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from Michigan, suggests the absence of 
a quorum. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

RETIREMENT OF CHICK REYNOLDS 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, Chick Rey-
nolds, chief reporter of the Official Re-
porters of Debates, will retire from the 
Senate effective July 7, 1995. 

Mr. Reynolds’ career in stenotype re-
porting began in 1949, when he was em-
ployed by the Department of Defense. 
In 1950, he went to work for the 
Alderson Reporting Co. in Washington, 
DC, where he stayed until 1971, at 
which time he opened his own steno-
graphic reporting firm. In 1974, he was 
appointed an official reporter with the 
Senate Official Reporters of Debates 
and became chief reporter in 1988. 

During his working career as a steno-
type reporter, Chick was considered 
one of the fastest and most accurate 
writers in the country. 

His assignments covered every aspect 
of his profession, some of which put 
him in the center of the headlines of 
the day. He reported Federal agency 
hearings and various committees in 
both the House and the Senate. He re-
ported the Joseph McCarthy and 
Jimmy Hoffa hearings on Capitol Hill. 
He was assigned to cover the White 
House during the Kennedy, Johnson, 
and Nixon administrations. During his 
assignment with the Kennedy adminis-
tration, he reported President Ken-
nedy’s famous Berlin speech and was 
also in the Presidential motorcade on 
that tragic day in Dallas, TX, when 
President Kennedy was assassinated. 

Mr. Reynolds has served the Senate 
and the Nation with distinction and 
loyalty for the past 21 years. 

I know all Senators will join me in 
thanking Chick for his long and dedi-
cated service, and extending our pray-
erful wishes to him and his wife, Lu-
cille, in the coming days. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

REGULATORY TRANSITION ACT 

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

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this is 
the first chapter of one of the most sig-
nificant debates that will occur during 
the 104th Congress: the debate about 
regulatory reform. 

If we take the right approach to reg-
ulatory reform, we can provide more 
protection for public health. At the 
same time, we can cut costs and cut 
red tape. 

But if we take the wrong approach, 
we may jeopardize public health. And 
we may create more redtape, litiga-
tion, and delay. 

So the stakes are high. Fortunately, 
it looks like we are getting off to a 
good start. 

Last week, I was not so sure. We 
faced a short term moratorium that 
would have blocked some urgently 
needed rules. We also faced a long-term 
reform bill that would repeal some of 
the laws that protect our air, our 
water, and our neighborhoods. 

In both cases, we seem to be coming 
to our senses. The moratorium is about 
to be replaced with the Nickles-Reid 
amendment. And the Government Af-
fairs Committee declined to adopt rad-
ical versions of long-term regulatory 
reform. Instead, it reported a solid, bi-
partisan bill. 

CONCERNS ABOUT THE MORATORIUM 
Today we are considering the bill to 

impose a short-term moratorium. Let 
me briefly explain why such a flat, 
broad-based moratorium is a bad idea. 

In a nutshell, it does not distinguish 
good rules from bad. 

All too many rules fall into the sec-
ond category: stupid, unnecessary rules 
that impose high costs and just plain 
make people angry. 

For example, OSHA recently pro-
posed new rules that would require 
loggers to wear steel-toed boots. 

Seems to make sense. Unless you are 
working in western Montana in winter, 
on a steep slope and frozen ground. In 
that case, steel-toed boots may be slip-
pery and unsafe. Especially if you are 
carrying a live chain saw. 

For that reason, western Montana 
loggers thought that the rules made no 
sense at all. So we convinced OSHA to 
back off, talk to Montana loggers, and 
reconsider. But there are other rules 
that do make sense. That protect pub-
lic health. That protect the environ-
ment. And that are urgently needed. 

Yesterday, Senator GLENN gave some 
very compelling examples: E. coli; air-
line safety; radioactive waste; and oth-
ers. 

Let me mention one such rule, which 
is of particular concern to the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee. It 
is the rule, or cluster of rules, for 
cryptosporidium. Cryptosporidium is a 
deadly pathogen. It occurs in drinking 
water. As we all know, it was respon-
sible for the deaths of hundreds of peo-
ple, and the illness of hundreds of thou-
sands more, in Milwaukee. 

EPA has been working with public 
water suppliers to develop an informa-
tion collection rule. This rule will pro-
vide EPA, States, and public water sup-
pliers with critical information about 
the occurrence of cryptosporidium and 
other pathogens. It also will provide in-
formation about the effectiveness of 
various treatment methods. It will be 

the cornerstone of our efforts to pre-
vent further poisoning. 

However, if the moratorium is en-
acted, the information collection rule 
cannot be issued. If that happens, 
water suppliers will not be able to 
monitor for cryptosporidium during 
spring runoff, when it is thought to be 
more prevalent. That will prevent us 
from gathering data for at least an-
other year. And that, in turn, will fur-
ther delay the development of an effec-
tive treatment method. As a result, we 
will run the risk that another outbreak 
will occur, and that hundreds more 
people will die. 

THE NICKLES-REID AMENDMENT 
Fortunately, the moratorium is 

being withdrawn, at least for now. In-
stead, we are considering the Nickles- 
Reid amendment. 

To my mind, this amendment is 
much closer to the mark. It requires 
that Government agencies submit their 
new rules to Congress. And it sets up a 
fast-track process for reviewing those 
rules. That way, Congress can distin-
guish good rules from bad. If an agency 
goes haywire, like OSHA did with its 
logging rule, Congress can reject the 
rule. But if an agency is doing a good 
job, the rule will go into effect, and 
public health will not be jeopardized. 

Of course, the amendment is not per-
fect. In particular, I hope that we can 
improve some of the fast-track proce-
dures. But, on balance, the Nickles- 
Reid amendment improves the process 
for reviewing agency rules. 

CONCLUSION 
Mr. President, I also believe that the 

Nickles-Reid amendment does some-
thing more. It sets the right tone for 
the upcoming debate about regulatory 
reform. We must get past the slogans, 
and get down to the hard work of mak-
ing Government rules more effective 
and understandable. 

I look forward to continuing to work 
with the members of the Government 
Affairs Committee and with all Sen-
ators to accomplish this important ob-
jective. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I might 
mention to our colleagues that we have 
made significant progress in the last 
couple of hours in negotiations on a 
few amendments. I appreciate the co-
operation of Senator REID, and also 
Senator LEVIN, Senator GLENN, and 
Senator DOMENICI, who have had some 
amendments, and we are working those 
out. Hopefully, we will be able to agree 
to some of those. 

I might mention to my colleagues, I 
discussed this with the majority lead-
er, and he very much would like to pass 
this bill tonight. It is our expectation 
to finish this bill tonight, partly be-
cause we need to go to the supple-
mental appropriations or the rescis-
sions bill that was reported out of the 
Appropriations Committee last Friday. 
That may take some time. 

So the majority leader has let it be 
known that he plans to go to that bill 
tomorrow. So we need to finish this 
bill. 
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I want to thank my colleagues who 

have been cooperative in working with 
us in trying to come to a resolution of 
some of the items in dispute on this 
package. I am optimistic that we will 
be successful. 

I am ready to consider an amend-
ment by the Senator from Michigan, 
and I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first let 

me thank the Senator from Oklahoma 
for his work on this substitute. It is a 
very important substitute. It embodies 
a principle which is a very important 
principle, and that is that the Congress 
should be responsible and accountable 
for these major regulations that are 
imposed on people. We should not just 
simply pass laws and then go on to the 
next law without keeping a very sharp 
focus on what the agencies do through 
the regulatory process. 

So what we used to call legislative 
veto—something I supported even be-
fore I came to the Senate and have con-
tinued to do so—we now are going to 
call legislative review because it is 
slightly different from the veto mecha-
nism which was adopted about a decade 
ago. 

This legislative review process of the 
Senator from Nevada and the Senator 
from Oklahoma is a very, very signifi-
cant improvement, I believe, on what 
the current process is of regulatory re-
view. Of course, it is a major change in 
approach from the moratorium which 
is before us. 

Before I offer my amendment, I want 
to commend my friend from Oklahoma 
and the Senator from Nevada for the 
work that they have done on this legis-
lative review substitute. 

AMENDMENT NO. 412 TO AMENDMENT NO. 410 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I now send 

to the desk an amendment and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], 
for himself and Mr. GLENN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 412 to amendment No. 
410. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 9, line 2, strike everything after 

‘‘discharged’’ through the period of line 6 and 
insert the following: ‘‘from further consider-
ation of such resolution in the Senate upon 
a petition supported in writing by 30 Mem-
bers of the Senate or by motion of the Major-
ity Leader supported by the Minority Lead-
er, and in the House upon a petition sup-
ported in writing by one-fourth of the Mem-
bers duly sworn and chosen or by motion of 
the Speaker supported by the Minority Lead-
er, and such resolution shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar of the House involved.’’ 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is sent to the desk on be-

half of Senator GLENN and myself. It is 
something which we have worked out 
with the floor managers. I thank them 
for their efforts. 

This amendment modifies the proce-
dure for discharging a joint resolution 
of disapproval from committee. By 
amending the substitute this way, this 
will conform much more closely to the 
legislative review provision which was 
passed in the Governmental Affairs 
Committee last week by a vote of 15–0 
on the regulatory reform bill. 

This amendment would continue to 
allow for a committee to vote by ma-
jority to discharge a joint resolution of 
disapproval of a regulation. That would 
continue as it is in the substitute. The 
majority of a committee could dis-
charge a resolution of disapproval of a 
regulation. 

What this would add is that where a 
petition is filed by 30 Members of the 
Senate, or by the consent of the major-
ity and minority leaders, that we also 
then would have the discharge of a res-
olution of disapproval of a regulation. 
The intent is to protect rights of a sig-
nificant minority of the Senate to ob-
tain the discharge of a resolution of 
disapproval. 

Since the discharge triggers these ex-
pedited procedures, it is important 
that it be a balanced and a fair process 
and that a significant minority of Sen-
ators have the opportunity to accom-
plish that. 

This amendment, we think, does ac-
complish that. I want to thank my co-
sponsor, as well as the managers, for 
their willingness to work this out. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I fully 
support the amendment by the Senator 
from Michigan. I think it does several 
things. It protects the rights of the mi-
nority. It provides a dual method of 
getting rules and regulations consid-
ered. It can be initiated not only by the 
majority and minority leaders, but also 
by a petition of 30 Members. 

And this does something else. It 
means that we will not just have frivo-
lous actions brought up. If you have to 
get 30 Members of the Senate of the 
United States to agree on anything on 
a petition, it is going to be something 
significant; it is not going to be a frivo-
lous matter. You are not going to be 
able to get a couple of friends and be 
able to call a rule up, or get a buddy- 
buddy vote out of somebody and call a 
rule up on that basis. 

When you have to get 30 Members to 
do it, it has to be something sub-
stantive, and I agree with that. That is 
why I am very glad to support the pro-
posal by the Senator from Michigan. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I wish 

to thank my friends and colleagues 
from Michigan and Ohio, as well as 
Senator REID and Senator BOND. All 
four Senators have been involved in 
this issue in trying to make sure that 
we protect minority rights, and that is 

what this amendment does. I think it 
is an improvement. 

We have no objection on this side, 
and I urge its adoption. 

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

The amendment (No. 412) was agreed 
to. 

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

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

come to the floor to compliment Sen-
ators NICKLES and REID on their 
amendment. Very shortly, hopefully, I 
will have an amendment that I will 
talk about. But let me just speak to 
the substitute amendment that was of-
fered by the Senator from Oklahoma, 
Senator NICKLES, and the Senator from 
Nevada, Senator REID. 

First, there is no question that there 
is plenty, plenty of blame to go around 
for the unreasonable, irrational regu-
latory maze that exists in this country. 
There is plenty of blame to go around, 
because Congress passes laws that re-
quire regulations. 

Bureaucrats decide that they have to 
write regulations, and many times we 
tell them they must. The courts of this 
land are very prone to get involved in 
the adequacy of regulations. And so be-
tween the agencies of Government and 
those who write regulations, and 
courts who interpret them, it is really 
obvious to millions of Americans that 
we have a very unworkable regulatory 
system. 

Many of the ultimate regulations, as 
implemented, in particular against 
small business people, are sufficiently 
unreasonable and unworkable that 
they are causing millions of Ameri-
cans—men and women—to be very 
angry at their country. As a matter of 
fact, one of the single most reasons for 
Americans being angry at their coun-
try is regulations that do not make 
sense, or are unintelligible or cost too 
much for what the entity regulates 
knows they are being asked to do. And 
there is no easy way to fix it. As a mat-
ter of fact, I have spent well on a year 
trying to figure out some generic ways 
to address this maze of regulatory, bur-
densome regulations causing great anx-
iety among men and women, in par-
ticular, small business people. I am 
sure as we move through our next step 
beyond that bill to try to get regu-
latory reform, there will be some more 
good ideas. 

(Ms. SNOWE assumed the Chair) 
Mr. DOMENICI. But for now, an ap-

proach that will say new regulations, 
before they become effective, must go 
to the committees of jurisdiction on 
the Hill for their perusal to see wheth-
er or not the committees that pass the 
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laws think that the regulations passed 
by the regulators are beyond the law 
and unreasonable and unworkable and 
will have a chance to look at them. 
And, yes, under this 45-day morato-
rium, prior to the final adoption, Con-
gress occasionally can pick one of 
those and do it in an expedited manner, 
deny its efficacy, and say it is not 
going to be carried out. 

So in a very real sense, we have set 
upon the committees of the Congress— 
that is, Senate and House and the staff 
that works for us—a very difficult job, 
because now we are saying in a couple 
of years we will have looked at the new 
regulations in this process, and if we 
let them get by, shame on us. If we 
have this overview process thrust upon 
us by this amendment and we let the 
regulations get by, and 2 years after 
they are in place, we go to a hearing in 
Maine, New Mexico, Idaho, or Ohio—or 
we might even have a hearing in Okla-
homa, but that would be very dif-
ficult—the people would say, ‘‘Look at 
this regulation; it does not have any 
common sense and it is too expensive. 
There is no cost benefit ratio that is 
meaningful.’’ Shame on us, because 
this bill, which I hope becomes law, is 
going to say: Congress, you had a shot 
at it because these significant regula-
tions which we estimate based on past 
performance may be 900 a year, and we 
are going to have a chance to look at 
them. 

Madam President, shortly, an amend-
ment is going to be offered that I have 
authored. It has been worked on by 
both sides to try to make sure that we 
all understand it. But it came to me 
that there is a governmental entity 
that works for us called the GAO. And 
they have been, in the past, asked by 
committees, asked by individual Mem-
bers of Congress, to go check on some-
thing, go audit something, go review 
something. And I will admit that, in 
the past, they were subject to some 
very, very proper criticism. I do believe 
they got very cozy with certain Mem-
bers. I do believe many of their reports 
were not clear peer review because 
they were doing them for a certain pur-
pose. But I believe, nonetheless, that 
they have a great quality of expertise 
and a desire to be helpful to the Con-
gress. 

So, essentially, what I suggested to 
my friends, Senator NICKLES, Senator 
REID, and others from the Government 
Operations Committee, including the 
ranking member, Senator GLENN, I sug-
gested that we ought to use the GAO in 
this process, so that as our committees 
have to do these reviews, we will have 
the benefit of a pool of resources to go 
check on the agencies and to advise us 
as to whether or not they have done 
their job regarding the significant reg-
ulations they are going to be issuing. 

I, frankly, believe the GAO is per-
fectly fit for this job. We still have a 
very significant GAO. Some will say it 
is going to be cut. Some here want to 
cut it in half. I guess some would want 
to do away with it. But I do not believe 

any of those things are going to hap-
pen. It may get a good reduction in 
amount, but it is going to be here be-
cause it does some very positive things. 
When we had the S&L crisis, it was im-
portant that they did a lot of auditing. 
We would have to go out and hire inde-
pendents to do that, and would they be 
at Congress’ beck and call and have 
real professionalism? I do not know. 

We are going to offer an amendment 
that is going to essentially say that 
the General Accounting Office gets 
into this new process of review, by 
being our arm in looking carefully at 
what the regulators have put together 
to make sure that they have complied 
with the legal requirements. And, yes, 
upon request, they can look at the 
cost-benefit ratio. Essentially, they are 
going to be there before we ever get 
these regulations to the committee; 
they are going to be seeing whether the 
agencies did it right. I think that is in-
valuable. I think we will, 3 or 4 years 
from now, thank the Lord that we put 
them in this process, because it is so 
tough to review these regulations, es-
pecially the significant ones, that I am 
not sure the committees and our staffs 
would get it done, or they would con-
stantly, most probably, be in a catch- 
up state because it is so tough. 

You have to do it timely if you are 
going to kill any of these because they 
are infective, because after 45 days, you 
cannot do anything to them; they are 
final. That is our own law that we are 
about to adopt here. To make that pe-
riod any longer probably prejudices the 
regulatory process. So I think we will 
have to live with that. I compliment 
those who put it together, and I urge 
the Senate to adopt an amendment 
which puts the GAO in this with their 
resources to advise and help the com-
mittees as we attempt to review the 
process of reviewing the significant 
regulations affecting our lifestyles, 
businesses, and many individual Amer-
icans that are regulated by our Govern-
ment. 

I thank the Chair and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. GLENN. Madam President, I ap-
preciate very much the comments of 
my colleague from New Mexico. I know 
he has considered this very carefully. 
As to his initial comments about the 
bill and the need for it, the need for 
regulatory reform, I could not agree 
more. I think we are long overdue in 
addressing this issue. We have dealt 
with regulatory reform in the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee. In fact, we 
have voted out a bill. 

Let me compliment my chairman, 
Senator BILL ROTH, on this. We have 
voted a bill out that does all of the 
things that the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico just enumerated. The 
regulatory reform bill that we voted 
out requires risk assessments and cost- 
benefit analyses. Cost-benefit analysis 
now, under current law, is done by Ex-
ecutive order. But under the regulatory 
reform bill, we would lock that in and 
say that all major regulations have to 

have a risk assessment and cost-benefit 
analysis done. And then in that legisla-
tion we voted out, also, we required 
that there be a review of those regula-
tions not less than once every 10 years. 
In other words, there is a sunset provi-
sion in there that says that no matter 
how good the regulations are, they 
should be looked at for adequacy and 
for improvement and for sunsetting at 
least once every 10 years. 

Now, in that legislation we also have 
a 45-day legislative veto, which is 
about the same as what we have here. 
That legislative veto would apply to all 
significant rules. 

Once it is modified, the committee 
could call it up the same as this legis-
lation now. We also provided that when 
a final rule is written, we would allow 
judicial review. 

That is not the legislation that is be-
fore Congress today. That is the regu-
latory reform bill we voted out, and I 
think that is the one we should be con-
sidering because it includes not only 
the 45-day legislative veto that we are 
talking about here today as a sub-
stitute for S. 219, but it would add the 
whole package of regulatory reform— 
risk assessment, cost-benefit analysis— 
not just by Executive order of the 
President, as it is now, but require it in 
law. 

We would also require a review of all 
major rules on a 10-year basis; we 
would have a 45-day legislative veto 
similar to the one we have here; and we 
would provide for judicial review on 
the final rule. That is a complete pack-
age and one I hope we have up very 
shortly. 

Now, specifically, as to the com-
ments of the Senator from New Mexico 
on the GAO, I agree on the excellence 
of GAO’s capability and the excellent 
work that they do. They are an ideal 
group to look at these matters. 

My only concern is whether we might 
be overloading GAO. When we are talk-
ing about requiring GAO to do a com-
plete analytical analysis of everything 
that comes up, that is one thing. If we 
are requiring them to make sure that 
the procedures required by law have 
been met by each agency and depart-
ment in putting their risk assessment 
or cost-benefit together, if it is a proce-
dural analysis to make sure everything 
is done, that is quite a different thing. 

GAO is ideally situated to do the sec-
ond of those, to make sure that all the 
boxes have been checked, to make sure 
that all the procedures have been fol-
lowed. If we are to ask GAO to do their 
own complete risk assessment and 
cost-benefit analysis, completely sepa-
rate from any that the agencies have 
done, that is something else entirely, 
of course. 

I point out that just the significant 
rules number some 800 or 900 a year; 
some years, probably 1,000. With the 
average number of work days a year 
here being somewhere between 250 and 
270, that means that GAO would have 
to crank out about three to four of 
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these analyses every single working 
day. That is an enormous job. 

To require GAO to do these new tasks 
when there have been proposals in the 
budget to cut GAO by 25 percent does 
not make much sense. But I agree that 
this is a good thing for GAO to be look-
ing at. They are ideally situated to do 
it. 

In the other bill, the regulatory re-
form bill that we have voted out of 
committee, there are provisions for 
peer review for cost-benefit analyses 
and risk assessments. We did that be-
cause we thought the job was going to 
be sufficiently large that we would not 
be able to just ask GAO or someone 
else to do all that analytical and as-
sessment work. Yet, we wanted some-
body to say that the agencies and de-
partments were doing a reasonable job. 
So we set up a peer review process. 

I am sure when that legislation 
comes to the floor, we will be debating 
that provision to see its adequacy com-
pared to just having GAO do it. So 
there are two different procedures here 
that we are looking at. 

On the regulatory reform bill that I 
hope we consider within the next 
month or so, we provided for peer re-
view as a way of doing the same thing 
that the Senator from New Mexico is 
talking about doing with GAO. 

I certainly do not object to the GAO 
proposal so long as we understand, 
when the Senator proposes it, that it 
will be on the basis of making sure 
that the processes have all been gone 
through that are requested. That would 
be what GAO would be certifying. GAO 
would not be required to do their own 
complete, independent, cost analysis, 
cost-benefit ratio and risk assessment, 
as a completely independent action, 
which would tie up several times the 
number of people we have in GAO. 

I think that is what the Senator from 
New Mexico intended that it be—a re-
view to make sure that all the proper 
procedures have been gone through. 

I know he has not formally sub-
mitted the amendment yet, but I made 
those comments on it anyway, in ad-
vance. I wanted to point out the details 
of the regulatory reform bill that I 
hope we have on the floor within the 
next 30 or 45 days. 

It would require risk assessment/ 
cost-benefit not just by Executive 
order, but in law. No future President 
could just take that off, out of effect, 
by just taking out the Executive order. 
These would be required by law, risk 
assessments and cost-benefit analyses. 

Each one of those regulations would 
be reviewed on not less than a 10-year 
basis or it would sunset. We have the 
same 45-day legislative veto that would 
be in this legislation here now. All sig-
nificant rules would come back to the 
committee and they would be asked to 
see whether they want to be notified 
for judicial review on each rule. 

That is a complete regulatory reform 
package. We did a lot of work for which 
Senator ROTH deserves a lot of credit. 
We stuck with this complete reform 

package and molded it. It was a bipar-
tisan effort. We voted it out, on a 
unanimous basis, of the Governmental 
Affairs Committee, 15 to 0. 

I think it is a very powerful, tough 
bill. I hope we consider it, because 
what we are considering today is just 
part of that bill. It is a separate 45-day 
legislative veto. 

I look forward to having that bill out 
on the floor. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 

thank the Senator for his kind re-
marks. 

AMENDMENT NO. 413 TO AMENDMENT NO. 410 
(Purpose: To provide reports to Congress 

from the Comptroller General) 
Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk on be-
half of myself and Senator NICKLES, 
and I ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-

ICI] for himself and Mr. NICKLES, proposes an 
amendment numbered 413 to amendment No. 
410. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam 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 2, strike lines 6 through 20, and in-

sert in lieu thereof and renumber accord-
ingly: 

‘‘(1) REPORTING TO CONGRESS AND THE COMP-
TROLLER GENERAL.— 

(A) Before a rule can take effect as a final 
rule, the Federal agency promulgating such 
rule submit to each House of the Congress 
and to the Comptroller General a report con-
taining— 

(i) a copy of the rule; 
(ii) a concise general statement relating to 

the rule; and 
(iii) the proposed effective date of the rule. 
(B) The Federal agency promulgating the 

rule shall make available to each House of 
Congress and the Comptroller General, upon 
request: 

(i) a complete copy of the cost-benefit 
analysis of the rule, if any; 

(ii) the agency’s actions relevant to section 
603, section 604 section 605 section 607, and 
section 609 of P.L. 96–354; 

(iii) the agency’s actions relevant to title 
II, section 202, section 203, section 204, and 
section 205 of P.L. 104–4; and 

(iv) any other relevant information or re-
quirements under any other Act and any rel-
evant Executive Orders, such as Executive 
Order 12866. 

(C) Upon receipt, each House shall provide 
copies to the chairman and Ranking Member 
of each committee with jurisdiction. 

(2) REPORTING BY THE COMPTROLLER GEN-
ERAL.— 

(A) The Comptroller General shall provide 
a report on each significant rule to the com-
mittees of jurisdiction to each House of the 
Congress by the end of 12 calendar days after 
the submission or publication date as pro-
vided in section 4(b)(2). The report of the 
Comptroller General shall include an assess-
ment of the agency’s compliance with proce-
dural steps required with subsection (A)(iv) 
through (vii). 

(B) Federal agencies shall cooperate with 
the Comptroller General by providing infor-

mation relevant to the Comptroller Gen-
eral’s report under subsection (2)(A) of this 
section.’’ 

On page 14, at the beginning of line 5, in-
sert, ‘‘section 3(a)(1)–(2) and’’, and on line 5 
strike ‘‘3(a)(2)’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘3(a)(3)’’. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 
this is the amendment that I allude to 
in my brief remarks about the 45-day 
holdover or moratorium while Congress 
is given an opportunity to review regu-
lations and processes. 

We have changed it in two or three 
ways since I first submitted a draft of 
this amendment. I think it is very 
workable now. Essentially, we are now 
talking, as I understand it, about the 
significant—significant—regulations. 
My friend from Oklahoma says that 
that is about 900 a year. 

We have made the Federal agencies 
promulgating the rule responsible to 
make available to each House of Con-
gress and the Comptroller General, 
upon request, information that is nec-
essary so we can see if they have done 
a good job. That means the GAO will 
not have to be involved in any one of 
those, nor will they have to give every 
cost-benefit analysis, but rather the 
ones they request. 

I believe we will be very pleased we 
adopted this in a few years, when we 
find out what a resource GAO will be, 
and how much more effective they will 
make our committees and our com-
mittee staff, both here and in the 
House. 

I do not think I have to say any 
more. I hope the amendment is adopted 
soon. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, I 

wish to congratulate and compliment 
my friend and colleague from New 
Mexico, Senator DOMENICI, for his 
amendment. 

I think it is an amendment which im-
proves this bill. It basically says the 
Federal agency, when they promulgate 
the rule, shall make it available to 
each House of Congress. That was in 
our bill. 

But he also says it needs to be made 
available to the Comptroller General. 
This is for them to analyze it, for them 
to make sure that the cost-benefit 
analysis has been made, that they are 
complying with the unfunded mandates 
legislation. 

I just compliment the Senator. I 
think this improves it. I think this en-
ables Congress to be able to rely on 
GAO and the Comptroller General to 
make sure that some of these regula-
tions are not excessive in cost. So, this 
is a compliment to the bill. 

I also want to thank my friend and 
colleague, Senator REID, for his help on 
this, as well as Senator LEVIN and Sen-
ator GLENN, as we were negotiating on 
this amendment and actually com-
bining this amendment with an amend-
ment that Senator LEVIN and also Sen-
ator BOND were working on. 

So, we have had several Senators try-
ing to make some improvements in 
this section. I think this has made our 
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legislation better, so I urge my col-
leagues on both sides to agree to the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I extend 
my appreciation to the senior Senator 
from New Mexico for improving this 
substitute. I say that because I look at 
this legislation a little differently than 
some in this Chamber. I know there are 
some who are saying we are going to 
have a bill later on that is going to be 
a lot better. Having served here and in 
the other body for a while, I recognize 
we have to do the best we can with 
what we have at a given time. The bet-
ter we make this bill, the better it is 
going to be for the American people in 
case something better does not come 
along later. 

So I appreciate very much the work 
of the Senator from New Mexico. He 
and I go back 6 or 8 years working on 
the General Accounting Office. I think 
this is a responsibility they should 
have. They are equipped to do a good 
job on this assignment they will be 
given. I think it is a good amendment 
and I hope it is adopted very quickly. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senators 
from Nevada and Ohio. I do believe this 
will help the bill. Senator NICKLES and 
I are pleased to be helpful. I think in a 
few years the process you were recom-
mending will be working very well and 
we will know a lot more about bad reg-
ulations before they get placed in ef-
fect and then find out later they are 
hurting our people. 

Thank you very much. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio. 
Mr. GLENN. Madam President, I 

wanted to clarify a couple of matters 
here. We have in the reporting by the 
Comptroller General, as I understand 
it—we say he will— 

. . . provide a report on each significant 
rule to the committees of jurisdiction to 
each House of Congress by the end of 12 cal-
endar days after the submission or publica-
tion date as provided in section 4(b)(2). The 
report of the Comptroller General shall in-
clude an assessment of the agency’s compli-
ance with procedural steps required with 
subsection (A)(iv) through (vii). 

I think those words were added. I pre-
sume they were. I just wanted to check 
and make sure that is the wording that 
was in the legislation? 

Mr. DOMENICI. They are in the leg-
islation. And after discussing the issue 
with all four Senators and their staffs, 
I think those are appropriate words, 
because I do not think in 12 to 15 days 
the GAO can do a thorough substantive 
review, but they can do a procedural 
review as prescribed. 

Mr. GLENN. I agree with my col-
league. That clarifies it and makes 
sure what we are not expecting from 
the GAO is their own complete risk as-
sessment and cost-benefit analysis as 
original work. That would overburden 
them on the 800 or 900 significant regu-
lations that are issued each year and 
leaves it open that once one of these 
regulations or rules is reported back, if 

a committee wishes to get into it more, 
then they can. Or they could possibly 
even ask for a complete GAO original 
study as we do now of different pieces 
of legislation. That would still be pos-
sible. But this limits it to the GAO re-
viewing whether the agency has com-
plied with procedural steps required in 
law. I am glad to have that clarified. 

With that understanding I believe we 
would be happy to accept this on our 
side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, we 
have no objection to this amendment 
on this side and urge its adoption. 

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

The amendment (No. 413) was agreed 
to. 

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

Mr. GLENN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, I ask 
that I may use just a minute or two of 
my leader time. 

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

f 

THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET CUTS 

Mr. DOLE. Madam President, Presi-
dent Clinton won big headlines today 
with his proposal to cut $13 billion 
from four Government agencies over 
the next 5 years. I have learned re-
cently maybe $8 billion of that is al-
ready in the President’s budget, so I 
am not certain what the figure really 
is. But we certainly welcome the Presi-
dent’s interest in trimming Govern-
ment spending. The Washington Post 
even suggested today that the Presi-
dent’s interest may be related to last 
November’s election results. Certainly 
we hope he is hearing the message. 

The President now has a real oppor-
tunity to get on the spending-cuts 
bandwagon tomorrow because the Sen-
ate will consider more than $13 billion 
in spending cuts and the American peo-
ple will not have to wait 5 years to see 
the savings. These are cuts in this fis-
cal year. This is $13 billion the Govern-
ment will not be able to spend during 
the next 6 months, not the next 5 
years. 

The American people want more than 
tinkering around the edges; they want 
dramatic results and want better use of 
their tax dollars, starting now. 

The American people sent a loud and 
clear message to Washington last No-
vember: Rein in the Federal Govern-
ment, reduce the size of Government 
and cut spending. We are prepared to 
provide the leadership once again to 
turn that message into action. We hope 
the President will join us in this effort 
to give the American people real spend-
ing cuts. 

I hope the President will take a look 
at the supplemental appropriation bill, 
send us a letter supporting those cuts, 
and then he will really be on record for 
real cuts this year, not 5 years down 
the road, particularly if $8 billion of 
the $13 billion he talks about is already 
in the President’s budget. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 
yield 1 minute? 

Mr. DOLE. I will be happy to yield 2 
or 3 or 5 minutes to the Senator from 
New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 
first, I want to compliment the Repub-
lican leader for his adroitness here. He 
quickly caught the fact that the Presi-
dent is making a big to-do about al-
most nothing today. First of all, it is 
my understanding that of this $13 bil-
lion, $8 billion of it is in the Presi-
dent’s budget. 

Everybody knows that budget does 
not cut anything. So what really hap-
pened is he cuts a little bit there and 
increases things elsewhere. So, of this 
big package, alleged big package of $13 
billion, $8 billion is in the President’s 
budget. It was already there and we 
knew about it. What did we say about 
that budget? We said that budget put 
up the white flag of surrender against 
deficits. So, certainly, this activity of 
cutting $13 billion is no big victory. It 
is still a white flag of surrender. 

I would go beyond our distinguished 
leader and say we are going to look for-
ward to the President’s support when 
we produce a budget resolution that 
gets us a balanced budget by the year 
2002, in 7 years. That is what the Amer-
ican people want. They do not want an 
announcement that a little piece of 
Federal Government is being changed 
and everybody in America is supposed 
to think we are really getting the def-
icit under control. We are not getting 
the deficit under control. It will be 
with us at $200 to $250 billion a year for 
as far as the eye can see and our chil-
dren will be burdened with it beyond 
anything we ever imagined. This an-
nouncement will not do very much to 
alleviate that burden on them or on 
this country. 

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator from 
New Mexico yield for a question? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I will be pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I say 
to the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, as I understand it, my quick 
calculation is that the $13 billion of 
cuts which the President is proposing 
over 5 years represents one-twentieth 
of 1 percent of the spending that is 
going to occur over that 5-year period. 
Whereas the bill that we are bringing 
forward tomorrow, under Senator 
DOLE’s leadership and under Senator 
PACKWOOD’s leadership, represents a 
real $13 billion in cuts—ironically, the 
same number. It is going to occur this 
year, immediately. Is that correct? 
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