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It is the kind of politics that created

the fiscal mess which now confronts us
and undermined the American people’s
faith in their Government.

By resisting calls for tax cuts, we not
only help alleviate pressure on the def-
icit, we also can begin to restore the
lost confidence of the American people
in their elected officials.

I hope other members will join Sen-
ator BUMPERS and me in persuading a
majority of the Senate that it is irre-
sponsible to cut taxes as we are trying
to reduce the deficit and balance the
Federal budget.
f

SENATE RESOLUTION 84—REL-
ATIVE TO THE 150TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF FLORIDA STATEHOOD

Mr. MACK (for himself and Mr. GRA-
HAM) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was considered and agreed
to:

S. RES. 84

Whereas Florida became the first State ex-
plored by Europeans when Ponce de Leon led
a Spanish expedition that made landfall
along the east coast in the year 1513;

Whereas Pedro Menendez de Aviles, cap-
tain-general of an invading fleet, ousted the
French settlement, Fort Caroline, at the
mouth of the St. Johns River, proclaimed
Spanish sovereignty over Florida, and on
September 8, 1565, established St. Augustine,
the oldest city in the United States;

Whereas Spain, France, and England
played a significant role in the development
and exploration of early Florida;

Whereas President James Monroe pro-
claimed the Adams-Onis Treaty in which
Spain ceded Florida to the United States on
February 22, 1821, and appointed General An-
drew Jackson as the first provisional gov-
ernor of Florida;

Whereas on March 30, 1822, the United
States Congress created a territorial govern-
ment for Florida, following the pattern set
in the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 by pro-
viding for public education and orderly polit-
ical steps toward greater self-government
and eventual statehood as population in-
creased;

Whereas 56 delegates representing the 30
counties of Florida assembled in 1838 in the
Panhandle town of St. Joseph to frame the
first constitution of the territory in prepara-
tion for Florida statehood, who were mainly
planters and lawyers, were from 13 of the 26
States then in the United States and 4 for-
eign countries, included only 3 natives from
Florida, included 3 delegates who would later
become United States Senators, included 2
governors, and included 5 members of the
Florida Supreme Court;

Whereas a bill to admit Florida as a State
passed the House of Representatives on Feb-
ruary 13, 1845, and the Senate on March 1,
1845;

Whereas President John Tyler signed a bill
making Florida a State on March 3, 1845,
making Florida the 27th State to be admit-
ted into the United States;

Whereas Friday, March 3, 1995, marks the
150th anniversary of Florida becoming a
State;

Whereas the admission of Florida to the
United States has proved to be of immense
benefit both to the United States and to the
State of Florida;

Whereas 96 citizens of Florida have served
the United States and Florida in the House
of Representatives;

Whereas 30 citizens of Florida have served
the United States and Florida in the United
States Senate;

Whereas numerous citizens of Florida have
served in the executive, judicial, and legisla-
tive branches of the Federal Government;

Whereas citizens of Florida have fought
and died in service to the United States, and
22 citizens of Florida have won the United
States highest award for bravery, the Con-
gressional Medal of Honor, protecting free-
dom in the United States;

Whereas Florida is the fourth largest State
and is rich in natural resources and talented
people;

Whereas Florida, home of the Everglades
National Park, is blessed with great natural
beauty, clean waters, pure air, and extraor-
dinary scenery;

Whereas Florida is a world leader in agri-
culture, commercial fishing, education, fi-
nancial services, horse breeding, high tech-
nology, manufacturing, phosphate produc-
tion, and tourism;

Whereas Cape Canaveral, location of the
first United States satellite launch and the
first manned spaceship flight to the Moon,
continues to play a vital and leading role in
the exploration and discovery of outer space
by the United States;

Whereas a special postage stamp saluting
the Sesquicentennial of Florida will be cir-
culated throughout the United States during
1995; and

Whereas Florida is proud of its heritage
and looks forward to its future: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved,
SECTION 1. SALUTE BY THE SENATE.

The United States Senate salutes the State
of Florida on the sesquicentennial anniver-
sary of Florida becoming a State Friday,
March 3, 1995.
SEC. 2. COMMEMORATION BY CONGRESS.

The Senate calls on the joint Congres-
sional leadership of Congress to agree on an
appropriate time and manner to honor the
State of Florida, in recognition of the
achievements of all the men and women who
have worked hard to develop Florida into a
great State, from pioneer days to modern
times.
SEC. 3. COMMEMORATION BY THE PRESIDENT.

The Senate calls on the President to issue
a Presidential message calling on the people
of the United States and all Federal, State,
and local governments to commemorate the
sesquicentennial anniversary of Florida be-
coming a State with appropriate ceremonies
and activities.
SEC. 4. COPIES OF RESOLUTION.

The Secretary of the Senate shall send this
resolution to the Florida Congressional dele-
gation, the Governor of Florida, the National
Archives, and the Florida Archives.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, this week
marks the anniversary of a very special
event in the history of my State.

One hundred and fifty years ago on
the 1st of March 1845, the U.S. Senate
passed a bill admitting Florida to the
Union as the 27th State. President
John Tyler signed the bill into law on
March 3, 1845.

Tomorrow, March 3, 1995, the State of
Florida will celebrate its sesquicenten-
nial.

Florida has a rich history stretching
nearly five centuries.

The search for gold and glory
brought Spanish explorer Juan Ponce
de Leon to Florida during the Easter
season of 1513.

He and his crew disembarked between
present-day St. Augustine and Cape Ca-
naveral to claim the land in the name
of the King of Spain. Ponce de Leon
called this new land Florida—a Spanish
word meaning ‘‘full of flowers.’’

From discovery in 1513 to early 1821,
Spain, France, and England played sig-
nificant roles in Florida’s exploration
and development.

During the territorial period—1821
through 1845—Florida became one of
the major cotton producing areas of
the region. The struggle for statehood
was a major political issue in Washing-
ton and throughout the territory of
Florida.

David Levy (Yulee), who later be-
came Florida’s first U.S. Senator, led
the fight to bring Florida into the
Union.

Florida’s admission to the Union and
the contributions of its citizens have
proven to be of immense benefit both
to the United States and to the State
of Florida.

As the United States has grown and
prospered Florida has become a world
leader in agriculture, commercial fish-
ing, education, financial services, horse
breeding, high technology, manufactur-
ing, phosphate production, and tour-
ism.

More than 20 million tourists visit
Florida each year to experience the
Sunshine State’s great natural beauty,
her pristine beaches, clean waters, pure
air, and extraordinary scenery.

Each region of Florida has its own
unique identity. There are vivid con-
trasts between the excitement of Cape
Canaveral and Disney World, the cos-
mopolitan feel of south Florida, the
tropical world of the Florida Keys, the
natural beauty of the west coast, the
mystery that is the Everglades, the cit-
rus and cattle country of central Flor-
ida, and the deep South culture of
north Florida and the panhandle.

The marvelous diversity of those who
have migrated to Florida seeking a
better life for themselves and their
families have made the State a micro-
cosm of America itself.

The dedication and innovation of
Floridians, both past and present, in-
spire all of us in Florida as we prepare
our State for the challenges of the 21st
century.

f

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
RISK MANAGEMENT ACT

LOTT AMENDMENT NO. 316

(Ordered referred to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.)

Mr. LOTT submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (S. 333) to direct the Secretary of
Energy to institute certain procedures
in the performance of risk assessments
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in connection with environmental res-
toration activities, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

At the end of the bill add the following:
SEC. 8. JUDICIAL REVIEW.

Any decision, regulatory analysis, risk as-
sessment, hazard identification, risk charac-
terization, or certification provided for
under this Act is subject to judicial review in
the same manner and at the same time as
the underlying final action to which it per-
tains, in accordance with chapter 7 of title 5,
United States Code. All data, estimates, in-
formation, reports, studies, explanations,
and similar materials upon which any deci-
sion, regulatory analysis, risk assessment,
hazard identification, risk characterization,
certification, or peer review is based shall be
made part of the administrative record for
purposes of judicial review.
Sec. 12. Peer Review.

(1) PEER REVIEW BY INDEPENDENT EX-
TERNAL PEER REVIEW PANELS.

a. INITIATION OF PEER REVIEW.—The head of
the Office of information and regulatory Af-
fairs of the Office of management and Budg-
et may initiate a peer review under this sec-
tion if he or she determines that such peer
review is advisable because the assessments
or analyses to be reviewed are matters of
major importance due to their potential for
direct or indirect health, safety, or environ-
mental or economic impacts or because they
would establish an important precedent.

b. ESTABLISHMENT AND MEMBERSHIP OF
PANELS.—Peer reviews shall be conducted by
panels consisting of members appointed by
the head of the agency which conducted the
risk assessment and cost-benefit analysis, in
consultation with the head of the Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs of the
Office of management and Budget, the head
of the Office of Science and Technology Pol-
icy, and other concerned Federal agencies,
and officials of any affected state and local
governments. Separate panels shall be estab-
lished to review the benefits portion of the
cost-benefit analysis; the cost-benefit review
panel shall review the benefits portion of the
cost-benefit analysis in consultation with
the risk assessment review panel. Peer re-
view panels shall be established within 90
days after a determination under subsection
(a). Members of the panels shall—

1. be recognized and credentialed experts in
the appropriate disciplines;

2. have recent professional experience con-
ducting a risk assessment, an assessment of
the cost of a regulation, or an assessment of
the benefits of a regulation, as applicable to
the panel for which they are selected;

3. have filed and made publicly available fi-
nancial disclosure forms; and

4. have not been involved in a recent com-
prehensive analysis of the substance, condi-
tion, or activity under review, and have not
recently taken a public position on the risks
or costs to be reviewed.

c. TERMINATION.—A peer review panel shall
terminate upon submission of the report
with respect to the risk assessment or cost-
benefit analysis for which the panel was es-
tablished.

d. STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO PEER RE-
VIEW.—

1. all peer reviews of the risk assessments
conducted pursuant to this section shall
have the purpose of determining whether the
agency’s risk assessment complies with the
principles set out in this Act;

2. all peer reviews of cost-benefit analyses
conducted pursuant to this section shall
have the purpose of determining whether the
cost-benefit analysis meets the standards set
out in this Act.

e. COMPLETION PRIOR TO JUDICIAL RE-
VIEW.—If the head of the Office of informa-

tion and Regulatory Affairs has initiated the
peer review process pursuant to subsection a,
or states in writing that initiation of the
process is under consideration by that office,
no suit for judicial review of a risk assess-
ment or cost-benefits analysis or related
agency action may be brought until after the
peer review process has concluded or such of-
ficial determines not to initiate the process;
provided, however, that if such official does
not indicate a determination within 30 days
after stating that such matter is under con-
sideration, a judicial review suit may be
brought and the official will not thereafter
have the authority to issue a determination
to initiate the process.

(2) Procedures for Peer Review.
a. SUBMISSION TO PANEL.—Within 30 days

after the establishment of a peer review
panel, the head of the Federal agency shall
submit to the panel all data and testing (in-
cluding the details of the methodology) used
by the agency for the assessment and analy-
sis.

b. REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS.—
1. IN GENERAL.—Within 180 days after the

date on which the head of the Federal agency
submits data and testing under subsection a,
each peer review panel shall transmit to the
head of the agency a report and rec-
ommendations on whether the agency’s risk
assessment or cost-benefit analysis meets
the applicable standards and principles spec-
ified in this Act.

2. CONTENTS.—A report and recommenda-
tions under this subsection shall either con-
clude that the agency’s assessment or analy-
sis meets the applicable standards, or shall
set out its views on any significant defi-
ciencies and its recommendations on how
those deficiencies should be corrected.

3. COMMENTS AND APPENDIX.—Each peer re-
view report and recommendations under this
subsection shall include—

(A) all conclusions and recommendations
supported by a majority of the members of
the peer review panel submitting the report;
and

(B) an appendix which sets forth the dis-
senting opinions that any peer review panel
member wants to express.

c. OPENNESS OF PROCESS.—The proceedings
of peer review panels under this section shall
be subject to the relevant provisions of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act 5 USC App.
(1988), PL 92–463.

(3) Consideration and Incorporation of Peer
Review Recommendations.

If a majority of a peer review panel estab-
lished under this subtitle concludes that a
risk assessment or cost-benefit analysis does
not meet the applicable standards, the as-
sessment, analysis or proposed major rule
shall not be issued in final form unless the
head of the agency either revises the risk as-
sessment to include the findings and rec-
ommendations of the peer review panel and
makes the recommended revisions or ex-
plains clearly the scientific basis for dis-
agreeing with any of the panel’s rec-
ommendations and not revising the assess-
ment.

(4) Matters Requiring Peer Review.—At a
minimum, there shall be submitted for peer
review—

a. all major rules
b. all entries in the Integrated Risk Infor-

mation System (IRIS), and the Toxic Release
Inventory.

c. any risk assessment which has been used
as a scientific rationale for regulatory ac-
tions by local or state governments.
SEC. 13. ADDITIONAL DEFINITION.

In this Act:
(11) SCIENTIFICALLY OBJECTIVE AND UNBI-

ASED.—The term ‘‘scientifically objective
and unbiased’’ means that the risk assess-
ment, risk characterization or communica-

tion have not been significantly influenced
by policy or value judgments or preferences,
and that it clearly and accurately relates its
descriptions and conclusions regarding risk
(or absence of risk) to data or knowledge, in-
cluding negative data, that are based on em-
pirical observations, measurements, or test-
ing that meet generally accepted scientific
standards, and are substantially reproducible
by similarly experienced scientists analyzing
the same data independently.

SEC. 14. TOXIC RELEASE INVENTORY (TRI).
(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of

Chapter 116, of Title 42, United States Code,
the Administrator, Environmental Protec-
tion Agency may by rule add a chemical to
the list described in Section 11023(c) only
after the Administrator makes a risk assess-
ment determination that the chemical
causes significant adverse human health ef-
fects at concentration levels that are reason-
ably likely to exist beyond the facility site
boundaries, the probability of exposure and
potential harm to local residents.

(2) a. In making the risk assessment deter-
mination, the Administrator shall take into
account the nature and frequency of the re-
leases, the actual concentration, and the fre-
quency of use of the chemical in general
commerce.

b. The principles for risk assessment with-
in this act should be applied to future list-
ings on the Toxic Release Inventory.

(3) A chemical shall be deleted if the Ad-
ministrator determines no later than 60 days
after the enactment of this provision that
based on the record there is insufficient evi-
dence to establish the criteria described in
this section.

(4) A chemical shall be deleted if the Ad-
ministration, within 180 days of receipt of a
petition described in Section 5, does not pre-
pare a risk assessment as described in Sec-
tion 5 which determines that the chemical
causes significant adverse human health ef-
fects at concentration levels that are reason-
ably likely to exist beyond the facility site
boundaries, the probability of exposure and
potential harm to local residents.

SEC. 15. USE OF APPROVED RISK ASSESSMENTS.
The Administrator, Environmental Protec-

tion Agency shall not conduct or perform, or
require any person to conduct or perform, as
a condition for issuance of any permit, li-
cense, or any other form of approval (or con-
dition to operate), any type of risk assess-
ment that is not explicitly required as a con-
dition for the issuance of such a permit, li-
cense, or approval by existing statutory or
final regulatory provisions. The Adminis-
trator, Environmental Protection Agency
shall not implement or enforce such a condi-
tion in any way nor deny or condition a per-
mit, license, or approval based upon the re-
sults of such a risk assessment or the failure
to conduct or perform such a risk assess-
ment.

SEC. 16. ‘‘SEC 627. OF AMENDMENT 230—REGULA-
TIONS; PLANS FOR ASSESSING NEW
INFORMATION.’’

Change paragraph (b)(1) to read:
Review of the risk assessment, risk charac-

terization, or risk communication for any
major rule or issuance used by states or local
governments as a scientific basis for regu-
latory action promulgated or prepared prior
to enactment or prior to issuance of a final
regulatory requirement by subsection (a) of
this section shall be conducted by the head
of the agency on the written petition of a
person showing a reasonable likelihood
that—

(A) the risk assessment is inconsistent
with the principles set forth in section 625
and 626;
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(B) the risk assessment produces substan-

tially different results;
(C) the risk assessment is inconsistent

with a rule issued under subsection (a);
(D) the risk assessment does not take into

account material significant new scientific
data or scientific understanding.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I rise today
to speak for the purpose of submitting
an amendment to the Department of
Energy Risk Management Act which
was referred to the Senate Committee
on the Energy and Natural Resources
for consideration.

Mr. President, I send to the desk an
amendment to the Department of En-
ergy Risk Management Act (S. 333),
and ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

First, let me say this is the year and
this is the Congress that will establish
a genuine link between real risks, as
defined by sound science, and respon-
sible public policy to address risk.

This will be done by including sci-
entific data and an openness in the reg-
ulatory process. My solution is based
on citizen involvement. So why do we
hear all of these distortions and exag-
gerations reporting that America’s
health and safety will be placed in
jeopardy and sacrificed. These emo-
tional and often irrational overstate-
ments are just not true.

What is so threatening about requir-
ing knowledgeable scientists, who are
independent of the Government, to par-
ticipate in a peer review of the science?
It makes sense to me to ensure that
science-based rules are supported by
scientist. But clearly, opponents of this
provision believe that scientists are
the problem. I find this curious. Peer
review will certify the Government’s
practices. It replaces an unchecked mo-
nopoly over risk assessment meth-
odologies with participation of sci-
entists from academia.

What is so threatening about requir-
ing the science to be unbiased and ob-
jective? I guess opponents of this legis-
lation really want rules to have a bias
which supports their political agenda.
Accurate science must get in their
way. How distressing. I said it last
month on the Senate floor when S. 333
was introduced, but it is important to
repeat the thought. Maybe those who
like the flawed status quo really can be
characterized as backing regulations
which indeed are cavalier and arbi-
trary.

What is so threatening about requir-
ing products listed on the Toxic Re-
lease Inventory [TRI] to actually be
dangerous or, for that matter, even
toxic? Presently, chemicals are listed
simply because they appear frequently
in the environment. In fact, many
chemicals on the list are not toxic.
EPA knows they are not. EPA has let
the TRI misrepresent the toxicity of
chemicals and permitted unnecessary
anxiety within local communities. This
is terrible public policy. Also, what is
the problem in requiring a Federal
agency to act promptly? To list or
delist needs a fixed public schedule.

Maybe it is too much to ask an agency
to be responsive to American citizens.

What is so threatening about judicial
review? Opponents complain that risk
assessments would not be constructed
by the courts. OK. That is better than
what America has now. Currently,
risks are set by arrogant bureaucrats
who are invisible and not accountable
to the public. At least in a court room
risk decisions will be made in a public
forum. The American people hold their
courts in high esteem, and perhaps
public participation is necessary to
save risk assessment.

What is so threatening about empha-
sizing the need of State and municipal
participation in setting priorities for
addressing their health and safety
risks? Providing a structured meth-
odology for making difficult budgetary
choices regarding health and safety
matters would be helpful. Both the offi-
cials and the citizens can understand
the risks they face together. And joint-
ly they will be involved in selecting the
risks to address. Cost benefit provi-
sions will be a useful rational for pub-
lic policy goal setting and in allocating
funding.

What is so threatening about pre-
venting abuse through indirect risk as-
sessments? In the words of EPA’s own
Science Advisory Board, indirect risk
assessment suffers from a general lack
of measured input and very little vali-
dation of the models. By requiring that
only approved risk assessments, we are
saying that Federal agencies will only
use assessments subjected to the rigors
of this legislation. In fact, EPA has no
legal basis to proceed with indirect
risk assessments. Does it make sci-
entific sense to let EPA hold permits
and licenses hostage without the mar-
ketplace having its due process? Does
it make sense for EPA to first demand
and then use data which is short on sci-
entific validation? Both are legally and
scientifically reprehensible. We are a
land governed by laws—not by bureau-
crats who are not accountable to the
public. Besides, Federal agencies must
not regulate by press release.

The cost-benefit provisions of this
legislation are important to evaluate
regulatory effectiveness. This is espe-
cially useful since public funds are
scare and finite. And, because govern-
mental intrusion into our private lives
must be minimized to only genuine
risk. But the sad truth is the Govern-
ment’s decisions and actions are rarely
cost effective. In fact, I recently read
an article where an EPA official said
that regulatory ‘‘efficiency is not of
great importance.’’ For him, his col-
leagues and this administration it may
not be; but to millions of American
taxpayers who pay the bills it is a big
deal.

The importance of risk assessment
and risk communication with public
participation can not be underscored.
This is especially true when we con-
sider that billions and billions of tax-
payer dollars are spent annually by all
levels of government to deal with risk.

I believe the public has lost con-
fidence in the Government’s science. I
further believe this has hurt the credi-
bility of existing environmental and
health rules. Saving an owl which is
endangered in two States by destroying
30,000 jobs; only to discover this bird is
thriving in a number of other States is
not good science—it is an agenda. Ru-
ining an entire apple harvest with a
rush to judge without science on alar is
not good science—it is regulatory
abuse. Both illustrate a Government
unchecked. That is what this legisla-
tion is about—provide an opportunity
to challenge the Government.

Nothing in this amendment or the
basic bill is excessively prescriptive.
On the contrary, my legislative pur-
pose is to ensure consistency and tech-
nical value when risk assessments are
prepared. I firmly believe my legisla-
tive efforts will improve both the qual-
ity and visibility of risk assessment.

It is time to deal with scientific con-
troversies surrounding the extrapo-
lations of maximum tolerated dose to
minuscule doses, animal to human etc.
Many of the Government’s regulatory
actions will not stand up to public
scrutiny—this is not the fault of this
legislation. No, this is an error caused
by Government’s arrogant false
science. I am for environmental, health
and safety rules which address real
problems, not regulatory abuse sup-
porting a nonscientific agenda.

Risk assessment is a powerful tool
which has been abused for years by a
political agenda. No—it has been ex-
ploited. Both public confidence and
public funds have been squandered
chasing nonscientific solutions and
nonrisks. Now is the time to transform
our environmental and health policies
with accountable scientific judgment.

Risk assessment reforms will help
settle environmental and health deci-
sions with science and technology, not
with a political agenda. It will not
eliminate controversies but it will
open up the process to public participa-
tion. It will not end environmental
laws, as we now know them. What it
will do is make sure that the right in-
formation is on the table in the right
form and at the right times to best in-
corporate both economic and ecologi-
cal consequences in the decision mak-
ing process.

My approach, through the basic bill
(S. 333) and with this amendment, is to
demand rigorous, consistent and con-
tinuous inclusion of the public in the
development of health and safety pub-
lic policy. Using a deliberative and
transparent process has merits which
exceed all the complaints I have heard
from opponents who say it would cre-
ate burdens.

My approach will strengthen our pub-
lic policies, not destroy them. All I am
mandating is sound science. I am not
mandating bureaucratic burdens. If
sound science principles are followed
there will be no hassles or problems.
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However, I am not terribly sympa-
thetic for a Federal agency which mis-
behaved and manipulated the public
trust. They have placed burdens and
expenses on Americans through false
risks and unnecessary anxiety. This
type of regulatory zeal must be
stopped.

Plain and simple; this legislation will
identify the underlying scientific as-
sumptions used in the risk assessments
so that all concerned parties can evalu-
ate the judgments and conclusions.
This process allows for full and open
public debate which will neither
threaten our democracy nor the health
and safety of the American public who
we all serve.

Opponents want to dismiss any risk
assessment legislation as a form of
technospeak to justify the destruction
of the environment and health rules.
But this ‘‘sky-is-falling’’ complaint
strategy is spurious and disingenuous.
This legislation will not remove one
environmental or safety rule. It will,
however, require the assumptions,
methodologies and extrapolations to be
part of the public record. Only if
science supports different conclusions
can the foundation for the rules be
challenged.

I urge my colleagues to look at S. 333,
the basic legislation which was intro-
duced by Senators MURKOWSKI and
JOHNSTON last month and this amend-
ment. Both focus on removing risk
misinformation and restoring public
confidence in our rulemaking process. I
believe it deserves your support.

It is time to get past partisan bicker-
ing and exaggerations.

It is time to end the false debate on
the value of risk assessment and cost
benefit analysis.

It is time to focus our health and
safety policies with sound risk assess-
ment methodologies.

It is time for Congress to act.
I thank my colleagues for their con-

sideration.

f

NOTICE OF HEARING

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I wish
to announce publicly that the Commit-
tee on Veterans’ Affairs will hold a
hearing on Thursday, March 9, 1995, at
10 a.m. in SR–418, Russell Senate Office
Building.

The committee has two purposes for
holding this hearing. First, we will re-
ceive testimony on the nomination of
Mr. Dennis M. Duffy to be the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs’ Assistant
Secretary for Policy and Planning. Mr.
Duffy currently serves as VA’s Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Congressional
Liaison.

Second, the committee will hear tes-
timony from officials of three Federal
entities—the Department of Veterans
Affairs; the Department of Labor, Vet-
erans Employment and Training Serv-
ice; and the Court of Veterans Ap-
peals—on those entities’ proposed
budgets for fiscal year 1996. We also in-

tend to receive testimony from rep-
resentatives of veterans’ service orga-
nizations concerning the fiscal year
1996 budget for veterans programs.

The committee would be pleased to
receive written statements from mem-
bers of the public concerning these
matters. Such statements may be sub-
mitted to the Committee’s offices.
Members of the public may also con-
tact Mr. William F. Tuerk, the com-
mittee’s general counsel, if they have
questions or need information concern-
ing the subject matter of this hearing.
f

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Armed Services be authorized to
meet immediately after the vote on the
balanced budget amendment on Thurs-
day, March 2, 1995, to consider the fol-
lowing nominations:

Sheila Cheston to be the general
counsel of the Air Force;

Josue Robles, Jr. to be a Commis-
sioner on the BRAC;

Herschelle Challenor to be a member
of the National Security Education
Board; and

Vincent Ryan to be a member of the
board of directors on the Panama
Canal Commission.

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Thursday, March 2, 1995, at 3:30
p.m. to hold a hearing regarding United
States Policy toward Iran and Iraq.

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

F–22 ELECTRONIC COMBAT
EFFECTIVENESS TESTING

∑ Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, what
is it about F–22 electronic combat ef-
fectiveness testing that terrifies Air
Force?

The fiscal year 1995 Senate Defense
Appropriations Report 103–321 included
the following language:

The Committee is concerned that the F–22
test and evaluation master plan [TEMP] may
not include sufficient electronic combat ef-
fectiveness testing before the onset of pro-
duction. The Committee believes that it is
important for the F–22 to demonstrate its ca-
pabilities in an offensive air superiority mis-
sion against a full array of likely threats.
Those threats should include a modern inte-
gration air defense system, at a minimum on
a simulated basis to the extent practicable,
affordable, and cost effective.

Therefore, the Committee directs that no
more than 65 percent of the funds provided
for the F–22 program for fiscal year 1995 may
be obligated until the Assistant Secretary of
the Air Force (acquisition) submits to the
congressional defense committees a report

outlining the cost and schedule impacts on
the F–22 program, and the technical and
operational advantages and disadvantages, of
revising the TEMP to include significantly
more thorough electronic combat effective-
ness testing before initiation of: (1) pre-pro-
duction vehicle procurement; (2) commit-
ment to low-rate initial operational test and
evaluation.

This report shall include, as a baseline,
thorough electronic combat testing at the
real-time electromagnetic digitally con-
trolled analyzer and processor [REDCAP]
and the Air Force electronic warfare evalua-
tion simulator [AFEWES], and an installed
system test facility with a capable wide-
spectrum radio frequency generator that is
interfaced for real-time control from remote
facilities and a high capability dome, visual
system cockpit simulator.

The report also shall identify the funding
required between fiscal years 1996–99 to allow
the electronic combat test facilities cited in
the preceding paragraph to thoroughly un-
dertake effectiveness testing on integrated
avionics suites.

This report requirement was retained
in Conference, though, as a courtesy of
the House colleagues, the fence was
dropped.

Well, March 1, 1995 has come and
gone, but no report; however, there has
been an interesting development. On
February 28, 1995, the Air Force base
closure and realignment recommenda-
tions were made public. The Air Force
operates 10 major test and evaluation
[T&E] facilities with a combined budg-
et in fiscal year 1995 of $1.722 billion.
Not one was recommended for closure;
but two very small T&E facilities with
a combined fiscal year 1995 budget of
less than $20 million were rec-
ommended for closure: the Real-time
Electromagnetic Digitally-Controlled
Analyzer and Processor [REDCAP] and
the Air Force Electronic Warfare Eval-
uation Simulator [AFEWES], the very
facilities where Congress directed the
Air Force to consider conducting F–22
electronic combat effectiveness test-
ing. What is the Air Force afraid of?

The one facility mentioned in the
Senate report that was not closed, the
installation system test facility, be-
longs to the Navy. Apparently, the Air
Force could not get at it.

The most perplexing thing about the
aversion of the Air Force to proper
testing of the F–22 is that the B–2 pro-
gram is about to undertake tests at the
REDCAP very similar to those being
avoided by the F–22. The B–2 test pro-
gram has been thorough to the point of
exhaustive. Is the B–2 successful be-
cause it was thoroughly tested, or was
it successful so it is being thoroughly
tested? Either way, what lesson can we
draw about the F–22?

When our needs are so many, and
money so short, Congress can ill-afford
to buy a pig in a poke. Congress gave
the Air Force the opportunity to prove
its claims regarding the F–22. The Air
Force responded by trying to eliminate
the facilities that could have rendered
a judgment on the effectiveness of the
F–22, Obviously, the Air Force has
something to hide. If they will not test
it, we will not buy it. Come budget
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