds will
be available for other projects in fiscal
year 1994.

States will have to make some tough
choices if they are to complete their
corridors under this plan by the year
2000. They will have to make sacrific-
es. By giving up a portion of their
annual Federal highway allocation to
corridor construction and providing a
20-percent match from State funds,
many other pressing highway needs
will not be met. In my State of West
Virginia, Governor Caperton has in-
creased the gasoline tax and dedicated
half of the proceeds to corridor con-
struction.

These roads ‘“halfway to nowhere”
are ludicrous. We must complete
them. It is certainly the key to eco-
nomic development of the region. It is,
in many cases, our last hope.

In West Virginia, 144 miles of a 410-
mile system remain to be completed.
There are four corridors which will re-
quire construction or substantial up-
grading, D, G, H, and L. The largest of
these is H which would connect the
eastern portion of my State to the
Washington-Baltimore area. This area
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of the State has some of the premier
tourist spots, but the accessibility is
limited. If we were to open this area of
the State, it would provide access to
an enormous tourism market creating
jobs for West Virginians.

The programs of ARC are a partner-
ship between the Federal, State and
local governments. The Federal Gov-
ernment must not be allowed to walk
away from its commitment to that
partnership—and investment—because
of a lack of funding. It is in part due
to that partnership that life is better
and opportunities are greater for the
men, women, and children who live in
the 397 counties of the 13 States of
Appalachia. But the hopes and dreams
of those people, especially the young
ones, should not be left unrealized.

I feel that we have a compelling case
for reauthorizing the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission and completing the
Appalachian corridor system by the
year 2000. In the bipartisan footsteps
of Jennings Randolph and John Sher-
man Cooper, let us fulfill our commit-
ment to Appalachia.

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

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

5. 454

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

Secrion 1, Subsection (g) of section 201 of
the Appalachian Regional Development Act
of 1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 201) is amended to
read as follows:

“(g)(1) There are authorized to be appro-
priated—

“(A) $144,000,000 to carry out the provi-
sions of this section other than paragraph
(2) for fiscal year 1990, and

“(B) such sums as may be necessary to
carry out such provisions for each of the
fiscal years 1991, 1992, 1993, and 1994.

Any amounts appropriated under the au-
thority of this paragraph shall remain avail-
able without fiscal year limitation until ex-
pended.

“(2)(A) There are authorized to be appro-
priated out of the Highway Trust Fund
(other than the Mass Transit Account)—

“(i) $287,000,000 for fiscal year 1990, and

“(ii) such sums as may be necessary for
each of the fiscal years 1991, 1992, 1993, and
1994.

to carry out the provisions of this section.

“(B) The Commission shall allocate the
funds appropriated under the authority of
subparagraph (A) among the States within
the Appalachian region in a manner that
ensures that the total amount allocated to
each State for each fiscal year does not
exceed the lesser of—

“(i) an amount equal to twice the amount
of funds appropriated under the authority
of paragraph (1) that are allocated to that
State for such fiscal year, or

“(ii) an amount equal to twice the amount
of Federal funds provided under any provi-
sion of law other than this section that are
to be expended by that State during such
fiscal year for highways on the Appalachian
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development highway system and local
access roads serving the Appalachian region.

“(C) Funds appropriated under the au-
thority of subparagraph (A) shall not be
subject to, or taken into account under, any
limitation imposed by any provision of law
on obligations for Federal-aid highways,
unless such law specifically cites this sub-
paragraph.

(D) Funds appropriated under the au-
thority of this paragraph shall remain avail-
able without fiscal year limitation until ex-
pended.".

SEc. 2. Subsection (a) of section 201 of the
Appalachian Regional Development Act of
1965 (40 U.S.C. App. 201(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking out 118" and inserting in
lieu thereof “118(a)”, and

(2) by striking out *, period of availabil-
ity,”.

S. 455

Be il 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 “Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act Amendments of
1989".

Sec. 2. Section 2(a) of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 (40 App.
U.B.C. 105) is amended by striking out the
period at the end of the sixth sentence and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: ‘and
in severely distressed and underdeveloped
counties or areas lacking resources for basic
services.".

Sec. 3. Subsection (b) of section 105 of the
Appalachian Regional Development Act of
1965 is amended to read as follows:

“(b) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated to the Commission to carry out the
provisions of this section $3,5600,000 for each
of the fiscal years 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993,
and 1994, Not more than $1,000,000 of the
amounts appropriated pursuant to the pre-
ceding sentence for each fiscal year shall be
available for expenses of the Federal co-
chairman, alternate, and the Federal staff.”.

SEc. 4. Section 106(7) of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 19865 is
amended by striking out “1982" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof 1994,

Sec. 5. (a) Subsection (g) of section 201 of
the Appalachian Regional Development Act
of 1965 is amended to read as follows:

*(g) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated to carry out the provisions of this sec-
tion $144,000,000 for each of the fiscal years
1990), 1991, 1992, 1993, and 1994.".

(b)1) Section 201(h)(1) of the Appalach-
ian Regional Development Act of 1965 is
amended by striking out “70 per centum"
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘80 percent”.

(2) The amendment made by paragraph
(1) shall apply with respect to projects ap-
proved after March 31, 1979.

Sec. 6. Section 214(c) of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965 is
amended—

(1) by striking out “December 31, 1980" in
the first sentence and inserting in lieu
thereof "“September 30, 1994", and

(2) by inserting “authorized by title 23,
United States Code" after “road construc-
tion” in the second sentence.

Sec. 7. Section 224(a)(1) of the Appalach-
ian Regional Development Act of 1965 is
amended by striking out the semicolon at
the end thereof and inserting in lieu thereof
the following “or in a severely distressed
and underdeveloped county or area lacking
resources for basic services;".
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Skc. 8. Section 401 of the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act of 1965 is amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 401. In addition to the appropria-
tions authorized in section 105 for adminis-
trative expenses, and in section 201(g) for
the Appalachian development highway
system and local access roads, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated, to remain avail-
able until expended, to carry out this Act,
$37,500,000 for each of the fiscal years 1990,
1991, 1992, 1993, and 1994.".

SEc. 9. Section 405 of the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act of 1965 is amended
by striking out “1982" and inserting in lieu
thereof “1994".¢@

By Mr. JOHNSTON (by re-
quest):

S. 456. A bill to amend the National
Trails System Act to designate the
California National Historic Trail and
Pony Express National Historic Trail
as components of the National Trails
System; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

DESIGNATION OF COMPONENTS OF THE NATIONAL

TRAILS SYSTEM

® Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
am introducing today, by request, leg-
islation to establish the California and
Pony Express National Historic Trails.
Public Law 98-405, approved August
28, 1984, provided for the study of the
California and Pony Express Trail
routes to determine if these routes
should be designated as components of
the National Trail System. The legisla-
tion I am introducing today, at the re-
quest of the administration, would in-
clude these trails in the National Trail
System as national historic trails.

I ask unanimous consent that the
draft bill, the letter of transmittal,
and the section-by-section analysis
prepared by the administration appear
in the REcorp at this point.

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

S. 456

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 5(a) of the National Trails System Act
(16 U.S.C. 1244(a)) is amended by adding
the following new paragraphs at the end
thereof:

“( ) The California National Historic
Trail, a route of approximately 5,700 miles,
including all routes and cutoffs, extending
from Independence and St. Joseph, Missou-
ri, and Council Bluffs, Iowa, to various
points in California and Oregon, as general-
ly described in the report of the Depart-
ment of the Interior prepared pursuant to
subsection (b) of this section entitled ‘Cali-
fornia and Pony Express Trails, Eligibility/
Feasibility Study/Environmental Assess-
ment and dated September 1987. A map
generally depicting the route shall be on file
and available for public inspection in the
Office of the National Park Service, Depart-
ment of the Interior. Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, no lands or in-
terests in lands may be acquired for pur-
poses of the trail designated under this
paragraph without the consent of the owner
thereof. The trail shall be administered by
the Secretary of the Interior.
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“( ) The Pony Express National Historic
Trail, a route of approximately 1,900 miles,
including the original route and subsequent
route changes, extending from St. Joseph,
Missouri, to Sacramento, California, as gen-
erally described in the report of the Depart-
ment of the Interior prepared pursuant to
subsection (b) of this section entitled ‘Cali-
fornia and Pony Express Trails, Eligibility/
Feasibility Study/Environmental Assess-
ment’ and dated September 1987. A map
generally depicting the route shall be on file
and available for public inspection in the
Office of the National Park Service, Depart-
ment of the Interior. Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, no lands or in-
terests in lands may be acquired for pur-
poses of the trail designated under this
paragraph without the consent of the owner
thereof. The trail shall be administered by
the Secretary of the Interior.

Sec. 2. Section 10(c)2) of the National
Trails System Act (16 U.S.C. 1249(cX2)) is
amended by adding “and ( ) and ( )" after
(18)".

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, DC, January 30, 1989.
Hon. J. DANFORTH QUAYLE,
President of the Senate,
Washington, DC.

Dear MR, PresipeENT: Pursuant to provi-
sions of the National Trails System Act,
Public Law 90-543, as amended (82 Stat. 919;
16 U.S.C. 1241), I am herewith submitting
the study report on the California and Pony
Express Trails in California, Colorado,
Idaho, Towa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska,
Nevada, Oregon, Utah and Wyoming. Public
Law 98-405, approved August 28, 1984, in
amending the National Trails System Act,
authorized study of the California and Pony
Express Trail routes to determine if it
would be feasible and desirable to designate
them as components of the National Trails
System. Conduct and completion of the
studies and preparation of the study report
were led by the National Park Service with
the cooperation of the affected States,
other Federal agencies, local governments,
and the public.

Under provisions of section 5(b)3) of the
National Trails System Act, the National
Park System Advisory Board is required to
make recommendations as to the national
historic significance of proposed national
historic trails based on criteria developed
under the Historic Sites Act of 1935 (49
Stat. 666, 16 U.S.C. 461). Pursuant to the
August 11, 1987, letter of the Chairman of
the Board, the board found that the Califor-
nia and Pony Express Trails are of national
significance and are eligible for addition to
the National Trails System as national his-
toric trails.

Accordingly, I am submitting the study
report as provided for in section 5(b) of the
National Trails System Act for printing as a
House or Senate document with the recom-
mendation that the proposed California and
Pony Express Trails are suitable for desig-
nation by the Congress as national historic
trails. Enclosed is a draft of a bill which, if
enacted, would designate the trails. A sec-
tion-by-section analysis is also enclosed. We
recommend that the bill be referred to the
appropriate committee for consideration,
and we recommend its enactment.

The Office of Management and Budget
has advised that there is no objection to the
enactment of the proposed legislation from
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the standpoint of the Administration’s pro-

Sincerely,
EARL GJELDE,
Acting Secretary.
Enclosures.
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

Section 1. Amends section 5(a) of the Na-
tional Trails System Act to designate two
new national historic trails by adding two
new unnumbered paragraphs which desig-
nate the 5,700-mile California National His-
toric Trail and the 1,900-mile Pony Express
National Historic Trail, respectively, as com-
ponents of the National Trails System. Trail
routes are as generally described in the
study report prepared by the Secretary of
the Interior on the California and Pony Ex-
press Trails dated September 1987. Both
trails are to be administered by the Secre-
tary of the Interior. Section 5(d) of the Na-
tional Trails System Act requires the Secre-
tary to establish an advisory council for
each trail within one year of its addition to
the system and section 5(f) requires the Sec-
retary to submit a comprehensive plan for
management and use of each trail to the
legislative Committees of Congress within
two complete fiscal years of enactment of
legislation designating the trail.

Section 2. Amends section 10(e)X2) of the
Act. That section authorizes appropriations
to implement provisions of the Act with re-
spect to the trails designated in paragraphs
(9) through (13), and the trails designated
in paragraphs (15) and (16), of section 5(a)
as components of the National System.

Public Law 99-445, approved October 6,
1986, designated the Nez Perce National
Historic Trail as paragraph (14), but it did
not authorize appropriations without mone-
tary limitation by amending section 10¢c) to
change the reference from paragraphs (9)
through (13) to paragraph (9) through (14).
Instead, Public Law 99-445 enacted a free-
standing provision authorizing the appro-
priation of $550,000 to carry out the Nez
Perce Trail designation.

Public Law 100-35, approved May 8, 1987,
designated the Santa Fe National Historic
Trail as paragraph (15), and amended sec-
tion 10(c) of the Act to authorize appropria-
tions for the trail designated by paragraph
(15). Public Law 100-192, approved Decem-
ber 16, 1987, added the Trail of Tears as
paragraph (16).

The amendment in section 2 adds a refer-
ence to the unnumbered paragraphs desig-
nating the California and Pony Express Na-
tional Historic Trails in this bill, thereby au-
thorizing appropriations for these two trails
without monetary limitation.e

By Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr.
DURENBERGER, Mr. RIEGLE, and
Mr. BINGAMAN):

S. 457. A bill to provide for demon-
stration projects for the improvement
of childcare, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

NEW SCHOOL CHILDCARE DEMONSTRATION
PROJECTS ACT
@ Mr. DODD. Mr. President, today I
am introducing legislation to encour-
age the development of a quality child
care system within the Nation’s public
schools. I am pleased to have my dis-
tinguished colleagues from Minnesota,
Senator DURENBERGER, from Michigan,
Senator RiecLE, and from New
Mexico, Senator BINGAMAN, join me as
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sponsors of the ‘“New School Child
Care Demonstration Projects Act of
1989.”

1 believe that all of my colleagues
recognize that American families need
help balancing their family and work-
place responsibilities and that the Fed-
eral Government has a strategic role
to play. We are no longer debating
whether or not child care legislation is
necessary but rather what form that
legislation should take.

Any legislation that we pass must
improve the quality of child care, as
well as its availability and affordabil-
ity. Last month, as I conducted a hear-
ing on the Act for Better Child Care,
S. 5, I heard once again about the
problems that working parents face in
trying to find affordable and good
quality child care. Three parents told
tragic stories that are the worst night-
mare of any family: of one child se-
verely injured and two others dead as
a result of abuse by their child care
providers. These are extreme and,
thankfully, rare cases. However, far
too many parents are unable to find
child care where they can leave their
children without serious concern for
their safety.

In order to prevent the tragedies ex-
perienced by those families and to ad-
dress the skyrocketing demand for
quality, affordable child care, last
month I introduced S. 5, the Act for
Better Child Services. That legislation
would authorize significant Federal
support for a wide range of child care
services, from training for workers, to
loans for providers, to child care subsi-
dies for some 1 million children from
low-income, working families.

The legislation I am introducing
today complements S. 5 through the
creation of model programs to point
the way toward the good quality child
care that our Nation’s families de-
serve. The New School Child Care
Demonstration Act of 1989 would es-
tablish a model child care system
within the public schools. Each dem-
onstration project would include: first,
onsite child care for children from the
ages of 3 to at least 12; second, a
family support system for parents of
newborn infants, including a home vis-
itation program; third, support for
local family day care providers, includ-
ing training, technical assistance, and
backup support in case of illness; and
fourth, information and referral and
other specialized services. All such
services for children would be provided
on a sliding fee cable, based upon the
parents’ ability to pay.

This bill authorizes $120 million, al-
lowing each State to carry out one or
more new school demonstration
projects. Grants would also be avail-
able for demonstration projects focus-
ing on special problems, including
inner city and rural schools in poverty
areas and schools serving a high pro-
portion of single parent families and
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the young children of adolescent par-
ents.

Under the New School Demonstra-
tion Projects Act of 1989, schools
would be able to contract with non-
profit, community-based organizations
to provide child care services. Like-
wise, every State would have an advi-
sory committee, with members repre-
senting community-based child care
organizations; parents’ groups; teach-
ers’ groups; organizations serving as
advocates on behalf of minority and
handicapped children; State and local
agencies providing education, social,
health, and income maintenance serv-
ices to children and families; individ-
uals with expertise in early childhood
development; and those representing
private employers.

In addition to meeting State and
local regulatory standards, each dem-
onstration project must develop ways
to improve the quality of child care
services provided. One way to assure
quality services is to improve the
skills, performance, and salaries of
child care workers. Therefore, the
project administrators and staff must
be trained in early childhood develop-
ment. Likewise, salaries for workers
should not be less than those paid for
comparable services provided in the
schools or surrounding community,
whichever is higher. And last but not
least, each project must provide for
ongoing parental involvement
throughout the process of planning,
implementation, monitoring, and eval-
uation.

In closing, Mr. President, this legis-
lation was inspired by the work of Dr.
Edward Zigler, who I am proud to say
is a constituent in my State of Con-
necticut. The director of the Bush
Center in child development and social
policy at Yale University, Dr. Zigler
has been working on the issue of child
care for some 30 years. He sees the
prospect of putting child care services
in the public schools as a means of
building a family support and child
care system within communities that
is high quality, affordable, and univer-
sally accessible.

I urge my colleagues to join us in
sponsoring the New School Child Care
Demonstration Projects Act of 1989. I
ask unanimous consent that the text
of this bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill
was ordered to be printed in the
REcORD, as follows:

S. 457

Be il enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Unilted States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CON-

E
(a) SHORT TI1TLE.—This Act may be cited
as the “New School Childeare Demonstra-
tion Projects Act of 1989".
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS—
Sec. 1. Short title and table of contents.
Sec. 2. Findings and purpose.
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Sec. 3. Definitions.

Sec. 4. State demonstration grants authori-
zation.

Sec. 5. Allotments.

Sec. 6. Evaluation.

Sec. 7. Application.

Sec. 8. Secretarial demonstration projects.

Sec. 9. Payments.

Sec. 10. Authorization of appropriations.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FinpiNags.—Congress finds that—

(1) dramatic changes in the demographics
of the American workforce over the past
two decades have had a profound effect on
children and families;

(2) women and men are in the workforce
out of economic necessity such that two out
of every three women working outside of
the home now provide the sole support or
critical economic support for their families;

(3) twenty-six million children, close to
half of all American children, have either a
mother or both mother and father in the
workforce and such numbers are expected
to increase;

(4) Federal, State, and local policies have
not kept pace with these changing demo-
graphics and the accompanying demand for
quality, affordable childcare;

(5) there is a critical shortage of quality
childeare arrangements for the children of
working parents, from infancy through ado-
lescence;

(6) even by conservative estimates, some
two million elementary school age children
lack adult supervision after school;

(7) quality after school care for the school
age children of working parents has been
shown to reduce the risk of delinquency,
teenage pregnancy, injury, abuse, and poor
school performance;

(8) research has also demonstrated that
the most important variable in determining
the effect of childcare on preschoolers is
the quality of that care;

(9) a quality childcare system must ad-
dress:

(A) the inability of some parents to pay
for such services;

(B) the lack of training opportunities and
low wages accorded childcare workers and
their corresponding high rate of turnover;

(C) the often inadequate childcare stand-
ards and enforcement policies among the
States; and

(D) the need for a strong partnership be-
tween childcare providers and parents; and

(10) building a quality childcare system
within the public school system can help op-
timize the development of every American
child and thus promote the future develop-
ment and security of this Nation.

(b) Purrose.—It is the purpose of this Act
to—

(1) provide financial assistance to States
for the establishment of childcare demon-
stration projects within existing public ele-
mentary and secondary school buildings,
that include the provision of—

(A) on-site childcare for children ages 3 to
12;

(B) a family support system for parents of
newborn infants;

(C) support for local family daycare pro-
viders; and

(D) information and referral and other
specialized services; and

(2) demonstrate the effectiveness of such
demonstration projects in promoting com-
munity resources that provide high quality,
affordable, and universally accessible family
support and childeare services.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.
As used in this Act:
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(1) ELEMENTARY ScHOOL.—The term “ele-
mentary school” has the same meaning
given that term under section 198(aXT) of
the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965,

(2) SECONDARY ScHooL.—The term ‘'sec-
ondary school” has the same meaning given
that term under section 198(aX7) of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965.

(3) FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICES.—The term
“family support services” means services
that assist parents by providing support in
parenting and by linking parents with com-
munity resources and with other parents.

(4) Secretary.—The term “Secretary”
means the Secretary of Health and Human
Services.

(5) STATE.—The term "“State” means each
of the several States, the District of Colum-
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands,
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands,
and the Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands.

SEC. 1. STATE DEMONSTRATION GRANTS AUTHORI-
ZATION.

The Secretary is authorized, in accordance
with the provisions of this Act, to make
grants to States to pay the Federal share of
the cost of childcare demonstration projects
conducted in existing public elementary and
secondary school buildings.

SEC. 5. ALLOTMENTS.

(a) RESERVATION.—Of the amounts avail-
able for each of the fiscal years 1989
through 1991 under section 10, the Secre-
tary shall—

(1) reserve 5 percent in each fiscal year to
carry out section 6; and

(2) reserve $5,000,000 in each fiscal year to
carry out section 8.

(b) STATE ALLOTMENT.—From the remain-
der of the sums appropriated under section
10 for grants to States for each fiscal year,
the Secretary shall allot to each State, an
amount which bears the same ratio to such
remainder as the number of individuals in
such State who have not attained 16 years
of age bears to the total number of such
children in all States, except that—

(1) each State shall be allotted not less
than one-half of one percent of the amounts
available for grants under section 9 for the
fiscal year for which the allotment is made,
or $500,000, whichever is the greater; and

(2) Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Is-
lands, the Northern Mariana Islands, and
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
shall each be allotted not less than one-
eighth of 1 percent of the amounts available
for grants under section 4 for the fiscal year
for which the allotment is made.

(¢) DeriNiTION.—For the purpose of the
exception contained in subsection (b)(1), the
term “'State’ does not include Guam, Ameri-
can Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the Northern
Mariana Islands, and the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands.

(d) REcENT DaTA REQUIRED.—For the pur-
pose of this section, the Secretary shall use
the most recent data available.

(e) ADJUSTMENTS, —

(1) RATABLE REDUCTIONS.—If the sums ap-
propriated under section 10 for any fiscal
year for grants to States authorized under
section 4 are not sufficient to pay in full the
total amounts which all States are entitled
to receive under such section for such fiscal
year, then the minimum amounts which all
States are entitled to receive under such sec-
:lion for such fiscal year shall be ratably re-

uced.
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(2) Increases.—In the event that addition-
al funds become available for making such
grants for any fiscal year during which the
preceding sentence is applicable, such re-
duced amounts shall be increased on the
same basis as they were reduced.

(f) REALLOTMENTS.—

(1) In GENERAL.—If, at the end of the sixth
month of any fiscal year for which sums are
appropriated under section 10, the amount
allotted to a State has not been made avail-
able to such State in grants under section 4
because of the failure of such State to meet
the requirements for a grant, then the Sec-
retary shall reallot such amounts to States
which meet such requirements.

(2) AVAILABILITY FOR EXPENDITURE.—Funds
made available by the Secretary through re-
allotment under paragraph (1) shall remain
available for expenditure until the end of
the fiscal year following the fiscal year in
which such funds become available for real-
lotment.

SEC. 6. EVALUATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—From the
amount reserved in each fiscal year under
section 5(a) 1), the Secretary shall carry out
the evaluation of the State and Federal
demonstration projects.

(2) ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITY.—The Sec-
retary shall provide, through grants or con-
tracts, for the continuing evaluation of the
demonstration projects, including evalua-
tions that measure and evaluate the impact
of the projects, in order to determine—

(A) the effectiveness of such projects in
achieving stated goals; and

(B) the impact of such projects on related
programs including the impact on salaries
paid to childcare workers in the community
served, and the structure and mechanisms
for delivery of childecare services, including,
where appropriate, comparisons with appro-
priate control groups composed of persons
who have not participated in such pro-
grams.

Evaluations shall be conducted by persons
not directly involved in the administration
of the project operation.

(b) RuLES FOR CONDUCTING EVALUATIONS,—

(1) INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN-
VOLVEMENT.—In carrying out evaluations
under this section, the Secretary shall es-
tablish working relationships with the fac-
ulties of institutions of higher education lo-
cated in the area in which any such evalua-
tion is being conducted, unless there is no
such institution willing and able to partici-
pate in the evaluation. For purposes of the
preceding sentence, for any single evalua-
tion area in which such working relation-
ships are established may not be larger than
3 contiguous States.

(2) Seecrric viEws.—In carrying out eval-
uations under this section, the Secretary
shall, whenever feasible, arrange to obtain
the specific views of individuals participat-
ing in and served by programs and projects
assisted under this Act about such programs
and projects.

(3) PROPERTY OWNERSHIP.—The Secretary
shall take the necessary action to assure
that all studies, evaluations, proposals, and
data produced or developed with assistance
under this section shall become the proper-
ty of the United States.

(c) RESuLTS oF EvaLvuaTionNs.—The Secre-
tary shall publish the result of evaluative
research and summaries of evaluations of
program and project impact and effective-
ness not later than 90 days after the com-
pletion thereof. The Secretary shall submit
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to the appropriate committees of the Con-
gress copies of all such research studies and
evaluation summaries.

SEC. 7. APPLICATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—No demonstration grant
may be made under this section unless the
chief executive officer of the State seeking
such grant submits an application to the
Secretary at such time and in such manner
as the Secretary may reasonably require.

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—ANn application sub-
mitted under subsection (a) shall—

(1) specify the appropriate State agency
or interagency council to be designated as
the lead agency responsible for the adminis-
tration of programs and activities relating
to childcare programs carried out by the
State under this Act and for coordination of
related programs within the State;

(2) provide for an Advisory Committee
which meets the requirements of subsection
(c), to be appointed by the Chief Executive
of the State to advise and consult in the
preparation of the application, monitoring,
and evaluation of demonstration projects
assisted under this Act;

(3) provide comprehensive plans for one
or more childcare demonstration projects
within existing public school buildings
that—

(A) ensure that year round, on-site, all day
childcare for children ages 3 to 5 (or of the
age of entering kindergarten) and on-site
before and after school childcare for chil-
dren ages 5 through 12, inclusive;

(B) ensure the establishment of a family
support system for parents (including a
home visitation program);

(C) provide support for local family day-
care providers (including technical assist-
ance, back-up support in case of illness, and
training);

(D) provide for information and referral
and other specialized services;

(E) develop a sliding scale fee payment
system for children using the system (based
on the parents ability to pay);

(F") provide for ongoing parental involve-
ment in the planning, implementation, mon-
itoring, and evaluation of such projects;

(G) provide that such demonstration
projects be operated by administrators
trained in early childhood development;

(H) provide for the use of trained child-
care workers in such demonstration
projects, with a priority given to childcare
workers with credentials in early childhood
education or child development, including
the child development associate credential;

(I) provide that salaries paid to childcare
workers in such demonstration projects
shall—

(i) be not less than the rates paid for com-
parable services provided in the school or
surrounding community, whichever Iis
higher; and

(ii) be comparable to salaries paid to
school employees with equivalent responsi-
bilities, experience and credentials; and

that salary schedules for childcare workers
encourage childeare workers to obtain early
childhood credentials;

(J) assure that any childcare services pro-
vided by such demonstration projects meet,
at a minimum, regulatory standards set by
the State and local government;

(K) develop ways to improve the quality
of childcare services in such demonstrations;
and

(L) describe plans for monitoring and eval-
uating the effectiveness of such demonstra-
tion projects;

(4) ensure that funds provided under this
Act, shall be distributed by the State in
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demonstration grants to local public agen-
cies and nonprofit private organizations for
programs and projects within such State;

(5) provide assurances, in furnishing child-
care services in a public school building,
that the State has or will enter into an
agreement with the appropriate State or
local educational agency, for—

(A) the use of facilities for the provision
of before or after school childcare services
(including such use during holidays and va-
cation periods),

(B) the restrictions, if any, on the use of
the space, and

(C) the times when the space will be avail-
able for the use of the applicant;

(6) provide that the State shall not use
more than 5 percent of the funds provided
in any fiscal year for administrative costs;

(7) provide assurances that the State will
pay the non-Federal share of the activities
for which assistance is sought from non-
Federal sources;

(8) assure an equitable distribution of
grants and grant funds within the State and
between urban and rural areas within such
State;

(9) provide for replication; and

(10) meet such other requirements as the
Secretary reasonably determines are neces-
sary to carry out the purposes and provi-
sions of this Act.

(c) ApvisoRY COMMITTEE RULES.—

(1) REPRESENTATION REQUIRED.—The Advi-
sory Committee shall include, at a mini-
mum—

(A) individuals representing community-
based childcare organizations;

(B) individuals having expertise in early
childhood development;

(C) individuals representing parents'
groups and organizations;
(D) individuals representing teachers’

groups and organizations;

(E) individuals representing State and
local agencies which provide education,
social, health, and income maintenance
services for children and their families;

(F) individuals representing groups or or-
ganizations which advocate on behalf of
children, minorities, and the handicapped;,
and

(G) individuals representing private em-
ployers who provide childcare services for
their employees.

(2) SAVINGS PROVISION.—Any Advisory
Committee in a State in existence on the
date of enactment of this Act which the
Secretary determines substantially meets
the requirements of paragraph (1) shall con-
stitute compliance with this section.

(d) ArprovaL.—The Secretary shall ap-
prove any application that meets the re-
quirements of subsection (b), and the Secre-
tary shall not disapprove any such applica-
tion except after reasonable notice of the
intention of the Secretary to disapprove of
such, and after opportunity for correction
of any deficiency.

SEC. 8. SECRETARIAL DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.

(a) INn GENERAL.—The amounts reserved
under section 5(a) shall be used for the pro-
vision of grants to public and nonprofit pri-
vate entities for special demonstration
projects to be awarded at the discretion of
the Secretary.

(b) Focus ofF ProJects.—The Secretary
shall make grants under subsection (a) that
take into consideration special problem
areas such as—

(1) handicapped children;

(2) inner city schools in poverty areas;

(3) rural schools in poverty areas;
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(4) schools with a high mix of children of
many different ethnic backgrounds and
native languages;

(5) schools with a high proportion of
homeless children;

(6) schools serving the young children of
adolescent parents and single-parent fami-
lies; and

(7) schools where a high proportion of stu-
dents are at risk of dropping out before
completing junior high school.

SEC. 9. PAYMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pay
to each eligible State having an application
approved under section 7 the Federal share
of the cost of the activities described in the
application.

(b) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share for
each fiscal year shall be 90 percent.

(¢) Non-FEDERAL PayMENTS.—The non-
Federal share of payments under this Act
may be in cash or in kind fairly evaluated,
including planned equipment or services.
SEC. 10. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

To carry out the provisions of this Act,
there are authorized to be appropriated
$120,000,000 for the fiscal year 1989, and
such sums as may be necessary for each of
the fiscal years 1990 and 1991.e

By Mr. DECONCINI (for him-
self, Mr. Smvmon, Mr. Apawms,
Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr.
HATFIELD, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Ms.
MikvLskl, Mr. WiIrTH, and Mr.
KERRY):

S. 458. A bill to provide for a Gener-
al Acecounting Office investigation and
report on conditions of displaced Sal-
vadorans and Nicaraguans, to provide
certain rules of the House of Repre-
sentatives and of the Senate with re-
spect to review of the report, to pro-
vide for the temporary stay of deten-
tion and deportation of certain Salva-
dorans and Nicaraguans, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

REPORT ON CONDITIONS OF DISPLACED

SALVADORANS AND NICARAGUANS

@ Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President,
today I reintroduce legislation to sus-
pend for 2 years the deportation of
Salvadoran and Nicaraguan nationals
from the United States. This legisla-
tion, popularly known as DeConcini-
Moakley, will ensure that those seek-
ing refuge in America are given a fair
hearing instead of being turned away
from America to face an unknown
fate.

Recent events in El Salvador under-
score the importance of thoroughly
examining our deportation policy
before we return displaced persons to
that war-torn country. The upcoming
election in El Salvador has caused an
escalation of the violence and killing
that have long plagued that country.
President Duarte’s terminal cancer
has weakened his Christian Democrat-
ic Party. The conservative party,
ARENA, has stepped into the vacuum
and experts believe it has a good
chance of winning this year's Presi-
dential election. In addition, the
FMLN's activities, both political and



February 28, 1989

terrorist, have increased dramatically
recently.

Many of the 70,000 casualties in El
Salvador's civil war were civilians
killed by the army or by right-wing
death squads. Although often the per-
petrators of these crimes are known,
they are never brought to justice. We
must temporarily postpone the depor-
tation of Salvadorans to insure that
they do not become victims of the
random or directed violence that has
once again become a daily hazard in El
Salvador.

1 urge the Bush administration to
eliminate the need for legislation by
granting the Salvadorans extended
voluntary departure [EVD] status.
The President has the power to grant
EVD status without legislation. Cur-
rently, nationals from Afghanistan
and Ethiopia enjoy EVD status. If we
ignore our Central American neigh-
bors in their time of need, it will fur-
ther weaken our leadership role on
this continent.

Unfortunately, the Bush administra-
tion has shown the same insensitivity
toward these displaced persons from
El Salvador as the previous adminis-
tration. In fact, the administration has
further restricted the rights of Cen-
tral Americans with its new policy of
detaining asylum applicants until
their asylum claims are heard. Thus it
appears that Congress will have to act
to change the misguided deportation
of Central Americans.

Over the last 8 years I have actively
pressed for legislation that would pro-
tect the safety of displaced persons
from El Salvador. I visited El Salvador
several times and spoke with the lead-
ers of that country. I remain in con-
tact with El Salvador's Ambassador to
the United States. I have visited with
Alfredo Cristiani, the ARENA candi-
date for President. While he has re-
nounced the death squad activity that
was formerly associated with ARENA,
we cannot be certain that there re-
mains no connection. I remain firmly
convinced that if the nationals are re-
turned it will be at great risk to their
safety, and it would have a disastrous
effect on El Salvador’s economy. Last
September, President Duarte wrote a
letter to Congress asking it to support
DeConcini-Moakley. In that letter
President Durate said that granting
“temporary safe haven” to the Salva-
dorans was “the single most important
initiative the United States can take to
help my nation achieve peace.”

The DeConcini-Moakley bill does
not drastically alter immigration
policy. Instead, it is a temporary offer
of safe haven for those who have fled
these two war-torn countries. It out-
lines what the GAO must investigate,
and sets a definite timeframe for reso-
lution of the covered individual's
status. Because the bill provides only a
temporary stay of deportation pro-
ceedings, it does not make any individ-
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ual a permanent resident alien. The
GAO has 1 year to complete its study
and report its findings to Congress.
The report is then referred to the ap-
propriate congressional committee for
hearings. Within 9 months the com-
mittee must report to the respective
House its findings and any appropriate
legislation.

The GAO study will cover three
broad areas: displaced Salvadorans
and Nicaraguans in Central America,
treatment of those who are returned
to El Salvador and Nicaragua, and the
status of Salvadorans and Nicaraguans
living in America. The study will focus
on the safety problems these people
face and the role the United States
can play in resolving their problems.

A final important feature of this leg-
islation is that it has a cut-off date for
covered persons. Individuals are only
eligible for a temporary stay of their
deportation proceedings if they ar-
rived in the United States before Jan-
uary 1, 1989. This provision ensures
that the bill will not cause a drastic in-
crease in the influx of Salvadorans
and Nicaraguans.

Representative MoAkKLEY has intro-
duced similar legislation, H.R. 45, in
the House of Representatives this
term. I am confident his bill will pass
the House, as it did last term by a
margin of 237 to 181. DeConcini-Moak-
ley passed the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee by a 9 to 3 margin last term, so
I anticipate that it will receive favor-
able action by that committee and
soon be brought to the floor of the
Senate for a vote.

With the resurgence of the violence
and death in El Salvador, this legisla-
tion takes on greater urgency. A delay
in its passage can be counted not only
in days lost, but in lives lost. The new
INS policy of detaining Central Ameri-
can asylum applicants until their
asylum claims are processed suggests a
departure from the favorable treat-
ment that Nicaraguans received at the
end of the Reagan administration.
Therefore, Congress must act to halt
the deportation of these threatened
and vulnerable people from the United
States.

Passage of DeConcini-Moakley will
give the United States time to assess
the security of these displaced persons
and make a judgment based on all of
the facts. Surely this is better than
hasty judgments and wasted lives.

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:

S. 458

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,
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TITLE I-GENERAL ACCOUNTING
OFFICE _ INVESTIGATION  AND
REPORT INVESTIGATION

Sec. 101, (a) REQUIRING GAO INVESTIGA-
TION ON DISPLACED SALVADORANS AND NICARA-
GUANS.—Within sixty days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Comptroller
General of the United States shall begin an
investigation concerning displaced nationals
of El Salvador and Nicaragua.

(b) DETERMINATIONS ON DISPLACED SALVA-
DORANS AND NICARAGUANS IN CENTRAL AMER-
1ca.—The investigation shall determine the
following with respect to displaced Salva-
dorans and displaced Nicaraguans who are
present in either El Salvador, Honduras,
Guatemala, Mexico, or Nicaragua, regard-
less of whether or not they are registered:

(1) The number of these displaced persons
and their current locations.

{2) Their place of origin in El1 Salvador or
Nicaragua (as the case may be) and the
period of, and reason for, their displace-
ment.

(3) Their current living conditions, with
particular attention to (A) their personal
safety and the personal safety of those pro-
viding assistance to them, and (B) the avail-
ability of food and medical assistance.

(c) DETERMINATIONS ON CONDITIONS IN EL
SALvADOR THAT COULD AFFECT SALVADORANS
WHo HaVE RETURNED FROM THE UNITED
StaTEs.—The investigation shall—

(1) assess the general conditions and cir-
cumstances in El Salvador that may affect
returned nationals, with particular atten-
tion to determining the reliability and use
of (A) reports of any violations of funda-
mental human rights, and (B) reports con-
cerning the status of Salvadorans who have
returned from the United States; and

(2) make recommendations for improve-
ments in the type of information provided
by such reports.

(d) DETERMINATIONS ON SALVADORANS SEEK-
ING REFUGE 1N OTHER CounTRIES.—The in-
vestigation shall describe the policies of all
other countries in which Salvadorans have
sought refuge as these policies concern the
return of the Salvadorans to El Salvador.

REPORT

Sec. 102. The Comptroller General of the
United States shall submit to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives and the
President of the Senate, not later than one
year after the date of the initiation of the
study under section 101, a report on that
study, including detailed findings on the
items described in subsections (b), (¢), and
(d) of that section.

TITLE II—-CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW
REFERRAL OF REPORT, COMMITTEE
HEARINGS, AND COMMITTEE
REPORT

Sec. 201, (a) REFERRAL.—The report, when
submitted under section 102, shall be re-
ferred, in accordance with the rules of each
House, to the standing committee or com-
mittees of each House of Congress having
jurisdiction over the subjects of the report,
and the report shall be printed as a docu-
ment of the House of Representatives.

(b) CommrTTEE HEARINGS.—Not later than
90 days of continuous session of Congress
after the date of the referral of the report
to a committee, the committee shall initiate
hearings, insofar as such committee has leg-
islative or oversight jurisdiction, to consid-
er—

(1) the findings of the report,

(2) the appropriate steps that should be
taken to provide assurances of personal



2968

safety and adequate, efficient, and equitable
distribution of assistance with respect to
Salvadorans or Nicaraguans who are dis-
placed within El Salvador or Nicaragua (as
the case may be) or who have fled to other
countries in Central America,

(3) treaty obligations of the United States,
humanitarian considerations, and previous
practice of the United States respecting the
treatment of aliens in similar circumstances,
and

(4) whether it is appropriate to extend,
remove, or alter the restrictions contained
in title IIL

(c) ComMmITTEE REPORT.—Not later than
270 days of continuous session of the Con-
gress after the date of the referral of the
report to a committee, the committee shall
report to its respective House its oversight
findings and any legislation it deems appro-
priate.

(d) TREATMENT OF CONTINUITY OF SES-
stoNn.—For purposes of this Act, continuity
of session of Congress is broken only by an
adjournment sine die at the end of the
second regular session of a Congress, and
days on which either House of Congress is
not in session because of an adjournment of
more than 10 days to a date certain are ex-
cluded from the computation of the periods
of continuous session of Congress.

TITLE III-TEMPORARY STAY OF DE-

PORTATION LIMITATION ON DETEN-

TION AND DEPORTATION

Sec. 301. (a) LiMmiTaTION.—(1) EXcept as
provided in paragraph (2), the Attorney
General shall not detain or deport (to El
Salvador or Nicaragua, as the case may be)
aliens described in subseetion (b) during the
period beginning on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act and ending 270 days of con-
tinuous session of Congress after the date of
transmittal of the report of the Comptroller
General of the United States to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives under sec-
tion 102.

(2) Paragraph (1) shall not be construed
to prohibit the brief interrogation of an
alien under section 287(a)1) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1357(a)(1)) for the purpose of determining
whether this section applies to particular
aliens.

(b) SaLvapDoraNs AND Nicaracuans Cov-
ERED BY THE LIMITATION.—The nationals re-
ferred to in subsection (a)1) are aliens
who—

(1) are nationals of El Salvador or Nicara-
gua,

(2) have been and are continuously
present in the United States since before
January 1, 1989, and

(3) are determined to be deportable only
under—

(A) paragraph (1) of section 241(a) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1251(a)), but only as such paragraph relates
to a ground for exclusion described in para-
graph (14), (15), (20), (21), (25), or (32) of
section 212(a) of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(a)),
or

(B) under paragraph (2), (9), or (10) of sec-
tion 241(a) of such Act (8 U.S.C. 1254(a)).

(¢) REGISTRATION.—Each individual de-
scribed in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of sub-
section (b) shall register with the Attorney
General anytime beginning 30 days after
the date of enactment of this Act and
ending 180 days after such date, as a person
to whom this Act applies, Upon registering,
an individual shall be granted employment
authorization and shall be provided with an
appropriate document which shall note on
its face that the individual's employment
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authorization terminates at the end of the

suspension of deportation period established

under subsection (a) and shall indicate such
date.

(d) No person who ordered, incited, assist-
ed, or otherwise participated in the persecu-
tion of any person on account of race, reli-
gion, nationality, membership in a particu-
lar social group, or public opinion may
obtain the benefit described in subsection
(a).

PERIOD OF STAY OF DEPORTATION NOT COUNTED
TOWARD OBTAINING SUSPENSION OF DEPORTA-
TION BENEFIT
Sec, 302, With respect to an alien whose

deportation is temporarily stayed under sec-

tion 301 during a period, the period of the
stay shall not be counted as a period of
physical presence in the United States for
purposes of section 244(a) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1254(a)),
unless the Attorney General determines
that extreme hardship exists.
TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS
PROVISIONS
ALIEN’'S STATUS DURING PERIOD OF EXTENSION

Sec. 401. During the period in which an
alien’s deportation is temporarily stayed
under section 301, the alien—

(1) shall not be considered to be perma-
nently residing in the United States under
color of law,

(2) shall not be eligible for any program of
public assistance furnished (directly or
through reimbursement) under Federal law,
and

(3) may be deemed ineligible for public as-
sistance by a State (as defined in section
101(a)(36) of the Immigration and National-
ity Act) or any political subdivision thereof
which furnishes such assistance.e

By Mr. GORE (for himself, Mr.
HoLrings, Mr. KEerry, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, Mrs. KASSEBAUM,
Mr. BENTSEN, and Mr. INOUYE):

S. 459. A bill to amend title 35,
United States Code, and the National
Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958,
with respect to the use of inventions
in outer space; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

USE OF INVENTIONS IN SPACE
® GORE. Mr. President, today I am
pleased to introduce legislation that
will help establish the patent regime
for inventions made in outer space.

I also am pleased to announce that
Senators HoLLINGS, KERRY, ROCKEFEL-
LER, KASSEBAUM, BENTSEN, AND INOUYE
have agreed to cosponsor this meas-
ure.

Mr. President, for the last few Con-
gresses patent legislation for space-
based activities has been introduced,
but it has not fared very well in the
U.S. Senate. Quite frankly, until now
there really did not appear to be a
need for such legislation, so it was
hard to get the proposed legislation
considered.

This year that situation is totally
different!

When the United States signed the
Space Station Intergovernmental
Agreements last September with the
European Space Agency, Canada and
Japan, a very real need for patent leg-
islation surfaced. As a matter of fact,
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enactment of such legislation is re-
quired for the United States to put the
Intergovernmental Agreements into
effect. Specifically, what is needed is
language that permits an exception to
the strict application of U.S. patent
law for space vehicles that are specifi-
cally identified in an international
agreement to which the United States
is a party. The IGA makes such an ex-
ception regarding the applicability of
35 U.S.C. 184 which concerns the filing
of patent applications in foreign coun-
tries. In the IGA, the parties to the
Space Station Agreements have agreed
that their national laws (35 U.S.C. 184
for the United States) would not be
applied to prevent or delay the filing
of patent applications in other coun-
tries for inventions made on their reg-
istered elements by persons not their
nationals or residents under certain
specified conditions.

Mr. President, finally, I should note
that the language of the proposed
amendment being introduced today in
the Senate is identical to that which
was passed twice by the House of Rep-
resentatives and which has received
substantial support from private in-
dustry and the private patent bar.

Mr. President, based on discussions
that took place at the end of the last
Congress with the Senate Judiciary
Committee, I understand that the
Subcommittee on Patents, Copyrights
and Trademarks has agreed to consid-
er this legislation in a timely manner
during the 101st Congress. I support
this position and want to thank the
chairman of that subcommittee, my
good friend and the senior Senator
from Arizona, for his willingness to ad-
dress this issue and to facilitate imple-
mentation of the space station agree-
ments.

Mr. President, it is becoming clearer
that the dreams of yesterday are be-
coming the realities of today. Space is
the next frontier, and the United
States must be in a position to avail
itself of these new markets. Passage of
this bill in a timely manner is a small
step in that direction, but it’s an im-
portant step because U.S. firms must
have an acceptable legal regime in
which to operate.

Mr. President, I hope this bill can be
enacted in a timely manner by this
Congress so that we can get on with
the challenges of space-based activities
and so that working in space one day
will be as commonplace as working on
Earth.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of this bill be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill
was ordered to be printed in the
REcoORD, as follows:

S. 459

Be il enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)(1)
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chapter 10 of title 35, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

“§ 105. Inventions in outer space

Any invention made, used or sold in outer
space on an aeronautical and space vehicle
(as defined in section 103(2)) of the National
Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 (42
U.S.C. 2452(2)) under the jurisdiction or
control of the United States shall be consid-
ered to be made, used or sold within the
United States for purposes of this title,
except with respect to any space vehicle or
component thereof that is specifically iden-
tified and otherwise provided for by an
international agreement to which the
United States is a party.”.

(2) The table of sections of chapter 10 of
title 35, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following:

“105. Inventions in outer space.”.

(b) Section 305 of the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Act of 1958 (42 U.S.C. 2457) is
amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

“{m) Any invention made, used or sold in
outer space on an aeronautical and space ve-
hicle (as defined in section 103(2)) under the
jurisdiction or control of the United States
shall be considered to be made, used or sold
within the United States for purposes of
this Act, except with respect to any space
vehicle or component thereof that is specifi-
cally identified and otherwise provided for
by an international agreement to which the
United States is a party.”.

SEec. 2. (a) Subject to subsections (b), (¢),
and (d) of this section, the amendments
made by the first section of this Act shall
apply to all United States patents granted
before, on, or after the date of enactment of
this Act, and to all applications for United
States patents pending on or filed on or
after such date of enactment.

(b) The amendments made by the first
section of this Act shall not affect any final
decision made by a court or the Patent and
Trademark Office before the date of enact-
ment of this Act with respect to a patent or
an application for a patent, if no appeal
from such decision is pending and the time
for filing an appeal has expired.

(c) The amendments made by the first
section of this Act shall not affect the right
of any party in any case pending in a court
on the date of enactment of this Act to have
the party’s rights determined on the basis
of the substantive law in effect before such
date of enactment.

(d) Subject to subsections (b) and (c) of
this section, the amendments made by the
first section of this Act shall not apply to
any process, machine, article or manufac-
ture, or composition of matter, an embodi-
ment of which was launched prior to the
date of enactment of this Act.e
® Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
join the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee in introducing the space
patent bill, and I too hope that the
Congress can act on this measure in a
timely manner so as to add an element
of certainty to the risky business of
space-based activities.

Mr. President, this is important and
necessary legislation because it would
remedy the current uncertainty for
patent law purposes as to the jurisdic-
tion that applies to activities in outer
space. This problem arises primarily
because, as a general proposition, the
existing patent laws of most countries,
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including the United States, have no
extraterritorial effect. The bill would
specifically provide that the U.S.
patent law applies with respect to in-
ventions made, used, or sold in space
which are on aeronautical and space
vehicles under the jurisdiction or con-
trol of the United States. This is im-
portant in determining the priority of
invention, rights to inventions made
with U.S. Government funds, and en-
forcement of privately held patents
against infringers.

The bill is consistent with the pur-
pose of the U.S. patent laws, to pro-
mote progress in the useful arts, by
recognizing and rewarding inventions
that advance space technology, as well
as the policy and purposes of the U.S.
Space Program as set forth in the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Act. One
effect of this bill would be to provide
the ability to treat the Space Trans-
portation System, and eventually the
U.S. portion of the space station, as
U.S. facilities in the same manner as a
terrestrial-based facility is currently
treated in relation to inventions and
patents under title 35. It would also
apply to privately owned space vehi-
cles.

With the enactment of this bill, U.S.
commercial entities will know, with
certainty, that their activities in space
will receive the same patent protection
that these activities receive if conduct-
ed on Earth. This certainty in the area
of intellectual property law will pro-
vide a more conducive business envi-
ronment and, therefore, encourage the
private sector to invest in the commer-
cial use of space.

Mr. President, I would like to associ-
ate myself with the remarks of the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Science, Technology, and
Space and to ask for expedited consid-
eration of this measure in the 101st
Congress.@

By Mr. CONRAD:

S. 460. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to extend treat-
ment of certain rents under section
2032A to all qualified heirs; to the
Committee on Finance.

EXTENSION OF TREATMENT OF CERTAIN RENTS
@ Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the
1988 technical corrections law con-
tained an important change in estate
tax treatment that will enable more
farm families to keep an ongoing
farming operation in the family when
the property owner dies.

Section 2032A, as amended by the
technical correction, extends special
use valuation of farm property to sur-
viving spouses who continues to cash-
rent farm property to their children.
Without this change, a recapture tax
would have been imposed in such situ-
ations. By allowing the spouse to qual-
ify for special use valuation, the cor-
rection was clearly intended to allow a
farmer to transmit farm land to his
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children who would then continue to
farm the property.

The 1988 provision, which applies to
cash rentals occurring after December
31, 1986, should be helpful, but it does
not entirely solve the problem. If
there is no surviving spouse, it is not
possible under the new law to transmit
such property to one’s children or
grandchildren without triggering the
recapture tax.

Accordingly, today I am introducing
legislation which would apply to such
analogous cases. I learned, for exam-
ple, of a North Dakota constituent
who cash-rented farm property from
his mother, who had received the
property from her father. Although
the deceased grandfather qualified for
special use valuation, neither the
daughter nor grandson would be able
to under a provision that applies only
to surviving spouses.

I do not believe such situations were
widespread, and it seems likely that
Congress did not anticipate them
when the language on surviving
spouses was agreed to last year. But
these cases do exist, and I believe they
deserve the same treatment under sec-
tion 2032A. The bill I am introducing
is narrowly drawn to apply to qualified
heirs who are immediate members of
the decedent’s family. I urge my col-
leagues to consider the fairness of this
change, and approve a further correc-
tion in this area.e

By Mr. Grassley (for himself and
Mr. MATSUNAGA):

S. 461. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to permit pay-
ment for services of physician assist-
ants outside institutional settings; to
the Committee on Finance.

MEDICARE PAYMENTS FOR PHYSICIAN

ASSBISTANTS
® Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
am introducing legislation today

which would extend Medicare reim-
bursement for services rendered by
physicians’ assistants in doctors' of-
fices, clinics, and homes. Congressman
Ron WypEN and I introduced this leg-
islation last year. In the Senate, the
bill was S. 1230, and was introduced
May 19, 1987.

This bill complements legislation we
introduced in 1986 which became law
as part of the Omnibus Budget Recon-
ciliation Act of that year. That legisla-
tion authorized Medicare part B reim-
bursement of the services of physician
assistants under certain conditions.
The services of the physician assistant
had to be provided under the supervi-
sion of a physician. The services were
to be rendered in a hospital, a skilled
or intermediate care nursing facility,
or for assistance at surgery. The serv-
ices of the physician assistants were to
be reimbursed at a discounted rate: 65
percent of the physician's charge for
assistance at surgery, 75 percent for
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services provided in a hospital, and 85
percent for services provided in a nurs-
ing home. The reimbursement was to
be paid to the supervising physician.

The reconciliation legislation for
fiscal year 1988 included a provision
which authorized Medicare part B re-
imbursement for all services of physi-
cian assistants rendered in rural
health manpower shortage areas, re-
gardless of the institutional setting in
which they are delivered, and at 85
percent of the physicians’ charge for
the service.

The legislation I am introducing
today would extend Medicare reim-
bursement to the services of physician
assistants regardless of setting or geo-
graphic location.

Mr. President, according to a study
by the Office of Technology Assess-
ment, physician assistants can have a
positive influence on the quality of
health care and on access to services. I
believe that physician assistants can
be particularly helpful in increasing
access to health care services in rural
communities. I believe that this was
recognized by the Congress in the 1988
reconciliation legislation when we de-
cided to reimburse physician assistants
in health manpower shortage areas.

The bill I am introducing today is a
logical extension of the earlier legisla-
tion I described above, which facilitat-
ed a greater role for physician assist-
ants.e

By Mr. EXON (for himself and
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. SIMON,
Mr. Apams, Mr. KEerry, Mr.
Dopp, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
KAaAsTEN, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr.
JEFFORDS, Mr. CoNrap, Mr.
BRraADLEY, Mr. BipEN, Mr. PELL,
and Mr. SARBANES):

S. 462. A bill to amend the Rail Pas-
senger Service Act to authorize appro-
priations for the National Railroad
Passenger Corporation, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE
NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, as chair-
man of the Surface Transportation
Subcommittee, I take pleasure in in-
troducing legislation to reauthorize
our National Rail Passenger Corpora-
tion [Amtrak] for fiscal years 1989,
1990, 1991, and 1992. I am especially
pleased to be joined by my distin-
guished colleagues, the ranking minor-
ity member of the Surface Transporta-
tion Subcommittee, Senator KASTEN,
and the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Transportation Subcommittee,
Senator LAUTENBERG, along with a
number of my colleagues from around
the country, in introducing this bill.

The budget proposal submitted for
fiscal year 1990 by both the previous
administration and the new adminis-
tration once again calls for the elimi-
nation of funding for Amtrak. Most of
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us who support a national passenger
rail system are convinced that a total
elimination of Federal funding for
Amtrak would mean the obliteration
of rail passenger service in this coun-
try.

So the issue here is whether we want
national passenger rail service. I cer-
tainly do, and I believe that a majority
of Americans also want to retain this
transportation option. Over 21.5 mil-
lion intercity passengers traveled by
Amtrak last year, and an additional 14
million commuters rode on trains op-
erated by Amtrak, so rail service is ob-
viously an important link in our trans-
portation network. Since 1981, passen-
ger miles, often considered the best in-
dicator ridership, increased over 19
percent and passenger miles per con-
stant dollar of Federal subsidy in-
creased over 250 percent. Passenger
miles per train mile have increased 22
percent and for every mile traveled by
an Amtrak train, an average of 189
passengers are aboard.

Amtrak is also making substantial
progress in becoming increasingly self-
sufficient. In fiscal year 1988, Amtrak
covered over 69 percent of its total op-
erating cost with its own revenue, as
compared with 48 percent of its costs
in fiscal year 1981. I am not aware of
any passenger railroad in the world
that covers more of its own costs than
Amtrak.

Last year, Amtrak earned a record
$1.1 billion in revenue which is a 14-
percent improvement over fiscal year
1987 and an 81-percent increase since
fiscal year 1981.

We must not lose sight of the role
Amtrak plays in relieving the conges-
tion on our highways and in the air.
Amtrak also serves approximately 500
communities of which—114 have no
air service, 98 have no direct intercity
bus service, and 37 have neither air
nor bus service.

Amtrak has been on a steady uphill
climb since 1970. Number of passen-
gers, miles traveled, and revenue-to-ex-
penses have increased dramatically.
Amtrak has shown some real innova-
tion in increasing efficiency, but it can
not stand alone. The reauthorization
level for fiscal year 1989 in this legisla-
tion is based on the fiscal year 1988
authorization which was included in
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1985, with the subsequent fund-
ing levels in the bill adjusted for pro-
jected inflation during this time.

I look forward to continued improve-
ment in the Amtrak system, and
pledge my commitment to working
toward this end. I encourage my col-
leagues to join us in supporting our
national rail passenger system.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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S. 462

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 601(b)(2) of the Rail Passenger Service
Act (45 U.8.C. 601(b)2)) is amended—

(1) by striking “and” at the end of sub-
paragraph (D);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
subparagraph (E) and inserting in lieu
thereof a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing:

“(F) not to exceed $630,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1989;

“(G) not to exceed $656,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1990;

“(H) not to exceed $684,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1991; and

“(I) not to exceed $712,000,000 for the

fiscal year ending September 30, 1992.",
@ Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
I am pleased to join my distinguished
colleague from Nebraska, Senator
Exon, in introducing a bill to reau-
thorize our national passenger rail
system, Amtrak.

As chairman of the Senate Trans-
portation Appropriations Subcommit-
tee, as well as a Senator for a State de-
pendent on passenger rail service, I
have always been a strong supporter
of Amtrak. It’'s an important element
of our national transportation system.

Mr. President, on January 25, I in-
troduced Senate Resolution 24, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate that
Amtrak should continue to received
adequate Federal support. I was
pleased to be joined in introducing
that resolution by Senator ExonN and
other Senators from virtually all re-
gions of our country.

That geographical representation
demonstrates that Amtrak is not a re-
gional concern, not just something
those of us in the Northeast Corridor
care about. But certainly, for States
like New Jersey, Amtrak is an absolute
necessity. Thousands of our commut-
ers depend on it everyday, riding to
and from work on Amtrak trains or
New Jersey Transit cars traveling over
Amtrak rails. In our State and our
region, our roads are clogged at rush
hour. Without Amtrak’s services,
those roads would become parking
lots.

But Amtrak is no less important in
more rural States. In many cases, it's
the only form of intercity public trans-
portation available. Take away
Amtrak, and you take away the ability
of millions of rural Americans to
travel in a timely, affordable manner.

Mr. President, over the last 8 years,
we in the Congress fought the admin-
istration to keep Amtrak alive. Our ef-
forts have been rewarded with im-
proved financial performance, and
record numbers of riders. The view of
the Bush administration toward
Amtrak remains to be seen. Secretary
Skinner, throughout his confirmation
process, acknowledged the importance
of Amtrak. As someone who's been in-
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volved in transportation planning, he's
seen it firsthand. His views and experi-
ence are encouraging.

However, it’s likely that Mr. Skin-
ner’s views will be tempered by others
in the administration more concerned
with short-sighted ideologies than
long-term needs. Congress likely will
have to continue to fight to preserve
Amtrak.

Mr. President, the bill we introduce
today calls for increased funding levels
for Amtrak. As chairman of the sub-
committee responsible for funding
Amtrak, I can say that meeting those
goals will be difficult, if not impossi-
ble. But these are goals worth aiming
for. In its report, “1989 U.S. Industrial
Outlook,” the U.S. Department of
Commerce projected that Amtrak rid-
ership could continue to grow by 4 to 5
percent annually through 1993. More
significant growth, the report stated,
would be hampered by capacity con-
straints.

Mr. President, the potential for fur-
ther improvement at Amtrak is clear.
To pull the rug out by denying Feder-
al support, as was proposed by the
Reagan administration, would be
shortsighted and counterproductive. It
would simply shift the burden of car-
rying passengers from Amtrak to
other modes, which are already over-
burdened.

Again, Mr. President, I recognize
that budgetary pressures will make it
difficult to meet the authorization
levels contained in this bill. But, as
chairman of the Transportation Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, I am com-
mitted to continuing support for the
system. I will continue to work with
Amtrak president Graham Claytor to
find ways of making Amtrak more effi-
cient and less dependent on Federal
funds.

Mr. President, I applaud Senator
Exon for his leadership in introducing
this bill, and look forward to Com-
merce Committee action on this im-
portant legislation.e
® Mr. SIMON, Mr. President 1 wel-
come this opportunity to join Senator
Exon and my other colleagues in sup-
port of an improved national rail pas-
senger system and I urge others to
join us. In spite of the administra-
tion's repeated attempts to end
Amtrak for the past 5 years, we in
Congress have rejected this short-
sighted proposal. Instead we have con-
tinued to provide money each year for
its growing operations: long trains
from East to West and North to
South; between cities like Washington
and New York, Chicago and Spring-
field, and San Diego and Los Angeles;
and busy commuter systems like those
in Massachusetts and Maryland.

Now we have a new administration
and a new Secretary of Transporta-
tion, Samuel Skinner who has given us
the assurance that the Department of
Transportation will develop a compre-
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hensive transportation policy. If that
is so, an assessment of national rail
needs and potential is long overdue.

Amtrak has been following the direc-
tion of Congress for the past 8 years—
reduce reliance on Federal subsidies.
Its shortfall on passenger operations
has been reduced an impressive 43 per-
cent, but, faces by hard choices on sur-
face transportation programs, we have
reduced Federal financial support by
53 percent in constant dollars. During
this time Amtrak’s major successes
have occurred where the earlier in-
vestments have been substantial
enough to make Amtrak an attractive
choice to travelers. Amtrak’s contribu-
tion to reduction of auto and airport
congestion in the Northeast is so im-
pressive that its successes must be
maintained and expand in other parts
of the Nation. Indeed, where it makes
economic sense, Amtrak must meet
the growing demand for its service.

In addition to shorter range service
in congested urban regions, tourism is
a major component of Amtrak’s suec-
cess. Travelers from here and abroad,
instead of flying into the inevitable
moonscapes around major airports,
more often prefer Amtrak's long dis-
tance trains which originate in major
cities, such as Chicago, and stop in
many of the most attractive, historic
rail towns in the Nation. That pro-
vides a potential reawakening of these
towns as our major cities. Unfortu-
nately, these long distance trains
cannot keep up with this demand and
are booked 4 months in advance
during the peak season. Many custom-
ers are being turned away.

Because of Amtrak’'s success it can
no longer coast on past investments in
facilities and equipment. To raise
more revenues Amtrak needs enough
refurbished and new locomotives and
railcars to meet its current demand
and to avoid breakdowns due to short-
age in equipment. Rights of way, if
sufficiently improved at a fraction of
the cost of new highway lanes or ex-
panded airports, will provide for trav-
eling speeds of up to 125 miles per
hour.

In Illinois the major Amtrak route
between Chicago and St. Louis stop-
ping at our capitol, Springfield, is
owned by a rail company now in re-
ceivership, and its potential is sorely
hampered by poorly maintained track
requiring slower speeds.

We can no longer accept shrinkage
in the underused national rail system
as inevitable while the demand for re-
liable and extensive rail travel ex-
pands. Congress must give a clear
signal to citizens and their States and
local governments as well as the pri-
vate sector that Amtrak is not only
here to stay, but that rail passenger
service is an important option in their
transportation and economic develop-
ment plans. I urge you to join me in
giving the Nation that green light.e
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By Mr. SANFORD (for himself
and Mr. Bonbp):

S. 464. A bill to promote safety and
health in workplace owned, operated
or under contract, with the United
States by clarifying the U.S. obligation
to observe occupational safety and
health standards and clarifying the
U.S. responsibility for harm caused by
its negligence at any workplace owned
by, operated by, or under contract
with the United States; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

GOVERNMENT OBSERVATION OF SAFETY AND
HEALTH STANDARDS

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, in
December 1861, Abraham Lincoln said
in his State of the Union Address:

It is as much the duty of government to
render prompt justice against itself in favor
of citizens, as it is to administer the same
between private individuals.

That simple statement captures an
essential part of the essence of democ-
racy. It says eloquently that no person
and no institution is above the law,
not even the Government itself. Yet,
we have not totally heeded the wisdom
and advice of President Lincoln. We
continue even today, almost 130 years
later, to see our Government invoke
its sovereign immunity, the theory
that the king, the monarch, the abso-
lute ruler, can do no wrong.

I introduce today, along with Sena-
tor Bonp of Missouri, a bill to help
right that wrong, to put the scales of
democratic justice in balance, and not
weighted heavily on the side of the
Government against its citizenry.

This bill is short and to the point: it
says that the Government, like private
employers, must observe occupational
safety regulations in any workplace it
owns, operates or has under contract
and if it does not, that it can be sued
for its negligence when injury occurs.

The bill is nothing more than a day
in court bill. It is not a compensation
bill. It is not an automatic entitle-
ment. It does not declare an open
season on the Treasury. By clarifying
the obligation of the United States to
observe occupational safety and
health standards, it simply allows
people who are injured when those
standards are ignored or violated to
sue the Government.

I think the passage of this legisla-
tion is a clear move, and an overdue
one, toward justice and equity and
away from a double standard which
treats private employers much more
harshly than it treats the Govern-
ment. What we insist the private
sector do to protect its workers in
terms of following health and safety
regulations, we must also require of
Government. That is all this bill does.

It does another thing which makes
sense under our system of law. It
makes equal treatment of similar cases
of injury part of our law by depriving
the Government of a technical legal
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defense. Under present law, two indi-
viduals with the same grievance under
the same circumstances are not treat-
ed before the law.

An injury caused by the negligence
of a private person or a corporate em-
ployee can result in a lawsuit and.a
verdict that can be enforced if the
negligent person is found liable. But, if
the negligence results from the Gov-
ernment’s negligence or from that of
its employees, compensation is denied
because of the technical defense of
sovereign immunity, and its corollary,
discretionary function.

What this means is that the same of-
fense, the same unhealthy conse-
quences, the same court finding and
verdict, can lead to two different re-
sults for equivalent victims. Under cur-
rent law, many people go uncompen-
sated because of the Government
appeal that it cannot be sued. That is
not just and it is not what a democra-
cy should guarantee its citizens.

To render prompt justice, as Lincoln
suggested, means that citizens should
be able to call their Government to
task for negligence resulting in injury,
as they do their fellow citizens. This
bill provides for that equality of treat-
ment and I look forward to its careful
consideration and early passage.

By Mr. CRANSTON:

S. 465. A bill to amend the National
Trails System Act by designating the
Juan Bautista de Anza National His-
toric Trail, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources.

JUAN BAUTISTA DE ANZA NATIONAL HISTORIC

TRAIL

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President,
today I am introducing legislation to
designate the Juan Bautista de Anza
Trail as a component of the National
Trails System. The bill is identical to
legislation being introduced in the
House by Congressman (GEORGE
MILLER.

In 1775, Juan Bautista de Anza, a
second-generation frontier soldier, set
forth from Horcasitas, Mexico to open
up the first overland route to upper
California. Crossing the border near
the city of Nogales, the expedition fol-
lowed a route north along the Santa
Cruz River past Tucson, then west-
ward along the Gila River to Yuma,
and across the Colorado River back
into Mexico. Reentering the United
States near El Centro, the expedition
continued northward through Imperi-
al, San Diego, Riverside, Los Angeles,
Ventura, Santa Barbara, San Luis
Obispo, Monterey, San Benito, Santa
Clara, and San Mateo Counties, finally
reaching San Francisco in June 1776.
The de Anza expedition proved that
overland travel between the Mexican
province of Sonora and upper Califor-
nia was possible and resulted in the
initial settlement of San Francisco and
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the founding of the presidio and mis-
sion there.

Pursuant to legislation 1 sponsored
in the 98th Congress, the National
Park Service conducted a feasibility
study of including the Juan Bautista
de Anza Trail in the National Trails
System. I'm pleased to report that this
feasibility study/environmental assess-
ment concluded that the de Anza Trail
meets the criteria for designation as a
national historic trail. The study fur-
ther found that there is substantial
public support for the designation and
that State and local agencies and pri-
vate organizations are prepared to con-
tribute their resources to the endeav-
or.

The bill I am introducing today im-
plements the recommendations of the
National Park Service study. It desig-
nates the Juan Bautista de Anza Na-
tional Historic Trail, comprising ap-
proximately 1,200 miles from Nogales,
AZ, to San Francisco, CA, and provides
that the trail be administered by the
Secretary of the Interior. The bill also
calls for the Secretary to encourage
the participation of volunteer trail or-
ganizations in the development and
maintenance of the trail.

Mr. President, enactment of this leg-
islation will give national recognition
to an important pioneer route and
commemorate an event significant to
the course of American history and
the settlement of California. I ask
unanimous consent that the text of
the bill be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

S. 465

Be it enacted by the Senale and House of
Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Juan Bau-
tista de Anza National Historic Trail Act™.
SEC. 2. JUAN BAUTISTA DE ANZA NATIONAL HIS-

TORIC TRAIL.

(a) DEsIGNATION.—Section 5(a) of the Na-
tional Trails System Act (16 U.S.C. 1244(a))
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following:

“(17) The Juan Bautista de Anza National
Historic Trail, a trail comprising the over-
land route traveled by Captain Juan Bau-
tista de Anza of Spain during the years 1775
and 1776 from Sonora, Mexico, to the vicini-
ty of San Francisco, California, of approxi-
mately 1,200 miles through Arizona and
California, as generally described in the
report of the Department of the Interior
prepared pursuant to subsection (b) entitled
‘Juan Bautista de Anza National Trail
Study, Feasibility Study and Environmental
Assessment’ and dated August 1986. A map
generally depicting the trail shall be on file
and available for public inspection in the
Office of the Director of the National Park
Service, Washington, District of Columbia.
The trail shall be administered by the Sec-
retary of the Interior. In implementing this
paragraph, the Secretary shall encourage
volunteer trail groups to participate in the
development and maintenance of the trail."”.

February 28, 1989

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 10(c)X2) of the National Trails
System Act (16 U.S.C. 1249(¢)) is amended
by striking “and (16)” and inserting *'(16),
and (17)".

By Mr, BIDEN (for himself and
Mr. THURMOND):

S. 466. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to prohibit the use
of the mails to sell or solicit the sale of
anabolic steroids; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

STEROIDS CONTROL

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, Today I
am introducing a bill to address what
has become a major public health
problem in America—the abuse of ana-
bolic steroids. And I am pleased to
have the Senator from South Carolina
join me in this effort. Senator THUR-
MoND and I have been working for
many years to deal with the drug
abuse problem, particularly among our
young people.

Young people use steroids not only
because they want to be better ath-
letes, but also because they want to
look better. What they do not under-
stand is that steroids have proven ad-
verse medical consequences. The medi-
cal problems associated with steroids
include coronary artery disease—in-
cluding heart attack and stroke,
cancer, liver disease, sterility, in-
creased cholesterol levels, stunted
growth in adolescents, and—in some
rare cases—death. There is also some
limited evidence that steroids can be
psychologically addictive.

Unfortunately, while most people
think that steroids are only a problem
among the elite circle of world-class
Olympic athletes, steroid abuse perme-
ates every level of amateur and profes-
sional sports. In a recent survey, 7 per-
cent of the male high school athletes
said they had or were continuing to
use steroids. And it’s almost unbeliev-
able that 40 percent of these users
began before the age of 16. Applied
nationwide, it could mean that 250,000
to 500,000 male high school students
are using steroids.

Not surprisingly, this incredible
demand for illicit steroids fuels an un-
derground black market that has
become a $400 to $500 million indus-
try. And in an ominous trend, profes-
sional drug traffickers have been lured
by these profits and are beginning to
push a new set of poisons upon our
children.

Last year, I added an amendment to
the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 that
increased the penalty for illegal distri-
bution of steroids from a misdemeanor
to a felony, punishable by up to 3
years imprisonment. And the penalty
doubles for selling steroids to children.

When I introduced that amendment,
I said that it was only the first step in
what should be a nationwide crack-
down on steroid trafficking and abuse.
The bill that I am introducing today
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represents what I believe should be
one of the next steps in this effort.

Many illegal steroids dealers use the
U.S. mails to distribute these drugs
throughout the country. In addition,
some foreign companies in Mexico and
Europe have used direct mail solicita-
tions to encourage U.S. citizens to buy
steroids. In one blatant example, a
Mexican firm, United Pharmaceuticals
of Mexico, mailed a solicitation to U.S.
citizens giving them directions to a
hotel across the border where they
could go to buy steroids.

My bill would address these prob-
lems in two ways. First, it will make
using the mails to distribute steroids a
separate criminal offense, thus giving
postal investigators the authority to
conduct steroid investigations. And
second, it will make the solicitation of
illegal steroid sales through the mails
or any other communication device
such as the telephone a criminal of-
fense. Any person who violates either
of these provisions faces a prison sen-
tence of up to 3 years.

Once again, I would like to thank
Senator THUrRMOND for joining me in
this effort. I look forward to working
with him in the Judiciary Committee
as we try to stem the steroid abuse
problem in America.

I ask unanimous consent that the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 466

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
chapter 83 of title 18, United States Code, is
amended by adding after section 1716A the
following:

“SEc. 1716B. NONMAILABLE ANABOLIC STER-
0IDS,—

“(a) Whoever knowingly—

“(1) deposits in the mail;

“(2) causes to be deposited in the mail; or

“(3) receives by mail with intent to fur-
ther distribute,
any anabolic steroid for any use in humans
other than the treatment of disease pursu-
ant to the order of a physician, except as
otherwise permitted by law, shall be fined
under this title, imprisoned not more than 3
years, or both.

“(b) For the purposes of this section, the
term “mail” means the U.S. Postal Service
or any other interstate mailing or delivery
facility or service.

“{c) Whoever knowingly uses any commu-
nication facility as defined in subsection (b)
of section 403 of the Controlled Substances
Act (21 U.S.C. 843(b)) in committing or in
causing or facilitating the commission of
any act or acts prohibited by subsection (a)
shall be fined under this title, imprisoned
not more than three years, or both. Each
separate use of a communication facility
shall be a separate offense under this sub-
section.

“(d) Any property, real or personal, in-
volved in a violation of subsection (a) or (¢)
shall be subject to forfeiture under the pro-
cedures provided in sections 413 and 511 of
the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C.
853 or 881), with respect to criminal and
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civil forfeiture. Such forfeiture proceedings
may be carried out by the Department of
Justice or, with respect to administrative
forfeiture proceedings, by the Postal Serv-
ice.”.

(b) The table of sections for chapter 83 of
title 18, United States Code, is amended by
adding after the item for section 1716A the
following:

“1716B. Nonmailable anabolic steriods.”.

(c) Section 3001 of title 39, United States
Code, is amended by inserting “1716B,”
after “1716,".

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President,
today, I am pleased to join Senator
BipEN in introducing this important
legislation. Last year, as part of the
Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988, legisla-
tion was enacted which prohibits the
distribution of anabolic steroids for
any use in humans, other than for
medical treatment. This provision was
in response to the growing abuse of
anabolic steroids by young adults,
bodybuilders, and athletes. Ignoring
the proven side effects of steroid use,
such as cancer and sterility, people
have continued to use steroids in an
effort to make themselves stronger
and physically more attractive. With
the strong demand for these steroids,
there will always be those who at-
tempt to profit from their sale.

Despite last year's enactment of the
statute banning the distribution of
steroids, many wholesale steroids deal-
ers have been using the regular mails
to distribute their drugs. In addition,
steroid dealers from various parts of
the world have been marketing their
products in the United States through
direct-mail and telephone solicitation.

This legislation builds upon the drug
bill Congress passed last year by
making it illegal to use the mails to
distribute steroids. Those who violate
this provision would be subject to a
maximum of 3 years imprisonment
and tough criminal fines. The bill also
makes the solicitation of illegal ster-
oids sales a criminal offense and pro-
vides for the forfeiture of those assets
used to violate the statute. In effect,
this bill will give U.S. Postal Inspec-
tors the necessary jurisdiction to pro-
vide needed assistance to law enforce-
ment in the battle against illegal ster-
oid use.

Mr. President, the abuse of anabolic
steroids is a serious problem facing
this Nation. Everyday, people are
using these drugs despite the risks to
their health and even their life. We
must not stand by and watch as thou-
sands of our citizens ruin their lives
for the sake of bigger and stronger
bodies. Without question, those people
who sell steroids in violation of the
law are drug pushers. Legislation
which will punish them for their ef-
forts to distribute illegal drugs should
be swiftly considered.

I look forward to hearings on this
bill and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this important legislation.
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By Mr. SIMON (for himself and
Mr. DIxoN):

S. 467. A bill to provide for an accel-
erated implementation of an approved
demonstration project for Federal
Aviation Administration employees at
certain facilities; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transporta-
tion.

ACCELERATED IMPLEMENTATION OF AN APPROVED
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

o Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, today,
my good friend and colleague Senator
DixonN and I are introducing legisla-
tion which should significantly help
address both the safety and traffic
problems now faced by three of our
busiest airports—Los Angeles, New
York Kennedy, and Chicago O'Hare.

Several months ago, Senator Dixon,
and I, and several of our colleagues in
the other body, went through a series
of meetings with the Federal Aviation
Administration. A number of near air
misses in the Chicago airspace had in-
creased fears that there was a disaster
waiting to happen.

One of the problems the FAA has
faced at O’Hare, and other large air-
ports, is the ability to attract qualified
controllers and, over time, to retain
them. While this is only one of many
problems we fact at O'Hare, it is a crit-
ical problem. The FAA has responded
by asking the Office of Personnel
Management to use their authority to
put a pay demonstration project into
place at three of the country's largest
airports. The pay demonstration
project, authorized under civil service
reform legislation in 1976, will allow
2,000 FAA employees to be eligible to
receive an additional pay allowance of
up to 20 percent of their basic pay.
The demonstration project will last
for 5 years. Other pay demonstration
projects already initiated by the
Office of Personnel Management have
proven to be highly effective manage-
ment tools. We anticipate that this
project will do the same at O'Hare,
Kennedy, and Los Angeles Interna-
tional Airport.

Under the pay demonstration
project authority, there is a 180-day
waiting period following announce-
ment of the project, allowing com-
ments to be heard. The FAA project is
currently scheduled to be implement-
ed in May of this year. We believe the
situation at these three airports is crit-
ical enough to reduce that 180-day
waiting period. Our legislation would
allow the pay demonstration project
to start as soon as Congress passed
this legislation.

This has not been a good period for
the airline industry—anxiety is high
among consumers, carriers, and Gov-
ernment regulators. When we are
given the tools to address these con-
cerns and take constructive action to
ensure the safety of air travelers, we
should do so quickly and fully. We
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urge our colleagues to join us in
moving this legislation quickly, and al-
lowing these airports to function as
safely and efficiently as they can.e

@ Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I want
to commend my colleague, Senator
Simon, for his diligent efforts on
behalf of air traffic controllers and
the traveling community in general.
We have a mission to accomplish
today. That is to bring back confi-
dence in the air traffic system.

Up to now, we've been rather upset
at the way the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration handled the crisis in the
Chicago airspace. I am pleased with
this development, however. The pay
demonstration project that we are at-
tempting to implement will help solve
a problem that has troubled me since
the crisis began: not enough control-
lers want to work or are working in
the facilities covering our Nation's
busiest airports. What incentive is
there to work in an expensive city at a
busy facility when someone can earn
the same money in sunny climes at an
airport with moderate traffic? Abso-
lutely none until now.

The demonstration project must be
implemented soon. That is why Sena-
tor StmoN and I have introduced this
bill. The traveling public needs to
know that we take their safety serious-
ly, and our Nation's air traffic control-
lers and support staff need to know
that we take their jobs seriously. I
urge the Senate to take immediate
action on this bill and send the right
signals about our commitment to air
safety.e

By Mr. REID (for himself, Mr.
Burpick, Mr. Apams, Mr.
Bogren, Mr. ConNraDp, Mr. Moy-
NIHAN, Mr. SanForp, Mr. Dobpp,
Mr. LevinN of Michigan and Mr.
BRYAN):

S. 469. A bill to amend the enforce-
ment provisions of the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971; to the
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion.

FEDERAL ELECTION ENFORCEMENT ACT

Mr. REID. Mr. President, today I am
introducing a bill to provide for more
effective enforcement of our Federal
election laws. I am proud to be joined
in this effort by original cosponsors
Senators BURDICK, Apams, BOREN,
CONRAD, MOYNIHAN, SANFORD, Dobp,
Levin of Michigan and BRYAN.

We talk a great deal in this Chamber
about the need to change our election
laws, and I agree wholeheartedly with
the reforms suggested in S. 137, Sena-
tor BoreN's Senatorial Election Cam-
paign Act of 1989. In fact, I am an
original cosponsor of that bill. But, in
addition to these reforms, we must ad-
dress the issue of enforcement. After
all, what good are our laws if they are
not enforced? Currently, the penalties
for election law violations are too
little, too late. As Germond and Wit-
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cover pointed out in an article that ap-
peared in the Baltimore Evening Sun
last month, the message of FEC en-
forcement is ‘“we can only lock the
barn after the horse is stolen.”

Candidates can win elections by vio-
lating election laws. Often they are
not penalized at all, and even if they
are penalized—the fines amount to a
mere slap on the wrist, years after the
violation occurred. This hardly deters
the successful candidate.

The Federal Election Enforcement
Act addresses this problem by shorten-
ing the process and making the penal-
ties more severe.

Currently, the law provides caps on
penalties. This has led to ridiculously
low penalties for serious violations of
the law. This bill would change that
by providing for minimum penalties
equal to the amount of the violation.
Only this way can we encourage
people to know and abide by the law.
In addition, the bill reduces the time
required for conciliation agreements
and provides minimum penalties that
will limit the negotiating posture of al-
leged violaters. The Federal Election
Enforcement Act also includes techni-
cal changes in Federal Election Law
providing the FEC with the authority
to issue injunctions and replacing the
“reason to believe” standard with the
Federal rules 12(b)(6) standard of fail-
ure to state a claim. The bill also ad-
dresses the problem caused by the
often partisan 3-3 votes of the Com-
mission which stop enforcement in its
tracks. Under FEEA, the party alleg-
ing a violation will be given a private
right of action in cases where the
Commission fails to act because of a 3-
3 vote. The bill also provides for the
award of attorney's fees to the prevail-
ing party.

The message this bill sends is a
simple one: if we are going to have
election laws, lets enforce them, if we
are going to penalize violaters, lets
have penalties that deter violations.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
rise in strong support of the Fair Cam-
paign Enforcement Act introduced
today by my good friend from Nevada
Senator Remp. This bill, which I sup-
ported in the 100th Congress, takes a
belated first step to correct one of the
long neglected problems of guarantee-
ing fair elections: Poor enforcement of
campaign laws, something that often
gives an advantage to those breaking
the law, and penalizes those abiding
by it. While the Senate was dead-
locked on campaign finance reform
measures last Congress, there is hope
that we will take a bipartisan step
toward reform this time.

My frustration with the enforce-
ment of campaign finance law is borne
from firsthand experience. In 1982, I
was targeted for defeat by a political
smear organization called the National
Conservative Political Action Commit-
tee, or NCPAC. NCPAC is now
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swamped with debt and all but de-
funct, but in the early 1980's, it effec-
tively slung mud and grossly violated
campaign laws in its attempts to
defeat liberal lawmakers. During my
campaign, the director of NCPAC’s
supposedly independent advertising
campaign in New York State was also
on the payroll of one of my Republi-
can opponents. This in complete viola-
tion of Federal campaign law.

In January 1982, the New York
State Democratic Committee filed suit
against NCPAC and my opponent.
More than 2 years later, the Federal
Election Commission [FEC] finally
filed suit against NCPAC. More than 2
years after that, a U.S. district court
judge ruled that NCPAC had violated
campaign law, forcing the group to
settle with the FEC. Three and one-
half years had passed since the elec-
tion had been decided.

Fortunately, this long delay had no
effect on the ultimate outcome of the
election. But it might have. The perpe-
trators of the crime banked on the
fact that by the time they were caught
and punished, the damage they sought
to inflict would be long done. And this
was not an isolated incident. Mr. Presi-
dent, I submit that it is damaging to
the integrity of the democratic process
to give such an advantage to the law-
breakers that crimes are practically
encouraged and rewarded. We must
takes steps to ensure that the Federal
Election Commission has no excuse
for not carrying out its mission swiftly
and effectively, and to ensure that
elections cannot be stolen.

I believe the Fair Campaign Enforce-
ment Act is one such step. The bill will
require substantial penalties for viola-
tions of the law. It will require that
the FEC take action more quickly
against alleged violations. It will
permit quicker access to the courts
when the Commission fails to reason-
ably pursue a violation. These
changes, I believe, will begin to tip the
balance away from the lawbreaker,
and ensure that election laws are
fairly—and promptly—enforced.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an editorial from the Wash-
ington Post on the not-so-swift en-
forcement of Federal campaign law be
included in the REcorp at this point.

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

[From the Washington Post, May 22, 1986]
THE FEC's Goop NEws

The good news is that the Federal Elec-
tion Commission has won victories in two
important cases. The bad news is—well, you
begin to get the idea when you know that
the cases arose in the 1982 and 1984 cam-
paigns. The FEC has done a good job of
closing the barn door, but the barn has been
empty for years. The question is now
whether, in comparable future cases, the
commission can get it closed in time.
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The first of these victories came in a case
brought against NCPAC concerning the
1982 senatorial campaign of Bruce Caputo.
NCPAC (under the name of “New Yorkers
Fed Up With Moynihan”) made what it
claimed were “independent expenditures”
substantially above the amount it could con-
tribute directly to Mr. Caputo's campaign.
That's legal, so long as “independent”
means what it says—i.e., that there is no col-
lusion or contact between the contributor
and any candidate who is a beneficiary. But
in this case both NCPAC and the Caputo
campaign used the same pollster, Arthur
Finkelstein. They could hardly be said to be
independent unless the Caputo side of Mr.
Finkelstein's brain refrained from communi-
cating with the NCPAC side. The FEC sued
NCPAC and won in federal court in Man-
hattan—but not until last Friday.

The second case was brought against the
National Congressional Club and Jefferson
Marketing, both controlled by associates of
Sen. Jesse Helms. The charge is that Jeffer-
son Marketing provided services to Helms-
backed candidates at rates so far below
market rates that they amounted to contri-
butions above the limits set by law. Jeffer-
son Marketing has signed a consent decree,
agreeing to separate its ownership from the
Congressional Club and to pay a $10,000
fine. This may prevent future violations.
But a $10,000 fine seems a small price to pay
for a violation that may have affected the
outcome of a Senate campaign in which $26
million was spent and which was decided by
86,000 votes of 2.2 million cast.

These cases may be moot for most of the
parties concerned: Mr. Caputo, for one,
withdrew from the 1982 race long before the
election, when it was revealed that his claim
to have served in the military was false;
NCPAC has had its financial woes of late.
But the principles remain important, and
the results show that the commission can do
something about those who wink at the law.
The mystery is why these cases took so
long.

For this some blame must go to the de-
fendants, who predictably delayed things as
much as they could, and some to the courts;
the FEC went to court against NCPAC in
February 1984 and against Jefferson Mar-
keting in February 1985. But blame must
also go to the commission. These violations
were about as clear-cut as one can find, and
the complaints were brought well before the
elections. Yet the FEC took 20 months to
find probable cause that NCPAC violated
the law—14 months after the election. In
the Jefferson Marketing case, the commis-
sion made its finding 17 months after the
complaint and three weeks before the elec-
tion; but it allowed another four months for
“conciliation.” The FEC needs to act more
quickly. As things now stand, those who
obey the law are not to be put at an unfair
disadvantage by those who violate it.

By Mr. EXON:

S. 470. A bill to provide better bus
transportation services for residents of
rural areas, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs.

RURAL BUS SERVICES ACT

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I am
proud to introduce a bill designed to
improve bus transportation services
for residents of rural areas.

In August 1988, the surface trans-
portation subcommittee held a hear-
ing in Omaha, NE, on passenger bus
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service, which followed a 2-day confer-
ence on reconnecting rural America.
At that hearing we focused on the ade-
quacy of existing interstate and inter-
city passenger bus service, the pros-
pects for continuation of service and
the need for a redistribution of Feder-
al and State transportation funding to
ensure continued service.

There is no doubt that rural Amer-
ica has been affected by the operation
and structure of the bus industry since
enactment of the Bus Regulatory
Reform Act of 1982. By utilizing
market freedoms under the 1982
reform act, carriers discontinued many
unprofitable routes, and smaller carri-
ers have established service in areas
where demand still exists.

An analysis by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission found that between
1982 and 1986, approximately 3,400
communities, nine-tenths of them
with populations of under 10,000, lost
all intercity bus service.

In my home State of Nebraska, a
good example of this nationwide prob-
lem for rural transportation is cur-
rently taking place. It involves the
possible loss of the only intercity bus
service through northern Nebraska,
which runs from Omaha through
northern Nebraska and up to Rapid
City, SD.

The loss of this Black Hills Stateline
route would end intercity bus service
through such major northern Nebras-
ka cities as Norfolk, Neligh, O'Neill,
Bassett, Valentine, Rushville, Cha-
dron, Ainsworth, and others. Only two
of those cities have air service under
the essential air services program.
None of those cities is served by
Amtrak.

However, this particular problem in
Nebraska is hardly unique throughout
rural America. There is clearly a need
for some creative and innovative ap-
proaches and the establishment of a
new rural transportation policy.

The legislation I am introducing
today, known as the Rural Bus Serv-
ices Act, specifically provides assist-
ance to States and local communities
facing loss of intercity bus service.

After deregulation of the airline in-
dustry, a safety net program was im-
plemented to assist in keeping essen-
tial air service in smaller cities and
communities threatened by loss of
service. Intercity rail passenger trans-
portation has Amtrak for essential rail
transportation. Although there was
language originally establishing a
safety net program for intercity bus
transportation, it was eventually delet-
ed from the 1982 Bus Deregulation
Act prior to its final passage. This leg-
islation revives that program, with
some modification, and funds this pro-
gram by changing distribution of
urban mass transportation funds.

The bill also increases the minimum
share of funds allocated to provide
transportation assistance to nonurban-
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ized areas from the current 2.93 per-
cent to 7 percent of total funds. That
is a modest request.

For far too long, smaller communi-
ties and rural areas have not received
an adequate share of UMTA resources.
Out of the 7 percent funding mix cre-
ated by this legislation, 1 percent or
one-seventh of these funds would be
available to carry out the new pro-
gram for the improvement of intercity
bus service, and for the establishment
and maintenance of certain rural
feeder services. The remainder would
be available to help out existing rural
transit programs.

I hope this legislation will provide
the necessary tools for States and the
incentives for existing transit provid-
ers to bring passengers from rural
areas to hub cities, thereby linking
local communities with other intercity
carriers, as well as expand programs
such as the Rural Connection Pro-
gram initiated recently by Greyhound.

The bill also provides for the estab-
lishment of a pilot program to assess
the feasibility of combining express
pickup and delivery of small packages
with passenger transportation in rural
areas. Currently, rural transit systems
can feed passengers to intercity carri-
ers but are generally prevented from
providing package delivery because of
barriers established by State regula-
tory commissions,

A requirement of the legislation
would be that DOT conduct a study to
determine the extent to which this
kind of limited pickup and delivery
and passenger service is dependent
upon Federal preemption of State reg-
ulation.

It is my hope that this bill will bring
greater equity to our national trans-
portation funding policy, increase as-
sistance for transit in rural areas, and
increase the mobility of the groups
recognized as most dependent on
intercity bus transportation, such as
the poor, the elderly, and the handi-
capped. I urge my colleagues to join
me in this effort.

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

8. 470

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Rural Bus Services
Act”.

INTERCITY BUS SERVICE

Sec. 2. The Urban Mass Transportation
Act of 1964 (49 App. U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:

“INTERCITY BUS SERVICE

“Sec. 26. (a) The Secretary is autorized to
make grants for the initiation, improve-
ment, or continuation of intercity bus serv-
ice, and for the establishment and mainte-
nance of rural feeder services, for residents
of rural areas and residents of urban places
designated by the Bureau of the Census as
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having populations of 5,000 or more which
are not within an urbanized area.

“(b) Grants for the initiation, improve-
ment, or continuation of intercity bus serv-
ice under subsection (a) of this section shall
be made only to States and local public
bodies and agencies thereof, only for pay-
ment of operating expenses incurred in fur-
nishing such intercity bus service, and shall
not exceed 30 percent of the net cost of
such an operating expenses project. The re-
mainder of such cost shall be provided in
cash from sources other than Federal funds.
Such grants shall be subject to such other
terms, conditions, and requirements as the
Secretary may consider necessary to pro-
mote the initiation, improvement, or con-
tinuation of privately owned and operated
intercity bus service. To the maximum
extent feasible, assistance shall be distribut-
ed by the Secretary only for privately
owned intercity bus companies to subsidize
deficit operations considering the profitabil-
ity of the route as a whole. The determina-
tion of profitability shall include all income
generated by the route and only direct costs
of the operation of the route. In making any
such grant with respect to service in a par-
ticular general area, the Secretary shall give
preference to applications involving a pri-
vate bus operator which lawfully has pro-
vided intercity bus service within that area
during the 1-year period preceding the date
of application for such a grant, as compared
to applications involving proposals for such
service by any other operator.

“(c) Grants for the establishment and
maintenance of rural feeder services under
subsection (a) of this section shall be made
only to States and local public bodies there-
of in order to provide financial and other in-
centive for such establishment and mainte-
nance. Such incentives may include—

“(1) supplemental operating assistance to
permit daily service;

“(2) extension of authorized operating
hours to facilitate connections with bus and
railroad services that operate in nationwide
interstate commerce;

“(3) subsidization of fares; and

“(4) establishment of a special fund to pay
for the marketing of rural connections and
rural feeder services.

*(d) As used in this section, the term—

“(1) ‘intercity bus service’ means transpor-
tation provided to the public by a private
bus operator authorized to transport pas-
sengers in interstate commerce by the Inter-
state Commerce Commission or in intrastate
commerce by a State regulatory commission
or comparable State agency (A) between
one urban place as designated in accordance
with subsection (a) and another such urban
place, (B) between such an urban place and
an urbanized area, or (C) between one ur-
banized area and another urbanized area,
through rural areas or such urban places, or
both, except that the term does not include
local service;, and

“(2) 'rural feeder services' means transpor-
tation provided to the public which is de-
signed to facilitate connections between a
rural area and bus and railroad services that
operate in nationwide interstate com-
merce.”.

FUNDING FOR RURAL PROGRAMS

Sec. 3. (a) Section 21 of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 (49 App. U.S.C.
1617) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)1), by striking “sec-
tions 9 and 18" and inserting in lieu thereof
“sections 9, 18, and 26""; and

(2) by amending subsection (e) to read as
follows:
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“(e) For each of fiscal years 1987 through
1989, 2,93 percent of the aggregate funds
made available for sections 9, 18, and 26 and
section 9B under subsections (a)(1) and (b)
of this section shall be available to carry out
sections 18 and 26. For each of fiscal years
1990 through 1992, 7 percent of such aggre-
gate funds shall be available to carry out
sections 18 and 26, of which 1 percent of
such agegregate funds shall be available to
carry out section 26. All amounts made
available for sections 18 and 26 shall be
from funds appropriated under subsection
(a).”.

(b) Section 9(a)2) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 (49 App. U.S.C.
1607a(a)2)) is amended by inserting imme-
diately before the period at the end the fol-
lowing: *“, except that for each of fiscal
years 1990 through 1992, not to exceed 84.36
per centum shall be available for such ex-
penditure’.

EXPRESS PICKUP AND DELIVERY OF SMALL
PACKAGES

Sec. 4. (a)(1) The Secretary of Transporta-
tion shall establish pilot projects for the
purpose of providing incentives for rural
feeder services (as defined under section 26
of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1964) to combine express pickup and deliv-
ery of small packages with passenger trans-
portation.

(2) The Secretary shall, not later than 9
months after the date of enactment of this
Act, make grants for the projects referred
to in paragraph (1), which shall not exceed
18 months in duration. The grants shall be
made only to States and local public bodies
and agencies thereof and shall not exceed
20 percent of the net cost of providing such
pickup and delivery. The remainder of such
cost shall be provided from sources other
than Federal funds.

(3) In making grants under this section,
the Secretary shall, in consultation with the
Interstate Commerce Commission, give pref-
erence to applicants which—

(A) demonstrate a serious community
need for such pickup and delivery, in light
of such circumstances as availability and
proximity of existing pickup and delivery
services; and

(B) propose services by private bus opera-
tors with proven expertise in intercity bus
services (as defined under section 26 of the
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964)
which possess a reasonable likelihood of
continuing such pickup and delivery after
grant assistance under this section has ter-
minated.

(4) No grant under this section shall be
made after September 30, 1991.

(5) Section 4(i) of the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1964 (49 App. U.S.C.
1603(i)) is amended by inserting, immediate-
ly before the period at the end of the first
sentence, the following: *, including projects
referred to in section 4(a)1) of the Rural
Bus Services Act".

(b) The Secretary shall conduct a study to
evaluate the extent to which such pickup
and delivery is dependent upon Federal pre-
emption of State regulation. The Secretary
shall, not later than 12 months after the
date of enactment of this Act, report to
Congress on the results of such study.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself
and Mr. SIMPSON):

S. 472. A bill to amend the Foreign
Relations Authorization Act, fiscal
years 1988 and 1989, to extend the
period during which aliens may not be

February 28, 1989

denied visas on certain grounds, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.
CLARIFICATIONS TO MC CARRAN-WALTER
PROVISIONS

® Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce a bill, for
myself and Mr. SimpsoN, which clari-
fies modifications made last year in
the Foreign Operations Appropria-
tions Act, fiscal year 1989 to section
901 of the Foreign Relations Authori-
zation Act, fiscal years 1988 and 1989.
Section 901 concerns the exclusion of
aliens from the United States on the
basis of their political beliefs. Due to
drafting errors, the law was not as
clear as it might be. This bill goes
some way to clarify that law. I am
pleased to say that this bill has the
support of the chairman and ranking
member of the Committee on Foreign
Relations. I hope we can look forward
to its early passage.@

By Mr. GRAMM:

S. 474. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to deny the
adjudication of certain political
asylum claims made in the United
S_tates; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

POLITICAL ASYLUM APPLICATION REFORM ACT OF

1989

® Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, today I
am introducing legislation that seeks
to close a loophole in our immigration
law which has been exploited by refu-
gees from throughout Central Amer-
ica. The result of this activity is that
small communities in south Texas
have been overwhelmed as they strug-
gle to cope with the thousands of
people who have streamed into the
United States.

Most of these individuals have re-
quested political asylum after they
have reached the United States. Under
existing law, an asylum request initi-
ates a specific administrative and judi-
cial process which can take years to
conclude if every appeal right is exer-
cised and if the individual seeking
asylum is determined to exploit every
conceivable avenue that the law cur-
rently allows to be explored in the
asylum process.

The problem that we have, Mr.
President, is that the U.S. political
asylum process was designed to accom-
modate a single, unique circumstance.
It was never designed to accommodate
tens of thousands of requests made by
individuals who clearly do not meet
the threshold test of political asylum,
“# = * a well founded fear of persecu-
tion * * *” in their homeland.

Most of the refugees appearing in
south Texas and requesting political
asylum have had to pass through one
or more countries in order to get to
the United States and make their
asylum claims. If they were truly flee-
ing political oppression, it would seem
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as though they would either be apply-
ing for asylum in one of the nations
that they must pass through in order
to reach the United States or that
they would exercise their right to
apply for refugee status before reach-
ing the United States.

However, neither of these options
would provide the benefits that can be
obtained by actually reaching the
United States and making the asylum
claim. In many cases, once the asylum
process has begun, the potential asylee
is free to travel throughout the United
States, obtain a job, and either begin
the process of assimilation or begin
working the legal process as I have de-
scribed.

President Bush and Attorney Gener-
al Thornburgh have moved to control
the situation in south Texas by send-
ing additional Border Patrol and Im-
migration and Naturalization Service
personnel to the area. The INS is de-
taining political asylum applicants and
this policy has already resulted in a
dramatic reduction in the number of
individuals requesting political
asylum. These administrative proce-
dures have had their intended effect
but, in my opinion, we need a perma-
nent, legislative solution as well.

In order to close this loophole, I am
introducing legislation which will
mandate that individuals seeking
asylum in the United States who come
from North, Central or South Ameri-
can nations and who have traveled
through a third nation, a so-called safe
haven country, on their way to the
United States, must file their applica-
tion for asylum while they are in the
safe haven nation.

In other words, I propose to restrict
the processing of political asylum re-
quests made in the United States by
individuals who have had an opportu-
nity to make such a request before
they actually arrive here. Such re-
quests could be made at U.S. Embassy
or consular facilities or perhaps at
sites which the State Department may
wish to designate for such purposes.

The bill provides for expedited ex-
clusion and deportation proceedings
for those who violate the new asylum
request procedure.

By closing this loophole in this
manner, we will still be able to protect
those who are fleeing oppression and
have a legitimate fear for their safety
but we will thwart those who would
bend the system to their own designs.

I encourage my colleagues to review
this proposal and work to ensure its
swift enactment. 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
REcoRb, as follows:

8. 474

Be il enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the '‘Political
Asylum Application Reform Act of 1989,
SEC. 2. AMENDMENT TO THE IMMIGRATION AND

NATIONALITY ACT.

Section 208 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1158(a)) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking out “(a)
The” and inserting in lieu thereof *“(a)
Except as provided in subsection (d), the";
and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(dX1) No claim for asylum by any alien
entrant in the United States may be adjudi-
cated except on the limited grounds of para-
graph (2) if the alien—

“(A) is a native of a country in North,
South, or Central America; and

“(B) who—

“(i) had the opportunity in a safe haven
country to file an application (or maintain
an application previously filed) for refugee
status in the United States; and

*(ii) either (I) did not file or maintain an
application in any safe haven country or
(II) filed or maintained an application and
refugee status was denied or a decision on
refugee status was pending on the date of
the alien’s entry into the United States.

“(2XA) For each alien applying for asylum
in the United States, an immigration officer
shall make an initial determination as to
whether such alien is ineligible for asylum
under paragraph (1). The burden of proof is
on the alien to demonstrate that he is not
ineligible for asylum under paragraph (1).

*“(B) If the immigration officer determines
such ineligibility, then the alien shall be ex-
cluded or deported from the United States.
The decision of the immigration officer is
final, conclusive, and not subject to adminis-
trative appeal or judicial review. A denial of
a claim of asylum under this subsection
shall also be treated as a denial of a request
for withholding of deportation under sec-
tion 243(h).

‘“(3) Any alien excluded or deported from
the United States under paragraph (2) may
file, without prejudice, an application in a
safe haven country for refugee status in the
United States.

‘“(4) For purposes of paragraph (1), an
alien shall be deemed to have had the op-
portunity in a safe haven country to file an
application (or maintain an application pre-
viously filed) for refugee status in the
United States if—

“(A) the alien transited or resided in that
country before the alien’s entry into the
United States; and

*“(B) the alien was not—

“(i) in the custody of governmental au-
thorities for the duration of the alien’s stay
in that country; or

“(ii) on board a vessel or air carrier which
did not disembark passengers in that coun-
try.
“(5) The Attorney General and the Secre-
tary of State shall prescribe such regula-
tions as may be necessary to carry out this
subsection.

“(6) It is the sense of the Congress that
the President should take into account the
number of asylum claims denied under para-
graph (2) in making his determination of
refugee admissions for a fiscal year pursu-
ant to section 207(a) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act.

“(T) For purposes of this subsection—

“(A) the term ‘alien entrant in the United
States’ means an alien—

“(i) who—
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*(I) was paroled into the United States
and has not acquired any other status under
the Immigration and Nationality Act;

“(II) is the subject of exclusion or depor-
tation proceedings under the Immigration
and Nationality Act; or

“(II1) was not lawfully admitted to the
United States and has an application for
asylum pending with the Immigration and
Naturalization Service; and

“(ii) with respect to whom a final, nonap-
pealable, and legally enforceable order of
exclusion or deportation has not been en-
tered; and

“(B) the term ‘safe haven country’ means
a country (other than the country of the
alien's nationality or, in the case of an alien
having no nationality, a country other than
the country of the alien's last habitual resi-
dence) with which the United States has
consular relations.”.

SEC. 3. APPLICABILITY OF PROVISIONS,

The amendments made by subsection (a)
shall apply to aliens entering the United
States on or after the date of enactment of
this Act.

By Mr. SIMON:

S. 475. A bill to authorize a certifi-
cate of documentation for a vessel; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

DOCUMENTATION OF A VESSEL

@ Mr, SIMON. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation that
would grant a waiver for documenta-
tion of a vessel located in Illinois. The
vessel is operated on Lake Michigan by
Margaret Montvid, a licensed U.S.
merchant marine captain, and her
husband. The Montvids’ daughter pur-
chased the vessel for $30,000 with the
understanding that it would be eligible
for redocumentation for a Great Lakes
Trade Endorsement in time for the
start of the coho salmon season start-
ing in April last year.

Title 46, United States Code, togeth-
er with the Jones Act, requires that
vessels engaged in domestic coastwide
trade be built and documented in the
United States. These laws apply to all
vessels irrespective of size or intended
use. Furthermore, these provisions of
law permanently terminate the coast-
wise privileges for U.S. built vessels
that are later sold to foreign citizens.
The owner must be able to provide all
the documents establishing U.S. man-
ufacture and U.S. citizenship of the
builder and each individual in the
chain of ownership.

Nancy Ann, official number 901962,
was listed in the Boat Manufacturer’s
guide as a Baja 31 Fisherman built in
1975 by the Southampton Marine Co.
in Berlin, NJ. This company went out
of business in 1975, and the manufac-
turer’'s agent, Premier Sport’s Marine,
a disadvantaged business enterprise
cannot be located. The boat has had
11 owners and documentation is miss-
ing for only 2 including Premier
Sport’s Marine. Marine Loan Security
sent certified letters to all the others,
but it was only after repeated phone
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calls by Mrs. Montvid, that many of
these previous owners responded.

Now, over a year after the boat was
purchased and the Montvids invested
an additional $15,000 in Nancy Ann
for instrumentation and fishing equip-
ment, this legislation will permit them
to join other commercial charter oper-
ators at the new Northpoint Marina
ner Zion, IL.

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. 475

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, Notwith-
standing sections 12105, 12106, 12107, and
12108 of title 46, United States Code, and
section 27 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1920
(46 App. U.S.C. 883), as applicable on the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
of the department in which the Coast
Guard is operating may issue a certificate of
documentation for the vessel Nancy Ann,
United States official number 901962.@

By Mr. SIMON:

S. 476. A bill to increase the number
of refugee admission numbers allocat-
ed for Eastern Europe/Soviet Union
and East Asia; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

REFUGEE EMERGENCY ADMISSIONS ACT

® Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise to
introduce legislation on a matter not
of concern not only in my home State,
but throughout the world. I am refer-
ring to the inability of our Govern-
ment to accommodate the needs of
persecuted religious minorities from
the Soviet Union and Eastern bloc na-
tions.

I, as well as many of my colleagues,
have become increasingly concerned
about the refugee situation in Rome
and Vienna involving Soviet Jews,
Poles, and others fleeing persecution
in that part of the world. Neither the
State Department nor the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service seem
adequately prepared to process the in-
creasing numbers and I am disturbed
that the President has yet to propose
additional visa numbers and funding
to the Congress.

What otherwise would be a historic
opportunity for freedom for tens of
thousands is turning into a bureau-
cratic nightmare. The available details
about INS processing of refugee appli-
cations in Rome, as well as projections
for future flows, dictate that immedi-
ate action be taken.

Today, therefore, I am introducing
legislation requiring the President to
increase our refugee admissions num-
bers by 39,000 for this fiscal year. The
39,000 admissions will be allocated for
25,000 Soviet refugees and 7,500 East-
ern European refugees. In addition,
my legislation will restore the visa
numbers for Southeast Asian refugees
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which the President reallocated as an
emergency measure in anticipation of
this crisis. I share the belief of many
of my friends in the Jewish communi-
ty that we should not balance this
crisis on the backs of Southeast Asian
refugees or any other refugees.

We are in danger of losing a historic
opportunity for freedom for Soviet
Jews. I believe my legislation is a first
step to enable us to fully address their
needs and give us time for more long-
term workable solutions. I urge my
colleagues to join me.

I ask unanimous consent that the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 476

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

SECTION 1. INCREASE IN REFUGEE ADMISSIONS

FOR EASTERN EUROPE/SOVIET UNION
AND FOR EAST ASIA.

(a) INn GeNeraL—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the President shall,
in addition to the worldwide refugee admis-
sions determined by the President for fiscal
year 1989, increase such number by 39,000
refugee admission numbers, to be allocated
as follows:

(1) 25,000 numbers shall be allocated for
Soviet refugees.

(2) 7,500 numbers shall be allocated for
Eastern European refugees.

(3) 5,000 numbers shall be allocated under
the Orderly Departure Program for East
Asian refugees.

(4) 1,000 numbers shall be allocated for
first asylum refugees from East Asia.

(5) 500 numbers shall be allocated for ref-
ugees from the Near East and South East.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary to provide
assistance necessary for the admission of
refugees under subsection (a).@

By Mr. MACK (for himself and
Mr. GRAHAM):

S. 477. A bill to require the use, in
Federal formula grant programs, of
adjusted census data, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

FAIR SHARE ACT

® Mr. MACK. Mr. President, today I
am introducing legislation to ensure
that Federal funds are channeled back
to States in the manner reflecting the
intent of Congress. The Fair Share
Act of 1989 would ensure that Federal
funds to States are allocated in accord-
ance with population counts based on
the most recent available data, instead
of outdated population estimates.

All we need to do is require the vari-
ous agencies of the Federal Govern-
ment to use data which is currently
published by the Bureau of the
Census. Annual updates are already
generated by Census and the agencies,
of course, routinely calculate State al-
locations of Federal funds. It's just a
matter of requiring the agencies to
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plug in the most recent data into their
formulas.

Right now, agencies pursue a
random and somewhat haphazard way
of allocating Federal funds. Some
agencies use annual updated census
figures; some use only old decennial
census data; some generate their own
data; and some use various figures for
various programs.

The General Accounting Office has
published a study in 1987 showing 51
Federal grants programs that use de-
cennial census data in allocating funds
to States. America is an increasingly
mobile society. Federal grant pro-
grams based on population should re-
flect this mobility. Not considering
this mobility means that States with
growing populations, such as those in
the Sun Belt, are unfairly penalized.

My home State of Florida had a pop-
ulation of 9,746,324 in 1980. By 1988,
Florida's population had grown to
12,377,000—an increase of 26 percent.
In 1987, Florida had become the
fourth largest State in the Nation. To
ignore Florida's dramatic population
growth in the last 8 years is to defy
the intent of Congress when it initiat-
ed these population-based grant pro-
grams. These are dollars which are not
only much needed by the State, but
funds which should be returned to
Florida, according to Congress, the
result is that Floridians see far fewer
of their tax dollars returned to them
than they should.

It is not necessary to use old popula-
tion data. We have annual population
updates produced by the Bureau of
the Census every July that are auto-
matically distributed to every agency
in the Government. No one questions
the reliability of these updates. It just
makes good sense to use them. Many
Federal program administrators al-
ready use these updates. All programs
should use them.

Mr. President, I would like to cite
the findings of a report released by
the Sun Belt Institute. The research,
conducted by Dr. Bernard Weinstein,
is extremely illuminating. Dr. Wein-
stein’'s analysis reaches three impor-
tant conclusions:

First, since 1950, the Sun Belt's
share of Federal grants has fallen dra-
matically while the position of other
regions has improved.

Second, this shift has exacerbated,
not improved, economic dislocations
affecting much of the Sun Belt.

Third, the reason for the regional
imbalance is clearly biased and misdi-
rected Federal formula grants, and a
steady flow of Federal procurement
dollars to States outside of the Sun
Belt.

The legislation I am introducing
today will not solve all of the problems
linked to Federal funding and popula-
tion shifts. But it will address the part
of the problem easiest to solve. We can
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and should eliminate the gross distor-
tions in Federal allocations to States
resulting from the use of outdated
population figures. I am also asking
the General Accounting Office to
update their study of grant formulas
with special attention to this problem.

The Fair Share Act of 1989 which I
am introducing today also includes an
important safety feature: The Office
of Management and Budget would be
required to compile a list of all Federal
grant programs that use decennial
census data. When the law’s require-
ment for the use of annual updates
kicks in, OMB could grant a waiver for
a program where use of such an
update would be inappropriate.

I would like to urge my colleagues to
support the Fair Share Act of 1989.@

By Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr.
PEeLL, Mr. HaTcH, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. SIMON,
Mr. CocHRAN, and Mr. CHAFEE):

S. 478. A bill to provide Federal as-
sistance to the National Board for Pro-
fessional Teaching Standards; to the
Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

NATIONAL BOARD FOR PROFESSIONAL TEACHING

STANDARDS ACT
@ Mr. DODD. Mr. President, today I
am introducing legislation to provide
$25 million over 3 years to the Nation-
al Board for Professional Teaching
Standards for the research and devel-
opment of equitable and comprehen-
sive methods of assessment for the vol-
untary certification of teachers. I am
pleased to have my colleagues, Sena-
tors PeLL, HatcH, KENNEDY, MATSU-
NAGA, SiMoN, CocHRAN, and CHAFEE
join me today as cosponsors of this
legislation.

The nonprofit Board for Profession-
al Teaching Standards was created in
1987, pursuant to the recommenda-
tions of the Carnegie Forum outlined
in “A Nation Prepared: Teachers for
the 21st Century.” The board, chaired
by James B., Hunt, Jr., former Gover-
nor of North Carolina, has designed
the voluntary certification process to
parallel, and not conflict with or re-
place, State licensing. Two-thirds of
the members of the national board are
from the teaching profession and one-
third from State and local government
and school administration. The volun-
tary nature of the certification process
would give teachers the option of par-
ticipation. I am joined by nearly every
segment of the education community
in support of the board.

Why should we provide Federal
funds to a private organization to es-
tablish a national board for teacher
certification? The answer lies in the
educational challenge facing America
today.

We are adopting an unusual ap-
proach because of the unusual prob-
lem. As our Nation strives to develop
an educational system that will enable
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us to compete in the increasingly com-
petitive international marketplace,
more than a few obstacles stand in the
way of educational excellence. Our
problems are myriad. Thirty percent
of our youth are dropping out of
school. On a recent international test,
U.S. students scored far below those of
our economic competitors on math
and science problems. School districts
around the Nation are facing short-
ages of math, science, and foreign lan-
guage teachers. It is also estimated
that as many as two-thirds of active
teachers will be retiring by the year
2000. Furthermore, schools are tack-
ling such complex problems as drugs,
teenage pregnancy, and violence.

The private sector is already feeling
the pinch of fewer and fewer workers
skilled to fill job openings. States with
the lowest unemployment rates, like
Connecticut, are struggling to fill va-
cancies within their companies. With
over 50 percent of mothers with young
children working and one out of four
children living in poverty, schools
today are required to do more than
teach. Many, State and local govern-
ments are committed to meeting the
educational challenges of the next
decade, but in light of the severity of
the problems, they are also encourag-
ing Federal and private initiatives to
assist their efforts.

With these challenges in mind, we
need to consider the advantages of pri-
vate efforts to help bolster the educa-
tional system. The responsibility of
educating our Nation's youth is not
solely the responsibility of our schools.
It is essential that the private sector
contribute to the education and train-
ing of our Nation’s youth. The Nation-
al Board for Professional Teaching
Standards is a unique example of a
private sector initiative aimed at doing
just that.

The national certification board at-
tempts to enhance the quality of
teaching by setting a high national
standard of teaching excellence. The
board’s focus on teachers is unique. It
recognizes that teachers are the back-
bone of our schools. It recognizes that
they are faced each day with the chal-
lenge to motivate and teach our youth.
A voluntary certification process
would provide national continuity and
respect to the teaching force. It would
give teachers a means of distinguish-
ing their ability at a national level and
emphasize the national concern for
quality teaching.

Now that I have painted a grim, but
realistic picture of the challenges
facing our educational infrastructure
and the important role of teachers, let
me point to the utility of a national
certification process. First, it would
complement the efforts on behalf of
Federal, State, and local governments
to strive for education excellence. It is
a well-known fact that our educational
system needs bolstering. The board’s
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efforts to identify high standards of
teaching and recognize those teachers
who meet those standards, would be
most beneficial to enhancement of our
educational system.

Second, the board would reinforce
the need for school systems to attract
and keep quality teachers. For too
many years, we have neglected to give
teachers the respect they deserve.
And, the nature of the marketplace
and the conditions of our educational
system make the need for qualified
and committed teachers greater today
than ever before.

Third, the board’'s research conduct-
ed on assessment techniques would be
a valuable resource to States consider-
ing changes in their licensing exams.

Additionally, the same research
would be available to graduate and un-
dergraduate teacher education pro-
grams. Such programs would be able
to utilize assessment techniques for
the development of course work for
new teachers.

‘While the board will operate private-
ly, outside the realm of the Federal,
State, and local commitment to educa-
tion, a contribution from the Federal
Government to the research and de-
velopment of the methods of assess-
ment will help the board establish the
certification process by 1993. My legis-
lation would help assure that the as-
sessment methods used to qualify
teachers for certification are thorough
and fair. The bill does not provide as-
sistance for administrative costs. The
legislation also requires that the Fed-
eral funds be matched dollar for dollar
by the funds raised privately by the
board.

In closing, a national certification
will give teachers a set of national
standards they can use to gain well-de-
served recognition and respect for
their abilities. I believe it would help
raise teaching standards, performance,
and pay, and thus improve the effec-
tiveness and quality of teaching. The
assessment techniques would provide
more uniform national criteria for
States to use in the upgrading of li-
censing standards and teacher educa-
tion programs. It would also provide
uniform measurement techniques for
school districts to use in developing
new hiring and promotion standards.
Taken together these reforms would
help schools to attract the best and
the brightest applicants to teaching by
raising the visibility and rewards of
the profession.

Priority for use of the Federal funds
would be given to research and devel-
opment activities in mathematics, the
sciences, foreign languages, and liter-
acy. And, the board would be asked to
give priority to projects which will im-
prove the knowledge and ability of
teachers that work with students of
limited English proficiency, the talent-
ed and gifted, and handicapped, and
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those who are economically and educa-
tionally disadvantaged.

I ask unanimous consent that the
full text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

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

S.478

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representalives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act shall be cited as the “National
Board for Professional Teaching Standards
Act of 1989",

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FIinpINGs.—The Congress finds that—

(1) the economic well-being and national
security of the United States depends on ef-
forts to strengthen the educational system
to provide all children with an education
which will ensure a well-educated work-
force;

(2) improved teaching is central to the
goal of ensuring a well-educated workforce;

(3) incentives to enhance the professional-
ism and status of teaching can be provided
through the development and promulgation
of voluntary standards of professional certi-
fication that are rigorous and unbiased, that
complement and support State licensing
practices and recognize the diversity of
American society;

(4) the National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards, a private nonprofit or-
ganization has been created to establish
such voluntary standards and a significant
initial investment in research and develop-
ment from non-Federal sources will be re-
quired to create such a system of profession-
al certification; and

(5) the Federal Government has played an
active role in funding vital educational re-
search and can continue to support this na-
tional effort by providing limited but essen-
tial support for critical research activities.

(b) Purrose.—It is the purpose of this Act
to provide financial assistance to the Na-
tional Board for Professional Teaching
Standards to enable the board to conduct
independent research and development re-
lated to the establishment of national, vol-
untary professional standards and assess-
ment methods for the teaching profession.
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

For the purpose of this Act—

(1) The term “Board” means the National
Board for Professional Teaching Standards.

(2) The term “Committee’” means the Re-
search and Advisory Committee established
pursuant to section 5 of this Act.

(3) The term “elementary school” has the
same meaning given that term in section
1471(8) of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965,

(4) The term “secondary school” has the
same meaning given that term in section
1471(21) of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965.

(5) The term “Secretary” means the Sec-
retary of Education.

SEC. 4. PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION.

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—From sums ap-
propriated under subsection (b) in any fiscal
year, the Secretary is authorized and direct-
ed, in accordance with this Act, to provide
financial assistance to the National Board
for Professional Teaching Standards, in
order to pay the Federal share of the costs
of the activities described in section 6.
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(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated
$25,000,000 for the period beginning Octo-
ber 1, 1989, and ending September 30, 1992,

(c) TErMs AND ConpITIONS.—(1) No finan-
cial assistance may be made available under
this Act except upon an application as re-
quired by section 7.

(2) No financial assistance may be made
available under this Act unless the Secre-
tary determines that—

(A) the Board will comply with the provi-
sions of this Act,

(B) the Board will use the Federal funds
only for research and development activities
in accordance with section 6 and such teach-
er assessment and certification procedures
will be free from racial, cultural, gender or
regional bias;

(C) the Board—

(i) will widely disseminate for review and
comment announcements of specific re-
search projects to be conducted with Feder-
al funds, including a description of the goals
and focus of the specific project involved
and the specific merit review procedures
and evaluation criteria to be used in the
competitive award process, and

(ii) will send such announcements to the
Secretary of Education, the Director of the
National Science Foundation, the National
Research Council, and the educational re-
search community.

(D) the Secretary, pursuant to an arrange-
ment with the Board, will publish the an-
nouncements described in subparagraph (C)
in the Federal Register (or such other publi-
cation deemed appropriate by the Secre-
tary) and in publications of general circula-
tion designed to disseminate such announce-
ments widely to the educational research
community;

(E) the Board will, after offering any in-
terested party an opportunity to make com-
ment upon, and take exception to, the
projects contained in the announcements
described in subparagraph (C) for a 30-day
period following publication, and after re-
considering any project upon which com-
ment is made or to which exception is
taken, through the Secretary issue a request
for proposals in the Federal Register (or
such other publication deemed appropriate
by the Secretary) containing any revised
project information;

(F) the Board will make awards of Federal
funds competitively on the basis of merit,
and, in the award process, the Board will
select, to the extent practicable consistent
with standards of excellence—

(i) a broad range of institutions associated
with educational research and development,
and

(ii) individuals who are broadly represent-
ative of the educational research and teach-
ing communities with expertise in the spe-
cific area of research and development in
question;

{G) the Board will adopt audit practices
customarily applied to nonprofit private or-
ganizations and will comply with section
9(c);

(H) the Board will not use Federal funds
to meet the administrative and operating
expenses of the Board;

(I) the Board will submit an annual report
to Congress in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 9(a); and

(J) the Board will, upon request, dissemi-
nate to States, local educational agencies, or
other public educational entities the results
of any research or research project pro-
duced with funds authorized by this Act,
upon the payment of the cost of reproduc-
ing the appropriate material.
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(d) AvarLaBiLiTy ofF Funps.—(1) Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, funds
appropriated to carry out this Act shall
remain available for obligation and expendi-
ture until the end of the second fiscal year
succeeding the fiscal year for which the
funds were appropriated.

(2) No funds shall be made available to
the Board after September 30, 1992, except
as authorized by paragraph (1) of this sub-
section.

SEC. 5. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY
COMMITTEE.

(a) EsTABLISHMENT.—The Board shall es-
tablish a Research and Development Advi-
sory Committee composed of ten recognized
scholars and experts in teaching, assess-
ment, and other relevant fields. In carrying
out the previous sentence the Board shall
appoint two individuals selected by the Sec-
retary. The Board shall consult with the
Secretary of Education, the Director of the
National Science Foundation, the National
Research Council, and the educational re-
search community on the appointment of
other Members to the Committee.

(b) FuncrioNns.—The Committee shall
advise the Board on the design and execu-
tion of its overall research and development
strategy, including procedures to assure
compliance with the requirements of this
Act. The procedures shall include—

(1) an outline of specific research and de-
velopment agenda and activities to be con-
ducted with the Federal funds; and

(2) provisions to ensure compliance with
the open competition and merit review re-
quirements of this Act for proposals and
projects assisted under this Act.

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.

(a) IN GeneraL.—Federal funds received
under this Act may only be used for re-
search and development activities directly
related to the development of teacher as-
sessment and certification procedures for el-
ementary and secondary school teachers.

(b) PrioriTiES.—(1) The Board shall give
priority to research and development activi-
ties in—

(A) mathematics;

(B) the sciences;

(C) foreign languages; and

(D) literacy, including the ability to read,
write and analyze.

(2) The Board shall give priority to re-
search and development activities for the
certification of elementary and secondary
school teachers and the need and ability of
such teachers to teach special educational
populations, including—

(A) limited English proficient children;

(B) gifted and talented children;

(C) handicapped children; and

(D) economically and educationally disad-
vantaged children.

SEC. 7. APPLICATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall submit
applications to the Secretary at such time
and in such manner as the Secretary may
r;:‘a.:tlmably require. Each such application
shall—

(1) describe the activities for which assist-
ance is sought; and

(2) provide assurances that the non-Feder-
al share of the cost of activities of the
Board is paid from non-Federal sources, to-
gether with a description of the manner in
which the Board will comply with the re-
quirements of this paragraph.

(b) ArprovaL—The Secretary shall ap-
prove an application unless such application
fails to comply with the provisions of this
Act.
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SEC. 8. FEDERAL SHARE,

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pay
to the Board the Federal share of the costs
of the activities of the Board for the period
for which the application is approved under
section 7.

(b) AMOUNT OF FEDERAL SHARE.—The Fed-
eral share shall be 50 percent of the costs of
the activities described in section 6.

SEC. 9. REPORTS AND AUDITING PROVISION.

(a) NATIONAL BOARD FOR PROFESSIONAL
TEACHING STANDARDS REPORT.—(1) The
Board shall submit an annual report to the
appropriate committees of the Congress not
later than December 31 of 1990, and each
succeeding year thereafter for any fiscal
year in which Federal funds are expended
pursuant to this Act. The Board shall dis-
seminate the report for review and com-
ment to the Department of Education, the
National Science Foundation, the National
Research Council, and the education re-
search community. The report shall—

(A) include a detailed financial statement
and a report of the audit practices described
in section 4(e)2)XG);

(B) include a description of the general
procedures to assure compliance with the
requirements of this Act as required in sec-
tion 6; and

(C) provide a comprehensive and detailed
description of the Board’s agenda, activities,
and planned activities for the preceding and
succeeding fiscal years, including—

(i) the Board’s overall research and devel-
opment program and activities;

(ii) the specific research and development
projects and activities conducted with Fed-
eral funds during the preceding fiscal year,
including—

(I) a description of the goals and method-
ology of the project;

(I1) a description and assessment of the
findings (or status and preliminary findings
if project is not yet completed);

(I1I) a description of the competitive bid-
ding process, the merit review procedures,
and the evaluation criteria used to award
project funds; and

(IV) a description of the Board's plans for
dissemination of the findings described in
clause (ii);

(ii) the specific research and development
projects and activities planned to be con-
ducted with Federal funds during the suc-
ceeding fiscal year, including the goals and
methodologies to be used; and

(iv) a listing of available publications of
the Board, including publications related to
policies, standards and general information,
research reports, and commissioned papers
of the Board.

(2) The first annual report required by
this subsection shall include a description of
the Board’s research and development
agenda for the succeeding 5-year period.
Such first report shall include to the maxi-
mum extent practicable, a description of
specific research and development projects
and activities, and the goals and methodolo-
gies of such projects and activities.

(b) AbpbpiTioNaL REePoORTS.—The Depart-
ment of Education, the National Science
Foundation, and the National Research
Council shall report to the appropriate com-
mittees of the Congress on the compliance
of the Board with the requirements of this
Act not later than 30 days after the Board
submits its annual report pursuant to sub-
section (a).

(¢) AvupiTiNG Provision.—The Comptrol-
ler General of the United States, and any of
his authorized representatives, shall have
access, for the purpose of audit and exami-
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nation, to any books, documents, papers,
and records of the Board, and to any recipi-
ent of the Board, that is pertinent to the
sums received and disbursed under this Act.
SEC. 10. CONSTRUCTION.

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to—

(1) establish a preferred national curricu-
lum or preferred teaching methodology for
elementary and secondary school instruc-
tion;

(2) infringe upon the rights and responsi-
bilities of the States to license elementary
and secondary school teachers;

(3) provide an individual certified by the
Board with a right of action against a State,
local educational agency, or other public
educational entity for any decisions related
to hiring, promotion, retention or dismissal;
or

(4) authorize the Secretary to exercise su-
pervision or control over the research pro-
gram, standards, assessment practices, ad-
ministration, or staffing policies of the
Board.e
@ Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am very
pleased to join my colleague, Senator
Dopp, in introducing the National
Board for Professional Teaching
Standards Act. This legislation is the
reintroduction of legislation we intro-
duced last Congress with a few minor
changes.

Mr. President, as I indicated last
year, no issue in education today is
more critical to educational excellence
than that of teacher recruitment and
retention. The quality of education in
each school, in each school district, in
each State, and in this country will
reach only as far as the quality of our
teachers. Yet with respect to the
teacher supply, we face two critical
problems: quantity and quality.

Estimates indicate that by the end
of the next decade, close to 50 percent
of the current teaching force will no
longer be in the profession. This pro-
jection is largely based on the fact
that many current teachers are soon
due to retire. But it is also due to the
fact that current teachers, young
teachers, or teachers new to the pro-
fession experience extreme job dissat-
isfaction and find few incentives to
remain in teaching.

The other troubling issue with re-
spect to teacher recruitment is that of
quality. The most talented of our col-
lege graduates seek careers other than
teaching. Low pay, long hours, and
little recognition offer them virtually
no incentive to become teachers.

The legislation we are introducing
today seeks to address this alarming
situation by injecting one of the most
undervalued professions in this coun-
try with a strong dose of professional-
ism. Our bill would provide $25 million
over 3 years for research and develop-
ment carried out by the National
Board for Professional Teaching
Standards to develop a national certi-
fication program for teachers.

Such a certification will establish a
national standard of excellence for
teachers to demonstrate they have
met. The research and development
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required for this undertaking will be
massive. Great care must be taken to
develop assessments that will evaluate
the teacher as a whole—to evaluate
subject mastery and knowledge, and to
assess the ability to translate that
knowledge to the student, from the
gifted and talented to the educational-
ly disadvantaged. This is particularly
difficult because these assessments
must also be carefully constructed to
allow no room for bias or favoritism.

Board certification will require the
development of assessments in basic
academic areas such as English, math-
emadtics, science, and social studies. In
addition, it will require assessments in
biology, chemistry, and physics. It will
require separate tests for elementary
school teachers and for secondary
school teachers.

This considerable project will take 3
to 5 years to complete and it is esti-
mated that the total cost will be in the
neighborhood of $50 million. In that
regard, it is very significant that the
Board has agreed to match, dollar for
dollar, the Federal contribution of $25
million.

Once these assessments are devel-
oped, teachers will be able to sit for
national certification. Certification
will be strictly voluntary, and we have
included specific legislative language
to that effect.

Support for the National Board for
Professional Teaching Standards is an
important investment in upgrading
the prestige of teaching. It offers
teachers independent and indisputable
confirmation of their ability. But its
most fundamental contribution is that
it will establish a professional stand-
ard for teachers, much like those that
exist for lawyers and physicians.

Mr. President, the legislation we are
introducing today begins our long
journey toward ensuring that teaching
is an honored and valued profession. It
is by no means a cure-all, but it is an
important beginning. Its undertaking
is essential, for we must face the
simple reality that we cannot continue
to demand much from our teachers
but offer little in return.

It is with this in mind that I com-
mend this legislation to my colleagues
and hope that they will join us in its
active support.e

By Mr. HELMS:

S.J. Res. 66. Joint resolution to des-
ignate the third week of June 1989 as
“National Dairy Goat Awareness
Week"; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

NATIONAL DAIRY GOAT AWARENESS WEEK

Mr. HELMS., Mr. President, I am
today offering Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 66 to designate the third week of
June as “National Dairy Goat Aware-
ness Week,"” and I ask that the resolu-
tion be appropriately referred.
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Last year when I offered a similar
resolution, there was a modicum of
hooting and jeering by some elements
of the news media. But the derision
disclosed more about the news media
than they realize. For one thing it
showed a high degree of ignorance
about the dairy goat industry in the
United States.

For more than 7,000 years, dairy
goats have supplied mankind with
food and shelter. Dairy goats were an
important part of the necessities that
the early settlers brought to these
shores. As pioneers moved across this
land, dairy goats went with them.
These animals have always been a part
of the typical American farm in every
region of the United States. Today
there are over 250,000 dairy goats in
this country.

Mr. President, while goat milk, ice
cream, and yogurt are sold in many
parts of the United States, the best
known goat milk product is goat
cheese or chevre. During the last
decade, the number of domestic pro-
ducers of chevre has increased dra-
matically; this has been due to a grow-
ing demand for American-made goat
cheeses in both domestic and foreign
markets. Increasing sales of American-
made dairy goat products, especially
cheeses, replaces imports and helps
cut the U.S. trade deficit.

These facts are well known to dairy
goat breeders, but few consumers are
aware of the role played by the dairy
goat in the American economy. Pas-
sage of this resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate that the week
commencing June 11, 1989, and ending
June 19, 1989, is recognized as ‘‘Na-
tional Dairy Goat Awareness Week,"”
will do much to educate the American
people—and perhaps some in the news
media—to the potential of the dairy
goats and their products.

I was happy to offer this resolution
last year in coordination with the dis-
tinguished chairman of the House Ag-
riculture Committee, Mr. DE LA GARZA,
who will join me in attesting that the
1988 “National Dairy Goat Week” was
a fine success. I'm confident this year’s
will be even more productive.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of Senate Joint Res-
olution 66 be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the joint
resolution was ordered to be printed in
the REcoRp, as follows:

S.J. Res. 66

Whereas American goat cheeses are in
demand by the American consumer and are
replacing foreign imported cheeses;

Whereas due to the efficiency of the
modern American dairy goat, which pro-
duces an excellent healthful milk, the dairy
goat is becoming increasingly popular and
useful on the family farm;

Whereas the American farmer has devel-
oped a dairy goat that produces superior
milk and that is desired and exported world-
wide; and
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Whereas there is a need to further edu-
cate the American consumer as to the high
nutritional value of products made from
goats’ milk; Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the Uniled States of America
in Congress assembled, That—

(1) the period beginning the second Satur-
day, and ending the third Saturday, of June
of 1989, is designated as “National Dairy
Goat Awareness Week"; and

(2) the President of the United States is
authorized and requested to issue a procla-
mation calling on the people of the United
States to commemorate such week with ap-
plropriate programs, ceremonies, and activi-
ties.

By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself,
Mr. Apams, Mr. BINGaAMAN, Mr.
Bonp, Mr. BUurNs, Mr. CHAFEE,
Mr. Coars, Mr. CoHEN, Mr.
ConNraD, Mr. DoLE, Mr. DUREN-
BERGER, Mr. Forp, Mr. GORE,
Mr. HatrFierLp, Mr. HOLLINGS,
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr.

JoHnsTON, Mr. LuGar, Mr.
METZENBAUM, Mr. PACKWOOD,
Mr. RoeB, Mr. Sassgr, Mr.

SPECTER, and Mr. WiLsON):

S.J. Res. 67. Joint resolution to com-
memorate the 25th anniversary of the
Wilderness Act of 1964 which estab-
lished the National Wilderness Preser-
vation System; to the Committee on
Judiciary.

TWENTY-FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
ENACTMENT OF THE WILDERNESS ACT

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am
going to send to the desk shortly a res-
olution to commemorate the 25th an-
niversary of the Wilderness Act of
1964. I am very pleased that 24 U.S.
Senators, almost equally divided from
both sides of the aisle, including my
colleague, Senator BINGaMAN, have
joined me in proposing this resolution
to the U.S. Senate. When I am com-
pleted, it would please me if the Chair
would refer the resolution to the ap-
propriate committee of the TU.S.
Senate.

When Congress passed the Wilder-
ness Act, which President Lyndon
Johnson signed into law on September
3, 1964, the United States charted a
course like that of no other in the his-
tory of nations. We permanently set
aside for the American people areas of
wild land where the forces of nature
predominate and man is a visitor who
does not remain.

Vast wilderness was our heritage
from the time people first came to the
shores of our country. A free and spir-
ited nation was build in this new land.
Establishing our great Nation required
that some of the wild places be settled
and some of the wilderness bounty be
used. Freedom to pursue private enter-
prise was one of the driving forces in
our growth. Mining, ranching, timber-
ing, farming, and related land develop-
ments contributed to our welfare, our
economy, and our independence. Free-
dom to roam unhindered through
wild, pristine stretches of land helped
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shape our character. Conflicts arose as
the population and stature of our
Nation grew. From differing views our
land ethic evolved. The creation of Na-
tional Forests, National Parks, and Na-
tional Wildlife Refuges was a first step
as good stewards toward protecting
our original inheritance.

Still, we had fewer wild areas as
more land was settled and put to use
to meet the needs of our Nation. At
the same time our land ethic contin-
ued to develop. In the past wild areas
were often viewed as places to be
feared and conquered. But, that has
changed. Wilderness has been vital to
our Nation’s success. As more wild
areas disappeared, wilderness came to
be viewed as a resource that must not
be entirely consumed. Discussions fo-
cussed on the need to retain some
areas in a natural state.

A landmark demonstration of these
discussions occurred in New Mexico.
The Forest Service, acting on its own
administrative discretion in 1924, des-
ignated the first wilderness in the
United States—the Gila Wilderness in
southwestern New Mexico. This effort
was pioneered by Aldo Leopold, who at
the time worked for the Forest Service
in New Mexico. Across the country
other administrative designations fol-
lowed.

Statutory protection for America’s
wilderness heritage came in 1964, with
the passage of the Wilderness Act.
Wilderness would be preserved. Wild,
natural areas would always be there
for future generations. The National
Wilderness Preservation System, cre-
ated by the act, was endowed original-
ly with 54 wilderness areas covering
approximately 9 million acres in 13
States. Congress has since expanded
the Wilderness System to 474 units
covering more than 90.1 million acres
in 44 States.

We need to commemorate our Na-
tion's accomplishment. Wilderness is a
cultural heritage. Preserving it has
been no small task. Decades of work
by dedicated individuals, organiza-
tions, agencies, and Congress have
been invested in balancing different
viewpoints. Many people stand out in
that effort; they all deserve credit. I
have already mentioned Aldo Leopold.
Being from New Mexico I want to
mention another individual that
means a lot to New Mexicans—Senator
Clinton P. Anderson.

The late Senator Anderson, whom I
was honored to succeed in the Senate,
worked with others for many years in
forging our Nation's original wilder-
ness legislation. He became acquainted
with the idea of wilderness preserva-
tion in personal conversations with
Aldo Leopold in the 1920’s. On Janu-
ary 14, 1963, Senator Anderson intro-
duced S. 4 in the 88th Congress. He
chaired the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs to which the bill
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was referred. It was this bill that
became the Wilderness Act of 1964.

We are proud of his contribution
which meant so much to New Mexico
and our Nation. There are now 24 wil-
derness areas in New Mexico with the
potential for many more. It has been
my honor to be involved as a Senator
in the creation of 18 of those areas.

The complexities of balancing differ-
ing viewpoints on public policy means
that our work is not done. Wise use of
natural resources is the only way we
know of for the people of a nation to
thrive and remain strong.

Theodore Roosevelt once made a
statement that serves as a good re-
minder. He said:

No country can long endure if its founda-
tions are not laid in deep material prosperi-
ty which comes from thrift, from business
energy and enterprise, from hard unsparing
effort in the fields of industrial activity; but
neither was any nation ever yet truly great
if it relied upon material prosperity alone.

Certainly, multiple-use of our Feder-
al lands is vital. But, just as certainly
we will protect our wilderness herit-
age.

Mr. President, in conclusion let me
recall a quote by Senator Clinton An-
derson. In 1961 he stated:

Like our museums and our art galleries,
our wilderness areas may at any given time
be visited by a relatively small percentage of
people, yet they are available to any who
will use them, part of our cultural resource
as well as our national heritage. We should
regard them as such and cherish them.

This year we will continue to work
together on wilderness questions. I en-
courage us to do something else this
year. Let us take time to commemo-
rate the 25th anniversary of the Wil-
derness Act. To this end I am intro-
ducing a joint resolution. Several of
my colleagues have already cospon-
sored the resolution. I urge the rest of
my colleagues to join me by doing the
same.

Mr. President, the passage of the
Wilderness Act in September of 1964
was indeed a signficant conservation
act by these United States. That act
was preceded decades before by some
very natural and relatively easy ac-
tions. We had, in the past, created Na-
tional Forests, National Wildlife Ref-
uges; and we had created National
Parks.

But a new idea came about and it
was given birth in the State of New
Mexico by a Forest Service expert
named Aldo Leopold for whom a wil-
derness area in the State of New
Mexico is named. As a matter of fact,
the Gila Wilderness in New Mexico
was the first designated wilderness in
the United States. In 1924 before we
officially created wilderness by statute
as a nation, the Forest Service by ad-
ministrative order, designated the Gila
Wilderness because of the excellent
ideas of Aldo Leopold.

Since that time, we have seen that,
as our great Nation grows, as we move
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into areas that were indeed once wil-
derness, we tend to consume them. We
either consume them for natural re-
sources for the needs of our people or
we impact them by human activity.
The wilderness area is a concept that
essentially says leave it just like it is;
and, if you want to see it and use it, do
so in a very careful way so that what
nature gave us remains forever.

I am very pleased that since that
time the wilderness concept originally
caught on, and from an idea in the
State of New Mexico ultimately spon-
sored here on the Senate floor and
passed by the U.S. Senate under the
sponsorship of my predecessor—Sena-
tor Clinton P. Anderson, wilderness
areas have been designated in 44 of
our States with significant momentum
and rather broad-based support.

The basic concept of wilderness is
mighty. It says: Keep it like the Al-
mighty gave it to us; yet it says:
Where you can, allow grazing in the
area, because that is not inconsistent
with grazing as it was in its natural
state. You do both with reasonable-
ness and you end up with the very
best.

I know there are some who would
think that wilderness areas may be a
waste; there are some who think
maybe we have carried it to an ex-
treme. But, frankly, I am one who be-
lieves that, looking now on the history
of our United States in many of our
own backyards, when something as
beautiful as American wilderness areas
are abused, it is too late to save them.
When we permit greed or reckless ac-
tivity to take over, then there is noth-
ing left of that which is natural—what
we call wilderness.

Mr. President, we have a total of 24
Senators asking for a resolution appro-
priately indicating that this is the
25th anniversary of the Wilderness
Act in the United States of America
and that we ought to appropriately
take note of the same. I hope that
other Senators who have not had a
chance to read my correspondence
asking for their cosponsorship will do
so, and I trust that before too long we
will have substantially more than a
majority in the U.S. Senate from both
sides of the aisle supporting this.

Mr. President, I send the resolution
to the desk and ask that the resolution
be appropriately referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
resolution will be received and appro-
priately referred.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
rise today to join Senator DoMENICI in
cosponsoring this Senate joint resolu-
tion commemorating the 25th anniver-
sary of the Wilderness Act of 1964. 1
would like to single out for congratula-
tions the Wilderness Society, which
for 54 years has been a leader in the
preservation of our treasured wild-
lands.
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New Mexicans have a long legacy of
respect for America’s precious wild-
lands. New Mexico is one of the great
public lands States of the West and we
in the land of enchantment pride our-
selves for our role in helping preserve
and protect these lands.

The Wilderness Act would not have
been signed by President Johnson
without the leadership of Senator
Clinton P. Anderson, who authored
the law. Anderson chaired the Senate
Interior Committee and was the leader
of what came to be called the Conser-
vation Congress of the 1960’s.

Southwestern New Mexico is home
to the Gila Wilderness, the first wil-
derness area in the United States,
which was administratively designated
by the U.S. Forest Service in 1924. The
late Aldo Leopold, a distinguished New
Mexico conservationist, was the Forest
Service employee who worked hardest
for the designation of the Gila Wilder-
ness. That wilderness served as my
backdoor recreation area while I grew
up in Silver City, New Mexico. I have
spent many rewarding hours back-
packing in the Gila.

Thanks to the Wilderness Act, the
Gila and 473 other Wilderness units
have been established in 44 States.
Some 91 million acres are protected
for future generations. While the Gila
and other areas were protected admin-
istratively before 1964, the act was
necessary to ensure protection forever.
Administrative designation of wilder-
ness was subject to the whims of ever-
changing administrations; the act is
firm testimony to the national will to
preserve pristine lands, regardless of
who might be elected President.

The Wilderness Act is a landmark
law that ensures preservation of spe-
cial lands that provide valuable soli-
tude, critical watershed, wildlife habi-
tat and a legacy of our natural history.
As the act says so well, “A
wilderness * * * is hereby recognized
as an area where the earth and its
community of life are untrammeled by
man, where man himself is a visitor
who does not remain.”

The 25th anniversary of the act is
well worth commemorating and I urge
my colleagues to support this resolu-
tion.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with the Senator from
New Mexico in the commemoration of
the 25th anniversay of the Wilderness
Preservation Act. Montana is proud of
the significant contribution it has
made to the protection of part of our
public lands heritage in a natural con-
dition. The act of 1964 designated five
areas in Montana which amounted to
almost 17 percent of the total set-aside
in that milestone legislation. Today
Montana has 3.5 million acres of desig-
nated wilderness, over 10 percent of
the area designated in the lower 48
States.



2984

While we commemorate our existing
wilderness, I want to make it clear
that I do not favor a great deal of ad-
ditional wilderness in Montana. The
voters were pretty clear in the election
that they favor multiple use in the
majority of the national forests. This
is the position I will maintain in
future negotiations.

One of the early proponents of an
enduring system of wilderness, Bob
Marshall, spent the early part of his
career in Montana hiking the back-
country and strengthening his resolve
that a portion of the land should be
left in a primitive state. Marshall
later, as Director of Recreation in the
Forest Service, developed the stand-
ards of wilderness management that
were incorporated in the 1964 act.

Senators Mike Mansfield and Lee
Metcalf of Montana were tireless sup-
porters of wilderness throughout the
United States and they will be remem-
bered because they helped form the
legacy we salute today.

Montana is rich in scenic beauty,
with an abundance of fish and wildlife
species, and it also is the source of sev-
eral major river systems. Montana
public lands are also a source for
timber products, for oil and gas and
other important minerals, as well as a
great deal of public recreation. We are
pleased to share a portion in an unde-
veloped form, “where man is a visitor
who does not remain.”

Mr. REID. Mr. President, before the
Senator from New Mexico leaves the
floor, I wanted to ask permission of
the sponsor of that resolution to allow
me to affix my name to it. I have had
a lot of experience in the last few
years dealing with wilderness in
Nevada in one beautiful, small wilder-
ness area that was made part of the
original Wilderness Act in 1964. It is
called Jarbidge. It is an Indian name.
It is in northern Nevada. We look for-
ward this year to finally resolving the
problem of wilderness designations in
Nevada. I think we are well along the
way. I have spoken to Senator
McCLURE and I hope to have that re-
solved in Nevada for the Forest Serv-
ice wilderness areas.

I commend and applaud the senior
Senator from New Mezxico for the fine
statement.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I also
ask that the Senator add my name as
ai cosponsor of his important resolu-
tion.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the two
Senators who have requested be added
as original cosponsors of the resolu-
tion.

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

By Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr.
Apams, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr.
BincamaN, Mr. Burbpick, Mr.
Conrap, Mr. DeConcinNi, Mr.
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Dixon, Mr. Dobp, Mr. EXON,
Mr. FowLER, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr.

HoLrLings, Mr. INOUYE, Mr.
KERREY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, MTr.
LeEviN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr.

MATSUNAGA, Mr. METZENBAUM,
Ms. MikvLsKI, Mr. MITCHELL,
Mr. MoyNIHAN, Mr. NUNN, Mr.
PELL, Mr. PrRYOR, Mr. RE1p, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. SANFORD, Mr.
SARBANES, Mr. SHELBY, MTr.
CRrANSTON, Mr. GraHAM, Mr.
Bonp, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. CoaTts,
Mr. CocHRAN, Mr. D'AmATO,
Mr. DANFORTH, Mr. DoLE, Mr.
Domenici, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr.
Heinz, Mr. HeELms, Mrs, KassE-
BAUM, Mr. LUGAR, Mr.
McCLURE, Mr. MURKOWSKI,
Mr. SteEvEns, Mr. THURMOND,
Mr. WaLLor, Mr. WARNER, Mr.
WiLson, and Mr. RoTH):

S.J. Res. 68, Joint resolution to des-
ignate the month of May 1989 as
“Trauma Awareness Month"; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

TRAUMA AWARENESS MONTH

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am in-
troducing a resolution that would des-
ignate the month of May 1989 as “Na-
tional Trauma Awareness Month.”
Last year, both the Senate and the
House of Representatives adopted this
resolution, and I am hopeful that
again this resolution will be favorably
considered by the Senate.

Trauma is the third leading cause of
death among persons of all ages and is
the leading cause of death for individ-
uals under age 40.

The problem of trauma can be ad-
dressed through prevention and imple-
mentation of comprehensive emergen-
cy medical systems. It is a sad fact
that the incidence of trauma contin-
ues to rise, and I believe that we need
to draw the public’s attention to the
gravity of that traumatic injury prob-
lem in the United States. I hope that
by passing this resolution, we can pro-
vide an important focus on a serious
medical problem.

The resolution is being cosponsored,
Mr. President, by 53 other Senators,
and I welcome the cosponsorship of
additional Senators whose names are
not yet on the resolution.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the joint resolution be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the joint
resolution was ordered to be printed in
the Recorbp, as follows:

S.J. REs. 68

Whereas, more than eight million individ-
uals in the United States suffer traumatic
injury each year; and

Whereas, traumatic injury is the leading
cause of death of individuals of less than
forty years of age in the United States; and

Whereas, every individual is a potential
victim of traumatic injury; and

Whereas, traumatic injury can occur with-
out warning; and
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Whereas, traumatic injury frequently ren-
ders its victims incapable of caring for
themselves; and

Whereas, past inattention to the causes
and effects of trauma has led to the inclu-
sion of trauma among the most neglected
medical conditions; and

Whereas, the people of the United States
spend more than $110,000,000,000 annually
on the problem of trauma; and

Whereas, the problem of trauma can be
remedied only by prevention and proper
treatment through emergency medical serv-
ices and trauma systems; and

Whereas, the people of the United States
must be educated in the prevention and
treatment of trauma and in the proper and
effective use of emergency medical services
and trauma systems; now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That May 1989 is
designated as "‘National Trauma Awareness
Month", and the President of the United
States is authorized and requested to issue a
proclamation calling upon the people of the
United States to observe the month with ap-
propriate ceremonies and activities.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

5. 13
At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the
names of the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Burpick], and the Sena-
tor from Florida [Mr. GraHAM] were
added as cosponsors of S. 13, a bill to
amend title 38, United States Code, to
increase the rates of disability com-
pensation and dependency and indem-
nity compensation for veterans and
survivors, to increase the allowances
paid to disabled veterans pursuing re-
habilitation programs and to the de-
pendents and survivors of certain dis-
abled veterans pursuing programs of
education, and to improve various pro-
grams of benefits and health-care serv-
ices for veterans; and for other pur-
poses.
8. 17
At the request of Mr. CrRaANSTON, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. BoscEwiTz] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 17, a bill to direct the
Consumer Product Safety Commission
to promulgate fire safety standards for
cigarettes and for other purposes.
S. 20
At the request of Mr. Levin, the
names of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. RocKEFELLER], and the Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. SiMoN] were
added as cosponsors of S. 20, a bill to
amend title 5, United States Code, to
strengthen the protections available to
Federal employees against prohibited
personnel practices, and for other pur-
poOses.
5. 23
At the request of Mr. HUMPHREY, the
names of the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. Coatrsl, and the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. ARMSTRONG] were added
as cosponsors of S. 23, a bill to amend
title X of the Public Health Service
Act to permit family planning projects
to offer adoption services.
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5. 29
At the request of Mr. Forp, the
names of the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. THURMOND], and the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON]
were added as cosponsors of S. 29, a
bill to provide for a 2-year Federal
budget cycle, and for other purposes.
5. 32
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
name of the Senator from Montana
[Mr. Burns] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 32, a bill to establish constitu-
tional procedures for the imposition of
the sentence of death, and for other
purposes.
8. 34
At the request of Mr. HUMPHREY, the
name of the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. Coars] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 34, a bill to amend title 28 of the
United States Code to clarify the re-
medial jurisdiction of inferior Federal
courts.
8. 38
At the request of Mr. WiLson, the
names of the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. Warror], and the Senator from
Montana [Mr. Burnsl, the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. JerFrorbps], the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. McCLuURrgl,
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Herms], the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. PrRessLER], and the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr. GoORTON]
were added as cosponsors of S. 38, a
bill to make long-term care insurance
available to civilian Federal employ-
ees, and for other purposes.
8. 47
At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Simon] was added as a cosponsor of S.
47, a bill to prohibit discrimination on
the basis of affectional or sexual ori-
entation, and for other purposes.
5. 48
At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the
names of the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. SimoN], the Senator from Mary-
land [Ms. MikvuLskil, the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. LEvin], the Sena-
tor from North Dakota [Mr. CoNRAD],
and the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
RieGLE] were added as cosponsors of S.
48, a bill to amend the Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1958 to provide protection
for employees of the airlines and to
promote air safety.
S. 54
At the request of Mr. METZENBAUM,
the name of the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. REip] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 54, a bill to amend the Age Dis-
crimination in Employment Act of
1967 with respect to the waiver of
rights under such Act without supervi-
sion, and for other purposes.
5. 82
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. LauvTeENBERG] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 82, a bill to recognize the
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organization known as the 82nd Air-
borne Division Association, Inc.
8. 135
At the request of Mr. GLENN, the
names of the Senator from Connecti-
cut [Mr. Doppl, the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. LieBerMAN], and the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
SanrFoRD] were added as cosponsors of
S. 135, a bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to restore to Federal civil-
ian employees their right to partici-
pate voluntarily, as private citizens, in
the political processes of the Nation,
to protect such employees from im-
proper political solicitations, and for
other purposes.
5. 138
At the request of Mr. Apams, the
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Simon] was added as a cosponsor of S.
136, a bill to amend title 3, United
States Code, to establish a single poll
closing time in the continental United
States for Presidential general elec-
tions.
5. 137
At the reguest of Mr. Boren, the
names of the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PewLr]l, and the Senator
from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN] were added
as cosponsors of S. 137, a bill to amend
the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 to provide for a voluntary system
of spending limits and partial public
financing of Senate general election
campaigns, to limit contributions by
multicandidate political committees,
and for other purposes.
5. 148
At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the
names of the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Burpick], and the Sena-
tor from North Dakota [Mr. CoNrRAD]
were added as cosponsors of S. 148, a
bill to require the Secretary of the
Treasury to mint coins in commemora-
tion of the Golden Anniversary of the
Mount Rushmore National Memorial.
5.195
At the request of Mr. LeaHy, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
195, a bill entitled the “Chemical and
Biological Weapons Control Act of
1989.”
8, 231
At the request of Mr. MoyNIHAN, the
name of the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Conrap] was added as a
cosponsor of S. 231, a bill to amend
part A of title IV of the Social Securi-
ty Act to improve quality control
standards and procedures under the
Aid to Families With Dependent Chil-
dren Program, and for other purposes.
5. 256
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. DanrForTH] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 256, a bill to direct a
study by the Secretary of Agriculture
of the classification of anhydrous am-
monia as a poisonous gas for purposes
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of the Hazardous Materials Transpor-
tation Act, and for other purposes.
5. 271
At the request of Mr. GraHAM, the
names of the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Roee]l and the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. REip] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 271, a bill to reform pro-
cedures for collateral review of crimi-
nal judgments, and for other purposes.
8. 277
At the request of Mr. HUMPHREY, the
name of the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. CoaTs] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 277, a bill to amend title 5,
United States Code, to provide child
adoption benefits for Federal Govern-
ment employees.
s. 278
At the request of Mr. HUMPHREY, the
name of the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. CoaTs] was added as a cosponsor
of 8. 278, a bill to make permanent the
authority of the Secretary of Defense
to reimburse members of the Armed
Forces for certain expenses incurred in
the adoption of children.
5. 279
At the request of Mr. HUMPHREY, the
name of the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. CoaTs] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 279, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to exclude from
gross income employee adoption assist-
ance provided by the employer.
5. 335
At the request of Mr. McCain, the
name of the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. HEFLIN] was added as a conspon-
sor of 8. 335, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act and
other provisions of law to delay for 1
year the effective dates of the supple-
mental Medicare premium and addi-
tional benefits under part B of the
Medicare Program, with the exception
?f the spousal impoverishment bene-
it.
5. 339
At the request of Mr. BrRaDLEY, the
names of the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SHELBY] and the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Gorel were added as
cosponsors of S. 339, a bill to amend
title XIX of the Social Security Act to
reduce infant mortality through im-
provement of coverage of services to
pregnant women and infants under
the Medicaid Program.
8. 342
At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
[Ms. MikuLski] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 342, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide that certain credits will not be
subject to the passive activity rules,
and for other purposes.
5. 355
At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the
names of the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Nunn], the Senator from North
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Carolina [Mr. SanForp], the Senator
from Montana [Mr. Burnsl, and the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER]
were added as cosponsors of S. 355, a
bill to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to extend through 1992
the period during which qualified
mortgage bonds and mortgage credit
certificates may be issued.
5. 365
At the request of Mr. DascHLE, the
names of the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Burpick], and the Sena-
tor from Illinois [Mr. SimonN] were
added as cosponsors of S. 365, a bill to
provide for the continuation of certain
basic services of the Postal Service
consistent with Postal policies under
section 101 of tiele 39, United States
Code, and for other purposes.
8. 366
At the request of Mr. Baucus, the
names of the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SHELEY], the Senator from
Hawaii [Mr. INouYE], and the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK]
were added as cosponsors of S. 366, a
bill to amend title XVIII of the Social
Security Act to make certain payment
reforms in the Medicare Program to
ensure the adequate provision of
health care in rural areas, and for
other purposes.
5, 369
At the request of Mr. BoscHWITZ,
the names of the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. CHAFEE], and the Senator
from Hawaii [Mr. INouYE] were added
as cosponsors of S. 369, a bill to seek
the eradication of the worst aspects of
poverty in developing countries by the
year 2000.
5.378
At the request of Mr. ROCKFELLER,
the name of the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. DascHLE] was added as a
cosponsor of S. 378 a bill to extend the
Steel Import Stabilization Act for an
additional 5 years.
5. 382
At the request of Mr. GraHaMm, the
names of the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. INoUYE], and the Senator from
California [Mr. WiLson] were added as
cosponsors of S. 382, a bill to provide
Federal financial assistance to facili-
tate the establishment of volunteer
programs in American schools.
S. 417
At the request of Mr. HeImnz, the
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
MaTtsunacal was added as a cosponsor
of S. 417, a bill to amend chapters 83
and 84 of title 5, United States Code,
to expedite the processing of applica-
tions of Federal employees seeking re-
tirement benefits, and for other pur-
poses.
5. 421
At the request of Mr. Forp, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. DURENBERGER] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 421, a bill to amend the
Petroleum Marketing Practices Act.
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5. 430
At the request of Mr. DAsCHLE, the
name of the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. Lucar] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 430, a bill to amend title XIX of
the Social Security Act to provide cov-
erage for certain outreach activities
undertaken at the option of a State
for the purpose of identifying preg-
nant women and children who are eli-
gible for medical assistance and assist-
ing them in applying for and receiving
such assistance, and for other pur-
poses.
5. 447
At the request of Mr. BOSCHWITZ,
the names of the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. Burns], and the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. CoNRAD] were
added as cosponsors of S. 447, a bill to
require the Congress and the Presi-
dent to use the spending levels for the
current fiscal year (without adjust-
ment for inflation) in the preparation
of the budget for each new fiscal year
in order to clearly identify spending
increases from one fiscal year to the
next fiscal year.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 3
At the request of Mr. Gagrn, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. BrReaux] was added as a cospon-
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 3, a
joint resolution proposing an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the
United States for the protection of
unborn children and other purposes.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 10
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
names of the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Stmon], the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. Boscawirz], the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. CoNraDp], the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. BUr-
pick], the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
WaRrnNER], and the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. RoBe]l] were added as co-
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 10,
a joint resolution to designate the
month of May, 1989 as ‘“National
Foster Care Month.”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 13
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
GrassLEY] was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Joint Resolution 13, a joint res-
olution proposing an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States
relating to voluntary school prayer.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 32
At the request of Mr. Packwoop, the
name of the Senator from Florida
[Mr. GraHaM] was added as a cospon-
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 32, a
joint resolution to designate February
2, 1989, as “National Women and Girls
in Sports Day.”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 39
At the request of Mr. BrabpLEY, the
name of the Senator from [Mr.
Simon] was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Joint Resolution 39, a joint res-
olution to designate April 6, 1989, as
“National Student-Athlete Day."”
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SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 43
At the request of Mr. GrRaHAM, the
names of the Senator from Maine [Mr.
MircHELL], and the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. SimoN] were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolutioni
43, a joint resolution designating April
9, 1989, as “National Former Prisoners
of War Recognition Day."”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 44
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
names of the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. DascHLE], the Senator
from Florida [Mr. Grarnam], the Sena-
tor from Nebraska [Mr. KeErRrey], the
Senator from Maine [Mr. MITcHELL],
the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Gorton], the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. McConnNELL], the Senator from
New York [Mr. D'AmaTo]l, the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Heinzl, the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. BoscH-
wirzl, the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Packwoobn], the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. SanrForp], the Senator
from Alaska [Mr. MurkowsKil, the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Brap-
LEY], and the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. DURENBERGER] were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution
44, a joint resolution designating the
week of April 9, 1989, as “Crime Vic-
tims Week."”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 52
At the request of Mr. HoLLINGS, the
names of the Senator from Florida
[Mr. Mack], and the Senator from
California [Mr. CransTON] were added
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 52, a joint resolution to express
gratitude for law enforcement person-
nel.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 55
At the request of Mr. SimoN, the
names of the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. DascHLE], the Senator
from Maine [Mr. MrTcHELL], the Sena-
tor from Kansas [Mr. DoLEl, and the
Senator from New York [Mr.
D’AmaTo] were added as cosponsors of
Senate Joint Resolution 55, a joint res-
olution to designate the week of Octo-
ber 1, 1989, through October 7, 1989,
as “Mental Illness Awareness Week."”

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 56
At the request of Mr. Gagrn, the
names of the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. NicerLes], and the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. BipEn] were added as
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution
56, a joint resolution to designate
April 23 through April 29, 1989, and
the last week of April of each subse-
quent year as “National Organ and

Tissue Donor Awareness Week."”

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 58
At the request of Mr. DomENICI, the
names of the Senator from Florida
[Mr. GraHAM], and the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. Dixon] were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution
58, a joint resolution to designate May
17, 1989, as “High School Reserve Of-
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ficer
Day.”

Training Corps Recognition
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 63
At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the
names of the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. Bownpl, and the Senator from
Florida [Mr. Granam] were added as
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution
63, a joint resolution designating June
14, 1989, as “Baltic Freedom Day", and
for other purposes.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 64
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBURG,
the names of the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Apams], and the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS] were
added as consponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 64, a joint resolution to
designate March 25, 1989 as “Greek
Independence Day: A National Day of
Celebration of Greek and American
Democracy."”
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 65
At the request of Mr. Simon, the
names of the Senator from California
[Mr. Cranston], the Senator from
New York [Mr. D'AmMaTo], the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. DeConcinil, the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Garnl, the
Senator from Utah [Mr. HatcH], the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Heinz], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. KoHxrl, the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERGI,
the Senator from Maine [Mr. MITCcH-
ELL], the Senator from Pennslyvania
[Mr. SpecTERr], and the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. STEVENsS] were added as
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution
65, a joint resolution designating June
12, 1989, as “Anne Frank Day."”
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 10
At the request of Mr. Simon, the
name of the Senator from Montana
[Mr. Bavcus] was added as a cospon-
sor of Senate Concurrent Resolution
10, a concurrent resolution to express
the sense of the Congress with respect
to continuing reductions in the Medi-
care program.
SENATE RESOLUTION 24
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG,
the name of the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. REmp] was added as a cosponsor
of Senate Resolution 24, a resolution
to express the sense of the Senate re-
garding future funding of Amtrak.

SENATE RESOLUTION T71—AU-
THORIZING TESTIMONY BY AN
EMPLOYEE OF THE SENATE

Mr. MITCHELL (for himself and
Mr. DoLE) submitted the following res-
olution; which was considered and
agreed to:

S.REes. T1

Whereas, in the case of United Stales v.
Ladd Anthony, Cr. No. 88-271, pending in
the United States District Court for the
Northern District of Ohio, the Department
of Justice has requested the testimony of
Candy Korn, a present member, and Peter
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Harris, a former member, of Senator Metz-
enbaum’s staff;

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 testimony
or documents, papers, and records of the
Senate may be needful for use in any court
for the promotion of justice, the Senate will
take such action as will promote the ends of
justice consistent with the privileges and
rights of the Senate: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That Candy Korn and Peter
Harris are authorized to testify in the case
of United States v. Ladd Anthonuy.

SENATE RESOLUTION 172—CON-
DEMNING THREATS AGAINST
THE AUTHOR AND PUBLISH-
ERS OF "SATANIC VERSES"”

Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself, Mr.
MitcHELW, Mr. DoLE, Mr. PeLL, Mr.
HeLms, Mr. SaNnForDp, Mr. GORTON, Mr.
SimonN, and Mr. D’AmaTo) submitted
the following resolution; which was
considered and agreed to:

S. Res. 72

Whereas, on February 14, 1989 Ayatollah
Ruhollah Khomeini of the Islamic Republic
of Iran called for the assassination of
Salman Rushdie, author of “Satanic
Verses,” and of the officers of Viking, the
U.S. publisher of the book;

Whereas, Viking officers have received
death threats since the publication of the
book, and Viking offices have been evacuat-
ed several times following bomb threats;

Whereas on February 21, 1989 President
George Bush condemned Iran's threat
against Mr. Rushdie and his publisher as
“deeply offensive to the norms of civilized
behavior': Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate, That in recogni-
tion of threats of violence made against the
above mentioned author and publisher, the
Senate—

(1) declares its commitment to protect the
right of any person to write, publish, sell,
buy, and read books without fear of intimi-
dation and violence;

(2) unequivocally condemns as state-spon-
sored terrorism, the threat of the govern-
ment of Iran and Ayatollah Ruhollah Kho-
meini to assassinate citizens of other coun-
tries on foreign soil;

(3) expresses its support for the publish-
ers and booksellers who have courageously
printed, distributed, sold, and displayed "“Sa-
tanic Verses™" despite the threats they have
received;

(4) applauds President Bush for his
strongly worded statement of outrage
against the Iranian government's actions
and calls upon the President to continue to
condemn publicly any and all threats made
against the author and his publishers;

(56) commends the European Community
member states for withdrawing their diplo-
matic corps from Iran in response to the
Ayatollah’s death sentences;

(6) recognizes the sensitivity of religious
beliefs and practices, respects all religions
and the commitment of the religious to
their faith, and repudiates religious intoler-
ance and bigotry, and

(T) calls upon the President of the United
States to take swift and proportionate
action in consulation, as appropriate, with
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other interested governments, in the event
that violent acts should oceur.

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

OMNIBUS COMMITTEE FUNDING
RESOLUTION FOR 1989 AND 1990

WILSON (AND NICKLES)
AMENDMENT NO. 7

Mr. WILSON (for himself and Mr.
NickLES) proposed an amendment to
the resolution (S. Res. 66) authorizing
biennial expenditures by the commit-
tees of the Senate; as follows:

In the resolution, strike out section 24.

HELMS (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 8

Mr. HELMS (for himself, Mr. NIcK-
LEs, and Mr. WiLsonN) proposed an
amendment to the resolution (S. Res.
66), supra,; as follows:

On page 1, line 9, strike $53,252,088" and
insert “$50,780,499".

On page 2, line 2, strike *$53,430,099"" and
insert “$50,892,155".

On page 3, line 22, strike “$1,876,650" and
insert “$1,798,118".

On page 4, line 6, strike “$1,914,132" and
insert “$1,834,080".

On page 5, line 5, strike “$4,736,267" and
insert $4,428,061".

On page b, line 15, strike *$4,828,540" and
insert “$4,516,622"".

On page 6, line 14, strike “$2,728,969" and
insert “$2,609,890".

On page 6, line 24, strike “$2,785,811" and
insert “$2,662,088".

On page 7, line 25, strike “$2,560,816" and
insert “$2,315,308".

On page 8, line 9, strike “$2,614,125" and
insert “$2,361,614".

On page 9, line 8, strike “$3,313,130"” and
insert '$3,167,988".

On page 9, line 18, strike “$3,382,402" and
insert “$3,231,348".

On page 10, line 20, strike *“$3,694,395"
and insert “$3,536,885".

On page 11, line 5, strike “$3,769,571" and
insert “$3,607,623".

On page 12, line 5, strike “$2,673,647" and
insert “$2,559,807".

On page 12, line 15, strike
and insert “$2,611,003".

On page 13, line 15, strike
and insert '$2,492,564".

On page 13, line 25, strike
and insert “$2,542,415",

On page 14, line 25, strike
and insert “'$2,629,342".

On page 15, line 9, strike “$2,814,065" and
insert *$2,681,929".

On page 16, line 9, strike “$2,666,656" and
insert ““$2,552,785"".

On page 16, line 16, strike “$2,721,004"
and insert “$2,603,841"".

On page 17, line 13, strike *“$4,951,018"
and insert ““$4,740,368".

On page 17, line 23, strike “$5,051,556"
and insert ““$4,835,175".

On page 24, line 3, strike '$4,748,545" and
insert “$4,542,702".

On page 24, line 13, strike “$4,846,789"
and insert ““$4,633,556"".

On page 25, line 13, strike “$4,981,973"
and insert '$4,765,560".

“$2,727,832”
“$2,604,115"
“$2,657,355"
“$2,754,692"
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On page 25, line 20, strike "'$5,085,260"
and insert ‘$4,860,871".

On page 26, line 19, strike “$1,430,672"
and insert '$1,367,357"".

On page 27, line 5, strike '$1,459,163" and
insert “$1,394,704".

On page 29, line 15, strike “$1,123,937"
and insert “$1,062,745".

On page 29, line 18, strike “$1,148,131"
and insert “$1,084,000".

On page 30, line 8, strike “$1,200,008" and
insert “$1,147,299",

On page 30, line 18, strike '$1,213,792"
and insert “$1,170,245".

On page 31, line 18, strike “$2,305,816"
and insert “'$2,205,444".

On page 31, line 25, strike “$2,353,721"
and insert *'$2,249,553".

On page 32, line 20, strike *“$1,887,941"
and insert “$1,845,335".

On page 33, line 1, strike *$1,021,116" and
insert “$978,288".

NOTICES OF HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
announce, for the information of Sen-
ators, that the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs, which I am privileged to
chair, is scheduled to hold a hearing
on March 1, 1989, in SH-216 at 1:30
p.m. on the nomination of Edward J.
Derwinski of Illinois to be Administra-
tor of Veterans' Affairs/Secretary of
Veterans’ Affairs.

Mr. President, I announce, for the
information of Senators, that the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs,
which I am privileged to chair, is
scheduled to hold a hearing on March
6, 1989, in SR-418 at 12:30 p.m. on the
veterans’ programs budget for fiscal
year 1990.

Mr. President, I announce, for the
information of Senators, that the
Senate and House Committees on Vet-
erans’ Affairs are scheduled to hold a
joint hearing on March 7, 1989, in 345
Cannon House Office Building at 9:30
a.m. to hear the legislative presenta-
tion by the Veterans of Foreign Wars
of the United States of America.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES
TO MEET
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs would
like to request unanimous consent to
hold a closed executive session on the
nomination of Edward J. Derwinski to
be Administrator of Veterans’' Affairs/
Secretary of Veterans’ Affairs on
Tuesday, February 28, 1989, at 2:15

p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL SERVICES, POST

OFFICE, AND CIVIL SERVICE, COMMITTEE ON

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcom-
mittee on Federal Services, Post
Office, and Civil Service, Committee
on Governmental Affairs, be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
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Senate on Tuesday, February 28, 1989,
on S. 273, Deceptive Mailing Preven-
tion Act of 1989, and consumer mail
issues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, NATIONAL

PARKS AND FORESTS OF THE SENATE COMMIT-

TEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcom-
mittee on Public Lands, National
Parks and Forests of the Senate Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on 9:30 a.m.,
February 28, 1989, to receive testimo-
ny to reform the Tongass supply fund
and the Tongass Timber Reform Act.

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Select
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Tuesday, February 28, 1989,
at 10 am. to hold an open confirma-
tion hearing on the nomination of
Richard Kerr to be Deputy Director of
Central Intelligence.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOREIGN COMMERCE AND

TOURISM, OF THE COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,

SCIENCE, AND TRANSPORTATION

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcom-
mittee on Foreign Commerce and
Tourism, of the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation, be
authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate on February 28, 1989, at
9:30 a.m. to hold a hearing on the
effect of Japanese patent policy on
American businesses.

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

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Governmental Affairs be au-
thorized to meet on Tuesday, Febru-
ary 28, 1989, at 2 p.m., for an organiza-
tional business meeting for the pur-
pose of adopting the committee’s rules
of procedure.

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

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Armed Services be authorized
to meet on Tuesday, February 28,
1989, at 6:30 p.m.—or later—in closed
session to consider the report to ac-
company the nomination of John G.
Tower to be Secretary of Defense.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND UREAN

AFFAIRS

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Commit-
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tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs be allowed to meet during the
session of the Senate Tuesday, Febru-
ary 28, 1989, at 9:30 a.m. to continue
its oversight hearings on the problems
of the Federal Savings and Loan In-
surance Corporation.

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

NATIONAL ARBOR DAY

® Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, in
1970, 1972, and again last year, Con-
gress legislated, and the President pro-
claimed the last Friday in April as
“National Arbor Day.” I am pleased
that the Senate voted unanimously
today to pass legislation I introduced
to proclaim the last Friday in April
1989 as National Arbor Day.

Trees are one of our Nation's most
important natural resources. They
provide the raw materials for our basic
industries, stabilize our environment,
and add natural grace to our surround-
ings. The establishment of a National
Arbor Day reminds all our citizens of
the vital presence of trees, whether in
urban areas or in distant wilderness.

Man's impact on the environment
and on the future of our planet is in-
creasingly evident. The importance of
trees as a natural resource should
compel us to act promptly on the
problem of forest decline. Scientists
have observed declines, serious
damage, and death of a number of spe-
cies of trees in large areas of Europe
and the United States. Damage to for-
ests has ranged from decline in growth
of several species of pine in southern
New Jersey to widespread damage to
the ponderosa pine in southern Cali-
fornia.

Because we are concerned about
damage to our forests and our trees
and because we need to acknowledge
the contribution that trees make to
our health and well-being, I urge the
House of Representatives to act to
proclaim April 28, 1989 as National
Arbor Day.e

THE PASSING OF DR. IRVIN
ABELL

® Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to express my sorrow upon
the death of a community leader and
good friend of mine, Dr. Irvin Abell.
When Irvin passed away on January
31, the community of Louisville and
the State of Kentucky lost a selfless,
dedicated doctor whose contributions
to the community included a career in
medicine which spanned several dec-
ades. He was a former president of the
Kentucky State Medical Association
and former head of the Jefferson
County Medical Society. Irvin also
served as president of the medical
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staff and the executive committee at
the old St. Joseph Infirmary. Other
medical organizations with which he
was affiliated include the American
College of Surgeons, Southeastern
Surgical Congress, Southern Surgical
Association, and the Kentucky Surgi-
cal Society.

But Irvin's duties did not exclusively
center around the medical profession.
He was a former board member of J.B.
Speed Art Museum and a former direc-
tor of the Louisville Chamber of Com-
merce. Irvin was also deeply interested
in education having served on the
board of overseers of Bellarmine Col-
lege and as chairman of the board of
advisers for Nazareth College.

Irvin Abell was a great man and a
dedicated doctor who will be sorely
missed by all who knew him and by all
who benefited from his service to
others. Mr. President, I know that my
colleagues join me in sending our most
sincere condolences to Irvin's widow,
Helen, his children and grandchildren.

END HOLDING PATTERN

® Mr. MACK. Mr. President, the dis-
pute between Eastern Airlines and the
International Association of Machin-
ists is having severe consequences for
not only Eastern and its employees,
but for the entire airline industry. A
recent editorial in the Miami Herald
examined this dispute, and, I believe,
shed some light on the issue, and I ask
that it be printed in the REcorb.

The editorial follows:

[From the Miami Herald, Feb. 24, 1989]

END HOLDING PATTERN

Contract negotiations between Eastern
Airlines and the International Association
of Machinists (IAM) officially are in a *'cool-
ing off'" stage in which intense negotiations
are waged in search of agreement. Unoffi-
cially, both parties are in a sweat, running
to court, to Congress, and “concerned citi-
zens" in search of allies for what comes
after March 4, the deadline for agreement.
If only each would devote as much energy
to negotiations.

The stakes are high: Losing $1 million a
day, Eastern must reduce its costs and gain
financial flexibility if it's to survive. Quite
aside from the bitter and personal battle be-
tween IAM President Charles Bryan and
Frank Lorenzo, chairman of Eastern’s
parent Texas Air Corp., organized labor
worries that a new industry standard is
emerging. Still, the self-interest of each is
best served by a contract agreement. To a
wary traveling public and a South Florida
community held hostage to the dispute, the
distinction between the IAM's strike threat
and Eastern's self-fulfilling prophesies of
service cuts and asset sales is irrelevant.

South Florida's business community and
political establishment should continue
pressuring both disputants to reach a nego-
tiated accord. To that end, give credit to
Labor Secretary Elizabeth Dole for avoiding
the trap laid by the AFL-CIO's executive
council and for parrying its proposals to es-
tablish an emergency Presidential fact-find-
ing board to intervene.

While negotiations proceed, there is no
justification whatsoever to convene a board,
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which would require extending the negotiat-
ing deadline another 60 days. Even if negoti-
ations fail, the nation’s air service wouldn't
likely be disrupted seriously by an IAM
strike, or even Eastern's collapse. Other air-
lines are willing to expand. Presidential
intervention simply would alleviate pressure
on Eastern and the IAM to reach accord by
March 4.

There has been too much delay already.
Eastern’s ebbing financial strength is drag-
ging Texas Air down as well. Thousands of
union jobs have been lost. Hopes for a buy-
out have proved unrealistic. Now is the time
for a contract agreement, not for naming a
Presidential board and giving the negotia-
tors another two months to squabble.®

ADVANCED MANUFACTURING
TECHNOLOGIES

® Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent, throughout the 1980's, we have
been engaging in an ongoing debate as
to how the Government can help
American business improve its com-
petitiveness in the global market. This
is a difficult and complex issue which
will not be quickly resolved.

As part of this debate, I would like
to bring to the attention of my col-
leagues a recent article written by Wil-
liam C. Norris, chairman emeritus of
Control Data Corp. and current chair-
man of the William C. Norris Insti-
tute, a nonprofit corporation estab-
lished to address major public policy
issues. In this article, Bill points out
the importance of facilitating public-
private cooperation in developing ad-
vanced manufacturing technologies.

He specifically recommends that
Federal and State governments pool
their resources with private companies
to establish a network of manufactur-
ing service centers throughout the
United States to provide design and
manufacturing services on a contract
basis. As he notes, “this approach
would surmount the barriers to adop-
tion of advanced manufacturing tech-
nology, especially by small compa-
nies."”

Mr. President, I believe Bill Norris
has presented an idea that we should
consider pursuing in the near future. I
ask that the article published in the
February 23, 1989, St. Paul Pioneer
Dispatch be printed in the RECORD.

The article follows:

U.S. GOVERNMENT, INDUSTRY MUST JOIN
Forces T'o MEET FOREIGN CHALLENGE
(By William C. Norris)

A spate of articles has appeared in the na-
tion's newspapers and business magazines in
recent months, prompted by a Department
of Commerce report that American manu-
facturing is not as healthy as had been
claimed. Apparently, previous statistics on
manufacturing contained a miscalculation
causing that sector’s share of gross national
product to be overstated.

This revelation has come as a shock to
many, because, for a number of years,
economists and the Reagan administration
had contended that U.S. manufacturing was
in robust health. This position has been
maintained, in spite of an ever-expanding
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and highly visible array of foreign-made
consumer electronic goods, automobiles,
trucks and other products pouring into our
businesses, homes and onto our streets.

Also largely ignored has been a continuing
stream of reports during the past five years
warning that many U.S. industries have
fallen behind foreign competitors in use of
advanced manufacturing technology. That
includes computer-aided design, computer-
aided manufacturing and robotic assembly.

As the Congressional Office of Technolo-
gy Assessment noted in a July report:
“Many U.S. industries have fallen behind
foreign competitors in manufacturing tech-
nology. The weak performance of American
manufacturers is one of the most important
underlying forces behind the large trade
deficit of the 1980s, The United Statees has
to improve its manufacturing performance
if it is to prevent further erosion in living
standards.”

Another reason for great concern is the
strong shift toward higher value-added
products by Japanese manufacturers who
are increasingly investing in advanced auto-
mated manufacturing to expand production
of high-value products—such as computers,
peripherals, instruments, VCRs, televison
sets, and optical fiber telecommunications
equipment—as compared to lower value-
added steel, chemical feedstock, pulp, paper,
pork bellies and other commodities.

As a consequence of the ever-growing in-
vestment in manufacturing technology, Jap-
anese manufacturers have increased quality
and lowered the cost of products. At the
same time, they are decreasing the time re-
quired to design and manufacture new prod-
ucts.

Countering this formidable threat is a gar-
gantuan challenge. Our response must be
designed not just to catch up, but to leap-
frog foreign competition. Clearly, a substan-
tial increase in investment to improve man-
ufacturing is required. Because of the stag-
gering federal budget deficit and the many
other demands for increased expenditures,
such an investment is unaffordable unless
there is a substantial increase in the effi-
ciency of utilization of existing resources
through cooperation on an-unprecedented
scale. This must involve the federal govern-
ment, state government, local communities
and industry in a cooperative effort.

The most effective means of marshaling
these players is by establishing advanced
manufacturing service centers throughout
the United States, which would use the
most advanced technology. These centers
would provide design and manufacturing
services on a contract basis. Companies
would pay for the service as used. A compa-
ny could access the manufacturing center
through a computer work station located on
its premises.

The centers would be financed, initially,
by a combination of federal, state, local
community and industry funds. Eventually,
the centers would be taken over by industry.

This approach would surmount the bar-
riers to adoption of advanced manufactur-
ing technology, especially by smaller compa-
nies, of substantial initial investment, high
risk and lack of the capability to assemble
and operate an in-house advanced manufac-
turing system.

Congress has recognized the need to stim-
ulate and accelerate the adoption of ad-
vanced manufacturing technology through-
out American industry by providing a
modest amount of funding—which is
matched by other public and private
sources—for three regional advanced manu-
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facturing centers. While this is a step in the
right direction, much larger funding needs
to be provided by the federal government,
which is keyed to increased investment by
state governments, communities and compa-
nies.

Every community in America is uneasy
about the foreign competitive threat. The
steady flow of words relating to the health
of U.S. manufacturing, often conflicting,
has dwelled on symptoms. Identifying and
effecting a cure is overdue. American com-
munities must now provide the impetus to
get it under way. This is in keeping with
their actions to help themselves by estab-
lishing economic development programs.

Thus, each community should start the
necessary planning and start building the
necessary support required by federal and
state governments and companies to estab-
lish an advanced manufacturing service
center. Such actions, by communities
throughout America, would dramatically
improve competitiveness, which would help
underwrite the prosperity we are all seeking
for the future.e@

MIKE L. WARD

® Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, it is
with a great deal of pleasure that I ask
my colleagues in the Senate to join me
in recognizing an outstanding Alabam-
ian, Mike L. Ward, of Huntsville, AL.
If the future of this country rests with
our young people, Mike should give us
all hope. I can not think of a more ap-
propriate time to recognize Mike's
achievements than Black History
Month.

I first met Mike in July 1988 when
he visited my office as Governor of
Boy's State and a delegate to Boy's
Nation. I found him to be a highly mo-
tivated and well rounded individual
who had succeeded in being elected
the first black Governor of Alabama's
Boys' State.

Mike embodies many characteristics
that have set him apart as a leader.
Born in 1971 with cerebral palsy, he,
through hard work and determination,
became an outstanding student with
the potential to become one of tomor-
row's leaders.

A senior at Butler Senior High
School, Mike also was elected junior
and senior class president and is an
active member in the student council.
He is an associate editor of the Phoe-
nix magazine, a member of the Key
Club, the Junior Civitan Club, the
wrestling team, and the debate team,
and has participated in the Scholars
Bowl for the past 2 years. Further,
Mike hosts a weekly radio show on
WEUP in Huntsville on academics and
sports at Butler High School. In addi-
tion to his unparalleled involvement in
school activities, Mike' commitment to
his community extends into the realm
of civic and charitable endeavors. He is
a member of the Pentecostal Church,
a member of Visions 2000, which is an
organization that works with the
mayor of Huntsville on community
problems, and a member of the Hunts-
ville City School Boards Committee on
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Race Relations. He volunteers with
the Special Olympics and Salvation
Army, is an advisor to Boy Scout
troops in Huntsville and conducts sem-
inars on “growing up.” Sanford Uni-
versity in Birmingham, Auburn Uni-
versity, Vanderbilt University, or Duke
University, Mike's choices for college
will benefit from this young man’s
outstanding leadership abilities in the
fall.

Mike'’s endless participation in
school has provided Butler Senior
High with respected leadership. He
has been a source of pride for his
school and the State of Alabama,
giving Huntsville the opportunity to
add yet another outstanding citizen to
that city’s history.

He embodies the characteristics that
idenfify our American spirit—faith,
courage, and determination. I am hon-
ored to serve as his Senator in Wash-
ington.e

SILVER ANNIVERSARY OF THE
PORT AUTHORITY OF PITTS-
BURGH

® Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I rise
today to mark a historic milestone in
the economic development of Alleghe-
ny County, PA, and the mobility of its
citizens. Tomorrow, March 1, the Port
Authority of Pittsburgh [PAT] will
celebrate 25 years of service.

From its modest beginning on March
1, 1964, when a bus left the Homewood
Garage on Frankstown Avenue to
begin service to the North Side and
Bloomfield, until today, PAT has pro-
vided direct benefits to billions of com-
muters, schoolchildren, and the elder-
ly.

During the past quarter century,
PAT has traveled nearly 1 billion miles
and carried more than 2.4 billion pas-
sengers.

Mr. President, the port authority
and its nearly 3,000 employees are to
be commended for the contributions
they have made toward our region’s
economic and social development.
Mass transit is an integral part of our
Nation's commercial well-being. It re-
lieves traffic congestion and makes our
environment a more livable one by re-
ducing the number of cars needed to
get people around. For many people, it
is the only available means of trans-
portation.

The port authority could not have
gone so far, so fast, without the Feder-
al transit funding provided through
the Urban Mass Transportation ad-
ministration. I stand committed to this
Federal-State-local partnership which
has demonstrably proven its value to
our citizens.e

AMMUNITION CONTROL AND
HANDGUN VIOLENCE

® Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, it
has happened again. The New York
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Post reported on February 22 that a
17-year-old girl was arrested at Paul
Robeson High School in Brooklyn,
NY, for threatening a classmate with a
loaded pistol. The pistol was loaded
with .32 caliber bullets. Big enough to
be deadly. And small enough to have
been hidden in the girl's waistband.

On January 25, I introduced the Vio-
lent Crime Protection Crime Act—S.
229—in the Senate to ban the manu-
facture, importation, and sale of .25-
and .32-caliber ammunition. I did so
because it will be next to impossible to
control handgun violence by banning
handguns themselves. Sixty million
handguns are already in circulation,
and they will last more than a life-
time. But bullets get used up. Our cur-
rent supply of bullets will not last for
more than a few years.

The .25- and .32-caliber ammunition
is used in small, concealable handguns.
It is overwhelmingly the choice of
criminals. It is just used to kill people.
Children use it to kill children. On
January 23, for example, in Fairfax
County, VA, an 8-year-old boy shot his
6-year-old sister to death. Deliberately,
with a .32-caliber handgun. On Janu-
ary 11, in New York City, a 5-year-old
brought a .25-caliber pistol to kinder-
garten. He was headlined by the New
York Post as New York’s “Pistol
Packin' Peewee."”

1 do not wish to argue that it is the
presence of guns and bullets alone
that causes this kind of violence. Life
has become desperate in our cities. In
New York City officials estimate that
600,000 mostly young people use crack.
And in the South Bronx 1 in 40 ex-
pectant mothers tests positive for the
AIDS virus. The same people who are
shooting at one another are slowly
killing themselves. We must learn how
to teach them the simple proposition
that life is worth holding on to.

But that will take time. In the mean-
time, we could just save a few lives by
cutting off the exhaustible supply of
bullets that feeds our inexhaustible
supply of handguns. To repeat: it has
happened again. And it will happen
again. I urge my colleagues to take an-
other look at S. 229, and to do it
sooner rather than later. We simply
cannot delay action any longer.

AMERICAN POLICIES IN THE
MIDDLE EAST

@ Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, about
2 weeks ago, Vice President QUAYLE
delivered a speech to the Anti-Defa-
mation League that offered a clear
and courageous exposition of the prin-
ciples that will guide American policies
in the Middle East. The Vice President
reminded his listeners that in the bliz-
zard of rhetoric and showmanship
which has recently come from this
volatile area of the world, the United
States must wait for the verbal storm
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to pass and look carefully for tangible
deeds on the part of the Palestine Lib-
eration Organization before it judges
both the sincerity and the reality of
Yasser Arafat’s attitude toward the
State of Israel.

“We need,” the Vice President
noted, “more than press conference
statements and semantics. We need to
see real evidence of concrete actions
by the PLO-—actions for peace, and
against terrorism—before changing
our fundamental attitude toward the
PLO.” If we read between Arafat's
own lines, Mr. President, we still see a
man representing a group that contin-
ues to rely on violence and subversion
to achieve its goals. The PLO ‘de-
nounces terrorism,” we are told, yet
still reserves a right to kidnap, kill,
and bomb within Israeli borders. Pal-
estinian spokesmen ‘“‘accept Israel’s
right to exist,” we hear on the evening
news, yet the charter of their organi-
zation still calls for the destruction of
the Jewish state. Arafat seeks a “‘genu-
ine compromise” on the future status
of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip,
we read in the papers, yet still prom-
ises ““10 bullets in the chest’ to anyone
who dares to disagree with his pro-
gram of guerrilla warfare.

It is unfortunate that the Vice Presi-
dent's speech attracted so little atten-
tion in the media because it tackled
these hard facts concerning the PLO’'s
agenda and recommended sober policy
options for the new administration. I
therefore ask, Mr. President, that the
text of this speech be printed in the
RECORD.

The remarks follow:

REMARKS BY THE VICE PRESIDENT TO THE

ANTI-DEFAMATION LEAGUE, PALM BEacH, FL

I am delighted to be here this afternoon
and to address this distinguished gathering.
Since its founding in a Chicago law office
back in 1913, the Anti-Defamation League
of B'nai B'rith has worked hard to make the
American dream a reality for all Americans.
You have sought, in your own words, “to
stop the defamation of the Jewish people
. . . and to secure justice and fair treatment
to all citizens alike.” These are great aims,
noble aims, and I congratulate you for the
courage, wisdom and tenacity with which
yvou have pursued them.

The A.D.L.'s record infighting the good
fight is a long and honorable one, but
there’s one aspect of that record that seems
to me especially noteworthy: Your recogni-
tion that for civil rights to flourish at home,
they must flourish abroad, as well. From
the 1930's, when the A.D.L. fought Nazi
propaganda in the United States, to your
current efforts to develop lesson plans for
schools that teach our students to distin-
guish between democratic and totalitarian
forms of government, you have understood
that the cause of democracy and human
rights is indivisible. You have understood
that you can't fight the bigots and the bul-
lies at home while running away from them
abroad. You have understood that you've
got to stand up and be counted—both in the
domestic arena and in the foreign arena.

I am here to tell you that the Bush Ad-
ministration shares your basic outlook. At
home, our aim is to strengthen the pluralis-
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tic threads out of which our society is
woven—to build a “kinder, gentler nation,”
a nation where racism, anti-Semitism and
bigotry of every sort no longer deface the
American landscape. Abroad, our goal is to
use our power to advance the cause of liber-
ty. We know that these two aims are linked,
and we recognize that we won't succeed at
either task unless we succeed at both.

Maintaining liberty at home means honor-
ing the values that have made us free. I
stressed this need only a few days after be-
coming Vice President, when I addressed
the National Religious Broadcasters Con-
vention back in Washington. My theme was
religious liberty, and the need for all Ameri-
cans to respect our First Amendment Free-
doms.

In the course of my remarks, I used one of
my favorite quotations—from a letter sent
by George Washington to the Hebrew Con-
gress of Newport in 1790. It goes like this:
“It is now no more that toleration is spoken
of, as if it was by the indulgence of one class
of people, that another enjoyed the exercise
of their inherent natural rights. For happily
the government of the United States, which
gives to bigotry no sanction, to persecution
no assistance, requires only that they who
live under its protection should demean
themselves as good citizens, in giving it on
all occasions their effectual support ...
May the Children of the Stock of Abraham,
who dwell in this land, continue to merit
and enjoy the good will of the other inhab-
itants, while every one shall sit in safety
under his own vine and fig tree, and there
shall be none to make him afraid.”

That was the quote I read to the Religious
Broadcasters, and it truly is one of the most
beautiful quotes in our history. For it re-
minds us that at the very moment when the
foundations of our nation were being laid,
Americans understood that religious free-
dom isn't a privilege that the state can
grant or withhold as it chooses; rather, it is
a fundamental right, an inalienable right,
that the state must uphold.

Of course, we Americans haven't always
lived up to our high ideals. Our history has
been marred by racism and anti-Semitism,
and even today incidents occur. But these
are the exception, not the rule. The rule is
that the American people are deeply devot-
ed to the principles of a democratic, just
and pluralistic society. And the rule is that
the Bush Administration—from the Presi-
dent on down—abhors and abominates all
manifestations of racial and religious bigot-
ry. Although reasonable men and women
will differ over just where to draw the line
between religion and the state in public af-
fairs, there is no room to differ over the
centrality of liberty, and of religious liberty.
There is no differences over the need to
keep America a nation where, “Every one
shall sit in safety under his vine and fig
tree, and there shall be none to make him
afraid.”

I wish it were so everywhere else in the
world—but, unfortunately, it is not. As some
of you may know, I just got back from a
visit to Venezuela and E] Salvador. Over the
course of my trip, I met with many Latin
American leaders. To all these leaders, I
stressed this nation’s enduring support for
democracy and human rights. I explained to
them that our democratic convictions aren't
just an afterthought or an add-on, rather,
they lie at the core of our foreign policy.
For the American people as a whole—for
Democrats and Republicans, for Jews and
Christians—democratic self-government is
the best guarantee of peace and freedom, of
international stability and social justice.
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This national consensus on behalf of de-
mocracy is one very important reason why
the United States supports democratic
Israel, but it's not the only reason. I'd like
to examine some of the other reasons as
well. But first, let me review with you some
of the recent developments in the Middle
East—developments with which the Bush
Administration is currently grappling.

One very troubling recent development is
the proliferation of both chemical weapons
and ballistic missiles throughout the Middle
East. The use of chemical weapons by both
Iraq and Iran during the Gulf War, Iraq's
use of these weapons against the Kurds, and
Libya's possession of chemical weapons,
remind us all, once again, that the Middle
East is an exceedingly dangerous place—and
that the dangers may be increasing.

Another recent development has been
Yasir Arafat’s acceptance of American con-
ditions for initiating a dialogue—that is, rec-
ognition of Israel's right to exist, renunci-
ation of terrorism, and acceptance of UN Se-
curity Council Resolutions 242 and 338. But
there are many reasons for looking long and
hard before drawing any firm conclusions
about Mr. Arafat's reversal. We need more
than press conference statements and se-
manties. We need to see real evidence of
concrete actions by the PLO—actions for
peace, and against terrorism—before chang-
ing our fundamental attitude toward the
PLO.

To begin with, we must all remember that
the PLO is an umbrella organization that
contains a number of political groups. Some
of these groups have made it clear that they
continue to reject Israel's right to exist, and
continue to regard terrorism as a legitimate
means of struggle, regardless of what Mr,
Arafat says. Clearly, then, the nature of the
PLO’'s commitment to peace needs to be
clarified.

Second, even within Mr. Arafat's own or-
ganization, some of his lieutenants have
made statements that flatly contradict their
leader’s peaceful protestations—yet they are
neither censured nor disciplined for their
apparent insubordination. What are we to
make of this? And what are we to make of
the fact that Mr. Arafat himself has threat-
ened the lives of Palestinian leaders on the
West Bank who have indicated an interest
in achieving some sort of peaceful accommo-
dation with Israel? Or of the fact that the
PLO Charter, calling for Israel’'s destruc-
tion, has not been formally revoked? Once
again, simple prudence obliges us to monitor
Mr. Arafat and his organization very care-
fully, and to probe his words very closely,
before arriving at a final determination.
Those who believe that America policy is
about to undergo a basic shift merely be-
cause we have begun to talk with the PLO
are completely mistaken. As Secretary of
State Baker has noted, “The existence of
the dialogue should not lead anyone to mis-
understand our overall policy or guestion
our enduring support for the State of
Israel.”

Yet another new factor in the Middle East
equation is the Palestinian uprising that has
gone on for over a year now, and has result-
ed in nearly four hundred Palestinians
killed, and many more injured. Some may
say that by the grisly standards of some of
Israel's neighbors, a few hundred people
killed in the course of a year-long uprising is
not a very staggering figure. And, of course,
Arab states have killed far more Palestin-
ians than Israel has. But Israel cannot be
judged by the standards of its neighbors.
Israel judges itself—and is judged by
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others—on the basis of the standards which
prevail in the democratic West. And on the
basis of these standards, the status quo on
the West Bank and Gaza Strip is clearly un-
acceptable.

Of course the Israelis understand this as
well as anyone. As you know, the recently-
formed government in Jerusalem is explor-
ing new options, examining new initiatives
to deal with this crisis. We welcome these
moves, and hope that they will lead to an
atmosphere of mutual restraint. And we will
continue to oppose the one-sided condemna-
tions of Israel's actions that emerge all-too-
often from the U.N. In fact, in its very first
week on the job, the Bush Administration
made it clear that we would veto a proposed
Security Council Presidential statement
harshly critical of Israel. When the spon-
sors of that statement toned it down some-
what, in the hope of avoiding a U.S. veto, we
again informed them that it was still one-
sided and unacceptable, As a result, the
statement was withdrawn. There's a lesson
to be learned here—a lesson about the U.S.
commitment to the truth and justice in the
Middle East—and we hope that those who
sponsored this statement have learned it.

These, then, are some of the complexities
facing the Bush Administration as we
review U.S. policy in the Middle East. Clear-
ly, the dilemmas are real, the choices are
difficult, and the stakes are high. But the
fact that a policy review is under way
doesn’t mean that our Middle East policy is
somehow up for grabs now. On the con-
trary, the broad principles of U.S. Middle
East policy remain firmly in place. And per-
haps, during this period of review, they are
worth restating.

So let's begin with the basics. The first
principles of U.S. Middle East policy re-
mains strong and unwavering support for Is-
rael's security. Forty years ago, we support-
ed the creation of the State of Israel for
moral and humanitarian reasons. We be-
lieved that after the unspeakable atrocities
committed by the Nazis, Jews needed a land
they could call their own, a land in which
they could live without fear. That is what
we are committed, and will always remain
committed to the security of Israel. We are
committed to helping Israel protect itself
against any combination of aggressors. And
we will always make clear to the world,
through moral and material support, that
we are a permanent and unshakable ally of
the State of Israel.

But humanitarian and moral consider-
ations are not the sole basis for American
support of Israel. As I noted earlier, our
common democratic traditions, our partner-
ship in pursuit of peace and freedom, is an-
other pillar of our alliance. Israel is a vi-
brant democracy in a part of the world
where democratic institutions have not, as
yet, taken hold. This situation presents Isra-
el's democracy with daily challenges of a
kind that other democracies, surrounded by
peaceful neighbors, have rarely had to face.
That Israel’s democracy continues to flour-
ish under these conditions is both a tribute
to the courage and determination of the Is-
raeli people, and a bond firmly linking them
to the American people.

American and Israel are also linked by
common strategic interests. The fact is that
we have no more reliable friend in the world
than Israel. And the scope of our strategic
cooperation is vast. Indeed, as Secretary of
State Baker pointed out during his confir-
mation hearings, our relationship with
Israel has expanded into a “true strategic
alliance” during the Reagan-Bush years.
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One aspect of this alliance of particular in-
terest to me when I served in the Senate
was anti-tactical ballistic missile technology.
With the proliferation of ballistic missiles to
the Middle East, the need for such a defense
becomes increasingly obvious. I am proud
that I helped to channel funds to Israel
through SDI for joint research and develop-
ment projects, such as the Arrow missile de-
fense system, and that I have worked to fur-
ther U.S.-Israel strategic cooperation both
in the Senate and during my visit to Israel
in 1987. I know that both nations can gain
enormously from such cooperation.

For all these reasons—our moral commit-
ments, our democratic convictions, and our
strategic interests—we provide more securi-
ty assistance to Israel than to any other
nation. I believe that this assistance is one
of the best investments we can make—an in-
vestment not only in Israel’s security, but in
our own. And I know President Bush shares
this conviction.

A second enduring principle underlying
U.S. Middle East policy is the search for an
Arab-Israeli peace based on direct negotia-
tions between the parties. We believe that
negotiations can work. We believe that the
Arab-Israeli conflict is not intractable, and
that compromises on all outstanding issues
can be found. But the responsibility for
making the compromises, for finding the so-
lutions, rests with the parties themselves,
Anyone who tries to shift the primary
peace-making responsibility to the United
States, who thinks that we can somehow be
persuaded into pressuring Israel to accept a
pre-cooked “solution”, is only kidding him-
self.

A third enduring principle of our Middle
East policy is that direct negotiations must
be based on U.N. Security Council Resolu-
tions 242 and 338, which include the ex-
change of territory for peace. Realistically,
we believe that Jordan must play a part in
any peace settlement. The Palestinians
must participate in the determination of
their own future, as well, We continue to be-
lieve, however, that an independent Pales-
tinian state will not be a source of stability
or a contribution to a just and lasting peace.

My friends, we should not lose sight
during the current difficulties and turmoil
of the fact that the last eight years have
been good ones for the American-Israeli alli-
ance. They have also been years in which
the cause of democracy and human rights
have made giant strides around the world.
These two developments are not unrelated.
For when America is truest to herself, when
she takes her own principles seriously, and
acts on them, both democracy and our
friendship with Israel will flourish.

I want to assure you that the next eight
years—the Bush-Quayle years—will be
equally successful. We will continue to
uphold the values of freedom and democra-
cy that have made us great both at home
and abroad. We will continue to advance the
cause of human rights around the world.
And we will eontinue to strengthen and
deepen our strategic alliance with Israel.

Let me conclude these remarks on a per-
sonal note, if I might. As some of you may
know, I was born in Huntington, Indiana. It
was a small, decent, quiet American town—
and life was safe and secure there. But then
I grew up, and as I grew up I learned some
new and ugly words; words like Gulag;
words like Auschwitz; words like Boat
People. And I learned that the safety and
security that I had taken for granted were
not part of the inevitable order of things.
You have to work at it; you have to fight for
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it; and sometimes, you have to sacrifice for
it.

I went into public life to do precisely this:
to help, in the words of our Constitution,
“to secure the blessings of liberty to our-
selves and our posterity.” But securing
these blessings for ourselves means helping
others to secure them for themselves—their
posterity. It means working at home and
abroad to make the world a little less cruel,
a little more humane.

The A.D.L. has understood this all along.
From your earliest days you have been an
embattled organization, and all your battles
have been fought on behalf of democracy
and human rights. I salute you for what you
have accomplished. And I trust that in the
future we shall fight our battles together,
side by side.

Thank you and God Bless You.e

TERRY EHRICH

® Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would
like to take a moment today to talk
about a constituent of mine, Terry
Ehrich, of Bennington, VT, who is the
owner and publisher of a newspaper
called the Hemmings Motor News.

Terry also provides a great public
service by allowing his antique cars to
be used during Bennington’s local pa-
rades. I have certainly enjoyed them.

No matter where my travels take me,
I can usually find a copy of the Hem-
mings Motor News, and I take great
pride in knowing that the publication
comes from Vermont.

I respectfully request that the arti-
cle about my friend Terry that ap-
peared in the Burlington Free Press be
printed here in full.

The article follows:

IF You CaN't Finp IT IN HEMMINGS—BEN-
NINGTON'S THE HUB FOR SPECIALTY CAR EN-
THUSIASTS

(By Kent M. Shaw)

BENNINGTON.—Can anyone help T. Hills-
grove, of Jacksonville, Fla., locate 16-inch
rims with 3%-inch hubs for his 1940 Buick
468 Coupe?

“I have two rims that are bent so badly
that I can hardly drive the car,” laments T.
Hillsgrove. *I've come to the conclusion that
if I can’t find it in Hemmings it probably
doesn’t exist. Can anyone help?”

However the writer makes out in his quest
for a smooth ride in his '40 Buick, there
may be no better place to look than among
the T00-plus pages of Hemmings Motor
News, the monthly Bible of vintage and spe-
cial interest automobiles, parts and sundries
published from a much-expanded school-
house in Bennington.

In 1988, Hemmings published 8,384 pages
of classified and display advertising. Except
for the occasional note from the publisher
and the small string of letters, such as T.
Hillsgrove's, there was nothing else.

No feature stories, no in-depth investiga-
tions, no chit chat, no profiles, not a word
on the latest trends or fashions.

T-Bird: 1956, in storage 21 years, needs
very minor work, $16,000.

We pay cash for Chrysler convertibles,
1928-68, any condition; 1963 Super Sport
spinner wheel covers, excellent condition,
$80.
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There is no price listed with a 1955 Merece-
des-Benz 300SL Gullwing, “available to
qualified knowledgeable drivers."”

At last count, says publisher Terry
Ehrich, who is planning to celebrate Hem-
mings' 35th anniversary through most of
1988, circulation had reached 269,935, in-
cluding newsstand sales of about 44,350 at
the cover price of $3.95.

The flagship of Watering Inc., a privately
held corporation of which Ehrich is a prinei-
pal owner, Hemmings will account for about
$13.5 million in revenues this year.

“There are a lot of fun cars in here,” said
the 47-year-old Ehrich, paging at random
through a recent issue. “You can open it up
and start daydreaming.”

“Look at this old Ford woodie,"” he said.
“Imagine driving across the country in
that.”

This one was a 1949 with 75,000 miles on
it, “near perfect wood throughout, original
upholstery, $8,900.”

Ehrich has a much simpler time explain-
ing how his business works than addressing
the fundamental questions, explaining why
it is that T. Hillsgrove or any of 100,000
other dedicated Hemmings readers develop,
in Ehrich’s words, such “emotional relation-
ships’ with their cars.

“People really get involved with their
automobiles,” he said, smiling.

Ehrich's involvement with Hemmings
began in 1968 when he purchased the busi-
ness from Ernest Hemmings, an auto parts
jobber from Quiney, IIl., who mimeo-
graphed the first Hemmings—four pages
long—in January 1954.

Ehrich moved the business to his native
Vermont two years later, bringing along a
few adventurous staffers and a publication
with a circulation of about 35,000,

Brownell, who is also editor of Special In-
terest Autos—a Watering Inc.-owned maga-
zine established in 1970, which publishes
frank test drive reports on vintage cars—
says the 1970s saw the pastime of refurbish-
ing classic cars shift away from the near ex-
clusive domain of millionaires who tinker
with their Dusenbergs.

“The hobby redefined itself,” Brownwell
said. “These are regular folks. These are av-
erage Joes."”

That isn't to say that Hemmings turns
down ads from would-be sellers or buyers of
Dusenbergs or Ferraris or 1955 Mercedes-
Benz 300SL Gullwings. But the mainstay is
the regular production American car—the
V-8 powered 1930s Fords, the 1960s-era
Mustangs.

Hemmings does turn down ads from
people who forget to enclose a check or
money order with their insert for any of the
60 or so categories inside. There is no billing
department at Hemmings. The magazine
also gives a boost to the average Joe by dis-
counting non-commercial classified advertis-
ing for hobbyists.

Even when he doesn’t have much in the
way of spare time to share with a visitor,
Ehrich is eager to show off the firm's “roll-
ing stock,” most of it housed in the former
horse stables of a once-grand Bennington
estate.

Hemmings Motor News is emblazoned on
the sides of two 1929 Model AA Ford-Cretor
popcorn vending trucks, which the firm
takes along to auto shows for proven promo-
tional value.

The regular fleet of 1936 panel trucks—a
Chevy, a Ford and a Dodge—are there, too,
restored to prime shape. Ehrich said he
liked the idea of investing in the less-sought
after panel trucks because few readers
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would feel Hemmings was competing
against them in the market. Besides, said
Ehrich, smiling again, there is plenty of
room on the rich British racing green side
panels for the company name.

“If you can't find it in Hemmings Motor
News,” reads a borrowed phrase on the
back, “your car can probably do without it."”

Ehrich said he may have learned some-
thing recently of the passions of vintage car
collectors while he was preparing an intro-
ductory essay for a small publication Hem-
mings plans for 1989, a primer for the
would-be collector.

“I think I convinced myself,” said Ehrich,
who found himself smitten by a 1928 Model
A two-door recently.

“Because it was just the same as the first
car I ever owned.”

Just the same as the car he tinkered with
as a teen-ager at a former Shell station in
Arlington, just up the road a piece.

THE EHRICH FILE

Name: Terry Ehrich.

Occupation: Publisher, Hemmings Motor
News.

Age: 47.

Education: Harvard College, Class of 1963.

Interests: Environmental activism: “We
haven't tested the brakes in this technologi-
cal society of ours. We've had the accelera-
tor to the floor."e

FAIR HOUSING MONTH

@ Mr. D'’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today to offer my support for Senate
Joint Resolution 41, a joint resolution
designating April 1989 as “Fair Hous-
ing Month.”

Twenty-one years ago, in April 1968,
Congress passed the Fair Housing Act.
Fair Housing Month commemorates
this landmark in civil rights history,
and reaffirms our national commit-
ment to providing fair housing to ev-
eryone regardless of race, color, reli-
gion, sex, national origin, familial
status, or handicap. Just last year, to
further our commitment to fair hous-
ing, Congress passed the Fair Housing
Amendments Act of 1988, of which I
was proud to cosponsor. The 1988
amendments expanded the Fair Hous-
ing Act to include coverage to prevent
discrimination against handicapped
persons and families with children.

Among its more important provi-
sions, the Fair Housing Amendments
Act bars discrimination in the sale,
rental, or financing of housing on the
basis of handicap. In addition, the
amendments require reasonable modi-
fication of dwellings and reasonable
accommodation in policies for handi-
cap persons, and also requires the
design and construction of certain new
covered multifamily dwellings for first
occupancy after March 13, 1991, to
meet certain adaptability and accessi-
bility requirements. Regarding dis-
crimination against families, the 1988
amendments bar discrimination in the
sale, rental, or financing of housing
because there are children in a family,
but exempts certain housing for older
persons.
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Mr. President, housing is a basic
human right. So it is our duty to pro-
tect anyone denied housing because of
race, number of children, handicap, or
any other reason. America was found-
ed on principles of fairness and equali-
ty—it is vital that we protect those in
danger of losing these rights. I am
proud to cosponsor Fair Housing
Month which reminds us not to lose
sight of our American values. I com-
mend Senator SPECTER, my neighbor
from nearby Pennsylvania, on intro-
ducing this joint resolution, and urge
my colleagues to join us in cosponsor-
ing Senate Joint Resolution 41.@

BIOLOGICAL AND CHEMICAL
WEAPONS SANCTIONS

@ Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to have recently joined as a co-
sponsor of legislation introduced by
Senator CLAIBORNE PELL to impose eco-
nomic sanctions against nations that
use biological or chemical weapons.
The Pell bill is an important step
toward deterring the appalling use of
these weapons, even by those who are
not signators of international treaties
that prohibit their use.

Last month, the ugly specter of
chemical weapons brought 149 nations
together at a conference in Paris. The
participants reaffirmed their support
for the Geneva protocol, an interna-
tional agreement banning the use of
chemical weapons, and urged the com-
pletion of a treaty to ban their produc-
tion or possession.

Mr. President, I found the Paris con-
ference full of irony. It was as if
people finally came to their senses
about the dangerous path the world
was heading down. President Reagan,
the leader who appealed to other gov-
ernments to hold the meeting, success-
fully urged Congress only several
years earlier to resume production of
chemical weapons. I fought hard
against this unwise initiative but the
President prevailed. If these horrible
weapons are going to continue to exist
we should deter their use by showing
other countries their effects can be ne-
gated, not that we will retaliate with
similar weapons. The United States
should take a bold step and concen-
trate its efforts on defensive rather
than offensive capabilities.

I also found it ironic that some of
the nations accused of using chemical
weapons attended the conference and
signed the nonuse pact. I doubt that
nations which have already used
chemical weapons are in any way re-
strained by a nonuse pledge. It will
take strong measures by the interna-
tional community against violators if
we are to deter further use of these in-
humane and senseless weapons.

On several occasions during the
Iran-Iraq war, United Nations inspec-
tors determined chemical weapons
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were used. Shortly after a cease-fire
was reached, Irag apparently used
chemical weapons again, this time
against Kurdish rebels and civilians.
Several credible reports also indicate
the Soviet Union resorted to chemical
weapons during its failed campaign
against the Mujaheddin in Afghani-
stan. There are also reports that Viet-
nam used chemical weapons in Cambo-
dia.

In 1979 there was a very disturbing
incident in Sverdlovsk, U.S.S.R. Ap-
parently, an accident at a biological
warfare facility released anthrax
spores into the environment resulting
in illness and death among the local
community. This accident strongly
suggests that the Soviet Union violat-
ed the 1972 Biological and Toxin
Weapons Convention that bans both
use and possession of these weapons.

Mr. President, the United States and
its allies strongly condemned the use
of biological and chemical weapons
after many of these incidents. But
strong words failed to keep the biologi-
cal and chemical genies in their bot-
tles. Last year, after the Iragi chemi-
cal assault on the Kurds, the Senate
finally moved closer to stronger meas-
ures by passing a sanctions bill against
Iraq. Unfortunately, the House failed
to take up this measure before the end
of the 100th Congress.

The Pell legislation is an important
opportunity to put nations on notice
that the United States will react in
more forceful terms to any future use
of chemical weapons. The bill requires
the President to impose sanctions if
U.N. inspectors confirm their use. If a
country denies entry to U.N. inspec-
tors the sanctions would automatically
be imposed.

Mr. President, almost as frightening
as their use is the spread of these hor-
rific weapons. Nearly 20 countries are
now suspected of having chemical
weapons. In addition to establishing
international procedures to punish
those who release chemical weapons,
the United States must continue to
work closely with all nations to pro-
mote the elimination of these weap-
ons.e

MENTAL ILLNESS AWARENESS
WEEK

® Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of Senate Joint Reso-
lution 55, a joint resolution designat-
ing the week of October 1-7, 1989, as
Mental Illness Awareness Week. 1
commend my colleague from Illinois,
Mr. Simon, for taking the lead in this
effort to focus public attention on the
concerns surrounding mental illness
and the advances that have been made
in treating this disease.

The impact of mental illness is felt
throughout our society. Every year,
between 31 and 41 million Americans
experience significant disability with
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respect to employment, attendance at
school, or independent living as the
result of a clearly diagnosable mental
disorder. More than 10 million Ameri-
cans are disabled for extended periods
of time by schizophrenia, manic de-
pressive disorder, and major depres-
sion. Mental illness is a major contrib-
utor to homelessness; it is estimated
that between 30 and 50 percent of the
homeless suffer from serious, chronic
forms of mental illness. The elderly
are particularly vulnerable to mental
illness; nearly one-fourth of the elder-
ly who are thought to be senile actual-
ly have treatable mental disorders.
Mental illness also impairs the
healthy development of as many as 12
million of our children. All told,
mental illness costs our Nation $106.2
billion annually in health care ex-
penses and lost productivity.

Fortunately, research in recent dec-
ades has led to a wide array of treat-
ments for some of the most incapaci-
tating forms of mental illness, includ-
ing schizophrenia, major affective dis-
orders, phobias, and phobic disorders.
These treatments—which may be
pharmacological, behavioral, or psy-
chosocial—have been demonstrated to
be highly effective. Nearly two-thirds
of all mentally ill patients show signif-
icant signs of recovery with their ini-
tial treatment. Moreover, appropriate
treatment of mental illness can result
in restored productivity, reduced utili-
zation of more costly medical services,
and lessened social dependence—all of
which help reduce the cost of mental
illness to society.

By informing the public that mental
illness is a disease—and that it can be
treated—we can do much to diminish
the fear and misunderstanding that
commonly surrounds this disease. I
commend Mr. SimoN for drawing at-
tention to this disease and for recog-
nizing the role of research in helping
us to understand and treat mental ill-
ness. I encourage my colleagues to
support this joint resolution, and I
urge its immediate passage.@

MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.,
HOLIDAY COMMISSION

@ Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join Senator NUNN as one of
the 29 original cosponsors of S. 431, a
bill that would reauthorize the Martin
Luthur King, Jr., Holiday Commission.
Under the bill, the Holiday Commis-
sion, which was established in 1984 by
Public Law 98-399, would be reauthor-
ized for a period of 5 additional years.
The enactment of this measure is nec-
essary to ensure that the King Com-
mission can continue its fine work in
encouraging appropriate nationwide
ceremonies relating to the annual ob-
servance of the holiday honoring Dr.
King. It is indeed impressive that in
the short period since its establish-
ment, the Commission now coordi-
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nates special commemorative events in
all 50 States and in more than 140 na-
tions around the world. In addition,
the Commission has also provided in-
valuable advice and assistance to Fed-
eral, State, and local governments, and
to private organizations regarding the
observance of the holiday.

As Senator NUNN noted when intro-
ducing this bill, the celebration of Dr.
King's birthday provides a time for all
Americans to reflect on the principles
of racial equality and nonviolent social
change espoused by Martin Luthur
King, Jr. The Holiday Commission has
played a particularly significant role
in instrueting the youth of our Nation
on the importance of educational ex-
cellence, community service, and peace
and justice. This significant work must
continue.

Although the Commission has oper-
ated very effectively since its inception
in 1984, it has done so with private do-
nations and appropriate fundraising
activities. However, Mr. President, the
time has come for the Commission to
receive a modest annual appropriation
to continue its work. Even in these
budget-conscious times, a $300,000
annual appropriation is a minimal
amount of money. More importantly,
the assurance of a Federal appropria-
tion will enable the Commission to
devote its time to carrying out its con-
gressional mandate, rather than exert-
ing and exhausting its energies on con-
tinual fundraising activities.

I am encouraged that more than a
quarter of the Senate has joined in co-
sponsoring this worthy proposal. In
addition, it is my understanding that
President Bush has declared his sup-
port for a permanent King Holiday
Commission. I am pleased this bill is
being supported by the Bush adminis-
tration.

As chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, which will consider S. 431, I
will do everything possible to ensure
the prompt review of this important
bill.e

THE IMMIGRATION AND
NATIONALITY ACT

® Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
to cosponsor S. 358, a bill introduced
by Senators KENNEDY and SiMPsSoON to
reform our legal immigration system.
The Senate adopted identical legisla-
tion in the last session by an over-
whelming vote of 88 to 4. That bill was
the product of bipartisan compromise
achieved in the Judiciary Committee.
Unfortunately, the House did not con-
sider it before the 100th Congress ad-
journed.

The authors of this legislation have
attempted to structure a system that
more accurately reflects our Nation's
priorities for legal immigration. In ad-
dition to reaffirming the tradition of
family reunification, the bill corrects
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an inequity in the present system and
seeks to stimulate immigration among
those with needed skills.

S. 358 establishes a national level of
immigration within which all new per-
manent entrants would be counted.
The cap for the first 3 years will be
590,000, 100,000 over current levels.

Within this ceiling, the bill creates
two categories for preference immi-
grant visas: One for close family mem-
bers, 470,000 and another for inde-
pendent immigrants, 120,000. The
family connection preference system is
adjusted to give greatest priority to
the closest family members.

The bill also provides an additional
30,000 visas for 3 years to reduce the
existing backlog in the preference for
brothers and sisters of adult U.S. citi-
Zens.

The new category for independent
immigrants makes visas available to
those with skills and to those with no
family connections in the United
States. The bill provides for an addi-
tional 55,000 visas, and the current
preferences for professional and
skilled workers is retained. Priority for
the additional 55,000 visas will be es-
tablished by a point system.

Qur present immigration system em-
phasizes the very worthwhile goal of
family reunification, therefore giving
preference to the sons and daughters
of U.8. citizens and to the spouses and
unmarried sons and daughters of per-
manent resident aliens.

Unfortunately, it also creates pain-
ful, and even tragic problems for Irish,
Germans, Italians, Poles, and others
without immediate family members in
the United States. Many such individ-
uals have watched their dreams of be-
coming American citizens fade, and
eventually die, because the years of
large-scale immigration from these
lands are long past.

S. 358 recognizes that these deserv-
ing people have been left out, in fact,
inadvertently discriminated against,
by the present system. The point
system for visa priority set forth in
the bill places heavy emphasis on edu-
cation, English langauge skills, needed
labor skills, and youth. Those who
would thus be accorded priority under
these standards are clearly well-
equipped to make immediate and
meaningful contributions as American
citizens.

The creation of this category is a
provision I strongly support. In work-
ing with this legislation, I intend to
explore ways to make it even more
comprehensive. Opening the gateway
of opportunity to more of these de-
serving individuals could only enhance
our productivity and vitality as a cul-
ture. Our Nation would be richly re-
warded by the extraordinary talents,
energy, motivation, and educational
achievements of these would-be citi-
Zens.
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I also support this bill's requirement
that the administration review the
social and economic effects of immi-
gration on our country, and if neces-
sary, propose revisions of the national
level of immigration at least every 3
years.

I commend my colleagues, Senators
Smvpson and Kennepy, for their per-
sistence, leadership, and clear commit-

ment in crafting this bipartisan
reform to our legal immigration
system.e

ESTONIANS AND LITHUANIANS
CELEBRATE THEIR INDEPEND-
ENCE

@ Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President,
February is an important month for
Estonians and Lithuanians around the
world. On February 16, Lithuanians
celebrate their independence, while on
February 24 it is the turn of the Esto-
nians. This year is the first time that
the Soviet authorities have permitted
public celebrations of the independ-
ence of the pre-Soviet states of Esto-
nia and Lithuania—in striking contrast
to their previous behavior.

Many thousands of people in Esto-
nia and Lithuania turned out to cele-
brate their independence, capping a
remarkable year of public activism, in-
volving hundreds of thousands of
people, which sprang up in the Baltic
States. The Soviets did not attempt to
hinder the public expressions of the
long-held Estonian and Lithuanian
desire for freedom. Unfortunately,
however, I must note that eight Lith-
uanian-Americans were denied—re-
portedly on Moscow’s orders—Soviet
visas to attend independence day cele-
brations. Such actions do not bode
well for Soviet responses to visa re-
quests for the Moscow human rights
meeting in 1991.

The year 1988 will long be remem-
bered in Estonia and Lithuania: Lead-
ing political prisoners, such as Enn
Tarto, Viktoras Petkus, Mart Niklus,
and Balys Gajauskas, were released
after many years of imprisonment;
new nationalist groups were formed,
such as the Lithuanian Liberty League
and the Estonian National Independ-
ence Party, the first mass political
action organizations were founded:
The Estonian Popular Front and Saju-
dis, the Lithuanian Movement to Sup-
port Perestroika.

Political activism in Estonia and
Lithuania has gone even further than
massive demonstrations and powerful
new political organizations. The spirit
of independence has spread to official
bodies as well. In a brave defiant
move, the Estonian Supreme Soviet
voted to reject new constitutional
amendments on the grounds that they
would further restrict Estonian rights
vis a vis the Kremlin. Although this
effort was rebuffed, the Estonians con-
tinue to press for their program of
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legal reforms. And in Lithuania, Saju-
dis issued an independence day state-
ment which in effect calls for eventual
independence.

In conclusion, let me extend my con-
gratulations to all Americans of Lith-
uanian and Estonian background on
their independence days. I hope that
recent events in the two proud coun-
tries of Estonia and Lithuania—as well
as in Moscow—portend that history is
moving toward greater human and na-
tional liberty in that part of the
world.e

NATIONAL CHILD CARE
AWARENESS WEEK

e Mr. DAMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today to cosponsor Senate Joint Reso-
lution 50, a joint resolution designat-
ing the week of April 2, 1989, as “Na-
tional Child Care Awareness Week.” 1
commend my colleague, Senator
Boscawirz, for helping to bring the
problem of child care to national at-
tention.

The composition of the American
family is changing. T'oday, fewer than
10 percent of families are what was
once considered the typical American
family with the mother staying home
and the father working. The upsurge
in the number of women in the work
force has been dramatic: In 1950 only
12 percent of women with children
under age 6 worked, today, 57 percent
do.

The family is the cornerstone of our
Nation. Today’s children, who will
come of age in the 21st century, are
our Nation's future. Many of them will
have to overcome obstacles like broken
homes, poverty. drugs, and troubled
schools with high dropout rates. Stud-
ies show that early childhood inter-
vention is the best hope for at risk
children. We owe to these children the
best in child care and must make it af-
fordable to their parents.

Mr. President, this joint resolution
highlights an issue of importance to
millions of American families. I am en-
couraged by the emerging bipartisan
commitment to finding a workable so-
lution to the child care dilemma. I
urge my colleagues to join me in co-
sponsoring Senate Joint Resolution
50.e

MANUEL J. CORTEZ

® Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I rise
before you today to commend one of
the State of Nevada's finest citizens,
Clark County commissioner, Manuel J.
Cortez, whose impressive record of
contributions to the southern Nevada
community makes him a worthy recip-
ient of the Third Annual New Mexico
Club of Nevada Distinguished Award
being bestowed upon him.

Born in Las Cruces, NM, and a resi-
dent of the State of Nevada since 1944,
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Commissioner Cortez has spent most
of his adult life actively involved in
the administration of Clark County.
Prior to taking office in 1977 as county
commissioner, Mr. Cortez was appoint-
ed to serve as the administrator of the
Nevada Taxicab Authority. Previous
to this appointment, he worked in
both the Clark County Public Defend-
er's Office and in the Clark County
District Attorney’s Office.

Manny is a former chairman and
vice chairman of the county commis-
sion, and as a commissioner, also
serves on the following boards: Las
Vegas Valley District Board of Direc-
tors; University Medical Center Board
of Trustees; vice chairman of the
Clark County Ligquor and Gaming Li-
censing Board; vice chairman of the
Clark County Sanitation District
Board of Trustees; Big Bend Water
District Board of Trustees; Kyle
Canyon Water District Board of Trust-
ees; and chairman of the Las Vegas
Convention and Visitors Authority.

A short list of some of Manny's past
accomplishments include: President of
the Nevada Association of County
Commissioners; chairman of the Clark
County Board of Commissioners;
chairman of the Clark County Liquor
and Gaming License Board; chairman
of the Clark County Sanitation Dis-
trict Board of Trustees; vice chairman
of the University Medical Center
Board of Trustees; and vice chairman
of the Metropolitan Police Committee
on Fiscal Affairs.

Manny is also an active member in a
variety of civic organizations, includ-
ing: the Boys and Girls Clubs of Clark
County and the Big Brothers and Big
Sisters of Southern Nevada, among
others. He also works closely with the
Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment, the Nevada Division of Aging,
and Public Defender’s Office on prob-
lems relating to senior citizens.

Besides his illustrious public service
career, Manny and his wife Joanna
have raised two fine children, Cynthia
Ann and Catherine.

It is then with great honor and
pleasure, Mr. President, that I com-
mend this fine Nevada citizen, Clark
County commissioner Manuel J.
Cortez, as he receives the 1989 New
Mexico Club of Nevada Distinguished
Award.e

NAMIBIAN PEACEKEEPING
FORCES

@ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I hope
we will act quickly on the question of
funding for Namibian peacekeeping
forces of the United Nations.

But there is concern that I heard ex-
pressed when I was in Africa recently
about the size of the U.N. force.

It has been tentatively reduced from
7,500 people to 4,500.
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Namibia is a substantial country in
size, approximately twice the size of
California.

To assume that 4,500 people can ade-
quately take care of the transition
there, I hope is valid, but there are un-
derstandably deep concerns.

I ask to insert into the RECORD a
letter from the church leaders of Na-
mibia to the Secretary-General of the
United Nations and a resolution that
they adopted.

I urge my colleagues to read it, and I
urge those in the administration of
the United Nations to monitor this sit-
uation carefully so that if additional
forces are needed, we move with those
forces immediately.

The material follows:

[Telex]

From: Windhoek, Namibia, Routed VIA Na-
mibia Communications, Centre, London.

Date: 16th January 1989.

To: The United Nations Security Council.

From: The Executive Committee of the
Council of Churches in Namibia (CCN),
representing over 900,000 Namibian
Christians.

ReTAIn UNTAG Group AT 7,500

We, the leaders of the Namibian churches,
make a desperate and urgent plea to the
members of the United Nations Security
Council to retain the size of the United Na-
tions Transitional Assistance Group at 7,500
and not to reduce it in any way.

Our plea is made desperate by our convic-
tion that the independence process in Na-
mibia will be seriously jeopardised if the
UNTAG force is reduced.

Our conviction is based on our awareness
of what is now happening in Namibia. We
have strong reasons to believe that:

1. Arms are being cached at strategic
places in Namibia by forces unfriendly to
Namibian independence.

2. Some people in Namibia are being sup-
plied with arms in order to destabilise the
independence forces.

3. Young Namibians are not only being re-
cruited but are being integrated into the
present military groupings in Namibia.
They are being subjected to anti-Namibian
propaganda and training.

4, UNITA members are being issued with
Namibian citizenship documents to enable
them to vote against SWAPO,

5. The South West African radio and tele-
vision services and the core government
press are continually producing biased prop-
aganda aimed at influencing the cause of
elections in Namibia.

6. The South African military build-up is
continuing in northern Namibia. Long con-
voys of army trucks are seen moving north
even in Kavango. New ‘police stations' are
being built in Ovamboland with the South
African flag flying higher.

7. Members of Koeovet, the brutal South
African counter-insurgency force, are to be
integrated into the regular police force.

8. Police and army forces are already cam-
paigning for elections. They call people to
meetings, offer to plough their field or pro-
vide piped water. This must be urgently and
adequately monitored by UNTAG members
or the elections will be unfairly influenced.

9. If the UNTAG force is reduced the
Cuban withdrawal, already begun in good
faith, will be seized by certain parties at any
opportunity to bolster UNITA, hurt Angola
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and allow South Africa to retain its grip on

Namibia.

10. The South West African Administra-
tor General's proclamation of white elec-
tions on 1st March 1989 will further confuse
the independence process.

Thus we are convinced that to reduce the
size of the UNTAG force will serlously jeo-
pardise the Namibian independence process
and that the proposed elections will not be
free and fair. The Namibian people will be
left at the mercy of the South African
forces and the whole of Southern Africa will
remain unstable.

In addition, the delay occasioned by the
Security Council debate is frustrating the
planning and fundraising of well-inten-
tioned people here. The repatriation pro-
gramme is especially at risk. This delay in
itself may weaken the effectiveness of the
independence process in Namibia.

We therefore plead with the United Na-
tions Security Council most desperately and
urgently that the UNTAG be held at 7,500
and this force be constituted and estab-
lished in Namibia without delay.

Signed:

The Rt. Rev, Hendrik Frederik (President,
Council of Churches in Namibia, Bishop of
the Evangelical Lutheran Church).

Dr. Abisai Shejavali (General Secretary,
Council of Churches in Namibia).

The Rt. Rev. James Kauluma (Anglican
Diocese of Namibia).

The Rt. Rev. James Prinz (Methodist
Church).

The Rev. Peter Lamoela (United Congre-
gational Church).

The Rt. Rev. Kleopas Dumeni (Evangeli-
cal Lutheran Church in Namibia).

The Rt. Rev. Bonifatius Haushiku
(Roman Catholic Church).

The Rev. Bartolomeus Karuaera (African
Methodist Episcopal Church).

JANUARY 21, 1989.

To: The Secretary General of the United
Nations.

From: An emergency meeting of the Execu-
tive Committee of the Council of
Churches in Namibia (CCN).

Sir: Having just received information
from New York concerning the present im-
passe in the Security Council, which poses a
threat to the implementation of Resolution
435, we have convened today in Windhoek
and wish to make the following statement
further to our telex of 16 January 1989:

1. We confirm the contents of our above
mentioned telex and wish you to know that
we are extremely worried over what we see
as a critically urgent situation in the pro-
posed reduction of the UNTAG military
component from the original 7,500 to 4,500.

2. Considering that the resolution 435 is a
child of the Security council and has stood
for ten solid years, it is to our disappoint-
ment and beyond our understanding that
the Security Council (and particularly the
five permanent members), who knew all
along what the costs would be, should now
appear to renege on their own agreement.
We appeal especially to those countries who
have from the beginning been champions of
the cause of Namibia in the Security Coun-
cil to continue in their support and not to
desert us in this last and crucial hour.

3. If this matter is merely concerned with
finance, we beg that consideration be given
to the terribly high price already paid by
Namibians in their struggle for freedom,
and to the inestimable cost that would be
paid should one life be lost because there
were not enough members of the UNTAG
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group to monitor and control the already
known excesses of those disposed towards
the South African system. A cheaply ac-
quired settlement will ultimately prove as-
tronomically costly to this region, and con-
sequently to our trading partners. The ulti-
mate choice is between South African colo-
nialism and Namibian freedom.

4, We are deeply con:erned at the size and
unmonitored activities of the South West
African Police (SWAPOL) forces which are
known to be surrogates of the South Afri-
can racist regime. The number of these
forces should be known and specified and
limited. The threatened reduction of the
UNTAG military component from a mini-
mum of 7,500 would allow the SWAPOL
forces unbridled control over the election
process.

5. We express our gratitude to the Secre-
tary General, the member countries of the
non-aligned nations, and the members of
the African group for the position they
have taken, for their understanding of our
situation, and their sympathetic action on
behalf of the Namibian people. In particular
we express our admiration for General
Prem Chand of India, for his witness for
and support of the Namibian people’s desire
for a peaceful settlement with justice and
dignity for all.

6. Please do not cut the costs on Namibia's
future. Please do not reduce the UNTAG
military component.

Signed:

The Rt. Rev. Hendrik Frederik (President,
Council of Churches in Namibia [CCN], The
Evangelical Lutheran Church).

Dr. Abisai Shejavali (General Secretary,
Council of Churches in Namibia).

The Rt. Rev. Bonifatius Haushiku
(Roman Catholic Church).

The Rt. Rev. James Kauluma (Anglican
Diocese of Namibia).

The Rev. Bartolomeus Karuaera (African
Methodist Episcopal Church).

The Rev. K, Shuuya (Evangelical Luther-
an Church in Namibia).

The Rev, J. Massey (The Methodist
Church of Southern Africa).e

SHARING UNITED JERUSALEM

@ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, through
the years, I have visited Israel many
times and have met every Prime Min-
ister from David Ben-Gurion on.

But strangely, until my last visit to
Israel, I had not met Mayor Teddy
Kollek. He was always out of the coun-
try when I was there, or we were not
able to get together.

Finally in my last visit, my friend
Bob Asher arranged that my wife and
I could get together with the Ashers
and with Mayor Teddy Kollek for
dinner one evening.

He is a refreshing, practical voice in
Israel. And he reaches out to others in
a marvelous way. The evening we were
with him he had to leave somewhat
early because he was going to some
type of Greek Orthodox event.

Recently, Foreign Affairs magazine
printed an article by him, “Sharing
United Jerusalem."

You do not have to agree with every
item in the article to recognize it con-
tains a great deal of practical wisdom,
which we have come to expect from
Mayor Teddy Kollek.
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I urge my colleagues in the House
and the Senate to read his fine article.
At this point, I ask that this article
be inserted in the RECORD.
The article follows:
SHARING UNITED JERUSALEM
(By Teddy Kollek)

The world's perception of the Arab-Israeli
conflict and, indeed, much of its substance
have been significantly altered by recent
events in the West Bank, the Gaza Strip
and Jerusalem. Eleven months of unrest
and King Hussein's severing of the links be-
tween Jordan and the West Bank, have cre-
ated a new and fluid situation. These events
are focusing the world's attention on the
need for new policies after twenty years of
waiting in vain for Arab governments or
Palestinian representatives to come to the
peace table.

Thinking about new policies for Israel's
relations with the Arab states and with the
Palestinians should start with Jerusalem.
On one hand, there is wide agreement that
Jerusalem must be the last item on the
agenda of any negotiations, because what-
ever is decided to be the fate of the West
Bank will affect arrangements in Jerusalem.
On the other hand, Jerusalem's importance
is such that no negotiations can even begin
as long as any one of the parties is persuad-
ed that there is no possible reconciliation of
the various interests concerning Jerusalem.
After 21 years of administering Jerusalem
as one city, we know that all communities,
but in particular the Arab one, need a much
larger measure of self-administration, au-
tonomy or functional sovereignty. The mu-
nicipality needs much more of the authority
now vested in the government of Israel so
that it can share this local authority with
the communities and the neighborhoods.
Our law on local governments is essentially
the one we inherited from the British: intro-
duced in Mandatory Palestine in the 1930s,
it is based on the nineteenth-century munic-
ipal code of British India, designed to grant
a minimum of authority to the “natives”
and a maximum to the central government.

Changes are long overdue. They could and
should be implemented independently of po-
litical developments elsewhere, and without
waiting to see what will be the future of the
West Bank and Gaza. The future of Jerusa-
lem is to remain united and the capital of
Israel, under the overall sovereignty of
Israel. There is, however, room for function-
al division of authority, for internal auton-
omy of each community and for functional
sovereignty. This would go a long way
toward showing that a Jerusalem united
and shared is not an obstacle to negotia-
tions; on the contrary, it would be a signifi-
cant contribution to the creation of a cli-
mate conducive to constructive bargaining.

11

Arab neighborhoods in East Jerusalem are
no longer part of the West Bank. This situa-
tion has come about for several reasons, in-
cluding the incorporation of East Jerusalem
within Israel in 1967 and the 89,000 Jews
living in new neighborhoods beyond the
former armistice line. The main reason,
however, is that the past twenty years have
seen more change for the better for more
people than did the previous two thousand
yvears. These changes include some things
that are commonplace in developed coun-
tries but less so in the Middle East: running
water, sewers, public health services, low
infant mortality, schooling for girls, voting
rights for all adults, the right to join a trade
union, religious freedom for all, a free press,
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excavation and preservation of archaeologi-
cal sites and restoration and care of historic
monuments, The world has recognized this
in the last few years: even the automatic
majority of the United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization
(uNEsco) has toned down its routine con-
demnations of our efforts to preserve Jeru-
salem. These are but beginnings; much re-
mains to be done.

Jerusalem's Arab community has made
great progress. The most important and ob-
vious indicator is its size: from an unchang-
ing 70,000 between 1948 and 1967, it reached
132,000 in 1986 and is about 150,000 today,
all but 15,000 of whom are Muslim. The cor-
responding Jewish population figures are:
100,000 in 1948, 200,000 in 1967, 336,000 in
1986 and about 350,000 today. Of course, a
minority always feels it is the target of dis-
crimination; the 90,000 ultra-Orthodox Jews
in Jerusalem feel that way, too—as do the
ultra-secular Jews. And Arabs naturally
compare their conditions today with the
prosperous new Jewish neighborhoods
rather than with their own situation before
1967.

How different East Jerusalem is from the
West Bank can be seen in the nature of the
recent unrest, the intifadeh. One Arab
youth killed, one policeman grievously in-
jured, one young Jewish woman badly
burned—these are the casualties recorded in
Jerusalem during the months since Decem-
ber 1987 in which the intifadeh leadership
has tried to import the uprising into Jerusa-
lem. Only in the dozen villages that were in-
corporated into the Jerusalem municipality
after 1967 did the movement receive a sig-
nificant measure of support. In these vil-
lages a different kind of Arabic is spoken;
education levels are lower; occupations are
rural in character; the inhabitants are
poorer, and Islamic fundamentalism is
stronger; moreover, Jewish and Arab homes
are often next to one another, without clear
communal boundaries. It is the names of
these villages that most often appear in the
news when children and youths burn tires
and throw rocks—A-Tur, Issawiya, Sur
Baher, Shuafat, Beit Hanina, Silwan, Djebel
Mukabber—although, at times, youths from
these villages take their protest briefly into
downtown East Jerusalem.

Another essential difference between Je-
rusalem and the West Bank is that the
latter is administered by a special Israeli ad-
ministration under the much harsher Jorda-
nian civil law and under Israeli emergency
regulations, inherited from the British; law
and order is enforced there by the army
under the supervision of military tribunals.
All of Jerusalem is under the quite different
Israeli law, administered by Israeli courts
and enforced by the police. This means that
the Arabs of Jerusalem are treated or have
the right to be treated just like the Jews
and all other citizens and residents of Israel.

Obviously, the same legislation and the
same government and municipal regulations
apply to Arabs and Jews alike; the judical
system’s lack of any discrimination is mani-
fest and recognized by the Arabs. It is in
government administration and law enforce-
ment on the lower levels that equal treat-
ment often lags behind the letter of the law,
In any multi-ethnic city a minority always
has to struggle for equal treatment from
the city administration, even when there is
no war and terrorism involved. In Jerusa-
lem, the municipality is on the side of all
minorities, and is handling cases of discrimi-
nation and harassment brought to its atten-
tion. It is not a question of equal rights but
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a question of good will and a question of
time—and the Arabs and the other minori-
ties know it, even if they sometimes suffer
unjustly and impatiently.

111

A major and ever-present Arab concern,
long antedating the intifadeh, is the suspi-
cion that the basic intention of the Israeli
government is to obliterate the Arab compo-
nent in the city's character. While one can
understand why the Arabs would feel this
way, the facts are very different. We have
been protecting the Arab aspect of Jerusa-
lem and transferring attributes of function-
al sovereignty to the Arabs ever since reuni-
fication.

After the 1967 war, initiated by Jordan’s
full-scale attack against the Jewish quarters
of Jerusalem, we gave the Arab inhabitants
the choice between accepting Israeli citizen-
ship (few opted for this choice) or retaining
their Jordanian citizenship—which had
been imposed on them by Jordan during its
19-year occupation of the eastern parts of
the city.

This would be inconceivable anywhere
else in the modern world. Whenever a city
or a territory changes hands, the general
rule is to bestow the new sovereign's citizen-
ship upon the population, or to forcibly
expel or, at best, exchange it. The inhabit-
ants of Alsace-Lorraine were subject to this
treatment more than once, and this century
knows many examples of such exchanges
and explusions. The very first step is usual-
1y to force upon the inhabitants who remain
an oath of allegiance to the new sovereign,
as well as his citizenship, language and his-
tory books. We, instead, let those who so
chose retain their Jordanian citizenship—
and at the same time gave them the right to
vote in Jerusalem municipal elections.

We in City Hall eventually succeeded in
persuading our national government to in-
troduce the Jordanian curriculum in the
publicly funded city schools in the Arab
neighborhoods. Thus, Arab graduates of our
school system have access to universities all
over the Arab world and qualify for Arab
League scholarships, The Ministry of Edu-
cation in Amman determined the curricu-
lum, and we only removed blatant anti-Is-
raeli and anti-Jewish bias from Jordanian
and United Nations Relief and Works
Agency textbooks.?

The Arab press is another enhancement
of the Arab character of East Jerusalem and
contribution to the autonomy of the Arab
community. Since all of Jerusalem is part of
Israel, Israeli law applies and both the Arab
and the Jewish press are free, subject to
military censorship. Though there are justi-
fied complaints that censorship is harsher
on the Arab press, the fact is that there is
no freer Arab press in the Middle East—and
it must be remembered that no newspapers
were published in East Jerusalem at the
time of reunification in 1967. Today, four
Arab dailies and a number of weeklies are
published. It is true that from time to time
an Arab paper runs into trouble; but on the
other hand, a new addition to the Arab
press, the weekly an-Nahar, became a daily
quite recently.

The most important symbols and posses-
sions of the Muslim Arab community of Je-
rusalem are the two mosques on the Temple
Mount, the Dome of the Rock and al-Agsa

' This will probably not change in the wake of
King Hussein's severance of links with Palestinians
west of the Jordan.
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Mosque.? Immediately after the 1967 war Is-
rael’s military and political leaders assured
Muslim and Christian dignitaries that all
their rights would be respected as in the
past.? These promises have been kept, even
though difficulties occasionally have risen
regarding the Temple Mount. Some nation-
alist Jewish groups in Israel, defying the
government and the Supreme Court, claim
the right to pray on the Temple Mount,
stirring Muslim fears.* The Temple Mount's
sanctity in Judaism may be one reason for
the Muslims’ suspicions and apprehension
of Jewish encroachment and expropriation:
as they cannot envision allowing “infidels,”
either Jews or Christians, to hold a Muslim
holy place, they have no trust in Israel’s ac-
commodating attitude.

Jerusalem's Arabs will obviously continue
to have strong links with the West Bank
and with the rest of the Arab world. We see
these links as an important factor for the
maintenance of an autonomous Arab cul-
ture in Jerusalem. Each summer, over
100,000 Palestinans come freely to the West
Bank and to Jerusalem from Arab countries
which are at war with us, such as Jordan,
Irag, Saudi Arabia. These are mostly first-
second- and third-generation Palestinian
emigres who return on family visits.

To sum up: the Arab presence in Jerusa-
lem has been not harmed but strengthened
since 1967. Evidence for this, together with
the thriving Arab press and the restoration
of Islamic historical monuments, includes
the numerous educational and cultural in-
stitutions forming the Islamic University of
Jerusalem; the Islamic college and library at
al-Agsa Mosque,; the theological seminary in
Beit Hanina; the school of social work in
downtown East Jerusalem; the school of
nursing in al-Bireh; and the college of sci-
ence in Abu Dis.

v

All this is as it should be in Jerusalem.
The accent has traditionally been on the
self-segregation of independent, organic and
historical communities, each with its reli-
gion, language, literature, history, dress and
food. This is why for centuries the Old City
has been divided into four separate guar-
ters: Christian, Armenian, Jewish and
Muslim. For centuries these communities
lived in greater or lesser harmony with each
other.

The notion of “separate but equal” educa-
tion was justly discredited in the United
States because it was not equal and because
the separation was imposed by the majority.
The voluntary “separate and equal” tradi-

2 Unlike the cities of Mecca and Medina, where no
non-Muslim is allowed—even today—under penalty
of death, not all of Jerusalem is sacred in Islam,
only the mosques on the Temple Mount.

aMoshe Dayan, then minister of defense, had al-
ready started this process by ordering the removal
of the Israeli flag from the minaret of the al-Agsa
Mosque one day after the fighting stopped in the
Old City. He was also the moving spirit behind the
immediate removal of the anti-sniper walls and the
mine fields, and he convinced the government to
allow unrestricted traffic throughout the city
within a fortnight.

4 Access, except during times of Muslim prayers,
is of course free to all religions and nationalities, as
it is to the Jewish and Christian holy places. Large
numbers of tourists still visit the Temple Mount
uninfluenced by the intifadeh, and the entrance
fees for the two mosques contribute substantially
to their upkeep. During the 19 years of Jordanian
rule, no Jews of any nationality were allowed into
the Old City: Muslims with Israeli citizenship were
not allowed to visit the holy places, and Christians
with Israeli citizenship were allowed to visit only
Bethlehem and only on Christmas.
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tion of the Old City spread out beyond the
walls in the late nineteenth and early twen-
tieth century. Today, among the Jewish
population, we see clear signs of change:
hailing from 103 diasporas, so vastly differ-
ent, the Jews are gradually but steadily
forming one cohesive, distinet national
group. Even so, almost a third of the Jewish
population lives in strictly separate ultra-
Orthodox neighborhoods. Among the Arabs
a similar process is taking place. People
from the outlying Arab villages of Jerusa-
lem show some signs of adjustment to the
urban Arab society, but they are still known
to each other as Jozi, “from Wadi Joz," or
Turi, “from Abu Tor.” They identify with
their village communities and do not speak
of themselves as Qudsi, “from the Holy
City.” Christians identify with one of the
forty denominations present in Jerusalem,
and one cannot speak of a single Christian
community, only of the Greek, the Latin,
the Armenian and other communities. Jeru-
salem is not a melting pot, nor does anyone
see integration or uniformity as desirable or
even theoretically possible, except within an
individual community.

In this respect, a serious problem has de-
veloped in the Old City. In a test case, an
Arab family which had owned a house in
the Jewish Quarter prior to 1948 was denied
the right either to rebuild it or acquire new
housing in the reconstructed Jewish0 Quar-
ter. The Supreme Court of Israel backed the
government's decision, saying that homoge-
neous neighborhoods had always been a his-
torical fact in Jerusalem, and that after all
that had happened, the Jews were entitled
to their exclusive quarter in the Old City.

Many of us assumed that this decision set
the rules for the Muslim Quarter, too. How-
ever, in the past few years two Jewish reli-
gious schools, or yeshivot, moved into
Muslim Quarter buildings owned by Jews
since the end of the nineteenth century.
These yeshivot sought to be as close as pos-
sible to the Temple Mount where, it is be-
lieved, the Messiah will appear at the End
of Days.

Last December, one week after the out-
break of unrest in the West Bank and Gaza,
Ariel Sharon, the minister of trade and in-
dustry and one of Israel's war heroes, moved
into a Muslim Quarter building owned by
Jews since 1884. His openly admitted pur-
pose was to make a political statement to all
and sundry that Jews had the right to live
anywhere in Israel, including the Muslim
Quarter. This move added to the tension in
Jerusalem, was perceived by many Israelis
as a provocative act, and clearly aroused
Arab fears and suspicions that the Jews who
come to live among them are trespassers
intent on driving the Muslims out, one
building at a time, from the Old City and
from all of Jerusalem.

I believe that all of our diverse neighbor-
hoods must be preserved accordng to the
wishes of their present inhabitants. I oppose
the yeshivot while understanding their mo-
tivations. I oppose and do not want to un-
derstand the provocation by Mr, Sharon.

Another major and related Arab concern
is new housing for the expanding popula-
tion. Jewish groups not larger than the
Muslim community, the ultra-Orthodox
haredim, have succeeded in having entire
new neighborhoods built exclusively for
them, with synagogues, ritual baths, traffic
interdictions on the Sabbath and other reli-
gious requirements. The haredim are repre-
sented on the City Council and are able to
form political alliances to further their in-
terests.
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I deeply regret the fact that there are no
Arabs on the City Council. Under Israeli
law, citizens of other countries residing in
Israel have the right to vote in municipal
elections, and this of course applies also to
all Jerusalem Arabs aged 18 and older, even
when they are Jordanian citizens.® Arabs
have made increasing use of their right to
vote, in spite of threats appearing in the
Arab media, but those who have wanted to
stand for election have been subject to a
greater danger. Last year Hanna Siniora, a
Christian Arab journalist, announced his in-
tention to run at the head of a party list,
but although he is a sympathizer of the Pal-
estine Liberation Organization, he was de-
nounced by the Arab media, his family's two
cars were burned and he received death
threats until he reversed his decision.

This sorry situation means that either I or
a colleague in my “One Jerusalem™ coalition
must represent the Arab population and
look after its interests. My argument is that
the Arabs are Jerusalemites and taxpayers.
But we are a poor city with very limited re-
sources, and each faction on the council
tries to obtain a maximum of the resources
for its constitutents. Arab councilors, vocif-
erously stating their demands, would para-
doxically help return the peace and we need
and make it easier to obtain resources for
the Arab sector, including new housing.

v

The basic dilemma that confronts us in
the governance of Jerusalem is this: we are
trying to run a democratic municipal admin-
istration in a city where most of the popula-
tion, Jewish and Arab alike, lacks democrat-
ic traditions. Jews from Muslim countries
from Afghanistan to Morocco, from Eastern
Europe and Latin America have always dis-
trusted the state apparatus; they survived
by creating self-contained communities
whose leaders represented them to the out-
side world and the state. The same is true of
the forty Christian groups which have
al\}rays lived under their religious hierar-
chies.

Nor could the Muslims of Jerusalem ever
fully identify with their rulers: the Turks
were Muslims, but under their administra-
tion the Muslim Arabs were only marginally
better off than the Jews and the Christians.
The British were “infidels"; and the Jorda-
nians considered Palestinians second-class
citizens, especially those in Jerusalem whom
they correctly saw as opposed to the Hashe-
mite regime. During Jordanian rule, mi-
grants from the town of Hebron became a
majority in Arab Jerusalem, changing the
character of the city, and the native Chris-
tian communities declined to one-half of
what they were in 1948, continuing a trend
of emigration dating from the beginning of
this century. Emigration of the affluent and
the educated, caused by the lack of econom-
ic, professional and political opportunities,
left Jerusalem's Arabs without a strong
middle class.

None of these factors is favorable to the
development of democratic habits. But even
if all Jerusalemites actively participated in
the democratic process, the city administra-
tion would still be unable to deal with many
problems because, as mentioned above, the

5In the 1983 elections, out of the 122,000 Muslim
and Christian Arabs, there were approximately
58,000 adult men and women 18 years of age and
above. Almost 15,000 voted and ten percent of them
were women, an enormous change for the strongly
traditional Arab society. They voted overwhelming-
ly for our “One Jerusalem" list, knowing that we
will protect their interests as much as we can.
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present Israeli law on municipalities leaves
very little power to the city government.

To encourage citizens’ involvement, neigh-
borhood councils called minhalot were
formed some eight years ago and exist today
in a dozen Jewish and Arab neighborhoods.
The present law prevents us from giving
these councils much legal authority, so we
established them as nonprofit associations
in the hope that they would promote parti-
cipatory democracy. Minhalot proved very
effective as intermediaries between the indi-
vidual or the family clan and the municipal-
ity. The quality of life in several Jewish and
Arab neighborhoods was improved by the
practical proposals of the minhalot for allo-
cation of municipal resources or for modify-
ing planning decisions.

Because they are not political entities,
minhalot are not subject to objection on
grounds of sovereignty or nationalism and
can contribute to efficient planning and to
peaceful resolution of conflicts. Minhalot
were therefore acceptable to the Jordanian
authorities before the severance of ties, and
in some instances Jordanian as well as Israe-
li funding went to projects in Arab neigh-
borhoods.

An expanded system of minhalol could
eventually play a role in a permanent ar-
rangement by becoming the framework for
self-administration by the different autono-
mous communities within one municipality.
Direct elections to the minhalot can assure
that each neighborhood’s religious, linguis-
tic, ethnic, cultural, educational and eco-
nomic character will be determined as in the
past by its inhabitants and their customs
and traditions—an important factor for
peaceful coexistence.

Just how tragic the situation was in divid-
ed Jerusalem between 1948 and 1967 is
mostly forgotten today, because the vast
majority of Jerusalemites are too young to
have seen the walls cutting through the
city. Yet almost no one, Jew or Arab, would
seriously advocate a physical redivision of
Jerusalem. There can be no geographic divi-
sion of sovereignty.

I believe that further sharing of function-
al authority and greater decentralization
within Jerusalem is possible and very desira-
ble. Retention of Jordanian citizenship,
granting the municipal voting right to citi-
zens of countries at war with us, the minha-
lot as frameworks for decentralization, the
fully autonomous Muslim administration of
the Temple Mount, the use of the Jordani-
an/Arab League curriculum in the city
schools for Arab children—all these features
prove that Israel’'s sovereignty is not dimin-
ished by Arab autonomy, and that Israel's
sovereignty need not interfere with the
Arab community's institutions and econom-
ie, cultural and even political life. Internal
and external security and foreign policy are
probably the only essential security within a
municipal police force, and Israeli policy
toward the Arab world could be influenced
by its resident Arab community.

A significant advantage of this approach
is that functional division of authority can
be accomplished without formal and public
negotiations, which in the present circum-
stances are practically impossible. However,
once new measures are introduced they
affect the daily life of everybody and
become almost a customary right of the
beneficiaries. What the Israeli government
could do—and what I am urging it to do—is
to institutionalize existing measures and
generously expand their application so that
eventually there will come to exist a body of
rights to replace the present ad hoc ar-
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rangements. Then, if other governments
were to expres their support for such rights,
we could have some of the “international
lgus.rantees" so often mentioned for Jerusa-
em.

VI

The time is ripe for changes that would
have been unthinkable a few years ago. Ac-
cording to one theory, Egyptian President
Anwar al-Sadat felt able to come to Jerusa-
lem and eventually make peace only because
of the elation Egypt experienced after its
troops crossed the Suez Canal four years
earlier. The subsequent crossing by Israel of
the same canal and the threat to Cairo and
to the Egyptian Third Army did not sub-
stantially affect this feeling of achievement.

The intifadeh may similarly affect the dis-
position of the Palestinians and enable
them to enter negotiations with Israel. Even
if the intifadeh loses intensity, its lasting
effect could be a deep feeling of national
satisfaction and pride. The intifadeh may
also produce “"homegrown’ leaders more ac-
ceptable to Israel, in particular those who
have rejected terrorism. If it ends otherwise,
it will lose any positive effect it may have
had.

At the same time, Israel's complacency of
twenty years has been shaken and the ne-
cessity for changes is becoming clear to
many Israelis. Once recognized, both sides’
inability to attain all of their respective
goals may convince them to enter negotia-
tions. The arrangements tacitly implement-
ed in Jerusalem could point the way to
openly negotiated political compromises
that will give neither side the feeling of suc-
cess or failure, but will result in practical
and livable (although not ideal) solutions.

At present no leaders can be said to repre-
sent the Jerusalem Arabs. The Supreme
Muslim Council and other bodies were
formed after 1967 to direct Muslim affairs
in opposition to Israel, not in cooperation.
Nevertheless, these bodies exist and enjoy a
measure of authority. An ancient and influ-
ential institution is the Waqf, the religious
foundation that administers Muslim holy
places and owns large properties.® There are
also members of centuries-old, venerable
families who could regain the confidence of
the Jerusalemite Muslim population: the
Husseini, The Nashashibi, the Nusseibeh,
the Khalidi, the Dajani and the Alami fami-
lies; among the Hebronite community in Je-
rusalem are several established families
which enjoy great respect, such as the
Khattib and the Barakat families. The
Christian Arabs have ecclesiastical hierar-
chies led by their respective patriarchs and
bishops who have, to a high degree, kept
their communities out of the conflict.
Should the Arabs one day agree to discuss
how they want to live in one undivided Jeru-
salem, they have leaders to negotiate the
apportionment of authority to each commu-
nity under Israel's overall sovereignty.

This is not utopia. For many generations
there will remain some fear, resentment and

% As a part of King Hussein's severance of legal
and administrative ties with the West Bank, all Jor-
danian civil servants and employees in the West
Bank and Jerusalem were fired or forcibly retired
by the Jordanian civil service, except those of the
Waqf and of the Islamic tribunals, whose impor-
tance for the Muslims of Jerusalem and the West
Bank was stressed as “"embodying Islamic cultural
presence” and “protecting both the holy Dome of
the Rock and the al-Agsa Mosque.” The Waqf and
the Islamic courts system, together with the min-
halot in Arab neighborhoods, could provide the
framework for communal autonomy.
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religious fanaticism, Some Arabs will contin-
ue to deface Jewish tombs on the Mount of
Olives as they do now from time to time,
and as they did systematically after 1948
when Jewish gravestones were used for
street-paving and latrines. Some Jews will
insist on saying that there is no way of
living with people who deface tombs and
place refrigerators filled with explosive
charges on busy downtown street corners.
Such attitudes may last for a long time, but
will eventually disappear—so we believe.

It is necessary to realize that this belief is
not based on some sentimental, wishful
thinking, but is a strongly felt conviction
that pragmatically affects our day-to-day
decisions. We recognize the existence of ten-
sion, hatred and violence, but we are guided
by the decision to practice restraint, toler-
ance and understanding. We consider this a
good investment, more than justified by the
kind of Jerusalem we wish to see in the
future.

Our vision has one major advantage favor-
ing the building of this earthly new Jerusa-
lem: it can be unilateral and still succeed,
even if not everyone shares it. Its evolution
depends on whether we are prepared to
maintain our restraint in the face of cruel
criticism, justified or unjustified, strictly
avoid retaliation for violence, and ensure
complete equality under the law. We must
be realists and admit that violent incidents
will occur and some among us may at times
react violently. However, this should not
mislead us into thinking that ours is an im-
possible task. The fundamental question is:
Are we going to admit to ourselves that we
have nothing to fear?

The flags that may fly from the mosques
of the Temple Mount will not make Jerusa-
lem less Jewish or more Muslim. Jerusalem
is great enough for a few flags beside that
of the State of Israel. We are here to stay,
and deep in our hearts we know it, but it
sometimes seems that we are uncomfortable
asserting it. Fanatical minorities, such as
Meir Kahane's movement or the Faithful of
the Temple Mount, are born from a feeling
of uncertainty, a remnant of the ghetto
mentality, and from a lack of faith. Others
have moments of uncertainty to which they
react by making unnecessarily provocative
statements.

We must be firm in declaring that the
unity of Jerusalem, the capital of Israel, is
beyond negotiation. But we must be suffi-
ciently confident to announce that every-
thing else is negotiable as a matter of
course.

To sum up my modest proposal: we must
make new and permanent arrangements in
the city without waiting for negotiations on
the national level, and we must do so inde-
pendently of any such negotiations. Firmly
embedded in the new status quo must be
provisions for such important matters as
the rights of the communities to internal
self-administration in areas like education,
welfare and sanitation; rights of communi-
ties to the geographical limits of their ho-
mogeneous neighborhoods as well as the au-
thority to access their members for the cost
of services, jurisdiction of each community's
tribunals, the modalities of access to all
holy places and the regulations of dress and
behavior in them, jurisdiction over trespass-
ers in the holy places, and any other matter
of importance to each and every communi-
ty. As defense and foreign policy will be re-
served to the government of Israel, there
should be no problem with sovereignty, real
or symbolic, within one unified city.

We should expand the functional sover-
eignty and self-administration rights al-
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ready transferred to the Arabs of Jerusa-
lem. Those who think we should not are
mistakenly afraid that we cannot afford it—
but we decidedly can. The day we under-
stand this we will be able to relieve legiti-
mate Arab grievances without fear of show-
ing weakness, and deal with violence with-
out outraged surprise or feelings of failure.

It is clear that in the country's present
mood, particularly after last month's elec-
tions, no government would be able to en-
shrine in law the rights of the non-Jewish
minorities of Jerusalem, because a sufficient
majority in the Knesset probably could not
be mustered to pass such a measure. Howev-
er, it may be feasible for the government to
issue regulations empowering the municipal-
ity of Jerusalem to make such arrangements
as are just and necessary. This would great-
ly calm Arab anxieties, especially if the gov-
ernment were to issue statements of intent
and principle as to the main concerns of the
Arabs, such as the Temple Mount, Jewish
settlement in the Muslim Quarter of the
0ld City and new Arab housing outside the
walls.

We of all people, who for two thousand
vears longed for Jerusalem, our historical
and spiritual capital, must understand the
feelings of the Arabs for Jerusalem, and re-
alize that more time will have to pass until
our vision of Jerusalem will be shared by
the city's Arab residents. But we can make
the waiting less difficult for all.e

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
FOREIGN RELATIONS

® Mr. PELL. Mr. President, pursuant
to the requirements of paragraph 2 of
Senate rule XXVI, I ask to have print-
ed in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD the
rules of the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations for the 101st Congress adopted
by the committee on February 28,
1989.
The committee rules follow:

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN
RELATIONS

(Adopted February 28, 1989)
RULE 1—JURISDICTION

(a) Substantive.—In accordance with
Senate Rule XXV.1(j), the jurisdiction of
the Committee shall extend to all proposed
legislation, messages, petitions, memorials,
and other matters relating to the following
subjects:

1. Acquisition of land and buildings for
embassies and legations in foreign countries.

2. Boundaries of United States.

3. Diplomatic service.

4. Foreign economic, military, technical,
and humanitarian assistance.

5. Foreign loans.

6. International activities of the American
National Red Cross and the International
Committee of the Red Cross.

7. International aspects of nuclear energy,
including nuclear transfer policy.

8. International conferences and congress-

9. International law as it relates to foreign
policy.

10. International Monetary Fund and
other international organizations estab-
lished primarily for international monetary
purposes (except that, at the request of the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs, any proposed legislation relating to
such subjects reported by the Committee on
Foreign Relations shall be referred to the
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Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs).

11. Intervention abroad and declarations
of war,

12, Measures to foster commercial inter-
course with foreign nations and to safe-
guard American business interests abroad.

13. National security and international as-
pects of trusteeships of the United States.

14, Ocean and international environmen-
tal and scientific affairs as they relate to
foreign policy.

15. Protection of United States citizens
abroad and expatriation.

16. Relations of the United States with
foreign nations generally.

17. Treaties and executive agreements,
except reciprocal trade agreements.

18. United Nations and its affiliated orga-
nizations.

19. World Bank group, the regional devel-
opment banks, and other international orga-
nizations established primarily for develop-
ment assistance purposes.

The Committee is also mandated by
Senate Rule XXV.1(j) to study and review,
on a comprehensive basis, matters relating
to the national security policy, foreign
policy, and international economic policy as
it relates to foreign policy of the United
States, and matters relating to food, hunger,
and nutrition in foreign countries, and
report thereon from time to time.

(b) Oversight.—The Committee also has a
responsibility under Senate Rule XXVI.S,
which provides that *... each standing
Committee . . . shall review and study, on a
continuing basis, the application, adminis-
tration, and execution of those laws or parts
of laws, the subject matter of which is
within the jurisdiction of the Committee.”

(¢) “Advice and Consent” Clauses.—The
Committee has a special responsibility to
assist the Senate in its constitutional func-
tion of providing “advice and consent” to all
treaties entered into by the United States
and all nominations to the principal execu-
tive branch positions in the field of foreign
policy and diplomacy.

RULE 2—SUBCOMMITTEES

(a) Creation.—Unless otherwise author-
ized by law or Senate resolution, subcom-
mittees shall be created by majority vote of
the Committee and shall deal with such leg-
islation and oversight of programs and poli-
cies as the Committee directs. Legislative
measures or other matters may be referred
to a subcommittee for consideration in the
discretion of the Chairman or by vote of a
majority of the Committee. If the principal
subject matter of a measure or matter to be
referred falls within the jurisdiction of
more than one subcommittee, the Chairman
or the Committee may refer the matter to
two or more subcommittees for joint consid-
eration.

(b) Assignments.—Assignments of mem-
bers to subcommittees shall be made in an
equitable fashion. No member of the Com-
mittee may receive assignment to a second
subcommittee until, in order of seniority, all
members of the Committee have chosen as-
signments to one subcommittee, and no
member shall receive assignments to a third
subcommittee until, in order of seniority, all
members have chosen assignments to two
subcommittees.

No member of the Committee may serve
on more than three subcommittees at any
one time,

The Chairman and Ranking Minority
Member of the Committee shall be ex offi-
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cio members, without vote, of each subcom-
mittee.

(c) Meetings.—Except when funds have
been specifically made available by the
Senate for a subcommittee purpose, no sub-
committee of the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations shall hold hearings involving ex-
penses without prior approval of the Chair-
man of the full Committee or by decision of
the full Committee, Meetings of subcommit-
tees shall be scheduled after consultation
with the Chairman of the Committee with a
view toward avoiding conflicts with meet-
ings of other subcommittees insofar as pos-
sible. Meetings of subcommittees shall not
be scheduled to conflict with meetings of
the full Committee.

The proceedings of each subcommittee
shall be governed by the rules of the full
Committee, subject to such authorizations
or limitations as the Committee may from
time to time prescribe.

RULE 3—MEETINGS

(a) Regular Meeting Day.—The regular
meeting day of the Committee on Foreign
Relations for the transaction of Committee
business shall be on Tuesday of each week,
unless otherwise directed by the Chairman.

(b) Additional Meetings.—Additional
meetings and hearings of the Committee
may be called by the Chairman as he may
deem necessary. If at least three members
of the Committee desire that a special meet-
ing of the Committee be called by the
Chairman, those members may file in the
offices of the Committee their written re-
quest to the Chairman for that special
meeting, Immediately upon filing of the re-
quest, the Chief Clerk of the Committee
shall notify the Chairman of the filing of
the request. If, within three calendar days
after the filing of the request, the Chair-
man does not call the requested special
meeting, to be held within seven calendar
days after the filing of the request, a major-
ity of the members of the Committee may
file in the offices of the Committee their
written notice that a special meeting of the
Committee will be held, specifying the date
and hour of that special meeting, The Com-
mittee shall meet on that date and hour.
Immediately upon the filing of the notice,
the Clerk shall notify all members of the
Committee that such special meeting will be
held and inform them of its date and hour.

(e) Minority Request.—Whenever any
hearing is conducted by the Committee or a
subcommittee upon any measure or matter,
the minority on the Committee shall be en-
titled, upon request made by a majority of
the minority members to the Chairman
before the completion of such hearing, to
call witnesses selected by the minority to
testify with respect to the measure or
matter during at least one day of hearing
thereon.

(d) Public Announcement.—The Commit-
tee, or any subcommittee thereof, shall
make public announcement of the date,
place, time and subject matter of any hear-
ing to be conducted on any measure or
matter at least one week in advance of such
hearings, unless the Chairman of the Com-
mittee, or subcommittee, determines that
there is good cause to begin such hearing at
an earlier date.

(e) Procedure.—Insofar as possible, pro-
ceedings of the Committee will be conduct-
ed without resort to the formalities of par-
liamentary procedure and with due regard
for the views of all members. Issues of pro-
cedure which may arise from time to time
shall be resolved by decision of the Chair-
man, in consultation with the Ranking Mi-
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nority Member. The Chairman, in consulta-
tion with the Ranking Minority Member,
may also propose special procedures to
govern the consideration of particular mat-
ters by the Committee.

(f) Closed Sessions.—Each meeting of the
Committee on Foreign Relations, or any
subcommittee thereof, including meetings
to conduct hearings, shall be open to the
public, except that a meeting or series of
meetings by the Committee or a subcommit-
tee on the same subject for a period of no
more than fourteen calendar days may be
closed to the public on a motion made and
seconded to go into closed session to discuss
only whether the matters enumerated in
paragraphs (1) through (6) would require
the meeting to be closed followed immedi-
ately by a record vote in open session by a
majority of the members of the Committee
or subcommittee when it is determined that
the matters to be discussed or the testimony
to be taken at such meeting or meetings—

(1) will disclose matters necessary to be
kept secret in the interests of national de-
fense or the confidential conduct of the for-
eign relations of the United States;

(2) will relate solely to matters of Commit-
tee staff personnel or internal staff manage-
ment or procedure;

(3) will tend to charge an individual with
crime or misconduct; to disgrace or injure
the professional standing of an individual,
or otherwise to expose an individual to
public contempt or obloguy, or will repre-
sent a clearly unwarranted invasion of the
privacy of an individual;

(4) will disclose the identity of any in-
former or law enforcement agent or will dis-
close any information relating to the inves-
tigation or prosecution of a criminal offense
that is required to be kept secret in the in-
terests of effective law enforcement;

(5) will disclose information relating to
the trade secrets or financial or commercial
information pertaining specifically to a
given person if—

(A) an Act of Congress requires the infor-
mation to be kept confidential by Govern-
ment officers and employees; or

(B) the information has been obtained by
the Government on a confidential basis,
other than through an application by such
person for a specific Government financial
or other benefit, and is required to be kept
secret in order to prevent undue injury to
the competitive position of such person, or

(6) may divulge matters required to be
kept confidential under other provisions of
law or Government regulations.

A closed meeting may be opened by a ma-
jority vote of the Committee.

(g) Staff Attendance.—A member of the
Committee may have one member of his or
her personal staff, for whom that member
assumes personal responsibility, accompany
and be seated nearby at Committee meet-
ings.

Each member of the Committee may des-
ignate members of his or her personal staff,
who hold a Top Secret security clearance,
for the purpose of their eligibility to attend
closed sessions of the Committee, subject to
the same conditions set forth for Committee
staff under Rules 12, 13, and 14.

In addition, the Majority Leader and the
Minority Leader of the Senate, if they are
not otherwise members of the Committee,
may designate one member of their staff
with a Top Secret security clearance to
attend closed sessions of the Committee,
subject to the same conditions set forth for
Committee staff under Rules 12, 13 and 14.
Staff of other Senators who are not mem-
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bers of the Committee may not attend
closed sessions of the Committee.

Attendance of Committee staff at meet-
ings shall be limited to those designated by
the Staff Director or the Minority Staff Di-
rector.

The Committee, by majority vote, or the
Chairman, with the concurrence of the
Ranking Minority Member, may limit staff
attendance at specific meetings.

RULE 4—QUORUMS

(a) Testimony.—For the purpose of taking
sworn or unsworn testimony at any duly
scheduled meeting a quorum of the Com-
mittee and each subcommittee thereof shall
consist of one member.

(b) Business.—A quorum for the transac-
tion of Committee or subcommittee busi-
ness, other than for reporting a measure or
recommendation to the Senate or the taking
of testimony, shall consist of one-third of
the members of the Committee or subcom-
mittee, including at least one member from
each party.

(c) Reporting.—A majority of the member-
ship of the Committee shall constitute a
quorum for reporting any measure or rec-
ommendation to the Senate. No measure or
recommendation shall be ordered reported
from the Committee unless a majority of
the Committee members are physically
present. The vote of the Committee to
report a measure or matter shall require the
concurrence of a majority of those members
who are physically present at the time the
vote is taken.

RULE 5—PROXIES

Proxies must be in writing with the signa-
ture of the absent member. Subject to the
requirements of Rule 4 for the physical
presence of a quorum to report a matter,
proxy voting shall be allowed on all meas-
ures and matters before the Committee.
However, proxies shall not be voted on a
measure or matter except when the absent
member has been informed of the matter on
which he is being recorded and has affirma-
tively requested that he be so recorded.

RULE 6—WITNESSES

(a) General.—The Committee on Foreign
Relations will consider requests to testify on
any matter or measure pending before the
Committee. -

(b) Presentation.—If the Chairman so de-
termines, the oral presentation of witnesses
shall be limited to ten minutes. However,
written statements of reasonable length
may be submitted by witnesses and other in-
terested persons who are unable to testify in
person.

(c) Filing of Statements.—A witness ap-
pearing before the Committee, or any sub-
committee thereof, shall file a written state-
ment of his proposed testimony at least 48
hours prior to his appearance, unless this
requirement is waived by the Chairman and
the Ranking Minority Member following
their determination that there is good cause
for failure to file such a statement.

(d) Erpenses.—Only the Chairman may
authorize expenditures of funds for the ex-
penses of witnesses appearing before the
Committee or its subcommittees.

(e) Requests.—Any witness called for a
hearing may submit a written request to the
Chairman no later than twenty-four hours
in advance for his testimony to be in closed
or open session, or for any other unusual
procedure. The Chairman shall determine
whether to grant any such request and shall
notify the Committee members of the re-
quest and of his decision.
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RULE 7—SUBPOENAS

(a) Authorization.—The Chairman or any
other member of the Committee, when au-
thorized by a majority vote of the Commit-
tee at a meeting or by proxies, shall have
authority to subpoena the attendance of
witnesses or the production of memoranda,
documents, records, or any other materials.
When the Committee authorizes a subpoe-
na, it may be issued upon the signature of
the Chairman or any other member desig-
nated by the Committee.

(b) Return.—A subpoena, or a request to
an agency, for documents may be issued
whose return shall occur at a time and place
other than that of a scheduled Committee
meeting. A return on such a subpoena or re-
quest which is incomplete or accompanied
by an objection constitutes good cause for a
hearing on shortened notice. Upon such a
return, the Chairman or any other member
designated by him may convene a hearing
by giving two others notice by telephone to
all other members. One member shall con-
stitute a quorum for such a hearing. The
sole purpose of such hearing shall be to elu-
cidate further information about the return
and to rule on the objection.

(¢) Depositions.—At the direction of the
Committee, staff is authorized to take depo-
sitions from witnesses.

RULE 8—REPORTS

(a) Filing.—When the Committee has or-
dered a measure or recommendation report-
ed, the report thereon shall be filed in the
Senate at the earliest practicable time.

(b) Supplemental, Minority and Addition-
al Views.—A member of the Committee who
gives notice of his intentions to file supple-
mental, minority, or additional views at the
time of final Committee approval of a meas-
ure or matter, shall be entitled to not less
than 3 calendar days in which to file such
views, in writing, with the Chief Clerk of
the Committee. Such views shall then be in-
cluded in the Committee report and printed
in the same volume, as a part thereof, and
their inclusion shall be noted on the cover
of the report. In the absence of timely
notice, the Committee report may be filed
and printed immediately without such
views.

(¢) Rollcall Votes.—The results of all roll-
call votes taken in any meeting of the Com-
mittee on any measure, or amendment
thereto, shall be announced in the Commit-
tee report. The announcement shall include
a tabulation of the votes cast in favor and
votes cast in opposition to each such meas-
ure and amendment by each member of the
committee.

RULE 9—TREATIES

(a) The Committee is the only committee
of the Senate with jurisdiction to review
and report to the Senate on treaties submit-
ted by the President for Senate advice and
consent. Because the House of Representa-
tives has no role in the approval of treaties,
the Committee is therefore the only con-
gressional committee with responsibility for
treaties.

(b) Once submitted by the President for
advice and consent, each treaty is referred
to the Committee and remains on its calen-
dar from Congress to Congress until the
Committee takes action to report it to the
Senate or recommend its return to the
President, or until the Committee is dis-
charged of the treaty by the Senate.

(¢) In accordance with Senate Rule
XXX.2, treaties which have been reported
to the Senate but not acted on before the
end of Congress “shall be resumed at the
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commencement of the Next Congress as if
no proceedings had previously been had
thereon.”

(d) Insofar as possible, the Committee
should conduct a public hearing on each
treaty as soon as possible after its submis-
sion by the President. Except in extraordi-
nary circumstances, treaties reported to the
Senate shall be accompanied by a written
report.

RULE 10—NOMINATIONS

(a) Waiting Requirement.—Unless other-
wise directed by the Chairman and the
Ranking Minority Member, the Committee
on Foreign Relations shall not consider any
nomination until 6 calendar days after it
has been formally submitted to the Senate.

(b) Public Consideration.—Nominees for
any post who are invited to appear before
the Committee shall be heard in public ses-
sion, unless a majority of the Committee de-
crees otherwise.

(¢) Required Data.—No nomination shall
be reported to the Senate unless (1) the
nominee has been accorded a security clear-
ance on the basis of a thorough investiga-
tion by executive branch agencies; (2) in ap-
propriate cases, the nominee has filed a con-
fidential statement and financial disclosure
report with the Committee; (3) the Commit-
tee has been assured that the nominee does
not have any interests which could conflict
with the interests of the government in the
exercise of the nominee’s proposed responsi-
bilities; (4) for persons nominated to be
chief of mission, ambassador-at-large, or
minister, the Committee has received a com-
plete list of any contributions made by the
nominee or members of his immediate
family to any Federal election campaign
during the year of his or her nomination
and for the four preceding years; and (5) for
persons nominated to be chiefs of mission, a
report on the demonstrated competence of
that nominee to perform the duties of the
position to which he or she has been nomi-
nated.

RULE 11—TRAVEL

(a) Foreign Travel—No member of the
Committee on Foreign Relations or its staff
shall travel abroad on Committee business
unless specifically authorized by the Chair-
man, who is required by law to approve
vouchers and report expenditures of foreign
currencies, and the Ranking Minority
Member. Requests for authorization of such
travel shall state the purpose and, when
completed, a full substantive and financial
report shall be filed with the Committee
within 30 days. This report shall be fur-
nished to all members of the Committee
and shall not be otherwise disseminated
without the express authorization of the
Committee, Except in extraordinary circum-
stances, staff travel shall not be approved
unless the reporting requirements have
been fulfilled for all prior trips. Except for
travel that is strictly personal, travel funded
by non-U.S. Government sources is subject
to the same approval and substantive re-
porting requirements as U.S. Government-
funded travel. In addition, members and
staff are reminded of Senate Rule XXXV .4
requiring a determination by the Senate
Ethics Committee in the case of foreign-
sponsored travel,

Any proposed travel by Committee staff
for a subcommittee purpose must be ap-
proved by the subcommittee chairman and
ranking minority member prior to submis-
sion of the request to the Chairman and
Rai nking Minority Member of the full Com-
mittee.

February 28, 1989

When the Chairman and the Ranking Mi-
nority Member approve the foreign travel of
a member of the staff of the committee not
accompanying a member of the Committee,
all members of the Committee shall be ad-
vised, prior to the commencement of such
travel of its extent, nature, and purpose.

(b) Domestic Travel.—All official travel in
the United States by the Committee staff
shall be approved in advanced by the staff
Director, or in the case of minority staff, by
the Minority Staff Director.

(c) Personal Staff.—As a general rule, no
more than one member of the personal staff
of a member of the Committee may travel
with that member with the approval of the
Chairman and the Ranking Minority
Member of the Committee. During such
travel, the personal staff member shall be
considered to be an employee of the Com-
mittee.

RULE 12—TRANSCRIPTS

(a) General.—The Committee on Foreign
Relations shall keep verbatim transcripts of
all Committee and subcommittee meetings
and such transcripts shall remain in the cus-
tody of the Committee, unless a majority of
the Committee decides otherwise. Tran-
scripts of public hearings by the Committee
shall be published unless the Chairman,
with the concurrence of the Ranking Minor-
ity Member, determines otherwise.

(b) Classified or Restricted Transcripts.—

(1) The Chief Clerk of the Committee
shall have responsibility for the mainte-
nance and security of classified or restricted
transcripts.

(2) A record shall be maintained of each
use of classified or restricted transcripts.

(3) Classified or restricted transcripts
shall be kept in locked combination safes in
the Committee offices except when in active
use by authorized persons for a period not
to exceed two weeks. Extensions of this
period may be granted as necessary by the
Chief Clerk. They must never be left unat-
tended and shall be returned to the Chief
Clerk promptly when no longer needed.

(4) Except as provided in paragraph 7
below, transcripts classified secret or higher
may not leave the Committee offices except
for the purpose of declassification.

(5) Classified transcripts other than those
classified secret or higher may leave the
Committee offices in the possession of au-
thorized persons with the approval of the
Chairman. Delivery and return shall be
made only by authorized persons. Such
transcripts may not leave Washington, DC,
unless adequate assurances for their securi-
ty are made to the Chairman.

(6) Extreme care shall be exercised to
avoid taking notes or quotes from classified
transcripts. Their contents may not be di-
vulged to any unauthorized person.

(7) Subject to any additional restrictions
imposed by the Chairman with the concur-
rence of the Ranking Minority Member,
only the following persons are authorized to
have access to classified or restricted tran-
scripts.

(i) Members and staff of the Committee in
the Committee rooms;

(ii) Designated personal representatives of
members of the Committee, and of the Ma-
Jjority and Minority Leaders, with appropri-
ate security clearances, in the Committee's
Capitol office;

(iii) Senators not members of the Commit-
tee, by permission of the Chairman in the
Committee rooms;

(iv) Members of the executive depart-
ments involved in the meeting, in the Com-
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mittee's Capitol office, or, with the permis-
sion of the Chairman, in the offices of the
officials who took part in the meeting, but
in either case, only for a specified and limit-
ed period of time, and only after reliable as-
surances against further reproduction or
dissemination have been given.

(8) Any restrictions imposed upon access
to a meeting of the Committee shall also
apply to the transcript of such meeting,
except by special permission of the Chair-
man and notice to the other members of the
Committee. Each transcript of a closed ses-
sion of the Committee shall include on its
cover a deseription of the restrictions im-
posed upon access, as well as any applicable
restrictions upon photocopying, note-taking
or other dissemination.

(9) In addition to restrictions resulting
from the inclusion of any classified informa-
tion in the transeript of a Committee meet-
ing, members and staff shall not discuss
with anyone the proceedings of the Com-
mittee in closed session or reveal informa-
tion conveyed or discussed in such a session
unless that person would have been permit-
ted to attend the session itself, or unless
such communication is specifically author-
ized by the Chairman, the Ranking Minori-
ty Member, or in the case of staff, by the
Staff Director or Minority Staff Director. A
record shall be kept of all such authoriza-
tions.

(c) Declassification.—

(1) All restricted transcripts and classified
Committee reports shall be declassified on a
date twelve years after their origination
unless the Committee by majority vote de-
cides against such declassification, and pro-
vided that the executive departments in-
volved and all former Committee members
who participated directly in the sessions or
reports concerned have been consulted in
advance and given a reasonable opportunity
to raise objections to such declassification.

(2) Any transeript or classified Committee
report, or any portion thereof, may be de-
classified fewer than twelve years after
their organization if:

(i) the Chairman originates such action or
receives a written request for such action,
and notifies the other members of the Com-
mittee; and

(ii) the Chairman, Ranking Minority
Member, and each member or former
member who participated directly in such
meeting or report give their approval,
except that the Committee by majority vote
may overrule any objections thereby raised
to early declassification; and

(iii) the executive departments and all
former Committee members are consulted
in advance and have a reasonable opportuni-
ty to object to early declassification.

RULE 13-CLASSIFIED MATERIAL

(a) All classified material received or origi-
nated by the Committee shall be logged in
at the Committee’s offices in the Dirksen
Senate Office Building, and except for ma-
terial classified as “Top Secret” shall be
filed in the Dirksen Senate Building offices
for Committee use and safekeeping.

(b) Each such piece of classified material
received or originated shall be card indexed
and serially numbered, and where requiring
onward distribution shall be distributed by
means of an attached indexed form ap-
proved by the Chairman. If such material is
to be distributed outside the Committee of-
fices, it shall, in addition to the attached
form, be accompanied also by an approved
signature sheet to show onward receipt.

(c) Distribution of classified material
among offices shall be by Committee mem-
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bers or authorized staff only. All classified
material sent to members' offices, and that
distributed within the working offices of the
Committee, shall be returned to the offices
designated by the Chief Clerk. No classified
material is to be removed from the offices of
the members or of the Committee without
permission of the Chairman. Such classified
material will be afforded safe handling and
safe storage at all times.

(d) Material classified “Top Secret,” after
being indexed and numbered shall be sent
to the Committee’s Capitol office for use by
the members and authorized staff in that
office only or in such other secure commit-
tee offices as may be authorized by the
Chairman or Staff Director.

(e) In general, members and staff under-
take to confine their access to classified in-
formation on the basis of a “need to know”
such information related to their Commit-
tee responsibilities.

(f) The Staff Director is authorized to
make such administrative regulations as
may be necessary to carry out the provisions
of these regulations.

RULE 14—STAFF

(a) Responsibilities.—

(1) The staff works for the Committee as
a whole, under the general supervision of
the Chairman of the Committee, and the
immediate direction of the Staff Director;
provided, however, that such part of the
staff as is designated Minority Staff, shall
be under the general supervision of the
Ranking Minority Member and under the
immediate direction of the Minority Staff
Director.

(2) Any member of the Committee should
feel free to call upon the staff at any time
for assistance in connection with the Com-
mittee business. Members of the Senate not
members of the Committee who call upon
the staff for assistance from time to time
should be given assistance subject to the
overriding responsibility of the staff to the
Committee,

(3) The staff's primary responsibility is
with respect to bills, resolutions, treaties,
and nominations.

In addition to carrying out assignments
from the Committee and its individual mem-
bers, the staff has a responsibility to origi-
nate suggestions for Committee or subcom-
mittee consideration. The staff also has a
responsibility to make suggestions to indi-
vidual members regarding matters of special
interest to such members.

(4) It is part of the staff's duty to keep
itself as well informed as possible in regard
to developments affecting foreign relations
and in regard to the administration of for-
eign programs of the United States. Signifi-
cant trends or developments which might
otherwise escape notice should be called to
the attention of the Committee, or of indi-
vidual Senators with particular interests.

(5) The staff shall pay due regard to the
constitutional separation of powers between
the Senate and the executive branch. It
therefore has a responsibility to help the
Committee bring to bear an independent,
objective judgment of proposals by the ex-
ecutive branch and when appropriate to
originate sound proposals of its own. At the
same time, the staff shall avoid impinging
?pon the day-to-day conduct of foreign af-

airs.

(6) In those instances when Committee
action requires the expression of minority
views, the staff shall assist the minority as
fully as the majority to the end that all
points of view may be fully considered by
members of the Committee and of the
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Senate. The staff shall bear in mind that
under our constitutional system it is the re-
sponsibility of the elected Members of the
Senate to determine legislative issues in the
light of as full and fair a presentation of the
facts as the staff may be able to obtain.

(b) Restrictions.—

(1) The staff shall regard its relationship
to the Committee as a privileged one, in the
nature of the relationship of a lawyer to a
client. In order to protect this relationship
and the mutual confidence which must pre-
vail if the Committee-staff relationship is to
be a satisfactory and fruitful one, the fol-
lowing criteria shall apply:

(i) Members of the staff shall not be iden-
tified with any special interest group in the
field of foreign relations or allow their
names to be used by such group,

(ii) Members of the staff shall not accept
public speaking engagements or write for
publication in the field of foreign relations
without specific advance permission from
the Staff Director, or, in the case of minori-
ty staff, from the Minority Staff Director.
In the case of the Staff Director and the
Minority Staff Director, such advance per-
mission shall be obtained from the Chair-
man or the Ranking Minority Member, as
appropriate. In any event, such public state-
ments should avoid the expression of per-
sonal views and should not contain predic-
tions of future, or interpretations of past,
Committee action.

(iii) Staff shall not discuss their private
conversations with members of the Commit-
tee without specific advance permission
from the Senator or Senators concerned.

(2) The staff shall not discuss with anyone
the proceedings of the Committee in closed
session or reveal information conveyed or
discussed in such a session unless that
person would have been permitted to attend
the session itself, or unless such communi-
cation is specifically authorized by the Staff
Director or Minority Staff Director, Unau-
thorized disclosure of information from a
closed session or of classified information
shall be cause for immediate dismissal and
may, in the case of some kinds of informa-
tion, be grounds for criminal prosecution.

RULE 15—STATUS AND AMENDMENT OF RULES

(a) Status.—In addition to the foregoing,
the Committee on Foreign Relations is gov-
erned by the Standing Rules of the Senate
which shall take precedence in the event of
a clear inconsistency. In addition, the juris-
diction and responsibilities of the Commit-
tee with respect to certain matters, as well
as the timing and procedure for their con-
sideration in Committee, may be governed
by statute.

(b) Amendment.—These Rules may be
modified, amended, or repealed by a majori-
ty of the Committee, provided that a notice
in writing of the proposed change has been
given to each member at least 48 hours
prior to the meeting at which action there-
on is to be taken. However, rules of the
Committee which are based upon Senate
rules may not be superseded by Committee
vote alone.@

RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR THE
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERV-
ICES FOR THE 101ST CON-
GRESS

@ Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, in accord-

ance with rule XXVI of the Standing

Rules of the Senate, I ask that the

Rules of Procedure of the Committee
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on Armed Services for the 101st Con-
gress, which were adopted by the com-
mittee on February 23, 1989, be print-
ed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

The Rules of Procedure follow:
ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE RULES OF
PROCEDURE
(Adopted February 23, 1989)

1. Regular Meeling Day and Time. The
regular meeting day of the committee shall
be each Thursday at 10:00 a.m., unless the
committee or the chairman directs other-
wise,

2. Additional Meetings. The chairman may
call such additional meetings as he deems
necessary.

3. Special Meetings. Special meetings of
the committee may be called by a majority
of the members of the committee in accord-
ance with paragraph 3 of Rule XXVI of the
Standing Rules of the Senate.

4, Opening Meetings. Each meeting of the
committee, or any subcommittee thereof, in-
cluding meetings to conduct hearings, shall
be open to the public, except that a meeting
or series of meetings by the committee or a
subcommittee thereof on the same subject
for a period of no more than fourteen (14)
calendar days may be closed to the public
on a motion made and seconded to go into
closed session to discuss only whether the
matters enumerated below in clauses (a)
through (f) would require the meeting to be
closed, followed immediately by a recorded
vote in open session by a majority of the
members of the committee or subcommittee
when it is determined that the matters to be
discussed or the testimony to be taken at
such meeting or meetings—

(a) will disclose matters necessary to be
kept secret in the interest of national de-
fense or the confidential conduct of the for-
eign relations of the United States;

(b) will relate solely to matters of commit-
tee staff personnel or internal staff manage-
ment of procedure;

(c) will tend to charge an individual with a
crime or misconduct, to disgrace or injure
the professional standing of an individual,
or otherwise to expose an individual to
public contempt or obloquy or will represent
a clearly unwarranted invasion of the priva-
cy of an individual,;

(d) will disclose the identity of any in-
former or law enforcement agent or will dis-
close any information relating to the inves-
tigation or prosecution of a criminal offense
that is required to be kept secret in the in-
terests of effective law enforcement;

(e) will disclose information relating to
the trade secrets or financial or commercial
information pertaining specifically to a
given person if—

(1) an Act of Congress requires the infor-
mation to be kept confidential by Govern-
ment officers and employees; or

(2) the information has been obtained by
the Government on a confidential basis,
other than through an application by such
person for a specific Government financial
or other benefit, and is required to be kept
secret in order to prevent undue injury to
the competitive position of such person; or

(f) may divulge matters required to be
kept confidential under other provisions of
law or Government regulations.

5. Presiding Officer. The chairman shall
preside at all meetings and hearings of the
committee except that in his absence the
ranking majority member present at the
meeting or hearing shall preside unless by
majority vote the committee provides other-
wise,
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6. Quorum. (a) A majority of the members
of the committee are required to be actually
present to report a matter or measure from
the Committee.

(b) Except as provided in subsections (a)
and (c), and other than for the conduct of
hearings, seven members of the committee
shall constitute a quorum for the transac-
tion of such business as may be considered
by the committee.

(¢) Three members of the committee, one
of whom shall be a member of the minority
party, shall constitute a quorum for the
purpose of taking sworn testimony, unless
otherwise ordered by a majority of the full
committee.

(d) Proxy votes may not be considered for
the purpose of establishing a quorum.

7. Proxy voting. Proxy voting shall be al-
lowed on all measures and matters before
the committee. The vote by proxy of any
member of the committee may be counted
for the purpose of reporting any measure or
matter to the Senate if the absent member
casting such vote has been informed of the
matter on which he is being recorded and
has affirmatively requested that he be so re-
corded.

8. Announcement of Votes. The results of
all rollcall votes taken in any meeting of the
committee on any measure, or amendment
thereto, shall be announced in the commit-
tee report, unless previously announced by
the committee. The announcement shall in-
clude a tabulation of the votes cast in favor
and votes cast in opposition to each such
measure and amendment by each member
of the committee who was present at such
meeting. The Chairman may hold open a
rollcall vote on any measure or matter
which is before the committee until no later
than midnight of the day on which the com-
mittee votes on such measure or matter.

9. Subpoenas. Subpoenas for attendance
of witnesses and for the production of
memoranda, documents, records, and the
like may be issued by the chairman or any
other member designated by him, but only
when authorized by a majority of the mem-
bers of the committee. The subpoena shall
briefly state the matter to which the wit-
ness is expected to testify or the documents
to be produced.

10. Hearings. (a) Public notice shall be
given of the date, place, and subject matter
of any hearing to be held by the committee,
or any subcommittee thereof, at least 1
week in advance of such hearing, unless the
committee or subcommittee determines that
good cause exists for beginning such hear-
ings at an earlier time.

(b) Hearings may be initiated only by the
specified authorization of the committee or
subcommittee,

(c) Hearings shall be held only in the Dis-
trict of Columbia unless specifically author-
ized to be held elsewhere by a majority vote
of the committee or subcommittee conduct-
ing such hearings.

(d) Witnesses appearing before the com-
mittee shall file with the clerk of the com-
mittee a written statement of his proposed
testimony at least 24 hours not including
weekends or holidays prior to a hearing at
which he is to appear unless the chairman
and the ranking minority member deter-
mines that there is good cause for the fail-
ure of the witness to file such a statement,

(e) Confidential testimony taken or confi-
dential material presented in a closed hear-
ing of the committee or subcommittee or
any report of the proceedings of such hear-
ing shall not be made public in whole or in
part or by way of summary unless author-
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ized by a majority vote of the committee or
subcommittee.

(f) Any witness summoned to give testimo-
ny or evidence at a public or closed hearing
of the committee or subcommittee may be
accompanied by counsel of his own choosing
who shall be permitted at all times during
such hearing to advise such witness of his
legal rights.

(g) Witnesses providing unsworn testimo-
ny to the committee may be given a tran-
script of such testimony for the purpose of
making minor grammatical corrections.
Such witnesses will not, however, be permit-
ted to alter the substance of their testimo-
ny. Any question involving such corrections
shall be decided by the chairman.

11. Nominations. Unless otherwise or-
dered by the committee, nominations re-
ferred to the committee shall be held for at
least seven (7) days before being voted on by
the committee. Each member of the com-
mittee shall be furnished a copy of all nomi-
nations referred to the committee.

12, Real Property Transactions. Each
member of the committee shall be furnished
with a copy of the proposals of the Secretar-
ies of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, sub-
mitted pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2662 and with
a copy of the proposals of the Director of
the Federal Emergency Management
Agency, submitted pursuant to 50 U.S.C.
App. 2285, regarding the proposed acquisi-
tion or disposition of property of an estimat-
ed price or rental of more than $50,000. Any
member of the committee objecting to or re-
questing information on a proposed acquisi-
tion or disposal shall communicate his ob-
jection or request to the chairman of the
committee within thirty (30) days from the
date of submission.

13. Legisiative Calendar. (a) The clerk of
the committee shall keep a printed calendar
for the information of each committee
member showing the bills introduced and
referred to the committee and the status of
such bills. Such calendar shall be revised
from time to time to show pertinent
changes in such bills, the current status
thereof, and new bills introduced and re-
ferred to the committee. A copy of each new
revision shall be furnished to each member
of the committee.

(b) Unless otherwise ordered, measures re-
ferred to the committee shall be referred by
the clerk of the committee to the appropri-
ate department or agency of the Govern-
ment for reports thereon.

14. Except as otherwise specified herein,
the Standing Rules of the Senate shall
govern the actions of the committee. Each
subcommittee of the committee is part of
the committee, and is therefore subject to
the committee’s rules so far as applicable.

15. Powers and Duties of Subcommittees.
Each subcommittee is authorized to meet,
hold hearings, receive evidence, and report
to the full committee on all matters re-
ferred to it. Subcommittee chairmen shall
set dates for hearings and meetings of their
respective subcommittees after consultation
with the chairman and other subcommittee
chairmen with a view toward avoiding si-
multaneous scheduling of full committee
and subcommittee meetings or hearings
whenever possible.@

RULES AND SUBCOMMITTEE AS-
SIGNMENTS OF THE COMMIT-
TEE ON SMALL BUSINESS

e Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I
submit for printing in the Recorb, the
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rules of the Committee on Small Busi-
ness as required by rule XXVI, para-
graph 2, of the Standing Rules of the
Senate. I would also like to submit a
listing of the committee’s subcommit-
tee assignments.

I ask that this material be printed in
its entirety.

The material follows:

CoMMITTEE RULES
1. GENERAL

All applicable provisions of the Standing
Rules of the Senate and of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended,
shall govern the Committee and its Subcom-
mittees. The Rules of the Committee shall
be the Rules of any Subcommittee of the
Committee.

2. MEETINGS AND QUORUMS

(a) The regular meeting day of the Com-
mittee shall be the first Wednesday of each
month unless otherwise directed by the
Chairman. All other meetings may be called
by the Chairman as he deems necessary, on
three days notice where practicable. If at
least three Members of the Committee
desire the Chairman to call a special meet-
ing, they may file in the office of the Com-
mittee a written request therefor, addressed
to the Chairman. Immediately thereafter,
the Clerk of the Committee shall notify the
Chairman of such request. If, within three
calendar days after the filing of such re-
quest, the Chairman fails to call the re-
quested special meeting, which is to be held
within seven calendar days after the filing
of such request, a majority of the Commit-
tee Members may file in the Office of the
Committee their written notice that a spe-
cial Committee meeting will be held, speci-
fying the date, hour and place thereof, and
the Committee shall meet at that time and
place. Immediately upon the filing of such
notice, the Clerk of the Committee shall
notify all Committee Members that such
special meeting will be held and inform
them of its date, hour and place. If the
Chairman is not present at any regular, ad-
ditional or special meeting, the ranking ma-
jority Member present shall preside.

(b)1) Ten Members of the Committee
shall constitute a quorum for reporting any
legislative measure or nomination.

(2) Six Members of the Committee shall
constitute a quorum for the transaction of
routine business, provided that the minority
Member is present. The term “routine busi-
ness" includes, but is not limited to, the con-
sideration of legislation pending before the
Committee and any amendments thereto,
and voting on such amendments. 132 Cong.
Rec. S3231 (daily ed. March 21, 1986).

(3) In hearings, whether in public or
closed session, a quorum for the taking of
testimony, including sworn testimony, shall
consist of one Member of the Committee or
subcommittee,

(¢) Proxies will be permitted in voting
upon the business of the Committee by
Members who are unable to be present. To
be valid, proxies must be signed and assign
the right to vote to one of the Members who
will be present. Proxies shall in no case be
counted for establishing a quorum.

3. HEARINGS

(a)(1) The Chairman of the Committee
may initiate a hearing of the Committee on
his authority or upon his approval of a re-
quest by any Member of the Committee,
The Chairman of any subcommittee may,
after approval of the Chairman, initiate a
hearing of the subcommittee on his author-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

ity or at the request of any member of the
subcommittee. Written notice of all hear-
ings shall be given, as far in advance as
practicable, to Member of the Committee.

(2) Hearings of the Committee or any sub-
committee shall not be scheduled outside
the District of Columbia unless specifically
authorized by the Chairman and the Rank-
ing Minority Member or by consent of a ma-
jority of the Committee. Such consent may
be given informally, without a meeting.

(bX1) Any Member of the Committee
shall be empowered to administer the oath
to any witness testifying as to fact if a
quorum be present as specified in Rule 2(b).

(2) Any Member of the Committee may
attend any meeting or hearing held by any
subcommittee and question witnesses testi-
fying before any subcommittee.

(3) Interrogation of witnesses at -hearings
shall be conducted on behalf of the Com-
mittee by Members of the Committee or
such Committee staff as is authorized by
the Chairman or Ranking Minority
Member,

(4) Witnesses appearing before the Com-
mittee shall file with the Clerk of the Com-
mittee a written statement of the prepared
testimony at least 24 hours in advance of
the hearing at which the witness is to
appear unless this requirement is waived by
the Chairman and the Ranking Minority
Member.

(¢) Witnesses may be subpoenaed by the
Chairman with the agreement of the Rank-
ing Minority Member or by consent of a ma-
jority of the Members of the Committee.
Such consent may be given informally, with-
out a meeting. Subpoenas shall be issued by
the Chairman or by any Member of the
Committee designated by him. Subcommit-
tees shall not have the right to authorize or
issue subpoenas. As subpoena for the at-
tendance of a witness shall state briefly the
purpose of the hearing and the matter or
matters to which the witness is expected to
testify. A subpoena for the production of
memoranda, documents and records shall
identify the papers required to be produced
with as much particularity as is practicable.

(d) Any witness summoned to a public or
closed hearing may be accompanied by
counsel of his own choosing, who shall be
permitted while the witness is testifying to
advise him of his legal rights.

(e) No confidential testimony taken, or
confidential material presented to the Com-
mittee, or any report of the proceedings of a
closed hearing, or confidential testimony or
material submitted voluntarily or pursuant
to a subpoena, shall be made publie, either
in whole or in part or by way of summary,
unless authorized by a majority of the
Members of the Committee.

4. AMENDMENT OF RULES

The foregoing rules may be added to,
modified or amended: provided, however,
that not less than a majority of the entire
Membership so determine at a regular meet-
ing with due notice, or at a meeting specifi-
cally called for that purpose.@

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE RULES
OF PROCEDURE

® Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, para-
graph 2 of Senate rule XXVI requires
that, not later than March 1 of each
year, the rules of each committee be
published in the ReEcorp, and that not
more than 30 days after a committee
amends its rules, the amendment be
printed in the RECORD.
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In compliance with both of these
provisions, I ask that the rules of the
Committee on Finance as amended on
February 23, 1989, by unanimous vote
of the committee, be printed in the
Recorp at this point, along with a
copy of the amendment.

The material follows:

CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE
RULES OF PROCEDURE
(Adopted February 23, 1989)

Rule 1. Regular Meeting Days.—The regu-
lar meeting day of the committee shall be
the second and fourth Tuesday of each
month, except that if there be no business
before the committee the regular meeting
shall be omitted.

Rule 2. Commitlee Meetings.—(a) Except
as provided by paragraph 3 of Rule XXVI of
the Standing Rules of the Senate (relating
to special meetings called by a majority of
the committee) and subsection (b) of this
rule, committee meetings, for the conduct of
business, for the purpose of holding hear-
ings, or for any other purpose, shall be
called by the chairman. Members will be no-
tified of committee meetings at least 48
hours in advance, unless the chairman de-
termines that an emergency situation re-
quires a meeting on shorter notice. The no-
tification will include a written agenda to-
gether with materials prepared by the staff
relating to that agenda. After the agenda
for a committee meeting is published and
distributed, no nongermane items may be
brought up during that meeting unless at
least two-thirds of the members present
agree to consider those items.

(b) In the absence of the chairman, meet-
ings of the committee may be called by the
ranking majority member of the committee
who is present, provided authority to call
meetings has been delegated to such
member by the chairman.

Rule 3. Presiding Officer.—(a) The chair-
man shall preside at all meetings and hear-
ings of the committee except that in his ab-
sence the ranking majority member who is
present at the meeting shall preside.

(b) Notwithstanding the rule prescribed
by subsection (a) any member of the com-
mittee may preside over the conduct of a
hearing.

Rule 4. Quorums.—(a) Except as provided
in subsections (b) and (c¢) seven members, in-
cluding not less than one member of the
majority party and one member of the mi-
nority party, shall constitute a gquorum for
the conduct of business.

(b) Notwithstanding the rule prescribed
by subsection (a), one member shall consti-
tute a quorum for the purpose of conduct-
ing a hearing.

(c) Once a quorum as prescribed by sub-
section (a) has been established for the con-
duct of business in executive session, the
committee may continue to conduct busi-
ness 50 long as five or more members are
present, including not less than one member
of the majority party and one member of
the minority party.

Rule 5. Reporting of Measures or Recom-
mendations.—No measure or recommenda-
tion shall be reported from the committee
unless a majority of the committee is actu-
ally present and a majority of those present
concur,

Rule 6. Proxy Voting; Polling.—(a) Except
as provided by paragraph T(aX3) of Rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate
(relating to limitation on use of proxy
voting to report a measure or matter), mem-



3006

bers who are unable to be present may have
their vote recorded by proxy.

(b) At the discretion of the committee,
members who are unable to be present and
whose vote has not been cast by proxy may
be polled for the purpose of recording their
vote on any rollcall taken by the committee.

Rule 7. Order of Motions.—When several
motions are before the committee dealing
with related or overlapping matters, the
chairman may specify the order in which
the motions shall be voted upon.

Rule 8. Bringing a Matter to a Vote.—If
the chairman determines that a motion or
amendment has been adequately debated,
he may call for a vote on such motion or
amendment, and the vote shall then be
taken, unless the committee votes to contin-
ue debate on such motion or amendment, as
the case may be. The vote on a motion to
continue debate on any motion or amend-
ment shall be taken without debate.

Rule 9. Public Announcement of Commit-
tee Votes.—Pursuant to paragraph T(b) of
Rule XXVI of the Standing Rules of the
Senate (relating to public announcement of
votes), the results of rollcall votes taken by
the committee on any measure (or amend-
ment thereto) or matter shall be announced
publicly not later than the day on which
such measure or matter is ordered reported
from the committee.

Rule 10. Subpoenas.—Subpoenas for at-
tendance of witnesses and the production of
memoranda, documents, and records shall
be issued by the chairman, or by any other
member of the committee designated by
him.

Rule 11. Open Commillee Hearings.—To
the extent required by paragraph 5 of Rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate
(relating to limitations on open hearings),
each hearing conducted by the committee
shall be open to the publie.

Rule 12. Announcement of Hearings.—The
committee shall undertake consistent with
the provisions of paragraph 4(a) of Rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate
(relating to public notice of committee hear-
ings) to issue public announcements of hear-
ings it intends to hold at least one week
prior to the commencement of such hear-
ings. "

Rule 13. Witnesses at Hearings.—(a) Each
witness who is scheduled to testify at any
hearing must submit his written testimony
to the staff director not later than noon of
the business day immediately before the
last business day preceding the day on
which he is scheduled to appear. Such writ-
ten testimony shall be accompanied by a
brief summary of the principal points cov-
ered in the written testimony. Having sub-
mitted his written testimony, the witness
shall be allowed not more than ten minutes
for oral presentation of his statement.

(b) Witnesses may not read their entire
written testimony, but must confine their
oral presentation to a summarization of
their arguments.

(c) Witnesses shall observe proper stand-
ards of dignity, decorum and propriety
while presenting their views to the commit-
tee. Any witness who violates this rule shall
be dismissed, and his testimony (both oral
and written) shall not appear in the record
of the hearing.

(d) In scheduling witnesses for hearings,
the staff shall attempt to schedule wit-
nesses so as to attain a balance of views
early in the hearings. Every member of the
committee may designate witnesses who will
appear before the committee to testify. To
the extent that a witness designated by a
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member cannot be scheduled to testify
during the time set aside for the hearing, a
special time will be set aside for that witness
to testify if the member designating that
witness is available at that time to chair the
hearing.

Rule 14. Audiences.—Persons admitted
into the audience for open hearings of the
committee shall conduct themselves with
the dignity, decorum, courtesy and proprie-
ty traditionally observed by the Senate.
Demonstrations of approval or disapproval
of any statement or act by any member or
witness are not allowed. Persons creating
confusion or distraction or otherwise dis-
rupting the orderly proceeding of the hear-
ing shall be expelled from the hearing.

Rule 15. Broadcasting of Hearings.—(a)
Broadcasting of open hearings by television
or radio coverage shall be allowed upon ap-
proval by the chairman of a request filed
with the staff director not later than noon
of the day before the day on which such
coverage is desired.

(b) If such approval is granted, broadcast-
ing coverage of the hearing shall be con-
ducted unobtrusively and in accordance
with the standards of dignity, propriety,
courtesty and decorum traditionally ob-
served by the Senate.

(¢) Equipment necessary for coverage by
television and radio media shall not be in-
stalled in, or removed from, the hearing
room while the committee is in session.

(d) Additional lighting may be installed in
the hearing room by the media in order to
raise the ambient lighting level to the
lowest level necessary to provide adequate
television coverage of the hearing at the
then current state of the art of television
coverage.

(e) The additional lighting authorized by
subsection (d) of this rule shall not be di-
rected into the eyes of any members of the
committee or of any witness, and at the re-
quest of any such member or witness, of-
fending lighting shall be extinguished.

(f) No witness shall be required to be pho-
tographed at any hearing or to give testimo-
ny while the broadcasting (or coverage) of
that hearing is being conducted. At the re-
quest of any such witness who does not wish
to be subjected to radio or television cover-
age, all equipment used for coverage shall
be turned off.

Rule 16. Subcommiltees.—(a) The chair-
man, subject to the approval of the commit-
tee, shall appoint legislative subcommittees.
All legislation shall be kept on the full com-
mittee calendar unless a majority of the
members present and voting agree to refer
specific legislation to an appropriate sub-
committee.

(b) The chairman may limit the period
during which House-passed legislation re-
ferred to a subcommittee under paragraph
(a) will remain in that subcommittee. At the
end of that period, the legislation will be re-
stored fo the full committee calendar. The
period referred to in the preceding sen-
tences should be 6 weeks, but may be ex-
tended in the event that adjournment or a
long recess is imminent.

(c) All decisions of the chairman are sub-
ject to approval or modification by a majori-
ty vote of the committee.

(d) The full committee may at any time
by majority vote of those members present
discharge a subcommittee from further con-
sideration of a specific piece of legislation.

(e) Because the Senate is constitutionally
prohibited from passing revenue legislation
originating in the Senate, subcommittees
may mark up legislation originating in the
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Senate and referred to them under Rule
16(a) to develop specific proposals for full
committee consideration but may not report
such legislation to the full committee. The
preceding sentence does not apply to
nonrevenue legislation originating in the
Senate.

(f) The chairman and ranking minority
members shall serve as nonvoting er officio
members of the subcommittees on which
they do not serve as voting members.

(g) Any member of the committee may
attend hearings held by any subcommittee
and question witnesses testifying before
that subcommittee.

(h) Subcommittee meeting times shall be
coordinated by the staff director to insure
that—

(1) no subcommittee meeting will be held
when the committee is in executive session,
except by unanimous consent;

(2) no more than one subcommittee will
meet when the full committee is holding
hearings; and.

(3) not more than two subcommittees will
meet at the same time.

Notwithstanding paragraphs (2) and (3), a
subcommittee may meet when the full com-
mittee is holding hearings and two subcom-
mittees may meet at the same time only
upon the approval of the chairman and the
ranking minority member of the committee
and subcommittees involved.

(i) All nominations shall be considered by
the full committee.

(j) The chairman will attempt to schedule
reasonably frequent meetings of the full
committee to permit consideration of legis-
lation reported favorably to the committee
by the subcommittees.

Rule 17. Transcripts of Committee Meet-
ings.—An accurate record shall be kept of
all markups of the committee, whether they
be open or closed to the public. This record,
marked as “uncorrected,” shall be available
for inspection by Members of the Senate, or
members of the committee together with
their staffs, at any time. This record shall
not be published or made public in any way
except:

(a) By majority vote of the committee
after all members of the committee have
had a reasonable opportunity to correct
their remarks for grammatical errors or to
accurately reflect statements made.

(b) Any member may release his own re-
marks made in any markup of the commit-
tee provided that every member or witness
whose remarks are contained in the released
portion is given a reasonable opportunity
before release to correct their remarks.

Notwithstanding the above, in the case of
the record of an executive session of the
committee that is closed to the public pur-
suant to Rule XXVI of the Standing Rules
of the Senate, the record shall not be pub-
lished or made public in any way except by
majority vote of the committee after all
members of the committee have had a rea-
sonable opportunity to correct their re-
marks for grammatical errors or to accu-
rately reflect statements made.

Rule 18. Amendment of Rules.—The fore-
going rules may be added to, medified,
amended or suspended at any time.@

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

® Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I here-

with submit a copy of rules of proce-

dure adopted by the Committee on

Governmental Affairs pursuant to rule
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XXVI, section 2, Standing Rules of
the Senate, and ask that they be print-
ed in the RECORD.

The rules follow:

RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

(Pursuant to Rule XXVI, Sec. 2, Standing
Rules of the Senate)

RULE 1, MEETINGS AND MEETING PROCEDURES
OTHER THAN HEARINGS.

A. Meeting dates. The Committee shall
hold its regular meetings on the first Thurs-
day of each month, when the Congress is in
session, or at such other times as the chair-
man shall determine. Additional meetings
may be called by the chairman as he deems
necessary to expedite Committee business.
(Rule XXVI, Sec. 3, Standing Rules of the
Senate.)

B. Calling special Commitlee meetings. If
at least three members of the Committee
desire the chairman to call a special meet-
ing, they may file in the offices of the Com-
mittee a written reguest therefore, ad-
dressed to the chairman. Immediately
thereafter, the clerk of the Committee shall
notify the chairman of such request. If,
within three calendar days after the filing
of such request, the chairman fails to call
the requested special meeting, which is to
be held within seven calendar days after the
filing of such request, a majority of the
Committee members may file in the offices
of the Committee their written notice that a
special Committee meeting will be held,
specifying the date and hour thereof, and
the Committee shall meet on that date and
hour. Immediately upon the filing of such
notice, the Committee clerk shall notify all
Committee members that such special meet-
ing will be held and inform them of its date
and hour. If the chairman is not present at
any regular, additional or special meeting,
the ranking majority member present shall
preside. (Rule XXVI, Sec. 3, Standing Rules
of the Senate.)

C. Meeting notlices and agenda. Written
notices of Committee meetings, accompa-
nied by an agenda, enumerating the items
of business to be considered, shall be sent to
all Committee members, at least three days
in advance of such meetings. In the event
that unforseen requirements or Committee
business prevent a three-day notice, the
Committee staff shall communicate such
notice by telephone or otherwise to mem-
bers or appropriate staff assistants in their
offices, and an agenda will be furnished
prior to the meeting.

D. Open business meelings. Meetings for
the transaction of Committee or Subcom-
mittee business shall be conducted in open
session, except that a meeting or series of
meetings on the same subject for a period of
no more than fourteen calendar days may
be closed to the public on a motion made
and seconded to go into closed session to dis-
cuss only whether the matters enumerated
in clauses (1) through (6) below would re-
quire the meeting to be closed, followed im-
mediately by a record vote in open session
by a majority of the Committee or Subcom-
mittee members when it is determined that
the matters to be discussed or the testimony
to be taken at such meeting or meetings—

(1) will disclose matters necessary to be
kept secret in the interests of national de-
fense or the confidential conduct of foreign
relations of the United States;

(2) will relate solely to matters of Commit-
tee or Subcommittee staff personnel or in-
ternal staff management or procedure;
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(3) will tend to charge an individual with
crime or misconduct, to disgrace or injure
the professional standing of an individual,
or otherwise expose an individual to public
contempt or obloquy or will represent a
clearly unwarranted invasion of the privacy
of an individual;

(4) will disclose the identity of an inform-
er or law enforcement agent or will disclose
any information relating to the investiga-
tion or prosecution of a criminal offense
that is required to be kept secret in the in-
terests of effective law enforcement;

(5) will disclose information relating to
the trade secrets of financial or commercial
information pertaining specifically to a
given person if—

(A) an Act of Congress requires the infor-
mation to be kept confidential by Govern-
ment officers and employees; or

(B) the information has been obtained by
the Government on a confidential basis,
other than through an application by such
person for a specific Government or finan-
cial or other benefit, and is required to be
kept secret in order to prevent undue injury
to the competitive position of such person;
or

(6) may divulge matters required to be
kept confidential under other provisions of
law or Government regulations. (Rule
XXVI, Sec. 5(b), Standing Rules of the
Senate.)

Notwithstanding the foregoing, whenever
disorder arises during a Committee meeting
that is open to the public, or any demon-
stration of approval or disapproval is in-
dulged in by any person in attendance at
any such meeting, it shall be the duty of the
chairman to enforce order on his own initia-
tive and without any point of order being
made by a member of the Committee; Pro-
vided, further, that when the chairman
finds it necessary to maintain order, he
shall have the power to clear the room, and
the Committee may act in closed session for
50 long as there is doubt of the assurance of
order. (Rule XXVI, Sec. 5(d), Standing
Rules of the Senate.)

E. Prior notice of first degree amendments.
It shall not be in order for the Committee,
or a Subcommittee thereof, to consider any
amendment in the first degree proposed to
any measure under consideration by the
Committee or Subcommittee unless a writ-
ten copy of such amendment has been deliv-
ered to each member of the Committee or
Subcommittee, as the case may be, and to
the office of the Committee or Subcommit-
tee, at least 24 hours before the meeting of
the Committee or Subcommitiee at which
the amendment is to be proposed. This sub-
section may be waived by a majority of the
members present. This subsection shall
apply only when at least 72 hours written
notice of a session to mark-up a measure is
provided to the Committee,

F. Agency comments. When the Commit-
tee has scheduled and publicly announced a
markup meeting on pending legislation, if
executive branch agencies, whose comments
thereon have been requested, have not re-
sponded by the time of the announcement
of such meeting, the announcement shall in-
clude the final date upon which the com-
ments of such agencies, or any other agen-
cies, will be accepted by the Committee.

G. Meeting transcript. The Committee
shall prepare and keep a complete tran-
seript or electronic recording adequate to
fully record the proceeding of each meeting
or conference whether or not such meeting
or conference or any part thereof is closed
to the public, unless a majority of the Com-
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mittee members vote to forgo such a record.
(Rule XXVI, Sec.5(e), Standing Rules of the
Senate.)

RULE 2. QUORUMS

A. Reporting measures and maltters. Eight
members of the Committee shall constitute
a quorum for reporting to the Senate any
measures, matters or recommendations.
(Rule XXVI, Sec.T(a)1), Standing Rules of
the Senate.)

B. Transaction of rouline business. Five
members of the Committee shall constitute
a quorum for the transaction of routine
business, provided that one member of the
minority is present.

For the purpose of this paragraph, the
term “routine business” includes the con-
vening of a meeting and the consideration
of any business of the Committee other
than reporting to the Senate any measures,
matters or recommendations. (Rule XXVI,
Sec.7(a)(1), Standing Rules of the Senate.)

C. Taking sworn testimony. Two members
of the Committee shall constitute a quorum
for taking sworn testimony provided, how-
ever, that one member of the Committee
shall constitute a quorum for such purpose,
with the approval of the chairman and the
ranking minority member of the Commit-
tee, or their designees. (Rule XXVI,
Sec.T(a)2), Standing Rules of the Senate.)

D. Taking unsworn lestimony. One
member of the Committee shall constitute a
quorum for taking unsworn testimony.
(Rule XXVI, Sec.7(c)(2), Standing Rules of
the Senate.)

E. Subcommittee quorums. Subject to the
provisions of sections T(a)(1) and (2) of Rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
the Subcommittees of this Committee are
authorized to establish their own guorums
for the transaction of business and the
taking of sworn testimony.

F. Prories prohibited in establishment of
quorum. Proxies shall not be considered for
the establishment of a quorum,

RULE 3. VOTING

A. Quorum required. Subject to the provi-
sions of subsection (E), no vote may be
taken by the Committee, or any Subcommit-
tee thereof, on any measure or matter
unless & quorum, as prescribed in the pre-
ceding section, is actually present.

B. Reporting measures and matters. No
measure, matter or recommendation shall
be reported from the Committee unless a
majority of the Committee members are ac-
tually present, and the vote of the Commit-
tee to report a measure or matter shall re-
quire the concurrence of a majority of those
members who are actually present at the
time the vote is taken. (Rule XXVI,
Sec.T(a) 1) and (3), Standing Rules of the
Senate.)

C. Proxy voting. Proxy voting shall be al-
lowed on all measures and matters before
the Committee, or any Subcommittees
thereof, except that, when the Committee,
or any Subcommittee thereof, is voting to
report a measure or matter, proxy votes
shall be allowed solely for the purposes of
recording a member’s position on the pend-
ing question and then, only if the absent
Committee members has been informed of
the matter on which he is being recorded
and has affirmatively requested that he be
50 recorded. All proxies shall be addressed
to the chairman of the Committee and filed
with the chief clerk thereof, or to the chair-
man of the Subcommittee and filed with the
clerk thereof, as the case may be. All prox-
ies shall be in writing and shall contain suf-
ficient reference to the pending matter as is
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necessary to identify it and to inform the
Committee as to how the member estab-
lishes his vote to be recorded thereon. (Rule
XXVI, Sec. T(a)X3) and T(c)1), Standing
Rules of the Senate.)

D. Announcement of vote. (1) Whenever
the Committee by rollcall vote reports any
measure or matter, the report of the Com-
mittee upon such a measure or matter shall
include a tabulation of the votes cast in
favor of and the votes cast in opposition to
such measure or matter by each member of
the Committee. (Rule XXVI, Sec. T(c),
Standing Rules of the Senate.)

(2) Whenever the Committee by rollcall
vote acts upon any measure or amendment
thereto, other than reporting a measure or
matter, the results thereof shall be an-
nounced in the Committee report on that
measure unless previously announced by
the Committee, and such announcement
shall include a tabulation of the votes cast
in favor of and the votes cast in opposition
to each such measure and amendment
thereto by each member of the Committee
who was present at the meeting. (Rule
XXVI, Sec. 7(b), Standing Rules of the
Senate.)

(3) In any case in which a rollcall vote is
announced, the tabulation of votes shall
state separately the proxy vote recorded in
favor of, and in opposition to that measure,
amendment thereto, or matter. (Rule
XXVI, Sec. T (b) and (¢), Standing Rules of
the Senate.)

E. Polling. (1) The Committee may poll
(a) internal Committee matters including
the Committee’s staff, records and budget;
(b) steps in an investigation, including issu-
ance of subpoenas, applications for immuni-
ty orders, and requests for documents from
agencies; and (c) other Committee business
other than a vote on reporting to the
Senate any measures, matters or recommen-
dations or a vote on closing a meeting or
hearing to the public.

(2) The chairman, or a Committee
member or staff officer designated by him,
shall undertake any poll of the members of
the Committee. If any member requests,
any matter to be polled shall be held for
meeting rather than being polled. The chief
clerk of the Committee shall keep a record
of polls; if a majority of the members of the
Committee determine that the polled
matter is in one of the areas enumerated in
subsection (D) of Rule 1, the record of the
poll shall be confidential. Any Committee
member may move at the Committee meet-
ing following the poll for a vote on the
polled decision, such motion and vote to be
subject to the provisions of subsection (D)
of Rule 1, where applicable.

RULE 4. CHAIRMANSHIP OF MEETING AND
HEARINGS

The chairman shall preside at all Commit-
tee meetings and hearings except that he
shall designate a temporary chairman to act
in his place if he is unable to be present at a
scheduled meeting or hearing. If the chair-
man (or his designee) is absent ten minutes
after the scheduled time set for a meeting
or hearing, the senior Senator present of
the chairman’s party shall act in his stead
until the chairman's arrival. If there is no
member of the chairman's party present,
the senior Senator of the Committee minor-
ity present, with the prior approval of the
chairman, may open and conduct the meet-
ing or hearing until such time as a member
of the majority arrives.

RULE 5. HEARINGS AND HEARINGS PROCEDURES

A, Announcement of hearings. The Com-
mittee, or any subcommittee thereof, shall
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make public announcement of the date,
time and subject matter of any hearing to
be conducted on any measure or matter at
least one week in advance of such hearing,
unless the Committee, or Subcommitte, de-
termines that there is good cause to begin
such hearing at an earlier date. (Rule
XXVI, Sec. 4(1), Standing Rules of the
Senate).

B. Open hearings. Each hearing conducted
by the Committee, or any Subcommitee
thereof, shall be open to the public, except
that a hearing or series of hearings on the
same subject for a period of no more than
fourteen calendar days may be closed to the
public on a motion made and seconded to go
into closed session to discuss only whether
the matters enumerated in clauses (1)
through (6) below would require the hear-
ing to be closed, followed immediately by a
record vote in open session by a majority of
the Committee or Subcommitiee members
when it is detemined that the matters to be
discussed or the testimony to be taken at
such hearing or hearings—

(1) will disclose matters necessary to be
kept secret in the interests of national de-
fense or the confidential conduct of foreign
relations of the United States;

(2) will relate solely to matters of Commit-
tee or Subcommittee staff personnel or in-
ternal staff management or procedure;

(3) will tend to charge an individual with
crime or misconduct, to disgrace or injure
the professional standing of an individual,
or otherwise expose an individual to public
contempt or obloquy or will represent a
clearly unwarranted invasion of the privacy
of an individual;

(4) will disclose the identity of an inform-
er or law enforcement agent or will disclose
any information relating to the investiga-
tion or prosecution of a criminal offense
that is required to be kept secret in the in-
terests of effective law enforcement;

(5) will disclose information relating to
the trade secrets of financial or commercial
information pertaining specifically to a
given person if—

{A) an Act of Congress requires the infor-
mation to be kept confidential by Govern-
ment officers and employees; or

(B) the information has been obtained by
the Government on a confidential basis,
other than through an application by such
person for a specific Government financial
or other benefit, and is required to be kept
secret in order to prevent undue injury to
the competitive position of such person; or

(6) may divulge matters required to be
kept confidential under other provisions of
law or Government regulations. (Rule
XXVI, Sec. 5(b), Standing Rules of the
Senate.)

Notwithstanding the foregoing, whenever
disorder arises during a Committee meeting
that is open to the public, or any demon-
stration of approval or disapproval is in-
dulged in by any person in attendance at
any such meeting, it shall be the duty of the
chairman to enforce order on his own initia-
tive and without any point of order being
made by a member of the Committee, pro-
vided, further, that when the chairman
finds it necessary to maintain order, he
shall have the power to clear the room, and
the Committee may act in closed session for
s0 long as there is doubt of the assurance of
order, (Rule XXVI, Sec. 5(d), Standing
Rules of the Senate,)

C. Full Committee subpoenas. The chair-
man, with the approval of the ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee, is author-
ized to subpoena the attendance of wit-
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nesses or the production of memoranda,
documents, records, or any other materials,
provided that the chairman may subpoena
attendance or production without the ap-
proval of the ranking minority member
where the chairman or a staff officer desig-
nated by him has not received notification
from the ranking minority member or a
staff officer designated by him of disapprov-
al of the subpoena within 72 hours, exclud-
ing Saturdays and Sundays, of being noti-
fied of the subpoena. If a subpoena is disap-
proved by the ranking minority member as
provided in this subsection, the subpoena
may be authorized by vote of the members
of the Committee. When the Committee or
chairman authorizes subpoenas, subpoenas
may be issued upon the signature of the
chairman or any other member of the Com-
mittee designated by the chairman.

D. Witness counsel. Counsel retained by
any witness and accompanying such witness
shall be permitted to be present during the
testimony of such witness at any public or
executive hearing, and to advise such wit-
ness while he or she is testifying, or his or
her legal rights, provided, however, that any
government officer or employee being inter-
rogated by the staff or testifying before the
Committee and electing to have his personal
counsel present shall not be permitted to
select such counsel from the employees or
officers of any governmental agency. This
subsection shall not be construed to excuse
a witness from testifying in the event his
counsel is ejected for conducting himself in
such manner so as to prevent, impede, dis-
rupt, object or interfere with the orderly ad-
ministration of the hearings; nor shall this
subsection be construed as authorizing
counsel to coach the witness or answer for
the witness. The failure of any witness to
secure counsel shall not excuse such witness
from attendance in response to subpoena.

E. Wiltness transcripts. An accurate elec-
tronic or stenographic record shall be kept
of the testimony of all witnesses in execu-
tive and public hearings. The record of his
or her testimony whether in pubic or execu-
tive session shall be made available for in-
spection by the witness or his or her counsel
under Committee supervision; a copy of any
testimony given in public session or that
part of the testimony given by the witness
in executive session and subsequently
quoted or made part of the record in a
public session shall be made available to any
witness at his or her expense if he or she so
requests. Upon inspecting his or her tran-
seript, within a time limit set by the chief
clerk of the Committee, a witness may re-
quest changes in testimony to correct errors
of transcription and grammatical errors; the
chairman or a staff officer designated by
him shall rule on such requests.

F. I'mpugned persons. Any person whose
name is mentioned or is specifically identi-
fied, and who believes that evidence pre-
sented, or comment made by a member of
the Committee or staff officer, at a public
hearing or at a closed hearing concerning
which there have been public reports, tends
to impugn his or her character or adversely
affect his or her reputation may:

(2) file a sworn statement of facts relevant
to the evidence or comment, which state-
ment shall be considered for placement in
the hearing record by the Committee;

(b) request the opportunity to appear per-
sonally before the Committee to testify in
his or her own behalf, which request shall
be considered by the Committee; and

{c) submit gquestions in writing which he
or she requests be used for the cross-exami-
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nation of other witnesses called by the Com-
mittee, which questions shall be considered
for use by the Committee.

G. Radio, television, and photography.
The Committee, or any Subcommittee
thereof, may permit the proceedings of
hearings which are open to the public to be
photographed and broadcast by radio, tele-
vision or both, subject to such conditions as
the Committee, or Subcommittee, may
impose. (Rule XXVI, Sec. 5(c), Standing
Rules of the Senate.)

H. Advance statements of witnesses. A wit-
ness appearing before the Committee, or
any Subcommittee thereof, shall provide
100 copies of a written statement and an ex-
ecutive summary or synopsis of his proposed
testimony at least 48 hours prior to his ap-
pearance. This requirement may be waived
by the chairman and the ranking minority
member following their determination that
there is good cause for failure of compli-
ance. (Rule XXVI, Sec. 4(b), Standing Rules
of the Senate.)

1. Minorily witnesses. In any hearings con-
ducted by the Committee, or any Subcom-
mittee thereof, the minority members of
the Committee shall be entitled, upon re-
quest to the chairman by a majority of the
minority to call witnesses of their selection
during at least one day of such hearings.
(Rule XXVI, Sec. 4(d), Standing Rules of
the Senate.)

J. Full Commillee depositions. Deposi-
tions may be taken prior to or after a hear-
ing as provided in this subsection.

(1) Notices for the taking of depositions
shall be authorized and issued by the chair-
man, with the approval of the ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee, provided
that the chairman may initiate depositions
without the approval of the ranking minori-
ty member where the chairman or a staff
officer designated by him has not received
notification from the ranking minority
member or a staff officer designated by him
of disapproval of the deposition within 72
hours, excluding Saturdays and Sundays, of
being notified of the deposition notice. If a
deposition notice is disapproved by the
ranking minority member as provided in
this subsection, the deposition notice may
be authorized by a vote of the members of
the Committee. Committee deposition no-
tices shall specify a time and place for ex-
amination, and the name of the staff officer
or officers who will take the deposition.
Unless otherwise specified, the deposition
shall be in private.

(2) Witnesses may be accompanied al a
deposition by counsel to advise them of
their rights.

(3) Oaths at depositions may be adminis-
tered by an individual authorized by local
law to administer oaths. Questions shall be
propounded orally by Committee staff. If a
witness objects to a question and refuses to
testify, the objection shall be noted for the
record and the Committee staff may pro-
ceed with the remainder of the deposition.

(4) The Committee staff shall see that the
testimony is transcribed or electronically re-
corded (which may include audio or audio/
video recordings). If it is transcribed, the
witness shall be furnished with a copy for
review. No later than five days thereafter,
the witness shall return a signed copy, and
the staff shall enter the changes, if any, re-
quested by the witness in accordance with
subsection (E). If the witness fails to return
a signed copy, the staff shall note on the
transcript the date a copy was provided and
the failure to return it. The individual ad-
ministering the oath shall certify on the
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transcript that the witness was duly sworn
in his presence, the transeriber shall certify
that the transcript is a true record of the
testimony, and the transcript shall then be
filed with the chief clerk to the Committee.
Committee staff may stipulate with the wit-
ness to changes in the procedure; deviations
from this procedure which do not substan-
tially impair the reliability of the record
shall not relieve the witness from his obliga-
tion to testify truthfully.

RULE 6. COMMITTEE REPORTING PROCEDURES

A. Timely filing. When the Committee has
ordered a measure or matter reported, fol-
lowing final action the report thereon shall
be filed in the Senate and the earliest prac-
ticable time. (Rule XXVI, Sec. 10(b), Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate.)

B. Supplemental, minority, and addilion-
al views. A member of the Committee who
gives noice of his intention to file supple-
mental, minority or additional views at the
time of final Committee approval of a meas-
ure or matter, shall be entitled to not less
than three calendar days in which to file
such views, in writing, with the chief clerk
of the Committee. Such views shall then be
included in the Committee report and print-
ed in the same volume, as a part, thereof,
and their inclusion shall be noted on the
cover of the report. In the absence of timely
notice, the Committee report may be filed
and printed immediately without such
views. (Rule XXVI, Sec. 10(c), Standing
Rules of the Senate.)

C. Notice by Subcommittee chairmen. The
chairman of each Subcommittee shall
notify the chairman in writing whenever
any measure has been ordered reported by
such Subcommittee and is ready for consid-
eration by the full Committee.

D. Draft reports of Subcommitiee. All
draft reports prepared by Subcommittee of
this Committee on any measure or matter
referred to it by the chairman, shall be in
the form, style, and arrangement required
to conform to the applicable provisions of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, and shall
be in accordance with the established prac-
tices followed by the Committee. Upon com-
pletion of such draft reports, copies thereof
shall be filed with the chief clerk of the
Committee at the earliest practicable time.

E. Impact statements in reports. All Com-
mittee reports, accompanying a bill or joint
resolution of a public character reported by
the Committee, shall contain (1) an esti-
mate, made by the Committee, of the costs
which would be incurred in carrying out the
legislation for the then current fiscal year
and for each of the next five years thereaf-
ter (or for the authorized duration of the
proposed legislation, if less than five years);
(2) a comparison of such cost estimates with
any made by a Federal agency; or (3) a
statement of the reasons for failure by the
Committee to comply with these require-
ments as impracticable, in the event of in-
ability to comply therewith. (Rule XXVI,
Sec. 11(a), Standing Rules of the Senate.)

Each such report shall also contain an
evaluation, made by the Committee, of the
regulatory impact which would be incurred
in carrying out the bill or joint resclution.
The evaluation shall include (a) an estimate
of the numbers of individuals and business-
es who would be regulated and a determina-
tion of the groups and classes of such indi-
viduals and businesses, (b) a determination
of the economic impact of such regulation
on the individuals, consumers, and business-
es affected, (¢) a determination of the
impact on the personal privacy of the indi-
viduals affected, and (d) a determination of
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the amount of paperwork that will result
from the regulations to be promulgated pur-
suant to the hill or joint resolution, which
determination may include, but need not be
limited to, estimates of the amount of time
and financial costs required of affected par-
ties, showing whether the effects of the bill
or joint resolution could be substantial, as
well as reasonable estimates of the record
kKeeping requirements that may be associat-
ed with the bill or joint resolution. Or, in
lieu of the forgoing evaluation, the report
shall include a statement of the reasons for
failure by the Committee to comply with
these requirements as impracticable, in the
event of inability to comply therewith.
(Rule XXVI, Sec. 11(b), Standing Rules of
the Senate.)

RULE 7. SUBCOMMITTEES AND SUBCOMMITTEE
PROCEDURES

A. Regularly establish Subcommittee. The
Committee shall have five regularly estab-
lished Subcommittees. The Subcommittees
are as follows:

Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions;

Government Information and Regulation;

General Services, Federalism, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia;

Oversight of Government Management;
and

Federal Services, Post Office, and Civil
Service.

B. Ad hoc Subcommittees. Following con-
sultation with the ranking minority
member, the chairman shall, from time to
time, establish such ad hoc Subcommittees
as he deems necessary to expedite Commit-
tee business.

C. Subcommittee membership. Following
consultation with the majority members,
and the ranking minority member of the
Committee, the chairman shall announce
selections for membership on the Subcom-
mittees referred to in paragraphs A and B,
above.

D. Subcommiltee meetings and hearings.
Each Subcommittee of this Committee is
authorized to establish meeting dates and
adopt rules not inconsistent with the rules
of the Committee except as provided in
Rules T(E).

E. Subcommittee subpoenas. Each Sub-
committee is authorized to adopt rules con-
cerning subpoenas which need not be con-
sistent with the rules of the Committee;
provided, however, that in the event the
Subcommittee authorizes the issuance of a
subpoena pursuant to its own rules, a writ-
ten notice of intent to issue the subpoena
shall be provided to the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee, or
staff officers designated by them, by the
Subcommittee chairman or a staff officer
designated by him immediately upon such
authorization, and no subpoena shall issue
for at least 48 hours, excluding Saturdays
and Sundays, from delivery to the appropri-
ate offices, unless the chairman and ranking
minority member waive the 48 hour waiting
period or unless the Subcommittee chair-
man certifies in writing to the chairman and
ranking minority member that, in his opin-
ion, it is necessary to issue a subpoena im-
mediately.

[E] F. Subcommitlee budgets. Each Sub-
committee of this Committee, which re-
quires authorization for the expenditure of
funds for the conduct of inquiries and inves-
tigations, shall file with the chief clerk of
the Committee, not later than January 10
of that year, its request for funds for the 12-
month period beginning on March 1 and ex-
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tending through and including the last day
of February of the following year. Each
such request shall be submitted on the
budget form prescribed by the Committee
on Rules and Administration, and shall be
accompanied by a written justification ad-
dressed to the chairman of the Committee,
which shall include (1) a statement of the
Subcommittee's area of activities, (2) its ac-
complishments during the preceding year,
and (3) a table showing a comparison be-
tween (a) the funds authorized for expendi-
ture during the preceding year, (b) the
funds actually expended during that year,
(¢) the amount requested for the current
year, and (d) the number of professional
and clerical staff members and consultants
employed by the Subcommittee during the
preceding year and the number of such per-
sonnel requested for the current year. (Rule

XXVI1, Sec. 9, Standing Rules of the
Senate.)
RULE 8. CONFIRMATION STANDARDS AND

PROCEDURES

A. Standards. In considering a nomina-
tion, the Committee shall inquire into the
nominee's experience, qualifications, suit-
ability, and integrity to serve in the position
to which he or she has been nominated. The
Committee shall recommend confirmation,
upon finding that the nominee has the nec-
essary integrity and is affirmatively quali-
fied by reason of training, education, or ex-
perience to carry out the functions of the
office to which he or she was nominated.

B. Information Concerning the Nominee.
As a requirement of confirmation, each
nominee shall submit on forms prepared by
the Committee the following information:

(1) A detailed biographical resume which
contains information relating to education,
employment and achievements;

(2) Financial information, including a fi-
nancial statement which lists assets and li-
abilities of the nominee and tax returns for
the 3 years preceding the time of his or her
nomination; and

(3) Copies of other relevant documents re-
quested by the Committee, such as a pro-
posed blind trust agreement.

At the request of the chairman or the
ranking minority member, a nominee shall
be required to submit a certified financial
statement compiled by an independent audi-
tor.

Information received pursuant to this sub-
section shall be made available for public in-
spection; provided, however, that tax re-
turns shall, after review by persons desig-
nated in subsection (C) of this rule, be
placed under seal to ensure confidentiality.

C. Procedures for Commitlee inquiry. The
Committee shall conduct an inguiry into the
experience, qualifications, suitability and in-
tegrity of nominees, and shall give particu-
lar attention to the following matters:

(1) A review of the biographical informa-
tion provided by the nominee, including, but
not limited to, any professional activities re-
lated to the duties of the office to which he
or she is nominated;

(2) A review of the financial information
provided by the nominee, including tax re-
turns for the three years preceding the time
of his or her nomination;

(3) A review of any actions, taken or pro-
posed by the nominee, to remedy conflicts
of interest; and

(4) A review of any personal or legal
matter which may bear upon the nominee’s
qualifications for the office to which he or
she is nominated.

For the purpose of assisting the Commit-
tee in the conduct of this inquiry, 2 majori-
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ty investigator or investigators shall be des-
ignated by the chairman and a minority in-
vestigator or investigators shall be designat-
ed by the ranking minority member. The
chairman, ranking minority member, other
members of the Committee and designated
investigators shall have access to all investi-
gative reports on nominees prepared by any
Federal agency, except that the chairman
and the ranking minority member shall
review the report of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, which may also be reviewed
upon request by any other member of the
Committee. The Committee may request
the assistance of the General Accounting
Office and any other such expert opinion as
may be necessary in conducting its review of
information provided by nominees.

D. Report on the Nominee. After a review
of all information pertinent to the nomina-
tion, a confidential report on the nominee
shall be submitted to the chairman and the
ranking minority member. The report shall
detail any unresolved or questionable mat-
ters that have been raised during the course
of the inquiry. Copies of all relevent docu-
ments and forms, except any tax returns,
submitted pursuant to subsection (B) and
any report of the Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation, shall be attached to the report. The
report shall be kept in the Committee office
for the inspection by members of the Com-
mittee.

E. Hearings. The Committee shall conduct
a public hearing during which the nominee
shall be called to testify under oath on all
matters relating to his or her suitability for
office, including the policies and programs
which he or she will pursue while in that
position. No hearing shall be held until at
least 72 hours after the following events
have occurred: the nominee has responded
to pre-hearing questions submitted by the
Committee; and the report required by sub-
section (D) has been submitted to the chair-
man and ranking minority member, and is
made available for inspection by members
of the Committee.

F. Action on confirmation. A mark-up on
a nomination shall not occur on the same
day that the hearing on the nominee is
held. In order to assist the Committee in
reaching a recommendation on confirma-
tion, the staff may make an oral presenta-
tion to the Committee at the mark-up, fac-
tually summarizing the nominee's back-
ground and the steps taken during the pre-
hearing inquiry.

G. Application. The procedures contained
in subsections (C), (D), (E), and (F) of this
rule shall apply to persons nominated by
the President to positions requiring their
fulltime service. At the discretion of the
chairman and ranking minority member,
those procedures may apply to persons nom-
inated by the President to serve on a part-
time advisory basis.@

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON
ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC
WORKS

@ Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, in ac-
cordance with rule XXVI of the
Senate concerning committee proce-
dure, I submit for the REecorp the
rules of the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works for the 101st
Congress.

The committee rules follow:

RULES oF PROCEDURE OF THE COMMITTEE

Rule 1. Regular Meeting Days.—The regu-
lar meeting day of the committee shall be
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the first and third Thursday of each month
at 10:00 AM., except that if there be no
business before the committee, the regular
meeting shall be omitted.

Rule 2. Committee Meetings.—Subject to
section 133(a) of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946, as amended, committee
meetings for the conduct of business, for
the purpose of holding hearings, or for any
other purpose, shall be called by the chair-
man, after consultation with the ranking
minority member. Subcommittee meetings
shall be called by the chairman of the re-
spective subcommittee, after consultation
with the ranking minority member. Notice
of a meeting and the agenda of business to
be discussed by the committee will be pro-
vided to all members not less than twenty-
four hours in advance of such meeting. Ad-
ditions to the agenda after that time may be
made with the concurrence of the ranking
minority member. Such 24-hour notice may
be waived in an emergency by the chairman,
with the concurrence of the ranking minori-
ty member,

Rule 3. Open Committee Meetings and
Legislative Mark-up Sessions.—Meetings of
the committee, including hearings, and leg-
islative mark-ups, shall be open to the
publie, except that a portion or portions of
any such meeting may be closed to the
public if the committee determines by
record vote of a majority of the members of
the committee present that the matters to
be discussed or the testimony to be taken at
such portion or portions—

(1) will disclose matters necessary to be
kept secret in the interests of national de-
fense or the confidential conduct of the for-
eign relations of the United States;

(2) will relate solely to matters of commit-
tee staff personnel or internal staff manage-
ment or procedure; or

(3) constitute any other grounds for clo-
sure under paragraph 5(b) of rule XXVI of
the Standing Rules of the Senate (as
amended by Senate Resolution 9, 94th Con-
gress).

Rule 4. Presiding Officer.—(a) The chair-
man shall preside at all meetings and hear-
ings of the committee except that in the ab-
sence of the chairman the ranking majority
member who is present at the meeting shall
preside,

(b) Subcommittee chairmen shall preside
at all meetings and hearings of their respec-
tive subcommittees, except that in the ab-
sence of the subcommittee chairman, the
ranking majority member of the subcom-
mittee who is present at the meeting shall
preside.

(c) Notwithstanding the rule prescribed by
subsections (a) and (b), any member of the
committee may preside over the conduct of
a hearing.

Rule 5. Quorums.—(a) Except as provided
in subsections (b) and (d), five members, two
of whom shall be members of the minority
party, shall constitute a quorum for the
conduct of business, except for the purpose
of reporting any measure or matter.

(b) Quorums for the conduct of business
by the subcommittees shall be a simple ma-
jority of the membership of the subcommit-
tees with at least one minority member
present.

(¢) Once a quorum as prescribed in subsec-
tions (a) and (b) has been established for
the conduct of business, the committee may
continue to conduct business.

(d) Notwithstanding the rule prescribed in
subsection (a), one member shall constitute
a quorum for the purpose of conducting a
hearing.



February 28, 1989

Rule 6. Proxy Voting.—(a) Proxy voting
shall be allowed on all measures, amend-
ments, resolutions, or any other issue before
the committee or any subcommittees. Any
member who is unable to attend the meet-
ing may submit a vote on any such issue, in
writing or through personal instructions;
however, proxies shall not be voted for the
purpose of reporting any measure or matter
except when the absent committee member
has been informed of the matter on which
the vote is being recorded and has affirma-
tively requested that such vote be so record-
ed. A proxy given in writing shall be valid
until revoked, while a proxy given orally or
by personal instructions is valid only on the
day given.

(b) At the discretion of the chairman,
after consultation with the ranking minori-
ty member, members who are unable to be
present and whose vote has not been cast by
proxy may have their positions recorded on
any vote on the same business day so long
as the vote will not change the outcome.

Rule 7. Public Announcement of Vote.—
Whenever the committee, by rollcall vote,
reports any measure or matter, or acts upon
any measure or amendments thereto, the
report of the committee on such measure or
matter shall include a tabulation of the
votes cast in favor of and the votes cast in
opposition to such measure or matter by
each member of the committee.

Rule 8. Announcement of Hearing.—The
committee, or any subcommittee thereof,
shall make public announcement and pro-
vide notice to members of the date, place,
time, and subject matter of any hearings to
be conducted on any measure or matter, at
least one week in advance of such hearing,
unless the committee chairman, or subcom-
mittee chairman, with the concurrence of
the ranking minority member, determines
that there is good cause to begin such hear-
ing at an earlier date, in which event not
less than twenty-four hours notice shall be
given.

Rule 9. Statements of Witnesses at Hear-
ings.—(a) Bach witness who is scheduled to
testify at any hearing of the committee, or
any subcommittee thereof, shall file a writ-
ten statement of proposed testimony not
later than noon of the last business day pre-
ceding the day on which such witness is
scheduled to appear. At the time of appear-
ance, each witness shall supply for the use
of the committee or subcommittee, 25 copies
of any prepared testimony or such greater
number as may be requested in the letter of
invitation. Except for witnesses from the
Federal Government, this rule may be
waived with regard to field hearings.

(b) The presiding officer at a hearing may
have a witness confine any oral presentation
to a summary of a written statement.

Rule 10. Regularly Established Subcom-
mittees.—The committee shall have five reg-
ularly established Subcommittees as fol-
lows: Subcommittee on Water Resources,
Transportation, and Infrastructure; Sub-
committee on Environmental Protection;
Subcommittee on Superfund, Ocean, and
Water Protection; Subcommittee on Nuclear
Regulation; and Subcommittee on Toxic
Substances, Environmental Oversight, Re-
search and Development.

Rule 11, Subcommittee Membership.—Fol-
lowing consultation with the Majority Mem-
bers and the Ranking Minority Member of
the Committee, the chairman shall an-
nounce selections for membership of the
subcommittees referred to in Rule 10.

Rule 12. Environmental Impact State-
ments.—No project or legislation proposed
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by the Administration shall be approved or
other action taken on such project or legis-
lation unless the committee has received a
final environmental impact statement rela-
tive to it, in accordance with section 102(2)
(C) of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1970, and the written comments of
the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency, in accordance with sec-
tion 309 of the Clean Air Act. This rule is
not intended to broaden, narrow, or other-
wise modify the class of projects or legisla-
tive proposals for which environmental
impact statements are required under sec-
tion 102(2)}C).

Rule 13. Project Approvals.—(a) When-
ever the committee authorizes a project,
under Public Law 89-298, Rivers and Har-
bors Act of 1965, Public Law 83-566, Water-
shed Protection and Flood Prevention Act,
or Public Law 86-249, Public Buildings Act
of 1959, as amended, the chairman shall
submit for printing in the Congressional
Record, and the Committee shall publish
periodically as a committee print, a report
that describes the project and the reasons
for its approval, together with any dissent-
ing or individual views.

(b) Proponents of committee resolutions
shall submit appropriate evidence showing
need for review or reports on river and
harbor and flood control projects.

Rule 14. Naming of Public Facilities.—No
building, structure or facility authorized by
the committee, shall be named for any
living person, except former Presidents or
former Vice Presidents of the United States,
former Members of Congress over 70 years
of age, or former Justices of the United
States Supreme Court over 70 years of age.

Rule 15. Building Prospectuses.—{a) The
committee shall act on all prospectuses for
construction (including construction of
buidings for lease by the government), alter-
ation and repair, or acquisition submitted by
the General Services Administration in ac-
cordance with section T(a) of the Public
Buildings Act of 1959, as amended, and such
action shall be completed by the date of
May 15 during the same session in which
such prospectuses are submitted to Con-
gress. The committee may consider prospec-
tuses submitted for alterations or repairs
necessitated by emergency building condi-
tions at any time during the same session of
the Congress in which they are submitted.
Prospectuses rejected by majority vote of
the committee or not contained in any bill
reported to the Senate shall be returned to
the GSA and must then be resubmitted in
order to be considered for action by the
committee during the next session of the
Congress.

(b) Reports of building project surveys
submitted by the General Services Adminis-
tration to the committee under section 11(b)
of the Public Buildings Act of 1959, as
amended, shall not be considered by the
committee as being prospectuses subject to
approval by committee resolution in accord-
ance with section T(a) of that Act. Projects
described in such survey reports shall be
considered for committee action only if they
are submitted as prospectuses in accordance
with section T(a) and they shall be subject
to the provisions of subsection (a) of this
rule.

Rule 16. Broadcasting of Hearings.—
Public hearings of the committee, or any
subcommittee thereof, may be televised or
broadcast, or recorded for television or
broadcast, upon notification in advance to
the chairman through the staff director.
During public hearings, photographers and
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other reporters using mechanical recording
or filming devices shall position and use
their equipment in such fashion as will not
interfere with the seating, vision, or hearing
of Committee Members or staff on the dais,
nor with the orderly process of the hearing.

Rule 17. Amendment of Rules.—The rules
may be added to, modified, amended, or sus-
pended by a majority of the Committee
Membership.e

TERRORISM HITS HOME IN
CONNECTICUT

e Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President,
acts of terrorism appear to be on the
rise throughout the world. Far too
often in the news we learn of new ter-
rorist actions taking the lives of inno-
cent and unsuspecting people. While
most of these incidents occur abroad,
often their impact is felt thousands of
miles away from the crime itself, and
we are reminded that no one is com-
pletely isolated or insulated from ter-
rorism. The recent bombing of Pan
Am flight 103 clearly shows us just
how far-reaching the effects of terror-
ism can be.

Unfortunately, a number of my con-
stituents in Connecticut recently
learned about the power and potency
which terrorism has, even to those not
directly involved in the incident.

A few weeks ago, Patrick Finucane
was Kkilled in his home in Belfast. Ac-
cording to reports, three Protestant
paramilitaries broke into his home,
shot him twice in the stomach and
once in the head, and then proceeded
to shoot his wife in the leg. Tragically,
this whole incident was witnessed by
their three young children.

Patrick Finucane was an attorney in
Northern Ireland who represented
people of all religious affiliations. Al-
though he was a Catholic, he showed
no preference to Catholics over
Protestants. In fact, Patrick had a rep-
utation for being apolitical. His recent
decision to represent a member of the
IRA appears to have precipitated his
death. Even though Patrick treated
this case like so many he had taken up
before, apparently others did not ap-
prove of his work.

Patrick Finucane was killed for pur-
suing the duties and responsibilities of
his profession. The right of an attor-
ney to represent a client is fundamen-
tal right in modern day democratic so-
cieties. Those who decided that Mr.
Finucane must die for his professional
pursuits not only infringed upon his
civil rights, but also needlessly took
the life of a good and decent man.

This deplorable incident brings
home the senseless violence taking
place between Protestants and Catho-
lics in Northern Ireland today. Cases
of human rights abuses and killings
are pervasive in this war-torn country.
Needless killings and injuries occur to
the innocent citizens of Northern Ire-
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land all too frequently as the result of
terrorist and counterterrorist activity.

I have nothing but sympathy for the
members of Patrick Finucane’s family
who succeed him both in Northern
Ireland and in Connecticut. I share
their outrage and sadness about this
senseless death. Hopefully, their rela-
tive’s death will not have been in vain,
but will instead help to highlight the
urgent need to curtail the killings that
terrorize Northern Ireland. I want to
add my voice to the chorus of voices
calling for representatives of England
and Northern Ireland to seek common
ground and put an end to the contin-
ued and needless bloodshed in North-
ern Ireland occurring today.

I firmly believe the United States
must be a leader in the fight against
terrorism. I hope that we will remain
committed to our longstanding tradi-
tion of combating terrorists who
threaten innocent people everywhere.
Those who choose terrorism to ad-
vance their cause must be made to re-
alize that it will not serve their ends.
It is necessary for all nations to signal
consistently and firmly that no posi-
tive results can be achieved through
those violent methods. The ongoing
conflict in Northern Ireland stands to
remind us of the importance of perse-
vering in our efforts to put an end to
terrorism.e@

MOVING PEOPLE NORTH

® Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the Na-
tional Journal recently had an article
titled, “Growing Old” by Jonathan
Rauch, in which is discussed the prob-
lem and opportunity of immigration as
part of the solution to the growing old
that is occurring not only within the
United States but with most northern
countries.

It is interesting because it lays out
some of the problems as well as the
potential.

The United States admits more legal
immigrants into our Nation each year
than all the other countries in the
world combined.

Immigration will continue to be part
of the way the United States solves its
economic problems, but there are
problems with immigration and a dra-
matic shift in where the immigrants
are coming from, as the chart that
goes with this article suggests.

I ask that the portion of the article
in the National Journal entitled
“Moving People North' be printed in
the RECORD.

The article follows:

Movincg PEOPLE NORTH

The Third World will have young labor,
the industrial world will need it. The most
direct answer is also the most interesting:
move the people.

“Governments in rich industrial countries
have nightmares about the costs of support-
ing their aging populations,” The Econo-
mist, the British weekly, said in a recent un-
signed column. “They should wake up to
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the idea of allowing more young foreigners
to immigrate.” Actually, many people in
Japan and Europe are wide awake to immi-
gration: The prospect of a large inflow of
foreign workers is keeping them up nights.

The mix of political and economic forces
here is volatile. The decline of the working-
age population throughout the industrial-
ized North is likely to put upward pressure
on wages, particularly among younger work-
ers, in the early decades of the next centu-
ry. Those wages cannot but be attractive to
great numbers of young workers in less-de-
veloped countries. But immigration, while
relieving some labor-force pressures and
providing more paychecks from which to
pay social security benefits, can more than
compensate by creating other social ten-
sions.

Take Japan. In recent years, Japan has
found itself coping with an inflow of illegal
Asian labor;, foreigners come in from the
Philippines and other Asian countries under
temporary permits or to study, and then
often don't leave. “The incentives are fan-
tastic,” Dornbusch said. "It's a delicate
problem, but the trend is going to be there.
Someone has to do the crummy work, and
that’s what the poor were invented for."”

In Japan, however, foreign labor is not
greeted with open arms. “The Japanese
have always had problems with this,” econo-
mist Edward J. Lincoln, a Japan specialist at
the Brookings Institution, said. "It's very
difficult for large segments of the popula-
tion living and working in Japan who are
not Japanese.” Non-Japanese are seen as
threatening to ethnic and cultural homoge-
neity, which the Japanese set great store by.
“Japanese put so much emphasis on being
the same as others—on uniformity,” Tokyo
demographer Tsuya said.

Florida State's Serow said, "Japan does
not have any history of population move-
ment at all.” To many Japanese, the idea of
a large inflow of foreigners is unacceptable.
A close observer of Japan, asking not to be
named, said that the level of hostility to im-
migration there is “amazing.” This makes it
somewhat doubtful that Japanese will be
able or willing to import foreign labor in
anything like the quantities that would be
necessary to smooth out the economic ef-
fects of the aging of the country's popula-
tion.

European countries are not so insular. An
inflow of Turks bolstered the West German
labor force in the 1960s and 1970s (although
now, with West German unemployment
high, the Germans are paying Turks to
leave). But many of the nearby sources of
Third World labor—Turkey, North Africa—
are from Islamic cultures that are alien to
Europeans. A large inflow of Turkish labor,
senior economist Norbert A. Walter of Deut-
sche Bank A.G. said, would be socially un-
sustainable: “It's not something we could
live with."”

The logical place to look for Third World
workers headed to France is Algeria, a
former colony that has often been called
France's Mexico. In The Wall Street Jour-
nal, an anonymous French government offi-
cial was recently quoted as predicting that
in 20 years, an additional 25 million North
Africans will be looking for jobs in Europe.
“Will Europe be ready to accept this? Obvi-
ously not,” the official said.

In a telephone interview from his office in
Frankfurt, Walter said: “'I think a large part
of the solution has to come from immigra-
tion. And we have lost 15 years, already.”
Europeans, however, are clearly not general-
ly thinking of immigration in a positive
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light. In France, the United Kingdom and
West Germany, the foreign-born already
make up T7-10 per cent of the population;
anti-immigrant movements have cropped up
all over Europe. “France is a very clear
case,” French economist Tapinos said.
“There’s clearly an antiforeigner senti-
ment.” The extremist right-wing party of
Jean-Marie Le Pen has been making gains
on a stridently nativist platform.

The periods of high immigration into
France, West Germany and other European
countries have also been periods of high fer-
tility, Tapinos said: “Society will accept a
large influx of foreigners when the society
itself is growing.” But non-Communist Eu-
rope's population is not growing, and it
working-age population will soon be shrink-
ing.

Moreover, using imported workers to pay
retirement benefits to the population at
large is potentially touchy. An increasingly
foreign-born, and in many cases nonwhite
work force may not gladly pay benefits for
growing numbers of elderly white retirees.
And immigrants themselves get old; to sup-
port them, the inflow has to keep coming.
The U.N.'s Horlacher said, “If you want to
handle this through immigration, you're on
a treadmill.” Not many industrial countries
have a tradition of a steady inflow of immi-
grants, year after year.

A few do, of course: Australia, Canada
and—the powerhouse among them—the
United States. The United States admitted a
big wave of immigrants in the first three
decades of this century; those people wove
themselves into the fabric of American soci-
ety and now make up 12 per cent of the el-
derly, according to the Census Bureau. The
numbers coming here today are not so large,
but they remain significant. Over the course
of the 1980s, legal immigration will prob-
ably be about eight million, according to the
Immigration and Naturalization Service.
Before enactment of the recent immigration
reform law, illegal immigration was prob-
ably on the order of another 200,000 or so a
year. On average, the migrants are signifi-
cantly younger than the U.S. population as
a whole, with an especially large bulge in
the 25-34 age bracket.

These young workers are not ignorant
freeloaders. Far from it. “They clearly are
working their tails off,”” Torrey of the
Census Bureau said. Census data on foreign-
born Americans in 1980 show that their rate
of college completion was almost identical
to that of natives (about 16 percent), that
they were almost as likely to be working in
professional jobs and that their household
median income was 85 percent that of
native-born citizens. A 1986 analysis by the
Council of Economic Advisers found that
immigrants “appear to pay their own way
from a public finance standpoint” and gen-
erally add to growth of output and stand-
ards of living in the United States.

Particularly striking in recent years has
been what Sewell of the Overseas Develop-
ment Council calls the *Third-Worldiza-
tion” of the U.S. immigrant stream. “Guar-
anteed,” Sewell said, “if you go to the emer-
gency room this weekend, it will be staffed
by Third World nurses and doctors.” In the
late 1950s and early 1960s, half of America's
immigrants came from Europe and fewer
than 10 percent came from Asia, by 1987,
the figures were virtually reversed. Most of
the rest came from Central and South
America. This is not surprising: The Third
World is where the young workers are. And
the United States, although not without re-
sentments and nativist streaks of its own, is
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far more willing than most other industrial
countries are to absorb them.

Alleviating the coming century's retire-
ment burden by accepting Third World im-
migrants has the earmarks of a strategy
particularly well suited to the American
temperament. The savings approach to
coping with the population’s aging requires
deferring consumption, which Americans, in
sharp contrast with the Japanese, have
shown in recent years they are not inclined
to do. Immigration works right away: Immi-
grants are “instant adults,” as Ben J. Wat-
tenberg, a senior fellow of the American En-
terprise Institute for Public Policy Re-
search, put it. “That is one of the most pro-
found natural advantages we have—that
people want to come here,” he said. “We're
the only one of the major countries that has
shown we can handle it.”

But immigration has its costs. Assimila-
tion ean be an expensive process, economi-
cally as well as socially. Newly arrived immi-
grants, especially from the poorer nations of
the Third World, often need training and
education. “All these migrants will add to
the rate of economic growth,” economist
Hale said, “but they may do it while they
also lower productivity, because they have
no skills, they have no education. What we
lack, in my opinion, is the institutional
framework to maximize the value from im-
migration.” And to educate and acculturate
large numbers of immigrants requires a big
up-front investment.

In short, America will certainly get immi-
grants. Whether it will be able to make the
most of them is another matter.

The table shows that the percentage of
legal immigrants to the United States from
the developed countries of Europe dropped
sharply in the past 20 years, while the pro-
portion from developing countries in Cen-
tral America and Asia increased.
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1 includes Mexico and the Caribbean.
Source: Immigration and Naturalization Service.

SOCIAL SECURITY IS A LIFE
SAVER

® Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, recent-
ly, the St. Louis Post-Dispatch had an
editorial, “Social Security Is A Life
Saver,” which points out what Social
Security is doing to lift many people
out of poverty.

Before we start tinkering with Social
Security, we ought to read this editori-
al. I regret that we do not have a simi-
lar antipoverty program for children
and many others.

One of these days, this Nation will
do the humanitarian thing and have a
jobs program that can lift a great
many more people out of poverty.

I ask that the Post-Dispatch editori-
al be printed in the REcorp and to
urge my colleagues to read the editori-
al.

29-059 0-90-8 (Pt. 3)
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The editorial follows:

SociaL SECURITY Is A LIFE SAVER

A new study by the U.S. Census Bureau
says Social Security does more to lift people
out of poverty and equalize income among
Americans than do the tax system and
social welfare programs. This politically
neutral study takes on added significance
for the incoming administration and for
Congress, both of which will search far and
wide for ways to reduce federal spending in
order to cut the $155 billion federal deficit.

Social Security definitely is one program
that should not be touched, apart from the
fact that reducing benefits would not allow
the government to borrow any less money
than before. The census study explains that
reducing Social Security benefits would put
millions of the elderly, the disabled and
widows into the poorhouse, widening the
income inequality between them and the
rest of society.

The findings, moreover, should put a
damper on attempts to sacrifice entitlement
programs in general for the deficit's sake.
While these programs don't lift nearly as
many people out of poverty as Social Securi-
ty does, they, too, are shown to be effective
weapons in reducing income inequality be-
tween the poor and the affluent.

According to the study, over 15 million
fewer elderly Americans were poor in 1986
because of Social Security. Due solely to
these benefits, the poverty rate for the el-
derly stood at 14 percent instead of nearly
48 percent. This dramatic reduction ought
to be proof enough for Washington not to
tread on this program.

The study also belies the contention that
the tax structure is a more effective vehicle
for raising the income of the poor than enti-
tlement programs are. The study said the
tax system has had little impact on the re-
distribution of income. Or, as a Census
Bureau official told the New York Times,
“taxes do not reduce inequality nearly as
much as government benefits."”

Conservatives who argue otherwise also
insist that non-cash federal benefits—rang-
ing from food stamps to school lunches,
from rent subsidies to health insurance—
ought to be counted as income. To be sure,
the nation’s poverty rate would be much
lower if these were counted—11.6 percent in-
stead of 13.68 percent, the census study
noted.

But even after non-cash benefits are
counted, more than 25 percent of blacks and
nearly 24 percent of Hispanics would still be
poor. Put another way, the various welfare
entitlement programs don't save everybody,
but the poor in general would be a lot worse
off without them.

The nation’s elderly just received in the
mail a card telling them that the Social Se-
curity program is finaneially sound and that
the 39 million Social Security recipients can
rest assured that benefits will continue to
flow their way. Now the Census Bureau has
added the most compelling reasons yet for
Washington not to tamper with Social Secu-
rity. To do so would mean destroying this
nation’s most effective weapon for reducing
poverty and income inequality.e

MAKING A REAL PEACE WITH
VIETNAM

® Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the
Washington Post recently printed an
article by Frederick Downs, Jr., titled
“Making a Real Peace With Vietnam."”
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Mr. Downs heads the VA’'s Prosthet-
ic and Sensory Aids Service. He is not
a diplomat, but he is a veteran of the
Vietnam war who has written two
books on his experience in Vietnam.

He writes movingly about the needs
of that country.

Given Vietnam’s greater independ-
ence from both the Soviet Union and
China, it is long past time for the
United States to enter into diplomatic
relations with Hanoi and to work with
that country on her problems and the
POW/MIA question.

I ask that the Downs article be
printed in the Recorp and I urge my
colleagues to read it.

The article follows:

MakinG A REaL PeEacE WITH VIETNAM: IN
Herping THeEm Hear ThHEIR WoUNDS,
Mavee WE Can BeciN To HeaL Our OwWN

(By Frederick Downs, Jr.)

In a well-lighted room the rehabilitation
center at Haiphong Harbor, Vietnam, rows
of disease-crippled babies and children lay
of mats along the floor, each surrounded by
a physical therapist and family members.
The older children, 3 years and more, stared
at us with wide, fear-filled eyes. When the
therapist manipulated their limbs, tears ran
down their cheeks, but they would not cry
out. The younger children and the babies,
however, were crying their hearts out as the
therapist worked their crippled limbs in the
hope that their function could be restored.
As T squatted next to a 3-year-old girl, her
eves round with pain, I wondered when 1
had last seen an American child who had
had polio.

Earlier in my tour of the Ba Vi center
north of Hanoi, I had fallen behind the
group. Attempting a shortcut, I came upon
a man dressed in black pajamas maneuver-
ing on crutches along the overgrown jungle
trail. He was about my age—the age of the
average Vietnam veteran—and his right leg
was missing above the knee. He reminded
me of a scene 21 years ago when I was a
second lieutenant in South Vietnam, patrol-
ling Highway I south of Duc Pho. There I
had seen another dressed in black pajamas
traveling on the road, leg missing, swinging
his body with erutches. I had felt deep pity
for that man then, imagining how terrible
life would be for him without a leg,

Now, as I watched the replay of that
scene, I did not feel pity. I knew the inner
determination that both the man I observed
and I, now an amputee as well, had to have
to survive. I knew that with the proper help
he could learn to walk without erutches—
but that the proper help would be slow in
coming it it came of all.

My mission in Vietnam, as a member of a
three-person team sent by presidential
envoy Gen. John Vessey Jr.,, was to see if
there was a way to increase the odds that
men like this would walk again and that the
children of Haiphong—and the thousands
like them elsewhere in Vietnam—would face
a less painful future.

We should think about Vietnam in this
holiday season. America is not vengeful
nation. One of the greatest sources of both
our moral and economie strength has been
our willingness to reconcile differences not
only among ourselves and with our foreign
friends and allies, but also with those who
have once been our bitterest foes. The hu-
manitarian effort with which I have been
intensely involved for more than a year
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promises benefits, I believe, not only to that
war-torn country but to the many Ameri-
cans families who still await word of men
missing in action or taken prisoner during
the Vietnam war.

When, in 1987, President Reagan asked
Vessey to become his personal POW/MIA
emissary to Hanoi, it had become obvious
that Vietnam had slowed its previous coop-
eration in dealing with these issues. Vessey
met with Vice Premier Nguyen Co Thach in
Hanoi in August 1987, and the two men
agreed to make a fresh start by reconfirm-
ing pledges to separate humanitarian issues
from the political differences between our
countries.

The Vietnamese, however, had an addi-
tional concern, They felt that U.S. concern
for humanitarian needs was one-sided, that
it ignored the humanitarian needs of their
own people, especially the largely untreated
problems of the many survivors severely
maimed during the war. With the presi-
dent's authorization, Vessey agreed that,
within our legal and policy constraints, the
United States would facilitate private ef-
forts to improve care for their disabled.

Following this agreement, Vessey sent
teams of medical experts to Vietnam. Our
team’s mission, involving four trips thus far,
was to review Vietnamese needs for pros-
thetics and orthotics—devices to replace or
strenthen damaged limbs. Another team has
made three trips to review disabilities
among Vietnamese children.

These trips have not been pleasant excur-
sions. Each time, we have learned more
about the severe deprivation suffered by
this struggling country of 66 million people.
Vietnam is a land where the most basic
equipment and services to rehabilitate the
disabled are in pitifully short supply and
where children die routinely from deficien-
cies in nutrition, sanitation, immunization
and medical treatment,

Among those needing immediate help are
60,000 amputees, a few thousand spinal cord
injured and 300,000 others with severe dis-
abilities. To serve these people, there are
seven rehabilitation centers with physical
therapists, nurses and doctors. All of these
people are skilled, dedicated health care
professionals. However, they have practical-
ly nothing to work with. Medical tools and
equipment, pharmaceuticals, nutritional
supplements, drugs, vaccines—even the most
basic tools and equipment—are totally lack-
ing or in short supply.

To re-equip and supply the seven centers’
prosthetic laboratories would require a long
but, by the standards of America's rich med-
ical economy, certainly obtainable list of
supplies and equipment. The list, compiled
by the Vessey teams, starts with the tools
needed to fabricate artificial limbs and or-
thopedic braces (drill presses plus bits,
socket coping lathes, leather-sewing ma-
chines, furnaces, band saws and so on). It
proceeds through the chemicals and suppli-
ers used in the making of the limbs (tons of
acrylic, hardener and PVC powder to make
the exoskeleton, aluminum to make sockets
and braces and so on). And it culminates in
the steel sheet required to build wheel-
chairs.

No one should imagine that the Vietnam-
ese are sitting back and waiting for the out-
side world to help them. The evidence of
their efforts—and the severe limitations
placed on those efforts—are all around.

To reach the rehabilitation centers, for
example, slightly-built mothers in black pa-
jamas carried their crippled children on
their backs along the narrow road. Some
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could make it in a day, but sometimes the
trip took longer. A determined mother
would carry her child for many miles on a
trip that might take two or three days. With
the child’'s arms wrapped around her neck,
the legs grasping her waist, the woman,
slightly bent over, would move quickly in
that short stride used when carrying heavy
loads. Her determined face would be set in
the mold of mothers around the world
grasping at straws in hope of helping their
children,

At least one village in the north has been
constructed specifically for those with
spinal-cord injuries. After driving along a
narrow, rough, dirt road, we entered the pe-
rimeter of the village on a cement roadway
which ran through the village to the other
end where the road became dirt again. The
village was laid out in the shape of a large
oval with houses distributed along branches
radiating from the oval and ramps connect-
ing the branches. All the paths were of
cement so that wheelchairs could move
easily along them.

At one end of the oval, a community
building offered occasional movies and en-
tertainment. There was no radio, and the
TV did not work. Doctors asked us for medi-
cine, particularly for vitamins and nutrition-
al supplements for the patients, We spotted
about 25 men in Vietnamese-style tricycle
wheelchairs, many of them sharing their
chairs with small children. The entire
family of the spinal-cord patient had been
moved with him into the village, where he
would most likely spend the rest of his life.
It seemed to me to be a dreary, monotonous
life. There was nothing for these men to do
except to roll to the edge of the village and
look wistfully out across the wide expanse
of rice paddies.

While the treatment and rehabilitation of
the disabled were the initial focus of the
Vessey teams' inquiry, the high incidence of
disabilities among Vietnamese children
called attention to the desperate need for
improvements in preventive medical pro-
grams as well. As in much of the Third
world, infectious diseases are the major
factor in childhood mortality in Vietnam.
Generally poor living conditions coupled
with a low rate of immunization result in a
population of children susceptible to the
entire gamut of bacterial, viral and parastic
diseases. Pneumonia and its complications
account for one-third of childhood deaths.
Malaria, diarrheal diseases, tuberculosis,
rabies, plague, polio, measles, tetanus and
leprosy are all being treated as facilities
allow, but efforts are limited by shortages of
vaccine, antitoxin and antibiotics.

Even if vaccines were available, Vietnam
lacks the refrigeration facilities and trans-
port needed to undertake mass immuniza-
tion programs. In one children’s hospital in
Hanoi, newborn babies were fighting for
their lives. I watched the mothers rocking
their children in their laps and I imagined
the horror of watching your child die for
want of a single inoculation.

Hepatitis is rampant in Vietnam, with
more than 10 percent of the population car-
rying the disease. It is frequently transmit-
ting at birth from mother to child and ulti-
mately results in high incidence of liver
cancer. Active tuberculosis is rapidly grow-
ing throughout the population; unreliable
tests discover only 50 percent of the infect-
ed adults and none of the children. Malaria
is another major scourge, with 98,000 cases
reported in Vietnam in 1987. An undramatic
killer, malaria usually kills or stunts the
physical and intellectual development of
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children under the age of 4. In Vietnam,
this is viewed as a fact of life.

Nutrition problems not only increase sus-
ceptibility to infectious disease but directly
provide the leading cause of infant morbidi-
ty. Vietnamese medical experts believe that
40 percent of all children in Hanoi under
age 3 are malnourished. Protein and vitamin
deficiencies - cause blindness, dermatitis,
rickets and slow physical and mental devel-
opment. At one center, I saw a mother—
sadly only one of many—whose crippled
child was going blind from a lack of vitamin
A. There was nothing she, or the clinie,
could do.

It is important to point out again that
these problems are not due to poorly
trained or numerically inadequate health-
care workers. Rather these men and women
are limited by chronie shortages of Medical
supplies and equipment. Moreover, the Viet-
namese make the best possible use of the
materials they have.

The main pediatric hospital in Hanoi, for
example, has a program which focuses on
educating mothers on how best to feed and
care for their children. They have made
clever use of minimal resources. One exam-
ple is a specially designed plastic spoon with
a big scoop on one end and a small scoop on
the other. The mother is told that if her
child has diarrhea, she should fill the small
scoop with salt, the big one with sugar and
put them into a cup of boiled water to feed
the child. Education projects like this are
essential to overcome age-old folkways. For
example, if children have diarrhea, Viet-
namese peasants traditionally do not give
them anything to eat or drink.

The teams sent in by Vessey produced two
reports which were distributed to private
American humanitarian organizations for
their evaluation. Many of those organiza-
tions have responded by proving prosthetic
materials and equipment to existing reha-
bilitation centers, beginning surveys for pos-
sible construction of regional prosthetic fa-
cilities and sponsoring vists of Vietnamese
specialists to observe our procedures and
technology. One group is now planning a
trip to Vietnam to do reconstructive surgery
for children suffering from facial and other
deformities. The State Department's desk
officer for Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia, Mi-
chael Marine, is serving as a contact and co-
ordinating point for anyone interested in
helping the Vietnamese. A tax-exempt orga-
nization, the Foundation for Tomorrow, has
also been set up to spearhead fundraising.

Although these efforts—and those of
other countries and international organiza-
tions—are just the beginning of the re-
sponse to help Vietnam, the resources cur-
rently available fall far short of the over-
whelming needs of the Vietnamese, and offi-
cial U.S. aid is dependent upon a Vietnam-
ese withdrawal from Cambodia and a politi-
cal settlement.

Vietnam provides us with a special chance
this holiday season to remind ourselves of
our humanitarian tradition. The initiative
under way between our country and Viet-
nam is, I believe, supportable by all Ameri-
cans. The families of our men still missing
in action as well as the disabled child in
Hanoi can benefit from the private generosi-
ty for which our country is so well known.

On a street corner in Hanoi near the Lake
of The Restored Sword, I saw a blind man
standing hesitantly on a curb. He was using
a stick as a cane and was helpless until his
friend returned to assist him. There are no
white walking canes in Vietnam. There are
no mobility programs for the blind in Viet-
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nam and they, like the spinalcord-injured,
are trapped within a very small environ-
ment.

Fear and ignorance contribute to the
misery a disabled person must endure any-
where he lives in the world, including Amer-
ica. In one sense, Vietnam itself is like a dis-
abled person among the family of nations.e

BUDGET SCOREKEEPING
REPORT

® Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I
hereby submit to the Senate the latest
budget scorekeeping report for fiscal
year 1989, prepared by the Congres-
sional Budge: Office in response to
section 308(b) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as amended. This
report was prepared consistent with
standard scorekeeping conventions.
This report also serves as the score-
keeping report for the purposes of sec-
tion 311 of the Budget Act.

This report shows that current level
spending is over the budget resolution
by $0.9 billion in budget authority,
and over the budget resolution by $0.4
billion in outlays. Current level is
under the revenue floor by $0.3 billion.

The current estimate of the deficit
for purposes of calculating the maxi-
mum deficit amount under section
311(a) of the Budget Act is $135.7 bil-
lion, $0.3 billion below the maximum
deficit amount for 1988 of $136 billion.

The material follows:

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
Washington, DC., February 27, 1989.
Hon. J1m SASSER,
Chairman, Commitiee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

Dear MR. CHairMAN: The attached report
shows the effects of Congressional action on
the budget for fiscal year 1989 and is cur-
rent through February 24, 1989. The esti-
mates of budget authority, outlays and reve-
nues are consistent with the technical and
economic assumptions of the most recent
budget resolution, H. Con. Res. 268. This
report is submitted under Section 308(b)
and in aid of Section 311 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act, as amended, and meets
the requirements for Senate scorekeeping of
Section 5 of 8. Con. Res. 32, the 1986 First
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget.

Since my last report, Congress has taken
no action that affects the current level of
spending or revenues.

Sincerely,
James L. BLum,
Acting Director.

CBO WEEKLY SCOREKEEPING REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE,
1018T CONGRESS, 1ST SESS. AS OF FEB. 24, 1989

[in billions of dollars]
Budget
Currnt resoition M o
level zunfs resolution
ﬁ.'.w Year 1985

1,233.0 12321 L]
1.100.1 1,099.8 A
Revenues... 944 9547 3
ebl subjlect to fimit .. 27068 228247 178
Direct loan Mlms M4 283 -39
Guaranteed koan commitment 111.0 f 11 O
| o, 1357 41360 -3
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*'ﬂl current level represents. the estimated revenue and direct spending
[budget authority and outlays) of all legislation that Congress has
enacted in thes of previous sessions or sent to the President for his approval
and is consistent with the technical and economic assumplions of H. Con. Res.
268. In addition, estimates are included of the direct spending effects for all
entifiement or other mandatory programs requirng anaual appropriations under
currenl law even the appropriations have nol been made. The current
limit reflects the latest U.S. Treasury information on

2 accordance wilh sec. 5(a)(b) the levels of budget authority, outl
glglb}rmm have been revised for catastrophic health care Pmlt:w l%!r
3 The permanent statutory debt limit is $2,800.0 billion
4 Maximum deficit amount [MDA] in accordance with section 3(7)(D) of
the Congressional Budget Act, as amended.

& Current level plus or minus MDA

PARLIAMENTARIAN STATUS REPORT, 101ST CONG., IST
SESS., SENATE SUPPORTING DETAIL, FISCAL YEAR 1989
AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS FEB. 24, 1989

[In millions of doflars]

m:)' Quilays  Revenues

| Enacled in previous sessions:
Revenues
Famm?fmua!ms and
e
Inla| enacted in prewous 585

I, Enacted Ihli session
III Conbinuing resoluti author ity.
h%‘p:fmnne agreements ratified by

V. Entitiement authonity and other
mandalory lwnls requiring further
acton:

964,434

874,205

724,950
609,327
~ 218,335

- 1250345 1,115,982

964,434

mmlsﬂn Farm Drul'l
Payment In the Civl Service
(5
(99 (99)

01 .

43 45
10 10

35 - R—
63 63

0 e
{Mﬂ: Law 100-687) .......... 345 m
Total entitlement aulhonry 1559 1121

Vi. Adjustment for economic and tec
ned ssurpis i‘»‘?.ﬁ__:&%

1232979 1,100,113 964,434
1,232,050 1,099,750 964,700
ﬂrmun! remaining:
resolution, . 929 I3 it
Undet P g A e 266
! Less than $500,000.

2 Interfund transactions do not add 1o budget lotals
Note.—Numbers may not add due to rounding @

ROSE AUSTRUMS

® Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, it is in
times of great danger and great sacri-
fice that heroes rise from the ranks of
people who may view their tasks as or-
dinary, but are known to all of us as
true heroes. I rise, Mr. President, to
call to the attention of my colleagues
such a person: Mrs. Rose Austrums.
During World War II Soviet Latvia
was occupied for a time by German
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forces. In order to establish a hospital
for the care of wounded Germans,
troops ordered the evacuation of an
orphanage run by Mrs. Austrums and
four others. The orphanage housed
130 Latvian children and their evacu-
ation placed the entire group on a per-
ilous journey into Germany.

At first by bus to the Riga Harbor,
then by ship, train, foot, and horse
drawn carriage Rose Austrums held
these children together as they trav-
eled through a series of small German
towns. The children suffered through
disease, malnutrition, and the night-
mares of war. One child even died.

But the courage of Rose Austrums
prevailed and managed to keep her
family of Latvain children and work-
ers together. Her indomitable spirit
spared those children tragedies others
could not escape.

Today the children of Rose Aus-
trum'’s family are citizens of the world
in a variety of nations and throughout
our own United States. Rose Austrums
settled in Omaha, NE, and is now a vi-
brant member of her community.

It is people like Rose Austrums,
those willing to help for no reward
other than the mere satisfaction of
doing their jobs, who must stand
before this Chamber and this Nation
as shining examples of courage and
values. Mr. President, I ask that my
colleagues, on behalf of this Nation,
join me and commend her efforts.e

EDUCATIONAL TESTING
REVEALS U.S. ROCK BOTTOM

@ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, one of
the consistently stimulating forces on
the American scene today is the presi-
dent of the American Federation of
Teachers, Albert Shanker.

Recently, his column that appears in
the New York Times was about U.S.
schools and the international mathe-
matics and science tests.

What he has to say is significant,
and I urge my colleagues in the House
and Senate to read his column.

I ask that it be printed
RECORD.

The column follows:

INTERNATIONAL MATH AND ScieNceE TEST—
U.S. Rock BoTToM

(By Albert Shanker)

For those who thought A Nation at Risk
could be dismissed as mere inflammatory
rhetoric, a new report gives us the facts
without the emotional tone. There's no
doubt that our nation is at risk, according to
a devastating study issued last week. The
study, A World of Differences, compares the
math and science performances of 13-year-
old students from the U.S. and 11 other
countries and Canadian provinces. The U.S.
comes out rock bottom, not even close to
the top group.

Both the math and science tests were de-
signed to determine what percentage of the
13-year-olds could do problems at different
levels of difficulty—indicating different
levels of understanding and achievement. In

in the
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math, the easiest and lowest level was the
ability to add and subtract. All students did
well at this, with 97% of U.S. students able
to add and subtract, and all others scoring
98, 99 or 100%.

At the next level, the story was different.
When students had to solve a simple, one-
step problem by figuring out whether they
should add, subtract, multiply or divide,
over 90% of the students in eight of the 12
countries succeeded. But in the U.S., only
78% of the students could handle this task—
the lowest percentage of any country or
province.

The next test measured the ability of stu-
dents to solve two-step problems where both
addition and division are needed—like find-
ing the average age of a group of students.
Only 40% of U.S. students could solve these
problems, while 78% of Koreans could. In
five of the 12 countries, 65% of the students
or more succeeded.

The gap gets wider as we test for “under-
standing concepts”—solving more complex
problems and understanding measurements
and some geometry concepts. Forty percent
of the Koreans and 16-249 of students in
six other countries were able to do these
problems. But only 9% of American stu-
dents and 7% of those in French Ontario
were able to perform at this level.

At the highest and most difficult level—
interpreting data from complex charts and
applying mathematics learned in school to
real-world problems—5% of the Korean stu-
dents but only 1% of U.S. and most other
nations' 13-year-olds succeeded.

The science results were similar. In all
countries, between 96-1009% of the students
knew simple, everyday facts. But at the next
level—applying simple scientific principles—
seven of the 12 countries scored between 90-
95%, while the U.S. and Ireland were lowest
with 789% and T76%, respectively.

Even larger differences emerged at the
next level—the ability to analyze experi-
ments. Korea came in at 73% and British
Columbia at 72%, while the U.S. had only
42%, Ireland, 37%. French Ontario, 35%;
and French New Brunswick, 35%.

At the highest level tested—applying sci-
entific principles—over 31% of British Co-
lumbian students and 33% of the Koreans
showed proficiency, while in the U.S. only
12% did, with three countries below us.

Ironically, when the tested students were
asked whether they thought they were good
at math, only 23% of the EKoreans—the
highest achievers—said yes (perhaps due to
cultural modesty). But 68% of U.S. stu-
dents—the lowest achievers—answered yes!
(We scored highest on immodesty.)

What are we to make of this? Marshall
Smith, Dean of the School of Education of
Stanford University, in a recent conversa-
tion about sciences, said the battle is lost in
grades K-8. Very few TU.S. students enter
high school prepared to do high-school level
science. Teachers in many elementary
schools teach almost no science because
they themselves have never taken a serious
science course, have no one to turn to for
help, have very little equipment or lab fa-
cilities, among other problems.

What is true of science is largely true of
math. In many states, there are no math or
science requirements for licensing elementa-
ry school teachers. Where they do exist, the
requirements are satisfied by demonstrating
skill at the lowest level—simple computation
and knowledge of basic scientific facts. As
students go on to secondary schools, they're
most likely to be taught by math and sci-
ence teachers who are not really math and
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science teachers; they're teachers of other
subjects forced to teach math and science,
which they're not prepared to do.

Testing is also implicated in the mess
we're in. Most school systems put no empha-
sis on science because they spend most of
their time on the skills measured by the
standardized tests that determine their sys-
tem’'s reputation. That means lots of time
on basic reading and low-level math.

Some other interesting facts emerge from
the study. With the exception of the U.S.,
all the other places have either a provincial
or a national curriculum. Korea, which did
the best, has a much longer school year—
220 days. But British Columbia, which also
scored very well, does not have a long school
year—185 days.

Of great interest is the fact that Korea is
the only place that does not rely on class-
room lectures and textbooks alone. Starting
there in the 1970s, “The main thrust has
been to develop an instructional system that
draws not only on classroom lectures and
the reading of textbooks but also on multi-
ple learning materials and an extensive and
very sophisticated set of television and radio
programs."’

Given the importance of math and science
for business and industry, for national de-
fense and for the intelligent exercise of citi-
zenship, the U.S. faces disastrous conse-
quences if these results are not turned
around. It will be very difficult to do be-
cause we aren't producing enough college
graduates who know enough math and sci-
ence to meet the needs of business, the mili-
tary and the schools. This is one problem
that no “Education President” can refuse to
ignore.

The study was conducted by the Educa-
tional Testing Service, Princeton, N.J., using
the techniques developed by the National
Assessment of Educational Progress. The
countries and provinees included were: U.S.,
Korea, French Quebec, English Quebec,
British Columbia, English New Brunswick,
French New Brunswick, English Ontario,
French Ontario, Spain, the United Kingdom
and Ireland.e

SUBCOMMITTEE WITNESS TES-
TIMONY ON SEMIAUTOMATIC
ASSAULT WEAPONS

® Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, on Feb-

ruary 10, the Subcommittee on the

Constitution, which I chair, held a

hearing on the topic of semiautomatic

assault weapons. Because of the large
number of requests for witness state-
ments from that hearing, I ask that
the statements be printed in the
RECORD.
The statements follow:

[From the Department of the Treasury,
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms,
Feb. 10, 19891

STATEMENT oOF EDpwarRD D. CONROY ON
DEPUTY ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, Law EN-
FORCEMENT
Thank you for inviting me to appear

before this committee to address you on the

subject of semi-automatic firearms and the
obvious increase in firearms-related vio-
lence. This committee is well aware that
seldom does a day pass when we do not hear
of some firearms-related violence. Whether
it be a drug-related shoot-out, a tragie,

senseless shooting of innocent victims by a

seemingly crazed individual or a gun battle

between law enforcement officers and an
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armed career criminal, these types of inci-
dents are seemingly commonplace and
evoke the sensibilities of all Americans.

The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Fire-
arms is the law enforcement agency tasked
with the responsibility for enforcing the
Federal firearms laws and regulations. Let
me state that ATF is totally committed to
using these laws in the ongoing war on
drugs and particularly drug-related firearms
violence. Further, we are using the addition-
al weapons provided by the Congress in
1984, with the passage of the Armed Career
Criminal Act, to stop the repeat offender
who is responsible for the increase in mur-
ders, robberies and aggravated assaults.

Unfortunately, the crazed random shooter
whose actions can never be rationalized is
another problem entirely. Because of the
difficulty in pre-identifying these individ-
uals, we must rely on observant and con-
cerned citizens who report to police changes
in behavior of individuals. Tipsters and fire-
arms dealers are also very important, as
they alert law enforcement officials when
questionable individuals acquire firearms.

Fifteen years ago, police rarely encoun-
tered armed drug dealers. Today, it is a dif-
ferent story. Firearms have become status
symbols and tools of the trade for drug deal-
ers. The proliferation of quality, high-pow-
ered firearms is an ever-increasing problem
for law enforcement. This proliferation is
fueled by the drug dealers' proclivity to-
wards firearms and their all to apparent
propensity for violence. Local crime statis-
tics reflect the increasing use of firearms in
drug-related murders and homocides.

Violent incidents involving the killing of
police have increased at an alarming level.
During 1985 through 1987, 198 law enforce-
ment officials have been killed in the line of
duty by firearms.

In September, 1988, a Los Angeles police
officer was killed by a suspect armed with
an AKS rifle.

In December, 1988, a Dallas, Texas police
officer was killed while making an undercov-
er narcotics purchase. The weapon used was
a TEC 9, 9 mm pistol.

The illegal trafficking and use of firearms
is tied to the growing drug trade, and
today’s criminal is armed to kill. The weap-
ons of choice range from the semi-automatic
9 mm pistol to the AR-15 semi-automatic
rifle to fully automatic machine guns,

The following incidents are illustrative of
the violence and the potential for violence
that exists today.

March, 1988—9 murders occurred at a
posse-operated crack house. The weapon
used was an AR-15 semi-automatic rifle.

April, 1988—6 subjects who were part of a
heroin trafficking operation were arrested
in New York. 50 AR-15 rifles converted to
function as machine guns were seized.

May, 1988—ATF agents in Los Angeles ex-
ecuted a search warrant at an alleged drug
trafficking location. Prior to being arrested,
one suspect fired 15 shots from an AR-15 at
the agents.

June, 1988—ATF, DEA and the Houston
PD executed a search warrant and recov-
ered a converted MAC 11 with silencer and
a converted AR-15 along with 198 kilos of
cocaine.

August, 1988—ATF and DEA executed a
search warrant and recovered a converted
UZI with silencer and 13 kilos of cocaine.

September, 1988—ATF seized an AR-15
and a kilo of cocaine from a Crips gang
member in Maryland.

December, 1988—6 family members were
killed in Algona, Iowa, by shots fired from a
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Mini-14 semi-automatic rifle allegedly pur-
chased through a newspaper ad.

December, 1988—A high school student
armed with a MAC 11 type semi-automatic
pistol shot 2 teachers, killing one. The pistol
had been purchased from a licensed dealer
by a relative.

December, 1988—Two suspects were ar-
rested in Arizona in possession of 37 AKS
semi-automatic rifles and 450 pounds of
marijuana.

January, 1989—A Los Angeles Crips gang
member was indicted for the possession of a
converted M-11 with silencer that had been
used in a robbery and homicide. The subject
has two prior felony convietions.

January, 1989—An individual opened fire
with an AKS semi-automatic rifle in a Cali-
fornia school playground. Five children
were killed and 30 wounded.

This list incident involving the AKS-47,
semi-automatic rifle has raised a number of
questions across the United States.

The senseless slaughter of children by a
man wielding a sinister military looking
weapon causes us to ask not only why but
how. We have heard the firearm uvsed in
this tragedy described in many ways—as-
sault rifle, para-military weapon, AK-47,
AKS 47, AKS, AK47S and so forth. In terms
of the Gun Control Act of 1968, as amended,
these types of weapons are defined as rifles.
The particular weapons in question happen
to be “rifles” that function in a semi-auto-
matic mode.

To purchase a semi-automatic rifle, an in-
dividual need only certify to a firearms
dealer that he is not a felon or a fugitive
from justice; not an unlawful user of or ad-
dicted to any controlled substance; never
been adjudicated as a mental defective; that
he is not an illegal alien; has not been dis-
charged from the Armed Forces under dis-
honorable conditions and has not renounced
his citizenship in the United States. The in-
dividual completes this firearms transaction
form and is free to receive the firearm
unless there is some state prohibition. Only
three states currently have waiting periods
for purchasing rifles,

The terms “assault rifle” or “para-mili-
tary"” weapons are not defined in Federal
law. Generally speaking, "assault rifle” is a
label attached by the manufacturer or by
some military entity. “Para-military”
weapon is a colloquialism that, depending
on who is using it, can refer to anything
from a firearm painted black or olive drab
to a weapon employed by a group that fol-
lows a military-like regimen. Usually, it
identifies a weapon that has been modeled—
at least in appearance—after an already ex-
isting military weapon.

AKS is but one of at least eight model des-
ignations for the same semi-automatic rifle
manufactured in China and imported into
the United States. The AKS is a semi-avto-
matic version of the AK-47, standard as-
sault rifle of the Soviet Army since the
1950’s. The AK-47 is a select fire weapon ca-
pable of firing 600 rounds per minute on full
automatic and 40 rounds per minute on
semi-automatic. The AKS and the AK-47
are similar in appearance. The AK-47 is an
NFA type weapon, having been manufac-
tured as a machine gun. The AKS is diffi-
cult to convert, requiring additional parts
and some machinery, A firearms expert
with the knowledge and aptitude, as well as
the additional parts and necessary tools
would take about 30 minutes to convert the
AKS to fire fully automatic. The AKS is a
semi-automatic that, except for its deadly
military appearance, is no different from
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other semi-automatic rifles. As a matter of
fact, the identical firearm with a sport stock
is available and, in appearance, no different
than other so-called sporting weapons.

There can be little doubt that increased
firepower is now more available than ever
before. The drug trafficker, the career
criminal and the unstable individual—cued
by whatever stimulus—are reaching for
those firearms that he has seen portrayed
in the media as the firearms of this particu-
lar ilk.

War movies use the M-16/AK-47 weap-
ons, while other violent criminal movies en-
dorse other types of firearms. Whether the
media influences the types of firearms user
we have been discussing, or this criminal
element has influenced the types of fire-
arms used in the media, can be debated.
However, a point that cannot be debated is
the fact that we are now, more than ever
before, aware of the escalation of firearms-
related violence and the increasing potential
for firearms-related violence.

[From a hearing of the Senate Subcommit-
tee on the Constitution of the Judiciary

Committee]

TESTIMONY REGARDING NEED FOR REGULATION
ON MILITARY ASsSAULT WEAPONS

(By Daryl F. Gates, Chief of Police, Los
Angeles Police Department)

PROPOSED REGULATIONS ON MILITARY ASSAULT
WEAPONS

Our nation is confronted by an intolerable
and growing threat to the most cherished
right of our people—the right to life. That
threat is posed by the proliferation of mili-
tary assault weapons in the hands of crimi-
nals and crazies.

On January 17, Patrick Edward Purdy
walked onto the crowded grounds of Cleve-
land Elementary School in Stockton, Cali-
fornia, armed with an AK-47 military as-
sault rifle and plenty of ammunition. He
then sprayed the crowd of students with
gunfire, leaving 5 innocent children dead
and 29 others injured.

My Police Department has already lost
two officers who were killed by assault
weapons. Detective Thomas Williams was
murdered in a drive-by ambush shooting by
Daniel Jenkins on Oectober 21, 1985. Jen-
kins, a hardened criminal, was armed with a
MAC-10. Officer Daniel Pratt was killed in
a drive-by shooting on September 3, 1988.
The killer used an AR-15. Kirkton Moore, a
violent gang member, is awaiting trial for
the murder of Officer Pratt. I do not want
any more officers to be spray-gunned to
death by street punks armed with high tech
killing machines,

I believe such weapons can be, and should
be, legislated out of the hands of killers.
The most formidable resistance to such leg-
islation has come from those who hold rev-
erent the right to bear arms. Those well-
meaning people have in the past rallied in
opposition to any proposed legislation that
even hinted at gun control. I would say to
those people that I, too, believe in the right
to bear arms. I am not a gun control advo-
cate, and I do not believe in general gun
control. But recent events have convinced
me that we all should stop thinking in terms
of “Gun Control" and start doing something
about “Gun Responsibility” and a reasona-
ble right to bear arms.

The membership of the NRA is the larg-
est, most vocal group of supporters of the
right to bear arms. I believe that most
people in that organization are ready Lo sup-
port responsible, restrictive legislation
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against assault rifles. In California, Ken De-
Chambeau, a lobbyist for the California
Rifle and Pistol Association, whieh is closely
affiliated with the NRA, has been quoted in
the Los Angeles Herald Examiner as saying,
“I'm willing to consider a compromise. The
old rhetoric doesn’'t apply anymore. . . I'm
willing to sit down with anyone reasonable
and discuss ways of doing something. We've
got to stop having dead children in our
school yards.”

I appreciate Mr. DeChambeau's realistic
attitude and his honesty. I believe there are
many more responsible men and women in
pro-gun organizations such as the NRA and
the California Rifle and Pistol Association
who share those sentiments. With the help
of these people, I'm sure that reasonable
and workable laws can be passed.

The Second Amendment to the Constitu-
tion reads, “A well-regulated militia, being
necessary to the security of a free State, the
right of the people to keep and bear arms,
shall not be infringed.” We should pay close
attention to the words “well-regulated.”
The Second Amendment gives no more of
an absolute right to bear arms than the
First Amendment gives anybody the right
to yvell “Fire!” in a crowded theater.

A reasonable right to bear arms does not
mandate that weapons designed and built
for the express purpose of killing human
beings on battle fields be made available to
the general public. In fact, the general
public is already prohibited by the National
Firearms Act from owning most weapons
built for that purpose. Also, the National
Firearms Act strictly regulates access to
other weapons, such as machine guns, Yet,
through an error in judgement, we have al-
lowed assault rifles to flow unrestricted
across the counters of our gun shops and
into the hands of too many criminals.

It is time to correct that error. Doing so
will not be a “foot in the door"” for gun con-
trol advocates. It will be a courageous and
responsible move by reasonable people.

A coalition of eriminal justice officials, in-
cluding myself, began working last Novem-
ber on legislation to prohibit assault weap-
ons in California. That legislation, intro-
duced as California Senate Bill 292 (at-
tached), would do several things. First, it
would prohibit the sale, manufacture, and
possession of all weapons that fall under a
generic definition of *“assault weapons,”
with certain specified exemptions. Next, it
would create an Assault Weapons Commis-
sion whose task it would be to exempt other
firearms when it is found that a particular
firearm is a legitimate sports or recreational
firearm. Finally, SB 292 would increase
prison terms for those found guilty of using
assault weapons in the commission of
crimes. 1 strongly endorse this legislation
and submit it as a model for similar Federal
legislation.

The following additional points should be
included in any new Federal legislation:

(1) The sale and manufacture of firearm
magazines capable of holding 20 or more
rounds of ammunition should be banned.
This ban is necessary to ensure that ex-
empted rifles and pistols aren't outfitted
with the same deadly capacity as their out-
lawed cousins.

(2) Importing assault weapons should be
prohibited. This is a logical step consistent
with our own proposed restrictions on the
weapons.

(3) Military assault weapons could be reg-
ulated by amending the National Firearms
Act.
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I urge the Congress to act on this issue—
now! I believe that the majority of people
who believe in the right to bear arms, as I
do, will join with us in making it a reasona-
ble right. Reasonableness means that a de-
mented young man from Stockton cannot
purchase an assault rifle across the counter
at a local gun store, anywhere.

AK-47s, like the one Patrick Purdy used
in Stockton, MAC-10s, like the one used to
kill Detective Williams, and AR-15s, like the
one used to kill Officer Pratt, are examples
of military assault rifles that can be pur-
chased right off the shelf in less than the
time it takes to buy a pair of shoes. That
ought to be a crime. I urge you to make it
just that—a crime,

Attachment.

[S. 292 was not reproducible for the
record.]

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM PATTISON ON BEHALF
OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POLICE
ORGANIZATIONS BEFORE THE SENATE SUB-
COMMITTEE ON THE CONSTITUTION

ASSAULT WEAPONS

Distinguished Senators and Staff: My
name is William Pattison. I serve as Execu-
tive Vice President of the National Associa-
tion of Police Organizations which repre-
sents over 90,000 police officers from Alaska
to Florida, from California to New England,
on the local, state and federal levels.

In addition, I am President of the Superi-
or Officers Association of Nassau County,
New York.

By way of background let me say that I
began walking a beat twenty-nine years ago
on the Nassau County police force. I pres-
ently hold the rank of Sergeant. Ours is a
police family in that my son is a member of
the California State Police.

As I am sure you are aware Nassau
County is a bedroom community of the
Greater New York Metropolitan area. Nas-
sau's population is approximately 1.5 mil-
lion. Our police force is the ninth largest in
the United States consisting of some 4,000
officers.

In its first decade of existence NAPO, the
National Association of Police Organiza-
tions, has had one main goal, namely to
serve as a national advocate for rank and
file police officers so that their views might
be conveyed effectively to federal lawmak-
ers and officials who enact, administer and
implement federal laws and policies. We be-
lieve that we have been a useful sounding
board to the legislative bodies and federal
agencies which have the awesome task of
determining how life in these United States
will be lived.

In our role of advocate, we want Congress
to know that the hundreds of thousands of
dedicated police officers in our land have
come to recognize the brutal fact that our
streets, which we are pledged to patrol and
keep safe for our fellow citizens, have
become combat zones in which drug gangs,
paramilitary groups, and other criminal ele-
ments prey upon the public, armed with as-
sault weapons manufactured at home and
abroad for military purposes.

Even suburban Nassau County, which
once enjoyed a reputation as having a low
crime rate, is now beseiged with drugs of all
kinds, drug trafficking and a huge supply of
weapons. Our present crime rate is astonish-
ing.

The availability of, and access to, assault
weapons by criminals has become so sub-
stantial that police forces are being forced
to upgrade the weapons supplied to police
officers merely as a matter of self-defense
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and self-preservation. The six-shot 38 cali-
bre service revolver of old is no match
against a criminal with a semi-automatic
weapon.

While it is necessary, we do not believe
that improving the weapons provided to
police is the solution to the problem of as-
sault weapons.

Instead, we in NAPO are convinced that
prompt and decisive action by Congress is
required to deal with assault weapons them-
selves. At the NAPO Executive Board meet-
ing in Washington, D.C. held on January 31,
1989, NAPO's Board adopted a resolution, a
copy of which is attached to this statement,
which ecalls for the enactment by Congress
of a ban on assault weapons after consulta-
tion with law enforcement representatives
and other interested groups.

We believe such a ban would be a step in
the right direction. It will send a message to
the country that we will not permit America
to become a shooting gallery or an armed
camp, and that as a nation we can reverse
the violent course that America is traveling.
We must take the suggestion of our newly-
elected president and find ways to become a
“gentler and kinder"” society. We must end
the maiming and killing of our children, our
citizens and our police officers.

We wish to state further, however, that a
ban on assault weapons would be but one
step on a much larger road that lies before
us in the area of crime prevention and drug
law enforcement, We have already conveyed
to every member of Congress by letter dated
January 27, 1989, from our President,
Robert Scully, our concern over the lack of
funding in the area of drug law enforcement
under the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988. We
wish to state clearly and unequivocally that
much more must be done in the areas of law
enforcement, employment opportunities,
training, education, housing, and the like if
this country wishes to avoid the establish-
ment of a large, permanent, threatening un-
derclass of criminals and drug traffickers
who will destroy the civil peace and domes-
tic tranquility that the Founding Fathers
sought to establish and maintain on these
shores over two hundred years ago.

Thank you for this opportunity to come
before you.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POLICE
ORGANIZATIONS, INC, RESOLUTION

Resolution adopted by the National Exec-
utive Board of the National Association of
Police Organizations (NAPQO) on January
31, 1989, Washington, D.C.

As a matter of policy, the National Asso-
ciation of Police Organizations (NAPO) be-
lieves that the ready availability of assault
weapons constitutes a serious danger to
police officers and other members of the
public.

Therefore, NAPO believes that Congress
should carefully consider and enact appro-
priate legislation to ban such weapons as
the AK-47 and other assault weapons after
consultation with law enforcement groups
and other interested parties.

STATEMENT BY LORI MACKEY, TEACHER AT

CLEVELAND ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

My name is Lori Mackey and I am a teach-
er of hearing impaired children at Cleveland
Elementary School in Stockton, California.
I am here to report the facts of the tragic
and fatal shooting by a single gunman on
January 17, 1989.

At 11:43, 400 children were playing during
their lunch recess. Four to five minutes
later, five children were dead, and 29 chil-
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dren and 1 teacher were wounded. Now 23
days later, 5 are still hospitalized with gun-
shot wounds. Until that day, recess was a
time of carefree play for those children, and
school was a safe place to come and learn.
Today children at Cleveland Elementary
still go out for recess. But now they look at
passersby with suspicion and fear. My stu-
dents are disconcerted every time the door
to my classroom unexpectedly opens. They
won’t return to their work until I have as-
sured them that the person at the door
poses no threat. There are patched bullet
holes in our building today, a reminder to
these children and me every day of how vul-
nerable we are every time we gather to
work, study, or play.

I'd like to tell you the story of what hap-
pened at our school that day, At 11:35 am.,
the intermediate children (grades 4-6) were
in their classrooms for academic instruction.
The 400 primary students were outside en-
joying the sunshine, innocently playing
during their recess, My class had begun a
math lesson, along with five hearing stu-
dents who had just joined us. It appeared to
be a normal day.

At approximately 11:43 a.m., our lives
were to be changed forever. A young man,
Patrick Purdy, parked his old green station
wagon just outside of our campus on the
back street. He ignited a long fuse to a
homemade pipe bomb to blow up his own
car. Then he entered the campus through a
back gate, walked up the walkway towards
our portable building, crossed behind the
building to the back corner of our room,
faced the playground and began shooting at
the primary children with an AK-47; a semi-
automatic weapon.

At that time, I was with a majority of the
children up at the front of the room. I
heard the shots, and quickly assessed them
to be firecrackers. Shortly after the onset of
the “popping sound,” I heard a more in-
tense explosion. 1 thought that someone
had tied several fireworks together in a
bundle and that they had exploded in
unison. As the sounds continued, I immedi-
ately got up and walked to the door. Look-
ing out the window, I saw to my left, ap-
proximately 5 to 6 feet away, a young Cau-
casian male dressed in Army fatigues who
was holding a large weapon at his hip facing
the play yard making wide sweeps with his
gun. The intense sound pierced my ears.
The look on the man's face was that of deep
concentration. He did not look angry or
pleased, just determined—determined to
hurt innocent children at play. That look is
one that T will remember for the rest of my
life! I turned towards the direction of the
playground, and out an adjoining window, I
could see the pandemonium that was occur-
ring. Children were scattering in every di-
rection—I could hear their screams from
where I stood. I continued my turn towards
the children in my class and immediately in-
structed them to get down and to crawl to
the back of the room under the safety of a
large table which was secluded from the
window on the door. I prayed that he would
not see us. Maybe in his craziness, he would
just assume that we were out for recess, as
well. Under that table, the children and I
shuddered with each rapid shot. I grabbed
the telephone to phone the office. When
they answered, I begged for them to call the
police telling the person on the other end
that a man with a gun was outside of our
room,

After a minute or so, the shots stopped.
We were terrified that he would enter the
classrooms to do additional damage. As we
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lay still, we watched his shadow through
our four windows on the back wall. He
walked past the back of our room. His jour-
ney to the other side seemed to have him
moving at a snail’'s pace. On the east side of
our building, he resumed his attack. He
began shooting from his new position, again
towards the playground. I immediately
stood up to lock our door. “He would not
come in to take us hostage,” I thought. Ap-
parently not satisfied with his “accomplish-
ments”, he once again traveled back to our
side of the building to fire additional
rounds! The children were terrified! As I
looked at the children, the thought that I
would never see any of them again entered
my mind! Soon, the shots ceased and, for
the last time, we watched him walk to the
east side. At that point, we heard one isolat-
ed shot! Silence. We lay terrified. Had he
entered one of the other classrooms? Had
he taken the children hostage? Was he re-
turning to our side? The silence was as deaf-
ening as the gunfire.

For twenty minutes or so, we sat in that
silence. What was happening? Finally, a
police officer came to the door and told us
to stay hidden. He indicated that the
gunman “had been shot over there,” but
there was a possibility of a second suspect.
Were there enough officers on the campus
to stop a second crazy man with a weapon
powerful enough to kill and injure scores of
people in a matter of seconds, I thought?
The realization of what had happened, com-
bined with this new fear of a second
gunman, grabbed me. The tears started to
fall; I could not be strong any longer. I can't
explain the thousands of thoughts that
went through my mind in those 20 minutes
or s0o. What had any of these precious chil-
dren done to deserve such hell? What had
they done to this man to make him want to
hurt them? What had any of us done to be
devastated so terribly? How could one man,
with one weapon, do so much damage to so
many people?

While we lay there patiently awaiting our
destiny I could hear helicopters and sirens
all around us. As I peered out of the
window, I could see the paramedics loading
the children onto stretchers and administer-
ing medical attention as needed. Police and
paramedics were everywhere. What kind of
damage did this lone gunman do?

After approximately 20 minutes more, the
police officers came to our door once again.
They escorted us to an interior hallway
where we were to wait for further direc-
tions. On the long journey across the play-
ground, it was unavoidable for us not to see
the bodies of three of the dead children
lying on the ground covered with white
sheets. The children wanted to know what
had happened, but all I could tell them was
that I didn't know, and that we shouldn't
look. How could they be subjected to these
inexplicable deaths at such a young age?
How could I ever find the words to explain
that children from their own school were
lying before them—dead from the gun of a
single gunman?

Since January 17, the lives of so many
people have been drastically changed, not
only in the population of Cleveland Elemen-
tary School, but in the entire community, in
our state, our nation, and the world. The
evidence of the impact is in the more than
500 letters that have poured into our school
daily since that fatal day. Children from
across the nation have written to express
their sympathy and to say that they, too,
are afraid to go to school now. We've heard
from high school students whose concerns
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over this incident has prompted letters from
them to their Congressmen and Senators.
They wondered how a civilized society could
allow anyone to purchase a weapon that can
cause such terrible devastation. Parents
have written of the fear that I, my family
and friends, and the people in the educa-
tional community face . . . how can we pro-
tect our children who are so vulnerable to
such a senseless act?

My students have demonstrated fearful
behavior which was not apparent prior to
the shooting, Their parents come to me
daily with reports that their children are
afraid to be in their bedrooms alone, afraid
to sleep without a light on, and afraid of
any stranger that they encounter. Night-
mares are a regular occurrence. Anger rears
its ugly head for no obvious reason. These
are the effects on children who saw just the
shadow of the gunman. They did not hear
the gunshots, but only felt the vibrations of
each round. They did not see their play-
mates fall to the ground around them. The
children that were outside when the massa-
cre occurred are faced with even greater
devastation.

Personally, my life has been changed for-
ever. In a matter of five short minutes, I am
a different person. I will never look at
things again in the same manner. Prior to
my encounter with Patrick Purdy, I was a
very trusting person. I looked at all people
and saw good. Now, I look at each and every
stranger with fear and suspicion. I jump at
each loud noise, and cringe at each siren.
My school, which has always been a peace-
ful haven for me, is now a place of fear and
uneasiness. I once was able to sit alone in
my classroom before and after school for
great lengths of time to work on lesson
plans, bulletin boards, and to meet with par-
ents. Now, it is too frightening for me to be
in the room alone. I enter the room with
the students, and exit with them also. I
worry that my effectiveness as a teacher
will diminish, yet I can't find the strength
to overcome my fears. I am not alone . . .
these anxieties and fears live in each and
every one of us at Cleveland School.

All of this alteration and destruction of
lives was the result of one person—Patrick
Purdy—who was able to plan the aggressive
act, go to a store and purchase a semi-auto-
matic weapon for the sole purpose of killing
a large number of innocent, vulnerable
human beings—in this case, children. It is
quite obvious that his intent was not to kill
merely 5 and wound 30 individuals. On his
chest, he wore a weapon's pack filled with
more than 300 additional rounds!

The teachers and staff that were present
at the time of the shooting were quick to
react, and risked their own lives to save the
lives of these innocent children. Yet, why
should we or any other person be placed in
this position? We can't build a wall around
us to protect ourselves from this type of
cold, calculating murderer. Why aren’t
there laws to protect us from this kind of
madness? Why are these malevolent ma-
chines even allowed to be produced and sold
to anyone who has the money to pay for
them? Only Congress has the power to pass
a comprehensive law which will protect all
citizens from a person who would purchase
one of these weapons in one state and then
travel to another to wreak havoc. Does it
always have to take a tragedy of this magni-
tude to get any action? We at Cleveland
School and the rest of the country want to
know, “Has there been enough suffering to
warrant action, now?"
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TESTIMONY OF JOHN F. HANLON, JR., BEFORE
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE CONSTITUTION

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcom-
mittee: By way of introduction, I am John
F. Hanlon, Jr., currently engaged in the pri-
vate practice of law in Fort Lauderdale,
Florida and soon to join the staff of the
Florida State Attorney in Broward County,
Florida as a prosecutor. Subsequent to my
graduation from the Georgetown University
Law Centre, I was employed by the U.8. De-
partment of Justice, Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation. During my Bureau career, from
August, 1963 until November, 1987, I served
in seven field divisions, and at F.B.I. Head-
quarters and held Special Agent Investiga-
tor, Supervisory and Executive positions.

On April 11, 1986, at Miami, Florida, I
took part in what has been characterized as
“the bloodiest day in FBI history.” On that
day, certain members of the C-1 Squad, the
team charged with the responsibility of in-
vestigating bank robbery, kidnapping and
fugitive matters, happened onto two heavily
armed bank/armored car robbery suspects.
These two, one armed with a twelve gauge
shotgun and a 357 Magnum revolver and
the other a Ruger Mini 14 Assault Rifle
with 30 round “banana”™ clips of ammuni-
tion and a 357 Magnum revolver were sus-
pected of committing a number of bank/ar-
mored car robberies characterized by ever
escalating violence. During two of the rob-
beries, guards were shot. One of the guards
was shot twice as he laid on the ground,
critically wounded. A third individual was
killed and his automobile stolen. A fourth
was shot several times at point blank range
and his car stolen. Fortunately, this man
survived. Before the investigation was com-
pleted, the two, William Russell Matix and
Michael Lee Platt, were believed responsible
for the deaths of seven people, including
two FBI agents.

During the course of the shoot-out which
lasted approximately four minutes, Platt,
the man armed with the Ruger Mini 14
fired 45 shots, 42 of them with the assault
rifle. It was he, armed as he was, who killed
the two agents and injured the others.
During the course of the shoot-out, Supervi-
sory Special Agent (SSA), Gordon McNeill
was wounded in the hand and head and left
paralyzed in the street from a shot down
through his shoulder and into his back,
with fragments lodged against his spine.
SSA McNeill who can walk, has no feeling
from his chest down. Special Agent Ed-
mundo Mireles was shot through the left
arm, two inches of bone, muscle and ten-
dons were blown away and he has been left
with an almost useless arm. These two brave
men are still on duty with the FBI. I was
shot in the head, in the right hand and fin-
gers, and suffered numerous fragment hits
in the right arm and thigh. While trying to
stem the flow of blood gushing from my
right arm, I watched Platt stand between
my legs and shoot me in the groin at point
blank range. He then Kkilled Agent Ben
Grogen who fell at my feet. I heard his
death rattle. He then shot Agent Jerry Dove
who fell right next to me with his head
some six inches from my face. Platt then
shot him in the back of the head, execution
style. Platt stood over me firing into the
street. I thought his weapon was on full
automatic due to the repidity of fire. Shell
casings fell on my head and chest. Two
other agents were injured slightly. Platt and
Matix then got into the Bureau vehicle and
attempted to flee. Agent Mireles so serious-
ly wounded earlier, miraculously and coura-
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geously got up off the ground, walked up to
the car and emptied his revolver into the
two of them, thus ending the fight. Fortu-
nately, Matix only fired four shots, one
from the shotgun and three from his hand-
gun. Had he been similarly armed as Platt,
with an assault rifle and was as active, none
of us would have survived the carnage that
day.

As you might imagine, there was much
made of our actions on that day. We re-
ceived numerous awards for bravery, and
much favorable comment from the media
and the public. All of this is fine and very
much appreciated. However, it must be re-
membered that as law enforcement officers
we were merely doing our job, the job we
signed on for and the job the public has a
right to expect. We did our duty, plain and
simple and that is all.

While I am certainly flattered that my
views have been sought on such an impor-
tant piece of gun control legislation as that
restricting the sale of assault type weapons,
I really do not believe that 1 can tell this
distinguished panel anything that they do
not already know. Simply put, the United
States of America, supposedly the most civ-
ilized nation in the industrialized world, has
become through the proliferation of weap-
onry of all kinds and calibers as well as the
spread of cheap, addicting drugs, an ex-
tremely violent and an extremely dangerous
place in which to live and work.

In 1983, the Superintendent of Police for
the City of Chicago, told a panel made up of
ABC newsmen, including David Brinkley,
George Will and the ever popular Sam Don-
aldson “We are an international disgrace
when it comes to firearm violence.” I felt
this way even before the shoot-outl in April,
1986.

The topic of gun control has been studied
and studied and studied. Northeastern Uni-
versity in Boston, after a statistical study,
found that strict gun control legislation cuts
down on the utilization of guns during the
commissions of crimes, including homicides.
The Attorney General's Task Force Report
on Violent Crime issued in 1981 found that
crimes committed by armed individuals rep-
resented a severe problem of violence in this
nation. The Task Force noted the ineffec-
tiveness of federal legislation brought about
by breakdowns in enforcement and unin-
tended loopholes in the laws and called for
broad, sweeping legislation.

Now we find ourselves in 1989 with ever
increasing bloodshed and terror brought
about by easy access to weapons. A month
ago, in Dade County, Florida, a policeman
in pursuit of an automobile had his cruiser
sprayed with automatic weapons fire from
an AK-47 assault rifle. In Stockton, Califor-
nia, a lunatic with a criminal background,
armed with an assault rifle, killed a number
of school children at play in a fusillade of
bullets. What a tragic picture.

In the face of this, the gun lobby, lead by
the National Rifle Association, probably the
most powerful lobby in the United States,
inundates us with a much different pic-
ture—a picture of a man, his boy and a dog,
clad in camouflage hunting gear, walking
through fields of newly fallen snow with
long guns over their shoulders. This may be
fine, but does the father and his son need
an assault weapon, an AK-47, an M-16, a
Ruger Mini 14 or a Mac-10 machine gun
with 30 round “banana” clips of armour
piercing bullets to “bag” a quail? I think
not. Can a man and his son obtain such
weapons, weapons that have no legitimate
use? Certainly. Can the drug crazed career
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criminal obtain one? Certainly. All they
need to do is walk into any gun store and
find row after row after row. Platt did this
when he walked into a Miami gun store ten
(10) days before the shooting and bought
the Ruger Mini 14 and 5000 rounds of am-
munition. If he couldn’t buy one, he could
steal one out of a house, a car or a business
establishment. Does the man and his boy
have an absolute right to own or possess
such weapons under the Second Amend-
ment to the U.S. Constitution? Of course
not. To argue otherwise is practically and le-
gally laughable.

Gentleman, the effective control of weap-
ons is needed and needed now more than
ever. The people want it. The states alone
cannot do this effectively. The federal gov-
ernment can and should, if it is willing, to
take a tough stance against the gun lobby.
Legislation restricting the sale of assault
type weapons, weapons that have no legiti-
mate use, is at least a step. Possibly this
step can lead to sweeping gun control legis-
lation which is concise, understandable and
most importantly, effective. Such legislation
would not only save thousands of lives, but
would make America a safer place in which
to live.

Thank you.

STATEMENT OF BILL Press, NEws COMMENTA-
Tor KABC-TV anp KABC Rabpio, Los AN-
GELES

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commit-
tee: My name is Bill Press. I am a news com-
mentator in Los Angeles for KABC-TV and
KABC Radio. I am honored to have a
moment on your agenda this morning to
make three brief but important points:

One, California is under siege from mili-
tary assault rifles. Two. We desperately
need federal legislation outlawing private
possession and use of such weapons. Three.
This issue is too important for the media to
stay on the sidelines.

1. CALIFORNIA UNDER SIEGE

Semi-automatic assault rifles were de-
signed for the battlefield. But it's not the
soldiers on the battlefield who are their tar-
gets today. It's the men and women and
children of California cities. Starting long
before the Stockton schoolyard tragedy.

From the Los Angeles Times comes this
list of 36 people killed—and many more
critically wounded—in the streets of Los An-
geles by assault rifles between January 30,
1988 and January 31, 1989. And the killings
go on. On the evening of January 28, two-
year old Philip Fisher was shot and killed
by an UZI fired from a passing car. His
uncle just happened to be in the frontyard,
holding the little toddler in his arms.

Citizens of California are living in fear. No
matter what community we live in, we fear
for our lives. We can’'t even depend on the
police anymore—they are the first ones to
admit it—because, too often, the eriminals
and the gangs are better armed than the
cops.

2. NEED FOR FEDERAL LEGISLATION

The public recognizes this problem. The
police recognize this problem. Our elected
officials recognize this problem—and we are
doing everything we can to solve it. This
week, the cities of Stockton, Compton and
Los Angeles enacted the toughest possible
citywide bans on semi-automatic weapons.
In Sacramento, Senator David Roberti and
Assemblyman Mike Roos—with the help of
Police Chief Daryl Gates and Sheriff Sher-
man Block—are pushing urgency legislation
to extend the ban statewide.
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Because we're 50 much under the gun, lit-
erally, I don't think any state is doing as
much as California, but we are the first to
recognize—we cannot do it alone. A Califor-
nia ban on the sale, possession and use of
semi-automatic assault rifles will be of limit-
ed value, as long as those same guns can be
purchased by mail or purchased just across
the state line, in Reno or Flagstaff. Califor-
nia and other states desperately need the
kind of umbrella protection against semi-
automatic weapons that only federal legisla-
tion can provide.

3. ROLE OF THE MEDIA

We are counting on you, Senators. We are
counting on our local and state elected offi-
cials. But we also know the tremendous po-
litical pressure you will feel from gunowners
opposed to restrictions on semi-automatics.

Normally, this is a battle the media would
stay out of—except to report the news. But
this battle is too critical, too many innocent
lives are on the line, for us in the media to
remain silent. When the safety of our
streets and cities is at stake, we can no
longer be mere spectators. Freedom of the
press implies responsibility of the press.
And today, it is our responsibility—using all
the powerful means we have at our disposal:
talk shows; editorials, commentary; town
forums; opinion pages—it is our responsibil-
ity both to inform the public of the dangers
to society posed by military assault rifles
and to help build support for getting rid of
them. It is not fair, Mr. Chairman, for us to
leave you out on the limb—alone. At KABC-
TV and KABC Radio, we have tried to exer-
cise our responsibility in several ways.

First, in editorials supporting a ban on
semi-automatic weapons, like this editorial
by KABC General Manager George Green.
Second, in many hours of radio talk shows
dedicated to exposing both sides of the issue
and urging listeners to get involved. Third,
and more directly, by our television public
service feature called “Seven on Your Side™:
where reporter Henry Alfaro asked viewers
to get busy, take a stand and write letters.
We've received some 3,000 letters in one
week, They run the range.

From the expected. John Adams of Hun-
tington Beach writes: “I am against any
kind of gun control.”" To the defiant: Mi-
chael O’Neill asserts: “'I support the right of
every American to own a semi-automatic
weapon. These weapons in the hands of
honest civilians serve as no threat to any
other human.”

To the unexpected, Ralph Beattie of Tar-
zana: “I am a life member of the NRA and
the California Rifle and Pistol Association.
Over the years, I have owned many rifles,
pistols and shotguns, which I used while a
licensed hunter and markmanship partici-
pant, But I am strongly against the avail-
ability of military attack weapons to the
general public and see no purpose in them
for a sportsman, hunter or marksman."

Granted, it is no scientific survey. But, as
some indication of the public stands on this
issue: those 3,000 letters are running two-to-
one in support of banning military assault
rifles. Fourth and finally, KEABC TV and
Radio have supported a ban on semi-auto-
matic weapons in our commentary. With
the cooperation of the Los Angeles Police
Department, informing viewers every time
an assault rifle is used in a crime. And,
every day since the Stockton shooting three
weeks ago, challenging viewers to provide
one good reason for private ownership of an
AK-47 or UZI. We've received hundreds of
letters. And hundreds of reasons. Empty
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reasons you've heard before. Like: "I need it
for hunting deer.” Or: “The Second Amend-
ment guarantees me the right to own any
gun I want.” Or: “I need it to protect my
family."” Lots of empty reasons. Not one
good reason so far, Because there is no good
reason. The only reason for owning an AK-
47 is to kill people the owner doesn't like.

In conclusion. Thank you again, Mr.
Chairman and Members, for this opportuni-
ty to testify on this all-important issue, We
hope you will pick up where the cities of Los
Angeles, Compton and Stockton let off—and
make the ban on semi-automatic assault
rifles nationwide. It is a goal so critical to
the safety of our communities, that if we in
the media fail to support you in your ef-
forts, we will not be doing our job.

Thank you.

STATEMENT OF JoHN M. SnyYDER, PUBLIC AF-

FAIRS DIRECTOR, CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR

THE RIGHT To KEEP AND BEAR ARMS

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Sub-
committee: Please accept my thanks for this
opportunity to testify before this body on
the matter of semi-automatic assault rifles.

With all of the public attention being
given this subject subsequent to the horren-
dous January 17 slaying of five school chil-
dren and the wounding of 27 others with
the use of a semi-automatic rifle in Stock-
ton, California by Patrick Edward Purdy,
who also took his own life, I am most grate-
ful to the Subcommittee for the chance
publicly to offer my thoughtful reflections
on this tragedy and on the subsequent reac-
tions to it.

It would be well to recall at this juncture
the August 1, 1966 incident in which
Charles Joseph Whitman climbed the clock-
tower which dominated the University of
Texas campus at Austin and began a 96-
minute terror spree in which he killed 16
people and wounded 20 more.

It would be well to recall that particular
incident because in it Whitman did most of
his mayhem with a bolt action Remington
Model 700 in 6mm but finally was pinned
down by police and armed citizens, including
one firing an automatic rifle, a tripod-
mounted M-14, thus limiting the mayhem
Whitman was able to cause and making it
possible for Austin police officer Ramiro
Martinez to position himself for the final,
savage encounter in which Martinez slew
Whitman.

By recalling the 1966 Austin incident, we
easily can see the beneficial use to which
automatic rifles in the hands of law-abiding
private citizens can be put. Unfortunately,
though, we live in an era of apparent unrea-
soning reaction to irrational acts.

How else can one explain the senseless
attack on the right of law-abiding American
citizens to acquire and possess certain fire-
arms, in this case semi-automatic rifles,
when the Stockton incident calling forth
this senseless attack indicates a breakdown
in the criminal justice system’s willingness
or ability to protect citizens from criminals?

It almost appears that the spear carriers
in this senseless attack effectively have been
sucked into the cynical program developed
by professional promoters of restrictive fire-
arms legislation, one group of which, the
Educational Fund to End Handgun Vio-
lence, stated in as recent pamphlet that the
semi-automatic “weapons’ menacing looks,
coupled with the public's confusion over
fully automatic machine guns versus semi-
automatic assault weapons—anything that
looks like a machine gun is assumed to be a
machine gun—can only increase that chance
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of public support for restrictions on these
weapons.”

This latest attack on the right to keep and
bear arms;- carried out in legislative halls
and.in certain media, has even taken on a
macabre and ghoulish quality, as manifest
on a recent national weekly magazine cover
depicting a surrealist skull superimposed on
a distorted map of the “lower 48" United
States hovering over crossed assault rifles.
“Armed America,” the cover proclaims,
“More guns, more shootings, more massa-
cres.”

In the face of such a flagrant attack on
the right to keep and bear arms, what are
we to do?

We are, I hope, to keep cool and to ap-
proach this whole matter in so rational a
manner as to bring about an actual improve-
ment in the criminal justice system without
chopping up the rights of the innocent gun
owners throughout the United States who
had nothing to do with the horrible slaying
of the Stockton school children or with
other horrible attacks on other innocent
people.

Let us hope that this body does what it
can as part of a general legislative initiative
in a reform of the plea bargaining system at
the Federal and State levels to strike at the
heart of the real cause for the Stockton
tragedy.

Not only does this initiative strike at the
heart of the Stockton shooting and similar
incidents, it also meshes with recently en-
acted legislation to curb criminal violence.

We call for a reform of the plea bargain-
ing system which would require a person
charged with a violent felony to bargain
with the criminal justice system over sen-
tencing but not over the charge.

Under this proposal, the violent criminal
suspect would have to plead guilty to the
felony charge unless it were dropped by
prosecutors or he went to trial. Any bargain-
ing in which the suspect and the legal
system engaged would have to be over the
length of the sentence, even probation, but
someone who wanted simply to evade a
felony record would not be able to do so.

Underlining this proposal is the fact that
Patrick Edward Purdy, who shot the Stock-
ton elementary school children, would have
been prohibited from buying any kind of
firearm under existing Federal and Califor-
nia law if he had not been allowed to plead
down from a robbery charge in Woodland,
California in 1984.

Purdy reportedly had a long criminal
record and even had attempted suicide
while in police custody but had no record of
felony convictions. That is why he legally
was able to elude the intent of Federal fire-
arms laws when buying a semi-automatic
rifle in Oregon and why he was able to pur-
chase handguns in California despite that
State's present 15-day waiting period and
criminal record check.

Al least two spokesmen for national police
organizations support this proposal to
reform the plea bargaining system rather
than proposals to attack private semi-auto-
matic rifle possession.

Deputy Sheriff Dennis Ray Martin of
Saginaw County, Michigan, National Presi-
dent of the 103,000-member American Fed-
eration of Police, says “there's no sense
having laws forbidding felons from acquir-
ing firearms when we allow such dangerous
felons to plead to misdemeanors and viola-
tions, We support this proposal to reform
the plea bargaining system.

“Even if the felon gets probation, there
are safeguards under firearms provisions of
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the Drug Act passed last year, Now if a pro-
bationer goes to buy a gun, he forfeits the
probation and must serve his original sen-
tence in jail.”

The Executive Director of the National
Association of Chiefs of Police, Gerald S.
Arenberg, also supports this new plea
reform proposal as a solution to the Stock-
ton problem in preference to bans and new
restrictions on semi-automatic firearms.

“When violent criminals who have been
arrested by police are allowed to go free, or
escape the consequences of their crimes, the
legal system is failing in its duty to society,”
he says.

“The fault in the Purdy case—and in
almost all of these sensational 'headline’
cases—is that the culprits should have been
in jail—and would have been in jail. The
way to safeguard against such tragedies is
not to ban the firearms of law-abiding
people—but to see that people like Purdy
don’'t get a chance to commit such horrible
acts.

“Police long have supported the idea of
reforming the plea-bargaining system."”

There already are Federal and State laws
prohibiting violent felons from acquiring
firearms. Now, too, there is a new law re-
garding penalties for probationers who ac-
quire or attempt to acquire firearms.

As of late last year, there exists a legisla-
tive requirement, a requirement which we
supported, that the U.S. Department of Jus-
tice develop a system not only to provide a
master file of such ecriminals but also to
make it accessible to firearms dealers at the
time of attempted firearms purchase.

The plea bargaining reform proposal, if
enacted into law, will provide the missing
piece of the legislative puzzle to insure that
violent criminals like Purdy do not escape
the net of justice.

This being the case, why not take this op-
portunity to demonstrate genuine states-
manship and enact it into law rather than
infringe unnecessarily on the right of indi-
vidual, law-abiding American citizens to
keep and bear arms by banning semi-auto-
matic firearms or restricting further law-
abiding citizens' access to them?

Following here, for the convenience of
Members of the Subcommittee, is the word-
ing of model legislation implementing this
proposal:

“The Congress recognizes the necessity of
plea agreements in criminal proceedings,
but also recognizes that plea agreements re-
ducing felony charges to misdemeanors may
have unanticipated effects that are detri-
mental to public safety. One such effect is
that misdemeanor convictions do not re-
strict an individual's right to purchase vari-
ous types of firearms. There have been per-
sons who have been charged with several
felonies that were reduced to misdemeanors
by plea agreements, and the person’s crimi-
nal history then contains no felony convic-
tions. Such persons are then able to pur-
chase certain firearms of types that would
be prohibited to them had they been con-
victed of the original felony charges. It is
the intent of the Congress to restrict the au-
thority of prosecutors to reduce certain
felony charges, while still permitting the
recommendation of sentencing at the misde-
meanor level.

“A prosecutor shall not reduce a felony
charge to a misdemeanor when the facts of
the case clearly indicate that the defendant
committed the felony. In such case, the
prosecutor may agree to recommend a sen-
tence less than the standard sentence range
for the felony by recommending a sentence
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at a misdemeanor range if the defendant
enters a plea of guilty to the felony charge.

“A prosecutor who enters into a plea
agreement that violates the preceding para-
graph (section) is personally liable for dam-
ages resulting from any crime involving a
firearm committed by a person who would
not have been able to obtain the firearm
had not a felony charge been reduced to less
than a felony by a plea agreement entered
into by that prosecutor.”

As the 1966 Austin incident mentioned
earlier in this statement indicates, automat-
ic firearms, including automatic firearms, in
the hands of law-abiding private citizens can
be necessary in restoring the peace and as-
sisting the law enforcement community in
the maintenance of public order. In that in-
cident, law-enforcement officers and civil-
ians, including one man firing a tripod-
mounted M-14, acted together in firing so as
to rip off chunks of concrete from the pro-
tective wall around the observation deck
where Whitman was located. This forced
Whitman to keep low and fire through
drainage slits, and made it possible for Offi-
cer Ramirez, with Whitman so occupied, to
approach the Whitman position.

It should also be noted, in connection with
the 1966 Austin incident, that two police of-
ficers, George McCoy and Jerry Day, along
with armed private citizen Allen Crum, had
worked their way up the tower to a position
near Whitman's position. When Crum
began firing so as to ricochet a volley of bul-
lets off a corner of the tower so as to draw
Whitman's attention to himself, the ploy
worked and Whitman began firing in
Crum'’s direction. This gave Martinez the
opportunity to round the corner for his con-
frontation with the mass murderer.

Other incidents also serve to indicate the
necessary cooperation between law enforce-
ment officers and armed citizens which can
develop in fighting crime. In Buffalo, New
York, during the blizzard of 1977, public au-
thorities called on truckers to arm them-
selves and to assist the police in their strug-
gle against thieves, robbers, muggers and
other violent criminals.

In that same year, during the Johnstown,
Pennsylvania flood, the Mayor told the
city’s citizens that they had to be able to
defend themselves against criminals since
public safety officials were so heavily en-
gaged in dealing with the situation created
by the flood that they could not deal with
much of the crime which might arise.

Without reference to such notable specific
cases as these, one could note generally that
semi-automadtic firearms are kept by citizens
for home protection and by farmers and
ranchers for use against farm pests and wild
animals.

In this age of international terrorism,
when warnings come regularly to the public
regarding the possible outbreak of terrorist
attacks against American citizens within the
United States, it would show a callous disre-
gard not only for the rights of American
citizens but also for our safety if Congress
were to enact legislation making it difficult
or impossible for law-abiding American citi-
zens to obtain the semi-automatic firearms
with which our lives and the lives and safety
of our loved ones could be protected.

Terrorists will not be stopped by anti-gun
laws from acquiring or using firearms
against the innocent. Why pass laws to pre-
vent the innocent from getting the firearms
they may need to protect themselves from
terrorists?

It's possible, too, that well-organized and
well-armed bands of terrorists could seek to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

undermine the very stability of the United
States government, as they already have
done to so many other governments around
the world. In such a situation, a well-armed
law abiding citizenry, such as we now enjoy
in the United States, could act to assist the
government in thwarting such a move or
series of moves. Why ban or restrict the
arms with which the citizens could so assist
the government?

‘While we certainly hope that no American
Hitler or Stalin ever arises in the United
States, we also should make sure that one of
the factors which can prevent that from
happening, that is a well-armed citizenry,
never is eliminated or dissipated by unwise
anti-gun legislation.

Right now, we're witnessing the interna-
tional spectacle of the mighty Soviet Army
turning tail and removing itself, retreating,
if you will, from Afghanistan. This would
not be happening if it were not for the fact
that the Afghans are an armed citizenry, in-
cluding with semi-automatic firearms and
that they're not afraid to fight for their
freedom.

How do you account for the fact that the
mighty Soviet military machine, which has
kept the disarmed citizenries of Eastern
Europe and of many other parts of the
world subjugated for so long has had its hat
handed to it by the rag-tag Afghans if you
do not take into serious account the armed
nature of the Afghan population?

While we may not like to admit it, the
same point could be made with regard to
the Viet Namese who fought so successfully
for so long with small arms, including semi-
automatic firearms, against our own
modern-equipped and armed military forces
in Southeast Asia.

If the Polish people were well-armed
today, do you think its freedom-loving
spokesman would have to go toadying to the
Communist government for even a modicum
of the rights and freedoms we take for
granted in this country with our armed citi-
zenry?

Do you think Ethiopian genocide through
deliberate massive starvation on the part of
the government there ever would even have
gotten off the ground had the Ethiopian
citizenry been armed?

While some may scoff at these and similar
citations, the fact of the matter is they are
real and we should not overlook the obvious
lesson to be gained from a consideration of
them. An armed citizenry is an obstacle to
tyranny and subjugation and a disarmed
citizenry has been and may be an invitation
to such tyranny and subjugation.

Given these considerations, Mr. Chairman
and Members of this Subcommittee, why let
public charlatans get away once again with
a further perpetration of the snake oil of
gun control on the American public.

There is ample general evidence to indi-
cate that gun control is not the crime con-
trol panacea its promoters would have Con-
gress and the public believe that it is.

For 75 years now, we've had the Sullivan
Law in New York State on the books. For-
over 20 years, we've had the Federal Gun
Control Act of 1968 on the books. For over
10 years, we've had the straight-jacketing
District of Columbia anti-gun law on the
books. Even in Canada, there's been a tough
anti-gun law on the books for 10 years. At
the time of each of these laws' enactment,
the promoters of each one of them assured
the public that each one of them would be
effective in fighting crimes committed with
firearms. Yet, the rates of crimes committed
with firearms are higher now than they've
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ever been before this. Why? Obviously, gun
control is not the answer.

For over 50 years now, fully-automatic
rifles, machine guns, so thoroughly have
been regulated that it has been impossible
for private citizens to obtain one without a
Federal permit. To the best of my knowl-
edge, not one of these legally-acquired and
possessed firearms has ever been used in the
perpetration of a criminal act. Yet we know
that machine guns have been used by crimi-
nals in the perpetration of criminal acts.
What does this tell you about gun control
laws but that law-abiding citizens abide by
them but eriminals do not?

The same can be said about sawed-off
shotguns. Rigorously restricted for 50 years,
they still are a favored weapon of criminals,
especially bank robbers.

There you have it. Gun control has not
worked, does not work and will not work in
fighting crime.

Gun control impinges on the right and
freedom of law-abiding American citizens.

We'd like the Subcommittee to consider it
and act on it. Unlike the bogus crime-fight-
ing proposals really directed against a large
segment of the law-abiding citizenry, this is
a genuine crime-fighting proposal. It's time
for Congress to get off the backs of the tens
of millions of law-abiding American fire-
arms owners and to get on the case of vio-
lent criminals.

Thank you.

NATIONAL RIFLE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA,
INSTITUTE FOR LEGISLATIVE ACTION, TESTI-
MONY ON So0-CALLED ASSAULT WEAPONS—
ABSTRACT

The private purchase of new ‘“assault
rifles” has been banned since May 19, 1986.
Technically, the correct definition of an as-
sault rifle is a selective-fire military rifle. As
such, they are fully-automatic firearms for
the purposes of federal law.

The AKM-47 (actually a Model 568, a
copy of the AKM-47) used by Patrick Purdy
in his heinous crime in Stockton, California
on January 1Tth is a semi-automatic rifle
functionally identical to millions of semi-
automatic rifles owned by hunters and
sportsmen in the United States for nearly a
century. It was not converted to fully-auto-
matic fire, nor is it “readily convertible.”
That semi-automatic rifle is no more “pow-
erful” or more “rapid-fire” than any other
semi-automatic hunting and target rifle
owned by millions of Americans.

Among the more popular semi-automatic
firearms currently owned by Americans are:
the Ruger .44 Magnum Carbine, the Rem-
ington Model Four in .30-'06, the Heckler &
Koch 770 in .308, the Browning BAR .30-'06,
the Remington Model 1100 shotgun, the
Ruger Mini-14 .223, the Colt AR-15 .223,
and the Springfield Armory M1A .308. The
Remington Model 1100 alone has sold more
than 3 million copies in the U.S. the M1
Carbine some 5 million since World War II.

The NRA will oppose any attempts to ban
or restrict semi-automatic target and hunt-
ing firearms some choose erroneously to call
“assault weapons.” In previous debates, the
NRA worked with members of Congress and
the Administration to craft meaningful defi-
nitions and meaningful legislation to ad-
dress concerns that were shared by sports-
men and “gun control” advocates. This
attack on semi-automatic firearms, however,
is an attack on an entire class of firearms
that have been owned by millions of law-
abiding Americans throughout this century.
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What was once an attack on handguns, this
year is an attack on rifles and shotguns.

Legislation like H.R. 669 and Senator
Metzenbaum's proposal attempt to redefine
the term “assault weapon.” It is not possible
to define “assault” firearms based on their
ability to “accept” large capacity magazines,
as these proposals do. Any firearm capable
of "accepting” a box-type magazine is capa-
ble of “accepting” magazines of indetermi-
nate capacity. Thus, for these proposed defi-
nitions to mean anything, they must mean
the prohibition of virtually all semi-auto-
matic rifles and pistols, and all tubular mag-
azine shotguns as well.

The real lesson to be drawn from the
Purdy crime is that Purdy was a criminal
who ought to have been in jail rather than
left free to roam the streets. Purdy had
been arrested for the crimes of drug posses-
sion, solicitation of sex, illegal possession of
dangerous weapons, receipt of stolen prop-
erty, attempted robbery, criminal conspira-
cy, firing a pistol in a national forest, and
resisting arrest. His plea bargains on some
of those charges resulted in misdemeanor
convictions only, not the felonies with
which he was charged. Purdy's last contact
with the criminal justice system resulted in
a probation report that deseribed him as a
danger to himself and others.

Purdy's lack of a felony record meant he
could and did comply with and pass the 15-
day waiting period and police background
check required under California law to pur-
chase five pistols. It was the criminal justice
system that failed those schoolchildren in
the tragic incident in Stockton, California.

The NRA today proposes a series of crime-
fighting initiatives, The NRA will support
these initiatives with the same vigor with
which we oppose restrictive firearms laws.

First, we propose the assignment of at
least one Assistant U.S. Attorney in each
district to prosecute felon-in-possession
cases under 18 U.S.C. 922(g).

Second, we propose a five-year freeze on
plea bargain agreements when individuals
are charged with violent or drug trafficking
crimes.

Third, we call for increased enforcement
of the provisions of Public Law 99-308, the
Firearms Owners’ Protection Act. That law
made it a federal felony, to be punished
with mandatory penalties, to use a firearm
while committing a drug-trafficking offense.
If the Justice Department finds that fire-
arms were acquired from out-of-state in an
investigation of gun-running rings, the fed-
eral government should step in.

Fourth, we support the conversion to pris-
ons of military bases scheduled to be closed,
as well as reasonable funding mechanisms
earmarked solely for the construction of
Level IT11 prison facilities.

Fifth, we support the establishment of a
special, expedited death penalty for those
who kill police officers in the course of com-
mitting a felony.

Sixth, we look forward to working with
members of the Congress and the Adminis-
tration to ensure that Section 6213 of Public
Law 100-690 is carried out: That the Attor-
ney General report to Congress this fall
with a program allowing for the accurate
and instantaneous screening of firearms
purchasers at the point of purchase.

TESTIMONY OF JAMES JAY BAKER, DIRECTOR,
FEDERAL AFFAIRS, NATIONAL RIFLE ASSOCIA-
TION, INSTITUTE FOR LEGISLATIVE ACTION
ON SEMI-AUTOMATIC FIREARMS
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Sub-

committee, on behalf of the National Rifle
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Association of America, I thank you for this
opportunity to appear before you represent-
ing law-abiding gun owners. I ask that my
entire testimony, as well as it attachments,
be included in the record of these proceed-
ings.

We received Senator Metzenbaum'’s S. 386
yesterday, and will not give a detailed analy-
sis of it at this time. Instead, I will confine
my remarks to a general critique of H.R. 669
and S. 386, as well as the issues of semi-
automatic firearms, “gun control,” and vio-
lent erime.

Let me say at the outset that the private
purchase of new “assault rifles” has already
been banned and has been since May 19,
1986. Assault rifles are included under the
requirements of the National Firearms Act
of 1934. Technically, the correct and only
definition of an assault rifle is a selective-
fire military rifle. As such, they are fully-
automatic firearms, or machine guns and
submachineguns, for the purposes of federal
law. The rifle used by Patrick Purdy in his
heinous crime is not an *‘assault” rifle, as
has been so widely reported in the media.
The AKM-47 (actually a Model 56S, a copy
of the AKM-47) used by Purdy is a semi-
automatie rifle functionally identical to mil-
lions of semi-automatic rifles owned by law-
abiding Americans across the country, no
more and no less. Semi-automatic firearms
have been legally possessed in this country
for almost one hundred years.

Millions of hunters and sportsmen own
and use semi-automatic rifles and shotguns,
and have for decades. Among the more pop-
ular current models for sporting use: the
Ruger .44 Magnum Carbine, the Remington
Model Four in .30-'06, Heckler & Kick 770
in .308, the Browning BAR .30-'06, the Rem-
ington Model 1100 shotgun, the Ruger Mini-
14 .223, the Colt AR-15 .223, and the Spring-
field Armory MI1A .308. the Remington
Model 1100 alone has sold more than 3 mil-
lion copies in the United States, the M1 Car-
bine some 5 million since World War II.

Military model semi-automatic rifles and
carbines have been sold to the general
public for decades., Millions of M1 Garands,
M1 Carbines, M1As (the civilian semi-auto-
matic model of the Army's M-14 rifle), and
AR-15s have been sold to private citizens
over the last 40 years. These are all military
model semi-automatics and are used in
countless high-power target matches every
year including the national matches at
Camp Perry, Ohio. They are purchased by
hunters, target shooters, and collectors.

In short, Mr. Chairman, the National
Rifle Association will not assist or cooperate
with anyone in banning or restricting semi-
automatic target and hunting firearms some
choose to erroneously call “assault weap-
ons.” You will remember previous debates
in which the NRA worked with members of
Congress and the Administration to craft
meaningful legislation to address concerns
that were shared by sportsmen and other
groups concerned with public safety issues.

On the armor-piercing ammunition issue,
as you know, the NRA first opposed legisla-
tion that would have banned hunting and
target ammunition because of overly broad
definitions. We worked with members of
Congress and the Administration to develop
language that precisely defined the issue at
hand, met police concerns, and protected
the nation's law-abiding firearms owners.

On the so-called “plastic gun” issue, as
you also know, the NRA opposed legislation
that would have banned fully-detectable
firearms because of yet another faulty defi-
nitional standard. We again worked with
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members of Congress and the Administra-
tion to develop language that precisely de-
fined the issue, and again helped to produce
workable legislative language that passed
both bodies of Congress nearly unanimous-
ly.
The attack on semi-automatic firearms is
no less than an attack on an entire class of
firearms that have been owned by millions
of law-abiding Americans throughout this
century. In a sense, the NRA's historic posi-
tion on gun control at times characterized
as paranoia by our opponents, has been vin-
dicated. Advocates of gun control have final-
ly admitted that they are not interested in
protecting the rights of law-abiding gun
owners—they are merely interested in elimi-
nating any type of firearm whenever pre-
sented with an emotionally charged oppor-
tunity to do so. What was once an attack on
handguns is this year an attack on rifles and
shotguns.

CRITIQUE OF PROPOSALS ON SEMI-AUTOMATIC
FIREARMS

Sportsmen have been told for years that
the reason gun control advocates targeted
handguns was because they were not suita-
ble for militia use, hunting, or self-protec-
tion and were therefore not included under
the constitutional safeguard of the Second
Amendment. We are now being told by anti-
gun advocates and certain politicians that
precisely because many semi-automatic fire-
arms useful for hunting and target shooting
are patterned after their military counter-
parts, they should be banned or heavily re-
stricted in the interest of public safety.

Today we are talking about the outright
banning of an entire class of firearms that
have been legally owned in this country for
a century. In fact, legislative proposals in
both bodies of Congress call for imposing
federal felony prosecutions on law-abiding
citizens that do not surrender or register
their lawfully purchased firearms. It is just
this type of ill-considered legislation that
the Second Amendment is designed to pro-
tect against. And it is worth remembering
that American citizens' constitutionally pro-
tected right to “keep and bear arms” puts
the burden of proof on those whose first in-
stinct is always to abridge that right.

One can imagine how defenders of the
PFirst Amendment would react if every time
somone made a slanderous statement legis-
lators were urged to restrict freedom of
speech. The safeguards built into the Bill of
Rights are not to be compromised or legis-
lated away lightly—especially not simply as
a reaction to the actions of a homicidal
maniac who slipped through the cracks of a
crack-ridden criminal justice system, and es-
pecially when those impacted are only law-
abiding citizens. There is no rational reason
to legislate against the inalienable rights of
law-abiding individuals simply because some
individuals abuse those same rights. Instead
we should arrest, prosecute, sentence, and
imprison the latter in a ongoing effort to
protect the former.

Recognizing that many do not share our
belief in those principles, I turn now to the
specifics of proposals we have seen. Most
bills introduced to date on the issue of semi-
automatic firearms fail to distinguish be-
tween types of firearms in the manner of
early drafts on the armor-piercing ammo
and “plastic gun" issues. Unlike those
issues, there is no middle ground between
banning or restricting some semi-automatics
on the one hand, and all semi-automatics on
the other. The reason for that is simple:
There is no functional difference between
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semi-automatic firearms of the type tradi-
tionally used in hunting or other recreation-
al activities, and those which are patterned
after military firearms of the modern age.
That is why both an AKM-47 and a “tradi-
tional” Remington or Browning semi-auto-
matic can be cerfitied as having a sporting
purpose on the one hand, and not “readily
convertible,” on the other.

Some proposals, H.R. 669 and S. 386, at-
tempt to redefine the term “assault
weapon.” In doing so, those bills encompass
millions of semi-automatic firearms com-
monly used for hunting, target shooting,
and self-protection. It is not possible to
define “assault” firearms based on their
ability to “accept” large capacity magazines.
Any firearm employing a box-type magazine
is capable of “accepting” magazines of an in-
determinate capacity. Even shotguns with
integral tubular magazines are capable of
accepting magazines of larger capacities.
Thus, for these proposed definitions to
mean anything, they must mean the prohi-
bition of virtually all rifles and pistols, and
all tubular magazine shotguns as well.

S. 386 implicitly recognizes this definition-
al problem by failing to provide a definition
at all. Section 3 of S. 386 defines “assault
weapons” as those firearms designated in
the bill, “versions” of those firearms, and
firearms that are “substantially identical”
to those firearms. The term “substantially
identical"” is nowhere defined in the legisla-
tion. As we have heard from the Treasury
Department today, there is no functional
difference between semi-automatic firearms,
whether on the list provided in Section 3 or
not. To my mind, the term “substantially
identical” is equivalent to without function-
al difference. Thus, the logic of Section 3 is
circular: An “assualt weapon” is a firearm so
designated, based on its similarity to “as-
sault weapons' so designated. It would have
been much clearer, Mr. Chairman, for S. 386
to define an “assault weapon' as any semi-
automatic firearm, period. That is certainly
the effect of the so-called definition.

After failing to provide a definition, S. 386
hands off the entire issue of definition—in
many ways the essence of legislation—to the
Treasury Department. Although it is diffi-
cult to conceive of a semi-automatic firearm
not already covered in Section 3, that Sec-
tion also provides that “all other semi-auto-
matic firearms"” can be designated as “as-
sault weapons” at the discretion of the
Treasury Secretary. These unnamed and
undefined firearms would then be banned,
and failure to register them would be a fed-
eral felony carrying a 10-year, $10,000 fine.

S. 386 would also place currently owned
semi-automatic firearms under the highly
restrictive requirements of the 1934 Nation-
al Firearms Act. If virtually all semi-auto-
matic firearms are included—as they appear
to be—untold millions of the nation’s 65 mil-
lion firearms owners will annually be sub-
jected to a system that processed less than
100,000 individuals over a 52-year span. Con-
servative estimates indicate more than 20
million firearms currently possessed would
be included under many of the proposed
definitions. These Title II restrictions are a
wish list for gun control advocates. They in-
clude a lengthy federal background check,
registration, restrictions on transportation,
fingerprinting, and a sign-off by local law
enforcement. Yet these restrictions have
not affected those drug traffickers using il-
legally acquired machine guns or illegally
acquired and illegally converted semi-auto-
matics to further their crimes. These crimi-
nals circumvent the system completely, and,
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by definition, always will. Needless to say,
millions of hunters, competitive shooters,
protective owners, and collectors should not
be subjected to a system that has had abso-
lutely no impact on machine gun use in vio-
lent drug trafficking crime. Millions of law-
abiding gun owners and sportsmen will not
sit idly by in contemplation of the several
month procedure contained in the 1934 Na-
tional Firearms Act. Further, there is no
good reason relative to curtailing firearms
abuse to subject law-abiding sportsmen who
have owned semi-automatic firearms for
decades to a system requiring them to
submit federal registration forms to the
Treasury Department and the F.B.I., and
then ask for a sign-off from local law en-
forcement prior to buying the type of fire-
arm their fathers taught them to hunt with.

The registration provisions of S. 386 point
up the misguided nature of all “gun con-
trol” proposals. Section 6 requires the
owner of a lawfully purchased firearm to
locate a copy of the Federal Register listing
prohibited semi-automatics. If his or her
firearm is on that list, the owner must regis-
ter it with the federal government within a
month or face a 10-year prison sentence and
a $10,000 fine. On the other hand, if a drug
trafficker actually uses a firearm on the list
in a violent crime, he faces only a 5-year
penalty. Given the current failure to pros-
ecute even felons in possession of firearms,
it is unconscionable to threaten law-abiding
citizens with a federal felony due to their
possession of a lawfully purchased semi-
automatic firearm that may later be found
to be “substantially identical” to semi-auto-
matic firearms on a list held by the Treas-
ury Department.

At best, S. 386 contemplates a form of
super-waiting period, federal registration,
and government background investigation
in order to legitimize the ownership of a
previously purchased, and previously lawful,
semi-automatic firearm. In light of the re-
jection of that system in the 100th Con-
gress, when the defeated proposal encom-
passed a seven-day, not a several-month,
wait prior to the purchase of only pistols or
revolvers it seems counterproductive to re-
visit that issue. I refer you to my testimony
before this Subcommittee on June 16, 1987.
The most troubling aspect of new proposals
on this issue is that sportsmen were told last
session that they should accept waiting
period proposals because they would never
extend to their rifles or shotguns. Mr.
Chairman, this goes beyond the old adage:
“give them an inch and they’ll take a mile,”
The Congress refused last year to give that
inch, yet some now expect them to give up
that mile.

The National Rifle Association and untold
millions of hunters, target shooters, and
protective gun owners are prepared to fight
every step of the way on this issue until this
Congress begins to address serious prob-
lems—recognized by all in this room regard-
less of their position on so-called ‘“‘assault
rifles”"—inherent in an abysmally inad-
equate criminal justice system.

LESSONS OF THE PURDY CRIME LOST

As Senator Metzenbaum indicated in his
letter to me, Mr. Chairman, the impetus for
this hearing was the tragic crime committed
by Patrick Edward Purdy on January 17th
in Stockton, California. Notwithstanding
the dangers of legislating on the basis of
cover stories and headlines, the facts sur-
rounding the true causes of that tragic
crime have largely been ignored.

The semi-automatic rifle used by Purdy
was not converted to fully-automatic fire,
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nor is it readily convertible, as has been re-
ported by many. That rifle and semi-auto-
matic firearms generally are used lawfully
for hunting in some 48 states, and can be
seen in the hands of target shooters at
nearly every rifle range in the country. The
very reason this rifle can be imported into
this country—its “sporting purpose”—re-
futes the claim of those who call it a
“weapon of war.” And finally, perhaps to
the surprise of some, there is absolutely
nothing new about the mechanical function
of that particular semi-automatic rifle. It
employs a re-loading prineciple, the semi-
automatic action, that has been employed in
both military and sporting rifles for most of
the century. It is not more “powerful” or
more “rapid-fire"—other misconceptions
widely reported—than any other semi-auto-
matic hunting or target rifle owned by mil-
lions of Americans.

In short, the only thing new about this
rifle is the misapplication of the label “as-
sault” by people who are trying to ban it.
We are hearing that these rifles are the
“weapon of choice” for criminals loose on
the streets. Just last year, Mr. Chairman,
this Congress was asked to consider a na-
tional waiting period and background check
for pistols and revolvers because they were
called the “weapons of choice” for those
same criminals. Just this week, Lt. James
Moran, the commander of the Ballistics
Unit for the New York City Police Depart-
ment set the record straight in the New
York Times: “A rifle is not what usually is
used by the criminals. They’ll have hand-
guns or sawed-off shotguns. You have more
firepower with a 9-millimeter handgun than
yvou do with an AK-47. * * * The rifle is big.
* * * These drug dealers are more inclined
to use the 9-millimeter pistol than go to a
cumbersome AK-47 rifle.”” Thus, it is clear
to the NRA that most who propose restric-
tive gun control are not focusing on crimi-
nals and their guns, they only care about
banning and or restricting firearms, period.

The real lesson to be drawn from the
Purdy crime is that Patrick Edward Purdy
was a criminal who ought to have been in
jail rather than left free to roam the
streets. Purdy had a seven-year history of
involvement with the California criminal
justice system. He had been arrested for the
crimes of drug possession, solicitation of
sex, illegal possession of dangerous weapons,
receipt of stolen property, attempted rob-
bery, criminal conspiracy, firing a pistol in a
national forest, and resisting arrest. His plea
bargains on some of these charges resulted
in misdemeanor convictions only, not the
felonies with which he was charged and
should have been prosecuted. His last con-
tact with the criminal justice system result-
ed in probation, even though his own proba-
tion report described him as a danger to
himself and others. Because of this failure
of the criminal justice system, Purdy’'s lack
of a felony record meant he could and did
comply with and pass the 15-day waiting
period and police background check re-
quired under California law to purchase five
pistols. It was the criminal justice system
that failed those five schoolehildren, and re-
sulted in the tragic incident in Stockton,
California.

In fact, the California probation system
was the subject of an extensive study pub-
lished in 1985 by the Rand Corporation and
the National Institute of Justice. The Na-
tional Institute of Justice concluded that
felony probation “does present a serious
threat to public safety.” The Rand Corpora-
tion studied data on more than 16,000
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felons, and recidivism data on a subsample
of 1,672 who received probation in Los An-
geles and Alameda Counties. The study
found that:

65% of the total sample were rearrested;

539 had official charges filed against
them;

75% of those charges involved burglary,
theft, robbery, or other violent crimes;

519% were reconvicted;

18% were convicted of homicide, rape, as-
sault, robbery, or weapons offenses;

349, were sent back to jail or prison.

Clearly, decisions regarding probation are
being driven by concerns over prison over-
crowding and not by determinations that
certain individuals do not pose a risk to soci-
ety.

As we meet here today, the combined fail-
ure of gun control and the criminal justice
system is all around us. As you know, the
District of Columbia has the most restric-
tive gun control laws in the nation. Hand-
guns are banned, and even a bill similar to
H.R. 669, Congressman Berman's semi-auto-
matic ban bill, is in force, Yet violent crime
is rampant in the city at levels far exceeding
those experienced before the imposition of
the D.C. gun ban., One reason for that may
be found in the treatment of the two indi-
viduals who shot those youths at Wilson
High School recently. They were charged
with four counts and one count of assault
with intent to kill, respectively. The first
paid $2,250 to get out of jail on a surety
bond. The second paid only $450. But we
can take solace in the fact that they were
ordered to obey a curfew. It's no wonder a
teacher at another D.C. school was reported
as saying: “What would they have had to
have done to be denied bail * * * wipe out
the whole school?”

Instead of improving the criminal justice
system, gun control advocates are exploring
new ways to disarm or restrict the law-abid-
ing. As we meet here, the City Council is
considering legislation to make handgun
manufacturers strictly liable for the crimi-
nal misuse of their products—despite the
fact that handgun manufacturers are al-
ready virtually prohibited from selling their
products in the District, and have been since
1976; and despite the fact that such a legal
theory has been discredited in every state of
the nation. The intention of the D.C. City
Council and the gun control advocates gen-
erally in pushing this legislation is clear:
export the District’s failed gun ban by
making firearms manufacturers uninsur-
able.

Yet across the United States, the private
ownership of firearms by the law-abiding is
a valid and valuable response to failures of
the criminal justice system. Criminologists
report that private firearms ownership is
both a general and specific deterrent to vio-
lent crime and violent criminals. One inde-
pendent study estimates that one million
Americans use rifles, shotguns, and pistols,
each year for self-protection.

NRA'S CRIME-FIGHTING PROPOSAL

Today we are hearing the same tired pro-
posals that sportsmen and gun owners have
been hearing since the early 1800s. In the
face of violent crime currently linked to
massive drug smuggling and its financial
profits, elected representatives in Congress
and state legislatures call for making felons
out of law-abiding citizens who insist on
their right to own firearms. At the same
time, the criminal justice system is appar-
ently unable or unwilling to prosecute and
jail the real felons. The NRA asks you to ex-
plore and consider every possible means of
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restricting criminals and improving the
criminal justice system before legislating
any restrictions that will only impact the
law-abiding citizen, and may well aid the
criminal.

Law-abiding Americans believe that crimi-
nals who violate existing laws should suffer
the penalties. But the fact is, violators are
not suffering those penalties. Criminal jus-
tice failures were widely reported earlier
this week. USA Today called it “Getting Off
Easy.” That's an accurate phrase when the
average drug trafficker received a sentence
of only six years—and then actually served
less than two years. The Wall Street Jour-
nal reported that less than half the people
convicted of felonies nationwide went to
prison. And that doesn't begin to address
the real issue, since an indeterminable
number of people charged with penalties
plea bargain down to obtain only a misde-
meanor conviction.

Therefore, we propose today a series of
crime-fighting initiatives. We pledge to you
today that we will support these initiatives
with the same vigor with which we oppose
restrictive firearms laws. These proposals
can be supported by sportsmen, law enforce-
ment, and any gun control advocates who
really care about fighting erime.

First, we propose the assignment of at
least one Assistant U.S, Attorney in each
district to prosecute felon-in-possession
cases under 18 U.S.C. 922(g). Increased
funding for U.S. Attorneys was a feature of
the omnibus Anti-Drug Abuse Act, and we
support that funding.

Second, we propose a five-year freeze on
plea bargain agreements when individuals
are charged with violent or drug trafficking
crimes. The Purdy crime alone demon-
strates the result of a plea bargain policy
that has become all too common in the face
of overcrowded court dockets and prison
systems.

Third, we call for increased enforcement
of the provisions of the Firearms Owners'
Protection Aect, Public Law 99-308. As you
know, the law made it a federal felony, to be
punished with mandatory penalties, to use a
firearm while committing a drug-trafficking
offense. Last year, Congress increased those
penalties in the omnibus “Anti-Drug Abuse
Act.” Any reluctance by the government to
prosecute federal gun-law violators who
have been arrested and charged with local
offenses, but who are also violating federal
laws against possession by felons, particular-
ly of Title II weapons such as sawed-off
shotguns or unregistered machine guns,
must be addressed. If the Justice Depart-
ment finds that firearms were acquired
from out of state in an investigation of gun-
running rings, the federal government
should step in. This would assist local gov-
ernment in a number of ways. First, it
would make real the largely rhetorical fed-
eral assistance in the “State Firearms Con-
trol Assistance Act” which is the first title
of the 1968 Gun Control Act. Second, it
would mean tougher jail sentences than
may occur with merely local prosecution.
And third, it would help with the problem
of expensive and overcrowded state prisons
by diverting the most serious of drug-traf-
ficking offenders to the federal system.

Fourth, we support two measures aimed at
increasing the nation’s prison space. Initial-
ly, the federal government should look to
those military bases which are scheduled for
closure. With minimal expense, these bases
could be converted to prisons for use by the
federal government or by the states in
which they are located. As a second step,
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the NRA is prepared to support reasonable
funding mechanisms earmarked solely for
the construction of Level III prison facilities
to house the most violent criminal offend-
ers.

Fifth, we support the establishment of a
special, expedited death penalty for those
who kill police officers in the course of com-
mitting a felony or who kill police officers’
family members in retribution for the per-
formance of their duties.

Sixth, we look forward to working with
members of Congress and the Administra-
tion to ensure that the mandate of the
MeCollum  substitute to the so-called
“Brady Amendment’ is carried out: That
the Attorney General report to Congress
this fall with a program that will allow for
the accurate and instantaneous screening of
firearms purchasers at the point of pur-
chase.

We are confident that broad support for
these proposals can be garnered from most
of the groups represented in this room
today. We are also confident that reasona-
ble individuals will agree that these propos-
als hold far greater promise for reducing
the nation’s appalling level of violent crime
than does any ill-conceived and misdirected
gun control proposal. Thank you.

TESTIMONY OF NEAL KNox, EXECUTIVE DI-
RECTOR, THE FIREaARMS CoaLiTION CON-
CERNING ASSAULT RIFLES

Mr. Chairman, members of the commit-
tee. I appreciate this opportunity to testify
on behalf of the Firearms Coalition and the
million readers of my regular columns in
Shotgun News, Handloader, Rifle and Guns
& Ammo magazines.

The effort to ban so-called “assault rifles”
represents a public admission by the advo-
cates of “gun control” that their objective is
not just to regulate or ban handguns, as
they have claimed, but rifles and shotguns
as well. The definitions used in state and
federal bills now being considered would not
only ban the military-type firearms being
waved before the cameras, but some of the
most popular rifles and shotguns designed
and used for hunting, trap and skeet, and
other forms of recreation.

The arguments used to support these bills
are evidence of the predicted switch of
criminal misusers of firearms from relative-
ly low-powered handguns to far more lethal
shotguns and rifles—a switch exacerbated
by the wrong-headed efforts to ban produc-
tion and sale of handguns, instead of focus-
sing upon criminal acts.

As recently as 1986, James D. Wright of
the University of Massachusetts—once a
staunch advocate of interdictive gun laws—
stated in “The Armed Criminal in America,”
research done for the Justice Department:
“eertain commonly proposed gun-banning
measures could have strongly undesirable
consequences, resulting in the substitution
of more powerful and more lethal arms.”

Granted, Wright was speaking of criminal
misuse, not insane acts such as the murders
of five children on a Stockton, CA school-
yard. But no matter what restrictions may
be placed upon sane and law-abiding citi-
zens, there is no way to prevent such trage-
dies. If Patrick Purdy had not owned an AK
semi-automatic rifle, those children obvious-
ly would not have been shot with a 7.62x39;
but they could have been shot with the 15-
shot Taurus 9mm pistol Purdy also carried
on that schoolyard. Or even more of the 400
children crowded on that schoolyard could
have died and been injured if he had driven



3026

his car across it, or thrown his “Molotov
cocktails.”

It should be underscored that Purdy was
the very type of individual who supposedly
would have been prevented from obtaining a
firearm under a waiting period/police back-
ground check such as this committee consid-
ered last fall. He had a lengthy record of
arrest and convictions, including drug viola-
tions and illegal manufacture of a machine
gun; a police psychiatrist had found him a
danger to himself and the public; he was re-
portedly drawing $682 monthly from the
Social Security Administration as mentally
disabled. Yet five times he obtained hand-
guns after undergoing California’s touted
15-day waiting period/background investiga-
tion, most recently obtaining the Taurus
9mm with which he killed himself the next
school day after he obtained it.

No legislation specifically defining *as-
sault rifle” is before this committee, but all
of the state bills I have seen, as well as H.R.
669 by Rep. Howard Berman in the House,
include variations of a definition used by
California Attorney General John Van de
Kamp in a mailing to law enforcement offi-
cials Dec. 5, 1988, That letter states the At-
torney General's intent to draft legislation
banning private possession of ‘“assault
rifles,” and requested statistics to justify
such a ban. His definition of ‘‘assault rifle”
includes more than half of all long guns
made in this country, for it includes most
common .22 rimfire autoloading rifles, many
semi-automatic centerfire hunting rifles,
and all shotguns—of any action type—with
five-shot capacity, which includes the most-
popular shotguns made.

The Attorney General's definition of “as-
sault rifle” even includes the 5-shot Rem-
ington Model 1100 shotgun, which Handgun
Control Inc. co-chairman Nelson Shields
once told me he owns for waterfowl hunt-
ing. When such effects are pointed out, it is
claimed that they are mere “drafting
errors,” and that the sponsors never intend-
ed to include common guns. Frankly, I find
such statements difficult to believe, in light
of the considerable firearms expertise dem-
onstrated elsewhere.

As an example, the definition of “assault
rifle” used in last summer’'s proposed Senate
amendment to the drug bill reportedly was
“any shotgun or semi-automatic rifle pat-
terned after a military firearm.” The major-
ity of U.S.-made repeating shotguns would
be included in that definition, for all the
most-popular commercial shotguns have
been used by U.S. forces in combat in World
Wars I or 11, Korea or Vietnam.

I have stressed the problem of definition
for the simple fact that it is impossible to
make a meaningful distinction between
hunting guns, self-defense guns and military
small arms.

Magazine capacity is not a meaningful dis-
tinction, for in forms of pistol competition
which include reloading, it requires only
about 1.5 seconds to change magazines. It is
illusory to think that a gun is “more danger-
ous” with one 30-shot magazine than with
two 15-shot magazines, or three 10-shot
magazines.

Action type isn't a meaningful distinetion,
for the Model 12 “pump” Winchester shot-
gun can be fired slightly more quickly than
a Remington Model 1100 autoloader. In less
than three seconds the common 12 gauge
Model 12 can fire six 00 buckshot loads,
each charged with 12 .33 caliber balls—72
bullets in three seconds, each ball capable of
a fatal or disabling wound a city block away.
The Model 1100 can discharge 60 .33 caliber
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bullets in about 2% seconds, which is more
firepower than any conventional machine
gun,

It is my opinion as a court-qualified *‘fire-
arms expert” that either the six-shot Model
12 or the five Shot Model 1100 Remington
12 gauge hunting shotguns are more lethal
at ranges under 50 yards than either the
semi or full-automatic versions of the AK-
47 with 7.62x39 military ammunition.

Because so many hunting and competition
guns would be banned by Van de Kamp's
definition, major changes were made in the
California Senate bill by David Roberti, and
in almost identically worded definitions in
bills introduced in Maryland and the U.S.
House (H.R. 669). Each of those bills makes
such modifications as their sponsors felt
were necessary to make their bills politically
palatable, while retaining their goal of ban-
ning as many long guns as possible.

One amendment increased the acceptable
maximum capacity of unrestricted shotguns
by one round to five rounds total, which
would make most tubular magazine shot-
guns legal, but still leaves the popular six-
shot Model 12 Winchester/Browning trap,
skeet and hunting shotgun branded as an
“assault rifle.”

Another amendment broadened the semi-
auto rifle definition to “Any semi-automatic
that accepts a detachable magizine with a
capacity of 20 or more rounds of ammuni-
tion” H.R. 669 uses that language but ex-
empts popular .22 rimfire autoloading rifles.
The Maryland bill makes it apply to rimfire
rifles and all semi-automatic handguns.
Every box-magazine rifle or handgun is ca-
pable of accepting 20 or even 50-shot maga-
zines, and such easily made magazines are
presently available for most guns.

Mr. Chairman, as this testimony was
being prepared, a member of Mr. Metz-
enbaum's staff informed me that the “capa-
ble of accepting a 20-round magazine"” defi-
nition is being considered in draft legisla-
tion. However, I was told the bill would ini-
tially ban certain specific makes and models,
then abdicate the definitional problem to
the Treasury and Justice Departments,
which would in effect be responsible for
both writing and enforcing the law.

That is reminiscent of the method used
for avoiding Congressional responsibility on
other difficult issues, such as dealing with
budget deficits and setting Congressional
pay scales. Without regard to the merits of
the issue, I object to that method of legis-
lating.

While I have emphasized the huge
number of guns used for hunting which
would be banned by so-called "assault rifle”
legislation, hunting is not the issue, nor is
whether I “need” a particular type firearm
for hunting. I resent anyone telling me
what I “need” just as much as I resent
anyone telling me what I may read; I am a
law-abiding citizen who resents being treat-
ed as a criminal because I own and lawfully
use firearms.

To me, and those I represent, guns are
mechanically interesting, historically inter-
esting and aesthetically interesting. But
they are much more than that. In his Com-
mentaries on the Constitution Supreme
Court Justice Story wrote: “The right of the
citizen to keep and bear arms has justly
been considered as the palladium [—the
guardian—] of the liberties of a republic;
since it offers a strong moral check against
the usurpation and arbitrary power of
rulers.”

In Federalist Paper No. 46, James Madi-
son wrote derisively of the governments of
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Europe which “are afraid to trust their peo-
ples with arms.” Madison would be appalled
that this Senate Subcommittee on the Con-
stitution is considering legislation which is
so obviously a violation of the Constitution.

In U.S. v. Miller (1939), the only Second
Amendment decision in this century, the
Supreme Court upheld a portion of the Na-
tional Firearms Act's restrictions on the
narrow ground that because no evidence
had been presented that short-barreled
shotguns have “some reasonable relation-
ship to the preservation or efficiency of a
well-regulated militia, we cannot say that
the Second Amendment guarantees the
right to keep and bear such an instrument.
Certainly it is not within judicial notice that
this weapon is any part of the ordinary mili-
tary equipment or that its use could contrib-
ute to the common defense."”

If both sides had been heard in that case—
instead of only the agency which proposed
the law—evidence surely would have been
presented that short-barrelled shotguns are
and always have been part of U.S. military
equipment. However, there can be no ques-
tion that military-type rifles are military
arms, and therefor included under the pro-
hibitions upon the Congress guaranteed by
the Second Amendment.

Even if the Second Amendment applied
only to militia members, by law virtually ev-
eryone in this room is a member of the mili-
tia. Only four months after the Constitu-
tion was ratified, the Militia Act of 1792 es-
tablished two classes of militia: (a) those
formally organized into militia units and (b)
all other able-bodied men aged 18 to 45. The
National Guard Act of 1903 specifically did
not replace that militia but added a third
class of Federally controlled militia (See
Sec. 311, Title 10 U.8.C.).

In 1876, the Supreme Court, in U.S. v.
Cruikshank recognized possession of arms
as a fundamental right, stating ““the bearing
of arms for a lawful purpose is not a right
granted by the Constitution. Neither is it in
any manner dependent upon the instrument
for its existence.” Accordingly, since none of
the Bill of Rights had then been interpreted
as limitations on other than the Congress,
the Cruikshank court ruled that the First
and Second Amendments limited the na-
tional government, but did not prohibit the
Ku Klux Klan from preventing freed black
slaves from holding political meetings or
having guns. It is most unlikely that the Su-
preme Court would reach such a decision
today.

In 1960 Justice Hugo Black, in “The Bill
of Rights" (35 N.Y.U.L. Rev. 865, 873), wrote
that the Second Amendment is an “abso-
lute” prohibition against infringement by
Congress. The reason, as made clear by the
writings of the Constitutional framers, was
that the right of the people to keep and
bear arms was intended as an insurance
policy guaranteeing governmental adher-
ence to the First Amendment and the rest
of the Bill of Rights.

Some claim that the Second Amendment
was intended to apply only to organized mi-
litia, rather than as an individual right. But
an effort to limit the Second Amendment by
adding “for the common defense” was at-
tempted when it was debated in the Senate
of the First Congress. That amendment was
soundly defeated, but revisionists act as if it
had passed. (Journal of the First Session of
the Senate of the United States, p. 20
(1820).)

Time Magazine recently stated that
“surely” military-type rifles were what the
Constitutional Framers intended to protect
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from governmental infringement. On the
contrary, as Dr. Joseph Olson, Professor of
Law at Hamline University School of Law
said while reviewing this testimony, mili-
tary-type firearms “‘are precisely the type of
weapon which the Second Amendment is de-
signed to keep in the hands of the individ-
ual citizen.”

The Second Amendment has nothing to
do with hunting, target shooting, gun col-
lecting or any other recreational use of fire-
arms. The Second Amendment does, howev-
er, protect every citizens' right to protect
himself, his family and this nation. The
beauty of this “freedom insurance" plan is
that so long as the right exists, it is never
needed.

In the passions of the moment, aroused by
the terrible tragedy on that Stockton, Cali-
fornia schoolyard, it may be difficult to
think of the overriding necessity to protect
civil liberties, but protection of our civil
rights—every one of them guaranteed by
the armed populace that Thomas Jefferson
intended—is the real issue in this debate.

I urge the members of this committee, and
of this Senate, to carefully consider what is
at stake. Thank you for this opportunity to
present our views.e

CONDEMNATION OF CERTAIN
ACTS BY IRAN—SENATE RESO-
LUTION 68

® Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, last
week my friend and distinguished col-
league Senator MoYNIHAN submitted a
resolution condemning the Ayatollah
Khomeini's death threat against the
British author Salman Rushdie and
bomb threats against the American
publisher Viking Press. I associate
myself with Senator MoYNIHAN'S elo-
quent words and will ask to be made a
cosponsor of Senate Resolution 68.

I speak today not only as a Senator,
but as an author and publisher. The
first amendment is the cornerstone of
our democracy. It is true that our Con-
stitution does not bind foreign leaders.
But the values of freedom of speech
and thought, and the freedom to write
and publish, are also part of the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights.
The right to criticize is the most basic
right of all. Without it, there can be
no true freedom.

Ours is a pluralistic world, and we
must understand there are cultures
different from our own. But it is total-
ly unacceptable for the leader of one
nation to order the assassination of a
citizen of another nation. It is totally
unacceptable for the ayatollah to
place a bounty on Mr. Rushdie’s head
for any reason, but it is especially
troubling that this death threat has
been made because of what Mr. Rush-
die's has written. I understand the
emotion behind those who are offend-
ed by Mr. Rushdie's book, but death
threats and bomb threats have no
place in today’s world. Book banning
and book burnings are sad spectables
wherever they occur, and should not
go unchallenged. Calling for the death
of an author in a foreign country must
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be met by a strong diplomatic re-
sponse.

I applaud President Bush's words of
condemnation, and the European
Community member states’ decision to
withdraw their envoys from Iran.
These words and actions demonstrate
that we will fight against religious in-
tolerance and bigotry. Any attempt to
suppress freedom of speech and
thought, or the right to freely publish
books, must be roundly condemned.
The Senate ought to speak loud and
clear in this area.e@

TRIBUTE TO DR. ABEL WOLMAN

@ Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, the
death of Dr. Abel Wolman marks the
passing of one of our Nation's finest
environmental engineers and a distin-
guished public servant. He served as
chief sanitary engineer for the Mary-
land State Health Department and as
head of the sanitary engineering and
public health schools and professor
emeritus of Johns Hopkins University.

Dr. Abel Wolman has been univer-
sally recognized for his significant con-
tributions to the advancement of sani-
tation and health throughout the
world. In 1918, Dr. Wolman, along
with chemist Linn Enslow, developed
the standard chlorine treatment of
water. This process is now used
throughout the world to eliminate
harmful bacteria in drinking water.
Dr. Wolman dedicated much of his
career to consulting local, national,
and international organizations and
governments on sanitation and envi-
ronmental issues.

When Abel Wolman was growing up
in Baltimore, he had to carry water
from a well. It is fitting that he is
credited with the design of a water
system that has now met the needs of
this growing city for the last 50 years.
Furthermore, Baltimore's system has
remained a model that cities around
the world admire. I know all Mary-
landers join in extending our sympa-
thy to M. Gordon Wolman, his son,
who has followed in the great tradi-
tion of his father, and all of his
family.

I ask that the editorials from the
Baltimore Evening Sun and the Balti-
more Sun be reprinted in the REcORD.

The articles are as follows:

[From the Baltimore Evening Sun, Feb. 23,

1989]
ABEL WOLMAN

His diminutive size and agility in move-
ment gave him a certain elfin appearance,
but the eyes bore an unmistakable resem-
blance to great reservoirs. And little wonder,
because it was the eyes of Abel Wolman
which envisioned a world in which that
most basic of necessities, water to drink,
would be safe and plentiful to all peoples of
the world.

His beneficent influence is now felt in the
remotest reaches of the world each time a
child drinks a glass of water without fear of
contracting typhoid, cholera, dysentery or
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some other waterborne scourge so common
before Wolman’s methods became the world
standard for cleanliness in water. But no
city can be more thankful for his life and
work than his native Baltimore, whose
water supply will be safe and reliable as far
as the eye can see.

Abel Wolman, now dead at 96, ranks
among those rare individuals who had the
capacity to move from the theoretical to the
practical with indefatigable determination.
He became a legend in his time, but the
legend will endure as long as people drink
and bathe in water they can accept, as a
matter of course, to be clean and healthy.

[The Baltimore Sun, Feb. 24, 19891
ABEL WOLMAN

Abel Wolman made many of the world's
water supplies pure and fit for humans to
use. That in itself is enough to qualify him
as one of the greatest Baltimoreans of this
century. In fact, generations of natives grew
up believing—as did countless visitors to the
city—that Baltimore distributed the na-
tion's tastiest drinking water. If true, chalk
it up to Abel Wolman.

A sanitary engineer of international stat-
ure, he helped build water systems and fil-
tration plants in New York City and dozens
of other U.S. communities. Similar plants in
Israel, India, Africa and Latin America bear
his trademark. Dr. Wolman later discovered
with Linn H. Enslow, a chemist and former
Johns Hopkins University classmate, the
formula for successfully chlorinating water.

Like most scientists Dr. Wolman, who died
Wednesday at 96, was very practical. He
demonstrated his practicality during many
of his well-attended lectures as head of the
Hopkins Geography and Environmental De-
partment. He felt, as one companion put it,
that life was not without risks. He thought
about many things, but “I can’t conceive of
being promised a world in which there are
no problems, and I don't want my grandchil-
dren to have the feeling that's what I'm
trying to give them. That would be a bore.”

For Abel Wolman, life was never a bore.
He enjoyed his seniority and wore it well. A
sprightly man, he never drove a car. He
managed nevertheless to travel across conti-
nents until recently. He enjoyed being
placed next to attractive women at dinner,
telling them and anyone else what most
worried him—everything from the deterior-
ating ozone layer to sludge in Back River.

Dr. Wolman was a scientist who lived life
scientifically, believing for instance in nu-
clear power as a sound and inexpensive
energy source. And yet he was in closer
touch with the environment than most real-
ized. He was a familiar figure walking on or
near Hopkins' Homewood campus. Dr.
Wolman collected many honors for his
countless contributions, among them the
National Medal of Science and the Lewis
Dollinger Pure Environment Award. More
than that, he won silent acclaim practically
every day from working men and women in
this area who drew water from a faucet and
smacked their lips.@

THE T71ST ANNIVERSARY OF ES-
TONIAN DECLARATION OF IN-
DEPENDENCE

® Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, on
February 24, Estonians around the
world celebrated the 71st anniversary
of their nation's declaration of inde-
pendence. The celebration took place



3028

against the moving and courageous re-
affirmation of national integrity now
taking place in Estonia. That is why it
is an especially happy occasion for all
Americans to join Estonian-Americans
in celebrating not just their declara-
tion of independence, but the extraor-
dinary events of recent times.

From the beginning, independence
of spirit has been the hallmark of the
Estonian people—as indeed it is today.
The battleground of endless foreign ri-
valries for more than 1,000 years, Esto-
nia emerged from World War I a
newly independent nation eager to
take the path of democracy, modeling
its constitution on those of the
French, Swiss, and the Americans.
With its democratic institutions and
burgeoning economy, Estonia soon
proved to be a model of political free-
dom, economic growth and academic
and educational excellence.

Yet reflecting on Estonia's brief
period of sovereignty, we remember
how quickly liberty and freedom were
suppressed in 1940 by the Soviet inva-
sion and how the Estonians have suf-
fered through the long dark period of
Soviet repression. Throughout those
difficult years, Estonians cherished
the memory of what their land once
was and the vision of what it could be
in the future.

That vision is today bright with
hope, as Estonians seek to decide how
they will live and control their own
destiny. Five months ago fully one-
third of the Estonian population at-
tended a rally in support of reform,
democracy and independence. The Es-
tonian Parliament has passed a bill as-
serting its right to veto legislation
passed by Moscow that infringes on
local autonomy.

The newly formed Estonian Popular
Front, committee to political and eco-
nomic reform, is working to place can-
didates on the ballot and to build a
pluralistic political system. In fact, the
Estonian Popular Front has adopted a
program demanding free elections,
constitutional guarantees, and an end
to military service.

In this hopeful time, it is appropri-
ate to pay tribute to the many coura-
geous leaders who suffered grievously
in the past for their beliefs. Among
them is Mart Niklus, who first trans-
lated the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights into Estonian and
spent many years in Soviet labor
camps and prisons, including the noto-
rious Perm camp 36-1; he has recently
been released from prison and was a
delegate to the Popular Front's con-
vention.

Another is Enn Tarto who was im-
prisoned for distributing unofficial lit-
erature, establishing contacts with
emigres and signing statements pro-
testing the Soviet Union’s annexation
of the Baltic States. He too has been
freed and continues to work for na-
tional integrity.
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Yet another is Juri Kukk. He died in
1981, and his untimely death cut short
a truly heroic life. Although he did
not survive his terrible ordeal, he left
behind indelible memories of his devo-
tion to freedom.

Estonian-Americans share the proud
independence and integrity of spirit,
that we see everywhere in Estonian
life today. The Estonian American
contributions to the fabric of Ameri-
can life—to our communities, culture,
politics, economy—are unique. Togeth-
er we pay tribute to the extraordinary
developments now taking place in Es-
tonia. All of us are sobered by the
enormous challenge which Estonia
faces, and deeply hopeful for the op-
portunities that lie ahead.@

THE HEROIC EFFORTS OF UNI-
VERSITY OF IDAHO EMPLOY-
EES DURING THE CLARK
COUNTY WEATHER DISASTER
JANUARY 31, 1989

® Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, what
is now being called the worst blizzard
in the history of Clark County began
on Tuesday, January 31, 1989. Before
it ended on Sunday, February 5, the 19
inches of snow already on the ground
and 2 new inches was blown by 40-
mile-an-hour winds into 15-foot drifts
in Clark County, ID. Recorded tem-
peratures fell to 27 degrees below zero,
dropping the wind chill factor to 90
degrees below zero.

Losses to livestock owners in Clark
County were significant. One rancher
lost approximately where the wind
chill factor reached 110 degrees below
zero 840 head of cattle, 700 head of
sheep, and 40 head of horses during
this storm. Losses would have been
higher but for the heroic efforts of
many in the local community. Of spe-
cial note is the diligence of University
of Idaho employees who worked con-
tinually to save over 1,100 head of
sheep and 21 horses at the U.S. Sheep
Experiment Station in Dubois, ID. Be-
cause of the dedicated efforts of these
employees, losses at the experiment
station were limited to the deaths of
only 25 sheep.

During the storm, the sheep experi-
ment station was snowed in. The only
vehicle able to enter was the Bonne-
ville County search and rescue snow-
cat from Idaho Falls. All rescue efforts
were dependent upon the limited mo-
bility of the experiment station vehi-
cles and the tireless human efforts of
the employees.

Sheep which were wintering on the
nearby range were rounded up and
loaded on station trailers. At times it
was necessary to remove these sheep
by hand in order to ensure they were
safety sheltered in barns and sheds on
the experiment station grounds. Many
of the station employees suffered
frostbite on their hands and faces be-
cause of the extreme cold and winds.
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Not only should these employees be
recognized for their efforts, they
should be commended for their dedica-
tion to their jobs.

Because of their efforts, losses to the
university and the Federal Govern-
ment were limited. University person-
nel at the station estimate that the ef-
forts of these employees, saved over
52,500 of taxpayer dollars. I would per-
sonally like to commend the following
university employees who rescued,
FED, and cared for the experiment
station sheep, horses, and dogs during
the brunt of the storm: Max Quinn Ja-
cobson, sheep operations manager;
Homer Wells, research data techni-
cian; Jane Kruesi, animal husband-
man; Keith Stewart, journeyman elec-
trician; Hal Gamett, assistant mainte-
nance/assistant herdsman; Levi Moss,
maintenance craftsman apprentice;
Kim Hemenway, veterinarian; Rod
Traughber, I.H. animal science techni-
cian; Mark Williams; I.H. physiology
technician; and Jay D. Little, Sr., I.H.
general labor.

I am sure that there were others
who assisted in these efforts. Station
managers and program coordinators
were also vital in the efforts to save
the sheep and other animals at the
station. To all those who assisted in
these efforts, I extend my thanks and
gratitude for a job well done. These
fine and dedicated individuals, make
me proud I am a Idahoan.e

OMNIBUS GLOBAL WARMING
INITIATIVE

® Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be an original cosponsor of
Senator WiIRTH'S Omnibus Global
Warming Initiative, S. 324. The need
for a comprehensive national energy
policy has become so apparent, it can
no longer be ignored. I commend Sena-
tor WirTH for this creative and ambi-
tious legislative effort. This is an
effort in which I have been active in
the past. I plan to continue that active
involvement.

Throughout my Senate career I
have advocated expansion of research
efforts for our Earth, oceans, and at-
mosphere. In the past I have support-
ed measures to establish a global fore-
sight capability with respect to natu-
ral resources, the environment, and
population. I have been supportive of
the research efforts undertaken by
NOAA and NASA. Those agencies
have been conducting research on
ocean and atmospheric interactions on
a global scale, global air quality, ocean
pollution, and global climatic change.

There is a growing concern among
scientists that mankind is dangerously
altering the Earth's atmosphere
through the introduction of huge
quantities of greenhouse gases. The
continued alteration of our atmos-
phere may fundamentally change the
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conditions governing life on Earth by
altering the basic climatic conditions
under which we live. Since the turn of
the century, the concentration of CO.
in the atmosphere has risen approxi-
mately 30 percent, with almost half of
that increase in the last 25 years. If no
actions are taken, and present trends
continue CO; and other greenhouse
gases will continue to accumulate in
the atmosphere. The inevitable result
would be an increase in the Earth's av-
erage surface temperatures of between
3 and 8 degrees Farenheit. Tempera-
tures in that range could exceed any-
thing experienced during the last
5,000 years. This is the essence of the
so-called greenhouse effect problem.

In addition to CO,, other greenhouse
gases such as methane [ CH,] nitrous
oxide [N.01], and the chlorofluorocar-
bons [CFCS] are also accumulating in
the atmosphere. The emissions of
these gases are associated with a broad
array of human activities including
the production and use of fossil fuels,
global deforestation, the raising of
livestock, production of rice, and the
manufacture of CFC's.

Appropriate action could delay the
deepening of greenhouse effect by
half a century or more. Such a delay
could be crucial, and could spell the
difference between disastrously rapid
climate change and a manageable
transition.

The United States can move to
reduce its own emissions of CO: and
other greenhouse gases in the near-
term, and, in addition, pursue vigor-
ously the development of new technol-
ogies to provide further reductions
over the long term. We must fund re-
search which will improve existing
new nongreenhouse gas emitting tech-
nologies and develop new ones that
are safe, economical, and reliable.

The United States must take a
strong leadership role by aggressively
bringing the greenhouse effect issue to
the attention of the global communi-
ty, leading the world community in
emissions reductions and developing
safe, economic, and reliable technol-
ogies. The greenhouse effect problem
is not just a U.S. problem. It is a global
problem and must be addressed by the
entire global community.

A strategy of emissions reduction,
aggressive research and development,
and strong international leadership
will not only result in a safer environ-
mental future for the United States
and the world, but will also enhance
U.S. security and competitiveness.

I would note Mr. President, that
while I support a number of provisions
contained in this bill, there are also
provisions which would be better
served to be assessed on their individ-
ual merits. In developing solutions to
the problem of global warming we
must exercise caution to avoid unin-
tended adverse effects on the environ-
ment and the world economy.
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Specifically, I wish to reserve judg-
ment on the Tongass timber reform
provision contained within S. 324. Due
to the issue’s complex and sensitive
nature, I believe this issue should be
studied individually by Congress. I un-
derstand that the Senate Energy and
Natural Resources Committee has
held hearings on this issue. I also plan
to carefully study this situation, and
will follow the hearing process and
business sessions of the committee
closely.

Mr. President, I commend Senator
WirTH for his dedication to the issue
of a comprehensive national energy
policy. I look forward to working with
him and other cosponsors in crafting
this legislation to be a thoughtful and
responsible approach to a complex
problem.@

THE FEDERAL DEFICIT

® Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the
most pressing problem facing Presi-
dent Bush and the 101st Congress is
the Federal deficit. And the games we
have played with the budget figures
makes the deficit appear smaller than
it really is. In a column I write for
newspapers in my State, I have out-
lined how including Social Security
funds in the budget is fooling us into
believing we are spending less for in-
terest than we actually are. I ask to
have it reprinted in the REcorbp.
The article follows:
SOCIAL SECURITY AND THE DEFICIT

If you think the federal government's def-
icit is bad, let me assure you that it is actu-
ally worse than it appears.

The budget is deceptive because we in-
clude Social Security funds in the budget, a
move made when the financial pressure
from the Vietnam War made the deficit
grow—and the nation's leadership wanted to
“solve” the deficit problem without doing
what Harry Truman had us do during the
Korean War: Increase taxes to pay for the
war.

The nation came through the Korean
War with almost no increase in the deficit
and almost no increase in inflation. It was a
great tribute to President Truman and his
staff.

But during the Vietnam War President
Johnson accepted some bad advice: Pull
Social Security trust funds into the budget,
and the deficit won't look that bad, and we
won't have to increase taxes to pay for the
war. It is a decision the nation is paying for
to this day.

Formal estimates suggest we face a feder-
al government deficit of $148 billion for
fiscal year 1989. But that figure is deceptive.
The Social Security funds have a temporary
surplus for the year of $52 billion, meaning
that the real deficit is $199 billion if the
Social Security funds are not counted.

The danger of including Social Security in
the budget figures is that we fool ourselves
into believing the situation is better than it
is. And then the temptation is to “solve” the
deficit problem by cutting back on Social
Security benefits.

Social Security should be taken away
from the budget, so that we have a clean
look at what we are doing. And so that we
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are not tempted to take from the Social Se-
curity funds in order to balance the budget
temporarily, funds that will be needed to
pay retirement benefits in years to come.

The Social Security part of the budget
also fools us into believing we are spending
less for interest than we actually are.

Budget figures indicate we will be spend-
ing $163 billion for interest this fiscal year.
Actually that is what the book-jugglers call
the “net interest payment.” They deduct
the interest earned by Social Security
before announcing the interest costs, a prac-
tice that is both deceptive and dangerous.

The real interest payment by the federal
government this fiscal year is called the
“gross interest payment,” or $234 billion.

The fastest growing item in the budget is
interest.

There is only one way to change that:
Stop piling up more and more debt.

We need to get hold of our deficit situa-
tion, a problem now complicated by the dif-
ficulties faced by many of the nation’s sav-
ings and loans, difficulties that will cost us
next year somewhere between $30 billion
and $70 billion above earlier estimates,

We have to stop borrowing from our chil-
dren and grandchildren. That's what a defi-
cit does.

But we also have to stop borrowing from
our parents and our grandparents. That's
what having Social Security as part of the
federal budget does.

The number one problem facing the new
President and the new Congress is the fed-
eral deficit.

We should stop playing games with the
figures, and do what is necessary to move
decisively toward a balanced budget.e@

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President,
when the Senate completes its busi-
ness today I intend to recess the
Senate over until 11:30 am. on
Wednesday.

On Wednesday, after the recognition
of the two leaders, there will be a
period for morning business not to
exceed 30 minutes with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 5
minutes each.

Under the previous order, the
Senate will then turn to the consider-
ation of the Sullivan nomination at 12
noon on Wednesday with a rollcall
vote to occur at 1 p.m.

RECESS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
now ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business
today it stand in recess until 11:30 a.m.
on Wednesday, March 1.

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

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that, on
Wednesday, after the recognition of
the two leaders, there be a period for
morning business not to extend
beyond 12 noon with Senators permit-
ted to speak therein for up to 5 min-
utes each.

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

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, it is
my hope and my intention that the
Senate begin debate on Senator
Tower’s nomination tomorrow immedi-
ately following the disposition of Dr.
Sullivan’s nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair has three announcements to
read at this time.

APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 276, as amended,
appoints the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. SANFORD] as chairman
of the Senate Delegation to the Inter-
parliamentary Union during the 101st
Congress.

APPOINTMENT BY THE
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, on behalf of the President pro
tempore, pursuant to Public Law 93-
618, and upon the recommendation of
the chairman of the Committee on Fi-
nance, appoints the following Senators
as official advisers to the U.S. delega-
tions to international conferences,
meetings, and negotiation sessions re-
lating to trade agreements: Senators
BENTSEN, MATSUNAGA, BAucus, PACK-
woop, and DoLE; and as alternates to
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the above conferences, meetings, and
negotiation sessions: Senators MoOYNI-

HAN, BOREN, BRADLEY, MITCHELL,
PRYOR, RIEGLE, ROCKEFELLER, DASCHLE,
RoTH, DANFORTH, CHAFEE, HEINZ,

DURENBERGER, ARMSTRONG, and SYMMS.

APPOINTMENT BY THE
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair announces on behalf of the ma-
jority leader the appointment of the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
ByYRp] as the chairman of the Senate
Delegation to the British-American
Parliamentary Group during the 101st
Congress.

RECESS UNTIL TOMORROW AT
11:30 A.M.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, if
the Republican leader has no further
business, and if no Senator is seeking
recognition, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate stand in recess under
the previous order until 11:30 a.m. to-
morrow.

There being no objection, the
Senate, at 7:58 p.m., recessed until to-
morrow, Wednesday, March 1, 1989, at
11:30 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate February 28, 1989:

February 28, 1989

THE JUDICIARY

FERDINAND F. FERNANDEZ, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE
U.S. CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT VICE
WARREN J. FERGUSON, RETIRED.

PAMELA ANN RYMER, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE U.S.
CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT VICE AN-
THONY M. KENNEDY, ELEVATED.

ROBERT C. BONNER, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE U.S.
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA VICE PAMELA ANN RYMER, UPON ELEVA-
TION.

MELINDA HARMON, OF TEXAS, TO BE U.S. DISTRICT
JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
VICE JOHN V. SINGLETON, JR., RETIRED.

VAUGHN R. WALKER, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE US.
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
CALIFORNIA VICE SPENCER M. WILLIAMS.

IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINT-
MENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE UNITED
STATES TO THE GRADE INDICATED, UNDER THE PRO-
VISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SECTION
611(A) AND 624:

To be permanent brigadier general
COL. ROBERT E. BRADY, U.S. ARMY.
IN THE NAVY

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER TO BE PLACED
ON THE RETIRED LIST IN THE GRADE INDICATED
UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED
STATES CODE, SECTION 1370.

To be vice admiral

VICE ADM. ROBERT F. DUNN, P arareed 1310, U.S.
NAVY.

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER, TO BE PLACED
ON THE RETIRED LIST IN THE GRADE INDICATED
UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED
STATES CODE, SECTION 1370.

To be vice admiral

VICE ADM. EDWARD H. MARTIN, [pSwawst 1310, U.S.
NAVY.

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED OFFICER, UNDER THE
PROVISIONS OF TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, SEC-
TION 601, TO BE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR-
TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY DESIGNATED BY THE
PRESIDENT UNDER TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE,
SECTION 601:

To be vice admiral

VICE ADM. STANLEY R. ARTHUR, ESaeswesd-1310,
U.S. NAVY.
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