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Americans. I ask, Mr. Speaker, that you, and
all fellow Members, join me in paying tribute to
this program that works to protect our future.

f

INTRODUCTION OF THE LEWIS
AND CLARK RURAL WATER SYS-
TEM ACT OF 1995

HON. TIM JOHNSON
OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, June 14, 1995

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Speak-
er, today, I am introducing legislation, along
with my colleague, Representative DAVID
MINGE of Minnesota, to authorize the Lewis
and Clark Rural Water System. I introduced
similar legislation last year during the 103d
Congress, with Representative MINGE and
then Representative Grandy of Iowa as origi-
nal cosponsors. I look forward to again work-
ing closely with my colleagues for timely con-
sideration of this important measure.

The Lewis and Clark Rural Water System is
made up of 22 rural water systems and com-
munities in southeastern South Dakota, north-
western Iowa, and southwestern Minnesota
who have joined together in an effort to coop-
eratively address the dual problems facing the
delivery of drinking water in this region—inad-
equate quantities of water and poor quality
water.

This region has seen substantial growth and
development in recent years, and studies have
shown that future water needs will be signifi-
cantly greater than the current available sup-
ply. Most of the people who are served by 10
of the water utilities in the proposed Lewis and
Clark project area currently enforce water re-
strictions on a seasonal basis. Almost half of
the membership has water of such poor qual-
ity it does not meet present or proposed
standards for drinking water. More than two-
thirds rely on shallow aquifers as their primary
source of drinking water, aquifers which are
very vulnerable to contamination by surface
activities.

The Lewis and Clark system will be a sup-
plemental supply of drinking water for its 22
members, acting as a treated, bulk delivery
system. The distribution to deliver water to in-
dividual users will continue through the exist-
ing systems used by each member utility. This
regionalization approach to solving these
water supply and quality problems enables the
Missouri River to provide a source of clean,
safe drinking water to more than 180,000 indi-
viduals. A source of water which none of the
members of Lewis and Clark could afford on
their own.

The proposed system would help to stabilize
the regional rural economy by providing water
to Sioux Falls, the hub city in the region, as
well as numerous small communities and indi-
vidual farms in South Dakota and portions of
Iowa and Minnesota.

The States of South Dakota, Iowa, and Min-
nesota have all authorized the project and
local sponsors have demonstrated a financial
commitment to this project through State
grants, local water development district grants,
and membership dues. The State of South
Dakota has already contributed more than
$400,000.

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe our needs get
any more basic than good quality, reliable

drinking water, and I appreciate the fact that
Congress has shown support for efforts to im-
prove drinking water supplies in South Dakota.
I look forward to continue working with my col-
leagues to have that support extended to the
Lewis and Clark Rural Water System.
f

AMERICAN OVERSEAS INTERESTS
ACT OF 1995

SPEECH OF

HON. TOM LANTOS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, June 8, 1995
The House in Committee of the Whole

House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 1561), to consoli-
date the foreign affairs agencies of the Unit-
ed States; to authorize appropriations for
the Department of State and related agen-
cies for fiscal year 1996 and 1997; to respon-
sibly reduce the authorizations of appropria-
tions for United States foreign assistance
programs for fiscal year 1996 and 1997, and for
other purposes:

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I want to ex-
press my strong support for the amendment
proposed by my distinguished friend from New
York, Mr. ACKERMAN. His reasonable amend-
ment calls for reports by the Congressional
Budget Office and the Office of Management
and budget prior to implementing the provi-
sions of this legislation requiring the consolida-
tion of the functions of the Agency for Inter-
national Development, the United States Infor-
mation Agency, and the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency into the Department of
State.

The organizational changes that are man-
dated in this legislation are the most sweeping
and comprehensive changes ever proposed to
the structure and function of the agencies
charged with the conduct of our Nation’s for-
eign policy. None of the Members of the Con-
gress—no matter how long they have been
serving in this House or in the other cham-
ber—have dealt with changes in our foreign
policy agencies of this massive a scale and
none of us have any sense of what the
unforseen consequences may be.

Before the Department of Defense scaled
back and reorganized our national defense ef-
fort, a Bottom-Up review was conducted to as-
sess our Nation’s defense requirements in the
post-cold war world. But here in the case of
the Department of State, we have had only a
few general hearings before the International
Relations Committee earlier this year on reor-
ganization in general. After the specific provi-
sions of this legislation were drafted, the Inter-
national Relations Committee held a single
hearing on the specific reorganization propos-
als in this legislation—a hearing, I should add,
which was requested by the Democratic mem-
bers of the Committee to provide the adminis-
tration with the opportunity to comment on the
language in the bill.

Mr. Chairman, our Nation is facing unprece-
dented challenges and threats to the security
of our Nation as we face the uncertainly of the
post-cold war world. No effort has been made
a assess the nature of the perils we face, no
effort has been made to assess how our Na-
tion’s foreign policy agencies can best address
these threats, no effort has been made to de-
termine the impact of this massive restructur-
ing of our foreign policy organizations.

In view of the scope of the changes that
have been proposed, the amendment of Mr.
ACKERMAN is a reasonable, prudent, and
thoughtful effort to consider the impact and
evaluate the consequences of consolidation
before that irreversible step is taken. In the
last few months, Mr. Chairman, this House
has not been given to actions that are reason-
able, prudent, and thoughtful. In this case,
however, we are dealing with the national se-
curity of the United States—and caution is
only appropriate and reasonable in this case.

If this consolidation policy is so all-important
and self-evident, why did we not have such
proposals from two presidents and four Sec-
retaries of State in the previous administra-
tions. Alexander Haig, George Schultz, Jim
Baker, and Larry Eagleburger were obviously
guilty of a tremendous dereliction of duty and
responsibility for not proposing the wholesale
downsizing of our foreign policy apparatus. If
there is such urgency for this action, if there
is such necessity to take these decisions with-
out essential review, study, and reflection be-
fore acting, these previous Secretaries of
State should have been able to see and make
such recommendations for change.

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, no effort has
been made to consult and work with the De-
partment of State and the administration to
come up with a bipartisan consensus to deal
with this consolidation. All of us agree that
government can and should be made more ef-
ficient and that redundancies should be elimi-
nated. But it is highly inappropriate for the
Congress to dictate to the administration the
structure of our foreign policy agencies. These
are decisions that can and should be made
cooperatively in a bipartisan fashion.

Mr. Chairman, during the 141⁄2 years that I
have served in this Congress, 12 of those
years were with a Republican administration
and a Democratically-controlled House of Rep-
resentatives. During those 12 years, the
Democratic members of the Foreign Affairs
Committee consulted with our Republican col-
leagues on the Committee and with the Re-
publican administration to try to achieve a truly
bipartisan foreign policy. While there were
some areas of disagreement, in the foreign
policy realm we were remarkably successful in
achieving broad bipartisan agreement.

Mr. Chairman, in coming up with the legisla-
tion that is now before us, I find that the pro-
cedure which we used through the years—of
consulting with Republicans and Democrats to
come forward with bipartisan proposals—is all
gone by the board. I think it is a sad spectacle
when the bipartisan foreign policy process of
this Nation is torn asunder for cheap partisan
political ends. This is not the way to build a
superpower and enhance its ability to conduct
foreign affairs in the 21st century.

What we see in this legislation—in this rush
to consolidation with no regard for the con-
sequences and with no consideration of alter-
natives—is rampant isolationism in action. As
I told my colleagues in the markup of this leg-
islation in the International Relations Commit-
tee, this is nothing more than pathetic, prepos-
terous partisan posturing. It is cutting to
shreds the international capabilities of the one
remaining superpower on the face of this plan-
et. It was aptly and accurately described by
Dr. Tony Lake, the National Security Advisor
to the President, as unilateral disarmament.
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Mr. Chairman, the amendment of Mr. Acker-

man is a rational approach, a thoughtful rec-
ommendation in dealing with a process of con-
solidation that should be given serious and
careful consideration before it is implemented.
For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I strongly
support the Ackerman amendment.
f

LAW ENFORCEMENT LEGISLATION

HON. JIM LIGHTFOOT
OF IOWA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, June 14, 1995

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to urge my colleagues to support legislation I
have recently offered. Regardless of what we
in Congress believe is the best way to ap-
proach crime control, we can all agree there is
no more important resource in that effort than
the men and women who serve our Nation’s
communities as law enforcement officers.

The legislation I am referring to is H.R.
1805. This legislation would allow off-duty and
retired law enforcement officers to carry con-
cealed weapons. As a former law enforcement
officer, I can tell you that the daily duties of
police officers are regularly fraught with dan-
ger. And just by virtue of doing their jobs, po-
lice officers make many enemies within the
criminal community. Those who have served
in law enforcement have many legitimate con-
cerns about their safety and the safety of their
loved ones. Allowing those officers who are
off-duty or retired to carry concealed weapons
can help allay those fears.

In addition, regardless of whether they are
on or off duty or retired, police officers know
what to do in the event of a crime, how to
minimize threats to the public safety and how
best to apprehend a criminal. Providing those
who are the most knowledgeable about how to
catch and restrain criminals with the ability to
carry weapons makes such action easier. This
legislation gives us an additional tool with
which to fight violent crime. I would also tell
my colleagues who have legitimate concerns
about the availability of firearms that this
measure was crafted to ensure that it pertains
only to those who are either retired or current
full time police officers charged with the au-
thority to make arrests, and those who are re-
quired to regularly qualify in the use of a fire-
arm. Furthermore, the legislation also requires
that officers covered under this bill must be
able to present a badge and photographic
identification.

This legislation has the strong support of the
270,000 members of the National Fraternal
Order of Police and I ask unanimous consent
that a letter to that effect from FOP President
Dewey Stokes be inserted in the The RECORD
at this point.

I hope my colleagues will agree with me
that we owe it to our Nation’s law enforcement
officers not to stand in the way of their efforts
to protect themselves and others. I believe this
legislation meets that goal. I urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 1805.

FRATERNAL ORDER OF POLICE,
Washington, DC, June 13, 1995.

Hon. JIM ROSS LIGHTFOOT,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN LIGHTFOOT: On behalf
of the 270,000 members of the Fraternal Order
of police, I thank you for the introduction of
HR1805, which will allow off duty and retired

state, local and federal officers to carry con-
cealed weapons in all United States jurisdic-
tions.

This legislation is critically important to
public safety on two levels:

First, it provides state local and federal of-
ficers, who are increasingly targeted by the
criminal element, with a legal means to de-
fend themselves and their loved ones in off-
duty situations or in their retirement years.

Secondly, this legislation will have the im-
mediate effect of putting trained, qualified,
dedicated officers in a position to assist their
brother and sister officers and citizens no
matter where or when the need occurs.

The careful drafting of your bill, paying
special attention to the qualification and
identification of officers permitted to carry
concealed weapons, makes HR1805 preferable
to other similar legislation, because HR1805
provides better safeguards against officers
endangering one another through mistaken
identity.

Again, the rank and file law officers of this
country thank you and we look forward to
working with you on this and the many
other police issues in which you have taken
a leadership role, most notably the HR878,
the Police Officers’ Bill of Rights.

Sincerely,
DEWEY R. STOKES,

National President.
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A SENSIBLE ROLE FOR OF
GOVERNMENT

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, June 14, 1995

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
insert my Washington Report for Wednesday,
June 14, 1995, into the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

A SENSIBLE ROLE FOR GOVERNMENT

The heart of the political debate today is
over what is the core responsibility of gov-
ernment. Some insist that fairness requires
federal standards for assistance and help to
all who qualify. Others say those federal
standards have created a mess and want to
shift various social programs to the states.
Some see a government responsibility to
help rebuild neighborhoods and communities
and to promote common moral and social
principles. Others see an activist government
as the problem, not the solution, and insist
that government has destroyed peoples’
sense of responsibility.

Most Americans would agree that govern-
ment cannot solved all our problems but
does have a role to play. Government is,
after all, nothing more than people coming
together to accomplish what they could not
do on their own. It’s about cooperation and
helping each other for our mutual benefit.
What Americans want is a government that
works better and costs less; that is more re-
sponsive to the needs of the average Amer-
ican.

To develop a sensible role of government, I
think we need to keep a few basic points in
mind:

GOVERNMENT SUCCESS

First, there have been major government
successes. In public meetings in Indiana I
will often ask whether anyone can name a
federal program that works well. Usually not
a single hand goes up, even when the audi-
ence is filled with people who are getting so-
cial security checks every month, who drove
to the meeting on the interstate highway
system, or received a first-rate education be-
cause of the GI Bill.

There have, of course, been failings of gov-
ernment programs, but we should not let the
shortcomings blind us to the very real suc-
cesses of government programs. Social Secu-
rity, for example, is the biggest federal pro-
gram and is also one of the most successful.
It has had an enormous impact on the lives
of seniors. Without it, the poverty rate of
seniors would jump from 14% to 50%. And So-
cial Security’s administrative costs are less
than 1% of benefit payments.

Many other examples could be given. Pro-
grams to feed infants and pregnant women,
to teach preschool children in Head Start
classes, student loans, safe drinking water,
medical research are all valuable programs.
Our agricultural research and extension
service has helped make U.S. farmers the
world’s best. The aerospace and computer in-
dustries owe their origins to federal pro-
grams. Even the enormously popular
Internet was set up by the federal govern-
ment. The FBI is the most respected law en-
forcement organization in the world. And
our armed forces are preeminent in the
world.

It may be unpopular to point out some
good things about government, but it really
ought to be done. We simply will never get a
sensible role for government if people think
of government as the enemy.

GOVERNMENT FAILURES

Second, there have been government fail-
ures. The ‘‘Star Wars’’ antimissile defense
system, burdensome regulations on business,
tax, subsidies that lead U.S. companies to
move jobs overseas, all are wasteful. There is
no reason to have 689 federal programs for
rural development or more than 150 job
training programs.

Every problem does not have a legislative
solution, and legislators, who are used to
solving problems, must remember that. One
particularly bad procedure, often used in re-
cent years, is to try to solve a national
mega-problem with one huge mega-bill, con-
sisting of thousands of pages. Congress must
narrow its agenda.

Various federal programs—no matter how
well intentioned and no matter how impres-
sive the title—simply don’t work. And we
will never be able to develop a sensible role
of government if we think otherwise.

SENSIBLE ROLE OF GOVERNMENT

Third, our goal should not be big govern-
ment, or small government, but effective
government. The American public is very
skeptical of government, and is demanding a
less government-centered approach to na-
tional problems. Government still has many
valuable roles to play, but only if it can do
things more efficiently and more effectively.
To get there we must be willing to think
about the role of government less ideologi-
cally and more pragmatically—what, after
all, works. Those government programs that
work well should be kept or expanded; those
that don’t should be reformed, terminated,
or turned over to someone else.

The private sector has taken this approach
in recent years. Government should follow
suit. Those companies which have been most
successful in reforming themselves did not
try simply to downsize—to cut costs or per-
sonnel by a certain amount—but to rethink
what they have been doing—looking at their
various missions and expanding on what
they are doing well and abolishing what
doesn’t work.

The same should be true for government.
From the President on down to the local
level, public officials and citizens need to get
engaged. We need to address several ques-
tions:

What should be the appropriate role of the
federal government as we approach the 21st
Century?
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