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So the motion to table was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

REREFERRAL OF S. 459 TO THE
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND
THE WORKFORCE

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Resources be discharged from
further consideration of the Senate
bill, S. 459, and that the bill be re-
referred to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce. This bill
amends and reauthorizes the Native
American Programs Act of 1974.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
HEFLEY]. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

MAKING IN ORDER ON FRIDAY,
OCTOBER 31, 1997, OR ANY DAY
THEREAFTER CONSIDERATION
OF CONFERENCE REPORT ON S.
858, INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1998

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that it be in order on
Friday, October 31, 1997, or any day
thereafter to consider the conference
report to accompany S. 858; that all
points of order against the conference
report and against its consideration be
waived; and that the conference report
be considered as read when called up.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida.

There was no objection.
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AUTHORIZING SPEAKER TO DES-
IGNATE TIME FOR RESUMPTION
OF PROCEEDINGS ON REMAINING
MOTIONS TO SUSPEND RULES
CONSIDERED MONDAY, SEPTEM-
BER 29, 1997

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Speaker be au-
thorized to designate a time not later
than November 7, 1997, for resumption
of proceedings on the seven remaining
motions to suspend the rules originally
considered on Monday, September 29,
1997.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

f

AGREEMENT FOR COOPERATION
BETWEEN UNITED STATES AND
FEDERATIVE REPUBLIC OF
BRAZIL CONCERNING PEACEFUL
USES OF NUCLEAR ENERGY—
MESSAGE FROM PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFLEY) laid before the House the fol-
lowing message from the President of
the United States; which was read and,
together with the accompanying pa-
pers, without objection, referred to the
Committee on International Relations
and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:
I am pleased to transmit to the Con-

gress, pursuant to sections 123 b. and
123 d. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended (42 U.S.C. 2153(b), (d)), the
text of a proposed Agreement for Co-
operation Between the Government of
the United States of America and the
Government of the Federative Republic
of Brazil Concerning Peaceful Uses of
Nuclear Energy, with accompanying
annex and agreed minute. I am also
pleased to transmit my written ap-
proval, authorization, and determina-
tion concerning the agreement, and the
memorandum of the Director of the
United States Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency with the Nuclear Pro-
liferation Assessment Statement con-

cerning the agreement. The joint
memorandum submitted to me by the
Secretary of State and the Secretary of
Energy, which includes a summary of
the provisions of the agreement and
various other attachments, including
agency views, is also enclosed.

The proposed agreement with Brazil
has been negotiated in accordance with
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended by the Nuclear Non-Prolifera-
tion Act of 1978 and as otherwise
amended. In my judgment, the pro-
posed agreement meets all statutory
requirements and will advance the non-
proliferation and other foreign policy
interests of the United States. The
agreement provides a comprehensive
framework for peaceful nuclear co-
operation between the United States
and Brazil under appropriate condi-
tions and controls reflecting a strong
common commitment to nuclear non-
proliferation goals.

The proposed new agreement will re-
place an existing United States-Brazil
agreement for peaceful nuclear co-
operation that entered into force on
September 20, 1972, and by its terms
would expire on September 20, 2002. The
United States suspended cooperation
with Brazil under the 1972 agreement in
the late 1970s because Brazil did not
satisfy a provision of section 128 of the
Atomic Energy Act (added by the Nu-
clear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978)
that required full-scope International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safe-
guards in nonnuclear weapon states
such as Brazil as a condition for con-
tinued significant U.S. nuclear exports.

On December 13, 1991, Brazil, to-
gether with Argentina, the Brazilian-
Argentine Agency for Accounting and
Control of Nuclear Materials (ABAAC)
and the IAEA signed a quadrilateral
agreement calling for the application
of full-scope IAEA safeguards in Brazil
and Argentina. This safeguards agree-
ment was brought into force on March
4, 1994. Resumption of cooperation
would be possible under the 1972 United
States-Brazil agreement for coopera-
tion. however, both the United States
and Brazil believe it is preferable to
launch a new era of cooperation with a
new agreement that reflects, among
other things:

—An updating of terms and condi-
tions to take account of interven-
ing changes in the respective do-
mestic legal and regulatory frame-
works of the parties in the area of
peaceful nuclear cooperation;

—Reciprocity in the application of
the terms and conditions of co-
operation between the Parties; and

—Additional international non-
proliferation commitments entered
into by the Parties since 1972.

Over the past several years Brazil has
made a definitive break with earlier
ambivalent nuclear policies and has
embraced wholeheartedly a series of
important steps demonstrating its firm
commitment to the exclusively peace-
ful uses of nuclear energy. In addition
to its full-scope safeguards agreement
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with the IAEA, Brazil has taken the
following important nonproliferation
steps:

—It has formally renounced nuclear
weapons development in the Foz do
Iguazsu declaration with Argentina
in 1990;

—It has renounced ‘‘peaceful nuclear
explosives’’ in the 1991 Treaty of
Guadalajara with Argentina;

—It has brought the Treaty for the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in
Latin America and the Caribbean
(Treaty of Tlateloloco) into force
for itself on May 30, 1994;

—It has instituted more stringent do-
mestic controls on nuclear exports
and become a member of the Nu-
clear Suppliers Group; and

—It has announced its intention, on
June 20, 1997, to accede to the Nu-
clear Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT).

The proposed new agreement with
Brazil permits the transfer of tech-
nology, material, equipment (including
reactors), and components for nuclear
research and nuclear power production.
It provides for U.S. consent rights to
retransfers, enrichment, and reprocess-
ing as required by U.S. law. It does not
permit transfers of any sensitive nu-
clear technology, restricted data, or
sensitive nuclear facilities or major
critical components thereof. In the
event of termination key conditions
and controls continue with respect to
material and equipment subject to the
agreement.

From the U.S. perspective, the pro-
posed new agreement improves on the
1972 agreement by the addition of a
number of important provisions. These
include the provisions for full-scope
safeguards; perpetuity of safeguards; a
ban on ‘‘peaceful’’ nuclear explosives
using items subject to the agreement; a
right to require the return of items
subject to the agreement in all cir-
cumstances for which U.S. law requires
such a right; a guarantee of adequate
physical security; and rights to ap-
prove enrichment of uranium subject
to the agreement and alteration in
form or consent of sensitive nuclear
material subject to the agreement.

I have considered the views and rec-
ommendations of the interested agen-
cies in reviewing the proposed agree-
ment and have determined that its per-
formance will promote, and will not
constitute an unreasonable risk to, the
common defense and security. Accord-
ingly, I have approved the agreement
and authorized its execution and urge
that the Congress give it favorable con-
sideration.

Because this agreement meets all ap-
plicable requirements of the Atomic
Energy Act, as amended, for agree-
ments for peaceful nuclear coopera-
tion, I am transmitting it to the Con-
gress without exempting it from any
requirement contained in section 123 a.
of that Act. This transmission shall
constitute a submittal for the purposes
of both sections 123 b. and 123 d. of the
Atomic Energy Act. the Administra-

tion is prepared to begin immediately
the consultations with the Senate For-
eign Relations and House International
Relations Committees as provided in
section 123 b. Upon completion of the
30-day continuous session period pro-
vided for in section 123 b., the 60-day
continuous session provided for in sec-
tion 123 d. shall commence.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 30, 1997.
f

SCHOOL CHOICE

(Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, just a couple of weeks ago
295 Members of this Congress voiced
their support for local schools, for local
school board members, for parents and
for our children with respect to na-
tional testing. We decided, a majority
of us in this body, that independent na-
tional testing, that parental measures
of quality, that school board standards
established locally are in fact the best
measurements of how our children are
succeeding in our schools and how our
public education system is delivering
quality service. The White House on
the other hand persists in pushing for-
ward their plan for government-run na-
tional testing defined by bureaucrats
here in Washington, another effort by
people here in the City of Washington,
DC to consolidate education authority
in the hands of powerful bureaucrats so
far removed from the children in our
districts and the schools that we rep-
resent here in Congress.

Mr. Speaker, we need to stick to our
guns here in the House. The 295 Mem-
bers need to tell the White House that
our schools need to continue to be gov-
erned locally.

Mr. Speaker, Congress has a choice.
It can ignore the findings of the 1983 report

on education in America—A Nation at Risk—
for yet another year.

Or it can get serious and pass real reforms
that have the benefit of a proven track record
and common sense behind them.

Previous Congresses have chosen to sell
out to the special interests and protect the sta-
tus quo.

The results are there for all to see.
The other side of the aisle is proposing to

do exactly that for one more year.
It’s always the same story—more money

into the very same wasteful bureaucracies
with money that taxpayers already forked over
the last time the Government asked for more
money.

More Federal programs, more bureaucracy,
and more control from Washington, DC.

This is the essence of how the other side
thinks problems are solved.

It’s time to change course. Public schools
can compete in a free market—they should be
permitted to do so.

It’s time to change course.
Competition works.
Greater parental control and less intrusion

from Washington means better decisions
about how our children are educated.

It’s time to give parents school choice.
f

VOTE DOWN OHIO’S WORKERS
COMPENSATION INITIATIVE

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, next
Tuesday the people of Ohio will vote
against Issue 2 to overturn a number of
destructive changes that have been
made in the State’s workers compensa-
tion system. Those who favor Issue 2
argue that these changes are construc-
tive reforms. Nothing could be further
from the truth. The real intent of these
changes is to block legitimate appli-
cants from receiving the benefits they
deserve because they have been hurt on
the job.

Issue 2 would impose upon applicants
a burden of proof that would be almost
impossible to meet. It would allow em-
ployers to keep their injury, disease
and accident reports hidden from the
public. It would cut in half the amount
of time that claims would remain open
for the payment of compensation and
medical benefits.

If this law had been in effect in 1995
in Ohio, 9 out of 10 persons who re-
ceived total permanent disability
would have been rejected.

It is a total fraud to call Issue 2 a re-
form of Ohio’s workers compensation
system. It is a takeaway law that tries
to convince working people in Ohio to
take away rights and benefits they
have had for 80 years. Stand up for in-
jured workers. Vote down Issue 2.

Issue 2 is opposed by a broad-based coali-
tion of citizens and municipal organizations
such as the Parma City Council. I request that
this Emergency Resolution from the Parma
City Council be entered into the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

RESOLUTION NO. 306–97

By: Susan M. Straub, Deborah Lime, Sam
C. Bonanno, Dean E. Depiero, Roy J. Jech, J.
Kevin Kelley, Paul T. Kirner, John R. Sto-
ver, Anthony Zielinski.

A Resolution opposing Senate bill 45—
Workers’ Compensation Reform Bill and urg-
ing voters to vote ‘‘No’’ on Issue 2 on Novem-
ber 4, 1997, and Declaring an Emergency

WHEREAS, the Ohio legislature and Gov-
ernor Voinovich have decided to tap com-
pensation payments to workers injured or
diseased on the job; and,

WHEREAS, the most severe benefit cuts
are: 1) decreasing benefits to those with per-
manent partial disabilities; 2) denying cov-
erage to workers who contract occupational
cancers and other occupational diseases; 3)
denying coverage for those who suffer from
carpal tunnel or other repetitive motion in-
juries; 4) decreasing non-working wage loss
from 200 weeks to 26 weeks; and,

WHEREAS, a coalition of public interest,
labor, and injured worker organizations
turned in 415,000 signatures on petitions to
the secretary of state on July 21, 1997, forc-
ing a referendum on the so-called Workers’
Compensation Reform Bill (SB 45) signed by
Governor Voinovich in the spring; and,

WHEREAS, the signatures mean that for
the first time since 1939, Ohioans will be able
to go to the polls and VOTE ‘‘NO’’ on anti-in-
jured workers legislation;
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