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continuing opportunity for input from
residents, owners, housing and finance
experts, State and local governments,
and HUD. I thank all members of the
Banking Committee for their efforts on
behalf of affordable housing and look
forward to continuing our bipartisan
commitment to resolving the HUD sec-
tion 8 crisis.

———————

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 311

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. COCHRAN] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 311, a bill to amend title XVIII
of the Social Security Act to improve
preventive benefits under the medicare
program.

S. 389

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. LoTT] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 389, a bill to improve congressional
deliberation on proposed Federal pri-
vate sector mandates, and for other
purposes.

S. 494

At the request of Mr. KYL, the name
of the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SHELBY] was added as a cosponsor of S.
494, a bill to combat the overutilization
of prison health care services and con-
trol rising prisoner health care costs.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 6

At the request of Mr. KYL, the name
of the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SHELBY] was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Joint Resolution 6, a joint reso-
lution proposing an amendment to the
Constitution of the United States to
protect the rights of crime victims.

————————

NCAA DIVISION IIT MEN’S INDOOR
TRACK AND FIELD CHAMPIONS

e Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I recognize
today an outstanding achievement in
Wisconsin collegiate athletics. Over
the weekend of March 7-8, 1997, the
University of Wisconsin, La Crosse,
captured the NCAA Division IIT Men’s
Indoor Track and Field Championship.
A perennial powerhouse in men’s track
and field, the Eagles amassed 44 points
to claim their 7th NCAA Division III
men’s indoor title and the 6th title
under men’s head coach, Mark Guthrie.

Paced by junior All-American David
Whiteis’ first place finish in the 400
meter dash, the Eagles demonstrated
their team balance in both field and
track events by placing finalists in the
1500 and 5000 meter runs; the 4 by 400
meter relay; the pole vault; the triple
jump; and the 35-pound weight throw.

I have great respect for student-ath-
letes, Mr. President, and in particular
those student athletes who compete
within the guidelines of the NCAA’s Di-
vision IIT status. These student-ath-
letes do not compete with the benefit
of a scholarship; their only prize is
pride and victory. It is with this spirit
of competition that I salute head coach
Mark Guthrie and the University of
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Wisconsin, La Crosse, Eagles Men’s
Track Team for their outstanding ef-
fort and dedication. Congratulations on
a job well done.®

GOP TAX BREAKS HURT THE
MIDDLE CLASS

e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
yesterday, the Budget Committee
walked through an analysis of the
President’s budget prepared by the Re-
publican committee staff. And in an-
ticipation of that meeting, I asked the
Democratic staff of the committee to
prepare an analysis of the Republicans’
budget, or at least what we know of the
Republican budget.

So far, we know that the Senate Re-
publican leadership has proposed as
their first two bills—S. 1 and S. 2—leg-
islation that would provide $200 billion
worth of tax breaks over the next five
years.

Some Republicans have raised the
possibility that those tax breaks might
be deferred until after an initial budget
agreement.

But Senator LOTT, Speaker GINGRICH,
Senator ROTH, Congressman ARMEY,
and others all seem very committed to
large tax breaks.

And that means that sooner or
later—perhaps as part of an initial
agreement, or perhaps later—they
would have to pay for those tax breaks.

The analysis prepared by the Demo-
cratic staff of the Budget Committee
simply explains in a very straight-

forward, objective way what that
would mean.

And, not surprisingly, it’s dev-
astating.

In the year 2002, 300,000 children
would be denied participation in Head
Start; because of cutbacks at the Jus-
tice Department, 11,000 additional
criminals would be left free on the
streets; a college education would be
less attainable for as many as half a
million students; 3.5 million children
could be denied reading and math as-
sistance; 2.75 million households would
find themselves without heating assist-
ance; 50 of the most hazardous toxic
waste sites wouldn’t get cleaned up; 250
VA medical and counseling centers
could close; and 2,400 border patrol
agents could be laid off.

The list goes on and on. And it really
makes the case against large tax
breaks for the rich.

Now, let me be clear that I remain
very hopeful that we can move toward
a bipartisan agreement to balance the
budget.

But I hope that when the information
included in this report becomes known,
many of my Republican colleagues will
rethink their tax breaks for the rich.

I ask that the text of the special re-
port by the Senate Democratic Budget
Committee staff be printed in the
RECORD at this point.

The report follows:
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MARAUDING THE MIDDLE CLASS—REPUBLICAN
TAX BREAKS FOR THE RICH
AN ANALYSIS OF THE GOP TAX SCHEME AND ITS
IMPACT ON NATIONAL PRIORITIES
(A Special Report of the U.S. Senate Budget
Committee Democratic Staff, Mar. 19, 1997)
INTRODUCTION

In January, the Senate Republican leader-
ship introduced two bills that provide mas-
sive new tax breaks, primarily for higher-in-
come Americans. The leadership made enact-
ment of S. 1 and S. 2 top priorities for the
105th Congress.

In the first five years, the tax breaks in
these measures cost $200 billion. Over the
next five years, costs rise by 60 percent for a
ten-year total of $5625 billion. In the subse-
quent ten-year period, the revenue loss in-
creases dramatically, to more than $760 bil-
lion.

Not a single dime of these Republican tax
breaks is paid for in the bills themselves, or
in an overall budget plan for 1998. As a re-
sult, the Republican tax scheme would dra-
matically increase the budget deficit. If the
Republican tax bills were enacted, deficits
would rise from $121 billion in 1997 to $251
billion in 2002.

Since Republicans assert that they support
balancing the budget by fiscal year 2002, pro-
viding tax breaks of this magnitude would
require extreme cuts in programs that are
critical to middle class Americans. These
cuts would be far deeper than those proposed
by the President in his balanced budget plan.
Until now, however, there has been no dis-
cussion of these potential cuts. The Repub-
lican leadership has failed to offer a budget
or to explain the reductions they intend to
use to pay for their tax breaks. The Amer-
ican people have been kept in the dark about
what the GOP tax scheme would mean for
them.

In stark contrast, President Clinton has
proposed a budget that balances in 2002,
based on estimates by the Congressional
Budget Office. The President’s budget in-
cludes several tax cuts targeted to the mid-
dle class. However, by rejecting the Repub-
licans’ massive tax breaks for the wealthy,
the President is able to protect important
national priorities in education, environ-
ment, Medicare and Medicaid.

This analysis explains the depth of the
cuts that would be required to pay for the
Republican tax breaks and examines their
impact on ordinary Americans. The report
explores the kind of spending cuts Repub-
licans are likely to make to pay for these
massive tax breaks and still balance the
budget in 2002. Under this scenario, the Re-
publican tax breaks would result in cuts of
up to one-third in areas such as education,
environmental protection, crime prevention,
transportation, and health care research.
These cuts would dramatically reduce eco-
nomic and other opportunities for ordinary
Americans, and reduce the quality of life for
the middle class.

In the coming months, the American peo-
ple will have the opportunity to choose be-
tween the President’s budget and the Repub-
lican proposal. We hope that this report will
help Congress and the public make informed
judgments about these competing ap-
proaches.

METHODOLOGY

This report calculates the impact of the
Republican tax breaks using the approach
proposed by Senator Robert Dole during his
presidential campaign in 1996. Senator Dole
advocated the enactment of extensive tax
breaks paid for nearly exclusively through
cuts in nondefense discretionary programs.
Under Senator Dole’s plan, nondefense dis-
cretionary programs would have been cut by
nearly 40 percent.



S2754

This report evaluates the additional cuts
that would be required in nondefense discre-
tionary programs to offset the costs of the
tax breaks included in the GOP tax scheme.
Our focus is on the final year of a five-year
budget agreement, in which the budget will
be balanced.

To arrive at the appropriate figures, we
have started with the baseline produced by
the Congressional Budget Office (CBO),
which anticipates the amount of spending
that would be expected if current policies are
continued. Using that baseline, outlays for
nondefense discretionary programs are ex-
pected to total $321 billion in fiscal year 2002.

To achieve balance in 2002, President Clin-
ton has proposed cuts in nondefense discre-
tionary spending totaling $26 billion. This
would represent an 8 percent reduction from
the amounts required to maintain current
policies. However, the President’s budget
provides a set of additional policies to ensure
that the budget actually balances in that
year, should economic or other conditions
vary from the President’s projections. The
President does not believe that these ‘‘fail
safe’’ policies will be needed, and recent eco-
nomic data support that conclusion. How-
ever, if CBO’s estimates prove correct, non-
defense discretionary spending would be re-
duced by an additional $10 billion in 2002, for
a total cut of $36 billion. This would amount
to a reduction of 11 percent.

A comparison of the Republican tax breaks
and the President’s own revenue proposals
shows that the additional tax breaks would
lead to a deficit $67 billion larger than under
the President’s plan. The $67 billion figure is
based on estimates by the Joint Committee
on Taxation. Assuming that these additional
costs would be offset through cuts in non-
defense discretionary programs, as Senator
Dole proposed, the total cuts in these pro-
grams would amount to $103 billion in 2002.
This represents a cut from current policy of
32 percent. These cuts are far deeper than a
freeze or even last year’s Republican budget.
These cuts are 24 percent deeper than those
made by the President in his alternative
budget. These nondefense discretionary
paths are shown in the table below.

This report explains what a 32 percent cut
would mean for a range of domestic pro-
grams of importance to ordinary Americans.
The 32 percent figure represents an average
of the cuts that would be needed. Of course,
Congress could propose higher levels for par-
ticular programs; however, any such in-
creases would have to be offset by even deep-
er cuts in other programs.

NONDEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING IN FISCAL YEAR

2002
[Dollars in billions]
level (percent)
CBO d baseline $321 0
President’s budget ...... . 294 -8
President’s alternative 285 =11
Freeze at 1997 level ... . 272 —15
Last year's Republican budget 245 —24
Republican plan 217 —32

1Reductions from CBO's uncapped baseline of March 1997, which rep-
resents the 1997 enacted level adjusted for inflation in each subsequent
year.
IMPACT OF A 32 PERCENT CUT ON DOMESTIC
PRIORITIES

Nondefense discretionary spending in-
cludes programs that rely on funding
through annual appropriations. These in-
clude programs for education and training,
environmental protection, law enforcement,
transportation, and health research, among
others.

In 1996, nondefense spending totaled $267
billion, or about 17 percent of total Federal
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spending. Measured as a share of the econ-
omy, nondefense spending has fallen from 5.2
percent in 1980 to its current low level of 3.5
percent. A reduction of 32 percent would re-
duce this component of the budget to 2.2 per-
cent of GDP, the lowest level since at least
1940.

A reduction of this magnitude would re-
quire a dramatic reduction in public invest-
ments that promote economic growth. These
investments are primarily in the nondefense
discretionary part of the budget, and include
expenditures for major capital investment,
research and development, and education
and training programs. Deep cuts in these
programs could harm our Nation’s economy
in the future.

State and local governments are also like-
ly to be hit hard by these reductions. Some
discretionary programs viewed as ‘‘essential
Federal functions’ will be spared deep cuts.
These include funds for operating Social Se-
curity and veterans programs. To the extent
that these programs are cut less than 32 per-
cent, other programs will have to be cut
more deeply. State and local grants are like-
ly to bear a larger share of the cuts since
they are not tied to the central role of the
Federal government. These cuts—on top of
those in last year’s welfare reform bill and
perhaps further cuts in Medicaid—would be
difficult for States and localities to handle
without reductions in crucial public services,
or tax increases.

Federal grants help State and local govern-
ments finance programs covering most areas
of domestic public spending. Federal grant
outlays were $228 billion in 1996, or 15 percent
of total Federal outlays, and are estimated
to increase to $291 billion by 2002. Reducing
the Federal commitment by a third would
make it more difficult for States and local-
ities to provide critical domestic services,
such as public education, law enforcement,
roads, water supply, and sewage treatment.

DENYING EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES

Head Start. A 32 percent cut ($1.4 billion)
in Head Start in 2002 would deny about
300,000 children aged 3-5 the opportunity to
benefit from this effective pre-school pro-
gram, which provides comprehensive child
development, education and nutrition serv-
ices.

Education of the Disadvantaged. A 32 per-
cent cut for the Title I program would elimi-
nate reading and math assistance to about
3.5 million poor children. This is likely to
lead to reduced academic performance and
fewer economic opportunities for many of
these children.

Children with Disabilities. A 32 percent cut
in the Special Education program would re-
duce critical educational services that are
now provided to 6 million children with dis-
abilities. It also would make it impossible
for the Federal government to meet its stat-
utory goal of sharing 40 percent of the costs
of special education. Today, the Federal gov-
ernment is providing only 8 percent of these
costs, a level Senate Republicans have sharp-
ly criticized as irresponsible. But under a 32
percent discretionary cut, the Federal share
would be reduced even further—to 6 percent
or less by 2002.

Pell Grants. A 32 percent cut in the Pell
Grant program could make a college edu-
cation less attainable for as many as a half
a million students by substantially reducing
the value of the grants.

Job Corps. A 32 percent reduction in the
successful Job Corps program could lead to
the closure of about 40 job centers, thus de-
nying job training opportunities to an esti-
mated 20,000 disadvantaged youths. Nearly
64,000 people are currently enrolled at 115
centers. This type of cut could mean that
there would be fewer Job Corps centers in
2002 than there were in the late 1970s.
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THE REPUBLICAN TAX BREAKS

The Republican tax plan, as embodied in
S.1 and S.2, would increase the deficit by $200
billion over the next five years. In contrast
to the President’s budget, the Republican
plan includes no proposals to offset any of
these costs.

The Republican tax breaks greatly in-
crease the deficit in the first five years and
then the costs explode in future years. In
fact, these tax breaks will swell to $325 bil-
lion from 2003 to 2007, a 60 percent increase.
The Republican tax package will cost more
than the tax breaks contained in the final
version of the Contract with America budget
that President Clinton vetoed in the last
Congress.

A large component of the Republican tax
plan is geared toward the very wealthy. The
capital gains tax break would provide a
windfall to persons with large holdings. In
addition, the estate tax break would benefit
those who inherit estates from the top 1 per-
cent of wealthy individuals. This tax break
would provide a windfall for people inher-
iting estates up to $21 million. The IRA tax
break included in the Republican proposals
is similar to the President’s proposal, but is
more geared to those with higher incomes.

WEAKENING ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIONS

Toxic waste clean up. A 32 percent cut in
the Superfund program would postpone new
cleanup activities at more than 50 of the
most hazardous toxic waste sites and delay
the completion of cleanups at more than 20
additional sites in 2002. These delays would
subject communities to additional health
risks, and impede economic development
that could create many jobs.

Clean water. A 32 percent cut in Clean
Water programs could eliminate more than
250 loans to municipalities across the coun-
try to ensure that our lakes, streams and
rivers are clean and safe. The likely would be
dirtier water, and perhaps additional health
hazards.

Inspection activities. A 32 percent cut in
environmental enforcement could result in a
reduction of more than 13,000 enforcement
actions. This could prevent EPA from halt-
ing unlawful pollution, lead to worsening en-
vironmental conditions, and let many wrong-
doers off the hook. Activities that could be
affected include: asbestos inspections in pub-
lic/commercial buildings, compliance with
Clean Air Act standards, and the monitoring
of the Nation’s drinking water.

National Parks and Refuges. A 32 percent
cut in the NPS could eliminate maintenance
at 90 national parks, while the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service could eliminate funding for
more than 100 wildlife refuges. This cut could
also lead to increased entrance and activity
fees.

CUTTING LAW ENFORCEMENT

Prosecuting Criminals. A 32 percent reduc-
tion in funding for the U.S. Attorneys’ office
would mean that at least 19,000 fewer persons
accused of violent crime, drug smuggling,
and organized crime activity would be pros-
ecuted and 11,000 criminals who otherwise
would be serving prison sentences would in-
stead be free citizens.

Prisons. A 32 percent cut in prison funding
could reduce by 42,000 the number of prison
cells available to hold serious offenders. This
would mean that thousands of criminals
would be left on the streets. By contrast, the
President’s budget provides full funding for
the Federal prison system by the year 2002.

Controlling Illegal Immigration and Drug
Trafficking. A 32 percent cut in the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service would re-
quire the dismissing of 2,400 Border Patrol
Agents. Since the preponderance of these
Agents are deployed along the Southwest
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Border, it is likely that illegal immigration
along the California, Arizona, New Mexico
and Texas perimeter would rise.

Byrne Grants. A 32 percent reduction could
mean that 1,500 fewer formula grants would
be made by states from the Edward Byrne
Memorial State and Local Law Enforcement
Assistance program. These grants give states
broad assistance with the functioning of
their criminal justice systems—with empha-
sis on violent crime and serious offenders—
and with the enforcement of Federal drug
laws.

REDUCING INVESTMENT IN TRANSPORTATION

Federal-aid Highways. A 32 percent cut in
this program would eliminate $6.7 billion in
federal assistance to the states for highway
projects and improvements in 2002. In addi-
tion, to achieve a 32 percent cut in outlays in
2002, tight caps on obligations would have to
be set by the Congress in the preceding
years. Already, all levels of government are
spending approximately $15 billion less than
the level necessary to maintain our highway
system at its current level of performance.
In addition, since the U.S. Department of
Transportation estimates that each $1 bil-
lion spent on transportation creates 40,000—
50,000 jobs, a cut of this magnitude could re-
sult in the loss of approximately 300,000 jobs
in 2002 alone.

Federal Transit Administration. A 32 per-
cent cut in FTA funding would reduce the
amount available for key mass transit pro-
grams by about $1.5 billion. This could ad-
versely affect many of our nation’s public
transportation systems, particularly the
smaller and medium-sized systems that de-
pend more heavily on federal assistance and
have fewer resources at their disposal. Tran-
sit agencies would have to either raise fares
or reduce service, or both, to try to deal with
reduced federal assistance. In addition, fund-
ing for the purchase of buses and rail vehi-
cles would decline significantly, and transit
new starts would be delayed or abandoned.
Congestion and air pollution in major urban
areas would increase because, as transit
service is reduced, commuters would revert
to automobiles.

FAA operations. A 32 percent cut would se-
verely harm FAA’s ability to maintain safe
skies. Airline traffic is expected to increase
over the next few years, so FAA’s increased
workload will require more federal funding,
not less. A cut of more than $1 billion could
result in a staff reduction of 10,000 employ-
ees, including many safety personnel (con-
trollers, technicians, and inspectors). Efforts
to modernize the air traffic control system
could be harmed. The result could be much
less frequent and less comprehensive inspec-
tions of aircraft and an insufficient number
of controllers to handle current and pro-
jected volumes of air traffic.

CUTTING SCIENCE AND ENERGY RESEARCH

National Science Foundation. A 32 percent
cut in NSF would be $1.2 billion in 2002, and
would result in the elimination of more than
6,000 research and education grants in
science and engineering to universities and
other research institutions.

Department of Energy. A 32 percent cut in
the DOE would mean that civilian research-
related activities performed at more than 20
Department of Energy’s labs located
throughout the country would be but by
more than $900 million.

HARMING OTHER DOMESTIC PRIORITIES

National Institutes of Health. A 32 percent
cut in NIH in 2002 would mean a $4.5 billion
reduction in funds for medical research from
a projected level of $14.6 billion. This would
be $2.8 billion below the Fiscal Year 1997 ap-
propriated level. The $4.5 billion cut is equiv-
alent to the entire budget of the National
Cancer Institute.
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Veterans Medical Care. A 32 percent cut in
the Veterans Administration could result in
closing more than 250 VA medical facilities
and counseling centers, could deprive more
than 800,000 veterans access to VA medical
care and could add more than 3 weeks to the
waiting time for a service-connected com-
pensation benefit claim.

Housing. The Section 8 program provides
basic housing assistance for America’s poor,
disabled, and elderly. A 32 percent cut in this
program translates into more than 800,000
fewer housing units. That means approxi-
mately 2.2 million people would lose housing
assistance, including approximately 760,000
elderly and disabled Americans.

CDBG. Community Development Block
Grants are used by cities to help finance
housing rehabilitation, economic develop-
ment, and large-scale physical development
projects. On average, every dollar spent for
CDBG leverages $2.31 in private and other in-
vestment. A 32 percent CDBG cut would
bring funding down to $3.5 billion in 2002, 27
percent less than 1997. For many commu-
nities, that would be a substantial cut.

Drug Elimination Grants. A 32 percent cut
would mean that these grants, which are
used to fight drugs and crime in public hous-
ing, would be reduced by $107 million to $224
million in 2002.

Special Supplemental Feeding Program for
Women, Infants and Children (WIC). WIC
would be cut by $1.4 billion under this sce-
nario. Nearly 2.5 million fewer women, in-
fants and children would receive benefits.
WIC provides supplemental coupons for spe-
cialized foods to low-income families as well
as nutritional, educational and health care
referrals. Studies show that the WIC pro-
gram improves birth outcomes and has re-
duced the incidence of childhood anemia.

Low Income Housing Energy Assistance
Program. A 32 percent cut in LIHEAP could
mean that about 2.75 million households
could find themselves without heating as-
sistance. The LIHEAP program serves low
income families and senior citizens who oth-
erwise might not be able to afford heating in
winter.

ALTERNATIVE WAYS TO PAY FOR REPUBLICAN

TAX BREAKS

As explained above, this study has cal-
culated the effect of the Republican tax
breaks using the approach adopted by Sen-
ator Robert Dole in last year’s presidential
campaign. Senator Dole offset most of the
costs of his proposed tax breaks by cutting
nondefense discretionary spending. This ap-
proach seems likely to be adopted again, es-
pecially given strong public opposition to
past Republican proposals for cuts in Medi-
care, Medicaid and other mandatory pro-
grams. However, considering their record in
the past, it remains possible that the Repub-
licans would choose other methods to pay for
their large tax breaks.

To help explain an alternative scenario for
offsetting GOP tax breaks, the table below
shows the relative contribution of different
categories of spending to the spending cuts
in last year’s budget resolution.

DISTRIBUTION OF SPENDING CUTS IN REPUBLICAN
BUDGET: 1996

[Dollars in billions]

Last Year's GOP

Budget
Amount Percent
Discretionary —$233 34
Medicare —158 24
Medicaid -72 11
Other datory —195 30
Total —657 100

If Republicans chose to distribute the
additional cuts to these programs, in
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addition to nondefense discretionary,
both Medicare and Medicaid cuts would
increase dramatically from the levels
proposed by the President. Medicare
would receive nearly one-quarter of
any additional cuts, and Medicaid cuts
would increase by 14 percent. The table
below shows how dramatically the cuts
in the President’s budget for Medicare
would rise under this scenario, over a
five- six- and seven-year period.

DISTRIBUTION OF ADDITIONAL SPENDING CUTS TO MEDICARE AND
MEDICAID, BASED ON PREVIOUS REPUBLICAN BUDGET

[In billions of dollars]

Medicare:
President’s budget .......ceoevvvenininne. —88
President’s plus Republican cuts:
5-year ($200) .....oevvvviiiniiiiiiiieenans —138
6-year ($256) ... —181
T-year (8290) ....ccoveeniiniiiiiiiiiinneens —239

Note: President’s budget cuts assume alternative
policies that achieve a balanced budget under CBO
assumptions.

With the additional cuts, the cumulative
reductions in Medicare would grow from the
$88 billion in the President’s balanced budget
to $138 billion over five years. Over six years,
cuts would increase to $181 billion and the
seven-year total would reach $239 billion.e

REV. DR. EDGAR L. VANN, JR.

e Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I have the
honor of paying tribute to a great civic
and religious leader and a dear friend,
Rev. Dr. Edgar Leo Vann, Jr. On April
13, 1997, Reverend Vann will be cele-
brating his 20th anniversary as pastor
of the Second Ebeneezer Baptist
Church in Detroit, MI.

Reverend Vann has been a longtime
champion of civil rights and social jus-
tice. He serves on the executive boards
of numerous Michigan civic organiza-
tions, including the Michigan Civil
Rights Commission, the Detroit Em-
powerment Zone Corp., the Michigan
Commission of Human Rights, and the
Detroit Urban League.

As a member of the National Baptist
Convention USA and the President of
the Council of Baptist Pastors of De-
troit and Vicinity, Reverend Vann is
widely recognized as a religious leader.
He currently ministers to more than
2,000 people at two consecutive Sunday
services. Under his leadership, the Sec-
ond Ebeneezer Baptist Church main-
tains more than 50 active ministries.

One of Reverend Vann’s most noted
achievements in recent years was the
purchase of a new home for his con-
gregation. The new sanctuary was pur-
chased in 1993 and, after extensive ren-
ovations, held its grand opening less
than one year later.

A religious and civic leader, Rev. Dr.
Edgar L. Vann, Jr. has been an integral
part of the Detroit community for
many years and will continue to play
an important role in the years ahead. I
hope my colleagues will join me in con-
gratulating Reverend Vann on his 20
years as Dpastor of the Second
Ebeneezer Baptist Church, and in wish-
ing him well as he continues at the
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