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DeWine, Mark Hatfield, Orrin G.
Hatch, and Thad Cochran.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Is it the sense of the Sen-
ate that debate on Senate Resolution
227 shall be brought to a close? The
yeas and nays are required under rule
XXII. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there

any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 53,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 29 Leg.]
YEAS—53

Abraham
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brown
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Dole
Domenici
Faircloth

Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Hatfield
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack

McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Pressler
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NAYS—47

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Exon
Feingold

Feinstein
Ford
Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Heflin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnston
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin

Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Nunn
Pell
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Simon
Wellstone
Wyden

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 53, the nays are 47.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
f

BALANCED BUDGET
DOWNPAYMENT ACT, II

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3479

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

ator from Nevada is recognized.
Mr. REID. Will the Chair explain to

the Senate what the order before the
Senate is now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada [Mr. REID] is recog-
nized to move to table the Hutchison
amendment.

Mr. REID. I so move to table, and 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 PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the motion
to table the Hutchison amendment.

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

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

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 51, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 30 Leg.]
YEAS—49

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Bradley
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Chafee
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Exon
Feingold
Feinstein
Glenn

Graham
Gregg
Harkin
Heflin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun

Moynihan
Murray
Nunn
Pell
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth
Sarbanes
Simon
Specter
Thompson
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—51

Abraham
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Breaux
Brown
Burns
Campbell
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
Dole
Domenici

Dorgan
Faircloth
Ford
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Hatch
Hatfield
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kyl

Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Pressler
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Stevens
Thomas
Thurmond
Warner

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 3479) was rejected.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the
Hutchison amendment.

The amendment (No. 3479) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3478

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the Reid
amendment, as amended.

The amendment (No. 3478), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ken-
tucky.

AMENDMENT NOS. 3480 AND 3481

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, ear-
lier today the majority leader sent to
the desk two amendments relating to
Bosnia on behalf of myself and him. I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
MCCAIN and Senator BURNS be added as
cosponsors to both amendments.

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
first amendment regarding Bosnia,
conditions the obligation of funds in
this supplemental upon a certification
that all foreign fighters, including Ira-
nians are out of Bosnia, in compliance
with the Dayton Accords.

Let me describe each amendment,
turning first to foreign troops.

Article III of annex 1A is absolutely
clear—Let me read it into the RECORD.
This is part of the Dayton Accords. It
says:

All forces in Bosnia and Herzegovina as of
the date this Annex enters into force which
are not of local origin, whether or not they
are legally and militarily subordinated to
the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the
Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina or the
Republic of Srpska, shall be withdrawn to-
gether with their equipment from the terri-
tory of Bosnia and Herzegovina within 30
days.

Just to make abundantly clear so
that there was no misunderstanding of
just what we meant by this provision,
the annex spells out who was affected
by this requirement. The accord explic-
itly states:

In particular, all foreign forces, including
individual advisors, freedom fighters, train-
ers, volunteers, and personnel from neighbor-
ing and other states, shall be withdrawn
from the territory of Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

In a December hearing before the
Senate Appropriations Subcommittee
on Foreign Operations, Assistant Sec-
retary Holbrooke reiterated the ‘‘high
importance’’ the administration at-
tached to full compliance with this
provision.

Let me cite his testimony:
It is imperative that the commitment

made to have these elements removed be
honored. They have said publicly they will
do so . . . President Clinton raised this di-
rectly with President Izetbegovic in Paris.

During questioning he noted that Ira-
nian and other freedom fighters were
concentrated in the sector where
United States troops are operating, ‘‘so
we are going to be watching this ex-
tremely carefully.’’

When I asked Secretary Holbrooke
what happens if they choose not to go,
his answer was absolutely unequivocal:

Choose not go go? This is the Bosnian gov-
ernment’s home turf. This is the core of the
Federation position. It is not their choice. If
the government of Bosnia-Herzegovina says
they will go, then either they go or the
Bosnian government was not sincere in what
it said. They must get them out and we will
know if they are out or not . . . President
Izetbegovic has publicly committed himself,
not only to the public and the press, but to
the President.

The deadline for the withdrawal has
now come and gone. January 19 passed
with Iranian’s terrorist forces still op-
erating in the American patrolled sec-
tor.

Secretary Christopher acknowledged
the administration’s ongoing concern
about this issue during an appearance
on the McNeil-Lehrer Show on January
23. At that time, he said:

We will not go forward with the equipment
and training unless they are in compliance
with the agreement. They’ll not have a right
to the reconstruction fund unless they are in
compliance with the agreement.

At the time, I was reassured that the
administration shared the view many
of us have here in Congress—Iranian
troops represented a direct threat to
American soldiers and to American
long-term interests in stability.
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Yet shortly after the Secretary’s re-

marks, NATO soldiers raided a house
near Sarajevo and detained 11 people
with a cache of weapons, ammunition
and explosives. According to a senior
State Department official, news ac-
counts indicated five were Iranians be-
lieved to have already left the country,
yet they were clearly involved in plot-
ting attacks on NATO installations.

This past week, the Washington Post
reported that members of the Iranian
Interior Ministry are among the 150 or
so men running vie to seven training
camps. Western officials believe Ira-
nian Revolutionary Guards joined by
volunteers from across the Islamic
world are engaged in building a secret
security organization called the Agen-
cy for Investigation and Documenta-
tion.

U.S. Navy Adm. Leighton Smith con-
ceded in a recent interview that the
forces were of immediate concern to
the security of American soldiers and
cited the loss of 248 marines in Beirut
in a suicide bomber attack.

In addition to our security concerns,
Iranian forces and their role in the
Agency for Investigation and Docu-
mentation directly undermine pros-
pects for continuation of the Moslem-
Croat Federation. In a letter to
Izetbegovic, Federation President
Kresimir Zubak said the Agency was
‘‘in direct opposition to the constitu-
tion of the federation and the law.’’

He, like others are deeply worried
that the agency will be used to harass
and investigate Izetbegovic’s political
opponents and over the long run, en-
courage the movement toward a sepa-
rate Moslem state, a goal Iran has long
pursued.

There are a number of other disturb-
ing signs that President Izetbegovic is
moving in this direction. However, the
immediate concern we should all have
is the continued presence of Iranian
Revolutionary Guards.

In the last several days, administra-
tion officials seem to have abandoned
the linkage drawn by the Secretary on
January 23 between full compliance
and economic and military aid. They
are now asserting that we will only
hold up plans to equip and train the
Bosnians.

This is a decision which is bound to
backfire. Withholding military support
and training will only drive the
Bosnian Moslems closer to Iran, a na-
tion unfortunately viewed as one of the
few reliable partners during the years
that the embargo imposed an unfair
disadvantage on their government and
people.

Moreover, if not a part of a broader
strategy, withholding only military
support will call American credibility
and commitment to the Federation
into question. It will be seen as an ex-
cuse to reinstate the administration’s
long standing position opposing lifting
the embargo. After all, only when faced
with the imminent prospect of a con-
gressional vote to lift the embargo, did
the President make the commitment

to move forward with a meaningful
program to assure the Bosnian Federa-
tion receives the assistance necessary
to achieve an adequate military bal-
ance prior to IFOR’s departure.

If we are serious about the presence
of foreign troops in Bosnia, and I cer-
tainly believe we should be, then we
must use all necessary and appropriate
diplomatic, economic, and security
tools we have available to press for full
compliance.

I believe the amendment Senator
DOLE and I have offered sends a clear
signal that the Congress expects full
compliance with the Dayton accords if
we are to move forward with this $200
million supplemental.

I think it is worth noting that none
of the funds we have designated for
emergency humanitarian programs
would be affected by this amendment.
In fact, $339 million provided in the fis-
cal year 1996 foreign operations appro-
priations bill for a variety of activities
and programs would still be available.

We are simply withholding a portion
of our total commitment to assure
compliance with a provision of the
Dayton accord which has an immediate
impact on the well being of our troops
and a long-term affect on the viability
of the Federation and peace.

The second amendment Senator DOLE
sent to the desk earlier today on behalf
of myself and him, supports the broad
goals and plans the President outlined
in his Oval Office address announcing
the commitment of U.S. troops. In sep-
arating the belligerents and patrolling
the cease fire zone, he said the United
States would ‘‘help create a secure en-
vironment so that the people of Bosnia
can return to their homes, vote in free
elections, and begin to rebuild their
lives.’’

While many of us opposed the deploy-
ment of our troops, we now hope that
they succeed in accomplishing this
mission. I think every one of us also
supports the President’s determination
to assure the mission is limited in na-
ture and fulfilled within the year.
Above all else, we are committed to
protecting the security of our forces.

The amendment before the Senate
advances these goals.

First, it requires that the funds in
this supplemental may only be made
available for projects and activities in
Sarajevo and the sector where Ameri-
cans are assigned. It also establishes
that in making funding allocations,
priority consideration should be given
to projects identified by the Depart-
ment of the Army on the so-called
Task Force Eagle Civil Military
Project List.

This list is a catalog of specific ac-
tivities designating both the location
and type of assistance necessary. The
task force has identified a wide range
of activities including the repair of
roads, bridges, and railroads, and re-
building municipal electricity, water,
telecommunications, and sewer sys-
tems.

Although costs have not been as-
sessed for each project—which will

clearly have an impact on deciding
which to pursue—the report makes
clear that every project has been
deemed urgently needed.

No other agency has been able to
produce as comprehensive an assess-
ment of Bosnia’s urgent priorities.
Since the administration deemed this
supplemental an urgent emergency,
designating these identified projects as
high priorities will expedite the proc-
ess of obligating funds and hopefully
have an immediate, visible, and effec-
tive impact. My expectation is that by
improving economic conditions in the
American sector we will reduce the
level of tension and stimulate popular
support, which, in turn, should lower
the security risks to our soldiers.

I should make one point perfectly
clear. This amendment affects only the
$200 million provided in this bill. An
additional $339 million appropriated in
1995 and 1996 are not subject to these
conditions or priorities. We have ex-
empted the early appropriations be-
cause much of those funds are for
emergency humanitarian activities
which we in no way wish to impede or
redirect. To date, these short-term,
quick impact efforts have been very
successful and should be continued.

It is my view that focusing the sup-
plemental resources on the area in
which United States troops are as-
signed and targeting projects that the
Army has already identified as ready
for funding enhances stability in
Bosnia and strengthens the chances of
achieving an early exit. While I have
opposed setting a specific date for de-
parture, I support the President’s ob-
jective to complete the mission within
a year. The effective administration of
our aid contributes to this exit strat-
egy.

There are a few other provisions in
the amendment worthy of note. The
administration has indicated it intends
to deposit $65 million in a Croation-
owned bank in Bosnia, convert the
money to German marks and extend
loans to small- and medium-sized busi-
nesses to generate jobs and income. I
have made my reluctance to support
this idea clear to AID in large part be-
cause there are no clear accountability
mechanisms to prevent fraud or abuses.
Blank checks to foreign banks invite
trouble.

To solve this problem, the amend-
ment requires the bank which will be
the beneficiary of this substantial de-
posit to grant GAO access to audit the
flow of U.S. funds. I am hopeful this
will address congressional concerns
about accountability while allowing
the administration to test the merits
of this approach.

Finally, the amendment offers the
administration leverage in discussions
with our friends and allies over their
contributions to reconstruction. Late
last year, the World Bank estimated
Bosnian reconstruction would cost ap-
proximately $6 billion. The administra-
tion testified that half of the necessary
funds would come from multilateral
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lending institutions such as the Euro-
pean Bank and the World Bank. The
balance would be derived from bilateral
donations, of which we have now
pledged $539 million or roughly 20 per-
cent.

So far, the pledging by other nations,
especially our European allies has been
anemic. I think it is important that
they understand that we will not shoul-
der this burden alone. Thus, the
amendment requires the President to
certify that the total of bilateral con-
tributions pledged by other donors
must match our level of support. Fail-
ing that test, we should suspend obliga-
tion of supplemental funds. Here again,
the emergency humanitarian program
will not be affected.

Finally, the amendment makes clear
that no funds may be made available to
support building or refurbishing of
housing in areas where refugees or dis-
placed people are refused the right to
return based on ethnicity or political
party affiliation. As Senator DOLE
points out, it makes no sense to use
our limited resources to endorse or
sanction what amounts to a variation
of the repugnant practice of ethnic
cleansing.

Mr. President, let me conclude by
stating this amendment accomplishes
three goals. It improves the operating
environment where our troops are as-
signed thereby enhancing their safety,
it targets the aid to support identified,
ready-to-go projects improving pros-
pects for success, and the combination
of fulfilling those two goals contributes
to achieving the third and most impor-
tant—the timely withdrawal of U.S.
troops.

I urge my colleagues to support these
amendments.

I hope both of these amendments will
be approved when they are actually
submitted for a vote to the Senate.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

SANTORUM). The Senator from Dela-
ware.

AMENDMENT NO. 3483 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3466

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

I send it on behalf of Senators
KERRY, WELLSTONE, DASCHLE, LAUTEN-
BERG, LEVIN, and MIKULSKI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside. The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] for

himself, Mr. KERRY, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr.
DASCHLE, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. LEVIN, and
Ms. MIKULSKI, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3483 to amendment No. 3466.

Mr. BIDEN. 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 3, line 8, add after ‘‘basis.’’:

COMMUNITY ORIENTED POLICING SERVICES

For public safety and community policing
grants pursuant to Title I of the Violent

Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of
1994 (Public Law 103–322) and related admin-
istration costs, $1,788,000,000, to remain
available until expended, which shall be de-
rived from the Violent Crime Reduction
Trust Fund.

On page 29, line 2, strike all after ‘‘(‘the
1990 Act’);’’ through ‘‘That’’ on page 29 line
18 and insert in lieu thereof: ‘‘$1,217,200,000,
to remain available until expended, which
shall be derived from the Violent Crime Re-
duction Trust Fund; of which’’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I have
spoken with the White House, and the
President agrees that the only course
to be taken on the 100,000 COPS Pro-
gram is an unequivocal and unwavering
support for adding 100,000 cops to our
streets.

The irony of all ironies is, in my
view, that after the years that Senator
KERRY, Senator WELLSTONE, and others
of us have fought for this program, we
heard repeatedly—I mean, if I heard it
once, I heard it a hundred times on this
floor—‘‘This isn’t really going to be
100,000 cops.’’

I watched Charlton Heston on TV in
paid television advertisements. He
would say, ‘‘This is a phony thing. It is
not 100,000 cops. This will not produce
more than 20,000 additional police offi-
cers. It just simply is not’’—and he
went on and on and on and on.

I heard repeatedly from my Repub-
lican colleagues that all this was about
was adding welfare workers. This was
adding welfare social workers and no
hard police enforcement.

We have only been doing this about a
year, and we now have a total in the
United States of America—and I will be
repeating some of these numbers, be-
cause they warrant repeating—totally
funded so far are 34,114 additional cops;
direct hiring, 20,236; and the so-called
COPS More Program, 12,678.

Bottom line, Mr. President, is more
than 33,000 police officers are on the
streets who would not otherwise have
been on the streets doing community
policing and have already been funded.

What is more, the results of the Com-
munity Policing Program, which all of
my colleagues know now ad nauseam
because the Senator from Massachu-
setts and I have been—for how many
years now, I ask the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, 5, 6 years we have been
talking about community policing?

Because of community policing, be-
cause of the requirement that in order
to get a single additional federally paid
local police officer your whole depart-
ment has to be involved in community
policing, the results of these additional
33,000 police officers have been lever-
aged in a way that was not imagined
by many. It was by the Senator from
Minnesota, and that is, if you had a po-
lice force of five cops in a small town
and they are not involved in commu-
nity policing, in order to get one addi-
tional cop that you need, you have to
put the other five in community polic-
ing. We have leveraged six cops into
community policing, where there was

none before, by merely one additional
police officer.

Mr. President, there was only a total
of about 525,000 local police officers be-
fore this began. There are those of us
on this side, and I can speak for the
President in this regard—and I seldom
ever do that—bottom line is we want to
make sure there are an additional
100,000 cops on the street when this is
over, so we end up with 600,000-plus
local police officers. As a result of what
we have already done so far, commu-
nity policing speaks for itself. More
cops means less crime.

You know, there is not a lot we know
about crime. We all think we know
about it. We think we do not have to
know the facts. I heard someone say—
actually I heard Senator SIMPSON say
it—everyone is entitled to their own
opinion, but not entitled to their own
facts. He was talking about something
other than this, but the facts are that
there is not a lot we know for certain
about law enforcement and the crimi-
nal psyche.

But one thing we do know. If you
have a cop standing on this corner and
no cop on the adjacent corner and
there is a crime that is going to be
committed in that intersection, it will
be committed on the corner where
there is no cop. That is all we know.
We think we know a lot of other
things, but that we do know. So we
need more cops.

To cite just one specific example,
look what is happening in New York
City. More police devoted to commu-
nity policing has proven to mean less
crime. In the first 6 months of 1995,
compared to the first 6 months of 1994,
let me read the statistics: Murder is
down by 30 percent, robbery is down by
22 percent, burglary is down by 18 per-
cent, car theft is down by 25 percent.

In the face of that success in fighting
America’s crime epidemic, it seems to
me it would be folly to go back on our
commitment of adding the remaining
67,000 cops called for under this crime
law to the list. As a former President
used to say, in a different context, ‘‘If
it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.’’ Well, the
COPS Program is working. It is not
broke. It is fixing things.

Why are we doing what this legisla-
tion calls for, backing off of that com-
mitment in both dollars and numbers
and the requirement that local officials
use this money to hire cops? That, un-
fortunately, is exactly what this latest
continuing resolution proposes to do.
Instead of fully funding the President’s
request for the 100,000 COPS Program,
this latest proposal would slash the
1996 request of the COPS Program to
$975 million, about one-half of the $1.9
billion called for.

Let me go back and review the bid-
ding here just a little bit. That is that,
unlike any other program, we set up a
trust fund to fund these cops. We are
not talking about new taxes here. We
are talking about we made a commit-
ment, with the help of the Senator
from Texas, Senator GRAMM, over 11⁄2
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years ago, that we were going to cut
the size of the Federal Government
work force instead of letting it con-
tinue to grow as it did under two Re-
publican Presidents with the help of
Democratic Congresses.

What happened was we have kept
that commitment. We have essentially
taken a check that we were paying the
Federal bureaucrat—I do not use that
word in a derisive way, but in which we
paid a Federal employee—when that
person left Federal employment, we did
not hire one; we took that check and
sent it back home for folks to hire
cops. We traded bureaucrats for cops.

Now, here we are, with money in the
till under that program, and effectively
defunding by $1 billion the request for
money for cops. Not only is the 100,000
COPS Program subject to extreme
cuts, but the latest continuing resolu-
tion also makes nearly $813 million of
that money that is supposed to go to
the 100,000 COPS Program to fund
those cops into what we call down
here—and we think everybody at home
understands it—we call it a block
grant.

You know what a block grant is? A
block grant for this is like the old
LEAA program, Law Enforcement As-
sistance Act. When I first got here, one
of the first things I did—I remember I
had gotten in great trouble with a sen-
ior Democrat named John McClellan
from the State of Arkansas. I had the
temerity to come to the floor and in-
troduce legislation doing away with
LEAA because I had been a local offi-
cial, and I know how it works. We
would sit around the county council
meetings in my State—which is the
largest representative body in my
State in this particular county I rep-
resented—and we would say, ‘‘You
know something? We can save the
county taxpayers’ money.’’ And a guy
named Doug Buck, he and the county
administrator said, ‘‘Here we have X
number of firemen,’’ or X number of
policemen in this case, ‘‘on the county
payroll. We’ll fire half of them, we’ll
fire them, cut the budget. We’ll tell the
local taxpayers we’re cutting the budg-
et. And we’ll take that Federal money
for cops, and we’ll rehire them. We’ll
rehire them with Federal money.’’

So what happened was all of us, as
local officials, could go home and say,
‘‘You know, we didn’t raise your taxes.
We cut your taxes, and you didn’t lose
any services.’’ But what happened was
you did not get one additional cop. No
new cops. The community was not one
whit safer, but, boy, we local officials,
we loved it. We thought it was a great
idea. That is what a block grant is.

If you look at the language, I say to
my Republican friends, if you look at
the language closely under the block
grant, the local officials can take this
block grant money and they do not
have to hire a cop with it, they can go
out and use it for anything they think
impacts on law enforcement. They can
hire a public defender with it. They
say, Who would do that? Well, the folks

in Pennsylvania would do that. The
folks in Delaware would do that. We
both know it. You know why they do
that? Because the local folks do not
like telling the local taxpayers they
are taking their tax money to hire a
public defender. They do not want to
do that. They know that is not a popu-
lar thing. But they know they have to
have public defenders. They do not
want to tell them they are taking the
money to hire judges. They know that
is not popular. So what do they do?
They will take the Federal money and
they will hire the public defender.

I say to my friend presiding in the
chair, if this prevails, I will make him
a bet—and anyone else in here—Pitts-
burgh; Scranton; Wilmington, DE; my
hometown of Scranton, PA, Democrat,
Republican, Independent alike will find
a way to make sure that locally they
look like they are getting tough, but
there will not be more cops.

I support the public defender pro-
gram. I think we need more judges. I
think we need more protection. I think
we need more social workers at the
prisons. But let me tell you what I
know I need: I need more cops. I need
more cops in Delaware. Scranton, PA,
needs more cops. Dagsboro, DE, needs
more police protection. But that is not
what will happen. So, $813 million that
is supposed to go directly to hire new
cops—do not pass go—go straight to
hiring a cop, now can be used as a
block grant. The approach just is not
right. This so-called law enforcement
block grant is written so broadly that
money can be spent on everything from
prosecutors to probation officers to
traffic lights and parking meters, with-
out having to hire a single cop. And
that is not an exaggeration.

I challenge anyone on this floor or
back in their offices listening or Sen-
ator’s staff who are listening, go in and
tell your boss, ‘‘Come to the floor and
debate BIDEN.’’ If you can prove to me
that you cannot locally, with this
block grant, go out and buy parking
meters or get a probation officer, if you
can come and tell me that, I will stand
corrected. But until that, understand,
all my tough colleagues, Democrat and
Republican, who are getting tough on
crime, you are sending money back
home to hire probation officers. The
same outfit that was worried that the
Biden crime bill which became law
would be soft and hire all these social
workers, now apparently are concerned
because you really are hiring cops. I
guess you all want to hire those social
workers. I guess that is what you all
are about. That is what you want to be
able to do.

Now, if you do not want to do that,
amend this on the floor and say the
block grant cannot be used—cannot be
used—for anything—and I will give you
a list—from parking meters to proba-
tion officers, to courts, to judges. Did
you ever ask yourself, those who are
listening, why this block grant is so
broad? Well, it is because, I guess, we
do not like having all these extra cops.

Second, the block grant has never
been authorized by the Senate. My
friends on the Appropriations Commit-
tee like to talk about how they follow
the process. Well, let me tell you, we
know the Judiciary Committee—to the
best of my knowledge, neither House
ever authorized this. Let us be clear
about what is being done here.

What this continuing resolution does
is take the crime bill that has been
passed by only one House, the House of
Representatives, whose funds have
been authorized only by the House,
whose block grant ideas already have
been rejected by the Senate. We have
come at this a couple times in direct
legislation. A couple of times I have
come to the floor and we have debated
it, and I have won. Not I have won, my
position has won. Now we find it back
in the appropriations bill. The block
grant idea has already been rejected by
the Senate and incorporated into an
appropriations bill, so it is passed and
funded all in one fell swoop, instead of
people standing on the floor here say-
ing, ‘‘I don’t want to fund COPS.’’

Mr. President, we are going to legis-
late by fiat like this. If we are going to
do that, then we might as well do away
with the committees, with hearings,
with subcommittee markups, with full
committee markups, with careful con-
sideration of authorizing legislation
and with legislating in the sunshine.

I understand why you put it in the
bill this way. You put it in the bill this
way, in an appropriations bill in a con-
tinuing resolution, because then you
can say, ‘‘I tell you what, I did not vote
to cut those cops. Not me. I voted for
that big continuing resolution, but I
had no choice. We had to do that. We
had to keep the Government going.’’

‘‘It was not me, Charlie.’’
‘‘Honest to God, Mabel, I know your

store got held up three times. You did
not get the four cops.’’

Let me give you an idea here. I will
not take the time to submit the chart,
but I will just give you a list of the
pending requests that exist. I will re-
peat this again: Already more than half
a billion dollars is pending in requests.
Remember Republicans said local offi-
cials would not want this money, they
would not come and ask for it because
they kick in their own money? I know
my friend from Massachusetts, a
former prosecutor, understands this
one. What are the reasons we wrote it
this way? We knew cops were more
popular than mayors. So they go, and
the chief of police would say, ‘‘Mr.
Mayor, got good news. We can get 75
grand from the Federal Government.
The bad news is we have to come up
with 50 or 60 or 70, depending on the
cost and size of the jurisdiction.’’

The mayor always said, ‘‘I don’t
know. I don’t want to do that.’’

‘‘No problem. We will tell the folks
we do not want the Federal money.’’

It happened twice in my State al-
ready. Guess what? The city council,
county council, could not take the heat
when the public found out they could
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get the money and they were not ask-
ing for it. Well, guess what? Mr. Presi-
dent, 7,766 cops beyond the 33,000 are al-
ready requested and pending. That
means the town councils, the city
councils, the county councils have al-
ready sat down and made the hard deci-
sion that they will keep a commitment
to hire a cop for another 5 years and
have to pay half the freight in doing
that. They did it.

Take a look. In the State of Dela-
ware, we already have something like
120 new cops already. We only have an
entire police force, if you count every
cop in the State, about 1,500 in the
whole State. We have some pending. In
the State of Massachusetts there are
276 cops asked for, formally requested,
ready to be certified. In the State of
Minnesota, 100 cops, 7 million bucks,
an additional 100. The State of Penn-
sylvania, 280 cops. Say we turn this to
a block grant. That will be like water
going through your hands. You will not
get 280 cops in Pennsylvania or 400-
some cops in Massachusetts, and so on,
because there will be other priorities.

I, for one, happen to believe that is a
terrible way to proceed, and that is
through this block grant approach on
COPS. That is reason enough for me to
oppose the bill all by itself. If the Re-
publicans want to change the crime
bill, they have a right to try that, but
we should do it the right way and have
a vote on it. Wiping out a major piece
of this most significant anticrime leg-
islation to ever pass the Congress on an
appropriations bill makes a mockery of
the Senate process. The importance of
the program we are considering, not to
mention the perception of our institu-
tion, I think, demands better.

Before turning to specific problems
with the so-called law enforcement
block grants, let me preview the spe-
cific success of the 100,000 COPS Pro-
gram. I do not know a single respon-
sible police leader, academic expert, or
public official, who does not agree that
putting more police officers on our
streets is the single best, more effec-
tive, immediate way to fight crime.
Community policing enables police to
fight crime on two fronts at once: They
are better positioned to respond and
apprehend suspects when the crime oc-
curs; but, more importantly, they are
in a better position to keep crime from
occurring in the first place.

I have seen this work in my home
State of Delaware where community
policing in Wilmington, DE, taking the
form of foot patrols aimed at breaking
up street level drug dealing, is turning
the city of Wellington and neighbor-
hoods into a combat zone. The efforts
successfully put a lid on drug activity,
without displacing it to other parts of
the city.

In practice, community policing
takes many forms. Regardless of the
need of a particular community, the re-
ports from the field are the same: It
works, it works, it works, it works. I
am delighted to debate anybody who
wants to come and make the case that

community policing does not work. I
will stand here as long as anybody
wants and come back after I yield to
my friend from Massachusetts. I will
hang around for anybody who wants to
make the argument to me that commu-
nity policing does not work. I would
love to hear it. I would love to hear it.

I suspect no one will come and make
that argument, and no one will come to
the floor and say we need fewer cops,
and no one will come to the floor and
tell me, no, they do not want more
cops in their home State. No one will
come to the floor and tell me that they
want more of this COPS money to hire
probation officers. No one, I suspect,
will tell me that.

That is what this all does. That is
what it does. The 1994 crime law tar-
gets $8.8 billion for States and local-
ities to train and hire 100,000 new po-
lice officers over 6 years. Now, we will
all remember the criticism of last
year’s program, the COPS Program.
Republicans in Congress got Charlton
Heston to go and say there will never
be more than 20,000 cops, and ‘‘Moses’’
Heston could not have been more
wrong.

As indicated, we already have 33,000
new local cops—not Federal cops, local
cops—only after 1 year. Because of the
way we set it up with the match re-
quirement in spreading out the cost
over a period of a year, the money will
continue to work and keep working for
cops on the beat well into the future.
This is not just 1 year the cops have
been at it. The progress will come to a
screeching halt if my Republican col-
leagues have their way.

The continuing resolution includes
new enforcement block grants. They
call it new enforcement block grants,
which has loopholes so big that it
would prevent all the money to be
spent without hiring a single police of-
ficer—not one. Read the proposal.
Money is sent not to the police, as it is
now, but to the mayors. The money
may be used not only for the cops but
also for other types of law enforcement
officers or anything that ‘‘improves
public safety.’’ Moreover, the money
can be used for other vaguely defined
purposes such as ‘‘equipment tech-
nology and other material.’’

Now, look, I am not trying to pick on
local officials. They know what they
need. They do not have to ask for a sin-
gle cop. They do not have to ask for
any of this. Let me point out, we are
emasculating local budgets. As the
Federal share of local budgets go, we
are throwing many of our cities and
States into chaos by our unwillingness
to come up with some rational plan.
Now, you are sitting there as a mayor;
you already lost a significant portion
of what used to be Federal funding for
other programs, and now you have to
make some tough choices. You have to
make these really tough choices be-
cause you have less money and no
growing tax base. Do you think you
will put all the money into cops like
we required to be done? What do you

think? I wonder what the citizens back
home who might listen to this think
will happen? I wonder whether or not
the mayor and the county executive
and others, Democrat and Republican,
would conclude it is better for us to
spend this money on improvements of
public safety because we need new traf-
fic lights, we need new parking meters,
we need new lights in the local play-
ground, all of which are legitimate.
They do not put a single cop on the
street.

Let me repeat, under the Republican
proposal, the dollars can be diverted to
prosecutors, courts, public safety, and
public safety officials. In addition, the
block grants require any money spent
for drug courts, crime prevention, law
enforcement, educational expenses, se-
curity measures, or rural crime task
forces be taken out of the money to
hire new cops.

I see my friend from Utah just walk-
ing on the floor. He and I worked awful
hard to make sure the rural crime task
forces were funded and rural crime
money—as I know my friend from Min-
nesota knows better than most of us
here, rural crime is growing faster than
urban crime, with less resources and
training and capability to deal with it.
That is why it is growing. That is
where the drug cartels are moving.
That is why the drug operations are
moving to those areas. What do we do
here? Right now, in the crime law that
exists, there is money separately for
rural law enforcement, separately for
the drug courts, separately for all
these things. This is the pea in the
shell game of all the block grant stuff
that relates to the money part of it. We
are going to give you a block grant,
give you more flexibility, and that is
the good news if you are a local offi-
cial. Even they like the good news.
Here comes the bad news: Add it all up
and it is less money overall. Less
money is going home. A lot less money
is going home. So they may think they
can hire prosecutors and put in street
lights with assets of hiring cops. But
they have to do everything else they
were going to do with less money.

Mr. President, look at the language
of the bill. Not one new cop is required.
All it says is—I am quoting—‘‘Recipi-
ents are encouraged to use these funds
to hire additional law enforcement offi-
cers.’’ Encouraged to use these funds.
That is a very strong directive, is it
not? Encouraged. That is encourage,
not require.

Mr. President, American commu-
nities do not need our encouragement.
They need our help. They need more
cops. We should not encourage the
States to keep the commitment this
Congress made to the American people.
We should keep our word. We should
keep our word. Let me also point out
that this block grant will also force
American law enforcement to wait for
these dollars. It will take the better
part of a year to draft regulations, pre-
paring application forms to get these
dollars out the door.
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When we passed the crime bill last

year, I did something that the Attor-
ney General thought was a little
strange. Two days after, I asked for a
meeting with her in my office, and I
said, ‘‘General, I really appreciate all
your support on this bill.’’ She was sup-
portive and for it. I said, ‘‘Now, Gen-
eral, we have to make sure of one
thing—that you are able to reduce this
application to one page.’’ They looked
at me like I was nuts. My two col-
leagues here who know a lot about this
know that the cops at home only have
to fill out a one-page application. They
do not have to go to the mayor, or to
some grantsman, they do not have to
go through the Governor, they do not
have to go through the State legisla-
ture, they do not have to fill out forms
in triplicate. One page. One. The cop
sends it in. Guess who gets the answer?
The cop. The cop.

When I told the cops back home this
was going to happen, they looked at me
and said, ‘‘Joe, I love you, you are al-
ways with us. But come on, we did not
think you would get this passed, but do
not overpromise now.’’ Go back and
ask your local law enforcement people
how complicated this is. All my Repub-
lican friends are real interested in
making sure we do away with redtape
and regulations. Well, this is a pre-
scription for redtape and regulation.
This is a prescription for it. If you
want to delay it all, pass this.

The implementation of the 1994 crime
law stands in stark contrast to the typ-
ical scenario where you will have to go
through drafting regulations, preparing
additional forms, getting the dollars
out the door, getting them to the may-
or’s office before they get to the cop’s
office. It is a stark contrast. Instead of
requiring the burdensome application
often filled with entire binders, one-
page applications were developed. In-
stead of waiting until the end of the
year to disburse the funds, the money
was awarded in batches beginning only
weeks after the passage of this law.

So let us not destroy the momentum.
Let us not destroy our effort to add
100,000 additional cops to protect our
sons and daughters. I make a rec-
ommendation with some timidity to
my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle. Go back home, find out every sin-
gle cop that came to your State. You
can get the names of the cops who were
hired under the Biden crime law. You
can get the names. And then just ask
at the end of the year how many col-
lars each of these cops made. Ask how
many times the cop that was hired
under that bill saved some young girl
from being raped, arrested somebody
who murdered somebody, broke up a
drug ring working on the street. Look
at the specific actions they took and
then, after you do that, you come back
and stand on the floor and you tell the
people of your State and all of us here
that it did not matter, that these addi-
tional cops did not matter. We down
here talk in such broad strokes about
things that sometimes we miss it. This

is real simple stuff. If they hire John
Doe or Jane Smith as a local cop in
your town, your city, your county, just
track them for a year. You tell me who
would have arrested that person who
burglarized your house or stopped it
were it not for that cop.

In a word, Mr. President, the law is
working. The crime law is already paid
by the trust fund, is already being paid
that way. Let me just add that the $30
billion crime law trust fund that uses
the savings from cutting 272,000 Fed-
eral bureaucrats pays for every cop,
every prison cell, every shelter for a
battered woman and her child. That is
provided for in the crime law without
adding a single penny to the deficit or
requiring one new penny in taxes.

The single-most important thing our
communities need when it comes to
fighting crime is more police. The cur-
rent law guarantees that our money
will be used for just that purpose. We
should not abandon it, 1 year after en-
acting it, especially in light of the
spectacular results that have already
occurred. We must save the 100,000
COPS Program to ensure that the
money for police is used only for po-
lice. We should not retreat now on this
tough but smart crime package that is
already hard at work preventing vio-
lent crime across the country. We
should not retreat on the 100,000 COPS
Program that we insisted on just a few
months ago in this Chamber.

In conclusion, Mr. President—and
then I will yield to my friend from
Massachusetts—I want to make it
clear. It seems to me an absolute trav-
esty that we are out here trying to dis-
mantle a law that nobody even at-
tempted to make a case that it is not
working. Not one single person has
come to the floor of the U.S. Senate to
make the case that this law is not
working. I am anxious to hear and de-
bate anyone who has that point of
view. Yet, we are dismantling, and in-
stead of dismantling it, we should be
building on it. We should be dealing
with an issue my friend from Min-
nesota knows about: violence among
youth and the growing trend of violent
youthful behavior. The growing trend
is that crime is down in every cat-
egory. The Senator from Utah and I are
involved in a project through his lead-
ership to deal with youth violence in
this country. We should be spending
our time on that. I should be spending
less time having to constantly defend a
bill that nobody has made the argu-
ment that it is not working.

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

ator from Massachusetts.
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I want to

thank the Senator from Delaware, who,
when he was chairman of the Judiciary
Committee, shepherded the single-most
comprehensive and important crime
bill probably in this century, or ever,
through the U.S. Senate. It was the
first crime bill in history to com-
prehensively try to deal with the prob-
lem of crime in this country.

Generally speaking, previously, we
came to the floor and we had a bill that
sought to deal with guns, or we had a
bill that sought to build prisons, or a
bill that sought to deal with drugs, and
occasionally something like the LEAA
that sought to do something with the
criminal justice system itself. But this
was the first time, under the leadership
of Senator BIDEN, that we stood back
and said, ‘‘How do we deal systemically
with the problem of crime?’’ To the
credit of the U.S. Senate, we finally
—after we got over the issue of guns—
shed party lines and shed the partisan-
ship, and came up with a comprehen-
sive approach to try to deal with
crime. We put slightly less than $10 bil-
lion into the building of prisons. We
put up almost the same figure into pre-
vention, and almost the same figure
into police officers.

What I think is most significant
about the approach that we adopted is
that we recognized something that has
been building in this country for per-
haps 20 years and did something about
it even as we recognized it. That is,
specifically, we took note of the fact
that for about 15 or 20 years we had
been disarming our communities in
this country. We had been losing num-
bers of police officers, losing the ratio
of police officer to crime.

I think for any Member of the Senate
who has spent time in the criminal jus-
tice system—there are a number of us
here who have done that—or for any-
body who spent a lot of time, like Sen-
ator MOYNIHAN or others, studying the
relationship of values and other dam-
aging trend lines in the disintegration
of the fabric of our communities to law
and order issues, I think most people
have come to the conclusion that there
is a relationship between people in the
community and their perception of how
the law is applied and how it is en-
forced to their sense of justice, their
sense of deterrence, their sense that
there is a linkage between the law and
behavior.

Most people in America have been
able to come to the conclusion that
when you are properly administering
the judicial system, when you have
adequate police officers, when you have
an adequate level of deterrence, there
really is a relationship to how people
choose to behave. That is no different
from what we try to do in our schools
at the earliest stage. When the teacher
is out of the classroom, kids tend to
run amuck a little bit and take advan-
tage of it. When the teacher comes
back in, usually to a greater degree or
lesser degree, order is restored and peo-
ple begin to have a sense that there is
an authority figure there, and they
know how to behave. The same is true
at home. Depending on whether a baby-
sitter is a strong, hard-nosed baby-
sitter, or lax, or present or not present,
at the refrigerator or the television
versus taking care of kids, kids will
make decisions about how to behave. It
is no different in the rest of the world
in which we live. In a community,
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when people perceive that there are not
any officers of the law, they write the
law. They take their behavior and start
to do things that there is no outside in-
fluence to suggest to them they should
not do. It is so elementary that it al-
most defies the imagination that we
are here debating about it.

The word ‘‘cop’’ stands for constable
on patrol. It is not rocket science. We
learned years ago in America when we
were this great immigrant nation wel-
coming people from everywhere that
one of the great ways in which we sort
of brought people together was through
the establishment of a set of laws and
a standard of behavior which people
followed as a whole. One of the critical
ingredients of that was the cop, the
constable on patrol, the person walking
down the street with a billy stick in a
uniform of blue who stood for the
standards of that community.

Mr. President, during the 1960’s and
1970’s, we walked away from that. We
took police officers off the streets, lit-
erally, putting them both into head-
quarters and into an automobile. We
eliminated precinct after precinct after
precinct station in America. This was
part of the great new policing and cost-
saving consciousness of that particular
time period. What we did was kind of
modeled our policing habits after the
general sort of living habits of Ameri-
cans. We all went for the automobile,
and America moved its sense of com-
munity from the community into this
transient status which we are in, fairly
well to do, where people live in apart-
ment buildings and do not even know
each other. We have neighbors in these
apartment buildings who are utter
strangers. We have a whole new level of
what we call stranger crime in Amer-
ica; murders that are committed by
people who never met their victims.

In fact, we have learned in the past
few years in America—thanks finally
to our having required the Justice De-
partment to report the truth of who
kills whom—we have learned that the
great story about most people commit-
ting murder being people who knew
each other is a myth. It is not true
that most murders in America are
committed in this passion between
lovers or family disputes. We now know
that in the last 10 years in America,
out of 200,000 or so murders, 100,000 of
our fellow citizens were blown away by
somebody they never met, an utter
stranger. And we now know that, of
those people who were murdered, two-
fifths of their murderers have never set
a foot across the threshold of a police
station—not for an inquiry, not for an
arrest, and certainly not for a prosecu-
tion.

That is why there is an increase of
fear in America; that is why there is an
increase of anger in America; because
the average citizen feels this loss of
freedom in this country. There is a dra-
matic loss of freedom in the United
States of America—still the freest
country on the face of the planet, but
not the same free country that it used

to be where we felt that we could go
anywhere, travel anywhere, go to a res-
taurant, not have fear of our car being
stolen, not having to pay extra money
for insurance, not having to pay extra
money for trauma in our hospitals, not
having to pay for the price of this in-
credible wave of violence that has
consumed our Nation.

What has happened at the same time
as we have had this wave of violence?
We have diminished the number of po-
lice officers. In community after com-
munity after community we have less
police officers on the streets of our
country today than we did 15 and 20
years ago.

So here you have these two lines. One
line is the increase in crime. It is going
up. The other line is the presence of po-
lice officers, and it is going down.

What is the message? The message is
very clear. If you are a criminal and
you know that the police cannot even
respond to the current 911’s, if you
know that if there is a burglary or an
armed robbery, that their ability to
track it down is limited because they
are already having difficulty filling out
their own overtime because they are
already having difficulty going to
court for the number of court appear-
ances that they have to meet for the
crimes already investigated, and they
are having difficulty doing their pa-
trols on the level that they ought to be
doing them because, lo and behold,
there are not enough officers to cover
those patrols. What are you going to
wind up sending as a message? The
message has been crime pays. That is
the message we have sent America—
crime does pay.

All you have to do is talk to any
hardened professional criminal out
there, and most of them will tell you
that you just learn in the undercurrent
and the subculture of crime in this
country that that is their perception.
It is their perception because we have
never had a serious war on drugs in
America. Why? Because we only treat
20 percent of the addicts in this coun-
try. So what is the message? The mes-
sage to 80 percent of the drug addicts of
America is it does not make any dif-
ference if you are lying in somebody’s
doorway drugged out; it does not make
any difference if you have committed
your 50th household break-in to sup-
port your habit because there is no-
body there to get you off your habit,
and nobody to catch you for the crime
you are committing.

Go to most cities and dial 911, and
see what happens. We have had tales
that baffle the imagination here in
Washington where three blocks away
from this Capitol people have dialed
911, and it took 20 minutes to half an
hour for a cop to show up.

My wife was involved in an at-
tempted robbery in the city of Wash-
ington a few months ago, stuck up by a
man with a handgun, and a guy who
happened to be driving by in his car
called 911, reported it, and nobody
showed up. And it was only thanks to

that lucky citizen’s presence that he
took the license plate of the car that
got away, and they caught the person
who did it.

In Boston a few months ago, we had
a guy who started to run amok out in
the street at night. The cop came up to
him, the guy pulled a gun and shot the
cop and started running down the
street. He went around a corner, but
there happened to be an off-duty cop
working a detail who heard it on his
radio; he heard the call of what was
happening, started looking around, saw
the guy, ran after him, and the guy
went around the corner and blew his
own brains out before the cop got to
him.

Another example in the 99 Res-
taurant in Charlestown just a few
months ago. Guys walked in the res-
taurant with guns in the middle of the
day, in the middle of lunchtime and
started firing away at five people sit-
ting in a booth. I think there were four
people killed. It might have been five.
I cannot remember—four anyway. Two
guys come running out with their guns.
They are taking off in the light of day,
having committed murder, but two
cops happened to be in the place eat-
ing, off duty again—off duty—and two
other guys were out there, again off
duty, on a detail. The four of them
managed to make the arrest red-hand-
ed, right there in the parking lot.

What happened? Cops off duty, cops
not part of the regular duty happened
to be there. What is the message out of
that? What is the message out of the
cop who happens to be there when
somebody runs amok in the street? The
message is cops in the streets make a
difference. You do not have to go to
school to learn that a police officer
walking down the street is an invita-
tion not to commit a crime. Most peo-
ple do not go out and rob a bank when
the cop is standing on the corner. Most
people do not run up to an old lady and
pull her purse away when there is a cop
in the lot.

That happened in Brockton, MA, just
last week. A 73-year-old woman was
murdered at random, in an act of
senseless violence, when a young guy
from a neighboring city, who was just
caught a couple of days ago, came to
that parking lot, grabs her purse and
beats her senselessly, and she is dead. I
tell you, if he had seen a cop in that
lot, that would not have happened.

Now, obviously, we cannot cover
every corner, we cannot cover every
parking lot, but you know what we can
do? We can guarantee that this priority
of putting cops on our streets that we
committed to only a year ago is not
now taken away. For what? For what
reason? Nobody has spoken here and
said this is not working. The argu-
ments that were made a year ago were
that you are not even going to put 5,000
cops out there. This is a joke.

Well, we have put 33,000 cops on the
streets of America in the last year and
a half. We have added 265 cops alone to
the city of Boston. The Federal Gov-
ernment is now paying for a 25-percent
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add-on of cops to the city of Chelsea,
next to Boston, and we are taking back
communities. I was over there the
other day listening to the police chief
and to the community activists tell me
what has happened to the drug dealers
and the crack houses since we put
those cops on those streets. They are
gone. They are painting the houses
today. People come out in the commu-
nity. They care about the community.
They come back into it, and they sud-
denly have new life, Mr. President.
Why would we want to not continue
that commitment?

Now, I know some people will come
to the floor and say: ‘‘Well, Senator,
what we want to do is give the local
community the power to choose and
give these people the opportunity to
have a big block grant, and they can
pick and choose what they want to do.’’
But that is totally contrary to the de-
cision that we made based on the evi-
dence a year ago. There are commu-
nities in America that need these cops.

When you make the cops competitive
with a cruiser or floodlights for a jail
or a drug court or another program,
you are diminishing the number of cops
that will be put on the street. That is
the result. There is a fixed pot of
money, and this block grant takes the
fixed pot of money and makes cops
competitive with everything else that
is in the block grant. The end result is
there will be fewer police officers on
the streets of America.

Why would we want to do that when
the Conference of Mayors says, do not
do that; we want the cops. Why do it
when the police chiefs across the coun-
try say, do not do that; we want police
officers. Why do it when the police offi-
cers’ unions and patrolmen themselves
say, we need more cops to help us do
our job. The mayors are against it, the
police chiefs are against it, the district
attorneys and attorneys general are
against it, and we are going to go
ahead and do it.

Now, why would we do it when it flies
in the face of truly giving people local
control? When small communities give
it to the Governors, that is not local
control. That is State control. When
you give it to the Governors in the for-
mat of which it has been given, it is ac-
tually more expensive administra-
tively. We are currently administering
this program for less than a 1-percent
administrative cost. You put it in a
block grant with all of this competi-
tion at the State level and you drive
your administrative costs up to at
least 3 percent and maybe more.

Moreover, you enter politics into the
situation. What is going to happen
when you have a Republican Governor
and a Democratic district attorney
who may be thinking about running
against the Governor and he is going to
submit a plan to the Governor for this
money? Do you think he is going to be
the first to get it?

We took the politics out of this pro-
gram. A cop, as the Senator from Dela-
ware said, can directly send a single

sheet of paper to the Justice Depart-
ment and he can get an answer within
days, and they have been doing that.

I do not know how you get more di-
rect local control than that; a local po-
lice department goes to where the
money is, says we need help and gets
the money. Instead, we are going to go
three tiers. We are going to go to the
Federal Government, to the State Gov-
ernment, State Government through
the process down to the local govern-
ment. It just is not part of the revolu-
tion of restoring local community con-
trol. It flies directly in the face of that,
and it is contrary to it.

I do not think this is politics. I think
this is really common sense. This is
how we are going to restore our com-
munities. I think that 100,000 cops, as I
said a year and a half ago, is a down-
payment on what we need to do in
America today. I think we ought to add
100,000 more cops to the 100,000 we have,
and I absolutely guarantee you that if
we do that, we will diminish the num-
ber of Americans in jail; we will restore
whole communities; we will reduce the
costs to our hospitals and all the trau-
ma people suffer as a result of violent
crime, and we will honestly send a mes-
sage in this country about law and
order.

I can take you to community after
community. Lowell, MA. Let me read
to you what happened in Lowell in the
last year and a half. We were lucky in
Lowell—not lucky. People made some
good judgments. They hired a terrific
police chief named Ed Davis. He came
in 18 months ago, and he came in par-
ticularly committed to community po-
licing. I went to a street in Lowell
called Bridge Street with the chief
where prostitutes and druggies were
taking over the street and senior citi-
zens literally did not dare to come out
of their homes because they feared
what was happening in the street.

I walked into the corner pizza store
and the guy there who owns it told me,
‘‘Senator, you know, people don’t come
in here anymore. I am going to go out
of business unless we do something
about this.’’ So the police chief put
several police officers in a building
right on that street, a new precinct,
new storefront. And literally the street
has been revived. The drug dealers left.
The pimps and prostitutes are gone.
Seniors come out of their homes. Peo-
ple take part in the community again
and the store owner is thriving. That
has been replicated in other parts of
the community.

Let me just share with you what the
Justice Department has reported about
Lowell. In Lowell, MA, for the first
time in 25 years, 365 days passed with-
out anyone being murdered.

In a city plagued by heroin use and
street gangs, many say the city
changed over the last 18 months as a
result of an intensive community-based
policing effort now supported by a Fed-
eral COPS grant. The city’s effort has
provided 65 new officers, 6 neighbor-
hood substations with bicycle patrols,

a gang unit, and a mobile precinct for
public events. Mr. President, that is
the story. Over 60 new officers, 6 sub-
stations.

Bill Bratton used to be the police
chief in Boston. I began working on
community policing with him in Bos-
ton a number of years ago. As we know,
he is now the police commissioner in
New York City, and he graced the
cover of Time magazine a couple of
weeks ago because the crime rate in
New York has gone down 20-some per-
cent and it has done it, most agree, be-
cause of the presence of police officers
and the commitment to community po-
licing.

Mr. President, 15 years ago in Amer-
ica we had 3.5 police officers per vio-
lent crime. Today we have 4.6 violent
crimes per police officer.

So I hope my colleagues will again
reach across the partisan divide and
agree that common sense and the expe-
rience we are seeing in our streets
today dictate that we should not take
this pot of money and divert it from
cops.

Am I saying that the other priorities
that they have included in the block
grant are not important? The answer is
no. They are important. I would like to
see those funded too. That would truly
be part of a comprehensive effort to
deal with crime. But the first priority,
beyond any of those other things, is to
guarantee that our children can play in
parks without fear of harm; that our
seniors can come out of their homes
and walk a street to go to the post of-
fice or the bank or the corner store;
and that all of us in our communities
can believe that the fundamentals of
public safety are being attended to by
putting police officers on the street.

I will tell you, even with all the com-
puters in the world, all the other
things people are looking for, until
community after community of this
country is sufficiently staffed by police
officers on patrol, we will not regain
our liberty and we will not restore the
order that is so cared about by so many
of our citizens. I think that is the first
order of priority and that is why I hope
this amendment will be adopted.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMPSON). The Senator from Utah.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask the Senator to yield for a second?

Mr. HATCH. I will be happy to.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent to follow the
Senator from Utah.

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

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Elizabeth
Kessler, Michael O’Neill, Steven
Schlesinger, John Gibbons, and James
O’Gara, all detailees from my staff, be
granted the privilege of the floor for
the remainder of this Congress.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have

been listening to this debate, and it is
an interesting one. But I rise in sup-
port of the compromise language ad-
dressing both the local law enforce-
ment block grants and the COPS provi-
sion contained in this bill.

This bill strikes a good balance be-
tween the Local Law Enforcement
Block Grants Act of 1995 and the COPS
Program. This combination will better
support the local communities’ law en-
forcement needs, and it provides funds,
guaranteed funds that will be used to
hire new police officers. That is the
way the bill is written.

This proposal—that is the bill, not
the amendment before our body—this
bill improves the notion of the current
COPS Program. To begin, this program
moves us away from the Washington-
knows-best philosophy. The proposal
returns responsibility and capability to
local law enforcement officials: The po-
lice chief, the sheriffs, the district at-
torneys. Further, this compromise pro-
gram allows just under 50 percent, 47
percent of the funds to be distributed
directly to the communities to meet
their individual community policing
needs and law enforcement needs. This
program empowers communities to de-
cide how to best spend these resources.

For example, if a community wants
to use block grant funds to hire more
police to supplement community ori-
ented policing, they may do so. They
can use whatever funds come to them.

However, if the resources can be used
more efficiently by the community,
more effectively, by purchasing equip-
ment and doing other matters that are
critical to their law enforcement
needs, they may do that. I think any
reasonable person would say that
makes sense. Why thrust upon them a
Washington-knows-best philosophy,
which is what my colleagues on the
other side want to do, and not give the
local communities the right to do this?

I will tell you why they want to
thrust it upon them. Because when we
passed the crime bill back in 1994, there
was a moral commitment by this ad-
ministration to put 100,000 police, or
cops, on the street. There was $8.8 bil-
lion, as I recall, dedicated to that ef-
fort in that bill. What this administra-
tion did not tell the American people is
that $8.8 billion would not put 100,000
cops on the street. They have been
claiming credit for that ever since 1994,
knowing the funds are not there.

There was a formula, pursuant to
which they would pay 75 percent, then
50 percent, then 25 percent, then 0 per-
cent—ultimately where the commu-
nities had to assume all of the costs of
those additional police.

I said that they were dissembling,
that they were claiming to put 100,000
cops on the street when the moneys
were not there to do it. Now it just
shows I was 100 percent right.

Now they are talking about, ‘‘Oh, we
just meant seed money.’’ Give me a
break. I said back then that it is un-
truthful for anybody to claim that bill

was going to put 100,000 cops on the
street with only $8.8 billion attributed
to that particular approach. And that
is true today.

Yet, in every crime speech since that
time the President has gotten up and
said we are going to put 100,000 cops on
the street.

Now they have about 24,000. I think
Senator KERRY indicated they had
maybe 33,000. That is a far cry from
100,000, assuming that their figures are
right. And they have hit the brick wall
where they do not have the moneys to
fully fund 100,000 cops. Now they want
to call it seed money.

Naturally, some of these commu-
nities who want to hire policemen here
or there are going to have their hands
out to grab whatever money they can.
But New York, by the way, which has
been used here as an illustration of
how crime has come down—I would
just like to note that New York City
did not receive one cop under the Presi-
dent’s COPS Program, not to my
knowledge. If they have, I sure do not
know about it.

Nor did Washington, DC. Everybody
knows that I have raised a couple of
points about Washington, DC. It is drug
capital USA. It is murder capital USA.
You cannot walk down the streets and
be safe, kids are shot in schools, you
are shot in drive-by shootings. Of
course that is true in a number of our
communities throughout this country.
But Washington did not ask for any
hiring money. I will tell you why, they
did not have the money needed to
make the match requirement.

They can come back on the other
side and say let us give them the
money. That is what they said they did
back in 1994. The fact was the moneys
were not there, except for about 20,000
cops. And the 33,000 that they claim
they have are only partially funded
under the COPS Program. They are not
fully funded. So neither New York City
nor Washington, DC, to my knowledge,
have participated in this COPS hiring
program. They could not afford to put
these people on with this seed money
that it has suddenly become, rather
than the full money that was being
promised to them.

I said back then it would cost $8 bil-
lion a year for each succeeding year to
have 100,000 cops on the street, under
that formula that was in that bill. And
that is true today. The fact is, it has
been dissembling to indicate to the
American people that they are putting
100,000 cops on the street. Now they are
here, trying to, I think, ruin a block
grant approach that really would be ef-
fective for our local communities,
under the guise that they are going to
put 100,000 cops on the street. Now it is
seed money.

I have nothing against putting more
police officers out there. I simply be-
lieve that the cities should be able to
decide for themselves whether they
want to have cops or whether they
want to upgrade technology for
crimefighting purposes.

For instance, the District of Colum-
bia, which I have been fighting for in
trying to make it safe again, does not
even have computers that work. They
have dial phones, rotary dial phones. In
some areas, they do not have police
cars, they do not even have the weap-
ons sometimes, in the greatest city in
the world. We all ought to be ashamed
of that.

Let me just say, if the community
wants to hire these police with the
block grants, give them the right to do
so. We can supplement community-ori-
ented policing awards. However, if they
find the resources can be more effec-
tively used, they have the flexibility to
do it, which seems to me to be quite
important.

Why do we need flexibility? Take the
metropolitan police department in
Washington, DC. They have more po-
lice officers per capita than any other
city in this country—more than any
other city. The last thing that the met-
ropolitan police department wants is
more police. What they need, in this
case, happens to be cars, equipment,
bullets, if you will, and they cannot af-
ford them, because we are not block
granting the funds to them to be able
to do that.

The metropolitan police department
in Washington, DC, is cannibalizing po-
lice cruisers to keep going, and we are
talking about playing this phony game
of 100,000 cops on the street, which I
have called a phony game since 1994. I
am the first to say, in some areas, yes,
we need more police on the street, but,
by gosh, they can do it if they want to.
If that is what their needs are, the
block grant will enable them to do
that. If they do not need that, then
they can do these other things like
cars, equipment, bullets, if you will.

Officers in this town are buying their
own bullets. They do not like doing
that, but to protect themselves they
are doing that. Now that is pathetic. It
is time to bring flexibility to our law
enforcement assistance programs, and
that is what this bill does.

When we get the flexibility into the
bill, what do we face? People coming to
the floor and making arguments for
100,000 cops, who promised us that the
moneys were there before, or at least
implied that the moneys were there,
when I said they were not and they
have not been and they will not be, be-
cause it is just too much money.

I personally resented every speech by
some of our national leaders who get
up and say, ‘‘We are going to put 100,000
cops on the street,’’ knowing that the
moneys have not been there, knowing
that that formula has not worked and
knowing that it is a misrepresentation.
I think it is time for Washington to
help first and then get the heck out of
the way. That is what is wrong around
here. We are dictating where these
funds should go rather than helping
and getting out of the way and letting
those law enforcement people who real-
ly know what is best for their commu-
nities do what needs to be done.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1942 March 13, 1996
This proposal does that, it gives

them that flexibility. This block grant
proposal helps poorer communities by
allowing the hiring of police with less
of a financial strain on the community.
This is accomplished by containing a
lower matching requirement than the
COPS Program.

During the last floor debate on the
Commerce, Justice, State and Judici-
ary appropriations, my friend and col-
league, Senator BIDEN, stated that
nothing in the bill requires that even
$1 be used to hire a single new police
officer. This compromise satisfies his
concern, even though we set aside a
considerable amount of money to hire
police officers but we block grant the
rest in a way that makes sense. This
compromise satisfies his concern by
funding the COPS Program at the level
the President endorsed in the continu-
ing resolution.

For those of you who are concerned
about the 100,000 additional police on
the street, this plan—that is, the one in
the bill, not the one that has been of-
fered by my colleague—this plan places
your concerns at rest. Although the
President’s plan does not fully fund
100,000 cops, assuming that the law en-
forcement block grant earmark for the
COPS Program remains at the current
51 percent, more than $3.8 billion will
be available for cops awards over the
life of the program, assuming money is
there under the block grant approach.

Using the President’s math, the fis-
cal year 1996 average grant award
amount is $45,856. The available funds
will provide seed money for more po-
lice under the COPS earmark. In other
words, according to the President’s
math, it only costs about $45,856 to put
a police officer on the street. We know
it cost more than that.

To also make it clear, this bill pro-
vides especially a paragraph on prohib-
itive uses. It says:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this act, a unit of local government may not
expend any of the funds provided under this
title to purchase, lease, rent or otherwise ac-
quire (1) armored tanks (2) fixed-wing air-
craft (3) limousines (4) real estate (5) yachts
(6) consultants or (7) vehicles not primarily
used for law enforcement, unless the Attor-
ney General certifies that extraordinary and
exigent circumstances exist that make the
use of funds for such purposes essential to
the maintenance of public safety and good
order in such unit of local government.

There are protections in this bill. It
costs about $75,000—I have been cor-
rected—to fund a police officer on the
street, about $75,000 to fully fund one.
This so-called seed money will not
fully fund 100,000 police on the street.
There is no way that it can. So we have
gone from fully funding to seed money
now under the guise that we are going
to give the people 100,000 police on the
street when, in fact, that just simply is
not true.

Add this to what was awarded in the
prior years, if you spend that $3.8 bil-
lion over the remaining program life,
and with seed money, I suppose you
could get to 100,000 cops with a tremen-

dous drain on the local community.
But they are going to hire these police
anyway. Naturally, they are going to
have their hands out if there is a free
gift of money from the Federal Govern-
ment, and that means people they
hired anyway are going to get help
while other communities who need
money for cars, for equipment, for bul-
lets, if you will, or police uniforms can-
not get it and cannot do the policing
job that they should do.

This is even before the flexible por-
tion of the block grant money is ex-
pended. We have taken appropriate
measures to address concerns about
guaranteeing police on the street and
also in poorer communities to best de-
termine how best to fight local crime.

Why do we always have to go to the
Washington knows best mentality?
Why do we always have these argu-
ments out here about, ‘‘By gosh, we’re
going to earmark and tell them what
to do with these funds?’’ What is wrong
with block granting the funds, as long
as we have prohibited uses, which we
have expressly written in this bill?
What is wrong with block granting the
money to them and letting those local
communities make their determina-
tions of what is best for them, rather
than us telling them what they need?

Some communities do need more po-
lice. This block grant will help them.
They will be able to make that flexible
determination. Others do not, and they
will not be forced to because of an in-
flexible approach that I think my col-
leagues on the other side are asking
for.

One reason the local law enforcement
block grant of 1995 is superior to a
cops-exclusive program is flexibility.
We provided for flexibility in this bill
by allowing local communities to ex-
pend funds for all of the following law
enforcement purposes:

First, for hiring, training, and em-
ploying additional law enforcement
personnel. So they can do it if they
want to. If that is what they need to
do, they will have some funds out of
this block grant to do it with.

Second, paying overtime to presently
employed law enforcement officers.

Third, procuring equipment and tech-
nology directly related to basic law en-
forcement functions.

Fourth, enhancing security measures
in and around schools.

Fifth, law enforcement crime preven-
tion programs.

Sixth, establishing or supporting
drug courts.

Seventh, enhancing the adjudication
process.

And, eighth, establishing
multijurisdictional task forces, par-
ticularly in rural areas.

Local law enforcement officials can
decide how best to decide to spend the
money under the program. More police
does not always mean better policing.
Oftentimes, necessary procurement is
the best option for the community, by
far the best law enforcement option in
some communities.

This program moves us away from
the Washington knows best philosophy.
We do not let Washington dictate local
crimefighting strategies. Washington
simply does not know best. Washington
does not know best how to solve local
problems, especially a problem like
crime. The COPS Program dictates to a
community how much of their scarce
funds they must allocate to combat
crime.

The COPS More Program promises to
supply overtime and supplies to the po-
lice departments. However, in practice,
only big cities with large police forces
can be eligible. This is because COPS
More grants require a showing of mov-
ing a cop to the street to receive these
funds. Smaller communities who are
already maximizing their street cov-
erage have difficulty showing more of-
ficers can move to the street. Small
town forces do not have the extra man-
power to put another officer on the
street, and rural communities need
cars to travel through their districts.

The COPS Program determines the
number of officers given to commu-
nities by the number already on the
force. It disregards the crime program.
Small crime-riddled communities
should be able to receive help, not be
penalized because they are small. The
COPS Program does not take into ac-
count crime when giving out grants.
The grants are given to any locality
that can afford the matching fund
whether the officer is needed or not.

The COPS Program does not base the
number of officers awarded on crime
but rather on the number currently on
the force. Cities who applied for four
officers because they had one of the
highest crime rates in the Nation will
be given 1 or 2 officers because the cur-
rent force has 50 officers.

Look, we are not playing games here.
We are trying to solve this problem.
The block grant gives the local com-
munities the flexibility to solve it in
their best interests and their best ways
without Washington telling them what
to do. What is going on here is the de-
partment is paying 75 percent of the
salary the first year, 50 percent the
second year, 25 percent the third year,
and then the local agency has to carry
the full load.

Based upon a salary of $65,000 to
$70,000 a year, for every $75,000 in Fed-
eral COPS grants awarded, the commu-
nity will need to spend $225,000 over the
5-year life of the program to keep a cop
on the street. That is one single cop.

I want to submit for the RECORD a
statement by the city manager of
Sunnyvale, CA, who turned down a
COPS grant because they could not af-
ford it. I ask unanimous consent that
that statement be printed in the
RECORD at this point.

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

STATEMENT OF THOMAS F. LEWCOCK, CITY
MANAGER, CITY OF SUNNYVALE, CA

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com-
mittee:
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I am honored to have been requested to

submit a written statement to the Judiciary
Committee regarding the City of Sunnyvale,
California’s decision to not accept Crime
Grant funds to add additional police officers
to the Sunnyvale Department of Public Safe-
ty.

BACKGROUND

My name is Thomas F. Lewcock. I am the
City Manager of the City of Sunnyvale, Cali-
fornia. I have served in that capacity for fif-
teen-and-a-half years. I have served in execu-
tive capacities in city government for 26
years, having received a bachelor’s degree in
political science from the University of Min-
nesota, and a master’s degree in public ad-
ministration from that same institution.
The City of Sunnyvale operates under the
Council/Manager form of government, with
the City manager appointed on professional
merits for an indeterminant time by the City
Council, serving fully at its pleasure. The
City Manager is the Chief Executive Officer.

The City of Sunnyvale is a residential/in-
dustrial community located in the geo-
graphic heart of the Silicon Valley. It has a
resident population of approximately 125,000,
with a private-sector job base of approxi-
mately 120,000. It is a demographically di-
verse community with a minority population
of approximately 35%. While the income and
educational levels of its citizens are above
average, the City has the full spectrum of in-
come and education levels. While law en-
forcement issues do not have the same com-
plexity as those of an urban core, Sunnyvale
remains a relatively densely developed com-
munity in the California context with a full
range of law enforcement complexities. Ap-
proximately 50% of the resident population
lives in multi-family dwellings. Given the so-
phistication of the City’s industrial base,
highly complex law enforcement issues are
presented. This brief overview of the commu-
nity is provided to members of the Commit-
tee in order to provide a framework for the
community’s law enforcement needs. In
many respects, the law enforcement require-
ments of this community are significantly
closer to that of an urban core community
than the typical American suburban commu-
nity.

The City of Sunnyvale over the last several
years has gained a national and inter-
national reputation for its unique approach
to long-range strategic and financial plan-
ning, to results-oriented budgeting, and to
its well-recognized approach of operating the
City more as a business than a government.
In the Osborne and Gabler book,
‘‘Reinventing Government,’’ the City of
Sunnyvale was noted as the government
‘‘performance leader.’’

The relevance of the City of Sunnyvale’s
approach to policy setting and the provision
of public services is briefly reviewed in order
to gain a context as to why a decision was
unanimously made by the Sunnyvale City
Council to not accept Crime Grant funds.

For the past fifteen years, the City has
structured its approach to policy setting and
financial management with two key themes.
The first is that of long-range strategic plan-
ning coupled with a sophisticated ten-year
financial plan. That financial plan estimates
all projected operating, capital, debt ex-
penses, as well as future revenues. This high-
ly sophisticated approach to long-range fi-
nancial planning is used in a number of ways
which are beyond the purpose of this state-
ment to describe in detail. Key to this state-
ment, however, is its use in recognizing that
the short-term financial position of any gov-
ernment and for that matter any business is
not predicated on a year-to-year analysis,
but can only be fully understood in the con-
text of multi-year projections. Though those

projections will of course suffer from the
natural uncertainty of government finance
and all the related factors that affect gov-
ernment income and expense, it can and does
provide a clear understanding of significant
expense and revenue trends that should be
taken into account in making any decision
which has long-term consequences. A series
of detailed financial policies have been
adopted by the Sunnyvale City Council in re-
spect to utilization of long-range financial
planning. One of the most important of those
policies is to require that in submittal of an-
nual budgetary plans, that the budget must
be balanced not only in the context of one
year but also in the context of the position
of the City over the entire ten-year time
frame. Even though an expenditure may be
affordable in a one-year context, if it cannot
be supportable over the long term then it is
not undertaken. This approach recognizes
that although on a one, two or three-year
basis an expenditure may be affordable, if
over the long term it pushes governmental
spending in deficit, then it is much better to
deal with that issue initially than to
compound the financial problem created of
effectively spending for many years beyond
means and then eventually reaching the
point where far more significant budget and
service reductions are necessary.

A second critical component of the ap-
proach of the City of Sunnyvale is to clearly
specify in measurable terms each and every
service which the City is to provide and to
allocate funding to those specified service
levels. The Patrol Services Division of the
Department of Public Safety follows this ap-
proach as do all other City departments and
services. This approach is not focused on line
item detail as to numbers of people, vehicles
required, and the like, but rather on the spe-
cific level and quality of services to be pro-
vided. It is here that the policy focus of the
City Council is centered. For example, in the
Patrol Services Division, service levels are
defined in terms of emergency response
times, crime rates, crime clearance rates,
citizen satisfaction, and the like. Each year,
the Council determines whether or not that
defined level of service is adequate and if
not, appropriate resource changes are made.
Further, if change in demands occur in such
a way that additional resources are required
in order to meet those service standards,
then the Council either appropriates the ad-
ditional funds for that purpose or if insuffi-
cient funds are available makes a determina-
tion as to what level of service is affordable.

It would be incorrect to assume that be-
cause the Sunnyvale City Council declined
Crime Bill funds that either Public Safety
services are not a priority nor that the City
is in the financial position to ignore a sizable
sum of outside funds. Over the past five
years, the real dollar value of tax income to
the City of Sunnyvale has declined by 15%.
This has occurred as a result of the Califor-
nia economy and severely restricted reve-
nues for all levels of California government.
The City has had to make difficult decisions
over this time frame to find ways to con-
tinue to the maximum extent the level of
services it provides. Most certainly, the ac-
tion taken by the City Council is not a re-
flection on the lack of priority for Public
Safety services. Public Safety services, both
police and fire, are clearly the two highest
priority services in the City of Sunnyvale. In
fact, these services receive 58% of the overall
tax-supported budget in this community.

THE CRIME BILL

When the Crime Bill was passed, the City
began the process of reviewing this new
grant program in accordance with the gen-
eral policy and budget framework outlined
above as well as against a specific intergov-

ernmental grant assistance policy which was
adopted by the Sunnyvale City Council many
years ago. Attachment I excerpts the most
relevant aspects of that policy. As can be
seen in the attachment, that policy in gen-
eral discourages the utilization of State or
Federal grants to support ongoing City pro-
grams. The underlying reason for that strat-
egy is that when City services are increased
as a result of a grant that may later be re-
duced or eliminated by the State or Federal
governments, then it is in essence establish-
ing a new or expanded service which the
community will become accustomed to. If
then later the funding either declines or is
eliminated, very difficult decisions have to
be made in a constrained resource environ-
ment of either eliminating that program or
some other. Therefore, this policy attempts
to assure a continuity of priority setting
around the most important services this City
should be providing consistent with its fi-
nancial constraints. This policy places that
strategy into action by either requiring that
the program be shown in the City’s Ten-Year
Financial Plan only for the period of time
that the entitlement has been granted or re-
quiring the City’s own tax resources to be
dedicated in advance of accepting the grant
if it is believed that the program should con-
tinue.

For a program such as the Crime Bill
which would add police officers, it is clear
that if there is a need to increase the law en-
forcement presence that need will not dis-
sipate simply because Federal funding is no
longer available. Therefore, this is not the
kind of service expansion for which the City
would knowingly accept grant money and
then reduce the service by eliminating these
added police officers at the time the grant
money was no longer present. Rather, this
kind of grant would be accepted only if a de-
cision was made that the costs were support-
able over the long term and actually sched-
uled in the City’s Ten-Year Financial Plan.

In order to estimate the City’s ability to
support the ongoing cost of officers, an anal-
ysis was conducted as to what the true cost
to the City of Sunnyvale would be. Under
terms of the Crime Bill, the City would have
been eligible for a maximum of six police of-
ficers with a maximum grant amount of
$450,000.

In order to estimate the cost over the
City’s ten-year financial planning horizon,
the wages and benefit costs of a Sunnyvale
Public Safety Officer was first determined.
As of 1995, that annual cost is $95,538. Al-
though officers would not initially be hired
at the top of their salary level as is reflected
in this cost, the City always utilizes the
practice of estimating top-step salaries in
compensation since over the long term that
will ultimately be the actual cost of new em-
ployees. In addition, there are ancillary
costs placing a police officer on the street
and properly equipping them, which adds an
additional $3,227 annually, for a total cost
per officer of $98,765 annually.

Attachment II reflects the present esti-
mated financial plan for tax-supported serv-
ices in the City. In order to project the full
financial effect of six new officers, Attach-
ment III was developed. Under Revenues, a
new line item was added reflecting the
$450,000 in new income. Under Expenditures,
the new cost to the City was projected over
ten years. Please note that the projected ex-
pense does go up annually consistent with
the City’s Inflation and cost-of-living projec-
tions. While we do not pretend to have a
crystal ball as to how inflation will perform,
we consider this an important aspect of
multi-year financial planning as it recog-
nizes the reality that costs do increase over
time even when inflation is low. As can be
seen in Attachment III, the total projected
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expenditure over the City’s ten-year finan-
cial planning horizon is $6.8 million. Also of
note is the interest line under Revenues
which was appropriately adjusted to reflect
the fact that this new expenditure would re-
duce City reserves and therefore interest in-
come. As a result, the total net cost to the
City is $8.853 million over ten years, which
reflects that this grant would support only
5% of the total cost. While it is certainly the
case that the cost of law enforcement offi-
cers in the State of California is consider-
ably above national averages due to the very
high cost of living in California, even with
lower expenditure numbers, over a pro-
tracted time frame a grant such as this
would reflect but a small percent of the over-
all cost. As also reflected in Attachment III,
necessary prescribed reserve levels in accord-
ance with City fiscal policies would not be
able to be maintained by the tenth year fall-
ing some $2.75 million into deficit.

The question of whether or not to accept
Crime Grant funds, however, was more than
the financial analysis alone. As was stated
earlier, local government in California has
been hard pressed for a number of years with
continual reduction in revenue availability
while at the same time being faced with ex-
pensive new Federal and State mandates. As
a result, two additional questions had to be
addressed. The first question was whether
given all City priorities the addition of six
police officers was the most important. The
second question was that if it was deter-
mined that a greater law enforcement pres-
ence was needed and was the top priority in
the community, whether the specific restric-
tions and strings that came along with this
grant would restrict the ability to use the
funds in such a way as to meet the City’s
most pressing law enforcement require-
ments. As outlined earlier, Sunnyvale is a
results-oriented organization, specifying in
clear and measurable terms what it will ac-
complish in quality and level of service in
everything the City does. The City’s recogni-
tion as the ‘‘performance leader’’ has come
as a result of articulating in clear terms
what we are to accomplish, but not prescrib-
ing the way in which it is to be accom-
plished. For example, one can assume that
one of the most important purposes of the
Crime Bill is to reduce the incidence and fear
of crime. Due to the prescriptive require-
ments of the bill, the bill presumes that if
police officers are dedicated to this task con-
sistent with the requirements of the bill,
then this objective will be best met. We have
found in literally all service areas that pre-
scriptive requirements as to how to meet an
objective creates substantial limitations in
the creative use of resources to assure that
service objectives are met in the highest
quality and lowest cost fashion. In lay
terms, what this basically means in the case
of the Crime Bill was that the City would
have to accept the fact that the Federal gov-
ernment knew better than we do how to uti-
lize resources in order to accomplish a com-
parable goal. Rarely have we found that to
be the case.

In the case of the Crime Bill, it was not
even necessary to get to the point of judging
whether or not this resource increase paid
95% by the City was the highest priority area
of expanded City services. Rather, when it
became clear that the Federal government
would dictate how these officers would be
used by providing only 5% of the funds, a
unanimous decision was made by the City
Council that the incentive did not come
close to justifying a change in City prior-
ities. Further, and perhaps even more impor-
tant, it was believed that if the choice was
paying the additional 5% of the cost and
thereby allowing these resources to be mar-
shalled in a way judged to result in the best

return in investment, then the City would be
better off paying 100% of the cost.

CONCLUSION

Most cities do not use the performance-
based policy setting and budget approach nor
multi-year financial planning approach that
has been long utilized in the City of Sunny-
vale. The reality is, however, that the issues
and consequences are exactly the same for
other cities as well. Perhaps the only dif-
ference in many other cities is that these
consequences are not recognized in advance
and will have to be dealt with when funding
is depleted. It also underscores the impor-
tance that local government and now the
Federal government has placed on mandate
relief. In a constrained resources environ-
ment, each time a new direction is provided
by the Federal government by rule, regula-
tion, or law, the Federal government is es-
sentially establishing priorities for local
government. Two years ago, a detailed study
was undertaken which reflected that fully
23% of the City’s operating budget on an an-
nual basis was directed toward the meeting
of Federal and State mandates. If all in-
volved in government leadership positions at
the local, State, and Federal level concur
that law enforcement is by far the highest
municipal priority and if in turn that is the
major reason for the assistance the Federal
government is offering, then it is clear that
this high priority has been continually sub-
verted by both the Federal and State govern-
ment, requiring that scarce resources be di-
rected to other purposes. Not all will agree
that City government is capable of establish-
ing the most important priority uses of local
government funds. Most local government
officials, including this one, would argue,
however, that law enforcement is amongst
the very highest priorities for local govern-
ment and to the degree it is not funded to
the level it should, the problem will not be
solved through carrot and stick techniques
that in reality do not significantly enhance
the financial ability of a City to continue
those services over a protracted time frame.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, look, all
of us want more police on the streets.
All of us will support that. On the
other hand, we have provided about
half of this money to go for the COPS
Program, about half the money this ad-
ministration represented were suffi-
cient to put 100,000 cops on the street,
or at least they have been misrepre-
senting over the last number of years—
in the last year and a half, in my opin-
ion.

What we also have is about 50 percent
of these funds going in a block grant to
the communities so they can make
their own determination as to what is
best for their communities, how best to
do it. We provided prohibitions in here
so the community cannot just have ex-
otic police approaches, that they have
to use funds for the very best law en-
forcement needs, in the best interests
of the community. To me, that makes
sense.

We help the COPS Program even
more than was represented we would
do. We help the communities to have a
flexibility to be able to do what is best
for their communities. If they do not
need police personnel, they can then
use the money for other law enforce-
ment needs that are very important for
the community. In the process, every-
body wins.

I think what we have to do one of
these days, though, is face the music

around here in the District of Colum-
bia. I believe we have in some respects
some very decent people in that police
force, but they are not funded properly.
They are not treated properly. We have
crime in the streets here in the great-
est city in the world. We are not doing
what we should do about it. Frankly,
this type of an approach just takes
away from getting the job done here as
well as elsewhere throughout the coun-
try.

I think it is time for us to wake up
and realize that block granting makes
sense, that there have been some pret-
ty sorry claims made with regard to
the 100,000 cops-on-the-street program.

No one opposes hiring new cops. The
question is whether we here in Wash-
ington should dictate to the local com-
munities what they should or should
not do. My colleagues on the other side
apparently like that system. I do not. I
do not think a majority of people in
Congress like that system. The under-
lying bill represents a compromise.
Funding the COPS Program and fund-
ing for greater flexibility is that com-
promise. It seems to me that makes
sense.

I know that the majority leader is
going to move to table this amend-
ment. I hope that a majority of the
Members of this body will support that
motion to table because we want com-
munities to have the flexibility to be
able to do real law enforcement, not
just what Washington thinks ought to
be the approach for every community
in this country. They will have the
flexibility under this bill to be able to
do policing, if they want to, or partial
policing, or whatever they need for law
enforcement that is in the best interest
of their community.

I apologize to my colleague for tak-
ing so long. I yield the floor.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Let me say to the
Senator from Utah, first of all, that
there is no reason for apology. It is
very gracious of him. I do not always
agree with some of the positions he
takes, and I do not agree with him on
this amendment, but I believe that if
you want to use the words ‘‘class act,’’
he is a class act. I have tremendous re-
spect for him.

Mr. President, I am very proud to in-
troduce this amendment with my col-
leagues, Senator BIDEN and Senator
KERRY from Massachusetts.

Our constituents, citizens in our
country, all of us, we plan our lives
sometimes around crime—where we
eat, how we treat our children, where
we live, how we travel, where our kids
go to school, how we answer the door,
how we answer the phone. The crime
and violence in our country and in our
communities takes away freedom, the
freedom of our loved ones, the freedom
of our families, the freedom of our
neighbors.

Mr. HATCH. Would the Senator yield
for a unanimous-consent request?
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Mr. WELLSTONE. I would be pleased

to.
Mr. HATCH. We have a couple of

amendments.
AMENDMENT NOS. 3480 AND 3481, AS MODIFIED

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I send
two amendments to the desk. I think
they are 3480 and 3481. They are modi-
fications. I believe they have been
cleared on both sides of the aisle.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
wonder whether I could find out as to
what the amendments are.

Mr. HATCH. Modifications—have
they been cleared? They are not
cleared? Let me leave them at the desk
and see if we can get them cleared.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
say to my colleague, there is no objec-
tion.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the modifica-
tions be approved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the two amendments, as
modified, are considered and agreed to.

So, the amendments (Nos. 3480 and
3481), as modified, were agreed to as
follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 3480

On page 751, section entitled ‘‘Agency for
International Development, Assistance for
Eastern Europe and the Baltics’’, insert at
the appropriate place:

‘‘Except for funds made available for
demining activities, no funds may be pro-
vided under this heading in this Act until
the President certifies to the Committees on
Appropriations that:

‘‘(1) The Federation of Bosnia and
Herzegovina is in compliance with Article
III, Annex 1A of the Dayton Agreement; and

‘‘(2) Intelligence cooperation on training,
investigations, or related activities between
Iranian officials and Bosnian officials has
been terminated.’’

AMENDMENT NO. 3481

On page 751, section entitled ‘‘Agency for
International Development, Assistance for
Eastern Europe and the Baltics’’, insert at
the appropriate place, the following: ‘‘Pro-
vided further, That funds appropriated by this
Act for economic reconstruction may only be
made available for projects, activities, or
programs within the sector assigned to
American forces of the NATO Military Im-
plementation Force (IFOR) and Sarajevo:
‘‘Provided further, That Priority consider-
ation shall be given to projects and activities
designed in the IFOR ‘‘Task Force Eagle
civil military project list’’: ‘‘Provided further,
That no funds made available under this
Act,or any other Act, may be obligated for
the purposes of rebuilding or repairing hous-
ing in areas where refugees or displaced per-
sons are refused the right of return by Fed-
eration or local authorities due to ethnicity
or political party affiliation: ‘‘Provided fur-
ther, That no funds may be made available
under this heading in this Act, or any other
Act, to any banking or financial institution
in Bosnia and Herzegovina unless such insti-
tutions agrees in advance, and in writing, to
allow the United States General Accounting
Office access for the purposes of audit of the
use of U.S. assistance: ‘‘Provided further,
That effective ninety days after the date of
enactment of this Act, none of the funds ap-
propriated under this heading may be made
available for the purposes of economic recon-
struction in Bosnia and Herzegovina unless
the President determines and certifies in
writing to the Committee on Appropriations

that the aggregate bilateral contributions
pledged by non-U.S. donors for economic re-
construction are at least equivalent to the
U.S. bilateral contributions made under this
Act and in the fiscal year 1995 and fiscal year
1996 Foreign Operations, Export Financing
and Related Programs Appropriations bills.’’

Mr. HATCH. I thank my friend.
AMENDMENT NO. 3483

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
do not really believe that there is any
debate in my State of Minnesota about
the need to have more law enforce-
ment, more police, in our neighbor-
hoods and in our communities. We
must have more police out in the com-
munities.

Mr. President, because of the vio-
lence, because it is so important that
we reduce the violence in our homes,
reduce the violence in our schools, re-
duce the violence in our neighborhoods
and in our communities, it is critically
important that, as legislators, we, as
Senators, Democrats and Republicans
alike, act powerfully, forcefully and
immediately. That is what the crime
bill of 1994 was all about.

There is a brave initiative to this
piece of legislation. This piece of legis-
lation gave us an opportunity, I think,
especially through community polic-
ing, to reclaim our cities and to re-
claim our neighborhoods, to reclaim
our schools, and to really reclaim our
future.

The community oriented policing
service, COPS, was created by the
Crime Act in 1994. So far, it has ex-
ceeded its hiring goals. Funds have al-
ready been authorized to add more
than 31,000 police officers, over a quar-
ter of the final goal. I think my col-
league from Delaware, Senator BIDEN,
had the figure higher than that—about
34,000, as I remember.

Mr. President, in my State of Min-
nesota we have already been able to
hire 435 new cops that have been put
out in the neighborhoods and in our
communities. Minnesota has received
over $24 million under this program.
This year, if our amendment passes,
there would be 100 more law enforce-
ment women and men out in our com-
munities, working with the citizens in
our communities, helping to reduce vi-
olence in our communities.

Mr. President, Chief Leslie, the sher-
iff of Moorhead, tells me that the
COPS’ dollars have allowed him to in-
stitute a very effective community po-
licing strategy and a citizens police
academy for residents. He says, ‘‘After
30 years in law enforcement and 17
years as police chief of Moorhead, the
COPS Program is the best thing I have
ever seen.’’ ‘‘The best thing I have ever
seen,’’ says the chief of police of Moor-
head.

St. Louis County Sheriff Gary Waller
is equally enthusiastic about the pro-
gram.

Mr. President, I have spent time
talking with the law enforcement com-
munity in my State of Minnesota.
What they say ought to be heard loud
and clear by all of us in the U.S. Sen-

ate. Minneapolis Police Chief Robert
Olson, talking about the community
policing program, the COPS Program.
They have 17 community police so far.
They see 23 in jeopardy. They hope to
have 40 altogether. In Police Chief
Olson’s words the COPS Program has
been successful and has led to a ‘‘dra-
matic impact this year on the level of
crime violence in the metro area.’’ A
city where we have seen entirely too
much crime. They have seen fewer inci-
dents since instituting the COPS Pro-
gram of drive-by shootings and esti-
mate that they have taken 50 percent
more guns off the streets.

Mr. President, the police chief of
Minneapolis, Chief Olson, said to me,
‘‘This is not the feel-good program,
Senator. This is strict law enforce-
ment. We have been able to shut down
some of these crack houses. We have
been able to target those neighbor-
hoods most ravaged by this violence
and crime and have police out in the
communities, out in the streets, work-
ing with people, to reduce that vio-
lence.’’

Mr. President, we need to listen to
these law enforcement officers. The
community police program is a huge
success in the State of Minnesota. I
have talked to sheriffs and police
chiefs in the metro area, in greater
Minnesota, whether it is suburbs, in
cities, or smaller communities. You
get the same response: ‘‘Senator, this
program is working. Don’t kill the
COPS Program.’’ The League of Min-
nesota Cities said this yesterday,
‘‘Look, we need to make some commit-
ments as a Nation. One of those com-
mitments ought to be to community
police. Do not talk about block grants
where the money may or may not go to
this. You all made a commitment. You
have a contract with us. You have
made a commitment to the community
policing program to make sure there
are 100,000 police out in our neighbor-
hoods by the year 2000, to make sure in
my State we dramatically expand law
enforcement in the communities. Don’t
renege on that commitment.’’

I talked to Duluth Police Chief Scott
Lyons. He said to me, ‘‘Senator, this is
a new philosophy. What we have been
able to do through this community po-
lice program is establish more rapport
than we ever had with the communities
in our city. Senator, what we have
been able to do’’—and I use the police
chief’s own words, ‘‘is empower citizens
to be able themselves to take action
—not vigilante action—working with
the police force to reduce violence in
their communities.’’ The police chief
went on to say, ‘‘Senator, we are no
longer reactive. We are proactive. We
are taking steps to prevent crime in
the first place, in the city of Duluth, in
some of the neighborhoods most rav-
aged by the crime.’’ Why in the world
would we want to weaken a program
that the law enforcement community
so strongly supports, as do the citizens
in our States? It makes no sense.

I talked to Stearns County Sheriff
Jim Kostreba and he said, ‘‘Senator,
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the COPS Program has enabled us to
work with school officials, to work
with kids. It has helped us to fight
against teenage drinking, against
drugs, against substance abuse, against
teenage suicides.’’ He went on. I
thought it was very interesting. He
said to me, ‘‘Senator, at the beginning,
through the community police pro-
gram, when we had a presence in the
schools, some of these young people
were cynical. Some of these young peo-
ple looked at our police officers as if
they were the enemy. But not any
longer. Through the community police
program, we have our law enforcement
people, men and women, working with
these kids.’’

I say to my colleagues, this program
is a huge success. This is exactly what
we ought to be doing by way of prior-
ity.

I talked to Anoka Police Chief Andy
Revering and he talked about what
Anoka has done. He said only 4 years
ago Anoka had the fifth-highest crime
rate in the metro area. The demand ex-
ceeded their resource. Because of the
COPS Program they have seen a dra-
matic decline, according to the chief,
in crime. What they have been doing is
they have been using the COPS Pro-
gram law enforcement in conferencing.
This is a program, for my colleagues’
information, whereby you bring to-
gether some of these kids would have
committed some of these crimes, you
bring their families into a meeting, and
you conference them, along with the
victims so that these kids really know
what it is they have done. By bringing
these kids together with their families
and also bringing them together with
the victims, what has happened, says
Chief Revering, there has been very lit-
tle repeat of crime by these kids.

I say to my colleagues, what in the
world are we doing by trying to have in
this continuing resolution essentially a
proposal which says, yeah, we keep the
Government going but we want to cut
by half the number of resources that go
to community policing?

Mr. President, I have said it many
times on the floor of the U.S. Senate:
When three teenagers, regardless of
color of skin, beat up an 85-year-old
woman and leave her for dead, we hold
them accountable for what they have
done. We do not tell them we feel sorry
for them. That is a strict law and order
approach. By the same token, you can
talk to the kids—and Sheila and I
spend time with kids who are at risk—
you can go to the schools in some of
the tougher neighborhoods, you can
talk to the judge, you can talk to the
sheriffs, you can talk to the police
chiefs, you can talk to the youth work-
ers if anybody wants to because they
are the ones that are dealing with this
violence, and they will tell you we have
to have opportunities for these kids.
We have to have alternatives to the
gangs and make sure the kids are able
to do positive things in the commu-
nities.

Mr. President, no matter who you
talk to—whether it is people in the

communities, whether it is the police,
whether it is the chiefs, the law en-
forcement people who are in the com-
munities—they all say the same thing:
This community police program is im-
portant. We need more law enforce-
ment in our neighborhoods. We need to
reclaim our neighborhoods. We need to
reclaim our cities. We need to reclaim
our communities. We need to reduce
this level of violence.

I was talking to the police chief in
Fergus Falls and he said, ‘‘Senator, the
reason the COPS Program is such a
good program is because you do not
limit the grants just to the large
cities.’’ He said, ‘‘I want to tell you
that this is a wonderful community,
and it certainly is, but do not think for
a moment we do not have problems
with violence and problems with
crime.’’ This COPS Program has been a
huge success. Same comment from the
sheriff. It does not matter whether you
talk to sheriffs or police chiefs in the
big cities, Minneapolis-St. Paul, in
Minnesota, or Duluth, or you talk to
them in midsized cities like St. Cloud,
or whether you are talking to law en-
forcement people in the small towns of
rural communities, they all say the
same thing. They all say the same
thing: ‘‘Senators, cut a program if it
does not work, but do not cut a pro-
gram that has been an astounding suc-
cess.’’ We need to reduce the level of
violence. We need to be bold and we
need to be dramatic. It is a huge mis-
take to block grant, to move away
from what has been the commitment
that we have made.

We said, when we passed this crime
bill, that we make a commitment to
100,000 community police, that we
would make a commitment to commu-
nity police all across my State of Min-
nesota. That is what law enforcement
people expected. That is what we are
doing now, with great success. That is
what the people in our States expected.
We need to live up to our commitment.
That is why this amendment is so im-
portant, and I hope it will pass.

I yield the floor.
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have

been listening to the distinguished
Senator, and I have to say that some of
the points he is making are good. Take
them up with your Governor. We do not
have to dictate from Washington what
law enforcement officials have to do in
the individual States and communities.
If you do not like what the block grant
moneys are used for in your State,
then take it up with your Governor, be-
cause I will tell you one thing, you get
the money. If you need more police-
men, you can get them with that block
grant money. If your Governor is not
doing it, talk to him. I doubt——

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. HATCH. For a question, sure.
Mr. WELLSTONE. I will wait for a

chance to respond.
Mr. HATCH. If I heard the Senator

correctly—and he is a friend and col-
league—maybe I did not because I was

listening and not listening. But it
seemed to me that I recall him saying
that Senator DOLE was being accused
of reneging.

Mr. WELLSTONE. If the Senator will
yield, I did not mention the majority
leader’s name at all. I do not do that.

Mr. HATCH. I am glad to hear that
because I thought there was some sort
of accusation that Senator DOLE had
reneged on law enforcement needs. I
want to make it clear that not only did
he not do that, he has been one of the
strongest pro-law enforcement people
in his long time in the U.S. Senate, and
rightly so, as is his colleague, the Sen-
ator from Utah. We both have fought
very, very hard.

I agree that my colleague, Senator
BIDEN, on the other side, has been a
tremendous leader in the war against
crime. I have a lot of respect for him.
I grieve when we disagree on some of
these things. Senator DOLE, in particu-
lar, opposed the 1994 crime bill because
it was not a tough enough law enforce-
ment bill. I was there, too, and I op-
posed it for that reason as well, al-
though there was much we agreed with
in that bill, and we were glad certain
parts of it were passed. I commend Sen-
ator BIDEN for his efforts on that bill
because there is much in that bill that
is good, not the least of which is the
Biden-Hatch violence-against-women
provisions. Senator DOLE believes in
real law enforcement, not shallow
promises.

What I am saying here is, look, it
makes sense to give about half of this
money to the communities as seed
money to try to help them get police
personnel. It does not make sense to
say that this is the President’s com-
mitment of 100,000 cops, because he
made that commitment on the last bill
that had $8.8 billion in it, and every-
body knew that would not provide for
100,000 police on the streets. Now they
are coming and saying with seed
money they can get their 100,000 cops. I
have said they could not get the 100,000
cops on the basis of what they had done
up through the 1994 crime bill. That
crime bill did not do that. It talked
about it, but it did not, will not, can-
not, do it. The President has been
going up and down the country talking
about his 100,000 cops on the streets
bill. The fact is that just simply is not
true. I think it is time for the Amer-
ican people to understand that.

Republicans, recognizing that it is
important to have police on the street
and to have flexibility so you can do
what needs to be done in the commu-
nities, have said, in spite of the fact
that the President has, in some re-
spects, demagoged this issue all over
the country, knowing the funds are not
there, acting like they are and helping
the American people to believe they
are there when they are not. We have
decided to put half of the moneys into
the cops on the street program regard-
less, because we believe in that, too, to
the degree that we should do it. That is
the degree. But we also put about half
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of the money into a block grant so
those communities have the flexibility
to do whatever is in the best needs of
their community. That makes sense.

I do not understand the argument
against it—to just dictate from Wash-
ington that you have cops on the
streets whether you want them or not,
and if you do not want them or cannot
use them, you do not get anything out
of this bill. I would rather have these
police people throughout the country
get good things out of this bill that
will help them to meet their law en-
forcement needs in their area than
have us wonderful people in the U.S.
Senate tell them what they have to
have. Sure, some of these communities
will have their hands out for anything,
and I cannot blame them. Any time
you can find money that is just a gift,
why not take it?

What we want to do is have these
moneys go for the purposes they should
go for, the best possible, flexible re-
sponse to crime in this country. This
bill does that. I think anybody who
says otherwise just does not under-
stand what is in the bill.

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

ator from Florida is recognized.
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, the de-

bate that we are having today focuses
on the specific issue of community po-
lice. I would like, at a later point, to
discuss some of my opinions and obser-
vations about this particular form of
use of police personnel from a recent
experience in a specific community in
my State of Florida.

But as a context of this, I would like
to raise the question of what is the ap-
propriate Federal, State, local role in
law enforcement? What should be the
nature of the Federal Government’s
participation in our collective efforts
to provide security to our homes, our
neighborhoods, our States, and our Na-
tion? Let me suggest just three items
that I think are important principles
for that relationship and for the Fed-
eral role.

First is that the Federal Government
must fulfill its own specific and sin-
gular obligations. Mr. President, that
sounds obvious. Of course, the Federal
Government ought to fulfill its obliga-
tions. Unfortunately, there have been
too many instances in which that has
not been the case and in which other
levels of government, therefore, were
forced to divert their resources to
carry out what otherwise would have
been a Federal responsibility.

Example: My State is replete with in-
stances in which the Federal Govern-
ment, through specific agencies, estab-
lished thresholds of a particular crimi-
nal activity which must be passed be-
fore the Federal agencies would assume
responsibility. It was a Federal crime
at a lower level of intensity. But for
various reasons, generally having to do
with the resources or other set of prior-
ities available to Federal agencies,
those agencies would not investigate or

prosecute activities unless it reached a
particular quantity.

This has been particularly true as it
relates to drug-related offenses. Unless
you were caught with several pounds of
marijuana, or significant amounts of
cocaine, even though you were subject
to Federal investigation and arrest and
prosecution, you, in fact, were not. So,
therefore, it became the obligation of
the local law enforcement agencies to
spend their resources in doing what
should have been a Federal obligation.

What makes this particularly vexing
is that these prosecution standards are
not evenly applied across the Nation.
So that one community in America re-
ceives a different level of Federal law
enforcement support than does an-
other. I think those differences are in-
tolerable and that one of the first steps
in the Federal-State-local partnership
ought to be that the Federal Govern-
ment would meet its responsibilities
and do so on an evenhanded basis
across America.

Second, I think the Federal Govern-
ment has an important role to play in
assisting in the coordination of law en-
forcement agencies. The Federal Gov-
ernment has some natural characteris-
tics that lead it to be an important
partner, if not the first among equals,
when there are efforts to bring several
law enforcement agencies together.
The examples that have been used in
areas of drug enforcement, where the
Federal Government has, through lead-
ership and through financial incentive,
encouraged States and local commu-
nities to collaborate more effectively,
has served a very salutary function.

A third area in which the Federal
Government has a role to play is to en-
courage innovation and dissemination
of best practices in law enforcement.
So that if a particular community en-
gages in an activity which has dem-
onstrated its effort for efficacy, I think
the Federal Government has a role in
spreading that best practice as rapidly
as possible to other communities which
can benefit by that.

Mr. President, left out of this list of
what I think are appropriate Federal
roles is for the Federal Government to
become involved in a general,
nondirect form of assistance to State
and local law enforcement. I do not be-
lieve that this is an appropriate role
for the Federal Government, and that
is a ditch into which we have fallen be-
fore and I fear are about to fall again.
Law enforcement is a State and local
responsibility, and it should be the pri-
mary responsibility of the citizens at
the State and local level to be charged
with the establishment of priorities
and direction, and to provide the fi-
nancing for that level of law enforce-
ment which that community feels to be
appropriate.

This is not by any means a novel sug-
gestion. Fifteen years ago, the Presi-
dent of the United States of America
was Ronald Reagan. Ronald Reagan, in
his first years in office, advocated a
principle called New Federalism. That

principle was built around the idea
that there should be an allocation of
major responsibilities to levels of gov-
ernment, that we should try to avoid
what had become a marble cake in
which virtually every level of govern-
ment was involved in every decision of
government.

President Reagan advocated, among
other things, Mr. President, an advo-
cacy which has, I am afraid, been for-
gotten in our current debate, that the
Federal Government had a particular
responsibility for those programs that
related to the income maintenance of
our citizens and that those programs
that might cause a citizen to move
from one State to the other seeking
higher benefit levels should be nation-
alized because it was not in the inter-
est of the Nation to have people in-
duced to make those kind of reloca-
tions. He was particularly an advocate
that Medicaid should be a national re-
sponsibility, both because of its tend-
ency to induce people movement but
also—and I think this was quite pro-
phetic of President Reagan—that we
were going to need to relook at the re-
lationship between Medicaid and Medi-
care as they served the changing needs
of our older population and that we
would have a better opportunity to
look at that interrelationship if both
Medicare and Medicaid were national
responsibilities. I believe that sugges-
tion which was made 15 years ago is
even more true today.

President Reagan also identified
some activities that he felt the Federal
Government ought to get out of and let
the States and local governments as-
sume a greater degree of responsibility.
One of those was transportation.
Frankly, I hope that in the next few
months as we look again at the Federal
Government’s commitment to trans-
portation that we will relook at some
of the wisdom of Ronald Reagan in
terms of his recommendation, if that
should be more of a State responsibil-
ity, particularly in this post-interstate
era.

But another topic in which President
Reagan felt should be turned back to
States with less Federal involvement
was law enforcement. He felt that law
enforcement was a function which was
inherently State and local in its char-
acter and should be looked to be car-
ried out with limited Federal involve-
ment. He was well aware of the status
of the Law Enforcement Assistance
Act, the program which had provided
block grants to States and local com-
munities, a program which lost focus,
lost accountability, and finally lost
public and political support and col-
lapsed.

I am afraid that we are looking more
to the failed experience of the Law En-
forcement Assistance Act program
than we are to the appropriate role of
the Federal Government in law en-
forcement as we consider this proposal
to reestablish a Federal Government
block grant. I do not believe that a
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general purpose block grant has an ap-
propriate role in the Federal relation-
ship with State and local governments
for the purpose of law enforcement.

Mr. President, I indicated that I
thought that one of the areas in which
there was an appropriate Federal role
had to do with the issue of innovation
and encouraging best practice and dis-
semination of those best practices. In
the best tradition of that effort to
stimulate best practice is what the
Federal Government has done as it re-
lates to community policing. Commu-
nity policing is a concept that in many
ways is as old as law enforcement in
this Nation, a concept which, for a va-
riety of reasons, waned in recent dec-
ades, for which we have paid, I think, a
heavy price in the loss of the benefits
of a closing relationship between law
enforcement personnel and the commu-
nities they serve.

I believe that this is an ideal example
of the Federal Government using its
specific target influence to encourage
innovation, in this case, the
reinvention of a fundamental American
idea of the close partnership between
the police and the neighborhoods that
they serve. It works to reduce crime.
Community policing works to create
bonds of trust between police officers
and their neighborhoods and their citi-
zens. Community policing works be-
cause it involves the entire community
in the business of increasing public
safety.

Mr. President, let me share with you
an experience that I had on February
10 of this year. For over 20 years I have
been taking different jobs every month,
and on February 10, 1996, this program
brought me to the headquarters of the
police department of Port St. Lucie,
FL. Port St. Lucie, FL is a town in
Florida in the middle Atlantic coast
which has been undergoing an explo-
sion of population. It is one of the fast-
est growing cities in our rapidly grow-
ing State. It is a community which has
developed a very diverse population. It
is a population which is in many neigh-
borhoods, in a very scattered housing
pattern; that is, there will be only a
few houses with several still yet to be
built upon lots in a particular block. In
many ways, it would appear as if Port
St. Lucie was not a good candidate for
the concept of community policing as
many people know it—the policemen
on the beat walking from home to
home and store to store.

Port St. Lucie has received under the
crime bill of 1994 $525,000, which has al-
lowed it to hire six new officers and a
supervisory sergeant for purposes of
implementing its community policing
program.

The first person I saw upon arriving
at the city hall and at the police de-
partment of Port St. Lucie was the po-
lice chief, Chief Reynolds. I asked him
what had been his experience in the
first 2 years of implementing commu-
nity policing in a city with the charac-
teristics of Port St. Lucie, FL. He was
extremely enthusiastic, and he listed

as some of the things that had made
him a believer in the concept of com-
munity policing the fact that he had a
strong community-neighborhood geo-
graphic orientation, that under tradi-
tional police patterns, officers were ro-
tated generally on a 30-day basis from
one neighborhood to the other. This
made it very difficult, if not impos-
sible, for there to be a bond developed
between an individual police officer
and the citizens for whom that officer
was responsible.

Community policing was proactive.
It had reduced the need for emergency
responses in his city because, through
community policing, they were dealing
with problems while they were still
manageable, not before they had be-
come emergencies.

There was a new access to public offi-
cials and to nonlaw enforcement ac-
tivities, as the community police offi-
cer in many cases served an ombuds-
man function, intermediary, assisting
the citizens not only in meeting their
traditional law enforcement needs but
also in areas like directing the citizens
to the appropriate public works offi-
cials to fix up a problem with a street
or to a housing code enforcement offi-
cer if there was an instance of failure
to maintain a home in adequate condi-
tion. The community police served to
mitigate community problems by deal-
ing with a squabble while it was still a
squabble before it had festered into a
major controversy.

Those were just some of the prelimi-
nary concepts of community policing
that caused Chief Reynolds to be such
a strong advocate. As I spent the day
working with the officers of the Port
St. Lucie Police Department I experi-
enced some of those concepts in re-
ality.

I worked with Officer Joe Diskin
through much of my day, and with Of-
ficer Diskin we met community mem-
bers in senior centers. We talked to
them about what was happening in
their neighborhood, and if there were
any problems that we might deal with
while they were still at a manageable
stage. Part of my day was spent at the
Darwin Square Plaza in downtown Port
St. Lucie. For years, citizens in that
area had been concerned about harass-
ment and about loitering and about al-
legations that the plaza was being used
for drug dealing. Recently, the Port St.
Lucie Police Department, utilizing the
personnel resources available through
the community policing grant, estab-
lished a substation in the Darwin
Square Mall. Within a matter of weeks,
there had been a decline in citizen
complaints. There had been a decline
in assaults, major and minor. There
had been an increase in public con-
fidence about using that commercial
facility.

I spent a considerable amount of my
time going from store to store, talking
with the owners, with employees, with
customers who frequent the mall. In
every instance, I received acclaim for
what the community policing program
had meant in the quality of their lives.

Mr. President, community policing is
working in Port St. Lucie, FL. It is an
ideal example of the Federal Govern-
ment using its targeted role in the
family of Federal-State-local govern-
ment law enforcement to encourage in-
novation and the dissemination of best
practices. It is not an inappropriate
Federal Government intrusion into the
State and local responsibility for law
enforcement which I fear a return to
the LEAA block grant approach would
lead us to.

When we vote today, we are not just
deciding the future of the community
policing program and the opportunity
that it offers to accelerate this
reinvention of a fundamental American
idea of the police and the community
working together. We are also deciding
on the future of the Federal Govern-
ment’s role in law enforcement. I be-
lieve in the philosophy of President
Reagan that Government will best
serve its people if there is a clear un-
derstanding of what level of Govern-
ment is responsible for what activity,
and that law enforcement will best
serve the needs of the people if it con-
tinues to be primarily a State and local
responsibility, and that the insertion
of a Federal block grant for indetermi-
nate purposes is an inappropriate con-
cept within that philosophy of new fed-
eralism and State and local respon-
sibility for law enforcement.

Mr. President, we have an idea which
is working to make a positive impact
on the security of our people. That idea
is community policing. We should con-
tinue with this idea, as we look for
other innovations that the Federal
Government can encourage at the
State and local government level. But
we should become intrusive in terms of
the basic responsibility at home for the
protection of our neighborhoods and
our people.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to support the amendment which is be-
fore us which will keep us on an appro-
priate path and avoid us slipping into
the ditch of an ill-considered, ill-
formed Federal role.

I urge you to do this. If he were here
today, Mr. President, I suggest that
President Reagan would encourage us
to support this amendment.

I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ABRAHAM). The Senator from North Da-
kota is recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise to
support the amendment and to urge my
colleagues to vote for it for a number
of important reasons. I think the COPS
Program does represent a partnership
between the Federal and State and
local governments.

This proposal by the majority party
is another manifestation of the solu-
tions they propose in a range of areas:
package up some money, tie it in a
bow, block grant it, ship it someplace
else and tell whoever you are shipping
it to: Go ahead and spend the money.
We raised it. You spend it. We will not
watch. And somehow that will fix our
country’s problems.
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Senator BIDEN and others, including

me, when we put the crime bill to-
gether, said there are certain things we
would like to encourage, and we pro-
vided resources with which to encour-
age them. One of those things was put-
ting cops on the street to provide more
community policing. The program has
been very successful. The proposal by
the majority party now would retreat
on our efforts to provide more commu-
nity policing and help provide the re-
sources with which to do that. We are
told now by the majority party: Let us
back away from that, and we will go
back to the old days. Just block grant
it and let somebody back home decide
exactly what their needs are because
they can decide that best.

I think in some cases that might be
correct. They can decide best what
their needs are, and that is why they
can decide whether they want to access
money for community policing. And if
they do not want to access it, that is
fine. But if they do want to, then this
is a resource the Federal Government
provides in partnership with them.

We have already been through one it-
eration of a block grant in law enforce-
ment, the LEAA Program which, I
would say, was extraordinarily waste-
ful in many ways. Some of my col-
leagues have already described how
some of that money was spent: $79,000
spent by one State—this is Federal
money that was free to them—for a
tank and machine guns. Another $27,000
LEAA award was to study why inmates
would want to escape from prison.
That, by the way, got Senator Prox-
mire’s Golden Fleece Award. I have a
lot of friends in North Dakota who
could tell us why inmates want to es-
cape from prison for a whole lot less
than $27,000. They could study that for
about $5 and come up with a quick an-
swer.

In 1970, LEAA provided money for a
twin-engine Beechcraft airplane. They
spent money for a six-passenger, twin-
engine airplane for police work in
fighting against crime. It was free Fed-
eral money, just a block grant, so they
got $84,000. The problem is the flight
logs were checked, it was discovered
that the plane was used mostly by the
Governor flying around with his family
and staff and other non-law enforce-
ment personnel flying around going to
meetings, apparently fighting crime.
But it was Federal money, so they were
able to get an airplane to fly the Gov-
ernor around.

One university got a $293,000 grant to
decide whether to make—but not to ac-
tually create—a loose leaf encyclopedia
on law enforcement. One city bought a
police car with no markings on it with
the money, the old LEAA money. That
car was used primarily by the mayor.
Maybe it was not so much to fight
crime.

We have had some experience with
having one level of government raise
the money and give it to another level
of government and say: by the way, we
raised the money, you go ahead and

spend it, and we will not watch you. It
is kind of like passing an ice cube
around.

I guess my question is, if that is the
notion, why would you want to run the
money through Washington? Why not
simply say: let us cut Federal taxes,
and say to the local governments and
the Governors: if you want this money
for law enforcement, raise taxes back
home and spend the money back home.
Why should we separate where we raise
the money from where we spend the
money? This is the ultimate manifesta-
tion here. We are going to block grant
everything around here. Why not say
to the Governors: well, raise taxes and
pay for these programs yourself. But
they say: no, let us run the money
through Washington first so we can
cycle it around here a while, and then
send it back and say: by the way, you
spend it; we will not watch you, and it
will not matter to us.

That is what this amendment is
about, in many ways. We put together
a community policing program that is
working and it is available to those
communities who need it, with some
matching funds. If they do not need it,
they do not apply for it. If they do not
want it, they do not get it. But if they
need it and want it, then that money is
available.

The fact is, all of the information
demonstrates that this program has
worked and has worked well. It has
provided more police on the streets,
and everybody understands that one of
the ways to prevent crime is to put po-
lice on the street. Far from deciding
that we do not care what the local gov-
ernment’s decisions are going to be, I
would like to move in the other direc-
tion and say to State and local govern-
ments, we do care and we want to be
involved in some of it.

I would like to ask my colleagues
something on a slightly different issue.
We have 3,400 people who have been
murdered in this country; 3,400 mur-
ders committed by people who were in
State prisons but who were let out
early because it was too crowded. They
got good time credit, they got what-
ever you get to get out early, so they
got out early and murdered 3,400 more
people. In those cases, in my judgment,
the governments were accessories to
murder. We knew these people were
violent because they had committed a
violent crime. We locked them up and
then let them out early because we
said, ‘‘Well, you were good in prison so
we will let you out early.’’ Then they
go out and murder again.

Let me just talk about two cases
briefly because I am going to introduce
some legislation, which is slightly dif-
ferent than this amendment, next
week. I will support this amendment.
This is the right approach. But let me
just quickly describe two cases. When
somebody says, ‘‘what business is it of
anybody’s, on a national basis, to deal
with these issues,’’ I say that it is a na-
tional issue when you have 3,400 people
murdered by people who should not

have been in a position to murder any-
body.

There is a piece of prose that I
thought was really well written, a col-
umn in last Saturday’s Washington
Post, written by Colbert King. It is en-
titled ‘‘The ‘Wrong Place, Wrong Time’
Dodge.’’ The reason I was interested in
it was because the columnist was writ-
ing about a tragic murder that hap-
pened here in Washington, DC, that I
had also researched. It struck me as so
strange and so unthinkable that this
type of tragedy could continue to hap-
pen in our country. The columnist
wrote about the murder of a young
woman named Bettina Pruckmayr.
Bettina was a 26-year-old young attor-
ney, and she lived here in Washington,
DC. She was just starting her career.
On December 16—not so awfully long
ago—she was abducted in a carjacking,
driven to an ATM machine in Washing-
ton, DC. She was stabbed 38 times.

Colbert King, in his column in the
Washington Post, graphically describes
what happened to poor Bettina
Pruckmayr. She was stabbed in the
back, three times in the neck, and in
dozens of other places. Some wounds
were so deep that her bones were bro-
ken. The person who allegedly mur-
dered Bettina Pruckmayr, a young
woman who was in a parking lot adja-
cent to her home and was kidnaped and
murdered, is a man named Leo
Gonzales Wright. Wright is now facing
murder charges, but he should not have
been in the position, under any cir-
cumstance, to have murdered anybody.
He is a fellow who had already mur-
dered. He had raped. He committed rob-
bery. He committed burglary. And he
murdered. He was in prison and then
let out early because the Government
said, ‘‘We do not have enough room so
you go ahead and go out on the
streets.’’ This person, allegedly, on the
streets, murdered Bettina Pruckmayr.
He should not have been anywhere in a
position to murder anyone, but some-
body let him out of prison.

In fact, not only did they let him out,
but, when he was out, he was caught
and picked up for selling drugs. The pa-
role board did not put him back in pris-
on. As a result, Bettina Pruckmayr is
dead.

It is not just her. Mr. President, 3,400
Americans were murdered in those cir-
cumstances. Let me describe one addi-
tional victim, again murdered re-
cently, and again in this area.

It is the story of a young boy named
Jonathan Hall, a 13-year-old boy from
Fairfax, VA. He was a young boy who
had some difficulty in his background,
but a 13-year-old boy who, I am sure,
wanted a good life and wanted to grow
up, like all young boys do. He was
found, instead, in an icy pond, stabbed
58 times, with dirt and grass between
his fingers. Apparently, when he was
left there for dead, he, in his last mo-
ments, tried to pull himself out of this
pond but did not make it.

Who murdered this young boy?
Again, it does not take Dick Tracy to
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understand who does these things. A
person who had been convicted of mur-
der previously, not once but twice—two
separate murders—and a kidnaping.
This fellow was sent to prison, this
man named James Buck Murray, who
allegedly killed this young boy. He was
sent to prison for 20 years for slashing
the throat of a cab driver. Then, while
in prison, escaped while on work re-
lease and kidnapped a woman. Then, he
was convicted of murdering a fellow in-
mate. But Murray was let out of prison
long before he completed the terms of
his sentence.

This person should not have been in a
position to murder anybody under any
condition. He should have been in pris-
on. But instead, a 13-year-old boy is
dead. Jonathan Hall is dead, Bettina
Pruckmayr is dead, and 3,400 other peo-
ple are dead, because this system does
not work.

People say, ‘‘That is none of your
business. That is not of national impor-
tance. That is for State and local gov-
ernments.’’ Those people who let these
violent criminals out of jail to kill oth-
ers ought to be told by us this is a mat-
ter of national importance.

Let me finish in a moment. I will be
happy to yield for a unanimous consent
request to Senator GREGG.

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator
from North Dakota for his courtesy.

Mr. President I ask unanimous con-
sent that at the hour of 5:45 today, Sen-
ator DOLE be recognized to make a mo-
tion to table the Biden amendment No.
3483, and, further, that the time be-
tween now and 5:45 today be equally di-
vided between Senator BIDEN and Sen-
ator HATCH or his designee.

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

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator.
Mr. DORGAN. We have a national in-

terest in this country in addressing
this crime issue. We had a national in-
terest when we put together something
under Senator BIDEN’s leadership that
talked about putting more police on
the streets in this country. We did it
and it works and it makes a lot of
sense. We ought not retreat from that.

I also make the point, as I have just
made previously about the murders
committed in this country by people
who should not be out of jail, that we
have a national interest in addressing
that issue as well. Why are people who
have been previously convicted of vio-
lent crimes being let out of prison
early so they can murder again? We
need to ask these questions of State
governments. We ought to ask them if
there is not some way we can work to-
gether to decide, if prisons are so full
that you cannot keep the kind of mur-
derous characters in prison who now go
out and murder again, to build more
prisons, because we want to keep these
people in jail.

These people would not be let out of
Federal prisons, by the way—these are
not Federal prisoners—to murder 3,400
people, because you do not get an early
parole in the Federal system, thanks to

Senator BIDEN. You do not get good
time in Federal prisons, thanks to me
and some others. You are sentenced to
jail in the Federal system and you
spend your time in jail. You are not
going to be out murdering again before
your sentence ends.

But, guess what? If you are a con-
victed murderer in this country, if you
are convicted of committing a murder
somewhere, you are going to be sen-
tenced to around 10 years in prison, but
you will not serve 10 years in prison.
You will serve 61⁄2 to 7 years. Why? Be-
cause it was decided that murderers
should get out early.

(Mr. GREGG assumed the chair.)
Mr. DORGAN. I am sorry, murderers

ought not get out early under any con-
dition, and if we cannot protect the
Jonathan Halls and Bettina
Pruckmayrs, and other people who
were killed by murderers who should
not have been in a position to kill any-
body, then we should not be in the
business of law enforcement.

I support this amendment. It makes
eminent good sense, and I support
many initiatives by Senator BIDEN and
others on our side of the aisle who have
worked long and hard on this issue.
There are good ideas from the other
side as well, and I appreciate those.

But it is not a good idea to step back,
it is a good idea to step forward in ad-
dressing crime. Preserving the COPS
Program is one step.

I intend in the coming days to offer a
second step, not on this bill but as a
separate piece of legislation, dealing
with the issue of those who have been
previously convicted of violent crimes,
that they ought not get good time to
go out and murder again, that they
ought not be put on our streets early.
Bettina Pruckmayr and Jonathan Hall
should not have been killed, and more
in the future will not be killed if we
deal with this appropriately.

Mr. President, with that, I want to
thank the Senator from Delaware, for
whom I have great respect for his lead-
ership on this issue. I do hope the Sen-
ate will, when considering this issue,
decide that what we did to put more
police on the streets in this country
made sense then and it makes sense
now. That is an approach and progress
from which we shall not retreat.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Several Senators addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. The time is con-
trolled by the Senator from Michigan
and the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I may need,
but I plan to be relatively brief. I just
want to comment and follow up on
what the Senator from North Dakota,
Senator DORGAN, just said.

One of the significant problems we
have—and I agree with him—is the
problem of people who are getting out
of prison at the State and local levels
before they should. The problem,
though, I think, is in large measure

stemming from Washington and needs
to be addressed. I invite the Senator
from North Dakota to join me in some
legislation on which we have had hear-
ings before the Judiciary Committee. A
number of other States have been simi-
larly affected.

It turns out that Federal rules and
regulations under the CRIPA legisla-
tion, as well as Federal court orders,
are actually forcing people out of pris-
ons prematurely. In my State, we en-
tered into a consent decree with the
Department of Justice back in the
1980’s with respect to conditions in
Michigan prisons.

By 1992, we had an agreement with
the Department of Justice that we had
satisfied the problems that had caused
this consent decree to be entered into.
The Federal judge who had jurisdic-
tion, nonetheless, even after the De-
partment of Justice was willing to
allow the consent decree to be re-
moved, maintained continuing jurisdic-
tion and is forcing people out of our
State prisons prematurely.

For the city of Philadelphia, as we
heard testimony in the Judiciary Com-
mittee, this is a problem that literally
has meant that people arrested for
committing violent crimes, because of
a cap that has been placed on the
amount of people who can be allowed in
the prison system in Philadelphia, are
not being incarcerated, are not being
held. The Senator from Delaware was
at the same hearing.

I hope we can get together on this. I
think that is a whole different set of is-
sues, and I think it very important
they not be merged into this debate. I
want to make it clear, I think that is
a whole separate topic, and I would
like to work together with the Sen-
ator.

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield
to me for a question for a moment?
You make a good point. I would be very
interested in talking with you about
your proposal. I may very well consider
supporting it.

If the Federal Government is part of
the problem, then let us solve that part
of the problem that we can in Federal
law.

I will say this. There are some
States—and I do not know what Michi-
gan does—there are some States that
provide over 430 days a year of good
time credit for every year a violent
prisoner serves. I am saying to the
States, ‘‘Look, if these people commit-
ted multiple murders, I don’t want you
giving them a year-off credit for every
year they spend in jail.’’ Put them
there and keep them there.

Mr. ABRAHAM. I do not want to
take much time on our side. Part of
the reason these things are beginning
to happen is because in order to meet
various Federal court consent decrees,
as well as the other regulations that
have been imposed, it is forcing States
to make decisions that I do not think
they would make if they did not find
themselves subject to it. I would be
very anxious to work on it.
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With that, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, let me

begin by thanking the Senator from
North Dakota for his generous com-
ments about my role in this legisla-
tion. I must say, I knew of the Senator
when he was a Congressman, and I,
quite frankly, have been impressed at
how dogged he has been in pursuing
tougher approaches to crime.

The Senator from Michigan spoke
about frivolous lawsuits. He is correct,
this is worthy of a debate at another
time. I think his intention is positive.
I think he may have the perverse effect
of bringing about the exact opposite re-
sult he wants.

Unfortunately, a lot of what he sug-
gested is in the bill before us. I kind of
find it fascinating. We had this debate.
We had a hearing in the Judiciary
Committee. We did not do much else.
Starting at page 153 of the continuing
resolution and continuing for, I do not
know how many pages here, entitled
section 802, ‘‘Appropriate Remedies for
Prison Conditions,’’ we essentially re-
write the law. The fact of the matter
is, nobody in this body even knows
what is in this bill. Senator HATCH’s
staff knows. Senator ABRAHAM’s staff
knows, Senator ABRAHAM knows, Sen-
ator BIDEN knows. None of you, I will
bet you a million bucks, has any no-
tion what is in this bill. Zero. I am
willing to bet you anything.

But it will not be the first time I
have or others have voted on things we
do not know is contained in omnibus
bills like this.

Let me respond to the comments
about my amendment to restore 100,000
cops. A couple of my colleagues have
stood up and said, ‘‘100,000 cops, just
not true, never going to happen.’’
There are 33,000 cops already, just from
the time we passed the bill, after
spending $1.6 billion of the $8.8 billion.
Then we heard, of course, 100,000 cops
are never going to, nor should it, fund
100 percent of the local police now or in
the future. That is true. No one ever
said this was going to support 100 per-
cent.

Guess what folks? The block grants
do not either. The block grants do not
do it either, nor should they. It is not
the Federal Government’s role to
promise in perpetuity to the local com-
munities to fund forever. This does
fund 100,000 cops, and it does fund them
for 5 years or so. The cops and the
States are going to have to pick up the
tab. Guess what? It funds 100 percent of
what we give them in the block grant,
but the block grant ends. I challenge
any of my Republican colleagues to
stand up and promise that this bill con-
tains in perpetuity a commitment to
continue to pay out of the Federal pay-
roll for any cop hired under this bill.
This is not going to happen. It is not
supposed to happen. It was not de-
signed to happen. So it is, what we
used to call in law school, a red herring
to suggest this fully funds the cops.

Funds are in the trust fund. We heard
funds are just not there. The funds are
in the trust fund. Let us recall the Re-
publicans cut $200 million from the
$4.287 billion that is in the trust fund in
1996 in their budget resolution. So if
they keep up their efforts, maybe they
will be able to deplete the trust fund so
there will not be any money in it. The
money was there. They cut the trust
fund in the Republican budget resolu-
tion.

I also heard we have to end the Wash-
ington-knows-best philosophy. Well,
that is what the 100,000 cops is all
about. Local communities decide if
they want to apply, local communities
define local policing strategy for them-
selves and the Republicans call for a
separate prison grant of $100 million
that does not let them decide the same
way that we allow them to decide, be-
cause communities have to pick up the
costs for each cop after 3 years.

‘‘One hundred thousand cops is a lie,’’
one of my colleagues said. My response
is, neither 100,000 cops nor a block
grant is going to be or should be a per-
manent entitlement program, and we
do not want to federalize local police.
There is no difference. No difference,
except you get fewer cops and less
money under the block grant approach.

Now we also heard New York City did
not receive one new cop.

New York City got $54 million to re-
deploy 2,175 cops through the COPS
More Program. So we gave them that
money, the Federal Government. They
put up the rest, and they were able to
redeploy from inside the precincts 2,175
cops.

D.C. It was also said D.C. did not re-
ceive more cops. Response. D.C. got
$6,076,163 to redeploy 626 cops under the
COPS More Program.

Also, it was said, the city should de-
cide between cops and computers. My
response is, the COPS More Program is
exactly that —$217 million in 1996 that
helped relocate and redeploy 13,000 cops
by not having to go back to the station
house.

Also, I heard block grants give you
the right to use the dollars to hire new
cops. Well, my response is, it must be
guaranteed, not an option to hire new
cops or they will not be hired.

I also heard it said on the floor by
one of my respected colleagues, ‘‘I have
long said 100,000 cops is a phony idea.’’
Well, in November 1993, a lot of people
did not think it was such a bad idea,
including the Senator who thought it
was a phony idea. I will not go through
it because I would hate everybody read-
ing everything I said back to me in the
RECORD. But, you know, it may be
thought of as a phony idea now, but it
was not in 1993 when we were doing it.

The other criticism I heard is the
continuing resolution level for 100,000
cops, $975 million, is sufficient to get
us there. Well, $975 million is not
enough for this year, 1996. The CR pro-
vided $407 million, and $276 million has
already been spent, and $130 million
will be spent on police technologies

and police efforts to fight family vio-
lence and community policing efforts.

The current CR would provide a total
of $975 million for COPS. Subtract the
$407 million, and that leaves $568 mil-
lion for the rest of the year, if the Hat-
field amendment becomes law. But $522
million has already been requested
through March 6. In other words, that
leaves $50 million for all other applica-
tions that come in from now through
September 30.

There is not enough. There is not
enough. Just go back to your home
States, ask them if they are going to
stop applying. No. If the State of Okla-
homa, if the State of Utah, if the other
States, they do not want to apply for
any more cops, God bless them. Won-
derful, do not apply. But if they do
apply and they qualify on the merits,
there is no money for them. We already
have something like—where is that
chart—7,766 new cops requested so far
this year—requested. Oklahoma wants
94 new ones.

My colleague says, ‘‘Wow.’’ Well, go
tell the Oklahoma folks they do not
need them. I respect that. But the idea
there is enough for those who qualify
and are requesting simply is not true.

We also heard Washington should not
dictate local strategy. Well, my re-
sponse is, we are not dictating local
strategy. Nobody has to ask, and only
big cities get COPS more dollars. That
is also not true. You have got Amer-
ican Fork in Vermont, Carbon County,
Duchesne County, Kane, Layton,
Logan, Ogden, UT, Salt Lake, South
Ogden—you know, the list goes on and
on. I did not know they were big cities.

Based on a salary of $65,000 to $70,000,
this will not fund 100,000 cops. The
truth is, the average salary is $40,000. I
reserve the 20 seconds I may have left
and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABRAHAM). Who yields time?

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the Vio-
lent Crime Control and Law Enforce-
ment Act of 1994, enacted by the last
Congress, contained a $30 billion trust
fund for State and local law enforce-
ment programs. That legislation made
an important statement of our com-
mitment to stand with our police offi-
cers in the war against crime by pro-
viding dedicated funding to put 100,000
new cops on the streets.

From 1970 to 1990, we increased Fed-
eral spending on lawyers by 200 percent
and prison spending by 156 percent, but
we increased Federal spending on po-
lice officers by only 12 percent. The
COPS Program would reverse that
trend, without adding to the deficit,
and without any new taxes, by cutting
thousands of jobs out of the Federal
bureaucracy. More police officers,
fewer bureaucrats. That is the commit-
ment enacted into law by the last Con-
gress.

Mr. President, there is no more im-
portant step that we can take to fight
crime and support our law enforcement
community than to increase the num-
ber of cops on the streets. And that is
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what the COPS Program has been
doing. That law has already funded
25,000 new cops nationwide, including
825 in Michigan.

Unfortunately, the bill before us
today would undermine this milestone
achievement of the last Congress by
cutting in half the funding provided to
put new police officers on the street.
Instead of the $1.9 billion requested by
the administration, and fully paid for
out of the violent crime trust fund,
this bill would provide only $950 mil-
lion to put police officers on the street.

This cut in funding would not help
reduce the deficit, and it would not
help balance the budget. Congress
would still spend the same amount of
money—we just would not spend it
where it is needed, on new police offi-
cers. Under the bill before us, the bulk
of the funds would be taken from the
COPS Program and put into a block
grant, which could then be spent on
anything from traffic lights to parking
meters, without hiring a single new
cop.

That is unacceptable. Let me tell you
what it would mean for my State of
Michigan. We currently have applica-
tions pending for more than 200 addi-
tional police officer slots around the
State. We have applications for two
new officers from the city of Alma, for
three new officers from the Ann Arbor
Police Department, for one new officer
from the Barry County Sherriff’s De-
partment, for two new police officers
from the city of Battle Creek—I could
go on and on. I ask unanimous consent
that a partial list of pending applica-
tions for additional police officers from
the State of Michigan be placed in the
RECORD at this point.

The point is, each of these commu-
nities needs the help. And if we pass
this bill, we are not going to provide it.
They need the additional police officers
to fight a very real war against crime,
and if this bill passes in its current
form, they are not going to get them.

What is true of Michigan is true of
other States as well. Every State in
the country has dozens of pending ap-
plications for additional police officers
under the COPS Program, and if we
slash the funding for this program, as
proposed in this bill, they are not going
to get what they need. If this bill is
passed in its present form, the funding
for half of those applications will sim-
ply disappear.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to support the amendment to restore
full funding for the COPS Program.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I urge
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment to restore funding to the Commu-
nity Oriented Policing [COPS] Pro-
gram. Law enforcement officials from
all across the country have told us loud
and clear, that the COPS Program is
one of the 1994 Crime Act’s most effec-
tive programs. To those who want to
slash the COPS program by 50 percent
in favor of a block grant, I have this to
say: ‘‘If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.’’

Consider this: Serious crime is re-
treating all across the United States.

Nationally, murder rates fell 12 percent
in the first 6 months of 1995 and serious
crimes of all kinds dropped 1 to 2 per-
cent. Law enforcement across the Unit-
ed States credit community policing
for contributing to these declines. Now
is not the time to cut back on our ef-
forts to fight crime.

And more importantly, to my con-
stituents in Iowa, it is rural America
that will pay the price if this amend-
ment is not adopted. The COPS Pro-
gram made a special commitment to
include small towns and rural areas.
half of all COPS funding goes to agen-
cies serving jurisdictions of under
150,000 in population. Block grant fund-
ing favors larger populations so that
even small towns with high crime rates
would lose out. In 1995, Iowa received
over $14 million to hire over 200 offi-
cers. Over 70 percent of law enforce-
ment officers surveyed in my State,
supported the COPS Program.

Perhaps the most puzzling aspect of
the proposal to slash funding for the
COPS Program is the loss of local con-
trol. Proponents traditionally argue
that block grants increase local con-
trol. The crime prevention block grant
proposed in the continuing resolution
does no such thing. This initiative re-
places a highly successful program that
responds to public desire for an in-
creased police presence with a program
that merely gives money to State gov-
ernments that may keep up to 15 per-
cent before distributing the remainder
to local governments. This is a signifi-
cant departure from the COPS Pro-
gram which funneled the funding di-
rectly to the local law enforcement
agencies.

The block grant approach to crime
prevention invites the abuse of funds
the COPS Program was created to
eliminate, as well as doing away with
effective crime prevention programs
that worked hand in hand with commu-
nity policing initiatives set up under
the COPS Program. The block grant
approach is an ineffective response to
our Nation’s war against crime and a
sad departure from the successful ef-
forts started under the 1994 Violent
Crime Control Act.

Community policing works. It is a
flexible program that is responsive to
law enforcement needs. More cops on
the beat have an undeniable effect on
crime and a community’s sense of secu-
rity. Nationwide, the COPS Program
serves 87 percent of America with 33,000
officers. We should heed the advice of
the folks that are on the frontlines in
the fight against crime. I urge all my
colleagues to support this important
amendment to restore funding to the
COPS Program.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
strongly support the Biden amendment
and am proud to be a cosponsor of this
important amendment. The amend-
ment would restore $1,788,000 to the
COPS Program.

This funding will allow us to keep
our promise to the American people to
put 100,000 new police officers on our

streets. Under the Violent Crime Con-
trol Act we passed in 1994, the COPS
Program was created to provide our
communities with the police they need
to fight crime.

COPS stands for community oriented
policing services. So far the COPS Pro-
gram has made possible over 790 new
police officers in my State of Mary-
land, and over 33,000 new officers na-
tionwide.

Through the use of community polic-
ing, the COPS Program puts into prac-
tice what police chiefs and other ex-
perts have been saying for years. They
know that police officers fight crime
and prevent crime more effectively
when they are integral members of the
community they serve. They know the
fight against crime will be won only
when the police work with citizens as
full-fledged partners in the battle to
take back our streets.

Mr. President, the COPS Program is
working. Why would we want to change
a law that is working?

If we start taking apart the crime
control package we passed in 1994 with
bipartisan support, we leave to chance
what we know is working now. Let us
continue to make it a priority to get
more police out on the streets.

By restoring the COPS Program, we
are responding to a cry for help, a cry
for more police officers on the street.
We cannot ignore this cry for help from
all of those police departments who
need more police.

My constituents are calling for an in-
crease in the number of police officers
in their communities. My constituents
are calling for more crime prevention
programs. The legislation to satisfy
these calls has been passed, the pro-
grams are now established; why should
we dismantle them?

Mr. President, this bill, as reported
by the Appropriations Committee, pro-
vides no guarantees that even one new
police officer will be hired. The 1994
crime bill called for 100,000 new police
on the streets of America participating
in community policing.

I urge my colleagues to consider this:
our failure to fulfill the promise of
100,000 new police officers means less
partnership between police and their
communities, less work with commu-
nity residents to detect and supress
crime, and a missed opportunity to
keep our streets safe for law-abiding
citizens.

If we are going to take back our
streets, we must empower our commu-
nities with the police they need. The
concept of community based policing is
police officers and citizens forging alli-
ances to combat crime. I strongly op-
pose any efforts to cut community ori-
ented policing programs.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting the Biden amendment. Pas-
sage of this amendment will allow our
citizens and their partners in law en-
forcement to continue to combat crime
together by delivering more new police
officers to the frontline.

Thank you Mr. President.
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Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma.
Mr. NICKLES. How much time do we

have remaining on our side?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has, on his side, 9 minutes, 8 sec-
onds.

Mr. NICKLES. I yield myself—I see
the Senator from Utah. Please notify
me in 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. After 5
minutes?

Mr. NICKLES. In 5 minutes.
I rise in opposition to this amend-

ment. I am kind of amused and kind of
interested in it as well. This is an
amendment that says we want to take
whatever money we have available and
we want to mandate that it has to be
spent in the COPS Program.

Obviously, it is a popular program, as
illustrated by the Senator from Dela-
ware, because a lot of people have ap-
plied for it. Why would they apply for
it? Well, it is Uncle Sam saying, ‘‘We
will pay for 75 percent of the cost for
new policemen in your community for
the first year, the second year 50 per-
cent, and the third year, 25 percent,
and the fourth year you are on your
own.’’

But a lot of communities, if they see
Uncle Sam waving some dollar signs
around, they say, ‘‘Yes, we want to
grab a hold of it.’’ Maybe it is the best
way to spend resources in fighting
crime, maybe it is not.

I will mention to my colleague there
are not just big cities that qualify for
this program. We had one community
in Oklahoma, Moffett, OK, that applied
for money, was eligible to receive the
money. Just a couple comments. It is a
fairly small town. Unfortunately, they
do not have a police force, but yet they
qualified. I do not remember exactly
the amount. But it was, I think, about
$180,000. But they did not have a police
force.

As a matter of fact, this little town
had volunteer fire and police, but they
did not have an organized police force.
Yet, they received this money. They
did not know what to do with it. To
make the story short, when they real-
ized they would have to do the match-
ing, that was a serious problem for this
little town, even if they had to match
25 percent the first year, 50 percent the
second.

The end of the story is they went
through a lot of city managers in a pe-
riod of about a year or so and finally
decided they did not need this grant,
they could not afford it. Also kind of
humorous, but of interest, they said,
‘‘We can do a lot more if we just had a
little more leeway in what to do with
this money. We need some help.’’ They
made that comment. ‘‘And we could
use it for’’—frankly, I do not think
they had a police car. I could go on and
on.

But this bill says that the money
that we are going to give, we are going
to mandate that it go to the COPS Pro-
gram because we decided in Washing-

ton, DC, that is the best way to combat
crime. Maybe some of the communities
have a particular interest in juvenile
crime and might think that a better
approach would be an effort to educate
juveniles, or maybe they have a prob-
lem with drugs and juveniles, or maybe
there are problems in other areas.
Maybe more police are the answer;
maybe they are not. But we are coming
up with this amendment that says we
are going to take all the money avail-
able that is not earmarked and we are
going to take the balance of it for the
so-called COPS Program. I think it is a
serious mistake. I do not think it is a
Federal Government prerogative to
hire policemen in my hometown.

Does my hometown of Ponca City,
OK, need more police? Maybe they do.
But I think that is the responsibility of
the people of Ponca City, OK. Maybe
they have to raise the sales tax to pay
for it, or maybe they have to find some
other method of paying for local police,
but I do not think it should be coming
to Washington, DC, on bended knee and
saying, ‘‘Please give me this money so
we can hire another policemen. Oops,
in 3 years, we have a big liability.’’

Uncle Sam starts out pretty generous
paying at 75 percent. That is pretty
nice. But on the fourth year, they are
on their own. And a lot of cities are
saying, boy, that is a nice inducement
for the first year or two, but after the
third or fourth it is a real problem.
Maybe we will just do this for a year or
two and then let people go, or maybe
have some attrition and not replace
them in the third or the fourth year.
My point being that this is not a Fed-
eral responsibility.

I do not want to federalize police, and
100,000 police officers is not a drop in
the bucket if you look at the national
scheme. I do not doubt that my col-
leagues who support this program can
find somebody that was hired in this
program and they did a good job and
they saved somebody’s life or they
stopped crime or something, and I am
grateful for that. But I just question
the right level of Government.

It is like this issue we had over speed
limits. A lot of us decided that the
States should set speed limits instead
of Washington, DC. Likewise, I would
think community policing is a good
idea. If communities want to do it, let
them do it. Let them do it with their
own money, not with Federal bribery
or enhancements to pull or encourage
the States to do it, and then find that
they have such enormous liability.

Local policing is a local matter. That
is something that should be under the
jurisdiction and control and financing
of individual towns and cities, counties
and States, not the Federal Govern-
ment.

Mr. President, that is the reason why
I stand in opposition to this amend-
ment. The way we had the bill drafted,
we had earmarked $975 million for
COPS. That is half of that money. The
cities would have latitude to spend a
significant amount of money for the

COPS Programs. We are not doing
away with the COPS Program. If the
city wanted to spend more for that,
they would have that option. If they
wanted to spend more for technology,
if they wanted to spend more for juve-
nile crime prevention, more for crack-
ing down on drugs or surveillance or all
kinds of different things, they would
have that option, instead of the Fed-
eral Government dictating, ‘‘We think
you should put it all into the COPS
Program. We know how best to spend
this money. We know you should put it
exactly in this program.’’ I think that
is a mistake. I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘no’’ on the underlying amend-
ment.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I think it
is a great idea to have cops on the
street. Our bill will do that. I think it
is an equally great idea to make sure
that we block grant some of the funds
so the police departments can use them
for whatever they need to use them for.

Using the New York illustration,
there was not one additional policeman
put on the streets by the moneys sent
to New York. They used the moneys to
deploy police people who were already
there or to replace police people who
they were already capable of paying
for. The fact is, there is nothing in this
approach of the 100,000 cops on the
street that means they have to be addi-
tional police people in addition to
those that were on the current police
forces and were capable of being paid
for by the local communities.

Be that as it may, I agree with the
noble goal of having more police on the
streets. I think every Republican does.
The problem is, why can our friends on
the other side not see the value of al-
lowing some flexibility so that the peo-
ple who really have to solve these prob-
lems in the local communities have
some flexibility to do so? The real
question is whether we provide funds
for cops and cops alone, or whether we
permit the funds to be used to meet the
needs of the local communities and the
local law enforcement agencies.

It seems to me that makes sense. It
makes every bit of sense that anybody,
it seems to me, who thinks seriously
about it would agree. If we are going to
provide Federal money to local law en-
forcement agencies, then we should
permit those agencies to use the funds
as they see fit. We have adequate pro-
tections in the bill so they cannot use
it for certain exotic reasons that some
have criticized in the past.

Now, some of those who have criti-
cized LEAA today are the people who
supported it the strongest. These are
the kind of things that bother me, just
a little bit. Unfortunately, this be-
comes a political exercise rather than
what is best for the local communities.
It becomes an exercise of Washington
telling the local communities what
they should and should not do. We
know more, I guess, inside the beltway
than the people out there who have to
face the problems in their respective
communities. We all know that is
bunk.
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As a matter of fact, I think it is the

most surreal and unreal place on Earth
sometimes right here within the belt-
way. These folks who face those crimi-
nal problems day in and day out in the
local communities know a lot more
what they should use their funds for.
We should not be dictating it. We pro-
vide half the moneys for cops on the
street; we provide about half the
money for block grants so they can use
them to solve their own individual law
enforcement needs, which makes sense.
Why should we dictate that every dime
has to go for the COPS Program? I
agree with the COPS Program to the
extent that we have granted it here in
this bill, but we also have provided
flexibility in this bill that makes a lot
of sense, it seems to me.

Again, the real question is whether
we provide funds for COPS and COPS
alone or whether we give the local
communities some ability to do the
things they think need to be done. The
question is whether we fund the COPS
Program only and tell the communities
like Washington, DC, ‘‘Sorry, we have
no money for you,’’ or to permit com-
munities to use money for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware has 14 seconds.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I will do
something no one will believe—I yield
back my time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll. The assistant
legislative clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DOLE. 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.

Mr. DOLE. I join with the distin-
guished Senator from Utah, Senator
HATCH, and the Senator from New
Hampshire, Senator GREGG, and move
to table Biden amendment No. 3483.

I ask for the yeas and nays.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a

sufficient second?
There is sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the motion
to table.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

GREGG). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 31 Leg.]

YEAS—52

Abraham
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brown
Burns
Campbell

Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato

DeWine
Dole
Domenici
Faircloth
Frist
Gorton
Gramm

Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Hatfield
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kyl

Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Pressler
Roth
Santorum
Shelby

Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NAYS—48

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Exon
Feingold

Feinstein
Ford
Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Heflin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy

Levin
Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Nunn
Pell
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Simon
Wellstone
Wyden

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 3483) was agreed to.

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.

SNOWE). The Senator from Delaware.
Mr. BIDEN. I would like to thank my

colleagues who supported this effort
and say to my good friend, the major-
ity leader, that I liked it better when
he was on the campaign trail. We had
won until he went back down in the
well. This is a singular victory for the
leadership. I compliment him, but I am
just so sorry that he has now locked up
the nomination and will not be out in
the field more because it looked like I
was winning there until three votes
changed at the end. But I wish to con-
gratulate the opposition and tell the
cities they are not going to get their
cops. I yield the floor.

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

ator from New Hampshire.
Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I

move to reconsider the vote.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
AMENDMENT NO. 3489 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3466

Mr. GREGG. I send an amendment to
the desk and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
laid aside.

The clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.

GREGG], for Mr. GORTON, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 3489 to amendment No. 3466.

Mr. GREGG. 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:
Amend page 113, line 11 by striking the pe-
riod at the end of the sentence and adding ‘‘:
Provided further, That the FCC shall pay the
travel-related expenses of the Federal-State
Joint Board on Universal Service for those
activities described in the Telecommuni-
cations Act of 1996 (47 U.S.C. 254(a)(1)).’’

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, this
is a Gorton amendment allowing ex-

penditures for the FCC. It has no budg-
etary impact. It has been cleared on
both sides.

I urge adoption of this amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 3489) was agreed
to.

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I
yield to the Senator from Utah for pur-
poses of a colloquy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

CARRIER COMPLIANCE

Mr. HATCH. I am prepared to offer
an amendment to establish a fund in
the U.S. Treasury to serve as a funding
source for carrier compliance under the
Communications for Law Enforcement
Assistance Act.

I understand the concern that is
shared by some members of the Appro-
priations Committee is that creating
this fund implies a subsequent obliga-
tion to provide funding for carrier com-
pliance. I also understand that this
concern is highlighted by fears on the
part of some that carrier compliance
may cost more than authorized
amounts.

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, the
Senator cannot be heard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senators
will please take their conversations off
the floor.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I
would note that carrier compliance
under the Communications for Law En-
forcement Assistance Act, which we
call CLEAA, does not obligate Congress
to appropriate any funds in excess of
the amounts authorized.

I emphasize that we are losing
ground in a important area. We passed
a bill last Congress that satisfied the
various interests and constituencies in-
volved in this important issue. Now we
need to move forward with funding.

In my view, the creation of this fund
will not obligate my colleagues on the
Appropriations Committee to appro-
priate funds beyond what the Congress
has already promised for this worthy
purpose. Specifically, I am prepared to
ask for a commitment between now
and the time we take up the fiscal year
1997 Commerce, Justice, State appro-
priations bill that we will try to work
this out. I hope that our staffs will es-
tablish a series of meetings, the pur-
pose of which would be to reach a reso-
lution of this matter by fiscal year
1997.

It is important; with digital coming
into being, we have got to be able to
handle this aspect of law enforcement.
And it is just going to have to be some-
thing we meet.

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I
wish to acknowledge and congratulate
the Senator from Utah, the chairman
of the Judiciary Committee, for point-
ing out this concern and this issue,
which is a very legitimate concern. I
believe that with our staffs working to-
gether, we can work out the concerns
the Appropriations Committee has rel-
ative to how we manage the funding of
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this issue, and I look forward to having
such an agreement worked out and will
direct our staffs to work together.

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

ator from Texas.
Mr. FORD. Madam President, will

the Senator from Utah yield for a ques-
tion?

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

Mr. FORD. I am sorry. I apologize.
Mr. GRAMM. I would be willing to

yield to my colleague.
Mr. FORD. What are Senators trying

to work out? The money you are going
to give is grandiose, but I never
heard——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. CLEAA is what we call
carrier compliance under the Commu-
nications for Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Act. It is to aid our law enforce-
ment agencies to be able to do their
work with regard to the new digital
age, to be able, with court orders, to
tap into digital phones so that they
can follow criminals and organized
crime.

Mr. FORD. This amendment would
add more money than we have already
given in the past?

Mr. HATCH. It will not add anything
now. We are going to try to work it out
in fiscal year 1997.

Mr. FORD. There is no additional
funding?

Mr. HATCH. Right.
Mr. FORD. Why do you need the

amendment?
Mr. HATCH. Because we need to have

funding.
Mr. FORD. I thought there was no

funding. This is an authorization?
Mr. HATCH. No. What we are agree-

ing to in the colloquy is that in the fu-
ture 1997 budget and appropriations
bills we try to find the money to be
able to do this law enforcement work,
and my colleagues have said they will
work with me.

Mr. FORD. Madam President, I thank
my colleague.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

AMENDMENT NO. 3490 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3466

(Purpose: To ensure that discretionary
spending does not exceed the level agreed
to in the FY 1996 Budget Resolution)
Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM], for

himself, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. MCCAIN, and Mr.
NICKLES, proposes an amendment numbered
3490 to amendment No. 3466.

Mr. GRAMM. 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 the end of title II of the committee sub-
stitute, add the following:

SEC. . (a) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this title, none of the amounts pro-
vided in this title is designated by Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

(b) Each amount provided in a nonexempt
discretionary spending nondefense account
for fiscal year 1996 is reduced by the uniform
percentage necessary to offset non-defense
discretionary amounts provided in this title.
The reductions required by this subsection
shall be implemented generally in accord-
ance with section 251 of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, this
is a very simple amendment. This
amendment tries to eliminate the need
for an emergency designation in this
bill. We are adding $1.2 billion to the
Federal budget deficit by declaring an
emergency, but by eliminating the
need for an emergency designation and
cutting other discretionary spending
accounts across the board by .53 per-
cent, we have an opportunity to fund
these so-called emergencies but do it in
a fiscally responsible manner where the
deficit does not go up.

Let me try to make my case. Let me
make it as succinctly as I can, and
then give others an opportunity to re-
spond and oppose as well as to support.

First of all, since 1990, we have
passed $80 billion of emergency supple-
mental appropriation bills. In some
cases, like the Persian Gulf, we have
been able to come back and offset that
with payments from foreign nations.
But just to give you an idea of the
magnitude of this loophole that we
have created by declaring emergencies,
in 1994 we declared an emergency for
the California earthquake and the Mid-
west floods, and we spent $11 billion
which was added directly to the deficit.

In 1993 we declared an emergency for
Midwest floods and added $3 billion to
the deficit, with funding also for the
drought in the Southeast. In 1993 again
we added $1 billion to the deficit with
an emergency for Somalia. In 1993
again we declared an emergency for
economic stimulus as a supplemental
appropriation and added $4 billion to
the deficit to extend unemployment
benefits.

In 1992 we declared an emergency and
spent $9.3 billion for two hurricanes,
one on the mainland and one in Hawaii;
and then for Typhoon Omar. In 1992 we
declared a dire emergency to fund the
costs incurred for the Chicago flood
and for the riot in Los Angeles. I re-
member being in the conference and I
moved to strike a provision where we
were declaring an emergency to fund
lawyers to defend the rioters. Fortu-
nately, that provision died because
people were shamed out of it. In 1992 we
had another dire emergency. I could go
on and on, but I think I made my point.
My point is we have a lot of emer-
gencies around here.

I want to remind my colleagues that
families have emergencies, but I want
to go through what happens when a
family has an emergency and what

happens when the Government has the
emergency and explain the difference.
Families have emergencies. Let me
just offer an example. Johnny falls
down the steps and breaks his arm. He
is taken to the hospital and it costs
$700 to set Johnny’s arm with the at-
tendant medical expenditures. The
family has had an emergency.

If this family were the Federal Gov-
ernment, the Brown family would say,
‘‘Well, look, we have already planned
that we are going on vacation this
summer. We have already planned that
we are buying a new refrigerator. We
have already set our monthly budget.
This is an emergency, we cannot pay
for it, so we are just going to add it on
to our spending.’’ That is what we are
doing here. But that is not what the
Brown family does. What the Brown
family does is they go back and say,
‘‘Well now, look, we have incurred an
expense of $700 because Johnny broke
his arm, so we are not going on vaca-
tion this year. We had planned it, we
had written it in our budget, but now
we cannot afford it because we had an
emergency. Johnny broke his arm.’’ In
fact, the definition of an emergency in
this case is something they have to
spend money on and so they have to
take it away from another purpose.
They may decide they are not going to
buy a new refrigerator.

It seems to me that we can have a
procedure that is exactly analogous to
what families have to do, by saying we
have an emergency, we are going to
provide $1.2 billion for many worthy
objectives, but to pay for it we are
going to take all the other nondefense
appropriated accounts and reduce them
across the board —and let me remind
my colleagues, we have in the supple-
mental a defense expenditure. We off-
set every penny of it. We only have
emergencies in nondefense. We do not
have an emergency in defense in this
bill, though we have had them in the
past. We generally do not have them.
And we do not have one here.

So, what I want to do is for
nondefense accounts, in a simple
across-the-board procedure, what we
have done with specific accounts in de-
fense. If someone wants to come up
with a substitute that cuts specific
programs as an alternative, I am will-
ing to look at it. That, basically, is
what my amendment does. Let me ex-
plain why it is so important.

The American people got the idea
that we were trying to do something
about the deficit when we passed the
Contract With America. The President
has vetoed the Contract With America.
We are now under a continuing resolu-
tion which is a temporary funding
measure. We have a bill in front of us
that already spends $2.3 billion more
than that temporary funding measure
spends on an annual basis. So, if we
pass this bill, rather than simply roll-
ing over that bill through the end of
the year, we are going to spend $2.3 bil-
lion more than simply rolling over the
continuing resolution would do, in any
case.
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But let me remind my colleagues

that yesterday all but some 16 Mem-
bers of this body voted to increase
spending by $2.6 billion. In fact, we had
an interesting occurrence and that is
our Democratic colleagues said, ‘‘Let
us increase spending by $3.1 billion.’’
One of our Republican colleagues said,
‘‘No, let us increase spending by $2.6
billion.’’ Congress decided on the $2.6
billion and with great fanfare we had
offsets.

The problem is, these offsets have al-
ready been counted in the budget. We
counted $1.3 billion in savings for the
sale of the U.S. Enrichment Corpora-
tion. That is basically a corporation
that enriches uranium. But the prob-
lem is we have already counted that
$1.3 billion in deficit reduction in the
budget that we adopted. But since that
budget and the bill flowing from it has
been vetoed by the President, we were
able to do that yesterday. To pay for
this new spending, $2.6 billion adopted
yesterday, we sold off portions of the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve. The
problem is we had already decided to
sell it as part of the budget. So what
we really did yesterday is added rough-
ly another $2.6 billion of spending. So
we are already talking about spending
almost $5 billion more in this bill than
if we extend the current short-term
continuing resolution.

I think it is important that at some
point we stand up and decide to stop
spending money we don’t have. It is
one thing to write a budget setting out
good intentions. But it is clear to a
blind man that if you look at the pat-
tern that we have followed with these
emergency designations, it has turned
into exactly what many of us feared it
would when it was put into the 1990
budget summit agreement. It has
turned into an agreement whereby the
President and the Congress conspire to
cheat on the budget; conspire to in-
crease spending above the level we set
out in the budget. In the process, we
have these budgets that do not look so
bad, but when we count how much
money is actually spent we end up
spending beyond the budget.

What I am offering our colleagues is
a great opportunity to save $1.2 billion.
Somewhere in the sweet by-and-by
there may be a budget that is adopted.
The President may accept it. On the
other hand, he may not accept it. So
we may get through this whole year
not having saved a penny anywhere.

I can give you an opportunity to-
night to save $1.2 billion. The only per-
son I know who knows how much
money that is is Ross Perot. We can
save $1.2 billion by doing what the
Brown family would have to do if they
had an emergency, and that is cut pro-
grams we were going to spend money
on to fund the emergency. And my pro-
posal is a very simple one. We remove
the need for an emergency designation
so that it is not an emergency, and we
have an across-the-board cut in all
other nondefense discretionary ac-
counts by 0.53 percent to pay for it. Let

me remind my colleagues, we have
spending in the supplemental for de-
fense. We offset every penny of it with
cuts. Why should we not do the same in
nondefense? That is the purpose of the
amendment. It is very simple and it
boils down to one question: Do we want
to spend money we don’t have? Or do
we want to move toward a balanced
budget? I am giving you an oppor-
tunity tonight to save $1.2 billion. I
hope we do not miss this opportunity
and I yield the floor.

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

ator from Pennsylvania.
Mr. SANTORUM. Thank you, Madam

President.
Madam President, I rise in very

strong support of Senator GRAMM’s
amendment. As a cosponsor of that
amendment, I think we have a fun-
damental issue to decide on the floor of
the Senate tonight, and that is whether
we are going to go back to the old sys-
tem, prior to last year paying for emer-
gencies, adding it to the interest costs
of future generations, or whether we
are going to face up to the fact that we
have emergencies in this country, that
we do not appropriate for them every
year as they occur, as we should, and
that we need to pay for them out of ex-
isting appropriated accounts, not to
just declare an emergency every time
we have one and pass the bill on to the
next generation of Americans.

If we do not and this bill becomes
law, the children of America, the peo-
ple of America are going to be paying
interest on this $1.1 billion for the rest
of their lives. Now, is that fair to have
that happen? I am speaking as someone
from the State of Pennsylvania who
probably is going to get the lion’s
share of this benefit.

In Pennsylvania, in January, we had
a very serious snowstorm. We had a
couple feet of snow in most places, fol-
lowed by extremely warm weather and
a rainstorm which, depending on the
area, dumped anywhere from 4 to 7
inches of rain. So we had the combina-
tion of 2 feet of snow melting plus 4 to
7 inches of rain in a matter of a 2-day
period. It caused floods that were above
the 100-year-flood level in many places.

The damage in Pennsylvania is cal-
culated now over $1 billion. There is
half a billion dollars in eroded infra-
structure, and, even more important,
we lost 100 lives. We lost 2,000 busi-
nesses and 50,000 homes. We had a very
serious disaster. It is one that we
should, on the Federal level, help. It is
a disaster that qualifies, in fact, all 67
counties eligible for individual assist-
ance. Madam President, 52 of the coun-
ties have been declared eligible for pub-
lic infrastructure assistance.

So there is no doubt we need to spend
this money. The question is, are we
going to spend it within the existing
pot of money that we have to spend
this year, or are we going to just add it
to the deficit?

Last year, in the rescissions package,
we made a decision that we were going

to fund emergencies. We provided
FEMA with money, $5.5 billion. That is
paid for in a rainy day fund. Unfortu-
nately, that money is over at FEMA
and some of the extraordinary expenses
are in the Small Business Administra-
tion, which is not FEMA. So they can-
not take that FEMA money, even
though it is sitting over there. They
cannot use it. Or it is in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. Again, it is for
disasters, but the money is sitting over
in FEMA.

I will have an amendment, if this
amendment fails, to take the money
from FEMA and put it into those ac-
counts. It is not something I want to
do, because I think we should have this
fund available to FEMA. I think we
should pay for it now.

I have had a history as a House Mem-
ber of standing up for this. I voted, I
think, on four or five occasions against
unemployment extensions which were
not paid for, which emergencies were
declared and we just added on to the
deficit. Luckily, in four of the five in-
stances where we extended unemploy-
ment benefits, the President at that
time, President Bush, insisted that we
find offsets, and we did find offsets, and
we were able to pass a deficit-neutral
unemployment extension.

The only time we did not do that was
under President Clinton in his stimulus
package. It is the only part of the stim-
ulus package that became law, and we
deficit spent to provide unemployment
benefits. I voted against it.

I tell you, I was a Congressman at
that time, and I represented a district
which has probably been as hard hit, if
not harder hit, than any district in the
country with respect to unemploy-
ment. I represented the steel valley of
Pittsburgh where we lost over 100,000
jobs in a matter of 10 years—100,000
steel worker jobs in a matter of 10
years. We still have long-term unem-
ployment there.

But I said that it is important to
stand up for principle, that we do not
spend money today for emergencies, as
important as those emergencies are
and as needed as the funding is, by pe-
nalizing future generations and not
making the tough decisions, not set-
ting priorities. That is what this is
about. Everybody in this Chamber and
everybody in the House Chamber is for
this disaster assistance. The President
has asked for it, and the appropriators
have wisely appropriated the money he
has asked for.

The question is, are we going to pay
for it now or are we going to make our
children pay for it later, forever and
ever and ever? I think the answer is
pretty clear.

One of the reasons we are here debat-
ing this bill—we are into March debat-
ing appropriations bills—is because we
are trying to balance the budget. We
are trying to cut spending. We are try-
ing not to add on to the deficit, and
here we are in the middle of this great
struggle to put America back on sound
financial footing, back on the path to
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fiscal responsibility and we are saying,
‘‘Oops, we have an emergency; we must
add to the deficit.’’

I can tell you, the House of Rep-
resentatives is not adding to the deficit
in their bill. They have an appropria-
tions bill similar to ours. They do not
add to the deficit. They are within
their caps, and I think that is impor-
tant to know. I think it is incumbent
upon us to act as judiciously as the
House in this instance.

Right now there is a special session
going on in Pennsylvania, and they are
coming up with the funds to pay for
the tens of millions—hundreds of mil-
lions—of dollars that the State of
Pennsylvania is going to have to come
up with to fund this, and they cannot
declare an emergency. They cannot put
it off budget. They cannot add it to
their deficit. They have to balance
their budget every year, and they are
making tough decisions up there right
now.

My colleague in the State house and
the State senate and the Governor, my
former colleague in the House, Tom
Ridge, are offering up some pretty
tough medicine right now to the people
of Pennsylvania. All I am asking is
that we take a little bit of the medi-
cine in Washington, that we do the re-
sponsible thing.

I do not understand how this body,
whether you are a Republican or a
Democrat, can go back home and go be-
fore the people of this country and say
you really are serious about balancing
this budget, that you really are serious
about cutting spending and setting pri-
orities. We have to set priorities. As
Senator GRAMM says, when the refrig-
erator breaks, you cancel the vacation.
Every family does that. Most States do
that. This Government and this Con-
gress should do that.

If there is anyone who should be for
this bill, whether it spends for emer-
gency and adds on to the deficit, it
should be me. But I believe it is so im-
portant—so important—that we con-
tinue the precedent that we set last
year of paying for our disasters, of not
bailing out and declaring emergencies
that I am prepared to vote against this
bill. I am prepared to vote against dis-
aster assistance for my State if we do
not offset it over the next few hours.

If the Gramm amendment fails, I
have other amendments. I have other
amendments to offset other accounts
within the purview of this bill and out-
side the purview of this bill. I have
amendments to transfer money from
FEMA. I know that is subject to a
point of order, but I am prepared to be
here tonight, and I am prepared to
offer amendments.

I think this is something that we ab-
solutely must do to be able to face the
American public with a straight face.

We bail out too often around here.
We are always looking for a way to
sort of be cute and get around the law,
to get around the substance of what we
really are talking about here.

Oh, sure, we can legally, under the
law, circumvent the Budget Act and

declare an emergency and add it on. By
and large, you know, it is only $1 bil-
lion. No one is going to notice. Well, I
notice. I think we have an obligation
not just to the process that we are en-
gaged in to balance the budget but for
the future generations of Americans
who, as I have said before, will pay for
this $1 billion of deficit the rest of
their lives. Is that fair to do? The an-
swer, I think, is very clear. It is not
fair to do.

So I am very hopeful that we can get
bipartisan support for a very rational
act. I will tell you that an across-the-
board cut is probably not the best way
to go about paying for this, but I sug-
gest that the principle of saying that
we are going to pass a deficit-neutral
appropriations bill is important. When
we do that and we send it to the con-
ference and we have a deficit-neutral
appropriations bill coming out of the
House and a deficit-neutral bill coming
out of the Senate, then we can sure as
heck guess that we are going to get a
deficit-neutral bill coming out of the
conference.

Is it going to have an across-the-
board cut? No, probably not. They will
probably set priorities. They will sit
down and they will make those deci-
sions within the context of a larger pic-
ture, as it should be. But I think we
have to set the tone here with this
amendment.

So, I am very hopeful that my col-
leagues who stand up and repeatedly
talk about how we have to set prior-
ities and balance the budget and that
we did not need a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget be-
cause we can do it ourselves, we can
make these decisions, we can set prior-
ities—it is priority setting time. I cast
my priority to spend this money on
disaster relief. I am for disaster relief.
I want to fund these programs. But I
also want to do it within the context of
this budget.

I hope my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle will support that effort.

Madam President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon.
Mr. HATFIELD. Madam President, I

propound a unanimous-consent time
agreement. I ask unanimous consent
that there be 1 hour for debate on the
pending Gramm amendment—30 min-
utes under the control of Senator
SANTORUM, 5 minutes under the control
of Senator GRAMM, 25 minutes under
the control of myself—and following
the debate, the amendment be laid
aside and Senator MIKULSKI be recog-
nized to offer an amendment regarding
national service, and that there be 1
hour for debate to be equally divided in
the usual form, that no amendments be
in order to either amendment, and fol-
lowing the debate, the Senate proceed
to vote in relation to the Gramm
amendment, to be followed by a vote in
relation to the Mikulski amendment. I
believe this has been cleared on both
sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
any objection? Without objection, it is
so ordered.

Mr. HATFIELD. Madam President, I
think that those votes, as they are
being stacked or joined, linked, prob-
ably would occur somewhere between 8
and 8:30, assuming all the time is used.
I do not plan to use all the time on my
side on this matter that is pending.

Madam President, the Gramm
amendment proposes to offset the so-
called emergency supplemental the
President asked for and that was ap-
proved by our committee to cover the
losses and the damages, in part, that
have occurred during the floods in the
Northwest and other parts of the coun-
try.

I am not sure that we need to have a
replay of the suffering and the tragedy
that has beset so many people in these
types of disasters, whether it is an
earthquake or a hurricane or a flood or
a fire. I think that is why the budget
agreement of 1990 very precisely em-
powered the Congress of the United
States to visit these problems on an ad
hoc basis and make a judgment in ac-
cordance with the needs created by
these disasters and why there is no for-
mula for that, there is no basic cri-
teria. That is within the prerogative
and the discretion of the U.S. Congress.

My colleague from Texas tried to
compare this to a family disaster of
Johnny breaking an arm, and what
would they do? I will tell you what
they would do. They would go down
and get that arm fixed, and they would
charge it on their credit card because
they did not have the money, cash in
hand. They would take an attitude that
this is worthy of an indebtedness be-
cause we have an emergency that has
to be dealt with.

Madam President, I believe that is
true with the Nation as a whole and
under the very concepts that set up
FEMA, the Federal Emergency Act to
deal with these emergencies. The Sen-
ator from Texas also said why is it we
do this only for nondefense programs?
Aha, we put the gulf war in an emer-
gency declaration.

Over $20 billion we were willing to
march down the aisle to say, ‘‘We sup-
port the President. We support this war
for oil,’’ even in spite of all the propa-
ganda that somehow we were trying to
support an emergency of a little coun-
try like Czechoslovakia being overrun
by the big brutal neighbor, Hitler.

So, the gulf war was an oil war, pure
and simple. And we declared an emer-
gency. Why is it that we can find it
easy to declare an emergency to make
war, but we find it a gnat strangling us
in trying to swallow in declaring an
emergency related to people in need? I
suppose it is a philosophical debate to
some degree. I think it is also a value
and a priority debate as well.

I think it is poor procedure, in addi-
tion. Bear in mind that this amend-
ment says that we reduce appropria-
tions in the nondefense area, both in
this bill and already enacted, the legis-
lative branch bill, the Treasury bill,
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the transportation bill, the agricul-
tural bill, the energy-water bill, the
foreign operations bill, all having been
passed, and now we are going to go
back and reduce those commitments
for those programs in spite of the fact
that there is a different spendout prob-
ably for each one of those accounts in
most of those bills. That then is going
to fall disproportionately heavily on
those that have had a slower spendout
in order to recoup that percentage re-
duction. That kind of fiscal manage-
ment is irresponsible—irresponsible.

It is an easy way to follow the rules
about offsets, but we do not have any
consideration as to the impact of that
disproportionate reduction in these ac-
counts across the board. It even undoes
the action we took yesterday of adding
moneys back to the Labor-HHS for
educational purposes. We have to re-
visit that. That may not be a high pri-
ority for some. It is a very high prior-
ity for me.

But it only means again that there
are no sound criteria being used to re-
cover the offset in order to say, oh, I
can vote for the disaster relief for
those people who drowned, have been
drowning, or people whose homes have
been drowning or their farms have been
drowning or the levees that have bro-
ken through that need repair to pre-
vent another storm totally eliminating
communities in my State, or the Small
Business Administration that had ex-
pended or obligated its funds to be re-
plenished in this bill, to give assistance
for the reconstruction and the restora-
tion of small enterprise under our
great capitalistic system.

We can find lots of help for the big
corporations in all sorts of tax breaks,
but I do not find that there is that easy
access to tax breaks for small enter-
prises, the small businessperson,
which, after all, is the soul of the cap-
italistic system, not the Fortune 500.

So, consequently, it seems to me that
we are being again very inequitable in
making these applications. Let me say
that on the foreign operations, Israel—
Israel, in its time of need—will also be
reduced, the Israeli need that exists
today that we have voted overwhelm-
ingly to support. I have a strong feel-
ing that we are really almost playing
games with people in distress. I heard
the recitation of all the times we have
adopted the emergency declaration.

Again, Madam President, I do not ac-
cept the sins-of-the-fathers-being-vis-
ited-upon-the-children concept. I am
not saying that every one of those dec-
larations had high support or could be
validated by criteria. I can tell you,
having visited farms that will take 2
years to restore in my State, at least 2
years for productivity—my colleague,
Senator WYDEN and I, had first-hand
direct exposure to people who had been
absolutely wiped out. Their milk cows
stacked in piles waiting to be burned or
disposed of, losses that cannot be re-
placed even if they had the money to
do it because there is not that avail-
ability. People whose hopes were just

washed away, totally washed away and;
at the same time, to replace those
hopes and to be able to restore those
levies to protect them in the future is
being threatened by this particular ac-
tion at this time.

Let me say, we have stretched this
every way possible to find offsets for
adding through the actions yesterday,
and other actions, moneys to increase
the level of funding. We have done it
for a variety and many different ac-
counts, fitting almost anybody here on
the floor in the body, here as a total
body, the needs or priorities.

At the same time, the Appropriations
Committee is the only committee in
the U.S. Congress that has taken spe-
cific actions for budget reductions and
spending reductions—$22 billion we
have taken in the Appropriations Com-
mittee. We could not get the reconcili-
ation through the President’s veto but
I have not seen too many subsequent
actions taken by authorizing commit-
tees to deal with the problem under the
current circumstance we had.

There is no committee that can stand
on the floor of the Senate and say they
have done something specific to try to
move toward a balanced budget by the
year 2002, except the Appropriations
Committee. We have a record. We have
a unique position. Always, I will defend
our action. Sure, we can say we can do
more, maybe $24 billion instead of $22
billion. It is very interesting when we
come to the floor we face a barrage of
amendments to add back, add back,
add back; and at the same time that we
have offset, offset, and offset, there
comes a limit to how much you can off-
set and make viably authentic a plan
you have for funding the U.S. Govern-
ment.

Another thing that had made our
problem difficult is we protect the de-
fense spending. That is sacrosanct.
That is jobs. That is this. That is the
other things. The Russians are not
coming any longer, so now perhaps
Saddam Hussein is coming. I grew up
at a time when Communists were be-
hind every door, according to some
politicians, to scare the people into
more spending for military; or that the
Russians were coming.

As I have said before on this floor,
the greatest enemy we face today, ex-
ternally, is the viruses are coming. The
viruses are coming. We better be more
defensive of our people against the vi-
ruses through medical research than
for the so-called hardware buildup.

I can remember when we used to be
able to separate people’s philosophy be-
cause it was easy, oversimplified—a
hawk and dove. Doves vote to lessen
military spending and the hawks want
increased military spending. I can re-
member when the Republicans con-
trolled the Senate in 1980 and we were
faced with a Reagan massive buildup of
military weaponry. Do not let anybody
try to sell you the proposition that
caused the decline of the empire of the
Soviets. I will not give them that much
credit. Their system was flawed to

begin with. It was doomed to failure. It
was just a matter of time.

Nevertheless, the point is we justified
every kind of dollar at that time, build
up, and up, and up and deficit go up,
up, up—one of the most conservative
Presidents in the United States in
modern history building the greatest
deficit we have had in modern history.
So these labels of conservative and lib-
eral and moderate and fiscal conserv-
atives, all that is a very superficial
kind of labeling. All I am saying is we
have never found a problem to find
more money to spend for military
hardware, but when we come to trying
to meet the needs of flood victims and
people of disasters who have suffered
disasters, we are, oh, so concerned
about our fiscal future and our fiscal
present.

This is a legitimate declaration of
emergency. I urge my colleagues—I do
not know in what way we will move at
this time. We are checking the point of
order possibility that exists and we
will have to have that confirmed. If it
is confirmed, I will make a point of
order. Otherwise, I will move to table
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). The Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me
ask our colleague who has the prepon-
derance of time to yield me 5 minutes
to respond.

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, it seems
to me in listening to this argument
that our dear colleague from Oregon,
who has great intellectual powers, has
been forced to strain them to defend
his position on this amendment. I am
not going to get into a lengthy re-
sponse on each and every point, but
there are some I would like to make.

If every penny that we have cut out
of defense since 1985 had gone to deficit
reduction, we would have a balanced
budget today. Second, no one is propos-
ing that we not provide flood relief. No-
body is making that proposal. What we
are saying is, we can provide it, but
pay for it. There is no doubt about the
fact that a lot of families, when John-
ny falls down the steps and breaks his
arm, they put it on the credit card. The
difference is, 30 days later they get the
bill. They have to either pay it or come
up with permanent financing. Their
ability to get financing, other than
rolling it on their credit card at astro-
nomical interest rates, depends on a
plan to pay it back. We have not paid
back a net penny of borrowing since Ei-
senhower was President of the United
States. That has been a long time.
That has been too long.

In terms of the gulf war, we actually
collected more money from our allies
than we spent—probably the only war
in history where that was the case. Ob-
viously, when we are talking about the
loss of American life, we are talking
about a loss that can never be paid
back, but I was not talking about the
Persian Gulf war here. I am talking
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about the fact that in this very bill we
increase defense spending, but we offset
it by cutting other programs, some-
thing we did not do for this $1.2 billion.

In terms of going back and cutting
programs across the board, there is no
doubt about the fact that if the com-
mittee had offset this increase in
spending, they could have done it more
efficiently than the across-the-board
cut. Let me say that without the emer-
gency designation, the law would apply
an across-the-board cut. Let me also
say this is a procedure that we have
used many times. If a better alter-
native can be found in conference, it
can be substituted.

The point still comes back to not
whether we should help flood victims,
but should we pay for the assistance or
should we simply add it to the debt? Do
we simply spend more and more money
every time something happens? Or do
we say, ‘‘There has been a tragedy in
the country. We have to do something
to help. What we are going to do is
take money away from programs that
we would have spent the money on that
were a lower priority so that we can
fund this emergency assistance.’’

The issue here is simply the issue of
deficits, and no matter what kind of ar-
guments are made, no matter what
specter is held up about helping needy
people, no matter what discussion oc-
curs on defense, the bottom line is that
we are going to have a vote here on $1.2
billion of additional deficit spending.

Are you for it, or are you against it?
I am against it. I want to provide the
money to try to help people who have
suffered from floods, people who have
suffered from fires, people who have
suffered from emergency situations
that they had no control over. But I
want to pay for it, and I want to pay
for it by cutting other Government
programs. That is the prudent policy.
That is the way, ultimately, in the real
world, things have to operate. We have
been divorced from the real world for
too long, and that is why we have not
paid off a net penny of national debt in
any year since Eisenhower was Presi-
dent of the United States.

It seems to me that if we continue
this process, people are going to be
here 30 years from now who are going
to be making the same statement. So I
think the choice is clear, and I hope
people will make the choice to pay for
it—to help, but pay for it.

I yield the floor.
Mr. HATFIELD. I wonder if the Sen-

ator will yield for a question?
Mr. GRAMM. I am very happy to.
Mr. HATFIELD. As the Senator

knows, we operate on an October-
through-October fiscal year. What
would the Senator do if an emergency
occurred or disaster of some kind oc-
curred on September 28?

Mr. GRAMM. What would I do if it
occurred on that date?

Mr. HATFIELD. Yes.
Mr. GRAMM. What I would do is ex-

tend the funds. And for those 2 days I
would take the funds out of the funding

to be spent on those last 2 days. Then
I would take the additional funding—
since we are not going to be able to
spend it all out in 2 days, I would take
the spend-out rate, and for those first 2
days I would take the amount to be
spent and take it from the overall Gov-
ernment operations of those 2 days.
And then, as it is spent out in the new
fiscal year, I would take it from that.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I
think that is obviously a hypothetical
question, but it was not a hypothetical
response to that problem because what
we are proposing to do today is to meet
the emergency at the time.

I think the Senator makes a good
point in the matter of how we have
handled the emergency declaration. I
say to the Senator that I will be happy
to work with the him to set up a cri-
teria on how we should apply that
emergency declaration. I do not think
we ought to do it on an ad hoc basis, on
the basis of need today. That is a mat-
ter we should deal with in terms of an
overall long-term—we can do the job
quickly, but it should not be applied on
an ad hoc basis of this current emer-
gency.

I think, also, that we realize that the
disasters that happen early in the fis-
cal year—from all practicality, not hy-
pothetically, the disasters that happen
early in the fiscal year are going to
have more opportunity to be offset
than those that happen late in the fis-
cal year, as to the spend-out we have
had during that fiscal year of those ac-
counts that would be taxed or offset.

So, I think, again, the whole prin-
ciple of offset is unsound at this point
in time, unless we add criteria, criteria
firmly established that we were going
to apply. Let me say that the gulf war
was so-called promised on the part of
our allies to be paid back. But let us
remember we did not have that in hand
at the time we made the declaration
any more than we had any kind of a
payback plan for Somalia and the
other programs that we put declara-
tions of emergencies to in order to
meet the needs of those people at the
moment.

If we are going to have to measure
somehow the suffering, or we are going
to find some better way to establish
the declaration—and the Senator him-
self was a member of that conference
and that so-called summit that adopted
the very language of the declaration of
emergency, as I was a member of that
conference and that summit of that
time. So that is sort of ex post facto in
terms of the pattern in which we have
followed the declarations of emergency
and of the conditions that exist today,
the call for this declaration of emer-
gency.

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

ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I

yield myself such time as I may
consume. I would like to respond to the
distinguished chairman of the Appro-

priations Committee by suggesting
that the timing of the disaster is really
less important than the timing of when
the money is going to be spent. That is
very important. We have a billion dol-
lars’ worth of damage in Pennsylvania,
but we are not going to spend a billion
dollars over the next 6 months in re-
pairing or fixing that problem. We
have, for example, $5.5 billion sitting in
FEMA right now. That money was
originally appropriated for the Califor-
nia earthquake and for the Mississippi
floods that happened 3 years ago. It
still has not been spent out.

Historically, what we have done
when we have declared emergencies is
we have put it off budget and appro-
priated money for the entire emer-
gency, for what we think is going to be
the cumulative cost of that emergency,
knowing full well they are not going to
be able to spend all that money in this
fiscal year, whether it was September
28 or October 1. It takes a long time to
let contracts and rebuild, as the Sen-
ator from Oregon said. It is going to be
a couple of years before a lot of these
people get it all back together and can
use all the money that is available.

So to suggest we should be worried
about the timing of disasters really
does not reflect how the disasters are
paid for. So what we are saying is,
look, maybe we should look at, as the
Senator suggested, how we appropriate
money for disaster assistance because
maybe there is money in this request
that is not going to be spent this year,
that we do not need to put in the budg-
et this year, that we can put in next
year when we anticipate it to be spent.
That is a real concern.

I think the more fundamental issue
here is, how are we going to pay for
emergencies? It is interesting for me
that if you look at all of these ac-
counts, whether it is the Department
of Agriculture, watershed and flood
control, or whether it is the Small
Business Administration, or the Corps
of Engineers, or the National Park
Service—all of these agencies that are
funded—none of these agencies, to my
knowledge, receive any additional
funds for emergency purposes. They get
funded for their programs, but they are
not given sort of a slush fund or a rainy
day fund to be able to be used to meet
emergencies that they have to deal
with when they come. We do not appro-
priate money—with the exception of a
small amount for FEMA every year,
usually $200 million or $300 million,
which is always exceeded. We appro-
priate very little money annually for
emergencies. Then when they come, as
surely they come every year, we step
back and say: We do not have any
money. We have an emergency we did
not anticipate. And whether it is a big
one like the California earthquake, or
a small one, we say, well, let us just
add it to the deficit.

What we are saying is that is just not
responsible. The responsible thing is to
let us appropriate the money every
year and, my goodness, if we do not
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spend it, and if the Lord shines upon us
and we do not have a natural disaster,
well, then we keep it for the next year
when, probably, the disasters will be
worse than what we had planned on.
But it is silly for us to not appropriate
for emergencies, and when they come
along, say: We have all this destruction
and costs and we have to come to these
people’s aid.

We are coming to these people’s aid.
We are out there. I have been out
there, as have Senator HATFIELD in Or-
egon, and Senator Wyden, and Senator
SPECTER, and Senator GORTON. We have
been out there, and we have seen the
damage. It is severe, and we need to
remedy it, but we need to do it within
the confines of rational budgeting.
That is what Senator GRAMM said.
Every family does it. I hear the credit
card analogy all the time, and Senator
GRAMM is right that the analogy is not
applicable to the Congress, because you
have to pay back a credit card. If not,
they take you to court and garnish
your wages. We are never going to pay
this money back. We are going to add
this billion dollars to the deficit, and
we are going to pay interest on that.
Children who are not yet born are
going to pay interest on that.

I do not think we have any intention
in the near future of doing anything to
reduce the national debt. We are hop-
ing to reduce the annual deficit.

But there is no plan that I am aware
of to start whittling down the moun-
tain of debt that we have already accu-
mulated. So to suggest that it is equiv-
alent is just not accurate. It is apples
and oranges.

I applaud Senator HATFIELD and the
Appropriations Committee for, as he
said, having cut $22 billion this year.
He is absolutely correct. Unfortu-
nately, because we have not been able
to get agreement on entitlements and
on the budget—the President vetoed
the budget that actually does some-
thing with entitlements—we have had
to rely solely on appropriations. But
we have relied on appropriations with-
in the budget caps that we set in the
budget resolution. We are not asking
them to do anything more than we
would have had we done all of the enti-
tlement savings anyway. I appreciate
that they have done it. But it is not
like we have not worked very hard to
get those entitlement savings. Every-
one over here, at least, put up the
votes to get that bill to the President
for him to balance the budget. Unfortu-
nately, the President has vetoed it. But
we have done our part. We will con-
tinue to do our part to make sure that
we reduce all levels of government so
we can balance this budget, not just
appropriated accounts.

The final point I want to make is just
to reemphasize. This is not about help-
ing people in need. We are helping peo-
ple in need. FEMA teams have been in
Pennsylvania for a couple of months.
We are doing the job. This is how we
pay for it, if we pay for it. I think that
is a pretty easy call for most Ameri-

cans. You would think it is fairly com-
mon sense. It is one of the common-
sense things that I hear when I go
home. ‘‘Well, of course, if something
comes up that you need more money,
you find the money somewhere else.
You just do not put it on the deficit
forever and over and over for us to pay
interest on for generations.’’

I want to see this bill passed. I want
to see the people who are in need feel
good about the fact that the Federal
Government came in and helped them
but also feel good that we did it within
the context of a budget, that we did it
the right way. I am hopeful that we
can get bipartisan support on this and
send a resounding vote that we are
going to balance this budget and that
we are willing to step up to the plate in
tough situations and make the tough
decisions to move this country to a
more responsible fiscal future.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. HATFIELD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon.
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the time re-
straints with respect to the Mikulski
amendment just agreed to be vitiated,
that following the debate on the pend-
ing Gramm amendment, the Senate
proceed to vote with respect to that
amendment, and following the vote
Senator MIKULSKI be recognized.

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

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, before
Senator HATFIELD leaves, I am through
debating. I think we made the points. I
do not know if the Senator from Penn-
sylvania is finished or not. But if he is,
perhaps we could go ahead. I would like
to have 1 or 2 minutes to sort of sum
up, and we could go ahead and vote.

Mr. HATFIELD. I say to my friend
that this certainly is a possibility. We
have to have a few minutes because of
the time designated, or, at least, a
time estimate for a vote. We have to
get notice to some of our colleagues
who perhaps have left the Hill. But I
would be willing to yield back all of my
time and move to a vote as rapidly as
possible.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, on that
basis, let me sum up. Again, there are
a lot of issues that have been raised
here. The provision for the emergency
designation was in the 1990 budget
summit agreement. I participated in
those negotiations. I opposed this pro-
vision. I voted against that summit
agreement—not that that is of any rel-
evance here.

Here is the point. There are some
emergencies under some circumstances
that create a situation where there is
not a readily available option to fi-
nance. We could have funded the Civil
War by offsetting expenditures and by
raising taxes. We decided not to do it
that way. We might have funded World
War II that way. We decided not to be-
cause of the magnitude of the under-
taking. But I remind my colleagues, we
are spending $1.6 trillion a year. We are

getting ready to add $1.2 billion of new
spending declared an emergency. We
can avoid that by simply cutting
across the board by .53 percent, or a
penny for every $2 we spend on
nondefense discretionary programs. I
am very proud of the fact that in
1995, under the leadership of Senator
HATFIELD as our new chairman, we
did not have a need for emergency
designations. We did not, through
supplementals, raise the deficit. In
fact, we had rescissions bigger than the
new spending we had. It is not as if we
have never sinned before, but we were
on such a roll from 1995 under the lead-
ership of our great chairman that I was
hoping that we might stay on the
straight and narrow and avoid this
movement back to our old ways.

So, I do not see this as a big amend-
ment in terms of its impact; $1.2 billion
for anybody, or any group of people of
any reasonable size, that would be an
unbelievable amount of money. For the
Federal Government, it is basically one
penny out of every $2 we spend on
nondefense discretionary programs.
But why not take a stand here, keep
the record of this new Congress with
the Republican majority, a perfect
record in that we have written a budg-
et. The President vetoed it. But we
have lived by it. We have not used an
emergency declaration to spend money
when we had the alternative to pay for
it. It is a record I am proud of. It is one
I want to keep. And, most importantly,
despite all of the arguments that can
be made, it is the right thing to do.
This is the right thing to do.

This is a manageable emergency.
There is no reason that a country that
spends $1.6 trillion a year cannot man-
age an emergency of $1.2 billion. This is
a manageable amount. And what we
are doing here is setting a precedent
that will be followed, if we set it here.

I would like to stay with our record
in 1995, stay with our budget, not de-
clare this emergency, and pay for this
modest amount of money as compared
to the Federal budget. We are capable
of doing it. It is the right thing to do,
and I urge my colleagues to do it.

Mr. President, I yield the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum on my
time.

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

The clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask

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

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we set aside
the pending amendment.

Mr. GRAMM. Reserving the right to
object, I think we are about to work
out an agreement here, Mr. President,
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that would end our debate, order a roll-
call at some time in the future, and
finish up this matter. I think we can do
that very quickly, and then the Sen-
ator could be recognized to offer an
amendment, and this would be out of
the way.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we set aside
the pending amendment.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3491 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3466

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.

GREGG], for Mr. BIDEN, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 3491 to amendment No. 3466.

Mr. GREGG. 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 29, line 20, after ‘‘Provided further,’’

insert ‘‘That not less than $20,000,000 of this
amount shall be for Boys & Girls Clubs of
America for the establishment of Boys &
Girls Clubs in public housing facilities and
other areas in cooperation with state and
local law enforcement: Provided further,’’

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the
amendment I am proposing today
would provide the first $20 million of a
5-year effort to add 1,000 new Boys &
Girls Clubs—including 200 more clubs
in housing projects—so that 1 million
more children can participate in this
vital program.

This investment of $100 million in
seed money—all to start new clubs—
translates to only $100 per additional
child who will be served by a Boys &
Girls Club.

The Federal Government’s contribu-
tion is only 10 percent of the total
funds needed to complete this project.
This is only seed money. The remain-
ing 90 percent of the funding for new
clubs will come from private dona-
tions.

That is a Federal contribution of
only $100 per child to provide 1 million
children with a safe, supervised, and
challenging place to go after school
rather than hanging out on street cor-
ners or returning to an empty home.

Fully 40 percent of juvenile crime is
committed between 3 and 9 p.m. These
are the hours when many children are
left unsupervised.

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

A 1992 evaluation conducted by Co-
lumbia University found that housing
projects with Boys & Girls Clubs had 13
percent fewer juvenile crimes; 22 per-
cent less drug activity; and 25 percent
less presence of crack than housing
projects without Boys & Girls Clubs.

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 vio-
lence and anarchy of the streets in
favor of taking positive responsibility
for their lives. And prevention of
crime—particularly juvenile crime—is
more important now than ever before.

In 1994 more than 2.7 million children
under the age of 18 were arrested. Half
of these arrests—1.4 million—were chil-
dren under the age of 16.

There is a fairly simple answer to
this problem—provide supervised ac-
tivities for children during the high-
crime hours of the late afternoon and
early evening. The key is to keep chil-
dren off the streets and out of trouble
during the times they are most likely
to get into trouble.

This is not complicated. We can—in-
deed we must—recognize this fact and
take all the actions necessary to fill
the crime-likely hours with supervised
activities. Constructive after-school
prevention programs like Boys & Girls
Clubs are the best way tool we have to
stop juvenile crime, juvenile drug use,
and juvenile victimization by other
youth.

We have a choice. We can work to
prevent crime before it happens.

If we don’t, we are merely postponing
the inevitable—dealing with juveniles
after the shots are fired, after the chil-
dren become addicted to drugs, after
more lives are ruined.

When a life about to go wrong is set
back on the right track—that is a tes-
tament to hope.

We build hope by showing children
that they matter and by contrasting
the dead end of violence with the op-
portunity for a constructive life.

This amendment deserves full bipar-
tisan support. This is crime preven-
tion—as far as I know, the Boys & Girls
Club is a program everyone on both
sides of the aisle has claimed to sup-
port.

I urge all of my colleagues to fund
this proven prevention program and
join me in helping to stem the tide of
children who would otherwise be lost
to drugs and violence.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, this
amendment, which is a Biden amend-
ment, would earmark funds for the
Boys and Girls Clubs of America. It has
no budgetary impact. It has been
cleared on both sides.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this amendment be agreed to.

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

The amendment (No. 3491) was agreed
to.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I note
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HELMS). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be laid aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3492 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3466

(Purpose: To establish a lockbox for deficit
reduction and revenues generated by tax
cuts)
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I send an

amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. GRAMS],
for himself, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr.
COATS, Mr. INHOFE, and Mr. HELMS, proposes
an amendment numbered 3492 to amendment
No. 3466.

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

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

The text of the amendment is printed
in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amendments
Submitted.’’

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, on behalf
of my colleagues, Senator MCCAIN,
Senator FAIRCLOTH, Senator COATS,
Senator HELMS, and Senator INHOFE, I
rise to offer the taxpayer protection
lockbox amendment.

Today, as Congress fights to bring
down the deficit and set the Nation on
the track toward fiscal sanity, Presi-
dent Clinton is continuing his demand
for an additional $8 billion in taxpayer
money this year to finance even bigger
Government. He says he is offsetting
the increased spending, but most of his
so-called savings are no more than
budget gimmicks—increased taxes,
fees, and one-time asset sales financed
directly by the taxpayers.

Congress wants to eliminate the defi-
cit but President Clinton wants to
spend almost 50 cents of every dollar
that working Americans have sac-
rificed toward a balanced budget this
year.

The President said in January that
‘‘the era of big government is over,’’
but if he has his way big government
will only continue to grow, at the ex-
pense of taxpayers today and our chil-
dren tomorrow. If we do not take im-
mediate action to stop this pattern of
abuse, we are risking leaving behind a
legacy of debts that our kids will be
forced to inherit.

While we still have the opportunity,
we must do everything possible to
change the rules of the tax-and-spend-
ing game and do what is best for tax-
payers, for our children and for the Na-
tion as a whole. And for that reason we
are offering the Taxpayer Protection
Lockbox Act as an amendment to the
continuing resolution.

Our amendment would make two im-
portant changes to the budget and ap-
propriations process, a process which
has served only to encourage abuse of
spending and fiscal irresponsibility.
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First, this amendment would return

honesty to the budget process by en-
suring that a cut in spending is truly a
cut.

Contrary to popular opinion, under
current law, dollars cut from appro-
priations bills are not returned to the
Treasury for deficit reduction purposes
as they ought to be. Instead, they are
quietly stashed away in a slush fund to
be spent later on other programs.

Our amendment would put an end to
this practice by locking any appropria-
tions savings into a deficit reduction
lockbox and dedicating those dollars to
deficit reduction. In other words, if
Congress cuts $10 million in an appro-
priations bill, the taxpayers will save
$10 million. It does not get spent some-
where else.

Second, our amendment would create
a revenue lockbox which would be used
to direct any future revenues that ex-
ceed current economic projections to-
ward deficit reduction and/or tax relief.

It would create a fast-track process
for Congress and the President to use
these funds for tax relief with the re-
mainder going for deficit reduction. At
the same time, our amendment would
prohibit the Government from simply
using those dollars for additional
spending. This is only fair, because,
after all, these additional funds would
become available only because of the
hard work and productivity of the
American people. So it makes sense
then to return those dollars to the tax-
payers to encourage even greater pro-
ductivity on their part rather than al-
lowing Congress to waste money that
is not even theirs to begin with.

All in all, our amendment is a simple
proposal to restore honesty and com-
mon sense to the budget process, allow
taxpayers to keep more of what they
earn and also place further restrictions
on abusive Government spending.

Given the most recent demand on tax
dollars from the White House, it cer-
tainly cannot have come at a better
time.

Mr. President, our legislation has
been endorsed by a number of citizens
and taxpayer groups including the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union, Citizens for a
Sound Economy, and the National Fed-
eration of Independent Businesses.
With their support and the support of
our colleagues, I am confident that we
can win a big victory for the American
taxpayer by passing the taxpayer pro-
tection lockbox amendment this week.

Mr. President, that is the conclusion
of my statement, and I ask for the yeas
and nays on my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. COCHRAN addressed chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, it is

my understanding the Senator does not
want to push for a vote at this time on
his amendment. I assume he expects to
get consent to set the vote on the

amendment aside until we dispose of
the Gramm amendment and maybe
other amendments tonight; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. GRAMS. That will be fine.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be set aside.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3490, AS MODIFIED

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to modify my
amendment. I send the modification to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the modification of the
amendment? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The amendment (No. 3490), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the end of title II of the committee sub-
stitute, add the following:

(a) Each amount provided in a nonexempt
discretionary spending nondefense account
for fiscal year 1996 is reduced by the uniform
percentage necessary to offset non-defense
discretionary amounts provided in this title.
The reductions required by this subsection
shall be implemented generally in accord-
ance with section 251 of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, reserving the right
to object——

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, the
Chair had already ruled.

If I might say to my colleague, all I
did was take out a paragraph that cre-
ated a point of order. It did not change
the nature of the amendment in any
way.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I under-
stand the Chair had previously ruled.
Therefore, I have no objection to the
Senator’s request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified. Who yields
time on the amendment?

The Senator from Pennsylvania.
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President,

what Senator GRAMM did in his modi-
fication is really identical to what the
House has done in their bill. The House
does actually declare an emergency,
but they actually do not exceed their
caps. What Senator GRAMM is going to
do, the effect of his amendment is to
keep the emergency declared and pay
for it, so we do not exceed the overall
budget cap as opposed to the caps on
specific subcommittees. I think that
makes perfectly good sense, to make
sure that we pay for this within the
whole appropriations account as op-
posed to just targeting specific sub-
committees because of these occasion-

ally arcane budget rules that we have
to deal with in this body.

I want to reiterate that I hope on
this matter we can get a strong vote of
support, frankly, from both sides of the
aisle, that we are no longer going to
continue the practice of previous Con-
gresses—not this Congress, but of pre-
vious Congresses—every time that we
have a disaster. On an annual basis, we
do not appropriate for those. We do not
appropriate money. With the exception
of a couple of hundred million dollars
annually for FEMA, we do not appro-
priate money for disasters. We wait
until they happen, as they surely will,
and then we ask for emergency author-
ity to borrow the money and not put it
on the budget.

We know there are going to be disas-
ters. We should be able to budget for
those disasters, either beforehand or be
able to rearrange priorities once they
occur. That is what we do here. We ar-
range priorities.

This is not about whether we are
going to provide relief to the victims of
fire, relief to the victims of floods or
storms. What we are talking about is
providing a reasonable, commonsense
way to pay for it. That is something
that all of us in this body have said we
want to do. We want to balance this
budget. We want to set priorities.

Many people in this body opposed the
balanced budget amendment. When
they opposed that balanced budget
amendment, they said, ‘‘We do not
need a balanced budget amendment; we
can do it ourselves. We have the ability
to set priorities in this body without
the hammer of a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution.’’

It is put-up time. If, in fact, you be-
lieve that we should have a balanced
budget, then this is the first step to
making that happen—to stop this prac-
tice of adding tens of billions of dol-
lars. Senator GRAMM articulated that
earlier in the debate, that we have
added close to $100 billion to the deficit
with these emergency declarations.

This is not just a billion dollars. To
many people who might be watching
this debate who are not Senators, a bil-
lion dollars actually is a lot of money,
it sounds like a lot of money. Here it
does not sound like a lot of money. But
when you add up a billion here and
there, we have gotten to $100 billion
over the last 6 years. That is a lot of
money even for here.

So let us not continue this practice.
If anyone has an interest in seeing that
this disaster relief is passed, it is the
Senator from Pennsylvania. We have
had $1 billion in flood damage in our
commonwealth. We have had over 100
people killed, 50,000 homes damaged or
destroyed, 2,000 businesses washed
away. We need that help, but we need
to do it responsibly.

This Senator is not going to be a
hypocrite and say, ‘‘Well, I’m for re-
ducing the deficit except, of course,
when the money comes home and then,
well, let’s just spend it all.’’ I will vote
against this measure if we do not adopt
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this, or something like it. I have sev-
eral other amendments. I am prepared
to stay here all night long offering
amendment after amendment, which I
will require votes on, to find some way
to pay for this disaster that is accept-
able to this body.

So I hope that we are in for a good
day of votes, whether it is tonight or
tomorrow, because if we do not suc-
ceed, we are going to have votes and
you are going to have to stand up to
the American public and say, ‘‘This is
not the way to do business. The way to
do business is to add it on to the defi-
cit. Fine, but we are going to be here.’’

I am going to be here tonight, tomor-
row, the next day, whatever it takes, so
we do this responsibly. I hope we do it
on a bipartisan basis. Balancing the
budget is a bipartisan affair, and it is
something I know we all want to do.
Let us put into practice tonight what
we preach.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I

think this issue has been fully dis-
cussed on the floor tonight. I know
Senator HATFIELD, when he was here a
moment ago discussing the issue, laid
out all the reasons why this amend-
ment is not a good idea.

In 1990, there was a long, drawn-out
negotiation over procedures in the
budget and how appropriations would
be made in case of national emer-
gencies and whether or not they were
under the same requirements for off-
sets as routine operating expenses
were.

It was decided by the Congress in
1990, in concert with the administra-
tion, a Republican administration, that
these would be the rules.

This amendment is an effort to legis-
late a rules change on an appropria-
tions bill. We think it an amendment
that ought to be rejected by the Sen-
ate. Therefore, I am prepared to yield
back the remainder of the time on this
side of the amendment and hope others
will yield back their time, and I then
will move to table the amendment and
ask for the yeas and nays.

With that understanding, I yield
back all the time on this side on the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield back
his time?

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to table the amendment, and I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the motion
to lay on the table amendment No.
3490. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

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

The result was announced—yeas 55,
nays 45, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 32 Leg.]
YEAS—55

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Cochran
Conrad
Craig
D’Amato
Daschle
Dodd
Dole

Dorgan
Exon
Feinstein
Ford
Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Hatfield
Heflin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kempthorne
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Lautenberg
Leahy

Levin
Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Nunn
Pell
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Simon
Stevens
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—45

Abraham
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brown
Burns
Coats
Cohen
Coverdell
DeWine
Domenici
Faircloth
Feingold
Frist
Gorton

Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kassebaum
Kohl
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain

McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Pressler
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

So the motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 3490) was agreed to.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote and I move
to lay it on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this is
a very critical day in the U.S. Senate.
By adopting this omnibus appropria-
tions bill we will be providing critical
funding to programs on which many
Americans depend. If the President
signs this bill, then service providers of
every sort will be able to better plan
their budgets for the remainder of the
year and the upcoming fiscal year.

It is vitally important that we have
put together a bill that the President
should be able to sign. I wish to thank
the distinguished chairman, Senator
HATFIELD for the fine job he has done
to try and address the administration’s
concerns in this bill.

Title I of the Senate-reported omni-
bus appropriations bill provides $331.9
billion in budget authority and $247 bil-
lion in new outlays for the remainder
of fiscal year 1996 for the Departments
and Agencies funded by the five appro-
priation bills not yet enacted, includ-
ing: Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices, and Education; Commerce, Jus-
tice, and State, the Judiciary, and Re-
lated Agencies; Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development and
Independent Agencies; Interior; and
District of Columbia.

Of this amount, $149.4 billion in budg-
et authority and $78.4 billion in new

outlays is for discretionary spending.
When outlays from prior-year budget
authority and other completed actions
are taken into account, the Senate-re-
ported bill totals $163.8 billion in budg-
et authority and $183 billion in outlays
for discretionary spending in fiscal
year 1996.

The Senate-reported bill is below the
602(b) allocations of all subcommittees
by a total of $4 million in BA and $38
million in outlays.

The Senate-reported bill is $23.9 bil-
lion in budget authority and $9.2 bil-
lion in outlays below the President’s
budget request of just over a year ago.
The Senate bill is $6.4 billion in budget
authority and $3.9 billion in outlays
below the 1995 level. It is $836 million
in BA above the House-passed bill and
$99 million in outlays below the House-
passed bill.

While I may not agree with all of the
priorities established by this bill, I
would like to thank the chairman for
the $22 million increase above the con-
ference level provided for the Legal
Services Corporation. The bill provides
$300 million for this purpose, and an-
other $9 million if Congress and the
President reach a budget agreement.

We have worked very closely with
the House on restructuring the Legal
Services Corporation to disengage
grantees involvement in controversial
litigation, and restrict them to provid-
ing traditional legal services for the
poor. While some may not like these
restrictions, they are necessary to con-
trol the controversial activities of
some grantees and to protect LSC from
the negative perceptions of those who
wish to see its termination.

I have been very concerned about the
proposed $414 million reduction in title
I, education for the disadvantaged. I
am thankful to Senator SPECTER for of-
fering an amendment during the Sen-
ate committee markup and a further
amendment on the floor that restored
$814.5 million to the title I program,
$1.3 billion higher than the conference
level and $110 million higher than the
1995 level.

I am empathetic to the use of a con-
tingency appropriations to provide ad-
ditional funding for discretionary pri-
orities. I realize that the discretionary
spending caps have been very tight on
the Appropriations Committee this
year as we seek a balanced Federal
budget.

With a broader budget agreement re-
maining elusive, I can appreciate the
frustration of the Appropriations Sub-
committee chairmen in trying to live
within these tight appropriation caps.

I remain concerned about attempts
to use entitlement reforms contained
in the Balanced Budget Act to offset
discretionary spending included in this
bill as contingency funding, and with
the possible use of the emergency des-
ignation that one could argue in some
cases does not fit the traditional defi-
nition of such expenditures.
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Overall, I believe the committee has

done a very good job on this bill. The
committee has tried to address signifi-
cant priorities in the remaining bills.

It provides funding to meet the Presi-
dent’s major domestic concerns but
continues to pressure both Congress

and the President to work toward a
budget agreement. It provides disaster
aid and support for the United States
military mission in Bosnia. I urge the
Senate to adopt the bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a Budget Committee table

displaying the budgetary effects of this
bill be placed in the RECORD at this
point.

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

CONSOLIDATED OMNIBUS RESCISSIONS AND APPROPRIATIONS BILL
[Spending totals—Senate-reported bill]
[Fiscal year 1996, in millions of dollars]

Commerce-Justice Labor-HHS Interior VA–HUD District of Columbia Total

Budget
authority Outlays Budget

authority Outlays Budget
authority Outlays Budget

authority Outlays Budget
authority Outlays Budget

authority Outlays

Defense discretionary:
Outlays from prior-year BA and other actions completed .................................. 0 92 ................ ................ ................ ................ 0 78 ................ ................ 0 170
H.R. 3019, as reported to the Senate ................................................................. 151 125 ................ ................ ................ ................ 153 92 ................ ................ 304 218
Scorekeeping adjustment .................................................................................... 0 0 ................ ................ ................ ................ 0 0 ................ ................ 0 0

Subtotal defense discretionary ................................................................... 151 217 ................ ................ ................ ................ 153 170 ................ ................ 304 387

Nondefense discretionary:
Outlays from prior-year BA and other actions completed .................................. 0 6,561 15,297 47,368 148 5,002 ¥1,113 44,345 0 0 14,332 103,545
H.R. 3019, as reported to the Senate ................................................................. 22,658 17,195 46,776 20,836 12,092 8,210 62,914 29,919 727 727 145,168 76,887
Scorekeeping adjustment .................................................................................... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Subtotal nondefense discretionary ............................................................. 22,658 23,756 62,073 68,472 12,239 13,213 61,801 74,265 727 727 159,500 180,431

Violent crime reduction trust fund:
Outlays from prior-year BA and other actions completed .................................. 0 826 32 21 ................ ................ ................ ................ ................ ................ 32 847
H.R. 3019, as reported to the Senate ................................................................. 3,956 1,286 21 4 ................ ................ ................ ................ ................ ................ 3,977 1,290
Scorekeeping adjustment .................................................................................... 0 0 0 0 ................ ................ ................ ................ ................ ................ 0 0

Subtotal violent crime reduction trust fund .............................................. 3,956 2,112 53 25 ................ ................ ................ ................ ................ ................ 4,009 2,137

Mandatory:
Outlays from prior-year BA and other actions completed .................................. 2 20 38,687 40,804 0 24 0 133 ................ ................ 38,689 40,981
H.R. 3019, as reported to the Senate ................................................................. 503 480 161,850 150,864 59 25 20,043 17,213 ................ ................ 182,455 168,583
Adjustment to conform mandatory programs with Budget Resolution assump-

tions ................................................................................................................ 27 25 4,673 14,012 6 6 ¥905 341 ................ ................ 3,801 14,384

Subtotal mandatory .................................................................................... 532 525 205,210 205,680 65 55 19,138 17,688 0 0 224,945 223,948

Adjusted bill total ....................................................................................... 27,297 26,610 267,336 274,177 12,304 13,268 81,093 92,123 727 727 388,758 406,904

Senate Subcommittee 602(b) allocation:
Defense discretionary .......................................................................................... 151 218 0 0 0 0 154 170 ................ ................ 305 388
Nondefense discretionary ..................................................................................... 22,659 23,762 62,074 68,478 12,241 13,215 61,802 74,270 727 727 159,503 180,452
Violent crime reduction trust fund ...................................................................... 3,956 2,113 53 44 0 0 0 0 ................ ................ 4,009 2,157
Mandatory ............................................................................................................ 532 525 205,210 205,680 65 55 19,138 17,688 ................ ................ 224,945 223,948

Total allocation ........................................................................................... 27,298 26,618 267,337 274,202 12,306 13,270 81,094 92,128 ................ ................ 388,035 406,218

Adjusted bill total compared to Senate Subcommittee 602(b) allocation:
Defense discretionary .......................................................................................... 0 ¥1 0 0 0 0 ¥1 ¥0 ................ ................ ¥1 ¥1
Nondefense discretionary ..................................................................................... ¥1 ¥6 ¥1 ¥6 ¥2 ¥2 ¥1 ¥5 0 0 ¥3 ¥21
Violent crime reduction trust fund ...................................................................... ¥0 ¥1 0 ¥19 0 0 0 0 ................ ................ ¥0 ¥20
Mandatory ............................................................................................................ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ................ ................ 0 0

Total allocation ........................................................................................... ¥1 ¥8 ¥1 ¥25 ¥2 ¥2 ¥1 ¥5 ................ ................ ¥4 ¥41

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for consistency with current scorekeeping conventions.

THE SPECTER AMENDMENT

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I
want to take a moment of the Senate’s
time to discuss the Specter education
amendment to the continuing resolu-
tion—S. 1594. As you know, the Senate
adopted the Specter amendment yes-
terday by a vote of 84 to 16. This
amendment provides $2.7 billion in ad-
ditional funding for Head Start, job
training, title I, and other education
programs. Given that these additional
funds are fully offset by spending cuts
elsewhere, I supported the amendment.

Senator SPECTER offered his amend-
ment in the second degree to the
Daschle amendment. Like the Specter
amendment, Senator DASCHLE’s amend-
ment would have provided additional
funding for various Federal education
programs. Unlike the Specter amend-
ment, however, the Daschle amend-
ment was not fully offset and violated
the Budget Act. In other words, while
both amendments provided additional
funding for education programs, the
Specter amendment provides those
funds in a responsible manner that
does not bust the budget.

On the other hand, both the Daschle
and Specter amendments also provided
an additional $60 million for President
Clinton’s Goals 2000 Program. I want to
make clear that my support for the
Specter amendment should not be in-
terpreted as support for this program.
Instead of funding Goals 2000, I would
have preferred to use the funding for
education vouchers or charter schools.

TRANSFER OF F–16 AIRCRAFT TO JORDAN

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
rise to speak on a matter which could
profoundly affect the U.S. defense in-
dustrial base. It is my understanding
that the Committee on Appropriations
recommends the appropriation of an
additional $70 million in fiscal year
1996 funds for the Foreign Military Fi-
nancing Program. These funds would
be joined with $30 million in previously
appropriated funds to provide initial
grant funding in support of the transfer
of F–16 aircraft to Jordan. Ultimately,
16 F–16 aircraft are to be upgraded and
then leased to Jordan in support of its
participation in the Middle East peace
process.

Mr. President, I have recently re-
ceived information which suggests that

the necessary upgrades will be per-
formed on these aircraft in the United
States prior to making them available
to Jordan. If that is the case, I will
support the committee’s recommenda-
tion, because I believe the required
work will enhance the defense indus-
trial base.

Mr. President, I would ask the junior
Senator from Kentucky, who serves as
the chairman of the Foreign Oper-
ations Subcommittee, who has served
on that subcommittee as a champion of
U.S. private sector exports and who has
insisted that American foreign aid pro-
grams serve our national interests, is
this what the committee intends by its
recommendation? Does the committee
intend that engine upgrades and struc-
tural upgrades will be made by the U.S.
private sector prior to the lease of
these F–16’s to Jordan?

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
can answer my colleague’s question
very directly and without ambiguity.
Yes.

Yes, the Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations recognizes the commitment
that Jordan has made to peace in the



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1965March 13, 1996
Middle East. Jordan has joined with Is-
rael in a treaty of peace. The sub-
committee believes that the lease of F–
16 aircraft to Jordan, a transfer of mili-
tary equipment which is supported by
Israel, will strengthen Jordan mili-
tarily and provide a strong signal of
United States support for King Hussein
and the people of Jordan as partners
with Israel in the quest for peace in the
Middle East.

It is the subcommittee’s intention
that the grant funding which we rec-
ommend to finance the required up-
grades will be used to support the U.S.
private sector and further serve U.S.
interests by enhancing the defense in-
dustrial base. While third countries
may participate in maintenance pro-
grams at a later date, the subcommit-
tee believes that, insofar as the up-
grades are concerned, the original U.S.
manufacturer can best insure quality
control, cost management, and inter-
operability with U.S. Air Force units.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Kentucky. I
think that we have clearly established
the intent of the Senate. These aircraft
are to be provided to Jordan, in sup-
port of Jordan’s participation in the
Middle East peace process. Further-
more, to support U.S. exports and to
help preserve the private sector defense
industrial base, the required engine,
structural, and related upgrades are to
be performed in the United States.
f

PRESERVE TECHNOLOGY
INVESTMENTS

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
strongly endorse the Hollings-Daschle-
Kerrey-Lieberman-Bingaman-Rocke-
feller-Kerry Amendment to H.R. 3019
that was debated last night, and to
praise Senator HOLLINGS for offering
this amendment that I cosponsored.
This amendment would have restored
funds for three key Department of
Commerce programs: the Advanced
Technology Program, National Tele-
communications and Information Ad-
ministration (NTIA) Telecommuni-
cations and Information Infrastructure
Assistance Program, and Technology
Administration as well as funding for
Educational and Environmental Tech-
nologies. Restoring these funds is es-
sential to making progress in generat-
ing more jobs for Americans, a better
education system, protecting the envi-
ronment, and maintaining our Nation’s
ability to compete and excel in re-
search.

As a nation, we have used the best
mix of individual innovation and na-
tional cooperative efforts to develop
the most advanced and most produc-
tive economy in the world. Cooperative
government and industry investments
have brought us computers, the
Internet, new treatments for disease, a
better environment, and the moon. And
these investments have brought us new
industries; high-quality, high-paying
jobs; and an improved standard of liv-
ing.

But today, Americans understand
that the ground underneath them is
shifting—they have seen their work
and workplaces transformed by new
technologies and global competition.
These changes and their consequences
are as profound as the economic shifts
that moved us from farms to factories
more than a century ago. Now, as then,
there is no way to reverse the tide.
Now, as then, the fortunes of working
people are uncertain as the landscape
around them is remade.

Working Americans have reason to
be worried, reasons, even, to be angry.
They are working harder than ever, but
their jobs are less secure, their wages
are stagnant, and their benefits and
pensions are shrinking. All this when
company profits and CEO salaries are
rising.

Parents are putting in more hours at
the office. Precious time taken from
Little League games and PTA meetings
and family dinners. And the strain—on
families, schools, neighborhoods, on
what makes a civil society—is all too
apparent.

At the same time, Mr. President,
‘‘Reaganomics’’ can’t seem to dis-
appear for good, no matter how clear
the evidence is from the 1980’s that this
is a dangerous course and bad economic
policy. The Reagan manifesto might
have been written for a Warren G. Har-
ding campaign speech. Big tax breaks
for top-income earners and corpora-
tions—a trickle from the top will grow
jobs and wages. Drop safety standards
and environmental safeguards—an in-
visible hand will protect workers and
consumers. Push the disabled, elderly,
and poor children off the wagon.

In a trance, Congress cooperated in
the eighties when Reagan told them to
cut taxes on the rich and corporations.
In the last decade tax rates for top-in-
come brackets were lowered from 70
percent to 40 percent. And, the share of
the tax burden that corporations pay
has been reduced from 15 percent to 10
percent over the last decade.

The minimum wage was stunted.
And, domestic spending was cut from
nearly 5 percent of the Federal budget
to about 31⁄2 percent since 1980.

To what end? Some people bene-
fitted—some a whole lot. Since 1980,
more than $800 billion was added to
household incomes—but 98 percent of
that money went to the richest 20 per-
cent. That means all the rest, 80 per-
cent of American households, shared
just 2 percent of the gains. In fact, the
average American family is now get-
ting by on less than they had in 1980.

For a fortunate handful of Ameri-
cans, the transformation from an in-
dustrial to an information economy of-
fers unlimited opportunity and fantas-
tic profit. But for most, right now, this
new economy demands more and offers
less—it demands more education, more
skills, more flexibility, more time; but
offers less pay, less benefits, and less
security. Working families are running
faster and losing ground—a raw deal
that undermines the crucial link be-

tween work and personal progress, and
breeds the anger and cynicism that are
poisoning our society and our political
debate.

I believe there are clear, common-
sense, approaches that must be fol-
lowed to enable all Americans to gain
the fruits of our success.

Our trade and monetary policies
must work for working people. We need
trade agreements based on only giving
access when we get exactly that for our
products. We have to say no to agree-
ments that push our jobs across our
borders. Let’s live in the real world,
and demand other countries to live up
to environmental and labor standards
they avoid to get the upper hand.

The Fed should be as aggressive in
promoting growth to benefit workers
as they are with managing inflation to
benefit bondholders.

And we must have investments in
education, training, infrastructure, and
technology that produce dividends for
working people here at home. Invest-
ments in people are every bit as impor-
tant as investment in equipment. But
unless that’s better known and under-
stood, human investments will keep
shriveling through the budget cuts al-
ready being made. Behind the banner of
a balanced budget, we are in danger of
surrendering what really spreads op-
portunity in America—the chance to
learn, to train, and to excel.

Investments in science and tech-
nology are a key part of the solution.
As the President’s Council of Economic
Advisors recently reported, invest-
ments in innovation have been respon-
sible for almost one-half of the Na-
tion’s economic growth.

This Nation has had a 50-year consen-
sus on investments in science in tech-
nology. We have made these invest-
ments to expand the basic store of
knowledge both because of our explor-
ing, inquisitive nature and because we
know the benefits are unpredictable.
We have invested in biological research
that improves our ability to feed our
people and attack disease. And we have
invested in new technologies in support
of Federal missions, technologies that
created new industries and jobs in avia-
tion, electronics, software, and commu-
nications.

But those very programs that are
key to our technological progress are
now under threat. If it had passed, our
Hollings-Daschle-Kerry Amendment
would have lessened that threat by re-
storing funds for technology programs
that invest in new innovations with
broad benefits for the Nation.

Recently, we have realized that with
fierce global competition, this Nation
must invest in innovation to advance
economic growth. We are investing in
the Advanced Technology Program
with bipartisan support.

President Bush’s science advisor, D.
Allan Bromley, realized that we can
support key technologies without in-
tervening in the market’s selection of
winners and losers. The Advanced
Technology Program was first funded
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