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technologies for the destruction of
chemical munitions carried out
under section 8065 of the Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations
Act of 1997 (as contained in Public
Law 104-208), I determined that al-
ternatives to the incineration of
chemical weapons are available
that are safer and more environ-
mentally sound but whose use
would preclude the United States
from meeting the deadlines of the
Convention.

—In connection with Condition (28),
Constitutional Protection Against
Unreasonable Search and Seizure:
(i) for any challenge inspection
conducted on the territory of the
United States pursuant to Article
IX, where consent has been with-
held, the United States National
Authority will first obtain a crimi-
nal search warrant based upon
probable cause, supported by oath
or affirmation, and describing with
particularity the place to be
searched and the persons or things
to be seized, and (ii) for any routine
inspection of a declared facility
under the Convention that is con-
ducted on an involuntary basis on
the territory of the United States,
the United States National Author-
ity first will obtain an administra-
tive search warrant from a United
States magistrate judge.

In accordance with Condition (26) on
Riot Control Agents, I have certified
that the United States is not restricted
by the Convention in its use of riot
control agents in various peacetime
and peacekeeping operations. These are
situations in which the United States
is not engaged in a use of force of a
scope, duration and intensity that
would trigger the laws of war with re-
spect to U.S. forces.

In connection with Condition (4)(A),
Cost Sharing Arrangements, which
calls for a report identifying all cost-
sharing arrangements with the Organi-
zation, I hereby report that because
the Organization is not yet established
and will not be until after entry into
force of the Convention, as of this date
there are no cost-sharing arrangements
between the United States and the Or-
ganization to identify. However, we
will be working with the Organization
upon its establishment to develop such
arrangements with it and will provide
additional information to the Congress
in the annual reports contemplated by
this Condition.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, April 25, 1997.

———

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-1752. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing
Service, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
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rule entitled ‘‘Onions Grown in South
Texas’ (FV97-959-1) received on April 23, 1997;
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

EC-1753. A communication from the Acting
Administrator of the Farm Service Agency,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a rule enti-
tled ‘“‘Amendments to the Regulations”
(RIN0560-AF12) received on April 22, 1997; to
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

EC-1754. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the state of the reserves; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-1755. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Defense,
transmitting, a draft of proposed legislation
entitled ‘“Nuclear Attack Submarines’; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-1756. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel of the U.S. Information
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
rule entitled ‘“‘Exchange Visitor Program’’
received on April 17, 1997; to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

———

REPORT OF COMMITTEE

The following report of committee
was submitted:

By Mr. WARNER, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration:

Special Report entitled ‘‘Review of Legis-
lative Activity by the Committee on Rule
and Administration During the 104th Con-
gress’’ (Rept. No. 105-14).

—————

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. MURKOWSKI:

S. 660. A bill to provide for the continu-
ation of higher education through the con-
veyance of certain public lands in the State
of Alaska to the University of Alaska, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. MCCAIN:

S. 661. A Dbill to provide an administrative
process for obtaining a waiver of the coast-
wise trade laws for certain vessels; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

——————

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. KEMPTHORNE (for himself,
Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. BURNS, Mr. CAMP-
BELL, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. COCHRAN, Ms.
COLLINS, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. CRAIG,
Mr. DEWINE, Mr. D’AMATO, Mr. FAIR-
CLOTH, Mr. GORTON, Mr. GRAMM, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. GREGG, Mr. HAGEL,
Mr. HELMS, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. LoTT, Mr. McCAIN, Mr.
NICKLES, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SMITH of
New Hampshire, Mr. SPECTER, Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. WARNER,
Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. BINGA-
MAN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BRYAN, Mr.
CLELAND, Mr. DoDD, Mr. DORGAN, Mr.
DURBIN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. FEIN-
GOLD, Mr. FORD, Mr. GLENN, Mr. HOL-

April 28, 1997

LINGS, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. KOHL, Ms. LANDRIEU,
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. ROBB, Mr. SAR-
BANES, and Mr. TORRICELLI):
S. Res. 79. A resolution to commemorate
the 1997 National Peace Officers Memorial
Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. MURKOWSKI:

S. 660. A bill to provide for the con-
tinuation of higher education through
the conveyance of certain public lands
in the State of Alaska to the Univer-
sity of Alaska, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA LAND GRANT

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, in
my State of Alaska the University of
Alaska 1is the oldest post-secondary
school. The university was chartered
prior to statehood and has played a
vital role in educating Alaskans as well
as students from around the world. The
expertise of the university has been in
many areas, mining, agriculture, arctic
and subarctic sciences.

Additionally, the university has
served as an important cornerstone in
the history of our State. For example,
the university housed the Alaska Con-
stitutional Convention where the fa-
thers of our statehood act carved out
the rights and privileges guaranteed to
Alaskan citizens. Further, Mr. Presi-
dent, the university is proud of the fact
that it began life as the Alaska Agri-
cultural and Mining College. However,
Mr. President, what makes the Univer-
sity of Alaska unique is the fact that it
is the only land-grant college in the
Nation that is virtually landless today.

As some of my colleagues know, one
of the oldest and most respected ways
of financing America’s educational sys-
tem has been from the land-grant sys-
tem. This was established in 1785 and
the practice gives land to schools and
universities for their use in supporting
their educational endeavors. in 1862,
Congress passed what was then known
as the Morrill Act, which created the
land-grant colleges and universities as
a way to underwrite the cost of higher
education to more and more of Amer-
ica’s young people. These colleges and
universities received land from the
Federal Government for facility loca-
tion, and more importantly as a way to
provide for sustaining revenues to
those educational institutions.

Mr. President, the University of
Alaska received the smallest amount
of land of any State, with the excep-
tion of Delaware that has a land-grant
college. Delaware received about 90,000
acres. Even the land-grant college in
Rhode Island received more land from
the Federal Government than has the
University of Alaska. Rhode Island re-
ceived 120,000 acres.

In a State the size of Alaska, about
3656 million acres, we should logically
have one of the best and most fully
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funded land-grant colleges in the coun-
try. Yet, to date, the University of
Alaska only has about 111,000 acres.
Unfortunately, without the land prom-
ised to Alaska under the land-grant al-
location system in earlier legislation,
the university is unable to share as one
of the premier land-grant colleges in
this country.

Previous efforts were made in Con-
gress to fix this problem. These efforts
date back to 1915, less than b0 years
after the passage of the Morrill Act,
when Alaska’s delegate to Congress,
Delegate James Wickersham shep-
herded a measure through Congress
that set aside potentially more than a
quarter of a million acres in the
Tanana Valley outside Fairbanks for
the support of an agriculture college
and school of mines.

Following the practice established in
the lower 48 States for the other land-
grant colleges, Wickersham’s bill set
aside every section 33 of the
unsurveyed Tanana Valley for the
Alaska Agriculture College and
Schools of Mines.

Alaska’s educational future at that
time looked favorable. Many Alaskans
saw the opportunity to set up an en-
dowment system similar to that set up
by the University of Washington in the
downtown center of Seattle, WA, where
valuable university lands are leased
providing funding for the university’s
maintenance and upkeep as well as
some capital projects.

However, in Alaska’s case, before the
land could be transferred to the Alaska
Agricultural College and School of
Mines, renamed the University of Alas-
ka in 1935, the land had to be surveyed
in order to establish the exact acreage
included in the reserve lands.

The section reserved for education
could not be transferred to the college
until they had been delineated. Accord-
ing to records at the time, it was un-
likely given the incredibly slow speed
of surveying that the land could be
completely surveyed before the end of
the current century. Surveying is still
an extraordinarily slow process in
Alaska’s remote and unpopulated ter-
rain.

In all, only 19 section 33’s, or approxi-
mately 11,211 acres, were ever trans-
ferred to the University of Alaska. Of
this, 2,250 acres were used for the origi-
nal campus, and the remainder was left
to the discretion of the board of re-
gents to support educational programs
and facilities.

Recognizing the difficulties of sur-
veying in Alaska, subsequent legisla-
tion was passed in 1929 that simply
granted land for the benefit of the uni-
versity. This grant totaled approxi-
mately 100,000 acres, and to this day
comprises the bulk of the university’s
total 111,211 acres of land—Iless than
one-third of what was originally prom-
ised. In 1958, the Alaska Statehood Act
was passed which extinguished the
unfulfilled land grants. The university
was thus left with little land with
which to support itself and is thus un-
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able to completely fulfill its mission as
a land-grant college.

Mr. President, the legislation I am
introducing today would redeem the
promises made to the university in 1915
and put the university on an even foot-
ing with other land-grant colleges in
the United States. It provides the uni-
versity with the land needed to support
itself financially and it offers the
chance to grow and continue to act as
a responsible steward of the land and
educator of young Alaskans. It also
provides a concrete timetable under
which the university must select its
land and the Secretary of Interior must
act upon those selections.

This legislation also contains signifi-
cant restrictions on the land that the
university can select. The university
cannot select land located within a
conservation system unit, land validly
conveyed to the State or an ANCSA
corporation or land used in connection
with Federal or military institutions.

Accordingly, Mr. President, under
my bill, the university must relinquish
extremely valuable inholdings in Alas-
ka once it receives its second-tier
State/Federal grant under section 6, of
this bill. Therefore, the result of this
legislation will mean, specifically, re-
linquishment of prime university
inholdings in such magnificent areas as
the Alaska Peninsula and Maritime
National Wildlife Refuge, the Kenai
Fjords National Park, Wrangell St.
Elias National Park and Preserve and
Denali Park and Preserve. Mr. Presi-
dent, not only does this bill uphold a
decades-old promise to the University
of Alaska, it further protects Alaska’s
unique parks and refuges.

Recognize, Mr. President, my bill re-
quires the State to participate in the
process, as well, under an option. Spe-
cifically, the bill would grant the uni-
versity 250,000 acres of Federal land.
The university would be eligible to re-
ceive another 250,000 acres of Federal
land on a matching basis with the
State, for a total of 500,000 additional
acres. This would be at the option of
the legislature, the Governor, and the
university’s board of regents

Mr. President, the State matching
provision is an important component of
this legislation. Most agree with the
premise that the university was short-
ed land. However, some believe it is the
sole responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment to compensate the university
with land, while others believe it is
solely the responsibility of the State to
grant the university land. The legisla-
tion I am introducing today offers a
compromise, a compromise giving both
the State and the Federal Government
the opportunity to contribute, as well
as provide the Government with valu-
able inholdings in Federal parks and
preserves.

With the passage of this bill, Mr.
President, the University of Alaska
will finally be able to act fully as a
land grant college, and will be able to
select lands that can provide the uni-
versity with stable revenue sources, as
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well as provide responsible stewardship
for the lands.

This is an exciting time for the Uni-
versity of Alaska. The promises that
were made 82 years ago could be ful-
filled with this legislation, and Alas-
kans could look forward to a very
bright future for the university and the
many Alaskans who receive an edu-
cation there.

I ask unanimous consent, at this
time, to have printed in the RECORD
the proposed inholdings that the Uni-
versity has which would be deeded over
to the Federal Government under this
legislation, a history of the university
of Alaska’s land grant from the time
we were designated as a territory, land
grant rankings of all the States, as
well as a copy of the bill.

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

S. 660

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—

(1) the University of Alaska is the suc-
cessor to and the beneficiary of all Federal
grants and conveyances to or for the Alaska
Agricultural College and School of Mines;

(2) under the Acts of March 4, 1915, 38 Stat.
1214, and January 21, 1929, 45 Stat. 1091, the
United States granted to the Territory of
Alaska certain federal land for the Univer-
sity of Alaska;

(3) the Territory was unable to receive
most of the land intended to be conveyed by
the Act of March 4, 1915, before repeal of that
Act by Sec. 6(k) of the Alaska Statehood Act
(P.L. 85-508, 72 Stat. 339);

(4) only one other state land grant college
in the United States has obtained a smaller
land grant from the federal government than
the University of Alaska has received, and
all land grand colleges in the western states
of the United States have obtained substan-
tially larger land grants than the University
of Alaska;

(5) an academically strong and financially
secure state university system is a corner-
stone to the long-term development of a sta-
ble population and to a healthy, diverse
economy and is in the national interest;

(6) the national interest is served by trans-
ferring certain federal lands to the Univer-
sity of Alaska which will be able to use and
develop the resources of such lands and by
returning certain lands held by the Univer-
sity of Alaska located within certain federal
conservation system units to federal owner-
ship;

(7) the University of Alaska holds valid
legal title to and is responsible for manage-
ment of lands transferred by the United
States to the Territory and State of Alaska
for the University and that an exchange of
lands is consistent with and in furtherance
of the purposes and terms of, and thus not in
violation of, the Federal grant of such lands.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this act
are—

(1) to fulfill the original commitment of
Congress to establish the University of Alas-
ka as a land grant university with holdings
sufficient to facilitate operation and mainte-
nance of a university system for the inhab-
itants of the State of Alaska; and

(2) to acquire from the University of Alas-
ka lands it holds within federal Parks, Wild-
life Refuges, and Wilderness areas.

SEC. 2. PRIMARY FEDERAL GRANT.

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of

law, but subject to valid existing rights and
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the procedures set forth herein, the Univer-
sity is granted and entitled to take up to
250,000 acres of federal lands (or reserved in-
terests in lands) in or adjacent to Alaska as
a federal grant. The University may identify
and select the specific lands it intends to
take pursuant to this grant, and the Sec-
retary of the Interior (‘‘Secretary’’) shall
promptly convey to the University the lands
selected, in accordance with the provisions
of this Act.

(b)(1) Within 48 months of enactment of
this Act, the University of Alaska may sub-
mit to the Secretary a list of properties the
University has tentatively selected to re-
ceive under the conditions of this grant.
Such list may be submitted in whole or in
part during this period and the University
may make interim tentative selections that
it may relinquish or change within the 48
month period. The University may submit
tentative selections that exceed the amount
of the grant except that such selections shall
not exceed 275,000 acres at any one time.

(2) All selections shall be in reasonably
compact units: Provided, That the University
may select small tracts of federal land with-
in federal reservations consistent with the
limitations in subsection (c) below.

(3) The University may submit tentative
selections of federal lands validly selected
but not conveyed to the State of Alaska or
the corporations organized pursuant to the
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act: Pro-
vided, That such lands may not be approved
or conveyed to the University unless the
State of Alaska and or the corporation has
relinquished its prior selection.

(4) The University shall make no selections
within Conservation System Units as defined
in the Alaska National Interest Lands Con-
servation Act (16 U.S.C. 3101).

(5) Within forty-five (45) days of receipt of
a University tentative selection, the Sec-
retary shall publish notice of said selection
in the Federal Register. Such notice shall
identify lands included in the tentative se-
lection and provide for a period for public
comment on the tentative selection not to
exceed sixty (60) days.

(6) Within six months of the receipt of a
University tentative selection, the Secretary
shall notify the University of his acceptance
or objection to each tentative selection, in-
cluding the reasons for any objection. Fail-
ure to object within six months shall con-
stitute approval by the Secretary. Any pub-
lic comments submitted in response to a
public notice issued pursuant to paragraph
() above may be considered by the Sec-
retary: Provided, That the Secretary may ob-
ject to tentative selections of the University
if and only if he demonstrates that a convey-
ance of such to the University—

(A) will have a significant adverse impact
on the purposes for which a Conservation
System Unit was established; or

(B) will have a significant adverse impact
on fulfillment of the Alaska Statehood Act
or the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act.
(43 U.S.C. 1601)

(7) The Secretary’s acceptance of, or objec-
tion to, any tentative selections submitted
by the University of Alaska pursuant to Sec-
tion 2 of this Act or the conveyance of any
such selections by tentative approval, patent
or other instrument are not major federal
actions within the means of section 102 (2)(c)
of P.L. 91-190.

(8) The Secretary shall publish notice of
any decision to accept or object to a ten-
tative selection in the Federal Register.

(¢) The Secretary shall not approve or con-
vey, under this grant,

(1) any federal lands which, at the time of
enactment of this Act, are included in a Con-
servation System Unit;

(2) any federal lands validly selected or top
filed pursuant to §906(e) of Public Law No.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

96-487 but not conveyed to the State of Alas-
ka or the corporations pursuant to the Alas-
ka Native Claims Settlement Act; or

(3) any federal lands withdrawn and actu-
ally used in connection with the administra-
tion of any federal installations and military
reservations unless the head of the land
holding or occupying agency or entity
agrees.

(d) If, following the Secretary’s review of
tentative selections by the University, the
amount of acreage approved by the Sec-
retary for conveyance is less than the full
primary grant, the University may select ad-
ditional lands to satisfy the primary grant.

(e) Upon the University’s tentative selec-
tion of land—

(1) Such land shall be segregated and un-
available for selection by and conveyance to
the State of Alaska or any corporation orga-
nized pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act and shall not be otherwise
encumbered or disposed of by the United
States pending completion of the selection
process.

(2) The University shall possess the non-ex-
clusive right to enter onto such lands for the
purpose of—

(A) assessing the oil, gas, mineral and
other resource potential therein. The Univer-
sity, and its delegatees or agents, shall be
permitted to engage in assessment tech-
niques including but not limited to core
drilling to assess the metalliferous or other
values, and surface geological exploration
and seismic exploration for oil and gas: Pro-
vided That this paragraph shall not be con-
strued as including or allowing exploratory
drilling of oil and gas wells; and

(B) exercising due diligence regarding the
making of a final selection.

(f) Within one year of the Secretary’s ap-
proval of a tentative selection, the Univer-
sity may make therefrom a final selection
pursuant to this Act. Within six months of
such final selection by the University, the
Secretary shall issue a tentative approval of
such final selection. Such tentative approval
shall be deemed to transfer to the University
all right, title, and interest of the United
States in and to the described selection. Any
lakes, rivers and streams contained within
such selections shall be meandered and lands
submerged thereunder conveyed in accord-
ance with 43 U.S.C. §1631, as amended. Upon
completion of a survey of lands included
within such tentative approval, the Sec-
retary shall promptly issue patent to such
lands. Pending issuance of a patent, the Uni-
versity shall have rights and authorities
over tentatively approved lands consistent
with those under the Alaska Statehood Act
and the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act, including the right to transfer, assign,
exchange, grant, deed, lease or otherwise
convey any or all present or future interest
in the lands granted pursuant to this Act.

(g) The Secretary of Agriculture, as well as
the heads of other federal agencies, shall
take such actions as may be necessary to fa-
cilitate and expedite the implementation of
this Act by the Secretary of the Interior.
SEC. 3. RELINQUISHMENT OF CERTAIN UNIVER-

SITY OF ALASKA HOLDINGS.

(a) As a condition to receiving the land
grant provided by Section 6 of this Act, the
University of Alaska shall convey to the Sec-
retary those lands listed in ‘“The University
of Alaska’s Inholding Reconveyance Docu-
ment’’ and dated April 24, 1997.

(b) The University shall begin conveyance
of the lands listed in (a) above upon taking
title to lands it has selected pursuant to sec-
tion 6 of this Act and shall convey to the
Secretary a percentage amount of land pro-
portional to that which it has received, but
in no event shall it be required to convey
any lands other than those listed in (a) above
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to the Secretary. The Secretary shall accept
quitclaim deeds from the University for
these lands.

SEC. 4. ALIENATION OF LANDS.

Nothwithstanding any other provision of
law, the University of Alaska may transfer,
assign, exchange, grant, deed, lease or other-
wise convey any or all present future inter-
ests in the lands granted pursuant to this
Act.

SEC. 5. JUDICIAL REVIEW.

The University of Alaska has the right to
bring action for, including but not limited
to, relief in the nature of mandamus, against
the Secretary for violation of this Act or for
review of an agency decision under this Act.
Such an action can only be brought in the
United States District Court for the District
of Alaska and within two (2) years of the al-
leged violation or the final decision-making.
For all other entities or persons, decisions of
the Secretary shall be final and conclusive.
SEC. 6. STATE MATCHING GRANT.

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, but subject to valid existing rights and
the procedures set forth in this Act, the Uni-
versity is granted and shall be entitled to
take, in addition to the primary grant pro-
vided for in Section 2 herein, up to another
250,000 acres in federal lands (or reserved in-
terests in lands) in or adjacent to Alaska:
Provided That any additional acres are grant-
ed, as specified below, on a matching acre-
for-acre basis to the extent that the State of
Alaska shall first grant to the University
State-owned land in Alaska.

(b) The university may select and the Sec-
retary shall convey lands which the Univer-
sity is entitled to receive pursuant to this
State Matching Grant Provisions in min-
imum increments of 25,000 acres up to the
maximum of 250,000 acres.

HISTORY OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA LAND
GRANT

1785—The Ordinance of 1785 established the
rectangular survey of New England as the
basis of which all land west of Ohio would be
subdivided. Land was surveyed into town-
ships composed of 36 sections of 640 acres or
one square mile each. The law also estab-
lished the principle of reserving section 16 of
every township ‘‘for the maintenance of pub-
lic schools.”

1848—With the Admission of Oregon in 1848,
the grant doubled from one section to two
sections (16 & 36). Three of the last four
states admitted into the union, UT, NM, and
AZ each got four sections (2, 16, 32, and 36).

1842—The Morrill Act passed which dedi-
cated lands to states for ‘‘agriculture and
mechanic arts’. The grants were based on
population as measured by the size of the
delegation with each state receiving approxi-
mately 30,000 acres/member.

1915—Alaska Delegate James Wickersham
pushed through a measure in Congress which
reserved lands for a common school system
and an agricultural land grant college in the
Tanana Valley. The bill followed the pattern
of reserving 2 sections of every township for
support of ‘‘common schools.” (About 20 mil-
lion acres in AK). Wickersham’s bill also set
aside every section 33 in the Tanana Valley
for support of an agricultural college and
school of mines. (Approx. 250,000 acres).

1916—Wickersham introduces first state-
hood bill “Granting’”’ 11.3 million acres for
higher education and 20 million acres for
public schools.

1917—Alaska territorial legislature for-
mally incorporates the Alaska Agricultural
College and School of Mines (Renamed UA in
1935) as Alaska’s land grant institution.

Up to this point no land had every been
transferred to University due to fact that all
bills required a survey to occur before trans-
fer and AK had never been surveyed.
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By the time federal grant would be revoked
only 19 section 33’s out of a possible 420 had
been surveyed and transferred to the Univer-
sity. Ultimately the University received
11,211 acres of section 33’s of which 2,250 were
he original campus.

1929—Congress passes act ‘‘Granting”’
100,000 acres for the ‘‘exclusive use an ben-
efit”” of the Alaska Agriculture College and
School of Mines making up the bulk of the
University’s approx. 111,000 acres.

1936 to 1943—During the 74th, 75th, 76th,
T7th, and 78th Congress Alaska Delegate An-
thony J. Dimond Introduced five identical
bills to extend the 1915 land grant to all sec-
tion 33’s, not just those in the Tanana Val-
ley, for a total land grant of approx. 10 mil-
lion acres.

1943—Bartlett introduces statehood bill re-
serving two sections of each township (20m
acres) for support of schools and 1 section of
every township (10m acres) for higher edu-
cation. For the most part this formula ex-
isted in all statehood bills through 1949. (Ex-
ception is a compromise bill between Bart-
lett and then-Secretary Gardner during mid
40’s which never went anywhere).

1950—Since Alaska could not receive title
to a specific section of land until it was sur-
veyed in 1950 Congress rejected ‘‘in place
grants’ of specific sections of townships and
endorsed the concept of ‘‘quantity’ grants.
This concept was incorporated in all future
statehood bills.

All statehood bills during the 50’s sup-
ported around 103.3 million acres for the
state with a typical breakdown as follows:

100m acres—general grant;

.8m—community development grants to be
used for expansion of communities; and

3.2bm—for ‘‘internal improvements as fol-
lows

500,000 acres—university;

500,000 acres—teacher’s college;

500,000 acres—public buildings;

200,000 acres—schools and asylums (deaf,
dumb, and blind);

200,000 acres—penitentiaries;

200,000 acres—mental institutions;

200,000 acres—charitable, penal, and reform
institutions; and
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250,000 acres—pioneer homes.

1954—UA President Ernest Patty made sev-
eral requests to DOI for more land including
lands in the NPR-A.

1955—University Board Of Regents passes
resolution asking Congress to give Univer-
sity authority to select up to 500,000 acres
with mineral rights.

1958—With the passage of Statehood the
“‘internal improvement grants’—including
the University’s 500,000 acres and the 500,000
acres for the University’s teacher training
programs were consolidated into the 100 mil-
lion-acre general grant leaving disposition of
all 102,550,500 acres at the discretion of the
legislature. Statehood also canceled the 1915
education reserve (though it did confirm the
University’s rights to the few thousand acres
of section 33 land that were already reserved
and surveyed).

Passage of the Statehood bill virtually
ended all discussion of federal land grants.

1959—University attorney, Ed Merdes,
wrote Senator Bartlett about impact of
Statehood bill on Tanana selections. After
extensive research a legislative aide, Joe Jo-
sephson wrote Merdes back and said un-
equivocally that Congressional intent in the
statehood bill was for the new state govern-
ment to address University land grant;

““The theory of the land-grant provisions in
the statehood act was they would replace
inter alia (among other things) the reserva-
tions authorized in 48 U.S.C. 353 and that the
state university would petition the sate gov-
ernment to satisfy the needs of the Univer-
sity which previously to statehood were met
in part by 48 U.S.C. 353.” (Josephson to
Merdes, 10 November 1959, Pres Papers)

1959—House Bill No. 176. Of the New Legis-
lature declared the intent to reserve one mil-
lion acres for the university and declared the
legislature’s ultimate attempt to reserve 5
million acres ‘‘for the purpose of replacing
those grants previously allowed under fed-
eral law . . . which has been superseded . . .
and for the further purpose of establishing a
means by which the University may be prop-
erly maintained and operated and direct
state support thereby reduced.”

S3753

To much surprise Governor Egan vetoed
the bill. His main reason was that this could
lead to further earmarking of state land and
dollars for other ‘‘internal improvements’’
and that this was not sound administrative
procedure. Egan suggested it was much more
prudent to appropriate and bond for the Uni-
versity.

1960’s—With Governor Egan’s opposition to
the State grant future bills never received
much support in the legislature. With the de-
feat of Egan in 1966 by Walter Hickel, Hickel
promised a new era of Alaska economic de-
velopment and support for the University.
Yet one month later Secretary Udall de-
clared a land freeze in Alaska that virtually
brought all state land selections to a halt,
and consequently froze the University land
grant as well.

1970’s—Legally and politically the Alaska
land picture grew more complex year-by-
year. Within the next 15 years the open pub-
lic doman in AK would essentially vanish, as
the entire state was parceled off among de-
velopment interests, environmental inter-
ests, and native groups with the passage of
ANCSA in 1971, construction of TAPS in 74~
77, and passage of ANILCA in 1980.

1995—After passing the legislature Gov-
ernor Knowles vetoed a SB 16 granting the
University 350,000 acres of state lands. The
Governor declared his support for the con-
cept but wanted assurances that: (1) the Uni-
versity would not select any lands needed by
growing communities; (2) oil found on ‘“‘new”’
university lands were subject to permanent
fund requirements and royalties and bonus
payments to the state; and (3) that all envi-
ronmental and mineral entry laws would
apply.

1996—FHM bill introduced in Senate set-
ting up a matching grant provision.

1996—A new bill, SB 250, passed the legisla-
ture by a 46-12 vote and was again vetoed by
Governor Knowles for many of the same rea-
sons stated in the first veto.

Region and area UA ID number Acres Federal land type
South Central:
Alaska Peninsula AP.UL.001 8 AK Peninsula & Maritime National Wildlife Refuge.
...... do AP.UL.001 360 Do.
...... do AP.UL.002 8 Do.
...... do AP.WB.001 622 Do.
...... do AP.WB.002 56 Do.
Nuka Island HM.NK.001 23 Kenai Fjords National Park.
...... do 1IM.NK.002 24 Do.
Blackburn Subd. WR.BB.001 5 Wrangell St. Elias National Park & Preserve
...... do WR.BB.002 17 Do.
...... do WR.BB.003 2 Do.
...... do WR.BB.004 34 Do.
McCarthy Creek Subd WR.MC.001-071 867 Do.
...... do WR.MY.003 1,304 Do.
...... do WR.MY.004 320 Do.
...... do WR.MY.005 2,240 Do.
...... do WR.MY.006 640 Do.
...... do WR.MY.007 400 Do.
...... do WR.MY.008 372 Do.
...... do WR.MY.009 400 Do.
Strelna WR.SN.001 400 Do.
...... do WR.SN.002 1,452 Do.
...... o WR.SN.004 424 Do.
Wrangell Glaciers WR.WG.001 20 Do.
...... do WR.WG.002 136 Do.
...... do WR.WG.003 103 Do.
...... do WR.WG.004 82 Do.
Wrangell St. Elias Orange Hill 1,600 Do.
Denali St de Mine 71 Denali National Park & Preserve.
Total 11,990

SUMMARY
Federal Conservation System Unit Acres
AK Peninsula & Maritime National Wildlife Refuge .........ccccoee...c. 1,054

Kenai Fjords National Park 47
Wrangell St. Elias National Park & Preserve .
Denail National Park & Preserve

Total acres

Ranked by the amount of federal land given to
Higher Education

1. New MeXiCO .ccoovvvnvirnirnnennncnnnnes 1,346,546
2. Oklahoma .. 1,050,000
3. New York 990,000
4. Arizona ...... 849,197
5. Pennsylvania 780,000
6. ONi0 teeviiiiiiiei e 699,120
T.UtAR i 556,141
8. Illinois .. 526,080
9. Indiana 436,080

Ranked by the amount of federal land given to
Higher Education—Continued

10. Montana ....c..cceeeevenvenienieniinnnns 388,721
11. Idaho .... 386,686
12. Alabama . 383,785
13. Missouri ....... 376,080
14. South Dakota ... 366,080
15. Massachusetts .......ccoeeeeininnin. 360,000
16. MissiSSipDl cevvvvvviviiiiiiiiiieeienens 348,240
17. Washington ..... 336,080
18. North Dakota 336,080
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Ranked by the amount of federal land given to
Higher Education—Continued

19. Wisconsin ....c.cevevvenviniiniinninnnns 332,160
20. Kentucky ... 330,000
21. Tennessee .. 300,000
22. Virginia ..... 300,000
23. Iowa ........ 286,080
24. Michigan . 286,080
25. Georgia ......... 270,000
26. North Carolina . 270,000
27. Liouisiana ... 256,292
28. Minnesota .. 212,160
29. Maine ......... 210,000
30. Maryland ... 210,000
31. New Jersey ... 210,000
32. California ... 196,080
33. Arkansas .... 196,080
34. Florida ....... 182,160
35. Connecticut ..... 180,000
36. South Carolina .. 180,000
37. Texas ............ 180,000
38. Kansas .......... 151,270
39. New Hampshire 150,000
40. Vermont ........coceviiiiiiiiiiiniinannn. 150,000
41. West Virginia ........ccoeveeeiennnn. 150,000
42. Colorado ....... 138,040
43. Oregon .... 136,165
44. Nevada .... 136,080
45. Nebraska .... 136,080
46. Wyoming ....... 136,080
47. Rhode Island . 120,000
48. Alaska .......... 112,064
49. DelaWare .......ccooeveeeniiieenenenannns 90,000
50. Hawall ....cooeevviiiiiiiiiiiiienaenns 0

Total c.ovieeiiiiiiiii 16,707,787
AVETrage oovvivininiieiieieieeeieeeneananns 334,156

Ranked by the percentage of the State grant
given to Higher Education

Percent

1. NeW YOTK oouveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeiecien, 100.00
2. Pennsylvania ... 100.00
3. Massachusetts . 100.00
4. Tennessee ..... 100.00
5. Virginia ..... 100.00
6. Georgia ......... 100.00
7. North Carolina . 100.00
8. Maine .... 100.00
9. Maryland ... 100.00
10. New Jersey ... 100.00
11. Connecticut ..... 100.00
12. South Carolina .........c.cceveevveneenennns 100.00
13. TEXAS wueevneerneiieiieeieei e eeieeeinees 100.00
14. New Hampshire 100.00
15. Vermont .......... 100.00
16. West Virginia 100.00
17. Rhode Island . 100.00
18. Delaware ....... 100.00
19. Kentucky ... 93.06
20. Oklahoma .. 33.92
21. ONIO cevniiiiiiiiiie e 25.34
22. Washington ..........ccoceeviiviiiinninennn, 11.04
23. Indiana ......... . 10.79
24. South Dakota .. 10.66
25. North Dakota 10.62
26. New MeXIiCO ..ocevvvniiniiniiiiiiniininnennns 10.52
27. Idaho .......... 9.09
28. Illinois .. 8.44
29. Arizona ... 8.05
30. Alabama . 7.67
31. Utah ........ 7.41
32. Montana .... 6.52
33. Mississippi . 5.711
34. Missouri ..... 5.07
35. Nevada .... 4.99
36. Nebraska . 3.93
37. Iowa ........... 3.55
38. Wisconsin 3.26
39. WyOomMing ....coevvvvvininiiiiiiiieeenannns 3.13
40. Colorado .... 3.09
41. Michigan .... 2.36
42. Louisiana 2.24
43. California ......ccoeevveiiiiiiiniiniiniiennn, 2.22
44. Kansas .... 1.94
45. Oregon .... 1.94
46. Arkansas .... . 1.64
47. MInnesota ......cocvveiiiiniiniiniiniinnnnn. 1.29
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Ranked by the percentage of the State grant
given to Higher Education—Continued

Percent
48. F10rida c..ocevneinniiiniiiiieiiiiiiieiecieeens 0.75
49. Alaska . . 0.11
50. Hawaii . . 0.00
TOtAL .oiiiii i 5.09
AVEIaAZE .oniniiiiieieieieeeeee s 42.01
Ranked by the amount of federal land given to
the State
1. Alaska . 104,569,251
2. Florida .... 24,214,366
3. Minnesota .... 16,422,051
4. New Mexico . 12,794,718
5. Michigan ..... 12,142,846
6. Arkansas ... 11,936,834
7. Louisiana .. 11,441,343
8. Arizona ...... 10,543,753
9. Wisconsin .. 10,179,804
10. California .....c...ccccceune.e. 8,825,508
11. TOWA ceveviieeiieiieeieeannnn 8,061,262
12. Kansas . 7,794,669
13. Utah .... 7,601,737
14. Missouri 7,417,022
15. Oregon .....ceeveveveeenennnnns 7,032,847
16. T11inois «ooveevnveeniennennneen. 6,234,655
17. Mississippi . 6,097,997
18. Montana .... 5,963,338
19. Alabama . 5,006,883
20. Colorado ........ceeeenenennnnn 4,471,604
21. Wyoming ...........cceeeenens 4,342,520
22. Idaho ...... 4,254,448
23. Indiana ... 4,040,518
24. Nebraska ........ 3,458,711
25. South Dakota .... 3,435,373
26. North Dakota . 3,163,552
27. Oklahoma ....... 3,095,760
28. Washington . 3,044,471
29. Ohi0 cevivnviiiiineieiieeans 2,758,862
30. Nevada ....ocooevvvenineninnnnnns 2,725,226
31. New York ..... 990,000
32. Pennsylvania .. 780,000
33. Massachusetts 360,000
34. Kentucky ........ 354,607
35. Tennessee .. 300,000
36. Virginia .. 300,000
37. Georgia ........... 270,000
38. North Carolina 270,000
39. Maine 210,000
40. Maryland ... 210,000
41. New Jersey .. 210,000
42. Connecticut .... 180,000
43. South Carolina ............. 180,000
44, TOXAS .eevurerneiineeineeinaennns 180,000
45. New Hampshire . 150,000
46. Vermont ............ 150,000
47. West Virginia . 150,000
48. Rhode Island ... 120,000
49. Delaware ..... 90,000
50. Hawail ...ocoovevnviinniinniennns 0
Total wovveeiiiiiiiiincieeene 328,426,536
Average 6,568,531

By Mr. McCAIN:

S. 661. A bill to provide an adminis-
trative process for obtaining a waiver
of the coastwise trade laws for certain
vessels; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

COASTWISE TRADE VESSEL WAIVERS
LEGISLATION

e Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I intro-
duce legislation that would provide an
administrative process for obtaining a
waiver of the coastwise trade laws to
allow certain vessels to commercially
operate in the coastwise trade. This
legislation will improve the responsive-
ness of the Federal Government in
meeting the needs of many vessel-oper-
ating small businesses.

The coastwise trade laws require that
vessels operating between U.S. ports be

April 28, 1997

built and documented in the United
States and owned and operated by U.S.
citizens. Today, if a U.S. citizen owner
of a foreign-built vessel wants to carry
passengers for hire on that vessel in
the coastwise trade of the TUnited
States, that person must obtain a leg-
islative waiver of the coastwise laws.

Many of my colleagues are familiar
with these private relief bills. The leg-
islative process for consolidating these
numerous House and Senate bills usu-
ally involves including them in the
Coast Guard authorization bill for final
passage.

While some Members may value the
current process as a useful constituent
service, it often delays resolution of a
constituent’s request by a year or
more, causing financial hardship for
the constituent’s business. The poten-
tial influence of campaign contribu-
tions on such private relief bills is also
a concern. The legislative process is
slow, inefficient, and potentially un-
fair. Our constituents would be better
served by delegating this waiver au-
thority for noncontroversial requests
to an appropriate administrative agen-
cy.
My bill would authorize the Sec-
retary of Transportation to adminis-
tratively waive certain coastwise trade
restrictions for vessels that meet the
following criteria, which the Com-
merce Committee currently uses to de-
termine if a waiver is warranted:

First, this waiver authority would
apply to foreign-built vessels of at
least 3 years of age, and U.S.-built ves-
sels that were rebuilt in foreign coun-
tries at least 3 years prior to the effec-
tive date of the waiver. The vast ma-
jority of the waiver requests considered
by the Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation Committee in the past 3
years were for vessels of at least this
age that had originally been used for
recreational or other noncoastwise pur-
poses.

Second, this bill would limit the
coastwise trade use of vessels obtaining
such privileges through this process to
service carrying a maximum of 12 pas-
sengers for hire. Again, the vast major-
ity of waiver requests considered by
the Commerce Committee specified
this type of intended use.

Finally, the Secretary would be re-
quired to make a determination that
the use of the applicant’s vessel in the
coastwise trade would not adversely af-
fect U.S.-vessel builders or the coast-
wise trade business of any person who
employs U.S.-built vessels in the same
trade. An exemption granted under this
authority could be revoked if the vessel
use substantially changes so as to
cause such problems.

Mr. President, during the 104th Con-
gress, 73 of the 119 bills considered by
the Commerce Committee were re-
quests for waiver of the coastwise trade
laws for special vessels. If my bill is en-
acted, only a few waiver requests fall-
ing outside the above criteria would
need to be considered by the Commerce
Committee each year, allowing the
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Committee to focus its attention on
more weighty matters.

This bill would not authorize exemp-
tion from existing U.S. citizen owner-
ship and crewing requirements. Also,
this bill would not apply to vessels
used for any purpose other than the
carriage of a maximum of 12 passengers
for hire. My approach to these waivers
is supported by the Passenger Vessel
Association, National Association of
Charterboat Operators, the Offshore
Marine Services Association, the Com-
mittee for Private Offshore Rescue and
Towing, and the Shipbuilders Council
of America.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that letters of support from these
organizations be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

PASSENGER VESSEL ASSOCIATION,
Arlington, VA, March 10, 1997.
Mr. JIM SARTUCCI,
Committee on Commerce, Science and Transpor-
tation, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SARTUCCI, in response to your
earlier communication regarding Chairman
McCain’s interest in developing a new proc-
ess for evaluating proposed waivers from the
U.S.-build requirement of the Jones Act or
the Passenger Service Act, the Passenger
Vessel Association will not object to a pro-
posal which:

Clearly states the vessels in question are
limited to those certified to carry 12 or fewer
passengers; shifts the burden of proving ‘‘no
competitive impact’” to the waiver appli-
cant; provides that the Maritime Adminis-
tration (MARAD) shall review the waiver if
the vessel for which it was granted is relo-
cated and, if MARAD determines that the
vessel in its new location poses a competi-
tive disadvantage to an existing operator,
shall revoke the waiver; requires the Mari-
time Administration to devise a means of
widely informing the passenger vessel indus-
try about waiver requests that is separate
from a simple Federal Register notice; in-
cludes a statement to the effect that the
change does not reflect the committee’s view
on the overall integrity of the Jones Act or
the Passenger Service Act.

Thank you for the opportunity to evaluate
and comment on this proposed change to the
law. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to let me know.

Sincerely,
JOHN R. GROUNDWATER,
Executive Director.
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
CHARTERBOAT OPERATORS,
Washington, DC, February 20, 1997.
Chairman JOHN MCCAIN,
Senate Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Committee, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN MCCAIN: I am writing you
in support of the proposed legislative lan-
guage for documentation of small passenger
vessels on behalf of the National Association
of Charterboat Operators (NACO), a 4,100
member association representing owners the
charter industry. NACO appreciates the op-
portunity to comment on the proposed legis-
lation.

NACO applauds the Committee for under-
standing and attempting to correct certain
laws governing coastwise trade for vessels.
These laws often times produce consequences
that very significantly depending on the size
and the nature of business of the vessel.
NACO is hopeful that this is the first step by
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the Committee in recognizing that small
vessels are consistently and inappropriately
grouped with large vessels under the same
rules and regulations. As you are aware, this
leads to increased regulatory costs and bur-
dens for these small businesses.

This proposed change to title 46 of the U.S.
Code will alleviate undue and costly burdens
currently placed on small passenger vessels
who do not have the manpower or the re-
sources to go through the long and difficult
documentation process. This will help to
ease these burdens, saving each company
time and money.

By creating specific qualifications for doc-
umentation, the Committee creates stand-
ards for documentation for small passenger
vessels which will ease the burden of the
Committee from responding to each indi-
vidual request for documentation and appro-
priately moves this documentation responsi-
bility to the Department of Transportation
while also giving them flexibility in approv-
ing documentation.

Although NACO is in full agreement with
the language, we are concerned about sec-
tions (b)(2) and (¢)(B) pertaining to whether
employment of the vessel adversely affects
U.S. vessel builders or operators of ships.
NACO is concerned that the criteria used in
determining the adverse affects to ship-
builders and operators in the same trade
would be arbitrary.

Again, NACO is in full support of this ad-
ministrative change to the Jones Act, how-
ever, at the same time, the association be-
lieves that the Committee should move cau-
tiously when making any sort of revision to
the Jones Act.

Thank you for you time and your attention
to the need to ease unfair burdens placed on
small business. If you need additional com-
ments or information please contact me at
(202) 546-6993.

Sincerely,
AMY J. TAYLOR,
Director of Congressional Affairs.
OFFSHORE MARINE
SERVICE ASSOCIATION,
Harahan, LA, February 20, 1997.
Mr. JAMES SARTUCCI,
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SARTUCCI: The Offshore Marine
Service Association (OMSA) has reviewed
the draft language contained in your fax
transmission of February 10. We understand
and respect Chairman McCain’s administra-
tive objective and intention with respect to
this legislative initiative. Consequently,
speaking strictly for our constituency,
OMSA has no absolute objection to the pro-
posal to grant restricted and conditional
coastwise trading privileges to certain small
foreign built vessels. In actual fact, however,
our association’s members are not signifi-
cantly affected, at least directly, by the spe-
cific parameters included in this proposed
legislation. The PVA, and perhaps others,
would appear to be the parties to whom we
would normally defer on the specifics of this
proposition.

As discussed, our own support is contin-
gent upon retention of the protective cov-
enants and limitations set forth in the pro-
posal presented to us for consideration, viz.
in (b)(1), that the vessel be strictly limited
to service as a small passenger vessel or an
uninspected passenger vessel as those terms
are defined in Section 2101 of title 46, United
States Code, and in (b)(2) and (c).

Finally, for the record, we ask that you
please note that OMSA does have some dis-
comfort with the precedent that could be set
by this legislation. We harbor some concern
it could conceivably ‘‘open the door’ to sub-
sequent, additional legislation that would,
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relatively speaking, more seriously impact
the coastwise trade protections afforded to
U.S. flag vessels under the Jones Act and the
Passenger Vessel Services Act. However, we
accept, in good faith, the Chairman’s stated
objectives and the collateral safeguards that
are promised.

OMSA would agree that the U.S. Maritime
Administration (MARAD) could be the ap-
propriate government agency within the De-
partment of Transportation to consider and
approve applications for the purposes of the
proposal.

We thank you for keeping us advised of
such proposals and for inviting our views.
Please do not hesitate to contact the under-
signed, at (504) 734-7622, if you have any ques-
tions or wish to discuss this matter in fur-
ther detail.

Very truly yours,
ROBERT J. ALARIO,
President.

[From the C-Port News, Mar. 1997]

SENATE COMMITTEE PROPOSES CHANGE TO
JONES ACT

Congress will soon be proposing a major
change to the Jones Act that will allow ma-
rine assistance operators to use foreign built
vessels and vessels rebuilt outside the United
States in their businesses.

The bill, introduced by Senator John
McCain (R-AZ), Chairman of the Senate
Commerce, Science, and Transportation

Committee, allows for the use of a foreign
built or rebuilt vessel in commercial coast-
wise trade when the vessel is over 3 years old
and is used as a small or uninspected pas-
senger vessel. Marine assistance towing ves-
sels are classified by the Coast Guard as
uninspected passenger vessels, not
uninspected towing vessels.

Although the bill will help the marine as-
sistance industry, it also contains two stipu-
lations about which C-PORT is concerned.
The bill allows the Secretary of Transpor-
tation to revoke the new documentation pol-
icy for foreign vessels if it is found to ad-
versely affect U.S. vessel builders or other
similar businesses using U.S. built vessels.
According to the bill, ‘‘the Secretary of
Transportation may issue a certificate of
documentation with appropriate endorse-
ment for employment in the coastwise trade
as a small passenger vessel or an uninspected
passenger vessel for an eligible vessel if the
Secretary determines that the employment
of the vessel . . . will not adversely affect (1)
United States vessel builders; or (2) the
coastwise trade business of any person who
employs vessels built in the United States in
the business.”

C-PORT sent the following letter to Chair-
man McCain to express support for the bill,
but also to voice concern over these two stip-
ulations:

“DEAR CHAIRMAN MCcCAIN: C-PORT ap-
plauds the Committee for understanding and
attempting to correct certain laws governing
coastwise trade for vessels. These laws often
times produce consequences that vary sig-
nificantly depending on the size and the na-
ture of business of the vessel. C-PORT is
hopeful that this is the first step by the
Committee in recognizing that small vessels
are consistently and inappropriately grouped
with large vessels under the same rules and
regulations. As you are aware, this leads to
increased regulatory costs and burdens for
these small businesses.

““This proposed change to title 46 of the
U.S. Code will alleviate undue and costly
burdens currently placed on small vessels
who do not have the manpower or the re-
sources to go through the long and difficult
documentation process. This will help to
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ease these burdens,
time and money.

“By creating specific qualifications for
documentation, the Committee creates
standards for documentation for small ves-
sels which will ease the burden of the Com-
mittee from responding to each individual
request for documentation and appropriately
moves this documentation responsibility to
the Department of Transportation while also
giving them flexibility in approving docu-
mentation.

““Although C-PORT is in full agreement
with the language, we are concerned about
sections (b)(2) and (c)(B) pertaining to
whether employment of the vessel adversely
affects U.S. vessel builders or operators of
ships. C-PORT is concerned that the criteria
used in determining the adverse affects to
shipbuilders and operators in the same trade
would be arbitrary.

““Again, C-PORT is in full support of this
administrative change to the Jones Act,
however, at the same time, the association
believes that the Committee should move
cautiously when making any sort of revision
to the Jones Act.

“Thank you for your time and your atten-
tion to the need to ease unfair burdens
placed on small business.”’

C-PORT expects this legislation to easily
pass the Senate and the House. We will keep
you informed as this measure moves through
Congress. If you have any questions contact
Amy Taylor (800) 745-6094.

saving each company

SHIPBUILDERS COUNCIL OF AMERICA,
Alexandria, VA, February 27, 1997.
Mr. JAMES SARTUCCI,
Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation, Washington, DC.

DEAR JIM: Thank you for sending the most
recent draft of Senator McCain’s Jones Act
waiver bill. SCA shares your basic objective
of reducing the paperwork burden on Com-
mittee members and staff while in no way
eroding or changing the U.S.-build require-
ment or any other provisions of the Jones
Act.

SCA supports all of the suggested additions
to Senator McCain’s bill included in a letter
of February 25 sent to you and Carl Bentzel
by Rolf Marshall of the Maritime Cabotage
Task Force (MCTF). Most importantly, these
recommended changes will make it undeni-
ably clear that by enacting this bill Congress
in no way lessens or modifies the protections
granted by cabotage statutes.

Therefore, SCA supports the February 19
draft of the Jones Act waiver bill along with
the recommended changes described in the
February 25 letter from the MCTF.

On behalf of the members of SCA I want to
commend you for your diligence in crafting
a new Jones Act waiver process that makes
sense administratively while safeguarding
the Jones Act.

Cordially,
PENNY L. EASTMAN,
President.®

————

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 127

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the
names of the Senator from Montana
[Mr. BURNS] and the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON] were added as
cosponsors of S. 127, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to make
permanent the exclusion for employer-
provided educational assistance pro-
grams, and for other purposes.

S. 261

At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the

name of the Senator from Arkansas
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[Mr. HUTCHINSON] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 261, a bill to provide for a
biennial budget process and a biennial
appropriations process and to enhance
oversight and the performance of the
Federal Government.
S. 281
At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. ALLARD] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 281, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a
mechanism for taxpayers to designate
$1 of any overpayment of income tax,
and to contribute other amounts, for
use by the United States Olympic Com-
mittee.
S. 314
At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the
names of the Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr. HELMS] and the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. GRAMS] were added as
cosponsors of S. 314, a bill to require
that the Federal Government procure
from the private sector the goods and
services necessary for the operations
and management of certain Govern-
ment agencies, and for other purposes.
S. 318
At the request of Mr. D’AMATO, the
name of the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. BINGAMAN] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 318, a bill to amend the Truth
in Lending Act to require automatic
cancellation and notice of cancellation
rights with respect to private mortgage
insurance which is required by a cred-
itor as a condition for entering into a
residential mortgage transaction, and
for other purposes.
S. 323
At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. THOMAS] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 323, a bill to amend title 4, United
States Code, to declare English as the
official language of the Government of
the United States.
S. 370
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. HUTCHINSON] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 370, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
provide for increased medicare reim-
bursement for nurse practitioners and
clinical nurse specialists to increase
the delivery of health services in
health professional shortage areas, and
for other purposes.
S. 371
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. HUTCHINSON] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 371, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
provide for increased medicare reim-
bursement for physician assistants, to
increase the delivery of health services
in health professional shortage areas,
and for other purposes.
S. 388
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the
name of the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. McCONNELL] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 388, a bill to amend the

April 28, 1997

Food Stamp Act of 1977 to assist States
in implementing a program to prevent
prisoners from receiving food stamps.
S. 493
At the request of Mr. KYL, the name
of the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
LoTT] was added as a cosponsor of S.
493, a bill to amend section 1029 of title
18, United States Code, with respect to
cellular telephone cloning para-
phernalia.
S. 518
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. HUTCHINSON] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 518, a bill to control crime
by requiring mandatory victim restitu-
tion.
S. 525
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from New York
[Mr. MOYNIHAN] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 525, a bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide access to
health care insurance coverage for
children.
S. 526
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from New York
[Mr. MOYNIHAN] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 526, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to increase
the excise taxes on tobacco products
for the purpose of offsetting the Fed-
eral budgetary costs associated with
the Child Health Insurance and Lower
Deficit Act.
S. 528
At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. LAUTENBERG] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 528, a bill to require the
display of the POW/MIA flag on various
occasions and in various locations.
S. 536
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. DORGAN] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 536, a bill to amend the
National Narcotics Leadership Act of
1988 to establish a program to support
and encourage local communities that
first demonstrate a comprehensive,
long-term commitment to reduce sub-
stance abuse among youth, and for
other purposes.
S. 543
At the request of Mr. COVERDELL, the
names of the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. ENZI], the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. GREGG], and the Sen-
ator from Alabama [Mr. SESSIONS] were
added as cosponsors of S. 543, a bill to
provide certain protections to volun-
teers, nonprofit organizations, and gov-
ernmental entities in lawsuits based on
the activities of volunteers.
S. 544
At the request of Mr. COVERDELL, the
names of the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. ENZI], the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. GREGG], and the Sen-
ator from Alabama [Mr. SESSIONS] were
added as cosponsors of S. 544, a bill to
provide certain protections to volun-
teers, nonprofit organizations, and gov-
ernmental entities in lawsuits based on
the activities of volunteers.
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