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funding. The amendment that I am of-
fering says that, in addition to what
the President requested, the sub-
committee can add $474 million of add-
ons. But they should not be able to go
above that. It should not be $774 mil-
lion of add-ons. That is all I am saying.
Let us keep the amount spent in this
area within the confines of what the
administration requested.

Mr. President, we have two standards
in this Senate and in this Congress. It
is one standard when it is military
spending and a totally different stand-
ard when it is domestic spending. You
are seeing a very good example of it in
the arguments being made around here
right now.

Deficit reduction was a big issue in
this Senate last month. I remember
lots of speeches last month, the month
before that, and the month before that,
about how we have to make tough deci-
sions. The time has come, and business
as usual cannot continue. The Amer-
ican people want some change; they do
not want excessive spending in these
areas. Well, that is what this amend-
ment is about.

All this talk about the National
Guard—all of the requests for the Na-
tional Guard that are being funded
could be funded in the $474 million of
add-ons that we are not in any way
interfering with. The family housing—
the $605 million there—we are not
interfering with that. The simple fact
is, Mr. President, the additional $300
million that is in this bill, which | am
now proposing we strike, is not a prior-
ity for the military; it is not a priority
for the country.

The Senate needs to go on record
about whether we are serious about
deficit reduction. We are very good at
giving speeches, going home and say-
ing, boy, we are really doing the right
thing, and we are making the tough de-
cisions. This is not that tough a deci-
sion, Mr. President. This is $300 million
that the military says is not a priority.
There is no reason why we need to be
going ahead and spending it. That is
the simple issue.

I believe the taxpayers of this coun-
try would support our amendment to
delete this $300 million and have it
available for a higher priority—mili-
tary use, or have it able for some do-
mestic use, which would be a higher
priority—or apply it to deficit reduc-
tion, which is what the amendment
calls for. It essentially says let us not
spend that $300 million which is not a
priority.

So that is the amendment. | hope
very much the Senate will support it. |
think the people send us here to Con-
gress to make tough decisions about
what our priorities are. If deficit reduc-
tion is a priority, people ought to vote
for this amendment.

| appreciate the chance to explain
the amendment.

| yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, one-third
of this BRAC is living conditions, and
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the rest of it is for readiness. We must
never forget about that. By a previous
order, this vote will come in the stack
with the rescissions votes.

I move that this amendment be ta-
bled, 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. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, how many votes are
being stacked?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senator from West
Virginia that according to this agree-
ment, there would be four.

Mr. BYRD. Would there be an expla-
nation of the vote just prior to taking
that vote?

Mr. BURNS. | say to my friend from
West Virginia, that has not been estab-
lished. But | have no problem with
that. Do we need a minute on each
side?

Mr. BYRD. Four minutes equally di-
vided, how about that?

Mr. BURNS. | have no problem with
that.

Mr. BYRD. | thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL AP-
PROPRIATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL
DISASTER ASSISTANCE, FOR
ANTI-TERRORISM INITIATIVES,
FOR ASSISTANCE IN THE RECOV-
ERY FROM THE TRAGEDY THAT
OCCURRED AT OKLAHOMA CITY,
AND RESCISSIONS ACT, 1995

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of H.R. 1944,
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1944) making emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for additional dis-
aster assistance, for anti-terrorism initia-
tives, for assistance in the recovery from the
tragedy that occurred at Oklahoma City, and
making rescissions for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1995, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

Wellstone/Moseley-Braun Amendment No.
1833, to strike certain rescissions, and to pro-
vide an offset.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HATFIELD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon is recognized.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, first
of all, I would like to take this occa-
sion to thank Senators WELLSTONE and
MOSELEY-BRAUN, the minority leader,
the majority leader, the White House,
and all the participants who have
sought to resolve this issue and bring
this to a vote on the rescissions pack-
age. | also thank Senator BYRD, as our
ranking member of this subcommittee,
for giving leadership in every instance
of this committee’s activity. And | es-
pecially want to thank Senator BYRD
for his participation, as well.
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Mr. President, the Wellstone amend-
ment adds back $651 million into the
rescissions package, or reduces rescis-
sions by that figure; $332 million for 8
education and job training programs;
and $319 million for the Low-Income
Energy Assistance Program.

These add-backs are over and above
the levels for these programs nego-
tiated with the President of the United
States, the White House, the House of
Representatives and the Senate, as
well, and this includes the Democratic
leadership of both the House and Sen-
ate.

In the case of youth training, edu-
cation technology, and the Eisenhower
Professional Development Programs,
the add-backs in the Wellstone amend-
ment exceed the levels agreed to in the
so-called Dole-Daschle compromise.
That was back when the rescissions
package was being acted upon by the
Senate. And the Dole-Daschle com-
promise became our point of reference,
our guidelines in the conference with
the House of Representatives. That was
the original rescissions package.

Let me emphasize again that in those
areas, the Wellstone amendment ex-
ceeds those levels that this Senate
passed. The provisions of H.R. 1944 are
the product of extensive negotiations
over several months.

To add back funding for these pro-
grams at this time jeopardizes the en-
actment of this bill. I say that because
of the fact that if we change this bill,
it goes back to the House of Represent-
atives again for an action, and if the
House of Representatives refuses to
adopt any changes that we have made
in this rescissions package at this
time, they can demand a conference,
and we would be back into that process
of a conference. Notwithstanding that,
we would be thrown back in the situa-
tion of negotiating again with the
White House, who vetoed the first bill.

To add back funding for these pro-
grams at this particular time jeopard-
izes the enactment of this bill, which is
an emergency supplement to assist in
providing for disaster assistance, for
antiterrorism initiatives, for assist-
ance in the recovery of the tragedy
that occurred in Oklahoma City, and
for making rescissions.

Additionally, the Wellstone amend-
ment jeopardizes funding for fiscal
year 1996 for the very programs he
seeks to protect. Without enactment of
H.R. 1944, the Labor-HHS and Edu-
cation subcommittee alone will be
forced to absorb an additional $3 billion
in budget authority and $1.3 billion in
outlays within its already reduced allo-
cations for 1996, because of the reduced
budget resolution.

The committee already has a tough
job ahead. Adoption of the Wellstone
amendment would make that job even
more difficult by putting off until an-
other day on reducing the growth of
Federal spending.

Mr. President, how many minutes did
I use?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
manager has 5 minutes and 40 seconds.
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Mr. HATFIELD. | yield to the Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, Senator
HATFIELD is one of the finest chairmen
that | have had the pleasure to work
with and to observe during my 37—
going on 37—years in the Senate. He
has a bright intellect. He has an under-
standing manner. He is gracious al-
ways. He is a gentleman. He speaks
with conviction. He is one of my real
profiles in courage that | have seen
during all these years. It is a pleasure
to work with the Senator. | admire the
Senator. | respect him, and hold for
him the highest, very highest, personal
esteem.

Mr. President, as Senators may re-
call, many months ago the Senate and
House initiated an appropriations bill
for urgently needed FEMA funds and
that measure, H.R. 1158, contained re-
scissions which were more than suffi-
cient to cover the FEMA supplemental
request as well as additional, smaller
supplemental items that were con-
tained in that measure.

After House and Senate passage, a
conference agreement on H.R. 1158 was
reached and, after passing the House,
was taken up by the Senate on May 25
and was adopted by a vote of 61-38. At
the time, there were a number of Mem-
bers on this side of the aisle who felt
that the conference agreement should
be defeated because it did not contain a
number of the items that were included
in the Senate bill, pursuant to the
Dole-Daschle amendment.

Nevertheless, | urged the President
to sign the conference agreement on
H.R. 1158 because it contained the ap-
propriations for FEMA disaster assist-
ance of $6.7 billion. It also made a very
sizable reduction in the deficit. We
were told that by the end of May, or
shortly thereafter, FEMA would no
longer be able to obligate funds to fi-
nance relief efforts associated with the
Northridge earthquake and with other
declared disasters throughout the Na-
tion resulting from floods and storms
in 40 States.

Nevertheless, the President chose to
veto H.R. 1158 and he set forth his rea-
sons for doing so in correspondence to
the Congress which accompanied his
veto message.

Following that veto, the House and
Senate leadership reached an agree-
ment with the President on a package
of changes to H.R. 1158. Those changes
were incorporated into a new bill, H.R.
1944, which passed the House of Rep-
resentatives some weeks ago. Senators
may recall that during an attempt to
pass H.R. 1944 prior to the Fourth of
July recess, Senators WELLSTONE and
MOSELEY-BRAUN exercised their right
to insist that the bill not be passed
under a unanimous-consent agreement
and that they be allowed to offer
amendments to the measure.

Negotiations with the leadership
have been ongoing since the recess in
order to find a way to accommodate
Senators WELLSTONE and MOSELEY-
BRAUN and to also ensure that the Sen-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

ate finally pass this very important ap-
propriation and rescissions bill and get
it to the President for his signature so
that its provisions can take effect. As a
result of those negotiations, an amend-
ment is pending which was proposed by
Senators WELLSTONE and MOSELEY-
BRAUN.

Mr. President, | fully understand the
importance which Senators WELLSTONE
and MOSELEY-BRAUN place on the pro-
gram for which they are proposing
addbacks. | also have no qualms with
their proposed offsets for those
addbacks—namely DOD administrative
and travel expenses.

Mr. President, | compliment both the
distinguished Senators. | admire them
for their pluck, their courage and for
their convictions. | wish that more
Senators could demonstrate the same
kind of courage and convictions and
pluck. It takes courage. It takes cour-
age to stand up in the face of criticism
that was directed against them. | have
no criticism of them.

I do have, as | say, a tremendous ad-
miration for both Senators, fighting
for what they believe in. Who can quar-
rel with that? After all, this is the Sen-
ate, the forum of the States, in which
Senators can stand on their feet and
speak as long as they wish to speak. |
shall always defend their rights to do
that. So | fully understand the impor-
tance of these programs. | share their
views.

I will not, however, vote for the
amendment because if either part of
the amendment is adopted, that would
cause the bill to go back to the House
for further consideration. | do not
know what the House would do at that
point. 1 do know that further delay
would be inevitable. Mr. President, it is
time to end the months of delay that
have occurred on this bill and send it
to the President for his signature. He
has indicated that he will sign it—he
will sign it—in its unamended form.

I will reiterate the key provisions of
the bill: It contains an appropriation of
just over $6.5 billion for emergency dis-
aster assistance for the victims of var-
ious disasters; under the Byrd amend-
ment, the bill will reduce the deficit by
approximately $9 billion; and the re-
scissions contained in the bill will re-
sult in a freeing-up of approximately
$3.1 billion in outlays for fiscal year
1996 appropriation bills, which can be
used for other purposes. This is so be-
cause the outlays which would have oc-
curred in 1996 from the appropriations
for which these funds are rescinded will
no longer be required. This will help
ease the pain for the various appropria-
tion subcommittees with jurisdiction
over important discretionary programs
in achieving the deficit reduction tar-
gets for fiscal year 1996.

Mr. President, | once again congratu-
late the chairman of the committee,
Senator HATFIELD, for the tireless ef-
fort he has put forth in helping to re-
solve the differences between the Presi-
dent, the House, and various Senators
on these difficult matters. | know that
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a number of Senators are still dis-
pleased with this bill but, on balance, |
believe that it deserves the support of
the Senate for the reasons | have set
forth.

The need to pass this rescission bill
cannot be overstated. The Appropria-
tions Committee has begun its work on
the fiscal year 1996 bills. Failure to
capture the outlay savings contained
in this bill will make things even more
difficult in the weeks ahead when the
Senate takes up the fiscal year 1996
bills.

Several subcommittees are planning
to mark up their bills next week. How-
ever, whether they are in compliance
with their allocations is linked to ac-
tion on this bill. In the case of the In-
terior bill, for example, it means a dif-
ference of over $100 million. So if we
don’t pass this bill, the Interior Sub-
committee will have to go in and cut
over $100 million in addition to the
over $860 million already being cut
below this year’s level.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises that the Senators from
Ilinois and Minnesota have 30 minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if |
could get the attention of the Senator
from West Virginia, | thank the Sen-
ator for his gracious remarks. It means
a great deal to me personally and | am
sure to Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN as
well.

Mr. BYRD. | thank the Senator.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
principle and people, not power and
prerogatives, that is what this debate
is about.

Two Fridays ago we came to the floor
and we said, regarding these kinds of
cuts in programs that have such a dra-
matic impact on people’s lives in our
States and around the country, this
cannot be a Stealth Senate, we de-
manded the right to have debate, to in-
troduce amendments, and to have
those amendments voted on. Now that
will happen. That is a victory.

There would have been more amend-
ments, but in one area, where | could
not understand why in the world the
Senate was making cuts, a counseling
program for elderly people so they do
not get ripped off on some of the health
care plans that are presented to them,
that money has been restored through
reprogramming—a victory.

But it is about more than power and
prerogative, it is about principle and it
is about people. We gave our word from
the very beginning that we wanted the
opportunity to have these amendments
on the floor. It has taken 2 weeks of
tough negotiations for that to happen.
We wanted this to be done in an ac-
countable way. And we live up to our
word.

But there is more than power and
prerogative here. Last night the major-
ity leader—it is his prerogative—de-
cided we would get started on this bill
at 10:30 or 11 o’clock at night, to use up
time. Why not have more of the debate
during the day when people in the
country can observe it and make up
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their own mind? That is prerogative.
That is power.

The majority leader has also made it
clear to everyone in this Chamber that
if his motion to table our amend-
ments—there will be two separate
votes—does not succeed, he will pull
the bill. What is this all about? The
majority leader says, and | want to
make it clear: If you should succeed,
Senator WELLSTONE and Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN, | will pull the bill.
That is power and prerogative.

But let me please talk about people.
The Low-Income Energy Assistant Pro-
gram, the total cost was $1.3 billion—
about the cost of one B-2 bomber. And
Senator BYRD and Senator HATFIELD
and Senators, when you voted this bill
initially out of the Senate, you voted
for that full expenditure. You have not
contradicted your vote when you vote
on low-energy assistance today. But in
this deal, that we in the Senate had
nothing to do with, we saw a 25-percent
cut, $319 million.

Mr. President, I come from a cold-
weather State. For most of the low-in-
come energy assistance people it is not
an income supplement, it is a survival
supplement. Mr. President, 53 percent
of them work at low wages; 32 percent
are senior citizens; 41 percent are
households with small children; 50 per-
cent earn under $6,000 a year. And there
are about 300,000 people in my State
that depend on this, and many more
would be eligible but the funding levels
have been cut so dramatically over the
years we cannot even help all the peo-
ple that need some assistance.

| thought we are all our brothers’ and
sisters’ keeper. But please remember it
is not just heating assistance, it is
cooling assistance. My God, 450 people
in our country have died in the last
week and a half, 2 weeks; elderly, most
of them poor, no air-conditioning, no
cooling assistance. And we are cutting
this program. What does this say about
our priorities? GAO report: “Travel
Process, re: Engineering. DOD Faces
Challenges in Using Industry Practices
to Reduce Costs.” All about waste in
Pentagon travel budget.

Washington Post series, “‘Billions Go
Astray, Often Without A Trace: De-
fense Department.”’

In the LIHEAP amendment | just
say, can we not transfer $319 million
from all this waste and put it into the
Low-Income Energy Assistance Pro-
gram? Mr. President, my colleague
from Illinois will talk with elogquence
and power about job training programs
for dislocated workers, about job train-
ing programs for veterans, about chil-
dren’s programs, education programs. |
have not met one Minnesotan in one
cafe who has said to me, ‘‘Senator,
when you do this deficit reduction, cut
those job training programs for dis-
located workers.” Mr. President, all of
my colleagues need to understand,
when we talk about the Low-Income
Energy Assistance Program, which will
be the first vote, the House of Rep-
resentatives has zeroed it out. They did
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it at 3 a.m. last week. They zeroed the
program out. This vote today is all
about whether we are going to con-
tinue it. That is the meaning of this
vote.

There is power and prerogative, and
some people here are saying, “If |
loose, | will pull the bill.” But what
about the people in the country who
lose? Many Senators signed a letter
saying there ought to be the $1.3 bil-
lion, that is not too much. Forget the
power and prerogative, forget the deal,
| say to my colleagues. If we restore
this funding for the Low-Income Home
Energy Assistance Program, it will go
to the House of Representatives and it
could be back here at 1 p.m. We all
know that. And you cannot say to the
people you represent: | am sorry, you
go without heating assistance, you are
going to be homeless, or you are going
to be cold, or you are going to die be-
cause of summer heat, because we
made a deal with the House and it will
take us a few extra hours to pass this
bill. My God, | do not see the values be-
hind that kind of position.

I am sorry the White House was a
part of this deal. | am sorry the deal
was made late at night and then it
came over here. And we made it clear
we were not going to just let it sail
through.

But | say to my colleagues, you do
not represent the White House. It does
not matter whether you are a Demo-
crat or Republican, we took the posi-
tion before in the Senate that there
ought to be adequate funding. You rep-
resent the people back in your States.
And people are counting on you.

So | say to my colleagues, this is not
about power and prerogative. This is
about people and principles. | appeal to
every Democrat and every Republican,
please, Senators, do not be generous
with the suffering of other people.

Let me repeat that. These are not
statistics, these are not charts, these
are not deals, these are not abstrac-
tions. Whatever State you come from,
hot weather or cold weather, whether
you are a Democrat or Republican:
Please do not be generous with the suf-
fering of other people. Vote your prin-
ciples. Vote for what you believe in. We
should win this vote.

I yield the floor. Mr. President, how
much time do | have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair assumes you are dividing the
time.

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In which
case you would have 5 minutes 50 sec-
onds.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will reserve that
time. | yield to my colleague.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Illi-
nois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you,
Mr. President. Thank you, Senator
WELLSTONE, for that passionate speech,
and one which, | think, sets the tone
for the debate on this amendment.

At the outset, | want to add my
thanks to the Senator from West Vir-
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ginia, Senator BYRD, for his kind and
complimentary remarks. Frankly, |
can think of no higher compliment
than to be commended by a Senator
who is known worldwide as the dean of
the Senate and, indeed, the historian of
the Senate. And | can think of no one
who has a greater respect for the tradi-
tions of this institution and the impor-
tance of that tradition than he. So, to
have him give such a kind compliment
this morning is a singular honor, and |
am very grateful to him for it.

| also thank the Senator from Oregon
for his diligence in working with us on
this matter, because it is something
about which both Senator WELLSTONE
and |, and | hope many other Senators,
feel strongly.

Mr. President, | spoke to the issue of
priorities last evening, and | will touch
on that again. But | want to speak,
really, more in a legislative context,
about what it is that is going on here
and what we have done and what we
are attempting to do. There is an old
expression that those who love the law
and who Ilove sausages should not
watch either of them being made.

So it is with H.R. 1944. To read the
title of this bill, it says, ‘“Making
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions for additional disaster assist-
ance.”” Nobody can be against disaster
assistance—for ‘‘antiterrorism initia-
tive”’—something we all would ap-
plaud—for ‘‘assistance in the recovery
from the tragedy that occurred at
Oklahoma City.”” Again, something for
which | know there must be unanimous
consent.

And here comes the poison pill: And
““making rescissions for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1995, and for
other purposes.’” That is the rescissions
portion of this legislation that gives
rise to this amendment and the con-
troversy that we have had over the last
few weeks.

The rescissions portion of this legis-
lation has several aspects to it that |
think all Senators ought to a pay at-
tention to. In the first instance, it is,
as Senator WELLSTONE points out, a
matter of priorities, a matter of prin-
ciple, a matter having to do with the
direction we take as we proceed on the
glidepath toward a balanced budget.

In this Senate the members of the
Budget Committee adopted a budget
resolution which had, on the one hand,
the good news that it began to put us
on a glidepath toward a balanced budg-
et and began to assert that we were
going to begin to get our fiscal house
in order.

Mr. President, as a supporter of the
balanced budget amendment | could
not have been more pleased that we
had started in the direction of getting
our fiscal house in order and beginning
to achieve budget balance. However,
Mr. President, this is why this amend-
ment is so important. | was very con-
cerned with the budget resolution, as |
am with H.R. 1944, that the approach
that we take toward a balanced budget
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does not fall on one segment of Ameri-
cans, particularly the most vulnerable
Americans, to make more sacrifice, to
give more than they can afford to give
than any other group of Americans.
That is essentially the issue of prior-
ities that is raised in this Wellstone/
Moseley-Braun amendment.

Some 62 percent of the cuts in this
rescissions portion of this bill come
from programs that serve low-income
individuals. As we approach balanced
budget, | think we have to, as we take
the first step toward a balanced budg-
et, ask ourselves a question: As a na-
tion, are we going to call on low-in-
come individuals to make more of a
sacrifice than middle-income individ-
uals, than middle-income communities,
more than the wealthy?

Without talking about class war-
fare—this is not intended to be class
warfare, Mr. President—the point is we
have to take a look at the whole of
what we do because a budget is not just
about numbers. It is not an abstract
exercise. A budget is about people and
about priorities, and it makes some
very profound statements about the di-
rection in which we intend to have this
country go.

Unfortunately, the cuts in this bill,
as the first step to the budget exercise,
suggest a set of priorities and a direc-
tion that | think is most unfortunate.
In the first instance, Senator
WELLSTONE talked about the cut in
low-income heating assistance. That
can have real dramatic and particular
effect on hundreds of thousands of low-
income individuals, particularly senior
citizens, all over this country.

The second place that concerns me
greatly has to do—and this is the sec-
ond division of this amendment—with
the cuts specifically in the area of edu-
cation and job training. We are calling
upon our children to make sacrifices
and to make cuts that we are not call-
ing upon our generals to make, Mr.
President. And that, it seems to me, is
poor public policy.

Specifically, the bill eliminates the
education infrastructure program
which is designed to help rebuild some
of the dilapidated elementary and sec-
ondary schools around this country and
the safe and drug-free schools and com-
munities program. These cuts do not
take into account that thousands of
young people in many communities
across this country cannot learn, can-
not get to school because of the drug
wars that rage in too many of our
urban centers and our communities
across this Nation overall.

This bill would cut the Education
Technology Program—who would argue
the point but that we need to make
certain that our young people are
equipped to go into the 21st century
with the same access to education,
technologies, and innovations of the in-
formation age as any other group of
youngsters anywhere else in the world?
We are relegating and, frankly,
dooming our own youngsters to be in a
second-class position when it comes to
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competing in this international econ-
omy if we do not provide them with the
tools, with the capacity, and with the
access to technologies that they will
need to be able to access in the 2lst
century.

The Eisenhower Professional Devel-
opment Program—another education
cut. Who would argue with the notion
that we ought to promote the training
of teachers so that the people who
train our young people will be able to
give them a world-class education.

Those are where the education cuts
come from, Mr. President, in this re-
scissions bill. And that is one of the
reasons why we have argued that as a
matter priority, we ought to send a sig-
nal that it is not acceptable to us that
our youngsters take these kinds of
cuts, that the initiatives that we have
for education, which is our investment
not only in the future but our invest-
ment in the present, in our human cap-
ital, in our human infrastructure, that
these are not cuts that ought to be
made in this legislation.

To go further, the second part of the
cuts in this division of the amendment
has to do with job training. If you want
to talk about vulnerable populations, |
would point out at the outset that one
of the first cuts that this second part
of the rescissions bill makes is against
job training for homeless veterans.
How we can say it is OK to cut job
training for homeless veterans and not
offset those cuts with money from the
travel and administrative budget out of
the Department of Defense is incom-
prehensible to me.

Homeless veterans programs get cut
in this legislation as does displaced
worker training. Displaced workers,
people laid off from their jobs from the
base closings, or from some event in
the various downsizing going on, need
assistance to make the transition so
their families do not have to go
through the trauma of being dependent
on welfare and public assistance. Yet,
we are going to cut displaced worker
training in this legislation.

Mr. President, | know areas certainly
in my State of Illinois in which there is
1 percent private sector employment—
1 percent. It sounds almost incompre-
hensible that we could have that kind
of economic meltdown in any part of
our Nation. With 1 percent private sec-
tor employment, and in some instances
as high as 89 percent unemployment
among teenagers, how then do we say,
well, we have to get this bill passed be-
cause we do not want it to go back to
the House and then go ahead and cut
some $272 million out of job training
for teenagers who do not have any
other option.

That is what is at stake, Mr. Presi-
dent, with this legislation. And | sub-
mit to my colleagues, as | did last
night, and | spoke to this bill last
night, that the real significance —the
cuts are bad enough—but the real sig-
nificance is the direction that this puts
us. Our assent to this legislation as it
is currently written suggests that it is
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OK for the budget debate to go forward
allowing for these kinds of cuts in
these kinds of sensitive areas in which,
if anything, we ought to invest our en-
ergies as opposed to withdraw our sup-
port, and that is the priority debate
that we ought to be able to engage at
this time.

An interesting thing happened here,
Mr. President. This is one of the rea-
sons for the emergency nature of this
legislation. The budget that |1 ref-
erenced that has been adopted pre-
sumed that this legislation is already
passed. The budget presumes that this
is already done and it is OK, and we are
just going to go forward down the path
of trying to achieve balance based on
not only these cuts but cuts that are
slated to happen in future.

I would just point my colleagues to
what has already happened in the
House of Representatives with regard
to education, with regard to job train-
ing, with regard to investment in peo-
ple, and say, if this is not a precursor
of things to come, if this is not the
ghost of Christmas present, then what
is coming out of the House certainly is
the ghost of Christmas yet to come.
And it will not be a very nice Christ-
mas at all. Indeed, if anything, | be-
lieve that it will cause great strains in
the social fabric of our country. | be-
lieve that it will put us on the wrong
path and exacerbate not only wealth
disparity, but exacerbate our inability
to provide for a strong America in the
future.

That, it seems to me, is the issue.
There is no question, Mr. President,
that as we address the whole issue of
how we get on the glidepath to a bal-
anced budget but that everybody is
going to have to make a sacrifice.

I served on the President’s Commis-
sion on Entitlements and Tax Reform.
There is just no question but that we
are going to have to have some budget
discipline, but that we all are going to
have to tighten our belts a little bit,
but that we are going to have to have
cuts in some areas.

| ask you if it is at all appropriate to
have the cuts in areas that provide job
training for homeless veterans? | ask
you if it is appropriate for us to have
the cuts in areas that have to deal with
technology training for students? | ask
you if it is altogether appropriate to
cut the funding for heating assistance
for low-income individuals in winter?

The Senator from Minnesota ref-
erenced the heat wave that we had in
Illinois recently. Quite frankly, we
have had over 376 deaths come from the
heat wave. Illinois does not have a
heating program under LIHEAP, al-
though, frankly, it could. The point |
make, there have been 376 deaths from
heat this summer, but anybody who
knows anything about this United
States knows that we have a saying in
Chicago: “If you don’t like the weather
in Chicago, wait a minute.”’

So this next winter is likely to be as
cold as it was hot last week. Are we
going to sit back and say, well, it is OK
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that it is just too bad that those 376
people died. Is that part of the brutal
equation that we are buying into as
part of our approach to budget dis-
cipline? |1 do not think so.

I think, as Senator WELLSTONE has
eloquently said, we should not be too
generous with the suffering of others.
Yes, we should make cuts, but those
cuts should be fairly spread out; that
sacrifice should be shared, and it
should not fall on any segment of
Americans, particularly the most vul-
nerable communities and constitu-
encies in our country, to give more
than their fair share.

Unfortunately, H.R. 1944 calls on the
most vulnerable to give the most;
those who have the least have to give
the most under this bill. | hope this is
not the direction that we will take as
we engage in this budget debate.

I call upon my colleagues to look
closely at what is in this bill. I read
the title but look at what actually goes
on here. | am not going to get into the
debate about what it does for the envi-
ronment. It has some environmental
language that is in my opinion, atro-
cious. | will not get into that because
that was not the focus of these amend-
ments and we have limited time this
morning, limited time that | will add,
by the way, is unfortunate also because
this ought to be a debate in which
every Member of the Senate engages.

I ask my colleagues to look at the
legislation. Read the bill. It may sound
phenomenal but read the bill. It is not
too much to ask. And then take a look
at exactly where the fine print takes
you. The fine print, in my opinion,
takes you on a path on which we do not
need to go, that frankly is beneath this
great body.

I hope my colleagues will support
this amendment, allow us to go back
and revisit the issue of priorities, allow
us to go back and revisit the shared
sacrifice and have rescissions legisla-
tion and then as we go forward a budg-
et that accurately reflects a vision for
America that will give us a stronger
America going into the 2lst century
and not one that is weakened by a
shortsighted approach such as this.

The division we are debating here
today would restore $319 million for the
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
Program [LIHEAP].

| strongly support the LIHEAP pro-
gram. This program helps economi-
cally disadvantaged individuals pay
their heating bills during the winter. It
also helps these individuals pay their
cooling bills during unbearable heat
waves like the one which recently
swept across the country and is being
blamed for up to 376 heat-related
deaths in Chicago alone.

Last year, the LIHEAP program as-
sisted 5.6 million households—includ-
ing 200,000 households in Illinois—with
an average income of $8,257.

Of these households, 55 percent in-
cluded at least one child under 18 while
43 percent included at least one senior
citizen.
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Although the LIHEAP program is de-
signed to help the neediest members of
our society, its funding has steadily de-
clined from $2.1 billion in fiscal year
1985 to $1.3 billion in fiscal year 1995.
As a result, 20,000 eligible households
in Illinois were denied assistance last
year due to a shortage of funds.

I am convinced that further cuts in
the LIHEAP program will force even
more of our Nation’s elderly to have to
choose between putting food on their
tables and heating their homes.

These cuts will also force energy pro-
viders to have to choose between not
getting paid for the energy they pro-
vide and cutting off their neediest cus-
tomers.

I voted for the original Senate rescis-
sion bill which did not propose any
cuts in the LIHEAP program.

I voted against the conference report
on H.R. 1158 in no small part because of
the $319 million cut it would make in
the LIHEAP program.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
cut by supporting the division that
Senator WELLSTONE and | have intro-
duced.

I will yield the remainder of my time
to the Senator from Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Illinois has ex-
pired.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, |
strongly support the Wellstone amend-
ment, which will restore funding for
the Low-Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Program.

Over 6 million people received aid
with heating costs under the program
last winter, including 143,000 house-
holds in Massachusetts. It also pro-
vided urgently needed relief in the pre-
vious winter, which was extremely
harsh.

Three-quarters of the families receiv-
ing LIHEAP have incomes below $8,000.
These families spend an extremely bur-
densome 18 percent of their income on
energy costs, compared to the average
middle-class family, which spends only
4 percent.

Researchers at Boston City Hospital
have documented the heat-or-eat ef-
fect—higher utility bills during the
coldest months of the year force low-
income families to spend less of their
money on food and more of it on heat.
The result is increased malnutrition
among children.

The study found that almost twice as
many low-weight and under-nourished
children were admitted to the Boston
City Hospital emergency room imme-
diately following the coldest month of
the winter. No Ilow-income family
should have to choose between heating
and eating.

But it is the low-income elderly who
are at the greatest risk if LIHEAP is
cut back, because they are the most
vulnerable to hypothermia. In fact,
older Americans accounted for more
than half of all hypothermia deaths in
1991.

In addition, elderly households are
much more likely than other families
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to live in homes built before 1940.
These homes tend to be less energy ef-
ficient, and the elderly who live in
them are at greater risk.

In addition, low-income elderly who
have trouble paying their energy bills
are often driven to rely on room heat-
ers, fireplaces, ovens, and woodburning
stoves in order to save money on
central heating. Between 1986 and 1990,
heating sources like these were the sec-
ond leading cause of fire deaths among
the elderly. In fact, the elderly were up
to twelve times more likely to die in a
heating-related fire than adults under
65.

LIHEAP is a program that makes a
difference in all these cases. It makes a
difference in human terms. It has been
a lifeline to Edythe Aston, an 8l-year-
old elderly woman living in Melrose,
MA. She received funding under the
program to replace a dangerously de-
fective furnace in her basement. Her
furnace was in such disrepair that she
said it could have either shut down al-
together or exploded. The LIHEAP as-
sistance she received not only allowed
her to heat her house, it also gave her
peace of mind that she was safe in her
home.

Finally, LIHEAP also benefits com-
munities through its job-creating im-
pact on the local economy. As Robert
Coard, president of Action for Boston
Community Development, wrote in a
Boston Globe article last month,
LIHEAP *“‘employs large numbers of
community people who may have trou-
ble finding work in industries requiring
sophisticated high-technology skills.
Many are multilingual—a major asset
for this program. The oil vendors who
work with the program include many
mom-and-pop businesses that depend
on fuel assistance to survive. The dol-
lars spent go right back into the econ-
omy.”

The winter of 1993-94 was an espe-
cially harsh one. For the entire month
of January 1994, the average tempera-
ture in Boston was only 20 degrees, and
the price of oil rose to meet the in-
creased demand for heat.

LIHEAP should not be a partisan
issue. If Senate Republicans are serious
about helping and not hurting the el-
derly and low-income families, they
will join us in restoring these funds.
They will stop raiding the wallets and
the furnaces of those who need help the
most.

I urge my colleagues not to freeze
out the Low-Income Home Energy As-
sistance Program, and to support the
Wellstone amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota has 5 minutes and
50 seconds.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
parliamentary inquiry. Is there any
other time on the opposing side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The only
time remaining is the time of the Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
first of all, let me just say to my col-
league from Illinois that it has been a



July 21, 1995

real honor to be in the Chamber of the
Senate with her throughout this last
couple weeks.

| say to my colleague from Illinois
that | think she is quite right about
process. This is just a glimpse of what
is to come in terms of really a lack of
standard of fairness when it comes to
who is asked to tighten their belt. And
perhaps it is also a glimpse of what is
to come in terms of trying to have a
stealth Congress, where you make
these cuts at 3 a.m. in the House, you
make deals, and come over to the Sen-
ate.

| say to the Senator | believe, since
this is a glimpse of what is to come,
that for us this is just the beginning.
This is just the beginning. This will be-
come, | believe, a very important, his-
toric debate in the Senate. | know we
are very determined to make sure that
happens.

Mr. President, | wish to just summa-
rize because | had a chance to speak
earlier, and | wish to speak to one
thing | have heard said several times
that | really want Senators to think
about before they vote. | am just going
to take the Low-Income Energy Assist-
ance Program because we are going to
have two votes, two different amend-
ments will be voted on.

Mr. President, many Senators, Demo-
crats and Republicans alike, are on
record supporting the LIHEAP pro-
gram. This $319 million that we are
trying to restore from the Pentagon
travel administrative budget is money
that we voted for in the Senate. Sen-
ators are for this. The House has now
zeroed it out after this deal was made.
They have zeroed it out.

This is a vote that could very well
determine the future of this program.
But to vote to restore this funding is
consistent with the position | think of
a majority of Senators in this Cham-
ber. It has nothing to do with con-
tradicting the prior vote.

Second, Mr. President, just because
the majority leader says if | should fail
in my attempt to table these amend-
ments—let us start with the one on
LIHEAP—I will pull the bill, | doubt it.
We have disaster relief for Oklahoma
and California. Senator MOSELEY-
BRAUN and | have been very consistent
about this. That is why we said we
wanted the right to have these amend-
ments. We want some democracy; we
want some openness here, and that is
why we made it clear once we were able
to obtain that right we will go forward.
I doubt the majority leader will pull
this bill.

Third, |1 say to my colleagues, it is a
difficult argument for you to make
back home to the people you represent,
and | know you care about, that some-
how you had to vote for these cuts in
the Low-Income Energy Assistance
Program that you do not support be-
cause this bill would then have to go
back to the House and it would take a
few more hours. This bill could go back
to the House, and it could be back here
at 1 o’clock.
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Forget the deals, forget inside Wash-
ington politics and think about the
people who we represent even if those
people do not have the big bucks, even
if they are not the heavy hitters, even
if they are not the big players.

This vote goes to the whole question
of the heart and soul of the Senate. Mr.
President, 450 people have died in the
last 2 weeks. Cooling assistance is part
of this program. My colleague from
Pennsylvania is one of the champions
of this program. He would be the first
to say that. Why are we cutting this
program?

Mr. President, | just say this one
more time. Whether it is a cold weath-
er State, where this is not an income
supplement, this is a survival supple-
ment, whether we are talking about
heating assistance or cooling assist-
ance, the total appropriations for this
bill were less than one B-2 bomber. And
we want to take just $319 million out of
a Pentagon travel administrative budg-
et that the GAO says is bloated and
wasteful, with all sorts of articles:
“Billions Go Astray, Often Without a
Trace,” and just make sure we have a
modicum of funding for low-income en-
ergy assistance.

That will be the first vote. | will say
it one more time to my colleagues. Be-
fore you vote, please think deeply
about this. |1 appeal to Senators: Do not
be too generous with the suffering of
other people. We can restore this $319
million and we can send this bill over
to the House, and it will be back here
at 1 p.m. Convenience between House
and Senate is an inside process and
deals have nothing to do with justice
and fairness and what we stand for.

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that | may be per-
mitted to speak for 4 minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, if the Sen-
ator is going to speak against our posi-
tion, then | would ask for more time on
our side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the Senator’s request?

Mr. WELLSTONE. | would object un-
less we could have a unanimous con-
sent—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that | be permitted
to speak for 4 minutes and if the Sen-
ator from Minnesota chooses 4 more
minutes, it be up to his discretion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada objects.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr.
would not object at all.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is noted.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that I may be per-
mitted to speak up to 3 minutes.

President, 1
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |

would object, but | would be pleased to
have 3 minutes for the Senator from
Pennsylvania and 3 minutes for the
Senator from Minnesota and the Sen-
ator from lllinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. REID. | object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is noted.

Mr. WELLSTONE
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. | would like the
record to show that we were for all de-
bate today. We wanted it during the
daytime. This was not our decision.

Mr. REID. Regular order.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that | be permitted
to speak up to 2 minutes. This is my
subcommittee’s bill, and | have things
to say.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. WELLSTONE. | object unless we
have 2 minutes to respond.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that there be 4 ad-
ditional minutes equally divided.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, | will
have to object to that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

All time has expired.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, |
move to table the first division of the
Wellstone amendment 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.

VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE DIVISION I OF
AMENDMENT NO. 1833

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question occurs on agreeing to the mo-
tion to lay on the table division | of
amendment No. 1833 offered by the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. WELLSTONE].
The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. LOTT. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. ASHCROFT] and
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
FAIRCLOTH] are necessarily absent.

Mr. FORD. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 57,
nays 40, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 319 Leg.]

Is there

addressed the

Is there

YEAS—57
Bennett Byrd Craig
Bond Chafee D’Amato
Breaux Coats Daschle
Brown Cochran DeWine
Burns Coverdell Dole
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Domenici Jeffords Packwood
Exon Johnston Pressler
Frist Kassebaum Reid
Gorton Kempthorne Roth
Graham Kerrey Santorum
Gramm Kyl Shelby
Grams Lott Simpson
Gregg Lugar Smith
Hatch Mack Specter
Hatfield McCain Stevens
Heflin McConnell Thomas
Helms Murkowski Thompson
Hutchison Nickles Thurmond
Inhofe Nunn Warner
NAYS—40

Abraham Feingold Mikulski
Akaka Feinstein Moseley-Braun
Baucus Ford Moynihan
Biden Glenn Murray
Bingaman Grassley Pell
Boxer Harkin Pryor
Bradley Hollings Robb
Bryan Kennedy Rockefeller
Bumpers Kerry Sarbanes
Campbell Kohl Simon
Cohen Lautenberg
Conrad Leahy Snowe
Dodd Levin Wellstone
Dorgan Lieberman

NOT VOTING—3
Ashcroft Faircloth Inouye

So the motion to lay on the table di-
vision | of amendment No. 1833 was
agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, | suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that all remaining
votes in the voting sequence be limited
to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, |
move to table the second division of
the Wellstone amendment 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.

VOTE ON THE MOTION TO TABLE DIVISION Il OF
AMENDMENT NO. 1833

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question occurs on the motion to table
division Il of amendment No. 1833, of-
fered by the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. WELLSTONE].

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. LOTT. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. ASHCROFT] and
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
FAIRCLOTH] are necessarily absent.

Mr. FORD. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 65,
nays 32, as follows:

The
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[Rollcall Vote No. 320 Leg.]

YEAS—65
Abraham Frist Mack
Bennett Gorton McCain
Biden Graham McConnell
Bond Gramm Mikulski
Breaux Grams Murkowski
Brown Grassley Nickles
Bryan Gregg Nunn
Burns Hatch
Byrd Hatfield packwood

. ressler

Chafee Heflin Reid
Coats Helms Roth
Cochran Hutchison ot
Coverdell Inhofe Santorum
Craig Jeffords Shelby
D’Amato Johnston Simpson
Daschle Kassebaum Smith
DeWine Kempthorne Specter
Dole Kerrey Stevens
Domenici Kyl Thomas
Dorgan Lieberman Thompson
Exon Lott Thurmond
Ford Lugar Warner

NAYS—32
Akaka Feinstein Moynihan
Baucus Glenn Murray
Bingaman Harkin Pell
Boxer Hollings Pryor
Bradley Kennedy Robb
Bumpers Kerry Rockefeller
Campbell Kohl Sarbanes
Cohen Lautenberg Simon
Conrad Leahy Snowe
Dodd Levin Wellstone
Feingold Moseley-Braun

NOT VOTING—3

Ashcroft Faircloth Inouye

So the motion to lay on the table di-
vision Il of the amendment (No. 1833)
was agreed to.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, |
would like to clarify one important
question regarding additional legisla-
tive language in this bill governing the
Community Schools Program passed
last year in the crime bill. | appreciate
the assistance of the chairman in en-
suring that $10 million of the $26.5 mil-
lion originally appropriated will re-
main available to assist communities
that have designed programs to use
school buildings for constructive ac-
tivities for young people to keep them
safe and out of trouble during the
afternoons, evenings and weekends.

Additional language was added to the
House limiting the use of funds some-
what further than in the authorizing
legislation. After this rescission be-
comes law, funds may be used only for
entrepreneurship, academic, or tutorial
programs, or for workforce prepara-
tion. Although this is a slightly nar-
rower definition than in the original
authorization, it follows closely my
original intent in developing the pro-
gram, which was not to encourage
purely recreational activities.

The Department of Health and
Human Services has done a wonderful
job of getting this program underway.
Despite a tight deadline, more than 700
applications were received by the May
5 deadline.

Almost all of these applications fea-
ture the components that are identified
as permissible under the modified re-
quirements in this legislation. How-
ever, some of the best applications put
these activities in a broader context,
including activities such as mentoring
and conflict resolution, in keeping with
the purpose of crime prevention. Other
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applications focus on academic and tu-
torial activities, but address topics
outside the underlying school curricu-
lum, which is in keeping with the in-
tent of the legislation, since we did not
want to duplicate or subsidize existing
school activities.

All of these applications were pre-
pared and the initial evaluation con-
ducted under the original, slightly less
restrictive, authorizing language. |
would be greatly concerned if HHS
were required to start from scratch, re-
opening the application and evaluation
process, in order to meet the most re-
strictive interpretation of these new
constraints.

Therefore, | would like to ask wheth-
er it is the chairman’s understanding
that, under this new language, more
comprehensive programs that center
around the activities described, but set
those activities in the context of a
broader program of mentoring or relat-
ed methods, would be permissible?

Mr. HATFIELD. | thank the Senator
from New Jersey for his inquiry. My re-
sponse is that, he is correct in his read-
ing of this language. The intent is to
ensure that academic, tutorial, or work
and entrepreneurship programs con-
stitute the primary feature of any local
initiative funded through the Commu-
nity Schools Program. | appreciate
that there may be other activities or
methods, such as mentoring, that are
necessary as part of a more comprehen-
sive program for youth. Community or-
ganizations that have already devel-
oped applications under the original
authorization language should not be
required to rewrite their applications
to eliminate all mention of such inci-
dental activities.

Mr. BRADLEY. | thank the Senator.
I believe this will provide needed clar-
ity to the Department and to the 700
community applicants. This said, how-
ever, | would reiterate the intent of
this restrictive language: in making
these grants, the Department of Health
and Human Services should not fund
programs that are primarily rec-
reational in nature, or whose primary
feature is not academic, tutorial, or di-
rected at developing the potential of
young people as workers or entre-
preneurs.

Mr. HATFIELD. This is my view also,
and | believe it will help to make this
program successful.

CENTER FOR ECOLOGY RESEARCH AND TRAINING

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, | am con-
cerned about the rescission contained
in H.R. 1944 for the EPA Center for
Ecology Research and Training in Bay
City, MI. The bill rescinds $83 million
from this planned facility, leaving
about $10 million for close-out costs
only.

This facility is very important to my
State and | would hope the Appropria-
tions Committee would consider at a
minimum funding for the docking and
maintenance facility component of the
project in the fiscal year 1996 VA, HUD,
and independent agencies appropria-
tions bill. A docking and maintenance
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facility is needed for EPA’s Lake
Guardian research vessel, which pro-
vides important monitoring and re-
search in the Great Lakes.

Mr. BOND. | thank the Senator from
Michigan for his remarks. Let me as-
sure him that | understand how impor-
tant this project is to his State.

The bill rescinds funds for this
project primarily because EPA is in the
midst of a major reorganization of its
research laboratories. EPA already has
39 laboratories, and there is great con-
cern as to whether a new facility is
needed or can be afforded at this time.

I understand the plans for the center
include a super computer center, a
training center, a docking and mainte-
nance facility, and environmental re-
search and analytical chemistry lab-
oratories.

As part of the Agency’s laboratory
reorganization, EPA should study
whether the docking and maintenance
facility is critically important in Bay
City, and if so, determine the associ-
ated construction and operating costs.
This information should be provided to
the Appropriations Committee as soon
as possible so that it may be considered
in the fiscal year 1996 appropriation
bill for EPA.

The committee will give close consid-
eration to the Senator from Michigan’s
recommendation for this project, as
well as information from the EPA.
While | cannot provide any guarantees
for funding. | ensure my friend from
Michigan that it will receive our seri-
ous and careful consideration.

Mr. LEVIN. | appreciate the assur-
ances of the distinguished chairman of
the Appropriations Subcommittee. |
hope he will also work with me to en-
sure that EPA is able to fulfill its legal
and moral obligations to acquire and
remediate, if necessary, contaminated
properties where acquisition by EPA
has begun.

Mr. BOND. I will make every reason-
able attempt, within available funds,
to provide EPA with the ability to sat-
isfy the Agency’s obligation.

Mr. LEVIN. | thank the Senator from
Missouri. His assurances and those ex-
pressed by Congressman LIVINGSTON re-
garding this project, improve the fu-
ture prospects for the dock and mainte-
nance facility, if not the entire project.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, today
the Senate will vote to adopt, and send
to the President for his signature, H.R.
1944, the revised fiscal year 1995 rescis-
sion bill. The legislation before the
Senate today is an important first step
toward a balanced budget. Once we get
to that balanced budget—roughly 7
years from now—the Nation will be re-
lieved of a terrific burden on its people
and our economy. There’s another form
of relief in the rescission bill before us
today, and its specifically targeted at
natural resource based communities
across our Nation that have been de-
stroyed by misguided Federal policies.

The emergency salvage timber provi-
sion in this legislation, which has been
the subject of many intense negotia-
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tions over the past few days, was in-
cluded in the original rescission bill ve-
toed by the President, as a way to pro-
vide some short-term relief to timber
communities in my State.

For 6 long years, rural timber com-
munities in my State have been under
siege from their Federal Government,
and the implementation of environ-
mental laws that have neglected to
consider the impacts of these laws on
people. Federal agencies have gone lit-
erally unchecked in their imposition of
regulations, and restrictions on people
and their property, and, the cumu-
lative effects of these actions have re-
sulted in the destruction of rural com-
munities and their way of life.

Mr. President, | know the people who
live and work in these communities—
Forks, Morton, Aberdeen Port Angeles,
Colville—and I am proud to call them
my friends. | get angry when actions
by the Federal Government result in
the destruction of their way of life.
Forks, Washington is no different than
any other rural community across
America. What is different about Forks
is that the community has largely been
shut down. And what is different about
Forks is that the Federal Government
has done little, if anything, to ac-
knowledge the fact that this commu-
nity has forever been changed.

Today timber communities must
fight for every log that gets to their
mill.  Timber communities fight
against clever—and not so clever—en-
vironmental attorneys that file law-
suits to block Federal timber sales. If
success is measured in the number of
sawmills shut down, the number of
small business with closed doors, the
number of workers collecting unem-
ployment checks, and number of close-
knit families that have unraveled, then
environmental extremists have been
hugely successful.

It is fundamental to our ideal of the
American dream that an individual
have the ability to choose his or her
livelihood. As a father and a grand-
father, | see endless opportunities for
my children and grandchildren, to pur-
sue a career or life’s work that will
bring them great happiness. | believe
this to be a tenet of our American way
of life that should not be undermined
or compromised, and this Senator will
fight to protect and enhance such op-
portunities, not compromise them.

But Federal agencies and Federal en-
vironmental laws have compromised—
if not sold out—the dreams of people in
timber towns across my State. It was
not enough that an individual’s life’s
work was casually disregarded by his
Government, but the response from the
Federal Government—and from urban
area leaders—to their plight was to
simply suggest that timber workers
just find another job. The arrogance of
this statement speaks for itself.

To add insult to injury, this adminis-
tration put forward a plan—Option 9—
that would pour money—hundreds of
millions of dollars—into myriad bu-
reaucracies, training programs, forms,
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and procedures that was supposed to
ease the pain of a policy designed to es-
sentially eliminate a vital part of our
region’s workforce and economy.

Mr. President, it is crystal clear to
this Senator, and | hope to many of his
colleagues, that the answer to this
problem is not arrogant statements
that look down upon the time honored
way of life in our rural communities,
or throwing money at the problem and
hoping it will go away. The answer to
this problem is simple, we must change
the laws that have brought us to this
point.

The legislation before us today is an
emergency measure that will bring a
degree of relief to people in timber
communities in my State. It’s a good
starting point, but this Senator in-
tends to address the underlying stat-
utes that have brought us to this point
in the first place.

The history of the emergency salvage
timber provision dates back to what is
commonly known as ‘‘section 318" of
the fiscal year 1990 Interior appropria-
tions bill. That provision was crafted
by the chairman of the Appropriations
Committee, Senator HATFIELD, to-
gether with other members of the Pa-
cific Northwest congressional delega-
tion, to address the timber supply
shortage in our region. The provision
included what is commonly known as
“sufficiency language’’—language insu-
lating timber sales from frivolous legal
challeges filed under various environ-
mental statutes. The sufficiency lan-
guage included in Section 318 was ulti-
mately challenged all the way to the
Supreme Court, where the Court ruled
in favor of the goals and principles put
forward in the legislation.

The emergency salvage timber provi-
sion in the rescission bill before the
Senate today includes sufficiency lan-
guage that was carefully crafted to
mirror the sufficiency language in sec-
tion 318. Why? Section 318 has been
tested by legal challenge, and it has
survived. The sufficiency language in
H.R. 1944 does not attempt to chart
new territories on this front, but to fol-
low the carefully crafted language that
has been held up under close scrutiny.

In 1992, this Senator offered an
amendment on the Senate floor to the
fiscal year 1993 Interior appropriations
bill that would have granted the au-
thority to the Secretary to move for-
ward with salvage timber sales. During
the Senate debate on that amendment,
| cautioned the Senate that to allow
salvage timber to continue to build up
on the floor of our Nation’s forests
would result in devastating wildfires in
future years. The Senate rejected that
warning, and my amendment was
soundly defeated.

And again, just last year, during the
House-Senate conference on the fiscal
year 1995 Interior appropriations bill, |
attempted to offer an amendment that
would give the Secretary the authority
to offer salvage sales to improve forest
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health conditions in our Nation’s for-
ests. My amendment was soundly re-
jected by the Democratic-controlled
Congress.

But this year, things are different.
Today, after years of struggle and suf-
fering, the voices of timber families in
Washington State have finally been
heard. Today, the Senate will finally
pass legislation, and send it to the
President that will result in real relief
for people in my State. Real relief, Mr.
President, not simply promises on
paper to be waved around at press con-
ferences.

EMERGENCY SALVAGE TIMBER PROVISION

The provision in H.R. 1944 is virtually
identical to that which passed the
House and Senate in the conference re-
port to H.R. 1158. The conference report
to H.R. 1158 was, of course, vetoed by
the President. The legislation before
the Senate today includes four key
modifications to the timber language
included in the conference report to
H.R. 1158. Allow me to briefly explain
these changes, and the rationale behind
each.

First, in subsection (c)(1)(A) of H.R.
1944, the change worthy of notice was
included at the request of the adminis-
tration. This Senator did not believe
that this change was necessary because
of the way that the entire provision is
drafted. The fundamental concept of
the timber language is that the Sec-
retary has the discretion to put for-
ward the salvage timber sales of which
he approves. Consequently, | was baf-
fled by the administration’s demand
that in this subsection language be in-
cluded to give direction to the Sec-
retary ‘“to the extent the Secretary
concerned, at his sole discretion, con-
siders appropriate and feasible’” that
timber salvage sales ‘‘be consistent
with any standards and guidelines from
the management plans applicable to
the National Forest or Bureau of Land
Management District on which the sal-
vage timber sale occurs.”” The adminis-
tration demanded that some mention
of “standards and guidelines’ be in-
cluded in this section. After a series of
negotiations this is the compromise
that the House and Senate worked out
with the administration.

Subsection (c)(1)(A) gives the admin-
istration the broadest latitude to pre-
pare the salvage timber sales that it
deems appropriate. It already has the
discretion to make the decision of
whether or not to put forward a sale
that is consistent the standards and
guidelines of a particular forest unit or
BLM district. Essentially this request
by the administration and the lan-
guage ultimately included at its re-
quest is nothing more than redundant.

Subsection (k) releases sales that
were authorized under section 318 of
the fiscal year 1990 Interior appropria-
tions bill. Roughly 300 mbf of timber
sales have been held up due to agency
gridlock over the marbled murelett.
The administration asked the House
and Senate to include in (k)(2) its defi-
nition of ““occupancy.” That change in
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subsection (k)(2) of the Emergency Sal-
vage Timber provision would under-
mine the ability to move these sales
forward. That suggestion was soundly
rejected by the House and Senate au-
thors of the provision.

The language of (k)(2) requires that if
a threatened or endangered bird species
is ‘““known to be nesting’ in the sale
unit that the administration not har-
vest that unit, but come up with an
equal amount of timber in exchange for
preserving that unit. This was written
to give the administration flexibility
to protect that individual sale unit in
which the bird resides.

I wish to clarify that it is the inten-
tion of the House and Senate authors
of this provision that the administra-
tion must provide physical evidence
that the bird is ‘““nesting” in that unit
before the administration may enact
(k)(3) to avoid the harvest of that sale
unit.

The administration also requested
that the date in subsection (k) be
changed from 30 days for the release of
the sales, to 45 days. The House and
Senate authors of the provision in-
cluded this request in H.R. 1944,

The third change included at the re-
quest of the administration relates to
subsection (I)—Effect on Plans, Poli-
cies, and Activities—of the Timber pro-
vision. The subsection addresses the ef-
fect that salvage timber sales have on
other multiple use activities. The pro-
vision was revised to create a limited
exception to language that prohibits
modifying land plans and other admin-
istrative actions as a consequence of
implementing the section. The change,
as requested by the administration, al-
lows for modifications under extremely
limited circumstances when needed to
meet the salvage program agreed to by
the conferees, or to reflect the particu-
lar effect of the salvage sale program.

It is critical to note that this modi-
fication expressly prohibits the admin-
istration from using salvage timber
sales as the basis for limiting other
multiple use activities. If the adminis-
tration does need to modify an existing
plan or program, project decisions,
such as salvage sales, or other activi-
ties, cannot be halted or delayed by the
modification. This is a critical point.
This provision, as included in the con-
ference report to H.R. 1158, was re-
quested by the U.S. Forest Service as a
way in which to ensure that the Forest
Service would not be subject to legal
challenge for the ‘“‘cumulative effects”
of a salvage sales when combined with
another multiple use activity.

Last, the fourth change requested by
the administration is, perhaps, the
most interesting. The administration
requested that the expiration date of
the timber language be changed from
September 30, 1997 to December 31, 1996.
The administration aggressively pur-
sued this request, with the express
knowledge that its own agency officials
in the Forest Service specifically asked
the House and Senate conferees on H.R.
1158 to extend the Senate passed date
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of September 30, 1996 to September 30,
1997. The Forest Service made this re-
quest of the conferees for budgetary
and planning purposes. Despite this
fact, the administration was un-
daunted, however, in their desire to
change the date to December 31, 1996.

When asked why the administration
needed the date to be changed to De-
cember 31, 1996, the response was this:
the current administration cannot con-
trol the actions of future administra-
tions.

This is certainly an interesting con-
cept, and an idea that | totally reject.
Why? We cannot predict what will hap-
pen between now and the next election.
Will we continue to have a Republican
controlled House and Senate? Will one
body return back to Democratic con-
trol? This is the subject of elections,
and should not be the subject of policy
discussions. But this President, unlike
almost any other in recent history, has
made election politics a consideration
in nearly every one of his policy delib-
erations.

Aside from these changes the prin-
ciple of the timber language in this
legislation remains the same. The tim-
ber language simply provides the Presi-
dent the ability to keep the multitude
of promises that have been made and
broken to the people who live and work
in timber communities in the Pacific
Northwest. It’s just that simple.

Briefly, the three components of my
amendment are: emergency salvage
timber sales, Released timber sales,
and option 9.

Emergency salvage timber sales: An
emergency situation exists in our Na-
tion’s forests created by past wildfires,
increased fuel load, or bug infested and
diseased timber stands. Time and
again, the administration has publicly
committed to putting together an ag-
gressive salvage timber program. My
amendment gives the administration
the ability to do just that.

The bill language directs the Forest
Service and BLM expeditiously to pre-
pare, offer and award salvage timber
sale contracts for the thinning and sal-
vaging of dead, dying, but infested,
downed, and burnt timber on these
Federal lands nationwide, and to per-
form the appropriate revegetation and
tree planting operations in the areas in
which the salvage operations have
taken place.

The bill language deems the salvage
timber sales to satisfy the require-
ments of applicable Federal environ-
mental laws. It also provides for an ex-
pedited process for legal challenges to
any such timber sale, and limits ad-
ministrative review of the sales.

Released timber sales: Language has
also been included to release a group of
sales that have already been sold under
the provisions of Section 318 of the fis-
cal year 1990 Interior and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act. The har-
vest of these sales was assumed under
the President’s Pacific Northwest for-
est plan, but their release has been
held up due to extended subsequent re-
view by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
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Service. Release of these sales will re-
move tens of millions of dollars of li-
ability from the government for con-
tract cancellation. The only limitation
on release of these sales is in the case
of a nesting of an endangered bird spe-
cies with a known nesting site in a sale
unit. In this case, the Secretary must
provide substitute volume for the sale
unit.

Option 9: First, let me make clear
that | do not agree with, or support,
option 9. I do not believe it comes close
to striking an appropriate balance be-
tween the needs of people and their en-
vironment. My amendment simply pro-
vides the Forest Service and Bureau of
Land Management the authority to ex-
pedite timber sales allowed for under
option 9. The administration promised
the people in the region of option 9—
Washington, Oregon and California—an
annual harvest of 1.1 billion board-feet,
and the time has come for it to keep its
promise.

My amendment specifies that timber
sales prepared under the provision sat-
isfy the requirements of Federal envi-
ronmental laws, provides for an expe-
dited process for legal challenges, and
limits administrative review of such
sales. Let me make clear that my
amendment does not independently
validate option 9 and does not restrict
future legal challenges to option 9.

Mr. President, although 1 believe
that the negotiations that have gone
on over the timber language were un-
necessary given the broad latitude that
the administration has in this legisla-
tion, it is a part of the legislative proc-
ess. More important than these nego-
tiations, and the last minute interest
of this administration in the legisla-
tion, in the opinion of this Senator, are
the people in timber communities. The
people in timber communities across
my State will have won their first vic-
tory when the President signs this bill.
It’s a victory they deserve and one we
should give to them. | encourage my
colleagues to support H.R. 1944.

SUBSECTION (i) OF SECTION 2001

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, |
want to take a moment to share with
my colleagues my understanding of
subsection (i) of section 2001 of H.R.
1944. This subsection contains ref-
erences to several specific Federal stat-
utes as well as general references to
Federal laws, including treaties, com-
pacts, and international agreements. It
is my understanding that the reference
to treaties is made in response to alle-
gations that passage and implementa-
tion of section 2001 would result in vio-
lation of the North American Free-
Trade Agreement or the General Agree-
ment on Tariffs and Trade.

FOREST HEALTH

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, |
voted for the rescission bill that passed
the Senate earlier today because | be-
lieve so strongly that we must bring
our Federal budget under control, and
hopefully balance it in the near future.
The longer we delay this process the
more difficult our choices become in
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cutting spending for truly important
Federal programs. But | remain strong-
ly opposed to the provision in this re-
scission bill to exempt Federal logging
from all Federal environmental laws
for 2 years under the justification of
salvage harvests. Not only is this pro-
vision unrelated to spending cuts—and
probably will be budget negative—it
sets very inadvisable policy and prece-
dent.

“Timber salvage’ in this provision is
defined broadly to include virtually all
Federal forests, potentially including
areas set aside or managed scientif-
ically for critical watersheds, endan-
gered species, roadless areas, or special
recreation uses. It defines salvage to
include ‘“dead, dying, and associated
trees’’—which may include virtually
all mature timber. And, it provides ex-
emptions from citizens suits, appeals,
and judicial review of agency actions.
These actions do not appear warranted
based on timber harvest data from pub-
lic lands.

According to U.S. Forest Service
data, since 1992 less than one-half of 1
percent of forest sales by volume have
been delayed by citizen suits, and less
than 3 percent by litigation. In the
first 11 months of 1994 over 1 billion
board feet of timber was harvested
from the “Option 9 areas developed
for salmon and spotted owl protec-
tion—very close to the 1.2 billion board
feet promise made for the 12 month pe-
riod of 1994. Further, U.S. Forest Serv-
ice data shows that a substantial num-
ber of timber sales in this region have
been offered but not taken due to lack
of demand.

In a recent issue of Random Lengths,
industry’s weekly report on North
American Forest Products Markets,
the lead story states that:

Consensus has developed that there is sim-
ply too much production chasing too few or-
ders. Most buyers and sellers now agree that
unless demand revives in a big way, and
soon, the industry is headed for widespread
shutdowns and curtailments.

Futures prices for softwood continue
to be very low in relation to past years,
further indicating low demand relative
to supply.

Many experts believe that the timber
industry faces a crisis of demand, not
supply. Even if this were not the case,
it is doubtful that exemptions from
Federal environmental laws would help
smaller mills facing log shortages.
Mills that are most threatened by log
shortages from public lands often can-
not outbid larger mills at auction. Auc-
tions tend to be won by deep pockets,
with no guarantee that mills needing
logs the most will get them.

During debate over original passage
of this bill Senator MURRAY offered a
moderating amendment, which | voted
for, that would have expedited but not
eliminated implementation of environ-
mental laws on Federal forest lands. It
failed by only one vote. The timber
provision that finally passed contains a
change over previous language to ex-
pand the role of the Secretary of Agri-

S 10465

culture to require his signature in
order to implement new sales. Al-
though | do not think this is a suffi-
cient fix to this legislation, | do think
it is essential for the administration to
faithfully execute this authority in
order to prevent serious abuse of the
legal exemptions in this provision.
This timber provision is an unre-
lated, inadvisable and unnecessary ad-
dition to the rescission bill that will
only further confuse our efforts to
bring thoughtful, balanced reform to

Federal environmental protection,
without sacrificing important safe-
guards.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, over 2

months ago, the President first an-
nounced his determination to veto H.R.
1158, the rescission and supplemental
appropriations bill agreed to by the
joint House-Senate conference commit-
tee. In part, he decried the agreement
on the basis of the rescission proposed
for HUD. At the time, | said that ra-
tionale for the veto was groundless. It
is ironic, and very significant, that this
measure, H.R. 1944, which the Presi-
dent now finds acceptable, rescinds $137
million more from HUD than did the
bill which he vetoed.

Some have questioned why HUD is
being cut by nearly $6.5 billion, more
than three-quarters of a total rescis-
sion of $8.4 billion for the subcommit-
tee. The answer is simple: That cut is
roughly proportionate to that Depart-
ment’s available budgetary resources.
Although HUD received new appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1995 of $25.7 billion,
about 39 percent of the funding for our
major agencies, it also carried into this
fiscal year $35.2 billion in unobligated
prior year balances. In other words, it
more than doubled its total available
budgetary resources with this massive
influx of unspent, unobligated funding.

We must cut HUD, and we must begin
now if there is to be any hope of surviv-
ing the very constrained freeze-minus
future for discretionary spending re-
flected in the budget resolution. The
Congressional Budget Office analysis of
the cost of the President’s original
budget submission for subsidized hous-
ing demonstrated a 50-percent expendi-
ture increase over the next 5 years.
This is a crisis. Unless we act now to
curb the spiraling growth in outlays,
we will have to make truly draconian
cuts in the forthcoming fiscal year, in-
cluding widespread evictions of low-in-
come families from subsidized housing
and accelerated deterioration in public
and assisted housing across the coun-
try.

The solution is simple: Turn-off the
pipeline of new subsidized units. That
is the fundamental focus of the rescis-
sion bill. We have also restored cuts
proposed by the House in CDBG, mod-
ernization, and operating subsidies,
and redirected available resources to-
ward another urgent aspect of restor-
ing budgetary sanity to this out of con-
trol Department: demolish the failed
housing developments, and put the rest
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on a sound footing to survive the com-
petition and subsidy reductions coming
down the pike.

Amid all the debate over the future
of HUD, it’s important to keep in mind
that over 4.8 million families receive
Federal housing assistance, and half of
them are elderly and disabled. It’s also
important to note that such housing
assistance is expensive. This year HUD
will expend $26 billion for these pro-
grams, and costs are rising. In fact
with the long-term contractual com-
mitments previously made by HUD, the
Government is currently obligated to
pay over $187 billion over the life of
these contracts, some stretching out 40
years.

Given the long-term nature of these
obligations and commitments, halting
the budgetary growth of the Depart-
ment can only be accomplished with a
focused, determined, multiyear effort.
Unless we begin now, with this bill, we
will lock ourselves into another multi-
billion-dollar increment of long-term
budget obligations. And this is only a
first step, one of many in which we will
go beyond the limited fixes and cuts
that can be accomplished in a rescis-
sion bill. We must enact major reform
legislation later this year, but this is a
good, and very necessary beginning.

The program reforms and initial re-
ductions contained in the rescission
bill are desperately needed to avoid a
budgetary train wreck with the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment. Immediate enactment of this
bill, and the enactment of further
budgetary and legislative measures to
address this crisis later this summer,
provide us our best and perhaps only
opportunity to avoid the displacement
of thousands of low-income families, as
well as further deterioration and loss
of desperately needed affordable hous-
ing stock.

The President criticized a number of
specific actions contained in the origi-
nal conference agreement. Frankly,
there are a number of recommenda-
tions in the revised measure before us
which are even more troubling. But
this bill is a compromise, not only be-
tween what was originally passed by
the House more than 3 months ago and
what was worked out in conference 2
months ago on H.R. 1158, but also with
what the administration has subse-
quently demanded. | believe the agree-
ment goes a long way toward minimiz-
ing adverse program impacts while in-
creasing our contributions to deficit
reduction. The bottom line, however, is
that it provides almost $8.4 billion in
deficit reduction while protecting fund-
ing for activities critical to our Na-
tion’s veterans, investments in science
and technology, the environment, and
to meet the housing needs of lower in-
come families.

For example, the rescission agreed to
for national service was cut in half to
$105 million. While many of us are du-
bious of the whole premise of paying
people to become volunteers, regard-
less of their financial resources, and we
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have heard of instances where exces-
sive payments have been made, the
conferees decided to hold this program
closer to the funding level established
for fiscal year 1994. | might add that
the rescission is only a quarter of the
original House-passed rescission of $416
million. The GAO is completing its re-
port on the cost of this program which
appears to confirm many of the con-
cerns some of us have expressed. This
report will serve as an important new
factor in our consideration of funding
for this program for fiscal year 1996.

In the case of housing for AIDS vic-
tims, the current rescission totals only
$15 million, a small fraction of $186
million included in the House bill.
Moreover, the rescission provides an
increase in funding over the level re-
quested by the President for this fiscal
year.

The bill includes $6.6 billion re-
quested by the President for the disas-
ter relief fund. This will enable FEMA
to respond to needs in California re-
sulting from the Northridge earth-
quake and disasters in other States,
and to meet emergency needs arising
out of the terrorist bombing in Okla-
homa City and flooding in the Midwest.

Mr. President, | would also note that
the bill contains $5 million requested
by the administration to enable FEMA
to initiate flood mitigation activities
authorized by the National Flood In-
surance Reform Act of 1994. So this bill
not only provides the resources to help
flood victims recover from these disas-
ters, but we are also taking steps to
help avoid such flood damage in the fu-
ture.

The bill also rescinds $81 million
from the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, including $50 million from excess
personnel costs and $31 million from
excess project reserves. This rescission
will not impact VA'’s ability to provide
patient care in any way. The rescission
to personnel costs does not affect staff-
ing. Simply, VA’s budget included $50
million more than they now estimate
they need to pay salaries. Despite the
assertion in the President’s previous
statement, no funding is being re-
scinded for medical equipment needs of
VA hospitals and clinics.

In terms of the construction account,
funds are rescinded from projects
which are costing less than what was
originally appropriated. Rescinding the
funds ensures more careful manage-
ment of the VA construction budget.

This measure rescinds a total of $1.3
billion from EPA. Of the total, $1.1 bil-
lion is rescinded from the drinking
water State revolving fund. Because
this program has not been authorized,
EPA has been unable to obligate the
funds. While | support the need for this
program, until it is authorized no funds
may be spent. The rescission bill leaves
$225 million for the drinking water
State revolving fund should authoriz-
ing legislation be enacted.

Within the Superfund Program, $100
million is rescinded. Because EPA fails
to obligate on average $100 million in
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Superfund appropriations each vyear,
this rescission is not expected to have
a dramatic effect on program activi-
ties. On the other hand, it is intended
to slow program spending pending en-
actment of major reform legislation
which will likely change the scope and
nature of cleanup activities previously
planned.

This measure contains number of leg-
islative provisions impacting EPA pro-
grams including the automobile inspec-
tion and maintenance program to en-
sure EPA is flexible in reviewing
States’ plans for I/M programs and con-
siders assigning additional credits for
effective decentralized programs.

Also included are two key EPA re-
forms: first, a moratorium on new
Superfund site listings for the balance
of this fiscal year, unless requested by
the Governor or unless reauthorization
legislation is enacted, and second, a
prohibition on EPA from enforcing ve-
hicular trip reduction programs.

Mr. President, this compromise bill
is a good one. Rescissions for programs
under the jurisdiction of the VA, HUD,
and Independent Agencies Subcommit-
tee total $8.4 billion. The contribution
toward deficit reduction is $1.5 billion
more than the level originally passed
by the Senate, but is $900 million less
than that passed by the House. It is a
compromise, but one which fairly bal-
ances the differing priorities of the two
Houses and still maintains funding for
critical activities.

Mr. President, this bill must be en-
acted without further delay to assure
timely delivery of assistance to disas-
ter victims in 41 States, including my
own, as well as the Federal response in
Oklahoma City. Perhaps equally im-
portant, immediate enactment of this
measure is absolutely critical to begin-
ning the process of expenditure reduc-
tion to prevent widespread disruption
and dislocations as we enact the legis-
lation necessary to bring the Federal
budget back into balance in 7 years. We
must eliminate this spending before
Federal agencies obligate even more of
the funds we have identified for rescis-
sion, making the task of saving money
in low priority programs even more dif-
ficult.

This is a responsible bill. It cuts
funding and contributes to deficit re-
duction. It provides emergency funding
which is urgently needed to assist vic-
tims of disasters. It makes long over-
due reforms and corrections in pro-
grams which need fixing. And this bill
needs to be enacted without further
delay. | urge its adoption.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that a letter ad-
dressed to the Democratic leader,
which is identical to the letter sent to
the Republican leader, from Alice
Rivlin indicating the administration’s
full support for the bill as it was passed
by the House, be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET,
Washington, DC, July 21, 1995.
Hon. THOMAS DASCHLE,
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. LEADER: The purpose of this let-
ter is to provide the Administration’s views
on H.R. 1944, the emergency supplemental
and rescission bill. The Administration sup-
ports H.R. 1944, as it passed the House.

H.R. 1944 provides an important balance
between deficit reduction and providing
funds to meet emergency needs. This legisla-
tion provides essential funding for FEMA
Disaster Relief, for the Federal response to
the bombing in Oklahoma City, for increased
anti-terrorism efforts, and for providing debt
relief to Jordan in order to contribute to fur-
ther progress toward a Middle East peace
settlement. H.R. 1944 reduces Federal spend-
ing by $9 billion.

The Senate is urged to pass H.R. 1944, as it
passed the House. With only ten weeks re-
maining in the fiscal year, it is essential
that this legislation be presented to the
President as soon as possible. Therefore, the
Administration opposes any amendments to
the bill.

Sincerely,
ALICE M. RIVLIN,
Director.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, | ask
for the yeas and nays on final passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KvyL). Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will read
the bill for the third time.

The bill (H.R. 1944) was ordered to a
third reading, and was read for the
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question occurs
on the passage of H.R. 1944. On this
question, the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LOTT. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. ASHCROFT],
and the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. FAIRCLOTH] are necessarily absent.

Mr. FORD. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE] is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 90,
nays 7, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 321 Leg.]

YEAS—90
Abraham Cohen Gramm
Akaka Conrad Grams
Baucus Coverdell Grassley
Bennett Craig Gregg
Biden D’Amato Harkin
Bingaman Daschle Hatch
Bond DeWine Hatfield
Boxer Dodd Heflin
Bradley Dole Helms
Breaux Domenici Hollings
Brown Dorgan Hutchison
Bryan Exon Inhofe
Bumpers Feingold Jeffords
Burns Feinstein Johnston
Byrd Ford Kassebaum
Campbell Frist Kempthorne
Chafee Glenn Kerrey
Coats Gorton Kerry
Cochran Graham Kohl
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Kyl Murkowski Santorum
Lautenberg Nickles Shelby
Leahy Nunn Simpson
Lieberman Packwood Smith
Lott Pell Snowe
Lugar Pressler Specter
Mack Pryor Stevens
McCain Reid Thomas
McConnell Robb Thompson
Mikulski Rockefeller Thurmond
Moynihan Roth Warner
NAYS—7

Kennedy Murray Wellstone
Levin Sarbanes
Moseley-Braun Simon

NOT VOTING—3
Ashcroft Faircloth Inouye

So, the bill (H.R. 1944) was passed.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate passed a rescission bill today that |
wish was not needed. Unfortunately,
too often disasters like the California
earthquake and the Oklahoma City
bombing occur that we cannot foresee
or prevent. Those events are tragedies,
and we must do what we can to assist
the victims.

But there is another disaster that
made this bill necessary—a disaster we
could have stopped, one that will affect
every American for years to come.
That disaster is the Republican’s budg-
et resolution. There is not a Member of
this Congress that doesn’t want to bal-
ance the Federal budget, but there is a
right way and a wrong way to do it.
The budget resolution passed by Con-
gress tries to right 30 years of over-
spending with 7 years of draconian cuts
to Medicare, Medicaid, education, af-
fordable housing, heating assistance,
and just about every program hard-
working American families depend
upon.

This was not a bipartisan budget res-
olution. Republicans rejected President
Clinton’s more moderate approach. |
voted against that resolution. Unfortu-
nately, not enough Senators joined me
to block this disastrous budget that
has created the need for the cuts we
are making today.

In April, 1 came to the Senate floor
to vote against H.R. 1158, the earlier
rescission bill that focussed its cuts on
the poor, the hungry, and on our chil-
dren. | said then that | hoped Repub-
licans and Democrats could find a way
to work together to develop a biparti-
san bill that balanced those cuts more
evenly. We have done that, and | be-
lieve the bill we have passed today is
more equitable than the rescission bill
that | voted against a few months ago.

The cuts to education programs, to
AmeriCorps, and to programs fighting
drug use in our schools and commu-
nities, have been reduced. To offset
those cuts, administrative costs for the
Federal Government were trimmed.

This is not a perfect bill. 1 am deeply
concerned about many of the cuts in-
cluded in the rescission package, most
importantly the cut of $319 million to
the Low-Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Program [LIHEAP]. I fought to
restore funding to LIHEAP in the
original Senate rescission bill, and I
have continued to oppose cuts to this

S 10467

important program as the House and
Senate worked on a compromise.

This cut will hurt Vermonters who
cannot afford to heat their homes dur-
ing our long New England winters. | do
not believe that most Americans would
choose to let those people freeze so
that the budget can be balanced in 7
years as opposed to 10, or so that
wealthy Americans can get a bigger
tax break next year. Certainly | would
not.

I am also extremely disappointed
with a timber provision, pushed
through by special interests, that could
be devastating to our Nation’s forests.
There is no justification for this timber
legislation. It is a gift to special inter-
est, powerful PAC money, and the
champions of misinformation. The let-
ter | will include for the RECORD makes
this clear.

I commend Senator MURRAY for the
work she has done to establish a sus-
tainable forest-based economy in the
State of Washington, while creating
3,500 new jobs in the lumber, wood
manufacturing, and paper industries. |
applaud her for having the courage to
stand up to this backdoor attempt to
weaken the laws protecting our forests
without hearings, without committee
mark-ups, without public participa-
tion, or open floor debate. | hope that
this is not an indication of the way
this Congress intends to address our
environmental laws. The American
people did not vote for that kind of
change, and they will not stand for it
any more than | will.

I voted for this rescission bill today—
not because it is a good bill, but be-
cause it is a necessary bill. It is nec-
essary to pay for the disasters in Cali-
fornia, in Oklahoma, and for the disas-
ter that the Republicans have created
with their budget resolution.

REGARDING THE NATIONAL BANKRUPTCY REVIEW
COMMISSION

Mr. GRASSLEY. | would like to con-
gratulate my colleagues, Senator HAT-
FIELD, the chairman of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, and Senator BYRD,
the ranking member of the committee,
for the hard work they have put toward
resolving the differences in this bill. |
hope that the passage of this bill will
help to put this country on her way
back to a balanced budget. Included in
the bill is the appropriation for funding
for the National Bankruptcy Review
Commission. This Commission was es-
tablished pursuant to enactment of the
Bankruptcy Reform Act of 1994 which
both the House and Senate passed
unanimously. | wish to ask my distin-
guished colleague from Alabama to
clarify a few issues regarding that
Commission, since he managed the au-
thorizing legislation last session. First,
is it not correct that pursuant to sec-
tion 608 of the act, the 2-year period for
submitting its report should be based
on the date on which the first meeting
is held.

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator is correct.
Although the language in the act envi-
sions that the first meeting of the
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Commission would take place within
210 days of enactment of the act. It is
clear that first meeting as well as the
actual 2-year duration of the Commis-
sion should be based on the date on
which the first formal meeting, is held.
This is the practical effect of the budg-
eting process, to which the Commission
is bound.

Mr. GRASSLEY. We are all bound by
the budgeting process and must adjust
our actions accordingly. | have one
other question for my colleague, re-
garding the Commission membership
requirements. | understand that the
membership provision of the Commis-
sion was intended to preclude from
continued membership a person who
had been appointed to that position
due to his or her capacity as an officer
or employee of a government. Would
the Senator from Alabama explain to
me who this provision is meant to pre-
clude from membership on the Com-
mission?

Mr. HEFLIN. | will be happy to help
to clear up any questions which may
have been raised regarding membership
on the Commission. It is my under-
standing that this provision is intended
to preclude from continued member-
ship on the Commission those Commis-
sioners who are appointed based solely
on the capacity of the governmental of-
fice for which they hold. If that Com-
missioner should leave the govern-
mental position during their term then
they can no longer serve on the Com-
mission.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION
APPROPRIATIONS, 1996

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the underlying pend-
ing business, H.R. 1817.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1817) making appropriations
for military construction, family housing,
and base realignment and closure for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses.

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, as soon
as we can get order, | will ask unani-
mous consent that the chairman of the
full Appropriations Committee be rec-
ognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 1834

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question occurs on amendment No. 1834
offered by the Senator from New Mex-
ico. Under the previous order, there
will be 4 minutes of debate equally di-
vided prior to the vote on the motion
to table the amendment.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, |
would like to propound a unanimous-
consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES—
H.R. 1854

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, | will
propound a unanimous-consent agree-
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ment on the legislative appropriations
bill that we passed last night.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate insist on its amendments to
H.R. 1854, request a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that the Chair
appoint conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Presiding Officer (Mr. KyL) ap-
pointed Mr. MACK, Mr. BENNETT, Mr.
HATFIELD, Mrs. MURRAY, and Ms. Mi-
KULSKI conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PACKWOOD addressed the Chair.

Mr. BURNS. | yield to the Senator
from Oregon for the purpose of an an-
nouncement.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF COMMITTEE
MEETING

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, the
Finance Committee has not yet had its
hearing of Lawrence Summers to be
Under Secretary of the Treasury. We
will be convening the Finance Commit-
tee as soon as the last vote is over. |
would appreciate it if Members can get
there reasonably promptly. It is a con-
troversial nomination. |1 hope it will
not take a long time. We will be taking
it up at about a quarter to 1, whenever
we finish with the vote. I thank my
friend from Montana.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION
APPROPRIATIONS, 1996

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, | think
we have 4 minutes equally divided. |
yield 1 minute to the Senator from
Idaho, [Mr. KEMPTHORNE].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, |
rise in opposition to the Bingaman
amendment. During a hearing before
the Armed Services Committee earlier
this year, Defense Secretary Bill Perry
testified that under the present budget,
it will take over 50 years to renovate
many of the family housing units cur-
rently in use by the armed services of
America. We know we are falling be-
hind in readiness. The military con-
struction projects that will be canceled
by the proposed amendments will help
address these quality-of-life and readi-
ness problems.

We have just gone through three dif-
ficult rounds of the base closure proc-
ess. The bases and the facilities that
have survived are the keepers. We need
to make investments to maintain the
infrastructure that literally serves as
the foundation of our armed services.
Therefore, Mr. President, I urge my
colleagues to vote to table the Binga-
man amendment.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, | yield 1
minute to the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, | join my
cochairman of the State National
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Guard Caucus, Senator BonND of Mis-
souri, and our colleagues in opposing
the Bingaman amendment. The mili-
tary construction funds this amend-
ment seeks to delete are not frivolous.
They are necessary to the very back-
bone of our military.

In my State alone, these funds go to
build barracks to move our soldiers out
of the World War 1l clapboard barracks.
Why is it not a Pentagon priority to re-
place these barracks and provide a bet-
ter quality of life for our soldiers?

The citizens of this country are well
aware of the military drawdown in this
country, but they have not asked our
young men and women to stop vol-
unteering their services, whether it be
full-time active duty or part time as a
reservist or guardsman.

Mr. President, | have watched them
leave our communities, and many of
them do not come back. | watched the
best surgeons in my State and scrub
nurses go to the Persian Gulf, and they
did their job. Let us not turn our back
on these people now. Vote to table this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 2 minutes.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, first,
I ask unanimous consent that Senator
FEINGOLD be added as a cosponsor on
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BINGAMAN. | yield 1 minute to
my colleague from Arizona, who is also
a cosponsor.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, the fact
is that these are nice projects. They
are in the 5-year plan of the Pentagon,
but they are not required at this time.
There is simply additional spending
that is not necessary. There are far
higher priorities for us to be able to
meet our national security challenges
than adding money for military con-
struction at this time. They are good
projects. They are not needed at this
time, and if we are going to spend $300
million additionally, | could find seven
other areas that are much higher in
priority than this one. If we are going
to show some fiscal responsibility, we
ought to start now.

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, we
are spending extra time voting on this
amendment since we just voted to re-
scind $16.4 billion in domestic spending.
I think that was a courageous vote; it
was a hard choice.

What this amendment that we are
now considering does is it says that we
will allow $474 million of add-ons to
military construction, but we will not
allow an additional $300 million above
that. This is not a question of funding
the National Guard. There is plenty of
money in this bill to fund the National
Guard needs. This is not a question of
family housing. There is plenty of
money in this bill to fund the family
housing needs of the military.

What we are saying is deficit reduc-
tion has to matter, even when you are
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