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we expect the P-8 Ministerial Meeting on
Terrorism in Ottawa to produce a concrete
action plan to implement these measures.

Other kinds of international crime also
threaten the safety of our citizens and the
fabric of our societies. And globalization
brings new and frightening dimensions to
crime. The threat of crime is a particular
menace to young democracies. It weakens
confidence in institutions, preys on the most
vulnerable, and undermines free market re-
form.

Of course, every country must take its own
measures to combat these threats. The Clin-
ton Administration is now completing a re-
view of our approach to transnational crime
that will lead to a stronger, more coordi-
nated attack on this problem.

To help other states deal with criminal
threats, the United States and Hungary have
created the International Law Enforcement
Academy in Budapest to train police officers
and law enforcement officials from Central
Europe and the states of the former Soviet
Union. We are providing similar help bilat-
erally and through the UN Drug Control Pro-
gram to countries whose laws are challenged
by drug cartels.

A particularly insidious form of crime and
corruption is money laundering. All nations
should implement recommendations by the
OECD to attack money laundering. The na-
tions of this hemisphere should also advance
the anti-money laundering initiative intro-
duced at last December’s Summit of the
Americas. Together, we must squeeze the
dirty money out of our global financial sys-
tem.

Through the UN’s conventions on drugs
and crime, the international community has
set strong standards that we must now en-
force. We call on UN member states who
have not already joined the 1988 UN Drug
Convention to do so. Those countries who
have approved the convention should move
quickly to implement its key provisions.

We are increasingly aware that damage to
the environment and unsustainable popu-
lation growth threaten the security of our
nations and the well-being of our peoples.
Their harmful effects are evident in famines,
infant mortality rates, refugee crises, and
ozone depletion. In places like Rwanda and
Somalia, they contribute to civil wars and
emergencies that can only be resolved by
costly international intervention. We must
carry out the commitments we made at last
year’s Cairo Conference, and the Rio Con-
ference three years ago.

Never have our problems been more com-
plex. It has never been more evident that
these problems affect all nations, developed
and developing, alike. Only by working to-
gether can we effectively deal with the new
threats we all face.

That is why, on this 50th anniversary year,
we must shape the UN’s agenda as if we were
creating the institution anew. Just as the
UN’s founders devised a new framework to
deter aggression and armed conflict, the
United Nations, in particular the Security
Council, must now assign the same priority
to combating the threat posed by prolifera-
tion, terrorism, international crime, nar-
cotics, and environmental pollution. We
should dedicate our efforts in the UN and
elsewhere to turning our global consensus
against these threats into concrete action.
We must renew and reform the United Na-
tions not for its sake, but for our own.

Thank you very much.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
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DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 1996

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

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2782

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that my previous ta-
bling motion be withdrawn.

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

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senator from
Maryland be recognized for 2 minutes.

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

The Senator from Maryland is recog-
nized.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I
simply want to address the argument
by my colleague that passing this
amendment will not serve a purpose.
The amendment will, in effect, enable
HUD to implement a formula approach
with respect to the homeless problems
in the coming year. HUD could struc-
ture the formula approach so that
State and local governments, the
homeless assistance providers, the
church groups, and the community
groups could come in and anticipate
their expected level of funding off a $1.1
billion figure. The Appropriations
Committee itself has said they have to
have more than $1 billion in order to
make the formula approach work.

They are going to negotiate regula-
tions. That will take a good part of the
fiscal year. The end result of all of this
is a greater commitment to dealing
with the homeless.

I concede that we are taking money
from the section 8 program. I think in
the order of priorities, addressing the
homeless ought to come ahead of that.

Then people say, well, the following
fiscal year the amount needed for sec-
tion 8 is going to double from $4 billion
to $8 billion. If it is that order of mag-
nitude you will need an entirely new
solution. You will not solve it by this
$360 million here that is being held in
the reserve.

This money, though, could make an
enormous difference with respect to ad-
dressing the homeless problem.

Therefore, I very strongly renew my
support of the amendment.

Mr. BOND. I yield myself 2 minutes.

Let me just conclude this discussion
by saying that under the system that
has been suggested by my colleague
from Maryland, which is an effort to
solve the homeless problem, we are
still in a budgetary quandary. We have
not solved the budgetary problem.

The Budget Committee will score the
outlays during the year in which they
occur no matter when they have been
allocated. If, when the budget author-
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ity has been granted, if we move the
funds to fiscal year 1997, as the amend-
ment by my friend from Maryland
would do, we will have that many fewer
dollars to spend, that many fewer dol-
lars in outlays to spend during fiscal
year 1997.

That is why I say that we have asked
HUD to enter into negotiated rule-
making to try to get these funds out to
deal with not only the funds we have
appropriated in this bill but the funds,
$297 million, made available in the re-
scission bill for the coming year, and
utilize those funds to deal with the
homeless problem.

That is why again I regretfully say
that moving money from one pocket to
another does not overcome the appro-
priations and budgetary problems, and
does not move us any further towards
the goal of serving the homeless and
those who need section 8 public hous-
ing assistance.

Mr. President, is all time expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that this amendment be
set aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2783
(Purpose: To require EPA to give priority to
small businesses in its ‘‘green programs’’
and to require EPA to perform a study to
determine the feasibility of making these
programs self-sufficient)

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEF-
FORDS], for himself and Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr.
CHAFEE, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. SIMON,
Mr. BIDEN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. KOHL, Mr.
KERRY, Mr. BUMPERS, and Mr. LEAHY, PRO-
POSES AN AMENDMENT NUMBERED 2783.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 151, line 11, insert:

SEC. . ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND ENERGY SUP-
PLY PROGRAMS.

(a) PRIORITY FOR SMALL BUSINESSES.—Dur-
ing fiscal year 1996 the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency shall give
priority in providing assistance in its Energy
Efficiency and Energy Supply programs to
organizations that are recognized as small
business concerns under section 3(a) of the
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632(a)).

(b) STUDY.—The Administrator shall per-
form a study to determine the feasibility of
establishing fees to recover all reasonable
costs incurred by EPA for assistance ren-
dered businesses in its Energy Efficiency and
Energy Supply program. The study shall in-
clude, among other things, an evaluation of
making the Energy Efficiency and Energy
Supply Program self-sustaining, the value of
the assistance rendered to businesses, pro-
viding exemptions for small businesses, and
making the fees payable directly to a fund
that would be available for use by EPA as
needed for this program. The Administrator
shall report to Congress by March 15, 1996 on
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the results of this study and EPA’s plan for
implementation.

(c) FunDING.—For fiscal year 1996, up to
$100 million of the funds appropriated to the
Environmental Protection Agency may be
used by the Administrator to support global
participation in the Montreal Protocol fa-
cilitation fund and for the climate change
action plan programs including the green
programs.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I will
not take very long, and I want to
thank the managers of the bill for
agreeing to an amendment to our origi-
nal proposal, which makes good sense
and which I think improves the amend-
ment. I appreciate their cooperation.

I am offering this amendment on be-
half of myself, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr.
CHAFEE, Ms. Snowe, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr.
SIMON, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr.
KoHL, Mr. KERRY, Mr. BUMPERS, and
Mr. LEAHY.

What this amendment does is to re-
store the EPA Administrator’s ability
to fulfill our obligations under the
Montreal Protocol. In addition, it will
authorize the EPA Administrator to
fund the successful green programs, in-
cluding Green Lights and Energy Stars
Building Programs.

The net effect, actually, of this
amendment as far as present spending
will actually decrease because it will
raise by fee some revenues to assist in
the second program that I mentioned.

I need not go into detail on the im-
portance of the Montreal Protocol.
Last year, the Congress appropriated
$119 million for these important pro-
grams—3$101 million for the green pro-
grams and roughly $17 million for the
Montreal Protocol multilateral fund.
This amendment will allow the Admin-
istrator to spend up to $100 million on
these programs, actually a 13 percent
decrease from last year’s levels.

Again, it is authorization to spend. It
is not a specific authority for those
programs. That will be up to the ad-
ministrator.

I will not go into detail on this. I do
not want to take the time of our Mem-
bers here for this.

I will summarize now the green pro-
grams. There is no money for the green
programs. I remember President Bush
searching for alternatives to overregu-
lation, command and control policies
of the 1970’s and 1985’s. He longed to
find a way to control production in a
nonregulatory free market manner.

His legacy through the environment
is his success in developing just such a
program which we are referring to this
evening. The Green Lights Program
and Energy Stars Program are a testa-
ment to the type of innovative pro-
grams we must implement if we wish
to reduce the regulatory burden faced
by industry today. The programs are
volunteer, reduce energy use, save
business money, and stimulate mar-
kets for clean alternative energy tech-
nologies and services. What more could
you ask for?

Green Lights is simple. EPA provides
technical assistance to help a company
survey its facilities and upgrade its
lighting. Since its inception, Green
Lights has saved companies hundreds
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of millions of dollars and dramatically
reduced air pollution emissions, all
without one regulation.

I have to my left here a chart which
shows—how often do you get to the
cover of Time Magazine? This is an im-
portant public-private partnership.
Just ask companies in my own State
like IBM, our largest utility—Green
Mountain Power, Jay Peak Ski Area,
and many others, including small busi-
nesses.

Now I had several Members that
wanted to speak but due to the gra-
cious acceptance of this amendment by
the managers, I will yield the floor.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak in favor of the Jeffords-
Bingaman amendment to the VA-HUD
appropriations bill, which would re-
store authority to the EPA Adminis-
trator to expend funds on their atmos-
pheric pollution prevention programs,
and on the Montreal Protocol Multilat-
eral Fund.

This amendment requires no new
money of any offsets to H.R. 2099. It
merely allows the administrator to use
appropriated funds from the $1.6 billion
program and administration fund to
continue what we believe is essential
work going on at EPA. It does not af-
fect the overall budget cuts prescribed
in the bill.

The Green Lights Program rep-
resents one of the best ideas of the past
20 years in the field of environmental
protection. As our framework of envi-
ronmental laws has evolved since 1970,
we have been shown the positives and
negatives of command and control reg-
ulation. While strict standards have
been successful in many ways at reduc-
ing pollution, they have also proven
costly and unwieldy for complying
companies in some situations.

The Green Programs at EPA have
done an exceptional job at saving en-
ergy and reducing pollution in a vol-
untary, flexible manner which should
be emulated and expanded rather than
zeroed out. In 1994 alone, Green Lights
and Energy Star prevented $69 million
metric tons of carbon equivalent, in-
cluding 5.1 billion pounds of carbon
monoxide, 14.1 million pounds of sulfur
dioxide, and 6 million pounds of nitro-
gen oxides.

While these pollution reductions are
a positive step, the more impressive
fact is that these improvements are
making money for State and local gov-
ernments, companies, nonprofits and
other organizations in almost every
case. The Green Lights and Energy
Star Programs saved $92 million in
utility bills in 1994 alone.

Corporate welfare is a term one hears
of often these days, both in and outside
of this body. I am strongly supportive
of reducing unnecessary subsidies to
private industry wherever possible.
However, labeling the EPA programs as
corporate welfare is just plain wrong.
No direct subsidies are given to cor-
porations or any other participants. In
fact, no direct marketing is done on be-
half of any specific manufacturer or
contractor. EPA merely alerts energy
users to the financial savings and pub-
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lic relations benefits of the programs
and gives them a long list of businesses
that can do the work. All sales and
contracting is the responsibility of the
companies involved.

I have heard many statements in this
Chamber railing against the evils of
environmental regulation. If the ma-
jority also eliminates cooperative, vol-
untary, non-regulatory approaches to
environmental protection, what alter-
natives remain?

Also restored in this amendment is
the authority of the Administrator to
expend Federal dollars on the Montreal
Protocol Multilateral Fund. Strato-
spheric ozone depletion from man-
made chlorofluorocarbons [CFC’s] is a
real and pressing problem. Due to
prompt action on the part of the Con-
gress to phase out production of CFC’s
in the Clean Air Act, ozone depletion
will likely peak in the year 2000, and
restore itself gradually during the fol-
lowing 3 to 5 decades.

The United States is enduring signifi-
cant transition cost to accomplish the
phase-out and must be assured that our
progress is not undercut by rampant
CFC use in developing countries. Our
participation in the Montreal Protocol
is essential for those recovery projec-
tions to be realized.

I understand that the subcommittee
chairman would like to see the Mon-
treal Protocol funded by the Sub-
committee on Foreign Operations. It
does not make a difference to me if the
Senators from Missouri and Kentucky
want to work out an arrangement.
However, our treaty obligations to the
Montreal Protocol are vital, and
whether our commitments to it are
met should not be subject to a squabble
over what subcommittee should pro-
vide the funds.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, these pro-
grams are programs that I think are vi-
tally in need of restructuring and re-
oriented and bringing in to the modern
day.

No question that Green Lights may
have done some good for some big com-
panies. This is really a distinguished
group of companies. You can see Mar-
tin Marietta, General Dynamics, War-
ner Lambert, Phillips Petroleum,
Whirlpool, Xerox, U.S. West, Trans-
America, all these companies have
saved millions of dollars through the
Green Lights Program. Great.

What I think is that it is time to say
enough corporate welfare. Start get-
ting these people who are benefiting to
pay for it. I have agreed with the spon-
sors of this amendment to accept their
permissive language and to make some
changes.

No. 1, we say that there ought to be
a priority for small businesses. During
fiscal year 1996, the Administrator of
the EPA shall give priority to pro-
viding assistance in its energy effi-
ciency
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and energy supply programs to organi-
zations that are recognized as small
business concerns under section 3(A) of
the Small Business Act.

Get out of the business of providing
very scarce taxpayer resources to help
very large companies save money on
energy. They ought to be saving it. We
have started the program. We have
shown how they can save money. Let
them pay for it.

No. 2, we will include a study. The
Administrator must determine the fea-
sibility of establishing fees to recover
all reasonable costs incurred by EPA
for assistance rendered businesses in
the energy efficiency and energy sup-
ply program. The study should include
making the program self-sustaining,
the value of the assistance rendered to
businesses, providing exemptions for
small businesses, making the fees pay-
able directly to a fund that would be
available for use by EPA as needed for
this program.

Nobody here is challenging the need
for energy efficiency. It is vitally im-
portant from the environment stand-
point, from a cost standpoint. It makes
good sense. I do not believe that we
ought to continue to have the Federal
Government paying out this high-class
corporate welfare.

This is a significant step toward
weaning those large companies away
from that endeavor.

Now, let me address the Montreal
Protocol, and let me state to my col-
leagues that both of these are permis-
sive. EPA is going to have to eat into
its own budget to the extent it wants
to use up to $100 million to support the
climate change program in the Green
Lights program or the Montreal Pro-
tocol facilitation funds. I hope they
will be careful in utilizing those funds
because we need those funds to be used
on cleaning up the environment here in
this country, not providing foreign aid
to other countries under the Montreal
Protocol and not using up dollars in
helping the largest corporations save
money by instituting energy-efficiency
programs.

Let me tell you briefly about the
Montreal Protocol funds. The fund re-
ceived $116 million from the U.S. Gov-
ernment over the past few years. It is
an international fund, managed
through the State Department, to sup-
port developing countries in their ef-
forts to phase out ozone-depleting
chemicals. It is a worthwhile goal, but
I do not see why the EPA, which is
strapped for funds, is going to want to
spend much of its money on that. I
think, if we really want to provide for-
eign aid for other countries to improve
their environment, we ought to be
looking at the State Department.

I understand the Senator from
Vermont had expressed concern about
cuts in the foreign operations appro-
priations bill, the account which pro-
vides funding for the Montreal Pro-
tocol funds. That, I believe, is where it
should be funded in the future. This
subcommittee is not able to make up
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for shortfalls in other appropriations
bills. We will allow the EPA, as a tran-
sition, to utilize those funds to the ex-
tent necessary. But I really believe the
funds are better spent on environ-
mental protection activities at home.
We have provided the funds as avail-
able for these activities. We provided
the Montreal Protocol funds some $116
million. I think the EPA can determine
how to utilize its scarce resources and
phase out the funding of these pro-
grams.

The companies that have benefited
from the Green Lights programs, we
congratulate them and urge the EPA
to move on to self-funding.

With that, Mr. President——

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, if I
might, I would just like to make a cou-
ple of comments on this. It is my un-
derstanding the distinguished floor
manager is prepared to accept this?

Mr. BOND. We are prepared to accept
the amendment, and we appreciate the
support of our colleagues for the pro-
gram.

Mr. CHAFEE. I commend the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee
of the Appropriations Committee for
accepting this. Let me just say a cou-
ple of words, if I might, about the Mon-
treal Protocol.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, every
single Member of this Senate, and in-
deed members of the Republican Party,
should be extremely proud of the Mon-
treal Protocol. Why? Because it was
signed under the administration of
Ronald Reagan. This is what President
Reagan said on April 5, 1988, about the
Montreal Protocol:

The Montreal Protocol is a model of co-
operation. It is a product of the recognition
and international consensus that ozone de-
pletion is a global problem.

I am going to come back to that in a
minute, because often it is said, only
spend your money on domestic prob-
lems. But ozone depletion cannot be
solved just by the United States alone.
“It is a global problem,” as President
Reagan said, ‘“‘both in terms of its
causes and its effects. The Protocol is a
result of an extraordinary process of
scientific study, negotiations among
representatives of the business and en-
vironmental communities, and inter-
national diplomacy. It is a monu-
mental achievement,” said Ronald
Reagan, and he was absolutely right.

With respect to the Montreal Pro-
tocol Multilateral Fund, how does the
money come about and who contrib-
utes? Let us just take what is hap-
pening right now. The United States is
supposed to contribute $38 million a
yvear to this international fund. Where
does it come from? Because of funding
shortfalls in previous years, the State
Department requested $27 million and
the EPA requested $24 million. That is
a total of $561 million for fiscal year
1996. The amounts in excess of the $38
million cap were requested to make up
for past years. In other words, the re-
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quest is up some. The point I am mak-
ing is it is split between the State De-
partment and the EPA.

Who else contributes? There are 40
other nations that are contributing.
The United States puts in a total of $38
million. Japan puts in $22 million, Ger-
many $16 million, United Kingdom $9
million, Canada $5 million, and so
forth.

I am advised that the contributions
to the multilateral fund have been at a
higher rate—85 percent of the assessed
amounts are contributed. This is the
highest of any known U.N. trust funds.
So it is working.

I would just like to point out a quote
from the July 14, 1994, journal of
Science. That is the name of the jour-
nal. It published the findings of an
international group of scientists who
concluded that ‘‘methyl chloroform,
one of the chief threats to the Earth’s
protective ozone layer, has begun to di-
minish. Other researchers confirm the
finding, first reported 2 years ago, that
chlorofluorocarbons, CFC’s, have al-
most stopped increasing in the atmos-
phere.”

You might say why have they not
stopped completely? You have had this
Montreal Protocol since 1987. The facts
are, it takes a significant amount of
time for the CFC’s to go from the
Earth up into the stratosphere where
they do their damage. So, if we can sta-
bilize—if our reports show they are sta-
bilizing in the atmosphere, that means
the efforts we have made to reduce the
emissions are working and pretty soon
the destruction of the ozone layer will
go into a rapid decline from the activi-
ties that are taking place now. So, we
can congratulate ourselves. Here is
something that has worked.

I want to just say how happy I am
that we have worked out this agree-
ment this evening; that both the dis-
tinguished ranking member and distin-
guished manager of the bill, the senior
Senator from Missouri, have accepted
these proposals. I am particularly in-
terested in the Montreal Protocol side
of it, having been connected with it for
some years.

Again, it is my view that the Repub-
licans can pat themselves on the back
for this measure, because it occurred
under a Republican administration
with a Republican President leading
the way.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from Vermont for his efforts in connec-
tion with this this evening. I am glad
we have reached a compromise and
that the amendment of the Senator
from Vermont has been accepted.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent a letter to me from the Alliance
for Responsible Atmospheric Policy
dated September 19, 1995, be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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ALLIANCE FOR RESPONSIBLE
ATMOSPHERIC POLICY,
Arlington, VA, September 19, 1995.
Hon. JOHN CHAFEE,
U.S. Senate, 506 Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR CHAFEE: On behalf of the
Alliance for Responsible Atmospheric Pol-
icy, I urge you to support the appropriation
of funds to fulfill the U.S. commitment to
the Multilateral Fund for the Implementa-
tion of the Montreal Protocol. The Multilat-
eral Fund provides resources for developing
countries to comply with the Protocol’s re-
quirements to phase out of the production of
ozone-depleting compounds such as
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). Appropriation of
moneys to the Fund have been eliminated in
the EPA budget and substantially reduced in
the State Department’s budget.

The Alliance is the internationally recog-
nized U.S. industry coalition which is com-
posed of producers of CFCs and their alter-
natives; and several hundred manufacturers
and organizations whose products and serv-
ices rely on CFCs and their alternatives. The
Alliance was organized in 1980 and continues
to assist government in the development of
reasonable international and U.S. govern-
ment policies regarding ozone protection. A
list of Alliance members is attached.

Industry has worked diligently over recent
years with policymakers to seek sensible
international requirements for the phaseout
of ozone-depleting compounds. We have done
so because the best scientific information
has led us to conclude that the concern for
human induced alternation of the ozone
layer is a serious ‘‘global’” environmental
concern. Unilateral requirements imposed on
U.S. industry alone would be neither fair nor
environmentally beneficial in solving the
overall global problem of ozone depletion.
Therefore, the Montreal Protocol, ratified by
149 countries, provides an unprecedented
forum for all nations to work together to
solve this global environmental problem.

The United Nations Environment Pro-
gramme Science Assessment Report shows
that one of the few remaining obstacles to
recovery of the ozone layer is the growth of
CFCs in developing countries. Developing
countries must be urged to continue their
transition to alternatives and phase out of
CFCs as soon as feasible. The Mulitlateral
Fund helps to ensure the success of the Mon-
treal Protocol by providing needed assist-
ance to these developing countries. Without
funding for the implementation of CFC alter-
natives in developing countries, these coun-
tries will continue to use ozone-depleting
CFCs because they are the best option avail-
able to them as their economies grow to
meet their society’s needs. Developing coun-
tries need assistance through the Fund in
phasing out of CFCs and utilizing new tech-
nologies.

Industry is proud of its accomplishments
in ozone protection, by its efforts to phase
out of CFCs ahead of schedule, and in its in-
vestment of several billion dollars to iden-
tify and introduce ozone-protecting alter-
native technologies. Therefore, it is criti-
cally important that Congress provide as
much oversight as necessary of federal agen-
cies, such as EPA, to ensure that U.S. inter-
ests and alternative technologies are not dis-
advantaged or prejudiced in the Multilateral
Fund’s CFC phaseout projects. In addition,
the Fund should not be used to implement
any acceleration of the phaseout of
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) beyond
the 1992 Copenhagen Amendments to the
Montreal Protocol.

The Multilateral Fund is an integral part
of the effort to ensure that alternative tech-
nologies are adopted globally. The U.S. con-
tribution to the Fund is only a relatively
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small but important symbol of the U.S. com-
mitment to this effort. The U.S. agreed to
the Fund assistance as part of its treaty ob-
ligation; and it should not renege on this ob-
ligation. Government and industry in the
United States have shown both strong lead-
ership in ozone protection and a commit-
ment to the success of the Montreal Pro-
tocol. In order to fulfill this commitment
and continue U.S. leadership, we urge you to
support the funding of the Multilateral
Fund.
Sincerely,
DAVID STIRPE,
Ezxecutive Director.
1994/1995 MEMBERSHIP LIST ALLIANCE FOR
RESPONSIBLE ATMOSPHERIC POLICY

3M Company.

A. Cook Associates, Inc.

Abbott Laboratories.

Abco Refrigeration Supply Corp.

Acme—Miami.

American Electronics Association (AEA).

Air Comfort Corporation.

Air Conditioning Contractors of America.

Air Conditioning & Refrigeration Institute.

Air Conditioning Suppliers, Inc.

Air Products.

Alliance Pharmaceutical Corporation.

AlliedSignal.

American Auto. Manufacturers Assoc.

American Frozen Food Institute.

American Pacific Corporation.

American Refrigerant Reclaim Corpora-
tion.

American Thermaflo Corp.

American Trucking Associations.

Amtrol, Inc.

Anderson Bros. Refrigeration Service, Inc.

Apex Ventilations.

ARCA/MCA.

Arizona Public Service Co.

Arjay Equipment Corporation.

Arrow Air Conditioning Service Company.

Arthur D. Little, Inc.

Ashland Inc.

Astro-Valcour Inc.

Association of Home Appliance Manufac-
turers.

AT&T.

Ausimont USA.

Automotive Consulting Group, Inc.

Bard Manufacturing Co.

Beltway Heating & Air Conditioning Co.
Inc.

Beverage-Air.

Big Bear Stores Co.

Blue M Electric.

Building Owners and Managers Association
(BOMA).

Booth Refrigeration Services Conditioning.

Bristol Compressors.

c/o Moog Training Center.

Carrier Corporation.

Celotex.

Center for Applied Engineering.

Central Coating Company, Inc.

Cetylite Industries, Inc.

Chemical Packaging Corp.

Chemtronics, Inc.

Clayton Auto Air, Inc.

Commercial Refrigerator Manufacturers
Association.

Copeland Corporation.

Day Supply Company.

Dow Chemical U.S.A.

E.I. Dupont De Nemours and Company.

E.V. Dunbar CO.

Eastman Kodak.

Ebco Manufacturing.

Electrolux/White Consolidated.

Elf Atochem North America, Inc.

Elliott-Williams Company, Inc.

Engineering & Refigeration, Inc.

Falcon Safety Products, Inc.

FES Inc.
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Flex-O-Lators, Inc.

Foam Enterprises, Inc.

Foamseal, Inc.

Food Marketing Institute.

Foodservice & Packaging Institute.

Ford Motor Company.

Forma Scientific.

Fox Appliance Parts of Augusta.

Franke Filling, Inc.

Fras-Air Contracting.

Free-Flow Packaging Corp.

Freightliner Corporation.

Gardner, Carton & Douglas.

Gebauer Company.

General Electric Company.

General Motors.

Graineer.

Gulfcoast Auto Air.

H.C. Duke & Son, Inc.

Hale and Dorr.

Halocarbon Products Corporation.

Halsey Supply Co., Inc.

Harold Electric Co.

Henry Valve Company.

Highside Chemicals.

Hill Refrigeration Corp.

Howard/McCray Refrigerator Co., Inc.

Hughes Aircraft Company.

Hussmann Corporation.

ICI Americas Inc.

IG-LO, Inc.

Illinois Supply Company.

IMI Cornelius Company.

Institute of Heating & Air Conditioning In-
dustries.

Institute of International Container Les-
Sors.

Integrated Device Technology Inc.

International Assoc. of Refrigerated Ware-
houses.

International Cold Storage Co., Inc.

International Mobile Air Conditioning
Assoc.

International Pharmaceutical Aerosol Coa-
lition.

Interstate Truckload Carriers Conference.

Johnson Controls.

Joseph Simons Co.

Keyes Refrigeration, Inc.

King-Weyler Equipment Co., Inc.

Kline & Company Inc.

Kraft General Foods.

KYSOR WARREN.

LaRoche Chemicals.

Lennox Industries.

Liggett Group Inc.

Lintern Corporation.

Lorillard.

Lowe Temperature Solutions.

Luce, Schwab & Kase, Inc.

Malone and Hyde Inc.

Manitowoc Equipment Works.

Marine Air Systems.

MARVCO Inc.

Maytag Corporation.

McGee Industries, Inc.

Mechanical Service Contractors of Amer-
ica.

Merck & Co., Inc.

Metl-Span Corporation.

Miles Inc.

Mobile Air Conditioning Society.

Monsen Engineering Co.

Montgomery County Public Schools.

Moog Automotive Inc.

Moran, Inc.

Nat. Assoc. of Plumbing-Heating-Cooling
Contractors.

National Assn. of Food Equipment Manu-
facturers.

National; Automobile Dealers Association.

National Refrigerants, Inc.

National Training Centers, Inc.

NC State Board of Refrigeration.

Neaton Auto Products Mfg., Inc.

New Mexico Engineering Res. Instit.-U of
NM.

North Colorado Medical Center.

Northern Illinois Gas.
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Northern Research & Engineering Corpora-
tion.

Northland Corporation.

Norton Company-Sealants Division.

O’Brien Associates.

Omar A. Muhtadi, Inc.

Omega Refrigerant Reclamation.

Orb Industries, Inc.

Patterson Frozen Foods, Inc.

Peirce-Phelps, Inc.

Pennzoil Company.

Perlick Corporation.

Polyisocyanurate Insulation Manufactur-
ers Association (PIMA).

Polycold Systems International.

Premier Brands Ltd.

Ralph Wright Refrigeration.

Rawn Company, Inc.

Reeves Refrigeration & Heating Supply,
Inc.

Refrigeration Engineering, Inc.

Refrigerant Management Services.

Refrigeration Service Engineers Society.

Refron.

Revco Scientific.

Rhode Island Refrigeration Supply Comp,
Inc.

Ritchie Engineering Co., Inc.

Rite Off.

RJR Nabisco.

Robinair Division, SPX Corp.

RSI Co.

Rule Industries, Inc.

SCM Gidco Organics.

Scott Polar Corporation.

Service Supply of Victoria, Inc.

Servidyne Inc.

Sexton Can Company.

Sheeting, Metal Air-Conditioning Contrac-
tors National Association (SMACNA).

South Central Co., Inc.

Southern Refrigeration Corp.

Society of the Plastics Industry (SPI).

Sporian Valve Company.

Spray, Inc.

Stoeiting, Inc.

Sub-Zero Freezer Company, Inc.

Superior Valve Company.

TAFCO Refrigeration Inc.

Tech Spray, Inc.

Tecumseh Products Company.

Tennessee Eastman.

Tesco Distributors, Inc.

Thermal Engineering Company.

Thermo-King Corporation.

Thompson Publishing Group.

Thompson Supply Co.

Thorpe Supply.

Tolin Mechanical Systems Co.

Tomen America Inc.

Trane Company.

Tropicana Products Inc.

Tu Electric.

Tyler Refrigeration Corp.

Union Chemical Lab. ITRI.

United Refrigeration, Inc.

Unitor Ships Service, Inc.

University of Maryland at Baltimore.

University of Wisconsin-Madison.

Valvoline Oil Company.

Venable, Baetjer, and Howard.

Vulcan Chemicals Co.

W.A. Roosevelt Company.

W.M. Barr and Company.

Wawa, Inc.

Weinberg and Green.

White & Shauger, Inc.

Willam F'. Nye, Inc.

Wynns Climate Control.

York Division, Borg-Warner Corp.

York International Corporation.

Zero Zone Refrigeration MFG.

Zexel USA.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I
strongly support the amendment of-
fered by Senator JEFFORDS, which
would make $100 million available for
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participation by the United States in
the Montreal Protocol Facilitation
Fund and the Climate Change Action
Plan green programs. This funding is
critical if we are to protect the ozone
layer from further erosion and con-
tinue our progress in helping American
industry become more energy-efficient.

The Montreal Protocol Facilitation
Fund helps implement the inter-
national phaseout of CFC’s—chemicals
that deplete the ozone layer. In turn, it
helps make the lives of every American
safer and healthier, protecting us from
radiation that causes skin cancer.

To date, the Fund has provided over
$300 million for almost 900 activities in
80 developing countries around the
world. These projects have resulted in
the elimination of over 55,000 tons of
ozone-depleting chemicals—rep-
resenting roughly 25 percent of the de-
veloping nation’s ozone-depleting
chemical use.

Why does this effort merit the Sen-
ate’s support? Let me suggest two rea-
sons.

First, developing countries are rap-
idly industrializing, making choices
about the technologies they will em-
ploy to improve their standard of liv-
ing. The choices they make will affect
the health of everyone who inhabits
this planet, and Americans are no ex-
ception.

Developing countries can profit from
the lessons of more developed countries
and avoid the environmentally dam-
aging mistakes that have already been
made. Or, they can follow the path of
least short-term resistance and make
the current ozone depletion problem
even worse. If developing nations chose
to industrialize using ozone-destroying
CFC’s, then all countries could suffer,
since the ozone hole will continue to
gTOW.

Second, American businesses benefit
from the global market for ozone-
friendly equipment created by this
international effort. To date, U.S. com-
panies have sold millions of dollars’
worth of equipment designed to pre-
vent the release of ozone-destroying
compounds as a result of the program.
Clearly, further investment by the
United States in this program is very
much in our interest.

In addition to eliminating funding
for the Montreal Protocol Facilitation
Fund, the VA-HUD appropriations bill
cuts $90 million from the Climate
Change Action Plan green programs.
The Jeffords amendment would restore
most of this funding.

The cuts in this account primarily
affect EPA’s green programs. The
Green Lights Program, for example,
provides information, training, tech-
nical reports, and other assistance, but
not direct financial assistance, to com-
panies to encourage them to invest in
highly energy-efficient lighting, heat-
ing, and cooling technologies designed
to save energy.

In my view, these programs represent
the type of public/private initiative we
should be encouraging—a government
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and industry partnership that protects
the environment and reduces our con-
sumption of energy, thereby making
domestic industries more competitive.

Green Lights is so popular that busi-
nesses throughout the country have
signed up. Nearly 2,000 businesses and
other institutions participate in the
program today.

In my home State of South Dakota,
Gateway 2000 and the State govern-
ment both are participating in the
Green Lights Program. It has been a
great success, saving energy, reducing
costs, and cutting pollution.

Mr. President, I commend Senator
JEFFORDS for offering this amendment
and urge my colleagues to vote to re-
store the funding for the Montreal Pro-
tocol Facilitation Fund and the Cli-
mate Change Action Plan green pro-
grams.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise to
join with my colleague from Vermont,
Senator JEFFORDS, in support of the
Montreal Protocol Fund—an extraor-
dinarily successful multilateral agree-
ment to phase out the use of ozone-de-
pleting chemicals.

Since the early 1970’s, scientists from
both academia and the business com-
munity have warned us that the
use of chlorofluorocarbons—commonly
known as CFC’s—as refrigerants and
solvents damages the Earth’s strato-
spheric ozone shell.

This ozone shield absorbs some of the
sun’s harmful ultraviolet, or UV radi-
ation. Increased amounts of this radi-
ation will raise the risk of skin cancer
and cataracts, impair the functioning
of human immune systems, and could
adversely impact the global food sup-
ply.

As a direct consequence of CFC use,
scientists identified literally a hole in
the ozone layer over Antarctica, in
1985.

An intensive investigation concluded
that this hole, which increased each
consecutive year from 1990 to 1994, and
which is expected to enlarge again this
year to over 3.9 million square miles—
roughly the size of Europe, was caused
by chlorine from dissolved CFC com-
pounds.

The ensuing inquiry also detected
falling concentrations of ozone over
the North and South Temperate
Zones—the former includes the United
States incidentally.

In response to this growing threat, 47
of the world’s developed and developing
countries joined together in September
1987, and formed the Montreal Pro-
tocol.

This agreement bound the leading
ozone-using countries to first freeze,
and later phaseout, the use of these
chemicals.

At present, over 120 countries have
voluntarily signed onto the Protocol,
making it the broadest and most suc-
cessful international collaboration in
world history.

Protocol member nations have accel-
erated the CFC phaseout schedule
twice, and have agreed upon a complete
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elimination of halons in 1994, and of
CFC’s by the end of this year.

Protocol member nations also recog-
nized that the disproportionate reli-
ance upon ozone-depleting substances
by the developing world threatens to
eliminate any progress.

Consequently, 30 developed nations
formed the Montreal Protocol Fund in
1990, to provide technical assistance to
developing nations, as they make the
transition to less harmful technologies.

To date, roughly $350 million has
been committed for 900 projects in
more than 85 developing countries.
When fully implemented, these
projects are anticipated to cut the de-
veloping countries’ use of ozone-deplet-
ing chemicals by almost one-third—
55,000 tons.

A recent report produced under the
auspices of the United Nations Envi-
ronmental Program indicates we are
making some headway—since 1989, the
rate of growth of major ozone-depleting
substances in the stratosphere has de-
clined significantly.

Yet, further reducing CFC’s remains
critical. Earlier this year, the World
Meteorological Organization reported
that ozone levels were 10 to 15 percent
below long-term averages, with a 35-
percent depletion over Siberia. In fact,
the past 3 months saw the most deple-
tion ever.

Mr. President, the United States is
responsible for a small portion of the
Montreal Protocol Fund’s resources.
Yet, even though we have the most to
gain, we are currently $28 million in ar-
rears.

Shrinking away from our commit-
ment, going back on our word as the
committee has suggested by elimi-
nating the account, will severely ham-
per developing countries’ transition to
non-CFC technologies.

Additionally, our industrial allies
will likely refuse to adopt added meas-
ures to further reduce ozone-depleting
chemicals which are not currently con-
trolled.

Many American businesses, which
are now world leaders in the manufac-
turing of non-CFC refrigerants and sol-
vents, will also suffer.

Mr. President, regrettably, my home
State of Delaware is one of the na-
tional leaders in terms of the incidence
of cancer. Delaware ranks among the
top 10 nationally in breast, lung, and
bladder cancer.

We have put a lot of work into identi-
fying the causes, but we don’t yet know
what in our environment, or what as-
pects of our behavior, are leading to
these cancer cases.

For that reason alone, Mr. Presi-
dent—and perhaps it is a selfish reason
and I make no apologies—I want to
prevent the increase of cancer-causing
UV radiation.

Delaware is a coastal State, and dur-
ing the summer months hundreds of
thousands of people flock to our shore-
line to enjoy our beaches. I don’t want
these people or anyone in America, to
unknowingly be exposed to harmful
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doses of UV radiation because this Na-
tion walked away from its responsi-
bility.

The Montreal Protocol is enormously
successful, and we are making solid,
substantial progress in decreasing the
use of CFC’s in the developing coun-
ties.

This success needs to be continued. I
urge my colleagues—support this wor-
thy program and send a signal to the
world community that America re-
mains a leader.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to add as a cospon-
sor Senator COHEN, Senator LUGAR and
Senator WELLSTONE.

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
have no further requests to be heard
from any of the Members I am aware
of.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, we are
willing to accept the amendment on
this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. I believe there is no objec-
tion on the other side. I think we are
therefore ready to go to a vote.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 2783) was agreed
to.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

AMENDMENT NO. 2784
(Purpose: To strike section 107 which limits
compensation for mentally disabled vet-
erans and offset the loss of revenues by en-
suring that any tax cut benefits only those
families with incomes less than $100,000)

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Maryland will be set aside.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I believe
that we have discussed previously the
possibility of a time agreement on this
amendment.

I understand the proponent of the
amendment is willing to accept a 30-
minute time agreement, equally di-
vided in the usual form, provided there
is no second-degree amendment. Is that
the understanding?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. The Senator is
entirely correct.

Mr. BOND. May I ask which amend-
ment he just sent forward?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I wanted to
lead off with the amendment relating
to the mentally disabled veterans.

Mr. BOND. And the second amend-
ment?
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Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Would have to
do with veterans’ health care.

Mr. BOND. Is the Senator agreeable
to a 30-minute time agreement equally
divided in the usual form for that
amendment as well?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I am indeed.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that on these two
amendments the time be equally di-
vided, 30 minutes in the normal form
on both sides with no second-degree
amendments.

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

The clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
ROCKEFELLER], for himself, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. DORGAN,
proposes an amendment numbered 2784.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 16, beginning with line 20, strike
all through page 17, line 5, and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 107. Section 105(b) of House Concur-
rent Resolution 67 (104th Congress, 1lst Ses-
sion) is amended to read as follows:

“(b) RECONCILIATION OF REVENUE REDUC-
TIONS IN THE SENATE.—

‘(1) CERTIFICATION.—(A) In the Senate,
upon the certification pursuant to section
205(a) of this resolution, the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance shall submit its rec-
ommendations pursuant to paragraph (2) to
the Senate Committee on the Budget. After
receiving the recommendations, the Com-
mittee on the Budget shall add such rec-
ommendations to the recommendations sub-
mitted pursuant to subsection (a) and report
a reconciliation bill carrying out all such
recommendations without any substantive
revision.

‘“(B) The Chair of the Committee on the
Budget shall file with the Senate revised al-
locations, aggregates, and discretionary
spending limits under section 201(a)(1)(B) in-
creasing budget authority by $170,000,000 and
outlays by $150,000,000.

*(2) COMMITTEE ON FINANCE.—Funding for
this section shall be provided by limiting
any tax cut provided in the reconciliation
bill to families with incomes less than
$100,000.”".

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
my amendment is very simple. It would
strike a provision of the appropriations
bill which seeks to limit compensation
benefits to certain veterans who are
disabled by mental illness, and offset
the savings that would result from the
enactment by limiting any tax cut
under the budget resolution to families
earning less than $100,000.

Mr. President, the choice posed by
my amendment is, again, simple and, I
think, straightforward. Do we favor tax
cuts for the wealthy or benefits for
mentally disabled veterans? I trust the
answer will be obvious.

The Appropriations Committee would
reenact a 1990 provision which cut off
VA compensation benefits to mentally
incompetent veterans who have no
spouse, children, nor dependent par-
ents, when the veteran’s savings
reached $25,000. Payments were re-
sumed when the savings fell to $10,000.



September 26, 1995

This provision expired at the end of
1992. Attempts to reenact this provi-
sion were rejected by the House and
Senate Veterans Affairs’ Committees
in both 1993 and again this year, 1995,
in our reconciliation efforts. It is bad
policy, and, in any event, it does not
belong in an appropriations measure.

Mr. President, some may argue that
suspending compensation to mentally
disabled veterans when their savings
reach $25,000 prevents uncaring heirs
from acquiring funds amassed through
the receipt of VA compensation bene-
fits. Indeed, that is usually the argu-
ment which is used against this. While
it is undoubtedly true that this will
happen in a few cases—that is, that in-
dividuals truly remote from the men-
tally incompetent veteran will receive
moneys on the death of that veteran—
it is equally true that it does not hap-
pen in the great majority of cases in
which a mentally incompetent veteran
dies without a spouse, child, or depend-
ent parent. In fact, to the contrary, in
many cases there are other family
members—nondependent parents,
brothers, sisters, uncles, aunts, or
cousins—who have been involved with
the veteran and the care of the vet-
eran.

Also—this is important to note—
there is absolutely no reason to sup-
pose that the situation of funds going
to so-called remote heirs occurs any
more frequently with mentally incom-
petent veterans than with other seri-
ously disabled veterans who have ac-
quired significant savings based upon
their receipt of compensation.

If there is indeed some interest in en-
suring that savings derived from VA
compensation not go to remote heirs,
then the law should be changed to pro-
vide that the cutoff in compensation
apply across the board to everyone. I
do not believe that this is something
the Government should do only for
those who are mentally incompetent,
disabled veterans.

If we are to undertake this policy—
and I would not favor that—it must be
done in a fair, across-the-board fashion.
Otherwise, we single out mentally dis-
abled veterans and in that classic sense
discriminate against them when, of
course, they are unable to do anything
about this themselves.

Mr. President, on its face this provi-
sion discriminates against one small
group of veterans: those who are men-
tally disabled. There is no sound policy
reason for allowing a competent dis-
abled veteran to save money that could
possibly go to remote heirs upon the
veteran’s death, while limiting savings
of a mentally incompetent, disabled
veteran. There is a rather important
matter of fairness involved here.

This provision would do terrible
harm to families who sacrificed to pro-
vide care for their mentally incom-
petent son or daughter. In many cases,
parents who act in fiduciary roles build
savings so that when the parents are
deceased, there will be enough money
to care for the disabled veteran. Under
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the proposal, families could not accom-
plish this goal.

Another outcome of the 1990 provi-
sion was that many veterans and their
guardians did very creative things to
circumvent the law. For example, men-
tally incompetent veterans arranged
marriages in order to avoid losing their
compensation. Others made large pur-
chases of unneeded property or cars to
lower their savings or otherwise dis-
burse their savings. Guardians in these
cases often consented because it was
better to expend those savings than to
lose VA compensation altogether. We
can expect more of the same if this pro-
posal becomes law. By cutting off pay-
ments, the provision punishes the vet-
eran whose guardian conscientiously
administers the veteran’s funds, while
it rewards the guardian who allows the
veteran to spend frivolously everything
that he gets.

Mr. President, I note that all of the
major veterans service organizations
oppose this provision, some of them
very strongly. They generally believe,
as I do, that there is no justifiable rea-
son for singling out these veterans for
discrimination solely because they are
mentally disabled.

Also, as I noted briefly earlier in my
remarks, this provision is a clear ex-
ample of authorizing legislation on an
appropriations bill. That is not consid-
ered lightly around here. The Veterans
Affairs’ Committee considered this pro-
vision as part of meeting our reconcili-
ation mandate under the leadership of
Chairman SIMPSON, and we rejected it.
That is the business of an authorizing
committee. It should not be resur-
rected in the guise of an appropriations
issue.

Mr. President, for all of these rea-
sons, I urge my colleagues to join me
in supporting this amendment to re-
move this onerous provision from the
appropriations bill.

I yield the floor and thank the Chair.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I may require.

Mr. President, this is an effort again
to deal with some very, very tight
funding problems. We recommended,
and the committee accepted, that the
incompetent veterans provision in-
cluded in the House stay in the Senate
bill. It limits the provision, as we said
earlier, in order to save $172 million in
budget authority and $157 million in
outlays.

As a result of this provision, the sub-
committee was able to provide an in-
crease for VA medical care. It does say
that where a mentally incompetent
veteran has neither dependent chil-
dren, dependent spouse, nor dependent
parents, when the value of the vet-
eran’s estate exceeds $25,000, until the
estate is reduced to $10,000, there will
be no payments. These are for veterans
whose needs are being fully cared for
by the Veterans Administration. This
is a veteran who has no dependents.
This is the ultimate estate builder
plan. These are veterans who are in
very difficult circumstances. The peo-
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ple who will benefit from the payments
made by the VA are heirs, not depend-
ent heirs.

Frankly, the offset provision which
purports to deal with tax cuts is thin
air. It is absolute vapor. It proposes
some budget gimmickry, but, frankly,
what this amendment does by raising
spending by the amount of $172 million
in budget authority and $157 million in
outlays is to say to our children
“We’ve got you. We are going to put
this estate builder program on your
credit card.”

This is a violation of the budget that
is proposed and been adopted by Con-
gress. If this provision were to succeed,
it would have the impact of busting the
agreement to achieve a zero deficit by
the year 2002.

Imagine how difficult it would be to
tell your children or your grand-
children, ‘I just decided that we don’t
need to stop spending on your credit
card. We're going to provide an estate
builder plan for incompetent veterans,
people who served the country well but
who are being fully cared for by the
Veterans Administration so their non-
dependent heir, not their wife, not the
dependent child, not the dependent par-
ent, but some farther away heir will re-
ceive the bonus that has been built up
by these payments.”’

In September 1980, the Comptroller
General, as written by the former
chairman of the House Veterans’ Af-
fairs Committee, said, ‘‘Congress in-
tended distant relatives should not be
enshrined to receive benefits of vet-
erans or their immediate families.
However, large estates consisting of
VA benefits are evidently still enrich-
ing distant relatives who may have had
very little to do with the veteran and
were not affected by his service to the
United States.”

The VA inspector general conducted
an audit of the VA’s fiduciary program
and recommended legislation to limit
compensation payments. The IG found
numerous instances of substantial es-
tates being inherited by distant rel-
atives.

An incompetent veteran of World
War I emigrated from Lithuania in 1907
and died in 1978, leaving an estate of
$87,900, of which $77,800 came from VA
benefits. The estate went to six nieces
and nephews living in the Soviet
Union.

There are many other examples like
that. But the basic argument is we
have a very tight budget, and it was
our decision in recommending to the
subcommittee, which the sub-
committee recommended to the full
committee, which the committee rec-
ommended to this floor, we could bet-
ter spend the $172 million in ensuring
that current veterans receive medical
care that they need. This was a very
important part of the increase that we
were able to give in veterans medical
affairs.

When the time comes, I will raise a
Budget Act point of order to this meas-
ure.
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I yield the floor.

Mr. President, how many minutes
would the Senator from Wyoming like?

Mr. SIMPSON. Seven minutes.

Mr. BOND. I yield 7 minutes to the
Senator from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, again,
one of these difficult issues that are
filled with emotion. I have chaired the
Veterans Affairs’ Committee for sev-
eral years. Senator Cranston chaired
the committee, Senator MURKOWSKI,
Senator ROCKEFELLER. It is a remark-
able committee that does tremendous
things for veterans, and I very much
enjoy having Senator JAY ROCKE-
FELLER as the ranking member. We
work closely together. His staff and my
staff work closely together.

This is an honest difference of opin-
ion, but again it is one of those that
have a ring—a tug at the heart—and I
have been through a lot of these
through the years, because if you resist
this, then it will go out on the wave-
length that somehow you do not care
about veterans; you are cold and mean
spirited and heartless.

This one you want to pay close atten-
tion to. This is a serious issue that is
not leaving any single veteran unat-
tended.

We are talking here about an incom-
petent veteran. We are talking about a
person that cannot manage their as-
sets. They have a conservator or a
guardian.

What we are providing here, it seems
to me to make eminent common sense.
We are going to suspend the VA dis-
ability compensation payments in the
case of an incompetent veteran with no
dependents whatsoever.

If you really want to get a look at
what we are talking about, we are talk-
ing about a person perhaps in a nursing
home or some other institution who is
totally incapable of functioning, with
not a single person that comes to see
them on Christmas or New Years or
Easter, not a single dependent ever
shows up at the door.

We are talking about not including
the value of a home in computing the
size of the estate, and we are talking
about the fact that if a person in that
status accumulates over $25,000, we
stop. And the purpose of stopping is so
that a nondependent heir does not in-
herit something which is totally a
windfall—because the veteran did not
need it at all. The veteran’s necessities
as an incompetent are totally taken
care of—food, shelter, clothing. This is
for expenses that he or she did not
need. That is why it accumulated in a
bank account, and that is why it
should not go to a nondependent rel-
ative who had no desire to care for or
even see the person.

So if you want to get into the emo-
tion of it—and we always usually do—
then remember this is a pretty tragic
situation. So we are saying, I think in
a very magnanimous way, if it gets
above $25,000, we are going stop it so it
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will not get up to $100,000 and go to
somebody who does not care about the
veteran. The veteran will be totally
taken care of; every single need will be
taken care of. I know that and you
know that. And then here is the key.

If this drops below $10,000, you start
the money coming again. Now, that is
what we have here, to save $170 mil-
lion. If it drops below $10,000, it starts
again. If it gets above $25,000, it stops.

And what is the money for? The vet-
eran. And he is not using it, so why let
it go to $60,000, $70,000, or $80,000. And it
only affects veterans who are not com-
petent in any way to handle their
money. These payments are made to
provide for the living expenses of dis-
abled veterans. They are not being used
for that purpose. The money is not
paying for clothes or food or shelter. It
is a accumulating, and it will be ulti-
mately passed on to nondependent
heirs.

This provision does not affect the
standard of living or the condition of
living of any veteran because the vet-
erans involved are not now spending
the money. If the benefit money is
being expended to support the veteran,
then the money would not be building
up in the bank, and the provision in
the bill would not kick in. It is that
clear.

The amendment is actually an as-
sault on the budget resolution. The
cost of this amendment would be offset
by reducing the amount available to
the Finance Committee to reduce the
tax burden imposed on the American
people and the American economy. We
will hear over and over and over in
these next days that Senators must ei-
ther vote for a tax cut for the rich or
vote for disabled and helpless veterans,
one or the other.

That is a sad choice and quite an ex-
traordinary rigging of the amendment.
But we will see a lot of those in the
days to come, many, many of those. I
personally do not favor a tax cut for
the rich or the poor. So at least I am
on record on that because we are going
to deal with the $5 trillion debt limit in
the next few days. And we will deal
with Medicare and Medicaid and let
that go up 6.4 percent, and that will be
called a savage cut from coast to coast.

We do not do veterans any favor if we
use them as a point man. I was in the
infantry. I do not know where others
served, but it was not fun to be a point
man to begin to do any kind of mili-
tary activity. And certainly you can-
not use veterans as point men to begin
dismantling the national effort to try
to bring the deficit under control and
provide some relief to Americans aged
between 18 and 45 who will have noth-
ing in 30 years. And nobody talks about
them and that period of time.

We always talk about 1 year. We have
a Secretary of Veterans Affairs, a Cabi-
net Member, who will not go past 1
year in his dealings with telling the
American veterans what is going to
happen to them.

And so these are the troublesome
things. We do veterans no favor at all
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if we use them as point men for includ-
ing spending for a program without at
the same time reducing spending in an-
other program. We do veterans no favor
if we enact legislation that really has
the effect of enriching only their non-
dependent relatives after their death,
people who have not cared a whit about
them.

I yield the floor.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. How much time
do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia has 7 minutes
43 seconds.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the esteemed Sen-
ator from Maryland, Senator MIKULSKI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the Senator
for yielding.

I want to congratulate him on his ad-
vocacy for veterans. I thank him for
coming here this evening to offer his
amendment, the kind of cultured co-
operation we have here in the U.S. Sen-
ate. And I particularly want to thank
him for his advocacy for veterans
health care.

I am proud to be a cosponsor of the
Rockefeller amendment to strike the
provision contained in the committee
bill which would deny benefits to those
veterans who have become mentally in-
capacitated.

The bill before us reinstates a provi-
sion of law that was expired in 1992.

The provision contained in this bill
suspends benefits to veterans who are
mentally incapacitated with no spouse
or children when their estates reach
$25,000. It would allow payments to be
resumed when the value of the estate
falls to $10,000.

Section 107 of the committee bill dis-
criminates against a small group of
veterans, those who have become inca-
pacitated as a result of mental illness
or disease.

There simply is no sound policy rea-
son to single out these veterans and
deny them their benefits.

The provision contained in the com-
mittee bill is an affront to veterans.

By including this provision, the com-
mittee is going after those veterans
who have become completely incapable
of defending themselves, taking their
benefits, and then using their money to
cover even deeper cuts in the VA med-
ical care budget.

Aside from the fact that this provi-
sion discriminates against a small
group of veterans, it also: denies par-
ents who are caring for the disabled
veteran the ability to accrue savings
needed to care for their son when the
parents dies; experience has shown that
guardians and trust officers responsible
for the care of these disabled veterans
are unwilling to continue their respon-
sibilities if benefits are interrupted;
and the provision, when it was law
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under the 1990 Budget Reconciliation
Act, led to a variety of unintended con-
sequences that were destructive and
demeaning to veterans such as ar-
ranged marriages to avoid the law, and
the purchase of unneeded property or
cars in order to keep the estate value
down.

Mr. President, we’ve seen enough to
know that this is bad policy and bad
law.

If we don’t stand up for these vet-
erans, who will?

I urge my colleagues to support the
Rockefeller amendment.

I want to make one point perhaps
that has not been discussed in the de-
bate, which is about the parents of the
mentally incompetent veteran.

You see, parents are very much con-
cerned about their—primarily their
son, sometimes their daughter—who is
disabled and the need to keep some
type of saving to care for their son or
daughter when these parents die. Expe-
rience has shown that guardians and
trust officers responsible for the care of
these disabled veterans are unwilling
to care for them if benefits are inter-
rupted.

The other thing that happens is that
in order to keep some kind of asset
base, they kind of get into phony, ma-
nipulatory things. They will want to
try to buy a car or a new property and
so on. This is not the veteran. This is
not the people who fought at Iwo Jima
or Pork Chop Hill or the Mekong Delta.
These are honorable men and women
who do that. And I think that what we
need to do is make sure that we do not
have bad policy become not good law.
And I really support the Senator’s
amendment. These are people who have
come to a point in their life where they
are unable to think for themselves and
in many instances unable to care for
themselves. We are asking that a safe-
ty net be provided. And when they join
the U.S. military, it is not an asset
test.

So I hope that the Senator’s amend-
ment prevails, and I hope his advocacy
continues.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. This Senator
thanks the distinguished colleague
from Maryland.

Mr. President, I will use my remain-
ing time to say the following. In 1992,
Senators HATFIELD and DOMENICI and
Kasten wrote to the President of the
United States, President Bush, about
precisely this subject. And they said in
a letter, which I ask unanimous con-
sent be printed in the RECORD, the fol-
lowing:

. based on ‘‘irrational discrimination
against the mentally disabled . . . the vir-
tually exclusive, if unintended result is im-
permissible discrimination against mentally
incompetent disabled veterans.”’

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

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, March 16, 1992.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On February 3, 1992

the U.S. District Court for the Southern Dis-
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trict of New York temporarily restored the
right of mentally incompetent veterans to
receive disability compensation. These bene-
fits were being denied to this select group of
veterans because of a provision in FY ’90
OBRA.

We believe that the ruling of temporary in-
junction by Judge Shirley Wohl Kram should
not be appealed. We agree with her state-
ment that the current statute is based on
‘“‘irrational discrimination against the men-
tally disabled. . . . the virtually exclusive, if
unintended result is impermissible discrimi-
nation against mentally incompetent dis-
abled veterans.”

Mr. President, we ask that you recognize
the harm caused by this discriminatory pro-
vision and urge you to withdraw your appeal
of this temporary injunction.

Best regards,
ROBERT W. KASTEN, Jr.
MARK O. HATFIELD.
PETE V. DOMENICI.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
people talk about people with remote
heirs and people who may care for men-
tally disabled veterans as if they did
not really care. They say, why would
one care for a mentally incompetent
veteran? Well, I am sorry, but there are
people who do care. And there is noth-
ing in the law which says that you
have to care to 20 percent or 70 percent
or 90 percent for this to be fair.

There is no justification for singling
out mentally disabled people for dis-
criminatory treatment. None. We have
not said they are entitled to compensa-
tion only if they are poor. The law does
not say that. We have not said they are
entitled to compensation only if they
have savings less than $25,000. And we
have not said they are entitled to com-
pensation only if they have no money
from anywhere else, like so many
Members of this body do who do not
have to worry about things like this.
These are people who have people who
care about them. To assume they do
not is not in line with thinking about
family values.

We have said that they are entitled
to compensation for their disability
based on their disability. And that is
what my amendment asks for.

Are we prepared to say now that for
some reason the mentally disabled are
somehow less entitled solely because
they are mentally disabled? Is that
what those who oppose this amend-
ment would do? The Senator from West
Virginia will not join such an effort.

I hope very much that my amend-
ment will be accepted. I think it is
right, fair, reasonable, just, and non-
discriminatory.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia has yielded
back his time.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I urge adoption
of my amendment.

Mr. SIMPSON. How much time is re-
maining, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
2 minutes 6 seconds left remaining of
the time for the opponents of the
amendment.

Mr. BOND. I yield the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming 2 minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I hope
this debate does not come down to who
cares more about disabled veterans or
homeless people or the lesser in soci-
ety. That is not what this amendment
is about. That truly is a mind-boggling
thing to think that there are some peo-
ple in this Chamber who care less
about other people in society. We all
have the same level of care toward the
lesser in society.

Since I have chaired this committee,
we have doubled the veterans benefits.
The veterans budget when I came to
this Chamber 17 years ago was about
$20 billion, and we are going to do
something which puts it close to $40
billion. And the veterans population is
declining. And if anyone can say that
we do not take care of veterans, it is
usually nonveterans or people who
were never overseas or never involved
with veterans who say that.

And I am not making a reflection on
anyone. When I came to this Chamber,
I heard the most stirring debate I ever
heard about what we did not do for vet-
erans by a person who had never been
in the civil air patrol. I had to listen to
one-half hour of unmitigated guff
about what we were doing for veterans.
Now, that is a tiresome argument, and
I do not think it fits in any way of
what we do for these fine people, now
26 million, now declining 2 percent per
year, who have given much, and we
have given them much. And we will
continue to do so.

This is a very isolated incident. If we
are talking about caregivers and the
conflict of interest, is it a conflict of
interest for a caregiver to put aside
$100,000 if they know they are going to
get it? Let us apply this to everybody,
competent veterans and incompetent
veterans. That will seem to cover it
pretty well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired on the amendment.

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. The adoption of the pend-
ing amendment would cause the Appro-
priations Committee to breach its dis-
cretionary allocation as well as breach
revenue amounts established in the fis-
cal year 1996 budget resolution.

Pursuant to section 302(f) and 306 of
the Congressional Budget Act, I raise a
point of order against the amendment.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
move to waive the application of the
Budget Act to the pending amendment.

Mr. BOND. I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment and the motion to
waive be set aside.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Objection is not
heard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2785 TO COMMITTEE
AMENDMENT ON PAGE 8, LINES 9 AND 10
(Purpose: To increase funding for veterans’
medical care and offset the increase in
funds by ensuring that any tax cut benefits
only those families with incomes less than

$100,000)

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
the second amendment I propose is also
very simple. It would provide funding
for VA medical care at the level re-
quested by the President—that is,
$16.96 billion—and would offset the cost
of this increase, approximately $511
million, by a reduction in the amount
set aside in the budget resolution to
cover the revenue loss from any tax
cut.

The choice represented by the
amendment is simple: Should VA
health care be funded at a level which
allows it to continue to meet health
care needs and demands of those vet-
erans who seek care from the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, or should
medical care be cut so as to fund a tax
cut?

The Senator from Wyoming indicated
this comparison would be made on a
number of occasions, and he is entirely
correct. The values implicit in this ar-
gument, and how one comes down on
this argument, are profound. Obvi-
ously, to me the answer is self-evident.

Mr. President, I want my colleagues
to understand some of the ways that
the level of funding included in the ap-
propriations bill will affect the people
who use the VA health care system.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair asks the Senator to withhold so
that the clerk can report the amend-
ment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
ROCKEFELLER], for himself, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. WELLSTONE, proposes an
amendment numbered 2785.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 8, line 10, strike $16,450,000,000
and insert ‘‘$16,961,487,000".

On page 22, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following:

SEC. 111. Section 105(b) of House Concur-
rent Resolution 67 (104th Congress, 1lst Ses-
sion) is amended to read as follows:

“(b) RECONCILIATION OF REVENUE REDUC-
TIONS IN THE SENATE.—

‘(1) CERTIFICATION.—(A) In the Senate,
upon the certification pursuant to section
205(a) of this resolution, the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance shall submit its rec-
ommendations pursuant to paragraph (2) to
the Senate Committee on the Budget. After
receiving the recommendations, the Com-
mittee on the Budget shall add such rec-
ommendations to the recommendations sub-
mitted pursuant to subsection (a) and report
a reconciliation bill carrying out all such
recommendations without any substantive
revision.

‘““(B) The Chair of the Committee on the
Budget shall file with the Senate revised al-
locations, aggregates, and discretionary
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spending limits under section 201(a)(1)(B) in-
creasing budget authority by $511,487,000 and
outlays by $511,487,000.

*(2) COMMITTEE ON FINANCE.—Funding for
this section shall be provided by limiting
any tax cut provided in the reconciliation
bill to families with incomes less than
$100,000.”’.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. The Senator
asks permission to continue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Under the bill
as reported, VA would be forced to op-
erate at a level below current services.
In human terms, 113,000 eligible vet-
erans would be denied inpatient and
outpatient care in 1996. In terms of
VA’s capacity to provide a full range of
health care services nationwide, the
equivalent of four VA hospitals would
have to be shut down; 6,500 VA health
care professionals would lose their
jobs.

I spent most of the day in the Fi-
nance Committee, and people there say
that a reduction in the increase in the
amount of money put aside for health
care is not a cut. They are, of course,
entirely wrong. Health care is not like
a loaf of bread. A loaf of bread is sub-
ject to normal inflation; it goes up a
couple pennies a year, whatever.
Health care is subject to entirely dif-
ferent influences. It is subject to tech-
nology. It is subject to the fact that
veterans are aging.

The Senator from Wyoming made the
point that there are fewer veterans,
but he did not make the point that, in
fact, demand for veterans’ health care,
even with fewer veterans, is increasing.
Are we to deny them that? My amend-
ment would seek to try to deny them
less.

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to
focus on these repercussions in human
terms. I fear too often we hear numbers
and we become numb. We lose sight of
the human element in what we are
doing. If we do not appropriate funds
for VA medical care at the level sought
by the President, which is a modest
level, in my estimation, and which
only covers the cost of inflation—not
medical inflation but inflation—real
people, veterans who answered our
country’s call, will not receive the
health care that they need, the health
care that they deserve, the health care
that they have been promised.

One can ridicule all one wants the
commitment to our Nation’s veterans,
but it was made, and it is justified.
This is not pulling on heart strings.
This has to do with whether veterans
get treatment for different kinds of
conditions which might range all the
way from prostate problems to Alz-
heimer’s to other long-term care prob-
lems or immediate problems. They are
real problems and real people.

I do not say that any person in this
body cares for people less than any
other person, but what they do about
what is available to those people may
differ substantially, and in what they
do is the judgment about what they
feel, in terms of their priorities.
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Every VA medical center furnishes
vital care to veterans in the geographic
regions served. We Lknow that. We
stopped all new construction in the
Veterans’ Committee. We have stopped
any major renovation of our current
veterans hospitals, many of which were
built 75 years ago. The Senator from
Maryland mentioned a psychiatric hos-
pital which is literally crumbling on
its foundations, but are we doing any-
thing to build that up, to restore it, to
improve it? No. So we are not doing
that. We are talking here about vet-
erans health care as it exists, to be
made available to veterans who need it.

We will deny service to my constitu-
ents who are veterans and to the con-
stituents of others who are veterans.
Some have disabilities from their serv-
ice; others were able to complete their
service without injuries but are now
unable to afford the cost of health care.
What do they do if they are unable to
afford the cost of health care? We have
40 million, 50 million Americans who
do not have health insurance. To deny
veterans health care is wrongheaded.
We must avoid it, and my amendment
will help us to do so.

Mr. President, I find it very ironic
that we are being asked to cut VA
health care funding below current serv-
ices, thereby turning veterans away
from their health care, just as we con-
clude a great national celebration of
the 50th anniversary of the end of the
Second World War, an enormous emo-
tional outpouring.

I remember staying up late one night
a couple of weeks ago to watch Presi-
dent Clinton out in Hawaii. C-SPAN
did something at 2 or 3 in the morning
for an hour, or hour and a half. We
have had people talk about it on the
floor of the Senate, Senators discussing
their service with each other. Power-
ful, powerful testimony. We have all
agreed that these people saved the
world.

One thing came through very loud
and clear to me during those recent
celebrations, and that is how the vic-
tory belonged to the GI's—not to me, I
was b years old, but to the GI’s—who
fought the battles from Normandy to
Iwo Jima. Oh, how we love to talk
about that, and ought to and are in-
spired by it, made better by it.

Mr. President, these are the same
GI’s who are now veterans in their sev-
enties seeking care from the VA. Not
everybody is rich. They say a third of
the Members of the Senate are million-
aires. Well, we may be out of touch. A
lot of those folks out there are not, and
they are broke and they need VA, and
that is what the VA is there for, to
serve them. These same GI's could be
turned away from the care they need if
the cutback envisioned by the Appro-
priations Committee is enacted. That
hardly seems like a fitting or worthy
tribute after all the speeches that we
have heard.

I also find it ironic that there are
proposals to cut VA below current
services at the very time that cutbacks
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are being proposed in Medicare and
Medicaid. Now, why do I say that?
There is every reason to suspect that
as individuals are pushed out of those
programs because of the changes that
are being contemplated, the veterans
who have relied on either Medicare,
which is being diminished by $270 bil-
lion, or Medicaid, which is being dimin-
ished by $182 billion, will have to turn
to VA for needed health care. I find
that ironic.

Mr. President, VA health care is at a
crossroads, and many innovative and
dynamic changes are happening within
the system. We have a lot of improve-
ments that we can make, and they are
being done—not all, but some.

Some, as I have indicated, suggest
that the number of veterans is declin-
ing, and that that, therefore, justifies
cutbacks in VA health care. People
even laugh at that. Well, it is true that
the overall veteran population is com-
ing down. It is now just over 26 million.
A few years ago, it was close to 27 mil-
lion. It is also true the demand for VA
health care continues to increase. The
question is whether we will meet it
under the obligations that we have.

This is a phenomenon—this demand
for more health care—that is easy to
understand once one realizes that as
the population continues to age, the
demand for health care services actu-
ally is on the rise.

As our veterans age, we must make
sure that the promises a grateful na-
tion has made will not be undone as we
rush to balance the budget.

I urge my colleagues to adopt this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who will
yields time?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I may require.

Mr. President, it is not hard to see
how this Congress has gotten into the
habit in the past of spending more
money than we take in, of running
deficits of $200 billion or more, putting
burdens on our economy and terrible
burdens on the backs of our children
and grandchildren. When we talk about
cuts, as my friend from West Virginia
has—about draconian cuts in Medicare,
when under the budget resolution
Medicare will rise per recipient faster
than the rate of inflation in coming
years, only in Washington, DC, is that
a cut.

My colleague from West Virginia is
complaining about the draconian cuts
in veterans medical care. Our increase
in medical care for the VA is the larg-
est in this bill. It will be an increase of
$285 million above fiscal year 1995—
that at a time when every other aspect
of this budget is being cut.

Now, we have a clear choice. We have
a clear choice on these two amend-
ments. Neither one of them are offset.
There is language in the amendment
which purports to change the congres-
sional budget resolution that has been
adopted months ago. We cannot do
that. This is simply a budget buster. It
feels good. If you do not care about the
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fiscal impact of your irresponsibility,
then you can move to waive the Budget
Act so that we can go on spending like
money is going out of style, because it
will go out of style and this second
amendment is just another in the same
direction.

We have tried to work with the Vet-
erans Administration for the past sev-
eral months on ways to trim VA’s
budget, so that the budget of VA will
be used to serve the veterans. Unfortu-
nately, the secretary has completely
stonewalled and refused to cooperate
with it. The secretary of the VA has
done everything in his power to tor-
pedo efforts of the Congress to reform
the VA medical system, to bring it into
the 21st century, to get rid of fraud,
waste, and abuse, and to make sure
that we use modern techniques to serve
our veterans with the high quality of
care that this country is capable of
providing, but I fear in too many in-
stances does not provide through the
VA.

The secretary has sent computer e-
mail messages to every one of VA’s
220,000 employees decrying the congres-
sional budget resolution and its dev-
astating impact on veterans health
care. He has sent messages out to each
employee on their pay stubs saying:
“The administration’s plan is much
better for veterans and their families.”

He has made speeches across the
country, talking about bed closures
and patients being denied air care. He
has impugned the motives of Congress
and the congressional budget resolu-
tion.

I think it is very, very disappointing
that the secretary has chosen to use
his efforts on politics rather than on
finding ways to serve the veterans bet-
ter.

He has cited statistics that are over-
stated, as the GAO has found, or need
to be put into context. For example,
the secretary said that this measure
will result in hundreds of beds being
closed. But what the secretary has not
acknowledged is that the VA has been,
and plans to continue absent any budg-
etary constraints, to close hospital
beds because of the demand for care on
an outpatient basis—rather than hos-
pitalization. Since 1989, VA has closed
almost 20,000 hospital beds—and the
budget has increased each of the years
since 1989.

In a September 12 letter to the House
Veterans, Affairs Committee Chairman
STUuMP, GAO found serious flaws in
VA’s analysis of the possible impacts of
the House budget resolution. VA over-
stated the funds it would need to main-
tain its current level of services be-
cause, according to GAO, it based its
projected funding needs on assump-
tions that there wil