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midnight basketball works in some
inner cities, I do not know. It does not
apply to me. It might work in Chicago.
It might work in cities in Wisconsin.

Why should we make that judgment?
This is an opportunity to provide some
limited funding for States to employ
juvenile prevention programs.

Mr. President, it is worrisome that
the number of young males who are
aged from 14 to 17 will grow over the
next 5 years. We can expect to see
record levels of juvenile crime. There is
one expert who estimates that this de-
mographic trend is going to produce a
minimum of 30,000 more muggers, mur-
derers, and chronic offenders than we
currently have. Are we going to keep
building jails and prisons, and keep
putting our kids away, or are we going
to try to intervene in the early years
to see if we can prevent them from
heading down the pathway to crime?

So I join with enthusiasm my col-
league from Wisconsin. I think it is a
very important amendment, and I hope
it will enjoy the support of a majority
of our colleagues.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

PROVIDING FOR AN ADJOURN-
MENT OF THE TWO HOUSES

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now
turn to the consideration of the ad-
journment resolution, which provides
for an adjournment of the Senate be-
ginning tonight or any day up to next
Thursday, October 5; that the resolu-
tion be agreed to and the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table.

This has been agreed to by the Demo-
cratic leadership.

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

So the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 104) was agreed to, as follows:

H. CoN. RESs. 104

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That when the House ad-
journs on the legislative day of Friday, Sep-
tember 29, 1995, it stand adjourned until 10
a.m. on Friday, October 6, 1995, or until noon
on the second day after Members are notified
to reassemble pursuant to section 2 of this
concurrent resolution, whichever occurs
first; and that when the Senate recesses or
adjourns on any day beginning with Friday,
September 29, 1995, through Friday, October
6, 1995, pursuant to a motion made by the
Majority Leader or his designee in accord-
ance with this resolution, it stand recessed
or adjourned until noon on Tuesday, October
10, 1995, or until such time on that day as
may be specified by the Majority Leader or
his designee in the motion to recess or ad-
journ, or until noon on the second day after
Members are notified to reassemble pursuant
to section 2 of this concurrent resolution,
whichever occurs first.

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the
Majority Leader of the Senate, acting jointly
after consultation with the Minority Leader
of the House and the Minority Leader of the
Senate, shall notify the Members of the
House and the Senate, respectively, to reas-
semble whenever, in their opinion, the public
interest shall warrant it.
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DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996

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

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Texas.

AMENDMENT NO. 2843

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I hope
we can dispose of the pending amend-
ment in short order. The committee re-
viewed all of these programs that the
amendment proposes to fund. These are
all of the so-called prevention pro-
grams that, when we debated this bill,
we discussed at great length.

What is being proposed here is to give
money to the States for activities such
as midnight basketball, and to pay for
it by cutting the $80 million from the
FBI. I remind my colleagues that when
we passed the Anti-Terrorism Act, we
authorized additional funding for the
FBI.

What I have tried to do in this bill is
to provide some of that funding which
we authorized. What we are being
asked to do here is to go back and fund
the very programs that we passed over
because we did not think they were
worthy, and we are being asked to pay
for them by cutting the FBI.

I think that if people could take a
look at this amendment and decide
whether they wanted these prevention
programs or whether they wanted the
money to go into law enforcement to
grab violent criminals by the throat
and not let them go to get a better
grip, I think it would be a very clear
choice.

I am opposed to the amendment. I
would be happy to have a voice vote on
the amendment if the Senator is will-
ing to do that.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I will call
for a rollcall vote, but I want to answer
briefly what the Senator said.

The FBI this coming year is funded
at a 15-percent increase over last year.
There is not a single request the FBI
has made for funding that we have not
authorized and are prepared to fund,
without—without—this $80 million.
This $80 million is over and above ev-
erything that the FBI has authorized,
the President has requested and the
House has funded.

He talks about midnight basketball
league, and that is a synonym for
money that we think is wasted on pre-
vention. As Senator COHEN pointed out,
this money is block granted to States.
They do not have to spend it on mid-
night basketball.

We have decided that much of the
money we are spending at the Federal
level the States can spend much more
effectively. You have made that argu-
ment time and time again. Let the
Governors, let the local government
spend the money, not Washington.
That is what these crime prevention
programs are aimed at.
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These crime prevention programs, if
the Governors so wish, could be spent
on programs like DARE. Everyone in
this Chamber understands and recog-
nizes that DARE is a program that
works.

So midnight basketball is not where
these funds are going to be expended.
They are going to be given to States
and Governors and local governments
to spend as they see fit.

Again, the argument is that in any
crimefighting bill, a certain amount of
money, modest as it is, needs to be
spent on trying to prevent it from oc-
curring in the first place, and I do not
think that there are any Senators, or
many Senators in this Chamber who
would not agree with this principle.
And that is all this amendment intends

to do.
Several Senators addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from
Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, $80 mil-
lion will be spent here by this amend-
ment, our distinguished colleague talks
about letting the States spend it, but
we are not taking it away from Federal
midnight basketball, we are not taking
it away from Federal prevention pro-
grams. We are taking the money away
from the FBI.

We passed an antiterrorism bill by a
vote of 91 to 8 authorizing funds for the
FBI. All I have tried to do in this bill
is to provide part of that funding.

What we would be doing here is cut-
ting the FBI to fund programs that
may or may not do anything to prevent
crime. The intentions of the program
may be good. There are people who are
strong proponents, for example, of mid-
night basketball.

The point is, do we want to cut the
FBI to fund it? I say no. I think this
amendment should be rejected and it
should be rejected soundly.

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I will be
very brief. First of all, this is not about
midnight basketball. That is a great
thing to talk about. The States are not
using this for midnight basketball. Let
me tell you what they are using it for,
to give you one example.

I can pick almost any one of your
States. The thing States use this
money for, for example, is boys clubs
and girls clubs. Let me tell you about
boys clubs and girls clubs. There is a
study the Judiciary Committee did and
it has been done by others, and no one
disputes it. If you put in a boys club
and girls club—the study was done in
Chicago and New York—you take two
housing projects, the same type of
housing projects, and put a boys club
and girls club in the basement of one
and no boys club and girls club in the
basement of the other, the difference in
the rate of crime is as follows: 31 per-
cent fewer arrests in the project that
has a boys club and girls club in it; 27
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percent less use of drugs, arrest for
drugs; and 19 percent fewer arrests for
any acts of violence.

As my dear old mother would say, an
idle mind is a devil’s workshop. You
put these kids out there, and you have
nothing for them. Let me tell you what
these boys and girls clubs do with the
money we have in here. One example:
There is not a single one of these clubs
that has midnight basketball.

I will tell you what they have. They
have the following deal: If you join the
club and you are involved—and par-
ticularly, they put them in housing
projects, which they are now doing in
most of your States, putting in public
housing projects. What they are re-
quired to do is to have computer class-
es before they can play in the gym.

Second, they are required in a State
like mine, and many of yours, to have
mentoring programs. They bring the
mentoring programs into the schools.
Of the people who volunteer in the boys
and girls clubs, 80 percent are uni-
formed police officers.

Third, what they do is they get these
kids into these programs, and part of
the requirement to stay in the program
and to be able to use the boys and girls
club is you have to stay in school and
have passing grades. What they have
done is changed the culture in those
communities. I will give you one exam-
ple by limiting it to boys and girls
clubs. YMCAs and church groups are
all involved in these programs. We are
not talking about midnight basketball.

Second, we are talking about the
weed and seed program, which started
under President Bush. I can pick 50
quotes. I will pick one from a Repub-
lican U.S. Attorney from Georgia, Joe
Whitley, former U.S. Attorney from
the northern district of Georgia:

I have said that this is the most important
matter I have ever dealt with as U.S. Attor-
ney. It’s a simple but fundamentally sound
idea that people in communities really seem
to believe.

. . . The program is responsive to the con-
cerns of citizens. It’s positive because resi-
dents thought it had real and credibility—
combining law enforcement and prevention.

I can talk about Michael Chertoff,
former U.S. Attorney for New Jersey, a
Republican, and Debra Daniels, former
U.S. Attorney, southern district of In-
diana, a Republican. The list goes on.

Crime prevention is an issue that has
been the subject of more misinforma-
tion and outright mischaracterization
than perhaps any other in the crime
debate—

Whether we should work to prevent
crime before it happens, instead of
waiting until after the shots are fired,
until after our children become ad-
dicted to drugs, until after more Amer-
icans’ lives are ruined.

The anticrime law enacted last year
answered that question unapologetical-
ly. In addition to fighting crime—the
law made a commitment to preventing
crime.

A commitment supported by vir-
tually every criminologist, every legal
scholar, every sociologist, every psy-
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chologist, every medical authority, and
nearly everyone’s common sense.

Those who study this issue agree that
breaking the cycle of violence and
crime requires an investment in the
lives of our children—

With support and guidance to help
them reject the violence and anarchy
of the streets in favor of taking posi-
tive responsibility for their lives.

In fact, the Fraternal Order of Police,
the National District Attorneys Asso-
ciation, and the International Brother-
hood of Police Officers cite prevention
programs as critical to a long-term
cure for crime.

Prevention is what cops want—what
virtually everyone in law enforcement
wants. Every police officer I have
talked to, every prosecutor, every pris-
on warden, every probation officer says
the same thing—we can’t do it alone.

And listen to local officials—the very
people the Republicans say they want
to give greater voice.

Republican Mayors Giuliani of New
York and Riordan of Los Angeles say
this:

By funding proven prevention programs for
young people, the crime bill offers hope—
hope that in the future we can reduce the
need for so many police officers and jails.

Listen to Paul Helmke, the Repub-
lican mayor of Fort Wayne, IN:

It’s a lot less expensive to do things on the
prevention side than on the police side.

And prevention of crime—particu-
larly juvenile crime—is more impor-
tant now than ever before.

Last week the Department of Justice
released its first national report on ju-
venile offenders and victims. The re-
port found that between 1988 and 1992
the juvenile violent crime arrest rate
has increased by more than 50 percent.

It further estimated that even if the
crime rate ceases to grow in future
years, juvenile population growth
alone would produce a 22 percent rise
in violent crime arrests. Should the
violent rate continue to grow as it has
between 1988 and 1992, the number of
juveniles arrested for violent crimes
will double by the year 2010—to more
than 260,000 arrests!

Attorney General Janet Reno specifi-
cally cited prevention and intervention
programs as one of the fundamental
ways to combat this type of growth in
juvenile crime.

Prisons, though essential, are a tes-
tament to failure: They are the right
place for people gone wrong.

On the other hand, when a life about
to go wrong is set back on the right
track—that is a testament to hope.

We build hope by showing children
that they matter, by challenging dis-
affection with affection and respect,
and by contrasting the dead-end of vio-
lence with the opportunity for a con-
structive life—

I would now like to briefly comment
on the three programs in this amend-
ment.

LOCAL CRIME PREVENTION BLOCK GRANTS

Local crime prevention block grants
were created to allow cities and towns
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to develop their own prevention pro-
grams to combat child abuse, youth
gangs, drug abuse by children, and
crimes against the elderly—including
the D.A.R.E. Program and the boys and
girls clubs.

Local crime prevention grants enable
communities to institute successful
initiatives such as: Measures to pre-
vent juvenile violence, juvenile gangs,
and the use and sale of illegal drugs by
juveniles, programs to prevent crimes
against the elderly, midnight sports
league programs to keep kids off the
street and away from drugs, supervised
sports and recreation programs after
school and on holidays, the establish-
ment of Boys and Girls Clubs of Amer-
ica in public housing facilities, and the
creation of special crime units to deal
with crimes in which a child is in-
volved, to name a few.

These prevention strategies and pro-
grams have proven effective in reduc-
ing the incidence of crime in both the
short and long term. Here are some ex-
amples of programs that have proven
track records:

In hundreds of public housing
projects across the country, boys and
girls clubs give kids a safe place to
hang out after school—a place with
positive activities and positive role
models.

A recent, independent evaluation has
reported that housing projects with
clubs experience 13 percent fewer juve-
nile crimes, 22 percent less drug activ-
ity, and 25 percent less crack use, than
do projects with clubs.

In Honolulu, professionals identify
families at risk for neglect or abuse
when children are born and then visit
their homes regularly over several
years to help parents learn to care for
their children.

In Houston, Texas, a core of profes-
sionals provides one-on-one counseling,
mentoring, tutoring, job training and
crisis-intervention services to students
at risk for dropping out.

And in Delaware, ‘‘Stormin’ Normin’’
Oliver runs an award-winning summer
basketball league—in which team
members must participate in super-
vised study sessions and perform com-
munity-service work in addition to
their time on the courts.

Although many communities are put-
ting their best foot forward, the need
and demand for prevention programs
far outpace the supply.

And yet the republicans have tar-
geted prevention grants in the crime
law for complete elimination—a move
some charge is cold-hearted and mean.
But I say it is just plain dumb.

Local crime prevention block grants
are one of the best means we have to
ensure States and localities have the
funding they need to reduce crime over
the long haul.

Weed and seed is a republican, Bush
administration program, the brainchild
of former Attorney General William
Barr.

The program funds prevention efforts
and comprehensive law enforcement ef-
forts.
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The weed and seed program has
achieved notable success primarily be-
cause it requires the kind of commu-
nity policing that works, and then re-
quires that law enforcement, social
service agencies, the private sector,
and the community work together to
prevent crime.

So this is a program that works be-
cause it utilizes both law enforcement
and community participation.

In a number of cities—such as Madi-
son, Houston, Trenton, and Camden—
notable reductions in crime have been
achieved in weed and seed areas.

Many of weed and seed’s biggest fans
are former Republican U.S. attorneys.
Let me tell you what a few of them
have said:

Joe Whitley, former U.S. attorney
from the northern district of Georgia:

I have said that this is the most important
matter I have ever dealt with as U.S. attor-
ney. It’s a simple but fundamentally sound
idea that people in communities really
seemed to believe. * * * The program is re-
sponsive to the concerns of citizens. It’s posi-
tive because residents thought it had real
credibility—combining law enforcement and
prevention.

Michael Chertoff, former U.S. attor-
ney for New Jersey:

Trenton was a pilot city. It was a very suc-
cessful project and I think very highly of it.
* * * Community policing worked very well
in closing the distance between the police
and the community, and it deterred crime
because it gave the police a better reputa-
tion within the community.

Debra Daniels, former U.S. attorney
from the southern district of Indiana:

In a nutshell, it is the kind of program
that you want. ‘“‘Program’ is the wrong word
because it connotes money only—you want
to emphasize the aspect of weed and seed
that has to do with planning at the grass-
roots level.

Weed and seed requires collaboration of all
governmental agencies working closely at
all levels with people in neighborhoods to
create a complete package of crime fighting,
policing, human services and economic de-
velopment. * * * The community leadership
development was miraculous and the crime
rate decreased.

The consensus of all the law enforce-
ment experts around the country is
that youth gangs are a serious problem
and a growing problem.

The most recent report on juvenile
offenders from the office of juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention at
the department of justice reports that
the number of jurisdictions affected by
youth gangs has increased substan-
tially in the last 20 years and that
gang-related crime has increased since
the late 1980s.

Yet very little is done to directly tar-
get youth gangs.

This amendment would boost funds
for the two Department of Justice pro-
grams that specifically target this
problem.

One of these is the gang free schools
and communities program, which funds
counseling, education, and crisis inter-
vention through coordinated social
service, substance abuse treatment and
other means.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The other is the community based
gang intervention program, which: (1)
develops regional task forces of state,
local and community organizations to
fight gangs; (2) encourages cooperation
among local education, juvenile jus-
tice, employment, and social service
agencies and community based organi-
zations; and (3) funds programs offering
effective punishment options, includ-
ing restitution, community service,
home detention, and boot camps.

So this amendment provides an abso-
lutely critical prevention element to
our overall anti-crime efforts.

The 1994 crime law provided over $300
million of authorized funding for pre-
vention programs for the next year but
the Republican appropriations bill
eliminated virtually all of it.

Offset: this amendment would restore
$80 million—one quarter of the lost pre-
vention funds—to fund these three pro-
grams. The money is taken from a por-
tion of new FBI salaries and expenses
that were increased above the presi-
dent’s request.

I urge my colleagues to support this
vital amendment.

I will conclude by saying that I have
great respect for the abilities of my
friend from Texas. But this is about
weed and seed and other good pro-
grams, not about midnight basketball.
Whenever I debate him on issues relat-
ing to guns, he pulls out his mama’s
gun and says, ‘“You ain’t going to take
my mama’s gun from her.” I am not
after his mama’s gun or midnight bas-
ketball.

This works. I challenge anybody in
this Chamber to go home and ask 10 po-
lice chiefs in your State—10—and I am
prepared to bet you that 9 of those 10
will tell you that they desperately need
these local prevention programs. The
reason they got put in the bill in the
first place is because of the cops. Not a
single social worker came to me and
said: You have to put in prevention
when this bill is written. Not one sin-
gle bleeding heart liberal came to me
and said: You have to put in preven-
tion. The cops want the prevention
money. Senators COHEN and KOHL are
correct.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
HELMS], the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. INHOFE], the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. SHELBY], and the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER] are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from North
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Carolina [Mr. HELMS] would vote
éénay.7’

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. GLENN], the Sen-
ator from Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON],
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
KERREY], the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. LIEBERMAN], and the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. SIMON] are necessarily ab-
sent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 41, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 480 Leg.]

YEAS—49

Akaka Exon Levin
Baucus Feingold Mikulski
Biden Feinstein Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Ford Moynihan
Boxer Graham Murray
Bradley Harkin Nunn
Breaux Hatfield Pell
Bryan Heflin Pryor
Bumpers Hollings Rei

eid
Campbell Inouye Robb
Chafee Jeffords
Cohen Kassebaum Rockefeller
Conrad Kennedy Siarbanes
Daschle Kerry Simpson
DeWine Kohl Snowe
Dodd Lautenberg Wellstone
Dorgan Leahy

NAYS—41
Abraham Frist McConnell
Ashcroft Gorton Murkowski
Bond Gramm Nickles
Brown Grams Packwood
Burns Grassley Pressler
Byrd Gregg Roth
Coats Hatch Santorum
Cochran Hutchison ;
Coverdell Kempthorne ggbt;lns
Craig Kyl Thomas
D’Amato Lott
Dole Lugar Thompson
Domenici Mack Thurmond
Faircloth McCain Warner
NOT VOTING—10

Bennett Johnston Simon
Glenn Kerrey Specter
Helms Lieberman
Inhofe Shelby

So the amendment (No. 2843) was
agreed to.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. COHEN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table was agreed to.

The motion to lay that motion on
the table.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I am
trying to work out an agreement here.
I do not know that starting a debate on
a new amendment moves us toward
that objective. I would like to ask
unanimous consent that debate on all
amendments to this bill end, and that
we proceed to third reading by 8:30.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I have to object to
the request at this time.

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Iowa.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2844
(Purpose: To restrict the location of judicial
conferences and meetings, and for other
purposes)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to setting aside the com-
mittee amendment?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], for
himself, and Mr. KYL, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2844.

Mr. GRASSLEY. 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 92, insert between lines 13 and 14
the following new sections:

SEC. 305. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, none of the funds made
available under this title shall be used for
any conference or meeting authorized under
section 333 of title 28, United States Code, if
such conference or meeting takes place at a
location outside the geographic boundaries
of the circuit court of appeals over which the
chief judge presides, except in the case of the
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit, which shall be permitted to host
conferences or meetings within a 50-mile ra-
dius of the District of Columbia without re-
gard to the geographic boundaries of the cir-
cuit.

(b) Of the funds appropriated under this
title, no circuit shall receive more than
$100,000 for conferences convened under sec-
tion 333 of title 28, United States Code, dur-
ing any year.

SEC. 306. (a) Section 333 of title 28, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) in the first paragraph, by striking
“shall” the first, second, and fourth place it
appears and inserting ‘“‘may’’; and

(2) in the second paragraph—

(A) by striking ‘‘shall” the first place it
appears and inserting ‘“‘may’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘, and unless excused by
the chief judge, shall remain throughout the
conference’.

(b) In the interest of saving taxpayer dol-
lars and reducing the cost of Government, it
is the sense of the Senate that the chief
judges of the various United States circuit
courts should use new communications tech-
nologies to conduct judicial conferences.

(c) This section shall apply only to con-
tracts entered into after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce an amendment, on
behalf of myself and Senator KYL, that
would stop a wasteful Government
practice that has received a lot of press
attention lately and has drawn sharp
criticism from watchdog groups like
the National Taxpayers Union. Mr.
President, the practice I am talking
about is taxpayer-funded travel by Fed-
eral judges to so-called judicial con-
ferences. As chairman of the Sub-
committee on Administrative Over-
sight and the Courts, I am concerned
about the budgetary propriety of con-
tinuing current practice with regard to
judicial conferences in this new era of
balanced budgets and streamlined Gov-
ernment.
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Mr. President, at this time I ask
unanimous consent that two newspaper
articles be printed in the RECORD at
the conclusion of my remarks. The
first article is entitled ‘‘Taxpayers
Foot the Bill for Judges to Meet at Re-
sort” and the second is entitled ‘“‘Times
Are Tight, But Circuit Isn’t.”

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

(See exhibits 1 and 2.)

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
commend these revealing articles to
my colleagues.

In the first article, U.S. District
Court judge, William Nickerson, is
quoted as saying, ‘“‘As a taxpayer, I
would probably complain,” when asked
about a judicial conference hosted at
the five-star Greenbrier resort in West
Virginia. The second article recounts
that a Federal judge and former Con-
gressman introduced a resolution to re-
duce the cost of judicial conferences in
the ninth circuit by having them less
frequently. Sadly, this responsible and
wise proposal was defeated by a vote of
5 to 3. This amendment removes the re-
quirement that conferences be held,
giving Federal courts the flexibility to
schedule conferences or, if they decide
not to schedule them, just to not have
a conference.

In brief, Mr. President, the amend-
ment will limit the location of judicial
conferences to the geographic bound-
aries of the circuit to minimize travel
costs which obviously come when there
is travel outside of the circuit.

It would also amend Federal law so
that judicial conferences are no longer
mandatory, and express the sense of
the Senate that the Federal Judiciary
should explore the idea of using new
communications technology—tele-
conferencing, et cetera—to conduct
conferences without travel.

I believe the amendment will save
money and give new and needed flexi-
bility to the Federal courts.

As I said, Federal judges from around
the country are currently compelled by
law to attend a conference with other
judges at least once every 2 years. So,
I cannot fault anyone with scheduling
these conferences or attending them
since the law requires it.

But I can—and do—find fault with
those who choose only the most luxu-
rious hotels and resorts.

I can—and do—find fault with some
of the activities at these publicly fund-
ed conferences.

According to some press reports, less
than a third of the time judges spend
at these conferences relates to judicial
work. In one case, according to the
Cleveland Plain Dealer newspaper, dur-
ing one 3-day conference at Hilton
Head, SC, only 10 hours were set aside
for work. The rest of the time was left
open so that the attendees could social-
ize, visit with each other, or do what-
ever.

Importantly, Federal courts are con-
tinuing these expensive conferences at
the same time judicial resources are
scarce and funds for representing poor-
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er Americans are drying up. I respect-

fully submit that these are not sound

priorities.

The amendment that I and Senator
KyL offer today does what even some
judges want to do. It would limit the
location of judicial conferences to
major urban areas—I want to empha-
size this—within the circuit court of
appeals, not outside. A few circuits,
where judges are dissatisfied with the
resorts within their circuit boundaries,
have been going halfway across the
country to attend a judicial con-
ference—at taxpayer expense.

I am not the first to note the extrav-
agance and unnecessary expense associ-
ated with these conferences. Fair-
minded judges have been complaining
about these conferences themselves for
years. To name just a few, Circuit
Judge Charles Wiggins, of the Ninth
Circuit Court of Appeals and U.S. Dis-
trict Court Judge Frederic Smalkin
have both complained that these con-
ferences are unjustifiably expensive. A
few years ago, a district court judge in
Kansas City, like Judge Wiggins in the
ninth circuit, was so outraged by the
posh, remote resorts where these con-
ferences are hosted that he introduced
a resolution to limit the location of
conferences. Yet another judge has re-
ferred to judicial conferences as a sort
of ‘“‘camp.” And U.S. District Court
Judge Carl Rubin was quoted by the
Cleveland Plain Dealer as saying
“‘there are a lot of things I'd rather see
the taxpayers’ money spent on than
sending me to Hilton Head for 3 days.”
According to that same article, Pete
Seep of the National Taxpayers’ Union
states his opinion that ‘‘Federal tax-
payers are paying judges to party.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that two letters written to me by
Federal judges—one from Michigan and
one from Texas—urging me to trim the
excesses associated with judicial con-
ferences be printed in the RECORD.

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

U.S. BANKRUPTCY COURT FOR THE
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN,
Flint, M1, July 6, 1995.

Re Travel/Chambers savings.

Senator CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,

Chairman, Senate Judiciary Subcommittee on
Administrative Owversight and the Courts,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR GRASSLEY: I read in a re-
cent article in the Wall Street Journal how
you were trying to effectuate needed savings
in the budget for the federal judiciary. As a
member of the lowest rung on the ladder of
the federal judiciary, I offer two suggestions
for savings within the judicial branch.

I have been a bankruptcy judge for 11
years. As you know, federal judges are re-
quired by 28 U.S.C. §333 to attend a judicial
conference each year. The first year I at-
tended such a conference, it occurred to me
that there was a place where some savings
could be effected. In my experience, the judi-
cial conferences are arranged so that the
judges travel usually on a Tuesday and re-
turn home on a Friday or Saturday. As you
are well aware, commercial airlines give tre-
mendous discounts for early booking with a
Saturday night stayover. The thought came
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to mind long ago that if judges were required
to attend the conference over a Saturday
night, it could save a lot of money. This con-
cept holds true for Federal Judicial Center
functions as well.

My suggestion was met with the response
that judges prefer to be home with their fam-
ilies on the weekends. While that is obvi-
ously true (when I suggested this, I had two
small children at home, ages eight and five),
I did not think it was too much to ask high
government officials to give up a weekend
once in a while, especially since such a large
savings would be created. Now that funding
is much tighter, I repeat this suggestion.

Another suggestion deals with the cost of
furnishing chambers. Due to expansion in
the district court, I was asked to move my
courtrooms and chambers out of the federal
buildings in Flint and Bay City. In the proc-
ess, I was given a budget for furnishing
chambers (which included my personal of-
fice, my secretary’s office and reception
area, my law clerk’s office, the library, the
media room, two attorney conference rooms,
and the courtroom waiting area) for $25,000
total. We just about made it for that
amount. I do not know for sure, but I have
been told that other judges are allowed
roughly $50,000 for furnishing a much smaller
chambers’ unit. Perhaps some uniformity
would save some money. While I am in ac-
cord with the statements of the federal judge
quoted in the Journal article with respect to
there being a need for decorum and dignity
in a federal courthouse, I also concur in your
efforts and those of Senator Baucus to pro-
vide that at a lower cost.

By effectuating some reasonable savings in
non-essential areas, Congress ought to be
able to reinstitute cost of living increases for
the judiciary. Without such regular adjust-
ments, of course, Congress is condemning the
judiciary to consistent decreases in take-
home pay.

Sincerely,
ARTHUR J. SPECTOR,
U.S. Bankruptcy Judge.
U.S. DISTRICT COURT,
WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS,
San Antonio, TX, June 6, 1995.
Hon. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC

DEAR SENATOR GRASSLEY: At a recent con-
ference of the Fifth Judicial Circuit, we were
advised of your efforts to address govern-
ment expenditures for judicial meetings and
conferences. I applaud and encourage such
efforts. All branches of government must
search for and find ways of reducing govern-
ment expense. This area can be modified, rel-
atively painlessly, with no loss in the qual-
ity of judicial services provided.

Title 28 U.S.C. Section 333 allows an an-
nual circuit conferences and requires that
one be held in each circuit no more than
every two years. Attendances for judges
summoned is mandatory. Perhaps Section
333 could be amended to reduce the number
of circuit conferences and/or permit partici-
pation to be optional. Once per year, we also
hold separate workshops for circuit judges,
district judges, magistrate judges, and bank-
ruptcy judges. These instructional meetings
address various substantive topics and can
be beneficial. However, the information can
be provided to us in written form at our of-
fices to avoid the cost of travel, housing,
meals, and lectures.

I am sure many more ways of reducing ex-
penses for judicial meetings exist. These
meetings can be valuable but are not abso-
lutely necessary to the administration of
justice. Particularly in these economic
times, their cost is difficult to justify. I
wanted you to know that judges will support,
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and even participate in, efforts to reduce the
amount of money allocated to the judiciary’s
budget.
Sincerly,
JOHN W. PRIMOMO,
U.S. Magistrate Judge.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I be-
lieve that the costs of conferences are
underestimated. These estimates—
which range as high as one-half million
dollars per conference—do not take
into account lost time on the bench for
judges and their support staff, who also
attend the conferences at taxpayer ex-
pense. And the taxpayers foot these ex-
penses year after year. The party’s
over, Mr. President.

There is a word for this sort of thing:
Boondoggle. I have fought against
wasting taxpayer money my whole ca-
reer in the Senate, and I am committed
to fighting unnecessary spending in the
judiciary.

Mr. President, under current law,
Federal judges are required to host and
attend these conferences. This amend-
ment will change that so that judges
have the flexibility not to call a judi-
cial conference. This amendment would
also give individual Federal judges the
option of not attending a conference.
This is fair, and permits Federal
courts—which I believe will act respon-
sibly in light of the Federal Govern-
ment’s budgetary constraints—to pitch
in and tighten belts along with us in
Congress and the executive branch.

As I have said, Mr. President, this
amendment is about saving taxpayer
dollars and priorities. I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment.

Finally, I just want to say that this
amendment should not be viewed as a
general indictment of the Federal judi-
ciary. For the most part, I think that
the judiciary has taken responsible and
important steps to reduce unnecessary
spending. This amendment is simply
targeted to a use of Federal funds that,
in the opinion of this Senator, should
be pruned.

Thank you, Mr. President.

EXHIBIT 1
[From the Baltimore Sun, June 30, 1994]
TAXPAYERS FOOT THE BILL FOR JUDGES TO
MEET AT RESORT
(by Marcia Myers)

As the federal judiciary struggles amid hir-
ing freezes and funding shortages for basic
services, 150 judges from Maryland and other
parts of the Fourth Circuit converged yester-
day on the broad verandas, lush fairways and
tennis courts of the five-star Greebrier re-
sort.

Their taxpayer-financed gathering will de-
mand little work in the afternoons and bare-
ly any at night—unless you count one ban-
quet and a sing-along led by U.S. Supreme
Court Chief Justice William H. Rehnquist. Of
course, several hundred lawyers pay their
own way, and those who consider schmoozing
part of the job might argue that they’re
working tirelessly.

The cost to taxpayers for the four-day con-
ference: about $200,000.

Even some who appreciate the Greenbrier’s
pampering question the propriety of the trip
to the mountains of White Sulphur Springs,
W.Va.

“As a taxpayer, I would probably com-
plain,” U.S. District Judge William M. Nick-
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erson said, while adding that the meeting of-
fers a good opportunity to talk informally
with other judges. ‘I think a lot of the
judges have some concerns as taxpayers.
Some feel it’s more of a luxury than it needs
to be.”

Others are more direct in criticizing the
annual conference, for which taxpayers will
pay up to $1,000 per judge plus travel ex-
penses. ‘I don’t think the expense is justified
on an annual basis,” said U.S. District Judge
Frederic N. Smalkin.

Consider the schedule for the conference,
which includes district, magistrate and
bankruptcy judges from Maryland, North
and South Carolina, Virginia and West Vir-
ginia:

Day 1:
planned.

Day 2: Judges attend a morning session for
about 3 hours to discuss court business. No
other activities are planned until the
Rehnquist sing-along that evening.

Day 3: A trio of one-hour lectures on ethics
is scheduled. At noon, the six new judges in
the circuit offer brief remarks. Nothing else
is planned until an evening reception and
banquet.

Day 4: The morning features a panel dis-
cussion reviewing major Supreme Court de-
cisions of the 1993 term. That ends the con-
ference, although judges on committees may
attend additional meetings.

Meanwhile, conferees are encouraged to
sign up for group activities that include ten-
nis, golf, bridge and hiking. Among the re-
sort’s other amenities: three 18-hole cham-
pionship golf courses, fly fishing, skeet
shooting, horseback riding, swimming, and
the Greenbrier Spa, Mineral Baths & Salon.

“Personally, I think it’s of real value,”
Senior U.S. District Judge John R. Hargrove
said of the conference. ‘“‘Do we have to cut
our own throats just because Congress won’t
give us more money? We still have to have
training. We don’t go down there and sit
around.”

Why not have a shorter meeting, strictly
business, at a less luxurious spot?

“We tried that at least once in the 20 years
since I came here,” said the circuit’s Chief
Judge, Sam J. Ervin III of North Carolina.
“The afternoon sessions were not very pro-
ductive—nobody much came.

“I think the most important thing about
this conference is that lawyers have an op-
portunity to mingle with the judges and
share their problems and difficulties.”

That talk could include concerns over the
shrinking resources of the federal courts.
Amid a hiring freeze in Maryland and across
the nation, the courts are at 84 percent of
adequate staffing levels—the lowest ever, ac-
cording to a court official.

And the situation could get worse. Court
officials worry about funds for court secu-
rity, courtroom deputies and computers.
Business that used to be done in a day in
Baltimore, for example, now can take sev-
eral days because of staffing shortages.

When asked how much the conference
would cost taxpayers, Circuit Executive
Samuel W. Phillips said about $55,000. But
after acknowledging the $1,000 allowance for
each judge, plus travel and administrative
expenses, he estimated the cost at $175,000 to
$200,000.

Mr. Phillips said he had checked many
other hotels for a better rate. But the
Greenbrier includes two meals in its room
rate, which makes it cheaper, he said. A typ-
ical room for two costs $434 a night, although
the judges receive a discount that he
wouldn’t disclose.

It’s also one of the few hotels capable of
accommodating everybody—judges, spouses
and lawyers—under one roof, he said.

The government pays for judges’ hotel
rooms and meals. The cost of recreation—at

Judges arrive—no activities are
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the Greenbrier, golf fees are $80 and tennis
courts are $23 an hour—comes from each
judge’s own pocket.

The conference alternates every other year
between the Greenbrier and the Homestead,
a similar resort in Hot Springs, Va.

The judges are quick to note that attend-
ance is required—by law.

Congress passed a bill in the 1930s requir-
ing judges in each circuit to gather annually
to consider court business.

As budget concerns have mounted in re-
cent years, the law was amended to require
a meeting only once every two years.

Several circuits have cut back to biennial
meetings, but Judge Ervin said the Fourth
Circuit had rejected that idea.

[From the Recorder, September 29, 1993]
TIMES ARE TIGHTS, BUT CIRCUIT ISN’T
(By Steve Albert)

Soon after money problems forced post-
ponement of pay raises for judicial employ-
ees and led federal judges to suspend civil
jury trials, the Ninth Circuit U.S. Court of
Appeals spent about $600,000 to send 350
judges and lawyers to a four-day conference
at a luxury Santa Barbara beach resort.

While other circuits reacted to tight budg-
ets this year by canceling their retreats or
deciding to hold them every other year, the
Ninth Circuit opted to go forward with its
August 1993 conference and continue holding
its retreat annually.

Circuit chief Judge J. Clifford Wallace
called the conference expenditures ‘‘money
well spent.”” Congress mandates that circuits
hold conferences, Wallace said, and the re-
treats provide the only opportunity ‘‘to
bring together people who have responsi-
bility to improve the administration of jus-
tice.”

Circuit and district judges, magistrates,
bankruptcy judges, U.S. attorneys, federal
public defenders and court clerks from nine
Western states attend the conference. In ad-
dition, the circuit’s 27 active judges get to-
gether six times a year, hold an annual win-
ter symposium, and meet with different
judges once every year or two for continuing
education.

Estimates of government expenses for the
Santa Barbara conference were released last
week shortly before the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives appropriated $2.8 billion for the
judiciary for fiscal 1994, a 10 percent increase
over this year. A House/Senate conference
committee is expected to settle on the final
number this week or next. The Senate wants
to give this judiciary just a 5 percent in-
crease for the new fiscal year, which begins
Friday.

The cost estimate of the Ninth Circuit con-
ference, prepared by circuit executives at
The Recorder’s request, shows that 300
judges, prosecutors, public defenders and
clerks traveled to Santa Barbara by air at an
average cost of $550 each. Another 50 trav-
eled by car from Los Angeles at an average
cost of $50. The attendees spent an average of
$250 for room and food each day of the four-
day conference and an average of $34 on
check-out day. Add in about $27,000 for such
items as speakers’ travel, printing and
audiovisual material, and the total bill for
taxpayers was about $556,000. Because judges
submit individual expense vouchers, that fig-
ure is an estimate only.

The figure does not include the cost of
travel during the rest of the year for the 12
judges who meet four times annually to help
plan the conference.

About 100 other attendees, mostly lawyers
in private practice, paid their own way.

$100 MILLION BAILOUT

The conference came just eight months
after the U.S. Judicial Conference—the gov-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

erning body of the federal courts—imposed a
hiring freeze and postponed some pay in-
creases for federal court employees in the
Ninth Circuit and around the country. At the
same time, the Judicial Conference’s execu-
tive committee trimmed court operating ex-
penses as well as probation and pretrial serv-
ices funding, citing a $100 million operating
shortfall.

In June, citing a lack of funds to pay ju-
rors, federal trial courts around the country
briefly suspended some civil jury trials, Con-
gress passed a $100 million bailout for the
courts in early July.

The budget shortfall prompted Wallace in
May to propose that many indigents who
need court-appointed lawyers be asked to
repay the government for the cost of their
defense, much as students are required to
pay off student loans for college tuition. The
savings, he theorized, could be used to avoid
funding shortfalls.

But Wallace said Monday that despite
budgetary problems, the conference re-
mained an essential expense. He cited the
circuit’s recently released study of gender
bias in the courts and its decision to study
bias based on race, religion and ethnicity as
examples of the work the conference takes
on.
‘““No one can doubt the importance of those
issues,”” Wallace said. ‘It would be difficult
to cut the conference because of budget dif-
ficulty.”

Other circuits around the country have
cancelled their annual conferences, however.
The New York-based Second Circuit and
Denver-based Tenth Circuit cancelled their
1993 meetings, and the St. Louis-based
Eighth Circuit has cancelled its 1994 con-
ference. Four other circuits have gone to bi-
ennial conferences.

A call to cancel future Ninth Circuit con-
ferences was defeated by a 5-3 vote of the cir-
cuit’s executive committee at its August
meeting in Santa Barbara. Circuit Judge
Charles Wiggins, a former Republican con-
gressman, warned colleagues then that the
cost could engender the wrong ‘‘public per-
ception,” especially in tight budget times.

Executive committee members voted to go
ahead with the circuit’s 1994 conference in
San Diego and its 1995 conference in Hawaii.

Exactly how much the Ninth Circuit or
other circuits spend on annual conferences is
difficult to pinpoint, according to circuit ex-
ecutives and a spokesman for the U.S. Ad-
ministrative Office of the Courts, which dis-
burses money to the federal bench. Judges
submit conference expense vouchers and re-
imbursement checks are issued in Wash-
ington. The Ninth Circuit cost estimates
were based on average airfare costs cal-
culated by circuit executives and the $250
maximum per day charge judges and other
government employees are allowed for lodg-
ing and food.

Circuit conference expenses are subtracted
from the ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’ line of the
courts’ budget. Individual circuit expenses
are never set forth in judicial budget re-
quests, said David Sellers, a spokesman for
the administrative office of the courts.

“It doesn’t get much more specific than
that,” Sellers said.

New Jersey District Chief Judge John
Gerry, who chairs the Judicial Conference’s
executive committee, said the Ninth Cir-
cuit’s conference cost estimate was the first
such estimate he had ever heard. The execu-
tive committee, which holds the Judicial
Conference’s purse strings, does not take up
or examine individual circuit expenditures,
he said.

But the conference a year ago asked cir-
cuits to evaluate the necessity of retreats
and their costs. ‘““There hasn’t been any area
of court operations we have not looked at to
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save a buck here and there,” Gerry said. His
own circuit, the Third, has gone to biennial
conferences.

A MODEL CIRCUIT

Wallace said the work of the Ninth Circuit
conference has been recognized by other cir-
cuits. “Some of us do a better job than oth-
ers in our efforts to improve the system,”
Wallace said. If efforts were not made to im-
prove the administration of justice, he
added, costs of administering the courts
could be higher than they already are.

‘“The budgeting problem is very com-
plicated,” Wallace said. ‘‘By singling out one
aspect, the overall picture can be blurred. We
have thrashed this out. We have been respon-
sible.”

But some circuit judges like Wiggins have
complained that the conference is not as pro-
ductive as Wallace or others may think. “We
don’t talk about much of interest to any of
us; our discussions are so broad,” Wiggins
told his colleagues in Santa Barbara.

At the Santa Barbara meeting, conferees
discussed cooperation with the executive and
legislative branches and, in addition to pass-
ing a resolution calling for a task force to
study bias, passed one supporting adequate
funding for the courts.

Savings in conference costs would not have
offset lack of funds for jury trials or public
defender programs because those costs come
out of different budget lines than the line
used to pay for conferences, said Wallace and
court spokesman Sellers.

This year’s conference schedule, like those
in the past, included such diversions as ten-
nis and golf tournaments, a spouse sight-
seeing and winery tour and cooking and
flower arranging classes.

Wallace confirmed that the Ninth Circuit
conference next August will be held at the
Loews Coronado Bay Resort on the beach
south of San Diego. The resorts offers
bayside suites and has three heated pools
and a marina. The Taxpayer’s Tab

Ninth Circuit Judicial Conference—Santa
Barbara—August 16-19
Travel:
300 travelers at average airfare of

8550 e $165,000
50 travelers (L.A. area) by car at
50 e 2,500
Total travel: ........cccceeeviiinnnnnn. 167,500
Lodging:
350 travelers at $250 per day for 4
AAYS eeeneiieei e 350,000
350 travelers for $34 for last day ... 11,900
Total 10dging: .....coevvveiniienennns 361,900
Grand Total Travel/Lodging .. 529,400
Direct Conference Expenses:
Spakers’ travel, printing, audio-
visual ..oooiiiiii 27,000
Grant Total for Santa Bar-
bara Conference: ................. 556,400
Mr. KYL addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

SANTORUM). The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Thank you, Mr. President.
I shall be brief. I assume that this
amendment will be adopted on a voice
vote, but I do think it is important to
just reiterate a couple of points.

I am very pleased to join Senator
GRASSLEY, the chairman of the courts
subcommittee, in introducing the
amendment.

What it does is to require that all cir-
cuit court judicial conference meetings
must be held within the circuit and
that they keep the cost of each of those
conferences not to exceed $100,000.
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Additionally, the amendment would
remove the requirement that a judicial
conference be held every 2 years. A cir-
cuit may hold a conference but is not
required to hold a conference under our
amendment.

And the reason is, as was pointed out
by Senator GRASSLEY, at a time when
judicial resources are precious, money
should not be used to fund trips to such
faraway places as Maui, Santa Barbara
and Sun Valley. The conferences
should be held in areas that are easily
accessible and within the geographic
bounds of the district.

According to a report released last
week by the General Accounting Office,
the total cost for the circuit judicial
conference meetings in 1993 was more
than $1 million, and in 1994 it was once
again almost $1 million. In both 1993
and 1994, the ninth circuit, which en-
compasses my State of Arizona, ran up
the largest tab, costing the taxpayers
more than a quarter of a million dol-
lars each year according to this GAO
report.

The estimated cost for this year’s
ninth circuit conference in Hawaii is
more than a half million dollars, ac-
cording to the Legal Times. Unfortu-
nately, Mr. President, this comes at a
time when we have to start counting
our pennies here at the Federal Gov-
ernment level, and I am sure that the
public is fed up with such waste.

In fact, about a week ago, I received
a letter from one of my constituents
about the subject. He wrote about what
he called, and I am quoting now, ‘“The
extravagant conference charges in-
curred by United States taxpayers to
send about 350 Federal judges to Maui,
Hawaii this year.”

He continued, and I am quoting, I
am outraged by such extravagance. Is
it no wonder that the every-day citi-
zens of this Nation are cynical, dis-
appointed and feel totally helpless as
this kind of abuse rages in all levels of
Government?”’

Mr. President, I think he is right.
These conferences are an abuse of tax-
payers’ funds and of the public trust.
The ninth circuit usually holds its con-
ferences at a resort in either San
Diego, Santa Barbara, Maui or Sun
Valley, ID. They are all beautiful
places, but the public should not be
paying about $1 million each year to
fund conferences in such places.

According to an article in the Legal
Times, many judges believe that re-
form is needed. As one ninth circuit
judge, Charles Wiggins, noted: “‘It’s an
excessive expenditure of public funds.”
Another judge—Judge Rubin of Cin-
cinnati—commented: ‘‘There are a lot
of other things I'd rather see the tax-
payers’ money spent on.”

“[The 1993] conference schedule, like
those in the past, included such diver-
sions as tennis, golf tournaments, a
spouse sightseeing and winery tour and
cooking and flower arranging classes,”’
according to an article in the Recorder,
a San Francisco-based newspaper affili-
ated with the Legal Times.
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What is particularly galling about
the excessive amount spent on these
conferences is that the spending comes
at a time when the judiciary is so
strapped for funds.

For example, the ninth circuit’s 1993
conference came just 8 months after
the U.S. Judicial Conference, the gov-
erning body of the Federal courts, im-
posed a hiring freeze and postponed
some pay increases for Federal court
employees in the ninth circuit and
around the country.

At the same time, the judicial con-
ference’s executive committee trimmed
court operating expenses as well as
probation and pretrial services funding,
citing a $100 million operating short-
fall. Additionally, in June 1993, citing a
lack of funds to pay jurors, Federal
trial courts around the country briefly
suspended some civil jury trials. In
July, Congress had to pass a $100 mil-
lion bailout for the courts.

In addition to running up large bills
by traveling to out-of-the-way places
such as Maui and Sun Valley that are
within the geographical boundaries of
the circuit, many conferences are held
outside of the circuit. For example, in
1993, the sixth circuit, which includes
Michigan, Ohio, Tennessee, and Ken-
tucky, held its conference at the sea-
side resort of Hilton Head in South
Carolina.

As the chief judge of the sixth circuit
said at the time, “It’s not a matter of
choice. It’s a requirement of the Con-
gress to hold the meeting. They just
don’t say where.”

Well, not anymore, Mr. President.
With this amendment, Congress will
say where. It is simply limited to some
place within the circuit, and certainly
in my own case in the ninth circuit
there are plenty of nice places such as
the seat of the circuit, San Francisco,
to hold these conferences. So this will
certainly be no imposition on judges.

I support what Senator GRASSLEY has
said, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment and help to put
an end to this wasteful spending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment? If
not, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 2844) was agreed
to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I know
that this amendment was accepted by
voice vote, but I just want to note for
the RECORD that I oppose it.

This is not the type of micromanage-
ment that the Senate should be en-
gaged in.

The Judiciary is an independent
branch of Government and it should be
permitted to make reasonable deci-
sions about how to spend the money
that Congress appropriates to it with-
out undue interference.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2845
(Purpose: To delete funding for the National
Endowment for Democracy)

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, is
there a pending committee amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the present pending
amendment be laid aside so I may call
up an amendment.

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

The clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP-
ERS], for himself, Mr. BROWN, and Mr. DOR-
GAN, proposes an amendment numbered 2845.

Mr. BUMPERS. 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:

At page 116, strike lines 3 through 7.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I wish
to tell my colleagues, No. 1, this will be
very short and sweet, and it will not re-
quire a rollcall.

I am saying this to the distinguished
floor managers on the assumption that
the President is going to veto the bill
and that the bill is going to come back
here at some point in the future, in Oc-
tober or November, and I will have an
opportunity to offer this amendment
and get a rollcall vote on it.

Now, this amendment deals with the
National Endowment for Democracy. A
lot of the new Members are not famil-
iar with the National Endowment for
Democracy.

Mr. President, Dante Fascell was a
beloved House Member. Everybody
knew him. He always wanted to do
something to enhance democracy when
the Communists were riding roughshod
on everybody around the world. And
when Ronald Reagan came to power,
Dante Fascell presented this idea of a
privately funded National Endowment
for Democracy to President Reagan.
President Reagan said he liked the idea
of something that would counter com-
munism with democracy.

And here is what Dante Fascell said,
“We had found ourselves a powerful
ally, the President of the TUnited
States. We had a horse and so we rode
that horse. Changed the bill around
and rammed it through.”

And then he said they gave money to
the Democratic and Republican par-
ties, to the labor unions, and to the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce. ‘‘Hell
yeah. They were on board,” Fascell re-
called. ‘“They got a piece of the pie.
They got paid off. Democrats and Re-
publicans, the Chamber of Commerce,
along with labor.” They got paid off.

That was in 1982. It was passed in
1984. It was designed to be matched
with private money. Here is what hap-
pened. Just like all other Federal pro-
grams, look how it started off here in
1983. $18 million. And it was to be
matched within a short period of time
with private money.
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Now, you talk about growing like
Topsy—Topsy would blush at the way
this program has grown. It started out
at $18 million, $18 million, down to $156
million, went to $35 million, and $30
million in this year 1995.

Now, how much would you guess of
that budget is private money?

We ought to have a little game show
here and let everybody guess. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is indicating he
thinks it is 3 percent?

Mr. DOMENICI. Zero.

Mr. BUMPERS. Zero. You are wrong,
Senator. It is less than 2 percent.

Here is a program that was going to
be matched 50-50 with private money
and ultimately be all private money
from foundations and individuals. And
there you have it, $30 million of the
taxpayers’ money, and less than 2 per-
cent of it is private. And who gets it?
And I do not mind telling you, this is
the most offensive part of it to me, just
as it would be the most offensive part
to any citizen in America if they knew
about it. Now, you see most people
know about the Agency for Inter-
national Development because that
costs almost a half billion dollars.
They know about the U.S. Information
Agency because that costs almost a
half billion dollars. They know about
foreign aid because that is 12 to 15 bil-
lion dollars. All of those programs are
designed to foment and enhance de-
mocracy around the world.

And then we come in with a little
piddly amount here. How did we get
this thing passed in the first place? It
is exactly like Dante Fascell said. ‘“We
bought them off.”” Who did they buy
off? You see this CIPE? FTUI? NDI?
IRI? You see this “R’ right here in IRI.
You know what the ‘R’ stands for? Re-
publican. The Republican party gets
11.1 percent of that $30 million I just
showed you. And what do you think
this big ““D” is in NDI? Democrat. That
is right. The Democrats get 11.1 per-
cent.

The Democrats used to get quite a
bit more. And now they have got us
down equal to the Republicans. We
both get 11.1 percent.

And who is CIPE? That is a fancy
name for the Chamber of Commerce.
What is FTUI? Why that is the free
trade unions, and who is that? AFL-
CIO. Everybody got bought off. And the
poor old taxpayers, they was not even
consulted.

Now, I want to ask you, in this year
1995, when we are cutting everything
under the shining sun, dramatically,
we are not just cutting, we are cutting
big dollars out of big programs. And
programs like this have a way of being
ignored. Nobody even looks at them.
Out of the $30 billion, only 30.8 percent
is discretionary.

I will tell you what I am going to do.
I am going to send a July 1995 article
from Harper’s Magazine to each one of
you, and I hope your staffs will insist
you read it. It talks about a meeting of
nongovernmental organizations.
Where? Zagreb, Croatia. They come to
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Croatia, to Zagreb. They stay in a
fancy hotel. The best was in Zagreb.
They watch C-SPAN2. They watch
CNN. They watch MTV. They have a
nice big opulent dinner.

And then the President of the Na-
tional Endowment for Democracy gets
up and they are all thinking he has a
big checkbook in his pocket. He is
going to pull that sucker out and he is
going to start writing checks to each
one of them. What does he do? He gets
up and he tells them they have all
kinds of data, all kinds of information
about the joys of democracy and they
are going to put it on the Internet.
This guy who wrote the story said you
could see their shoulders go slack. Peo-
ple could not believe they had come all
that distance to hear somebody say
they were going to put a lot of infor-
mation about democracy on the Inter-
net.

And who do you think is paying for
the hotel bill and the opulent dinner?
That is right, old Uncle Sucker. I am
just saying if you cannot kill this pro-
gram—if you cannot kill this pro-
gram—I am not optimistic about bal-
ancing the budget in 7 years.

Now, I am offering this amendment
on behalf of Senators BROWN and DOR-
GAN. There are all kinds of things I
would like to talk about. I know every-
body wants to get away, so I am not
going to belabor it. But I want to reem-
phasize the point that I will be back on
the floor after the President vetoes
this bill for a rollcall vote on this
amendment or something similar to it.
But anybody who votes to continue
this program cannot be serious about
deficit reduction.

I yield the floor.

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, this will
be the ninth time that the Senate—and
before that the other body—has taken
up this amendment and debated it. I al-
ways enjoy and appreciate the eloquent
presentation of the Senator from Ar-
kansas. I will not take much time since
the Senator from Arkansas has just
stated we will revisit this issue again.

So I would only note, Mr. President,
and ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD the following
letter.

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

SEPTEMBER 29, 1995.
Hon. ROBERT DOLE,
Hon. THOMAS DASCHLE,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

As former Secretaries of State rep-
resenting both Democratic and Republican
Administrations, we support the continued
funding of the National Endowment for De-
mocracy (NED). This viewpoint is based upon
the NED’s strong track record in assisting
Solidarty in Poland and other significant
democratic movements over the past decade.
It is also based upon the NED’s important
ongoing efforts in helping those engaged in
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the development of institutions of democ-
racy around the world.

During this period of international change
and uncertainty, the work of the NED con-
tinues to be an important bipartisan but
non-governmental contributor to democratic
reform and freedom. We consider the non-
governmental character of the NED even
more relevant today than it was at NED’s
founding twelve years ago.

Sincerely,
JAMES BAKER.
LAWRENCE S.
EAGLEBURGER.
ALEXANDER M. HAIG, Jr.
HENRY A. KISSINGER.
EDMUND S. MUSKIE.
GEORGE P. SHULTZ.
CYRUS R. VANCE.

Mr. McCAIN. It is from former Secre-
taries of State representing both
Democratic and Republican adminis-
trations.

. .we support the continued funding of
the National Endowment for Democracy
(NED). This viewpoint is based upon the
NED’s strong track record in assisting Soli-
darity in Poland and other significant demo-
cratic movements over the past decade. It is
also based upon NED’s important ongoing ef-
forts in helping those engaged in the devel-
opment of institutions of democracy around
the world.

During this period of international change
and uncertainty, the work of the NED con-
tinues to be an important bipartisan but
non-governmental contributor to democratic
reform and freedom. We consider the non-
governmental character of the NED even
more relevant today than it was at NED’s
founding twelve years ago.

Sincerely, James Baker, Lawrence
Eagleburger, Alexander Hague, Henry Kis-
singer, Edmund Muskie, George Schultz, and
Cyrus Vance.

So, Mr. President, I urge my col-
leagues to note with interest the view
of seven previous Secretaries of State,
both Republican and Democrat, who
have taken the time and effort to sign
this letter in support of this very im-
portant effort to further the cause of
freedom and democracy throughout the
world.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I will
be mercifully brief. I understand the
hour, and people want to leave. We will
revisit this and have an aggressive de-
bate at some point.

But I am struck—I am always, of
course, respectful of the Senator from
Arizona and I respect his opinion—I am
struck by the letter put on our desks
signed by former Secretaries of State
that talk about the nongovernmental
character of NED, how relevant the
nongovernmental character of NED is.

The governmental character of NED
is this is all Government money, it is
all the taxpayers’ money, divided up
four ways: Give some to the Repub-
licans, some to the Democrats, some to
the Chamber of Commerce, some to the
AFL-CIO and say, ‘“‘Go do some nice
things in support of democracy.” The
problem is it duplicates what we are
doing in half a dozen other programs in
the State Department.
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In the last election, Republicans won,
and I applaud them for that. The score
was 20 percent of the American people
voted Republican; roughly 19 percent of
the American people voted Democrat;
and 51 percent of the American people
said, ‘‘Count me out, it doesn’t matter,
I’'m not going to vote at all.” It may be
that we ought to talk about promoting
a little democracy in this country.

This is not all that much money, but
it is enough, and it is one of those pro-
grams that simply will not quit. It does
not matter that it cannot be justified.
It does not matter that it cannot be
justified at this point. What matters is
that it is a program that is ongoing, it
continues, and it is governmental
money that they call nongovernmental
in character.

I support the Senator from Arkansas.
I hope we will have a long debate on
this, and I hope one of these days we
are going to knock this out. If you care
about reducing the deficit, the devil is
in the details. The detail here is $32
million that we ought not spend. We
ought not spend it. It is waste, in my
judgment.

Let us reduce the deficit. Let us zero
this out and do the taxpayers of this
country a favor.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this is
excellent debate, great points have
been made, as in all these things. But
consider the fact this bill is not going
anywhere. What we are doing tonight
is like training to fight the Spanish Ar-
mada. We ought to put all these
speeches in the RECORD. Of course, we
will all spend the weekend reading
each other’s speech with due diligence,
but then everybody could go home.

I just remind my colleagues of one
thing, maybe the thing that will move
us away from these Dracula hours of
legislation more than anything else
around here if—if—we do not lose our
nerve and do apply the laws of this
country to the Congress as applied to
everywhere else: Starting January 1,
paying time and a half for all the staff
who have to stay around here when we
go through this useless exercise. In-
stead of costing the taxpayers $15,000
or $20,000 an hour for this, it will start
costing $40,000 or $50,000 an hour.
Maybe—maybe—we will pass legisla-
tion, have debates during the daytime
and not do the Dracula hours.

I yield the floor.

Mr. SARBANES addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I
commend the distinguished Senator
from Arizona for his statement and
also for printing in the RECORD this
joint letter by seven former Secre-
taries of State.

I say to my colleague that the reason
the NED will not go away is because it
does good work. That is plain and sim-
ple the reason it will not go away. It
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has done some extremely effective
work around the world in strength-
ening and developing democratic insti-
tutions and protecting individual
rights and freedoms.

We have had any number of people
come through the Halls of the Congress
recognized as fighters for human
rights, fighters for freedom, fighters
for democracy who have manifested
their support for NED and the support
which gave them and made them pos-
sible in their own countries to lead this
effort.

So I know a longer debate is coming,
and I am prepared and look forward to
that debate, but these Secretaries are
right when they say ‘‘the strong track
record in assisting significant demo-
cratic movements.”” It does have a
strong track record, and it serves an
important role, because it can operate
as a nongovernmental entity and sup-
port nongovernmental entities which
provide opportunities that would not
otherwise be available if these activi-
ties were undertaken by a govern-
mental agency.

So I strongly support the NED, and I
hope when we actually get to the real
amendment, the Members of this body
will support it as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let me
just conclude by saying the very orga-
nization, the National Endowment for
Democracy, dooms it. It is self-con-
tradiction to give money to the Repub-
lican Party and to the Democratic
Party whose views on democracy are
quite different.

We all champion democracy, but can
you imagine this group in Zagreb al-
lowing me on my side to describe de-
mocracy for them, and we will say the
Senator from Arizona on his side. We
have strong philosophical differences.
They would be so confused when we got
through, they would not know what de-
mocracy is all about. And labor and the
Chamber of Commerce, like two hor-
nets in a jug. We give each one of them,
look at that, the Chamber of Com-
merce, 13.6 percent and labor, AFL-CIO
29.4 percent. Do you want the people
from the Chamber of Commerce and
labor to sit around the same table ex-
plaining democracy?

Mr. President, let me repeat, we
spend an awful lot of money on foreign
aid. Frankly, this year I do not think
we spent enough. What is it designed to
do? It is designed to help people feed
and clothe themselves and to promote
democracy. We have the Agency for
International Development. I saw their
work in Siberia about 2 months ago.
Some of the things they are doing are
very impressive.

What is the Agency for International
Development designed to do? To make
them think well of the United States
and help them create and maintain de-
mocracies. And then the United States
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Information Agency, a half-billion dol-
lars. What do they do? Why, they
broadcast all over the world the joys of
democracy.

When you add it all up, it comes to
between $13 billion and $15 billion.
What is this $30 million doing? I want
you to read that Harper’s article. When
the president, Mr. Gershman, president
of the National Endowment for Democ-
racy, gets up, and these people have
come from all over thinking that they
were going to get a little largess for
some of their own programs. They
needed computers; they needed print-
ers. And so the president gets up and he
says to this crowd in this thick-car-
peted ballroom in Zagreb:

The National Endowment for Democracy is
an independent, nongovernmental founda-
tion which receives a grant from the Con-
gress every year for the purpose of strength-
ening democracy around the world.

First of all, it seems almost an
oxymoron to say this is a non-Govern-
ment foundation operating on a Gov-
ernment grant. But he goes ahead to
say:

We have a journal in which we pub-
lish essays and articles on democracy,
and we organize research conferences
on democracy. We’re compiling a data-
base which will soon be available over
the Internet. We will hold our fifth
World Conference on Democracy in
Washington on May 1. We do work in 92
countries around the world. In China,
Uzbekistan and, yes, the countries of
this region.

The author of this article goes on to
say:

Among the more experienced of the par-
ticipants, the change in manner is imme-
diately evident. They’'ve stopped taking
notes. The 92 countries, the broad friendly
smiles, the global visions of building democ-
racy, you can see them adding it all up to
conclude there will be no computers, no
printing presses, no radio transmitters, no
money for paper, no hands-on assistance of
the kind the participants are quick to inform
you is given to them by the representatives
of George Soros, the American financier.

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes.

Mr. McCAIN. It was my under-
standing that the Senator from Arkan-
sas said this debate was going to be
brief. The Senator is making a lot of
charges that I will feel compelled to re-
spond to. The Senator from Arkansas
said we are going to revisit this issue
again.

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is cor-
rect. If he will—

Mr. McCAIN. If I could finish the
question. If the Senator from Arkansas
is going to continue to belabor these
organizations, then I will feel com-
pelled to respond, and we will be here
for a long period of time.

So I ask the Senator how much
longer we are going to debate this par-
ticular issue, in light of the fact that
the Senator from Arkansas said we are
going to do it again some time in the
near future?

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator makes a
very good point. I withdraw the amend-
ment.
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So the amendment (No. 2845) was
withdrawn.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for no
longer than 2 minutes as in morning
business for the purpose of introducing
a bill and an amendment.

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

The Senator from New Hampshire is
recognized.

(The remarks of Mr. SMITH and Mr.
CHAFEE pertaining to the introduction
of S. 1285 are located in today’s RECORD
under ‘“‘Statements on Introduced Bills
and Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. SMITH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

(The remarks of Mr. SMITH per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1286
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I believe
that the Presidential candidates are in-
volved in a conflict of interest in New
Hampshire, since that State has retro-
actively asked for same day election
day registration. We have an amend-
ment in this bill that would allow them
to do that and break the word of what
the leadership on the other side said
the conference report calls an election
day escape hatch. This would encour-
age States to adopt same day registra-
tion procedures as a means of escaping
the bill’s requirements. That came
from the bill’s manager on the other
side.

Mr. President, what is a Presidential
candidate to do if he is on the record
opposing an election provision that
turns out to be supported by the State
where the first primary is held? By the
looks of the Commerce/Justice/State
Appropriations bill, you hope like the
dickens that nobody notices.

But, Mr. President, I noticed.

This appropriations bill includes a
committee amendment to the National
Voter Registration Act Of 1993—better
known as motor-voter. This committee
amendment benefits two States—New
Hampshire and Idaho—by changing the
effective date of the exemption in the
Act of States that had already enacted
election day registration or had no reg-
istration requirement. That specific
date—March 11, 1993—was included to
prohibit any other State from avoiding
the law. The committee amendment
would undo that prohibition for these
two States.

New Hampshire and Idaho enacted
legislation with retroactive effective
dates in an attempt to take advantage
of the limited exemption in the act.
Because of a court challenge to the
New Hampshire retroactive law, we are
being asked to adopt an amendment to
retroactively change the motor-voter
exemption deadline.

So, in the case of these two States we
are enacting a retroactive provision to
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a Federal law that will validate a ret-
roactive provision in a State law that
was enacted to avoid that very Federal
law. This a curious amendment with a
ridiculous result.

It is important to note that this spe-
cific date was not only proposed by the
Republican floor manager, but both he
and the Republican leader and Presi-
dential candidate actively promoted it.
In fact, they both cited inclusion of
that deadline in the exemption provi-
sion as an improvement to the bill.

So while the committee amendment
appears to be merely a technical or in-
significant change affecting only two
States—it is clearly an attack by oppo-
nents to weaken the motor-voter law
by permitting more States to avoid its
implementation. But even worse, it
creates an incredible conflict of inter-
est for every one of our many Repub-
lican Presidential candidates, because
it would directly affect voter registra-
tion for the New Hampshire primary.

A similar exemption provision in the
bill vetoed by President Bush in the
103d Congress was singled out for criti-
cism in his veto message. President
Bush attacked the exemption as an in-
ducement to States to adopt same-day
registration laws. I responded to that
charge, when it was made by the Re-
publican floor manager during debate
on the veto over-ride, by pointing out
that the exemption was intended to
grandfather only those States that had
already adopted such laws. It was not
intended as an inducement to other
States to adopt election day registra-
tion.

To overcome an impasse during our
consideration of the motor voter bill,
the Republican floor manager sub-
mitted nine amendments to me that
the opponents considered to be nec-
essary changes to the bill. The first
“must do” change was an amendment
to set a date certain, March 11, 1993, as
the deadline by which a State must
have enacted the required legislation
in order to be exempt from the require-
ments of motor-voter. Because it was
consistent with, and reinforced, the
original intent of the exemption provi-
sion, I included it in the amendment I
offered at the conclusion of bill nego-
tiations.

The House bill, H.R. 2, included an
exemption without a specific date that
was intended as an option to the
States. The two Houses were clearly
not in agreement regarding the exemp-
tion provisions of the two bills. The
conference resolved this disagreement
by including the Senate date certain
deadline version in its report.

When the conference report was
taken up in the Senate, the Republican
floor manager stated, with regard to
the exemption:

Republicans slammed the escape-hatch
shut. No longer is this bill a backdoor means
of forcing States into adopting election day
registration or no registration whatsoever.
. . . Republicans succeeded in grandfathering
in the five States that would have qualified
for the exemption prior to March 11, 1993.

He then related that officials from
Michigan, Illinois, and South Dakota
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had contacted him to urge that the es-
cape hatch be left open so they could
opt out from the law. The Republican
floor manager then commented, with
regard to these States,

. . . their constituents are better served by
the closing of the escape hatch than if it had
been left open.

In remarks regarding the conference
report, the Republican leader com-
mented that the conference report was
an improvement over the original bill
because among other Republican
amendments, it included the exemp-
tion provision. He stated,
the conference report closes the so-called
election day escape hatch. This loophole
would have encouraged States to adopt
same-day registration procedures as a means
of escaping the bill’s requirements.

It was clear that both the Republican
floor manager and the Republican lead-
er considered this exemption provision
with its date certain deadline to be an
important provision because it closed
off the exemption for all but the five
States that had enacted legislation as
of the deadline of March 11, 1993.

The legislative history in the House
reflects this as well. A House conferee
who supported an open exemption as ‘‘a
strong incentive for States to move
toward . . .” same day registration
stated that:
some Members in the other body voiced
strong concerns over this language, and the
conference agreed to