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By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and 

Mr. JEFFORDS): 
S. 1922. A bill to amend the Employee Re-

tirement Income Security Act of 1974 to es-
tablish a Pension ProSave system which im-
proves the retirement income security of 
millions of American workers by encour-
aging employers to make pension contribu-
tions on behalf of employees, by facilitating 
pension portability, by preserving and in-
creasing retirement savings, and by simpli-
fying pension law; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

S. 1923. A bill to establish a Pension 
ProSave system which improves the retire-
ment income security of millions of Amer-
ican workers by encouraging employers to 
make pension contributions on behalf of em-
ployees, by facilitating pension portability, 
by preserving and increasing retirement sav-
ings, and by simplifying pension law; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. STEVENS: 
S. 1924. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 

Transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation and coastwise trade endorsement 
for the vessel DAMN YANKEE; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

By Mr. GORTON (for himself, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. HATCH, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, 
Mr. WARNER, Mr. GREGG, Mr. FRIST, 
Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. LOTT, Mrs. KASSE-
BAUM, Mr. KYL, Mr. MACK, Mr. NICK-
LES, and Mr. PRESSLER): 

S. 1925. A bill to amend the National Labor 
Relations Act to protect employer rights, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself and Mr. 
SPECTER): 

S. 1926. A bill to provide for the integrity 
of the medicare program under title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mrs. BOXER: 
S. 1927. A bill to prohibit 401(k) plans from 

investing in collectibles and to require cer-
tain 401(k) plans to provide to participants 
annual, detailed reports on the investments 
made by such plans; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. LEVIN: 
S. 1928. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to eliminate tax incentives 
for exporting jobs outside of the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE: 
S. 1929. A bill to extend the authority for 

the Homeless Veterans’ Reintegration 
Projects for fiscal years 1997 through 1999, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Veterans Affairs. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. BROWN: 
S. Res. 275. Resolution to express the sense 

of the Senate concerning Afghanistan; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and Mr. 

JEFFORDS): 

S. 1922. A bill to amend the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 to establish a Pension ProSave 
system which improves the retirement 
income security of millions of Amer-
ican workers by encouraging employers 
to make pension contributions on be-

half of employees, by facilitating pen-
sion portability, by preserving and in-
creasing retirement savings, and by 
simplifying pension law; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

S. 1923. A bill to establish a Pension 
ProSave system which improves the re-
tirement income security of millions of 
American workers by encouraging em-
ployers to make pension contributions 
on behalf of employees, by facilitating 
pension portability, by preserving and 
increasing retirement savings, and by 
simplifying pension law; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

THE PENSION PRO-SAVE ACT 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ap-

preciate very much the chance to 
speak, address the Senate today on the 
very important issue of retirement se-
curity. The Senator from Vermont, 
Senator JEFFORDS, and myself are in-
troducing today two bills. I will just 
read the title for people so that they 
will get an idea what these bills will 
do: 

To establish a Pension ProSave system 
that improves retirement income security 
for millions of American workers by encour-
aging employers to make pension contribu-
tions on behalf of employees, by facilitating 
pension portability, by preserving and in-
creasing retirement savings, and by simpli-
fying pension law. 

Mr. President, before I describe our 
proposal, let me describe the problem, 
because I think the problem we are at-
tempting to confront is severe, is seri-
ous, and affects many of us in this 
country. This first chart I have here 
describes the problem very well. This is 
a chart with the title, ‘‘More Than 50 
Million Workers Are Not Earning A 
Pension.’’ 

This pie chart shows that over half of 
the private sector workers in this 
country today, 50.8 million people, as 
of April 1993, so I am sure it is even 
larger now, but over 50 million people 
are not covered by any kind of pension. 
This, of course, is separate from Social 
Security, which is not a pension pro-
gram. But as regards any other type of 
pension, more than half of our workers 
are not covered today. 

Let me show another chart that sort 
of breaks this down by State and shows 
the problem as it exists from State to 
State. You can see the percentages. 
This chart shows on a map here the 
percentage of people covered by some 
type of pension plan in each of our 
States. People might ask, why is a Sen-
ator from New Mexico even interested 
in this issue? I can tell you why. When 
you look at New Mexico, we have the 
lowest percentage of our workers cov-
ered by pensions of any State in the 
Union; 29 percent of our private sector 
employees in New Mexico actually 
have some degree of pension coverage. 

Let me show another chart here, 
which tries to make the same point 
somewhat differently and just shows 
the percentage of workers who do not 
have coverage: ‘‘State Differences In 
Pension Coverage.’’ Starting from the 
top, the State with the largest percent-
age of workers not covered is New Mex-
ico, with 71 percent; next Louisiana, 69 

percent; then Nevada, 67 percent; and 
on down the list. 

I see my friend from North Dakota 
on the floor. In his State, 61 percent 
percent of the people in that State do 
not have any pension coverage. So this 
is a serious, serious problem. 

The final chart I will show is a chart 
to make the point that the problem is 
not getting better or getting solved. In 
fact, it is getting worse. This shows 
two different figures here, first the fig-
ure for 1979 and then the figure for 1989. 
The red is the percentage of coverage 
that existed in 1979, the yellow is the 
percentage of coverage that existed 10 
years later, in 1989, for different groups 
in our society depending upon the ex-
tent of the education they have re-
ceived. 

We can see for those with less than a 
high school education, in 1979, 44 per-
cent of those people were covered; in 
1989, 28 percent. And on and on down 
through the list. Again, it is clear that 
our Nation has a severe problem to 
confront. 

Second, it is clear the problem is get-
ting worse. The reasons for inadequate 
pension coverage are what we need to 
focus on. I believe there are four key 
reasons why so many of our citizens 
have no pension coverage. 

First, present law does not provide 
adequate incentives for employers to 
contribute to a pension plan for them-
selves and their employees. Many of 
our small businesses, the vast majority 
of our small businesses, do not con-
tribute at the present time because 
those incentives are not there. 

A second reason is that, in addition 
to inadequate incentives, present law 
imposes significant administrative du-
ties on employers who wish to assist in 
providing pension coverage. 

A third reason is that the rapid pace 
of job change, combined with signifi-
cant waiting periods before retirement 
benefits vest, results in many employ-
ees losing their rights to retirement 
benefits when they move from job to 
job. 

The fourth reason is that present law 
greatly limits the amount of pretax 
savings that a person can achieve un-
less his or her employer does take on 
this administrative duty of estab-
lishing a pension plan. 

Let me describe briefly the proposal 
that Senator JEFFORDS and I are put-
ting before the Senate today and are 
having referred to committee. This 
Pension ProSave proposal seeks to in-
crease the number of Americans with 
some level of pension benefits by cur-
ing the deficiencies that are presently 
in the law. First, it provides an addi-
tional tax incentive to an employer if 
he or she commits an amount equal to 
at least 1 percent of each employee’s 
salary to a pension for all employees. 
The maximum amount each year that 
an employer may contribute for each 
employee would be $5,000. 
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A second way we are trying to cor-

rect deficiencies is that the adminis-
trative duties on the employer wishing 
to participate in this Pension ProSave 
proposal are kept to an absolute min-
imum. Employers are given the flexi-
bility to increase the amount of the 
contribution to the pension plan or to 
suspend payments entirely for a single 
year, if that is necessary because of 
economic hardship in the business. The 
employer participating in Pension 
ProSave is free of any future pension 
obligations to employees once those 
employees leave the job. That is a very 
important benefit to employers, as we 
see it. 

A third way we are trying to correct 
deficiencies is that the employee will 
become eligible to accrue pension bene-
fits whenever those pension benefits 
are made by the employer. If the em-
ployer wants to participate in Pension 
ProSave, the employer would have to 
go ahead and make contributions for 
each employee once the employee has 
been employed for 6 months. But those 
payments would vest immediately once 
they were made into the ProSave ac-
count of the employee. 

When an employee not covered by 
Pension ProSave leaves a job where 
benefits have accrued, that employee 
would have the right to direct the em-
ployer to transfer the cash equivalent 
of accrued pension benefits to an ac-
count in the name of the employee and 
the Pension Portability Clearinghouse 
which we are establishing under this 
act. 

Under Pension ProSave, an employee 
may save additional pretax dollars for 
his or her own retirement in the 
amount twice what the employer con-
tributes each year, to a maximum of 
$5,000, whichever is less. Amounts em-
ployees are permitted to save are in ad-
dition to what might be saved in an 
IRA or some other pension plan. 

To accomplish this set of objectives, 
we are proposing to establish a non-
profit, private corporation chartered 
by an act of Congress, which would be 
designated the Pension Portability 
Clearinghouse, to administer the Pen-
sion ProSave system. The corporation 
would be governed by a board, the 
members of which would be appointed 
by the President, with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. 

Payments into the clearinghouse 
would occur, first, when an employee 
who has chosen to participate in Pen-
sion ProSave makes a payment to the 
account of an employee; 

Second, when an employee makes a 
payment, as permitted, which could be 
up to twice what the employer has 
made that same year; 

And third, as I indicated before, when 
an employer who does not participate 
at the direction of the employee trans-
fers cash payments to a Pension 
ProSave account when the employee 
leaves that employer’s company. 

There are some similarities in what 
we are proposing to the TIAA-CREF 
model, with which many people are fa-

miliar. TIAA-CREF is the largest pen-
sion plan for administration of pension 
benefits that currently exists in this 
country, and I believe in the world. 
TIAA-CREF, originally established by 
Andrew Carnegie to help those teach-
ing in universities to have pension cov-
erage when moving from one edu-
cational institution to another, cur-
rent manages more than $136 billion for 
approximately 1.7 million participants 
at more than 5,500 institutions. 

The similarities between the Pension 
Portability Clearinghouse and TIAA- 
CREF are that we would have central 
administration of accounts for mul-
tiple employers. 

Also, we would provide the ability of 
employees and employers to use the 
mechanism of Pension ProSave ac-
counts if they chose to. 

We differ from TIAA-CREF in several 
significant ways also. First of all, Pen-
sion ProSave would be open to all em-
ployers, not just to those in a par-
ticular industry or particular field. 
TIAA-CREF, for example, is limited 
just to those involved with higher edu-
cation or research. 

Pension ProSave is limited strictly 
to maintaining records of account bal-
ances and not to managing funds or 
selling annuities. Again, that would be 
a significant difference between what 
we are proposing and TIAA-CREF. 

We also have some similarities in 
this proposal to the Federal thrift sav-
ings plan in that we do provide a means 
to establish a retirement account and 
to add to it as a person proceeds 
through their career. 

We differ from the thrift savings plan 
in obvious ways also in that we have 
designed Pension ProSave for contribu-
tions to retirement savings even as a 
person moves from job to job. The 
thrift savings plan, of course, is limited 
to Federal employees, people working 
for a single employer. 

Pension ProSave provides for imme-
diate vesting of employee contribu-
tions. The thrift savings plan for Fed-
eral workers does not. 

Pension ProSave does not have any 
requirement on employers to match 
contributions by employees as the 
thrift savings plan does. 

So what we are proposing is not a 
carbon copy of TIAA-CREF; it is not a 
carbon copy of the Federal thrift sav-
ings plan either. Instead, it is a new 
mechanism which employers could 
choose to take advantage of or not, as 
they see fit. For those who do choose 
to participate, it provides a hassle-free 
way for the employer and the employee 
to save more pretax dollars for retire-
ment. 

There is one other feature of Pension 
ProSave that I want to highlight, and 
that is the opportunity it provides for 
employers to engage in profit sharing 
with their employees. Suppose, for ex-
ample, that I am a small business 
owner and I am not sure from one year 
to the next how well or how poorly my 
business will do. Under Pension 
ProSave, I would have the option of 

setting up Pension ProSave accounts 
for each employee by committing to 
contribute as little as 1 percent of their 
salary into those accounts each time I 
issue a paycheck to them. 

By making that 1 percent contribu-
tion, I give each employee the oppor-
tunity to contribute an additional 2 
percent from their own resources. But 
if I do contribute the 1 percent each 
pay period from January, say, through 
December and then decide that it has 
been a very good year for my business 
and I want to share some of the profit 
with employees, I could increase that 
contribution into Pension ProSave for 
my employees to 2 percent or to 5 per-
cent, as long as I did not exceed the 
$5,000 total limit per employee. 

This proposal does provide a hassle- 
free way to save pretax dollars for re-
tirement, a hassle-free way to partici-
pate with profit sharing programs for 
employees. It promotes savings. It will 
help more people to reach retirement 
with pensions. It will help to buffer in-
dividuals against the turbulence of this 
economy we live in. It will provide 
more employers with a good vehicle for 
profit sharing. All of those are major 
benefits to our Nation. 

Mr. President, one cause of the ex-
traordinary economic anxiety in our 
Nation is related to the eroding sense 
of financial security at retirement. A 
recent study of worker’s views of their 
present and future economic cir-
cumstances found that most people be-
lieve that despite the twists, turns, and 
pitfalls in our rapidly changing econ-
omy, that they can chart a successful 
course to retirement. But their anxiety 
levels were extremely high when con-
cerns about the solvency of Social Se-
curity and about the great number of 
Americans without pension benefits 
were mentioned. 

Americans include retirement secu-
rity in their personal strategies for 
economic success. I believe that Amer-
ica is calling for a credible proposal 
that will get more of our Citizens cov-
ered by some kind of pensions. 

There is no doubt that increasing re-
tirement savings will help bolster na-
tional savings, which will help spur 
more long-term investment and eco-
nomic growth. I urge my colleagues to 
review this proposal which Senator 
JEFFORDS and I are offering and join us 
in this effort to improve retirement se-
curity for many millions of Americans. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, the 
problem of retirement security is an 
ever mounting challenge to the future 
welfare of our Nation. More than 51 
million Americans are not covered by 
any kind of pension plan. The aging of 
the baby boom generation will dra-
matically increase the retired popu-
lation in proportion to the working 
population early in the next century. 

Our Nation is facing certain crisis if 
we fail to take steps to correct this 
problem of people working until retire-
ment—and finding that their Social Se-
curity benefits fail to maintain ade-
quate and acceptable living standards. 
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Despite the proliferation of retirement 
products in various forms of IRA’s and 
401(k) plans, patterns clearly show that 
those who earn enough to save prob-
ably do. Our problem is that over the 
last 15 years, we have had no increase 
in the percentage of our workforce that 
is participating in a qualified pension 
program. 

Mr. President, in order to ensure that 
this Congress does face the issue of re-
tirement security for all working 
Americans and not just the fortunate 
minority who are saving, I am intro-
ducing with my colleague, Senator 
BINGAMAN, the Retirement Security for 
All Americans Pension Pro-Save Act. 

The bill we are introducing outlines a 
concept for pension expansion and 
portability that has been discussed in 
this Chamber several times over the 
last several decades but which has not 
evolved until now as legislation. The 
Pension ProSave System would im-
prove the retirement income security 
of millions of working Americans by 
encouraging employees to make con-
tributions on their behalf, by facili-
tating pension portability, by pre-
serving and significantly increasing re-
tirement savings and by simplifying 
pension law. 

Despite 17 years of availability of 
simplified pension plans, pension cov-
erage remains low in the small busi-
ness sector. Even when covered by a 
tax-advantaged pension plan, many 
workers cash out their own contribu-
tions made to the pension plan when 
they leave one job rather than roll 
them over into another retirement ve-
hicle. Tax penalties unfortunately have 
not been entirely successful in discour-
aging the spending of these midcareer 
retirement savings disbursements. Of 
the $47.9 billion in preretirement dis-
tributions made in 1990, less than 20 
percent of recipients reported putting 
the entire distribution into another 
tax-qualified retirement plan. 

The Pension ProSave System is mod-
eled after the highly successful Teach-
ers Insurance and Annuity Association- 
College Retirement Equity Fund 
(TIAA–CREF), the largest private pen-
sion system in the world with assets 
over $136 billion and about 1.7 million 
participants at about 5,500 institutions. 
This proposal targets those who are 
working their way toward retirement— 
and will have little or no private pen-
sion plan to supplement their Social 
Security benefits. Pension Pro-Save is 
designed to supplement other pension 
vehicles and will increase pension cov-
erage to millions of American workers, 
especially for those who work for small 
businesses. 

The benefits of Pension ProSave are 
first, it would provide an incentive and 
a simple, hassle free way for employers 
to provide portable pension benefits to 
their workers. Employees could also 
make matching contributions to their 
accounts on a 2:1 basis to a maximum 
of $5,000. The employer’s contributions 
also would not exceed $5,000. Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to emphasize that these 

are the employee’s accounts—not the 
Government’s and not the employer’s. 
These accounts will remain with those 
workers the duration of their lives. 

Second, Pension ProSave would stop 
the leakage of retirement savings by 
furnishing employer’s pension con-
tributions into a portability clearing-
house. Worker’s account balances 
would be invested and managed by pri-
vate sector firms in diversified port-
folios. 

Mr. President, the funds contributed 
by an employer to the retirement secu-
rity of his or her employees by way of 
a ProSave account will remain there 
and be invested at the direction of the 
employee until retirement. The Port-
ability Clearinghouse will contract 
with investment firms to manage funds 
through the Clearinghouse. Investment 
options would include a fixed income 
fund, an equity fund, a Government se-
curities fund, small business capital-
ization fund, an international fund, and 
a public infrastructure fund. 

Employers will have no responsi-
bility for administering a pension fund 
or managing funds for employees who 
have left their employment. This 
should be very attractive to businesses 
that do not desire to carry long-term 
responsibilities for workers who have 
moved on. Employer contributions are 
locked into the Pension ProSave ac-
counts until retirement, funds contrib-
uted by the employee are available to 
be loaned for certain purposes and 
under terms established by the Port-
ability Clearinghouse Board. 

Mr. President, I have no doubt that 
some who oppose this plan will rattle 
the cages and make claims that this 
act is nothing but more big Govern-
ment, another bureaucratic institution 
that spreads the Government further 
into our lives. These claims would be 
wrong—and will only serve to maintain 
an economic reality that permits those 
best off in our society to take advan-
tage and save up to $30,000 a year with 
Government provided tax advantages 
for 401(k)s and other employer spon-
sored private pension plans. Govern-
ment does have an important role to 
play because the market has failed to 
provide the extension of pension cov-
erage to 51 million Americans. 

It is unacceptable that workers who 
don’t have an employer provided pen-
sion plan—can only save $2,000 a year 
in IRA accounts. We must now do what 
we can to provide an incentive to em-
ployers to provide modest retirement 
security for more employees. This plan 
is an enabler—it creates a structure, 
similar in many ways to the TIAA- 
CREF model established at the begin-
ning of this century by Andrew Car-
negie to provide pension portability for 
professors and university employees 
moving between one higher education 
institution and another. 

We have a responsibility not only to 
create a more equitable savings struc-
ture for those Americans who have the 
desire and wherewithal to save—but 
also to the many Americans who are 

low-income workers who move from 
job to job, finding themselves with lit-
tle or no private pensions to help them 
in their retirement years. 

Pension ProSave promotes savings, 
helps more people reach retirement 
with pensions, helps buffer against the 
turbulence of the economy, and pro-
vides many employers with a good ve-
hicle for profit sharing. All of these are 
benefits for our Nation as a whole. 

Interestingly enough, any plan that 
succeeds in establishing more retire-
ment security for our working popu-
lation is scored as costing our country 
short-term tax revenue. By the year 
2029, when the youngest baby boomers 
reach age 65, more than 68 million per-
sons will be older than 65—accounting 
for more than 20 percent of the U.S. 
population, compared to just 12 percent 
today. As a result, the ratio of workers 
contributing to Social Security will 
fall to two workers for every retiree. 
Rising Medicare and long-term care 
costs add even more to the savings re-
tirees will need. 

Mr. President, I ask you and my 
other colleagues in this Chamber to 
stop thinking in the short term and not 
wait until the baby boomers begin to 
retire. If we do not begin to find the 
way to increase the ability of private 
employers and individuals to finance 
retirement needs the cost to our coun-
try will be much greater than revenue 
loses. Establishing Pension ProSave 
accounts is an investment that will 
help our Nation avoid a social train 
wreck that is just waiting to happen. 

By Mr. STEVENS: 
S. 1924. A bill to authorize the Sec-

retary of Transportation to issue a cer-
tificate of documentation and coast-
wise trade endorsement for the vessel 
Damn Yankee; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

JONES ACT WAIVER LEGISLATION 
∑ Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing a bill to provide a cer-
tificate of documentation for the vessel 
Damn Yankee. 

The Damn Yankee (vessel number 
263611) is a 40 foot vessel owned by 
David Guthert of Juneau, AK. It was 
built in Bellingham, WA, in 1952. Be-
cause of a gap in the ownership records 
of this vessel, it has been determined 
to be ineligible for documentation 
under the Jones Act. Mr. Guthert plans 
on using the boat for charter purposes. 

I ask for unanimous consent that this 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

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

S. 1924 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That notwithstanding 
sections 12106, 12107, and 12108 of title 46, 
United States Code, and section 27 of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1920 (46 (App. U.S.C. 
883), as applicable on the date of enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Transportation 
may issue a certificate of documentation 
with appropriate endorsements for employ-
ment in the coastwise trade for the vessel 
DAMN YANKEE (vessel number 263611).∑ 
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By Mr. GORTON (for himself, Mr. 

COATS, Mr. HATCH, Mr. FAIR-
CLOTH, Mr. WARNER, Mr. GREGG, 
Mr. FRIST, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
LOTT, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. 
KYL, Mr. MACK, Mr. PRESSLER, 
and Mr. NICKLES): 

S. 1925. A bill to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act to protect em-
ployer rights, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

THE TRUTH IN EMPLOYMENT ACT OF 1996 
∑ Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to join with Senators 
COATS, HATCH, FAIRCLOTH, WARNER, 
GREGG, FRIST, COCHRAN, LOTT, KASSE-
BAUM, KYL, MACK, PRESSLER, and NICK-
LES to introduce an important piece of 
legislation designed to alleviate an un-
fair practice affecting thousands of 
businesses in my home State of Wash-
ington and across the country. It is the 
Truth in Employment Act of 1996, 
which will curb the abuses of the union 
organizing tactic known as salting. 

Salting, Mr. President, occurs when 
unions send paid, professional orga-
nizers and union members into non-
union workplaces under the guise of 
seeking employment. The unions’ 
avowed purpose in these salting pro-
grams is to harass the company, its 
employees, and to disrupt the jobsite 
until the company is either financially 
devastated or joins the union, which-
ever comes first. The key problem is 
that unions have trained their agents 
to use and abuse the procedures of the 
National Labor Relations Board as an 
offensive weapon against nonunion em-
ployers, largely by filing frivolous un-
fair labor practice charges. 

This fall, in Town & Country, the Su-
preme Court ruled that paid, profes-
sional union organizers are ‘‘employ-
ees’’ within the meaning of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act. Under the 
broad interpretations of the National 
Labor Relations Act, provisions pro-
hibit employers from discriminating 
against employees because of other 
union interests or activities. This 
places employers, most of them small, 
mom-and-pop businesses, in a disas-
trous Catch-22: if they hire the union 
salts, they are subjected to outrageous 
internal harassment, but if they do not 
hire them, the salts cry discrimination 
and file frivolous charges. Employers 
are forced to make decisions about hir-
ing, which may threaten the very ex-
istence of their businesses. Naturally, 
these businesses are concerned that the 
Supreme Court’s ruling gives the 
unions carte blanche to use organizing 
techniques such as salting. 

I continue to hear from small busi-
nesses from across my home State on 
this issue. In Snohomish county, a 
mid-sized mechanical subcontractor 
has employed over 70 union members 
over the years to work side-by-side 
with nonunion employees pursuant to 
project agreements. Despite this, the 
operating engineer’s union carries out 
a classic salting campaign involving 14 
union applicants, one of whom is a 

business agent. When none of the appli-
cants are hired, the union files unfair 
labor practice charges. Despite the em-
ployer’s history of employing union 
members pursuant to project agree-
ments, the NLRB’s regional office finds 
sufficient merit to issue a complaint 
and proceed to a hearing. After spend-
ing $21,000 in attorneys fees, they set-
tled for $10,500. 

Mr. President, this is just one exam-
ple of the devastating economic effect 
salting has had on small businesses in 
my State. Small businesses are the 
backbone of our economy, providing 
jobs to millions of people. Understand-
ably, this has become a serious issue 
for thousands of businesses across the 
country. Trying to defend themselves 
against frivolous discrimination 
charges, employers must incur tens of 
thousands of dollars in legal expenses, 
delays, and lost hours—time and re-
sources, which could be better spent 
expanding businesses and creating eco-
nomic opportunity in local commu-
nities. 

The Truth in Employment Act will 
amend the National Labor Relations 
Act by adding a provision that estab-
lishes that an employer is not required 
to hire a person seeking employment 
whose primary purpose is to represent 
a union in an organizational struggle. 
Under this bill employees will continue 
to be afforded their right to organize 
and engage in the activities protected 
under the National Labor Relations 
Act. It is in no way the intent of this 
bill to infringe upon those rights or 
protections. Employers will continue 
to be prohibited from discriminating 
on the basis of union membership or 
activism. The bill, however, curb the 
abuses of salting. Abuses that have 
caused one constituent in my State to 
declare bankruptcy, one to agree to 
sign a union agreement because he 
‘‘was too old to go through the harass-
ment again,’’ one who is afraid to hire 
more employees, one who has in excess 
of $100,000 in legal fees and another who 
just ‘‘got off easy’’ with $40,000 in legal 
fees. These are not large firms, Mr. 
President, they are family-run busi-
nesses. 

That is the issue, Mr. President, and 
that is why I am introducing the Truth 
in Employment Act. I encourage my 
colleagues to help me pass this bill and 
restore fairness to our small busi-
nesses.∑ 

∑ Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to join Senator SLADE GOR-
TON, who is my colleague on the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources, as a cosponsor of his bill, the 
Truth in Employment Act of 1996. This 
legislation addresses an issue known as 
salting. 

Over the last few years, professional 
union organizers, known as salts, have 
attempted to gain access to private 
property for organizing purposes. 
Sometimes, supervisors refuse to pro-
vide access to the property. Other 
times, if organizers gain access to the 
property, they have destroyed equip-
ment and been disruptive. 

Whether or not the organizers gain 
access to the property, they five nu-
merous charges with the National 
Labor Relations Board [NLRB], know-
ing that the cost of defending such 
groundless charges ultimately must be 
borne by the employer. This process, 
known as salting, is an abuse of our 
system and is nothing less than out-
right harassment. 

Our Federal labor law protects the 
right of workers to organize a union. It 
does not and it should not protect 
unions as they attempt to use our Fed-
eral agencies to harass companies. 

I recognize at this late date in our 
legislative session that this bill has lit-
tle chance of becoming law in 1996. I 
also understand that concerns had been 
raised over how to address the salting 
problem through legislation. Because 
this is an important issue, though, we 
need to move forward by introducing a 
bill. I hope that through the process of 
hearings in our committee, we will find 
an acceptable legislative solution that 
all parties can accept.∑ 

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself 
and Mr. SPECTER): 

S. 1926. A bill to provide for the in-
tegrity of the Medicare Program under 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 
THE MEDICARE EMERGENCY PROTECTION ACT OF 

1996 
∑ Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, earlier 
this month, the Medicare trustees re-
leased their 1996 annual report on the 
fiscal solvency of the Medicare trust 
fund. The bottom line is that the Medi-
care trust fund is going broke. And it is 
going broke sooner that we had been 
told. 

Last year’s report revealed Medi-
care’s deteriorating financial condi-
tion, but it was optimistic compared to 
the report released earlier this month. 
This month’s report predicted the pro-
gram will be bankrupt just 5 years 
from now—possibly running out of 
money as early as calendar year 2000. 

This means by that time, there will 
be no funds available to pay for the 
hospital care for our Nation’s senior 
citizens. 

Last year, Congress passed and sent 
to the President a balanced set of re-
forms which would have kept Medicare 
solvent through the next generation 
while still increasing spending per ben-
eficiary from $4,800 per year to more 
than $7,100 per year. It also offered sen-
iors more choices and included incen-
tives to combat fraud and abuse. 

Unfortunately, President Clinton ve-
toed the Medicare Preservation Act, 
which was included as a part of the 
Balanced Budget Act. 

Because I am tired of the partisan 
conflict on this issue, I am introducing 
the Medicare Emergency Protection 
Act of 1996, which incorporates the 
President’s Medicare cuts. If the Presi-
dent will not approve our Republican 
proposal for reform of the Medicare 
program, I suggest we pass the Presi-
dent’s bill. We cannot allow partisan 
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bickering and political grandstanding 
to prevent the resolution of this crisis. 
The American people are fed up with 
this kind of politics with the gridlock 
on this issue. It is like Nero playing his 
fiddle while Rome burned. 

I am fed up with this stalemate too. 
I suggest we adopt the short-term 
changes recommended by the President 
which cut the costs of the program and 
create the commission to recommend 
the longterm changes to save Medicare. 

My bill has two parts. The first part 
incorporates the President’s proposed 
cuts in Medicare. But it excludes his 
accounting gimmick which would 
transfer the costs of home health care 
from the Hospital Insurance Program 
to the Supplemental Medical Insurance 
Program. While this transfer would ex-
tend the technical solvency of the trust 
fund, it would shift billions of dollars 
in additional costs to the general tax-
payer. 

The second part of this legislation 
creates a commission similar to the 
National Commission on Social Secu-
rity Reform. As some of my colleagues 
will recall, that Commission was estab-
lished by President Reagan and the 
Congress in 1981. The Commission sug-
gested reforms which will maintain the 
fiscal solvency of the Social Security 
trust fund until sometime after the 
year 2025. 

Last year, Majority Leader Dole and 
Speaker GINGRICH proposed a similar 
commission to address the fiscal insol-
vency of the Medicare trust fund. Un-
fortunately, the Clinton administra-
tion rejected that proposal. 

However, in their recent report, the 
Medicare trustees, which include three 
members of President Clinton’s Cabi-
net, themselves proposed the establish-
ment of a commission. 

Now, there is obvious bipartisan sup-
port for this proposal. The National 
Commission on Medicare Reform will 
have 1 year to consider options for re-
form to secure the long-term fiscal sol-
vency of the Medicare trust fund. Once 
the members of the Commission have 
settled on a set of reforms, the Presi-
dent will review the proposal. If he ap-
proved it, he will submit the proposal 
to the Congress. Under expedited proce-
dures, the House of Representatives 
and the Senate will consider it and, 
without amendment, vote up or down 
to approve or reject the reforms. 

I urge my colleagues to approve this 
legislation. Each day that passes 
makes the eventual solutions more dif-
ficult to achieve. 

I ask unanimous consent that copies 
of the statement I made on this subject 
in the Senate on June 6 and 7 be re-
printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Congressional Record, June 6, 
1996] 

MEDICARE INSOLVENCY 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this after-

noon, we had a interesting hearing in the 
subcommittee for appropriations which is 

chaired by the distinguished Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER]. The witness 
was the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, Secretary Shalala. We were exam-
ining the budget request being submitted by 
the administration for appropriations to op-
erate the Department of the Government for 
the next fiscal year than begins October 1. 

Secretary Shalala happens to be in another 
capacity a trustee of this group who have the 
responsibility of monitoring the trust fund 
that supports the benefits paid out under the 
Medicare Program. Since that group of 
trustees had just made their report public 
yesterday at the news conference which we 
all read and heard about, that subject came 
up. 

It occurred to me, since there was before 
the general public a suggestion by the Presi-
dent that he had made recommendations 
that were almost identical with the Repub-
lican suggestion about how to protect the 
benefits of this Medicare Program and how 
to deal with this impending insolvency of 
that fund, it occurs to me that we are going 
to see more of the same kind of political she-
nanigans from now until the end of this year, 
with nothing being done unless somebody is 
ready to say, ‘‘OK, we will go along with 
your proposal.’’ 

The President can say that to the Con-
gress, or we can say that to the President. I 
am prepared at this point to suggest, in a se-
rious way, and said this to Secretary Shalala 
at the hearing, the Congress accept the 
President’s suggestions. We can pass the sug-
gested changes for short-term relief of pres-
sure on that fund, but at the same time ap-
point a commission which is also called for 
by the President and the trustees in their re-
port to propose long-term changes, changes 
to affect the long-term insolvency problems 
of the trust fund, and that the Congress, 
through its leaders and the President him-
self, agree to implement the recommenda-
tions of that commission for long-term 
changes. 

It seems to me that is one way to resolve 
this as a part of this argument over whether 
Republicans are trying to cut taxes, to im-
pose changes on Medicare beneficiaries as a 
part of a budget balancing act. We already, 
in the Congress, submitted to the President 
proposals to rescues the Medicare Program. 
That was a part of the Balanced Budget Act 
which the President vetoed. He has already 
rejected what Congress has suggested. After 
weeks and weeks of negotiations with lead-
ers of the Congress and the President at the 
White House, all we got out to it were some 
photo ops, some political posturing, partisan 
sniping. We have had enough of that. The 
American people are fed up with that kind of 
politics. That is not the way to run the Gov-
ernment. I am tired of it. 

I have recommended and seriously urge 
this Congress to accept the recommendation 
of the President—not the one, of course, that 
says that home health care ought to be paid 
for out of the general Treasury; I am talking 
about changes that will reduce the costs of 
the program in a way that saves the program 
from insolvency—they recommended last 
year that we had to act before the year 2002, 
that we were going to see an insolvency, 
there would be a bankrupted fund, in effect. 

Now, the report this year is worse than 
that. The year before it was going insolvent. 
Under the last report, it is going to lose $33 
billion, and the following year $100 billion. 
Contrary to what the junior Senator from 
West Virginia said, that this is a Republican- 
manufactured crisis, that is an outrageous 
comment. That is totally outrageous. These 
trustees are Democrats by and large. Sec-
retary Rubin said it, Secretary Shalala said 
it is going to be insolvent, the head of the 
Social Security Administration was standing 

there and agreed with them. That is not a 
group of Republicans. The Republicans are 
not manufacturing a crisis. The crisis is real. 
The crisis is now. 

It is irresponsible for us to continue to sit 
here and listen to this kind of arguing made 
by Senators on the other side that this is 
some kind of effort by Republicans to fright-
en older people. I am frightened. I am not an 
eligible beneficiary yet. We have to act. 

I want to commend the Senator from 
Pennsylvania for his leadership in an effort 
to get the Secretary to agree to rec-
ommendations to the administration, that 
they take a stand, put their recommenda-
tions in the form of legislation, send it to 
the Hill, and see if we can pass it. 

MEDICARE TRUST FUND 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, first, I want 

to commend the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL], and those who 
spoke this morning on the subject of a bal-
anced budget amendment and the unfortu-
nate consequences of our failure to deal with 
the problem of the ever-increasing deficits. 

We also had a few of those Senators men-
tion, as an aside, the problem with the Medi-
care trust fund. I wanted to remind Senators 
that we had a hearing yesterday in the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee that funds the 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
and Secretary Donna Shalala came before 
the committee to present the President’s 
proposed budget for that Department for the 
next fiscal year. She serves, along with oth-
ers in the administration, on this panel of 
trustees, whose responsibility it is to mon-
itor and help keep Congress and the adminis-
tration informed about the integrity of the 
trust fund, and supports the Medicare Pro-
gram. 

The trustees, earlier this week, talked 
about the fact that the worst case scenario 
for future deficits in that program had been 
exceeded, and that rather than having the 
program go bankrupt, be hopelessly insol-
vent by the year 2002, it was going to be 
bankrupt earlier. By the year 2000, it would 
be out of balance by over $30 billion, and the 
following year, it would be out of balance 
and in deficit at the figure of $100 billion. 

The consequences of this report have to 
wake up everybody to the realization that 
unless Congress and the administration quit 
playing politics with this issue, it is going to 
be insolvent. This program is going to be in 
jeopardy, and benefits are going to be in 
jeopardy as well. 

I think the time has come for us to say, 
OK, the Republican Congress passed a bal-
anced budget act last year. It included in 
that suggested reforms in the Medicare Pro-
gram that would have put it in balance, 
would have kept it solvent, would have made 
some needed changes in the program to give 
older citizens more choices, more protection, 
so that their medical expenses and benefits 
could continue to be paid through this pro-
gram. 

The President vetoed the bill. He rejected 
the balanced budget act. So we started over 
again. This year, the Budget Committee is 
wrestling with the problem of reconciling 
budget resolutions, which contain projected 
expenditures under this program, as well as 
all other Federal programs, with an effort to 
continue to build toward a balanced budget 
plan as soon as possible. Their projection is 
the year 2002. 

What I am going to suggest is that, in this 
politically charged environment of Presi-
dential politics and campaigns for House and 
Senate seats underway—and we have to 
admit it—it is unlikely that this administra-
tion is going to change its mind and embrace 
the Republican proposals. And so we have to 
acknowledge that. 
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The President, at the same time, has made 

a counteroffer, as I understand it, and has 
proposed some changes in the Medicare Pro-
gram, which would achieve savings of $116 
billion over the same period of time. The Re-
publican proposals would have achieved sav-
ings of almost $170 billion. 

Let us say, OK, Mr. President, have it your 
way for the short term. Let us introduce the 
President’s proposed changes in the Medicare 
Program. Let us accept his proposals for 
changes and cuts in the Medicare Program 
and enact them next week, or the week fol-
lowing. If the reconciliation bill from the 
Budget Committee’s resolution is vetoed by 
the President or not supported by the Demo-
crats in that area of the budget, let us iso-
late the Medicare Program changes and 
enact some changes. 

I suggest, let us enact the President’s pro-
posed changes and cuts in the program and, 
at the same time, establish a commission— 
which the President has recommended, the 
trustees have recommended in their report, 
including Secretary Shalala, Secretary 
Reich, Secretary Rubin, and others, who 
serve on that trustee panel—to recommend 
long-term changes in the Medicare Program 
that would ensure its solvency and protect 
the benefits for the older citizens in our soci-
ety over the long term. 

I do not see anything wrong with that. As 
a matter of fact, I have been suggesting that 
that be considered as an alternative. If Con-
gress and the President cannot agree on 
what changes ought to be made, get a com-
mission together, much like the Base Clo-
sure Commission, or the Social Security 
Commission, which was formed in 1983 and 
chaired by Alan Greenspan. It made rec-
ommendations to save the Social Security 
trust fund from bankruptcy, and Congress 
and the President agreed at that time to ac-
cept the recommendation of that commis-
sion and implement it. 

That ought to be a part of this legisla-
tion—that we establish that commission, 
agree to implement its recommendations, 
and have a vote on it. If you do not want to 
implement them, vote no; be against every-
thing. But we have to come to terms with 
the reality of the situation. The longer we 
wait, the harder the solution is going to be 
and the more sacrifices that are going to 
have to be made by everybody—the tax-
payers. If we do not make these changes, do 
you know what is going to happen? Pretty 
soon, you are going to see the taxes on the 
employers and employees to fund this pro-
gram being increased—and by substantial 
sums. 

Now, the older population is getting older 
and, thank goodness, medical science is won-
derful and it is giving us all opportunities for 
longer lives. But coming with that, too, are 
added expenses, as you get older, for medical 
care. Our senior citizens confront the reality 
every day of this terrible fear, and that is 
that they will not have the funds, they will 
not have access to the care they need to 
enjoy the longevity that they now have, 
compliments of medical science, good nutri-
tion, and the advances that we have made for 
good health in our society. 

So I say that it is time to stop the partisan 
politics. Let us quit throwing rocks at each 
other across the aisle, blaming each other 
for not getting anything done. I am prepared 
to say, as a Member of the Republican lead-
ership in the Senate, OK, Mr. President, let 
us enact your proposal. 

I am going to introduce a bill next week, 
and I hope there will be Senators on both 
sides of the aisle who will say, OK, let us go 
along with this suggestion as an alternative 
to what we have been getting. And what we 
have been getting is nothing—gridlock, con-
frontation, yelling at each other, people get-

ting red in the face, and nothing getting 
done. 

I think the American people are fed up 
with that kind of politics, fed up with that 
kind of Government. I am fed up with it. It 
is time to change. We ought to do it now— 
before it is too late.∑ 

By Mr. LEVIN: 
S. 1928. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to eliminate tax 
incentives for exporting jobs outside of 
the United States, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

TAX INCENTIVE ELIMINATION LEGISLATION 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to address the continuing loss of 
U.S. manufacturing jobs by intro-
ducing a bill to eliminate tax incen-
tives for companies to export such jobs. 

For too many years and in too many 
cases, we have seen U.S. manufacturers 
shut down business in the United 
States, lay off workers, and set up shop 
overseas. Although the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics does not maintain sta-
tistics on the export of United States 
jobs, we learned at a hearing of my 
Governmental Affairs Subcommittee 3 
years ago that at least 200 United 
States plants had moved to Mexico 
alone over the previous decade. 

A company’s decision to move its op-
erations overseas is usually an eco-
nomic decision, based on factors like 
the availability of cheap labor and un-
regulated access to natural resources. 
While I wish that some U.S. companies 
would exercise better citizenship and 
recognize an ongoing responsibility to 
their long-time employees as well as 
their shareholders, I know that the 
Federal Government cannot force them 
to do so. 

However, there is no reason why the 
U.S. taxpayers should be subsidizing 
companies that choose to move their 
operations overseas. Yet that is what 
we have been doing. When a U.S. com-
pany decides to shut down a plant in 
the United States and move its oper-
ations overseas, we reward them— 
through the Tax Code—for the deci-
sion. 

Last year, I joined Senator DORGAN 
and others to introduce a bill—S. 1355— 
addressing one provision of the Tax 
Code which provides such a subsidy. 
The Dorgan bill would eliminate the 
ability of companies who move their 
operations overseas to defer the pay-
ment of Federal income tax on the 
profits from those operations. 

Today, I am introducing a bill to ad-
dress two more provisions of the Tax 
Code which provide taxpayer subsidies 
to companies that move their oper-
ations overseas. 

First, section 162 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code permits a deduction for ‘‘all 
the ordinary and necessary expenses 
paid or incurred during the taxable 
year in carrying on any trade or busi-
ness.’’ This provision has been inter-
preted to allow a deduction for moving 
expenses in the case of a company that 
moves part or all of its operations 
overseas, as long as the company con-
tinues to sell its product in the United 

States and can argue that the overseas 
operations are related to the U.S. 
source income. As a result, the U.S. 
taxpayers are underwriting the moving 
expenses of companies who choose to 
move capital equipment previously 
used in U.S. operations, and the associ-
ated jobs overseas. 

My bill would reverse this policy by 
prohibiting a company from deducting 
the cost of transporting capital equip-
ment previously used in U.S. oper-
ations overseas when it is in the proc-
ess of closing or downsizing U.S. 
plants. Because the export of such cap-
ital equipment and the associated jobs 
is more likely to reduce U.S.-source in-
come than to increase it, this provision 
is entirely consistent with the intent 
of section 162 to permit the deduction 
of ordinary and necessary business ex-
penses incurred in connection with 
such income. 

Second, section 367 of the Internal 
Revenue Code allows a company to 
avoid paying capital gains taxes on its 
capital assets, if these assets are 
moved overseas and included in an ac-
tive business in a corporate reorganiza-
tion. Because no capital gains tax is 
paid at the time of the reorganization, 
and because the U.S. loses jurisdiction 
over the assets after they are shipped 
overseas, the company is able to avoid 
the tax altogether. The company is 
able to obtain an unwarranted tax ad-
vantage by transferring appreciated as-
sets to a corporation that is not sub-
ject to U.S. residence jurisdiction—and 
the taxpayers are left paying yet an-
other subsidy to companies that choose 
to move their operations overseas. 

My bill would reverse this policy by 
eliminating the active business excep-
tion in section 367 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code and subjecting corporate as-
sets to the capital gains tax at the 
time they are transferred overseas in 
any reorganization. 

Mr. President, some companies may 
still choose to overlook their responsi-
bility as citizens and the needs of their 
long-timer employees by moving jobs 
overseas, but we should not be sub-
sidizing such decisions. 

By WELLSTONE: 
S. 1929. A bill to extend the authority 

for the Homeless Veterans’ Reintegra-
tion Projects for fiscal years 1997 
through 1999, and for other purposes, to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

THE HOMELESS VETERANS’ REINTEGRATION 
PROJECTS REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1996 

∑ Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, to 
save a unique, highly effective and in-
valuable program that assists homeless 
veterans to find employment, I am 
today introducing a bill that would re-
authorize the Homeless Veterans’ Re-
integration Projects [HVRP] for 3 
years. 

This bill is identical to S. 1257 which 
I introduced last year after this low- 
cost program—funded at just over $5 
million annually—had been zeroed out 
in the rescissions bill. With the invalu-
able help of my distinguished col-
league, Senator SIMPSON, chairman of 
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the Veterans’ Affairs Committee—a 
committee I am proud and honored to 
serve on—we managed to keep HVRP 
alive by authorizing a 1-year extension 
through the end of fiscal year 1996, at 
the same time authorizing an expendi-
ture of $10 million. Unfortunately, for 
reasons I can’t fathom, no funds were 
appropriated for HVRP for fiscal year 
1996. While HVRP was partially revived 
in February 1996 when the Departments 
of Labor and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment [HUD] each provided $1.3 mil-
lion in discretionary funds to renew 
and support projects in cold weather 
areas of the Nation, the President’s 
budget for fiscal year 1997 contains no 
funding for HVRP. 

I am frankly appalled and puzzled 
that this exceptionally cost-effective 
program which has done so much to 
help America’s homeless veterans for 
the past 7 years, continues to face ex-
traordinary difficulties and may not 
survive. The only possible explanation 
there is for the trials and tribulations 
of HVRP is that because it is such a 
modestly funded national program 
with annual appropriations ranging 
from $1.366 million to $5.055 million, it 
falls beneath the threshold of visibility 
of the Senate, which is accustomed to 
focusing on programs with price tags of 
hundreds of millions of dollars or more. 

When I sought to have the Veterans’ 
Committee accept the 3-year extension 
of HVRP I proposed in S. 1257, I was 
told that only a 1-year authorization 
could be approved because not enough 
was known about the program, but 
that a committee hearing would be 
held early this year to inform Members 
about the program. Unfortunately, it 
now appears unlikely that hearings on 
HVRP will be scheduled. 

It is a pity that this exceptionally 
worthwhile program has such a low 
profile in this Chamber, because I’m 
confident that if my colleagues knew 
more about HVRP, there would be 
overwhelming support on both sides of 
the aisle for keeping this program alive 
and funded adequately. 

Mr. President, permit me to describe 
the daunting problems HVRP seeks to 
address, its outstanding accomplish-
ments, and its methods of operation. 

On any given night, it has been esti-
mated that between 250,000 and 280,000 
veterans are homeless. And, as the Dis-
abled American Veterans [DAV] testi-
fied before a House Committee, DOD 
projects a reduction of 250,000 active 
military personnel through the year 
2000. DAV stressed that many ‘‘at best 
will have ‘soft’ transferable skills,’’ 
particularly those trained in combat 
arms, concluding that while it’s un-
known ‘‘how many of them will end up 
in the unemployment or soup kitchen 
line * * * we believe they are at risk.’’ 

In effect we are being told that up to 
one-third of America’s homeless are 
veterans and the number could well in-
crease. Mr. President, in the face of 
this situation which can only be de-
scribed as a national disgrace, HVRP, 
administered by the Labor Depart-

ment’s Veterans Employment and 
Training Service [VETS] is the only 
employment assistance program dedi-
cated to homeless veterans. And, as 
Preston Taylor, Assistant Secretary of 
Labor for Veteran Employment and 
Training has emphasized, unemploy-
ment, not the lack of affordable hous-
ing, is the main cause of homelessness 
among veterans. 

Permit me to briefly list some of 
HVRP’s strengths and accomplish-
ments: 

It is one of the most successful job 
placement programs in the Federal 
Government. 

Since its inception it has placed 
13,000 veterans in jobs at a cost of ap-
proximately $1,500 per placement. 

HVRP grantees build complementary 
relationships with VA, JTPA, and 
other programs—they do not duplicate 
any other services. 

A unique aspect of HVRP is to utilize 
formerly homeless veterans who know 
how to approach and win the con-
fidence and trust of other homeless 
veterans; they go into the streets, shel-
ters, soup kitchens, and other places 
and tell them HVRP and other avail-
able services. 

HVRP provides grants to community 
based groups that employ flexible and 
innovative approaches to assist home-
less, unemployed veterans to reenter 
the work force. Let me repeat—grants 
to community-based groups, not fund-
ing to some large impersonal Federal 
bureaucracy that some of my col-
leagues like to lambaste. This is pre-
cisely the kind of low-cost, locally fo-
cused, and result-oriented program 
that all of my colleagues, regardless of 
ideology or party should be able to sup-
port without reservation. 

The program is employment-focused, 
recognizing that homeless veterans 
need to become self-supporting to ob-
tain permanent shelter. HVRP local 
grantees provide homeless veterans 
with a variety of services designed to 
maximize their chances of finding per-
manent jobs, including job counseling, 
resume preparation, on-the-job train-
ing, and instructions in job search 
techniques. The HVRP program, in col-
laboration with other service pro-
viders, effectively addresses the six 
major problems hampering homeless 
veterans seeking to reenter the job 
market: lack of transitional housing; 
inadequate substance abuse treatment; 
transportation problems; lack of job 
skills; depressed local labor markets; 
and resistance to hiring the homeless. 

In conclusion I want to make two 
points: First that the modest sums 
saved by eliminating HVRP will quick-
ly be offset be the high costs of pro-
viding public assistance to the veterans 
who will remain homeless due to the 
lack of a permanent, paying job. 

Second, and more important, I was 
deeply moved recently by a letter I re-
ceived from a disabled Vietnam vet-
eran in Minnesota whom I’d spoken to 
on the phone and thanked for his serv-
ice to our country. He mentioned that 

he’d always felt he’d been left in Viet-
nam, but that after our talk he felt 
that he’d at last been brought home. 
Fortunately, there are many Vietnam 
veterans who feel they have now come 
home again. But for some Vietnam and 
other veterans, the only homes they 
know are the streets and homeless 
shelters. To eliminate HVRP, the one 
program that could give them a job and 
permit them to escape the miseries and 
indignities of hopelessness so that they 
too could feel that they had at last 
come home, would be shameful. 

I urge all of my colleagues to join me 
in supporting this bill and ensuring 
that HVRP receives the funding it 
needs to continue its invaluable work. 

Mr. President, I ask that a statement 
of HVRP of Ronald W. Drach, National 
Employment Director, DAV, before the 
Subcommittee on Education, Employ-
ment and Training of the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs, U.S. House of 
Representatives, April 18, 1996, be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclu-
sion of my remarks. And I ask unani-
mous consent that an article by Sid 
Daniels, Director, National Employ-
ment Service, Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, entitled ‘‘Sun Sets on Homeless 
Vets Program,’’ appearing in the Wash-
ington Action Reporter, October 1995, 
also be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

S. 1929 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY. 

(a) HOMELESS VETERANS’ REINTEGRATION 
PROJECTS.—Section 738(e)(1) of the Stewart 
B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 11448(e)(1)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(E) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1997. 
‘‘(F) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1998. 
‘‘(G) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1999.’’. 
(b) GENERAL AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS.—Section 739(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
11449(a)) is amended by striking out ‘‘the fis-
cal years 1994 and 1995’’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘fiscal years 1994 through 1999’’. 

(c) EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.—Section 741 of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 11450) is amended by 
striking out ‘‘December 31, 1997’’ and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘‘September 30, 1999’’. 

EXCERPT FROM STATEMENT OF RONALD W. 
DRACH BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDU-
CATION, EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING, APRIL 
18, 1996 

HOMELESS VETERANS’ REINTEGRATION PROJECT 

Mr. Chairman, homeless veterans continue 
to be a major concern. On any given night, it 
has been estimated that between 250,000 and 
280,000 veterans are homeless. Several years 
ago, the Department of Labor initiated an 
outreach project for homeless veterans in an 
attempt to provide needed employment and 
training services. This program is known as 
HVRP. Regrettably, funding for this pro-
gram in FY 1995 was rescinded. For FY 1996, 
both the House and Senate authorized an ex-
penditure of $10 million, but the monies were 
never appropriated. The President’s budget 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7309 June 28, 1996 
for FY 1997 does not request any funding for 
HVRP. 

Mr. Chairman, homelessness among vet-
erans is now a chronic problem. When we tes-
tified on this issue in 1992, it was estimated 
that between 150,000 and 250,000 veterans 
were homeless on any given night. As indi-
cated, that number now is estimated to be 
between 250,000 and 280,000. We mentioned 
earlier in this testimony that DoD projects a 
reduction of approximately 250,000 active 
military members a year through the year 
2000. Many of these individuals at best will 
have ‘‘soft’’ transferable skills. Many—par-
ticularly those trained in combat arms—will 
have no skills recognized by employers as 
transferable to the civilian labor market. 
How many of them will end up in the unem-
ployment or soup kitchen line is unknown, 
but we believe they are at risk. Last week 
several economic forecasters predicted an in-
crease in inflation. This will only add to the 
problem. 

The HVRP program has a history of pro-
viding meaningful assistance to our nation’s 
homeless veterans. It is a program that pri-
marily focuses on job training and employ-
ment assistance. Perhaps the most unique 
thing about HVRP is that a multi-discipli-
nary approach is taken to solving the prob-
lems of homeless veterans. It is not enough 
to say DVOPs or LVERs can do the job 
alone, because all too often the services 
needed cannot be provided by that indi-
vidual. Because homeless veterans require 
very labor-intensive services, HVRP must be 
continued. 

We would like to commend Assistant Sec-
retary Preston Taylor at DOL for his insight 
into this problem. Mr. Taylor saw the need, 
particularly in cold weather states, and iden-
tified $1.3 million of discretionary monies 
available to him through the Job Training 
Partnership Act (JTPA). However, before he 
committed those monies, he received an 
agreement from Assistant Secretary for 
Community Planning and Development An-
drew Cuomo at the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) for matching 
funds. We would like to compliment and 
thank Assistant Secretary Cuomo for his in-
terest in addressing the needs of homeless 
veterans. 

While on the subject of Assistant Sec-
retary Cuomo, we would like to note that 
the DAV has been critical of HUD in the past 
for its lack of attention and interest in 
homeless veterans. However, Mr. Chairman, 
we are pleased to report that in addition to 
the $1.3 million targeted specifically for 
homeless veterans, Assistant Secretary 
Cuomo’s office has reached out to the vet-
erans’ community in an effort to commu-
nicate with veterans’ service delivery sys-
tems throughout the country to make them 
aware of the existence of funding avail-
ability from HUD for homeless projects. Ad-
ditionally, Assistant Secretary Cuomo has: 

Announced the creation of the HUD Vet-
eran Resource Center—This center is de-
signed to provide important information 
about the full range of resources and initia-
tives available from HUD. The Resource Cen-
ter can be contacted through a toll free num-
ber (1–800–998–9999, Ext. 5475, Contact: David 
Schultz). 

Appointed a combat-disabled veteran to 
head the Resource Center. The first mission 
will be outreach to veterans’ community 
groups as well as veterans’ service organiza-
tions regarding the ‘‘1996 Homeless Assist-
ance SuperNOFA (Notice of Funding Avail-
ability).’’ 

Established an outreach effort to us and is 
providing information on events and tech-
nical assistance to those interested in apply-
ing for HUD funding. The type of outreach is 
unprecedented at HUD. 

Agreed in February of this year to help 
DOL by providing $1.3 million for HVRP. 

Mr. Chairman, we believe that HUD work-
ing together with Veterans’ Employment 
and Training Service (VETS) will make a 
significant difference in the lives of many 
homeless veterans. However, we believe that 
funding must be made available to continue 
the good work that has been accomplished 
thus far through HVRP. Since the program 
started in 1987, 30,000 homeless veterans have 
been helped in some way and 13,000 were ac-
tually placed in jobs. 

Assistant Secretary Taylor should also be 
applauded for his efforts in contacting every 
state governor asking for their assistance to 
bridge the gap after the loss of HVRP fund-
ing. 

SUN SETS ON HOMELESS VETS PROGRAM 
(By Sid Daniels, Director) 

In its recent budget cutting, Congress 
eliminated the funding for the Homeless Vet-
erans Reintegration Projects (HVRP) pro-
gram after Sept. 30, 1995. Consequently, all 30 
projects throughout the country serving 
homeless veterans closed down their oper-
ations on Oct. 1, 1995. 

HVRP was established by the Stewart B. 
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act of 1987 
and was administered by Labor’s Veterans 
Employment and Training Service (VETS). 
The emphasis on helping homeless veterans 
get and retain jobs was enhanced by linking 
with other providers, such as veterans affairs 
offices and medical facilities, Job Training 
Partnership Act entities and social service 
agencies. 

They offered access to benefits, substance 
abuse treatment, job training, transitional 
housing and other services needed to sta-
bilize the homeless veteran. And they re-
moved such barriers to employment as lack 
of clothing, medical care and job skills. 

HVRP used veterans who had experienced 
homelessness themselves to reach out to 
homeless veterans. They went into the 
streets, shelters, soup kitchens, and other 
places to encourage homeless veterans to 
take advantage of available services and ad-
vised them of the HVRP program. The goal 
was to get homeless veterans off the street 
and into gainful employment, with emphasis 
on long-term job retention. 

An important characteristic of homeless 
veterans, is their underutilization of existing 
services, benefits, and entitlements which 
could help them obtain employment and re-
integration into mainstream society. 

A unique aspect of HVRP was the use of 
formerly homeless veterans who knew how 
to approach and win the confidence and trust 
of other homeless veterans. 

HVRP programs provided participation 
data and survey information, which indi-
cated that unemployment, not lack of afford-
able housing, was the chief cause of home-
lessness. 

Now, this is all gone.∑ 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 607 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 

name of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. BREAUX] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 607, a bill to amend the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 to clarify the liability of certain 
recycling transactions, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1644 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 

name of the Senator from Colorado 

[Mr. CAMPBELL] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1644, a bill to authorize the ex-
tension of nondiscriminatory treat-
ment (most-favored-nation) to the 
products of Romania. 

S. 1701 

At the request of Mr. PELL, the name 
of the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
LAUTENBERG] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1701, a bill to end the use of steel 
jaw leghold traps on animals in the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

S. 1786 

At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BAUCUS] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1786, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs and the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Resources 
to carry out a demonstration project to 
provide the Department of Veterans 
Affairs with reimbursement from the 
medicare program for health care serv-
ices provided to certain medicare-eligi-
ble veterans. 

S. 1811 

At the request of Mr. MACK, the name 
of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
GRAHAM] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1811, a bill to amend the Act entitled 
‘‘An Act authorizing Federal participa-
tion in the cost of protecting the 
shores of publicly owned property’’ to 
confirm and clarify the authority and 
responsibility of the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of En-
gineers, to promote and carry out 
shore protection projects, including 
beach nourishment projects, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1873 

At the request of Mr. INHOFE, the 
names of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN], the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. LAUTENBERG], and the Senator 
from California [Mrs. FEINSTEIN] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1873, a bill to 
amend the National Environmental 
Education Act to extend the programs 
under the Act, and for other purposes. 

S. 1885 

At the request of Mr. INHOFE, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1885, a bill to limit the liabil-
ity of certain nonprofit organizations 
that are providers of prosthetic de-
vices, and for other purposes. 

S. 1892 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from New Jer-
sey [Mr. BRADLEY] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1892, a bill to reward 
States for collecting Medicaid funds 
expended on tobacco-related illnesses, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1899 

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
AKAKA] and the Senator from Lou-
isiana [Mr. JOHNSTON] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1899, a bill entitled the 
‘‘Mollie Beattie Alaska Wilderness 
Area Act’’. 
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