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have been asserted, even before the
provision was repealed. Yet, these
parks have not been paved by public
highways.

Congress began creating wilderness
areas in 1964—12 years before Revised
Statute 2477 was repealed. Section 5 of
the Wilderness Act specifically pre-
serves existing private rights.

It has been 20 years since Revised
Statute 2477 was repealed and over 30
years since the creation of many major
wilderness areas. During the 30 years of
the policy of wilderness the same prac-
tice that the provision in the supple-
mental seeks to continue was in effect.

Yet, during those 30 years, we have
not seen any of our wilderness areas
covered with roads under Revised Stat-
ute 2477.

In Alaska, where 60 percent of the
wilderness areas exist, we have already
dealt with the issue. The Alaska Na-
tional Interest Lands Conservation Act
has numerous provisions that specifi-
cally deal with access to wilderness
areas. Nothing in this provision
changes the law regarding rights-of-
way in Alaska.

On the contrary, the provision seeks
to keep the pre-existing policy and spe-
cifically denies the Secretary of the In-
terior the right to unilaterally change
the policy contrary to what Congress
has said many times and what the
courts have said many times. As a mat-
ter of fact, Congress has spoken three
times in the past 2 years on this and
stated that the Secretary cannot
change the existing law and policy by
regulation or by edict.

The people who claim this provision
will lead to roads across wilderness
areas and parks already created by
Congress are just plain wrong.

What is at issue here are areas that
are not yet wilderness or that have
been recently added by Executive ac-
tion to our parks and monuments.

Mr. President, every time Congress
has addressed that subject, it has pro-
tected valid existing rights, even in the
creation of national parks and wildlife
refuges.

Wilderness areas by definition don’t
have any roads. The environmental
groups and the Department of the Inte-
rior are seeking to cut off valid rights-
of-way in certain areas of the West so
that those areas may be proclaimed
wilderness.

I hope that the Senate understands
this. If the Secretary of the Interior
and these groups are allowed to pre-
vail, then areas that do have existing
valid rights-of-way, which should by
law be given some consideration and
may ineligible to become wilderness
areas, could be created as additional
wilderness and national park areas by
Executive order or secretarial edict.

If they can keep the R.S. 2477 right-
of-way from being recognized under
State law, as they have been created
for the past 130 years, then those areas
would be roadless and eligible for wil-
derness designation by Congress.

That is the issue here. There are
valid, existing rights-of-way across
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some of these areas. They have been
used for decades by the public in the
West. Those areas are not capable of
being established as wilderness areas.
But that is not for us to decide here.

All this provision does is maintain
the status quo. If there are valid exist-
ing rights under R.S. 2477, they had to
be created more than 20 years ago, be-
fore 1976.

The provision simply prevents the
Secretary of the Interior from prejudg-
ing the issue in the ongoing review of
which remaining Federal areas should
be wilderness. This only preserves
rights-of-way that already exist. It
does not create new rights or new
roads.

I hope that the Senate will seriously
consider the issue that is coming be-
fore us today regarding Revised Stat-
ute 2477. Our intent is merely to keep
the policy that has existed in the past
and which has been protected by every
act of Congress that | know of. The
valid existing rights were protected.
Those rights have been defined as far
as rights-of-way under State law for 130
years.

This Secretary of the Interior now
wants to have them decided under Fed-
eral law that his regulations would es-
tablish. That is contrary to the policy
of Congress. It is contrary to the deci-
sions of the courts of the United
States, and it should not be done by
secretarial edict.

As | said, we have acted in the Na-
tional Highway System Designation
Act of 1995, in the 1996 Interior appro-
priations bill and in the 1997 Interior
appropriations bill to prevent those
regulations from being issued. Now the
Secretary wishes to announce a policy.
That policy is that in the future the
validity of the rights will be deter-
mined by Federal law. That is contrary
to a whole series of court decisions and
contrary to the acts of Congress that
specifically recognize valid existing
rights under State law.

Mr. President, | hope that this is
going to be a short day. But | want to
tell the Senate that it is our intention,
as Senator BYRD has announced, to en-
force the cloture motion. | call again
on the Senate to vote for cloture. Give
the managers of this bill the control
that comes from the cloture process,
and we will assure this bill passes to
provide money to those in the disaster
areas. The bill affects disasters in 33
States, Mr. President. We will give this
bill to the conference and to the Presi-
dent as quickly as possible.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 208

Mr. STEVENS. | send an amendment

to the desk.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS]
proposes an amendment numbered 208.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill insert
the following:

None of the funds made available in the
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and
Related Programs, 1997, (as contained in
Public Law 104-208) may be made available
for assistance to Uruguay unless the Sec-
retary of State certifies to the Committees
on Appropriations that all cases involving
seizure of U.S. business assets have been re-
solved.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this is
an amendment that we hope will bring
about an awareness of Government of-
ficials of Uruguay of a very sad situa-
tion with regard to the fishing assets
from Washington State and Alaska
that were entered into in a joint ven-
ture with a seafood company in Uru-
guay.

What happened was that the assets of
the Americans were seized after they
were in Uruguay territory, and the
joint venture that was supposed to be
forthcoming was dissolved by actions
of the Uruguay citizens.

| offer this amendment sort of in
frustration, trying to see if we can
work out with the Uruguay Embassy
here and officials in the State Depart-
ment at Montevideo a resolution of
this problem.

I hope that it has the salutary effect
of calling the attention of the Uruguay
Government to a very unsatisfactory
development with regard to our busi-
ness relationships.

I urge adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Alaska.

The amendment (No. 208) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this is
the time for filing of second-degree
amendments, | remind Senators. It is
also the time set for the vote on clo-
ture motion.

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, pursuant to rule
XXI1, the Chair lays before the Senate
the pending cloture motion, which the
clerk will read.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on S. 672, the
supplemental appropriations bill.

Trent Lott, Ted Stevens, Mike DeWine,
Bob Bennett, Tim Hutchinson, Richard
G. Lugar, Pete Domenici, Pat Roberts,
Connie Mack, Frank H. MurkowskKi,
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Richard Shelby, Craig Thomas, Chuck
Grassley, Christopher S. Bond, Michael
B. Enzi, and Jeff Sessions.
CALL OF THE ROLL
The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the call of the quorum
has been waived.
VOTE
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Is it the sense of the Sen-
ate that debate on S. 672, the supple-
mental appropriations bill, shall be
brought to a close?
The yeas and nays are required.
The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 100,
nays 0, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 57 Leg.]

YEAS—100
Abraham Feingold Lugar
Akaka Feinstein Mack
Allard Ford McCain
Ashcroft Frist McConnell
Baucus Glenn Mikulski
Bennett Gorton Moseley-Braun
Biden Graham Moynihan
Bingaman Gramm Murkowski
Bond Grams Murray
Boxer Grassley Nickles
Breaux Gregg Reed
Brownback Hagel Reid
Bryan Harkin Robb
Bumpers Hatch Roberts
Burns Helms Rockefeller
Byrd Hollings Roth
Campbell Hutchinson Santorum
Chafee Hutchison Sarbanes
Cleland Inhofe Sessions
Coats Inouye Shelby
Cochran Jeffords Smith (NH)
Collins Johnson Smith (OR)
Conrad Kempthorne Snowe
Coverdell Kennedy Specter
Craig Kerrey Stevens
D’Amato Kerry Thomas
Daschle Kohl Thompson
DeWine Kyl Thurmond
Dodd Landrieu Torricelli
Domenici Lautenberg Warner
Dorgan Leahy Wellstone
Durbin Levin Wyden
Enzi Lieberman
Faircloth Lott

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). The Senate will please come to
order.

On this vote, the yeas are 100, the
nays are 0. Three-fifths of the Senators
duly chosen and sworn having voted in
the affirmative, the motion is agreed

to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, Sen-
ator BYrRD and | are overwhelmed by
the support of the Senate for this bill.
I hope that will be demonstrated in the
hours to come.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, might
we have order, please? It is very dif-
ficult to hear.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will please come to order.

The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we
would like to work up a schedule, ro-
tating from one side to the other with
amendments. | want to state to the
Senate the amendments that have been
filed touch or concern every one of our
13 subcommittees. Those subcommit-
tees’ staffs are standing by now to con-
fer with any Member who really wants
to pursue one of these 109 amendments
that have been filed.

| ask the Chair to help us keep order.
We would anticipate, for the informa-
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tion of the Senate, with the concur-
rence of the two leaders, that we would
proceed with the D’Amato amendment
and then the Bumpers amendment and,
if possible, another amendment and
have our first series of stacked votes
sometime around 12:30 to 1 o’clock.

We will keep the Senate informed,
but | do want the Senate to know we
will try to stack votes so that none
will occur prior to approximately 12:30
to 1 o’clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
York.

AMENDMENT NO. 166
(Purpose: To rescind JOBS Funds, extend the
transition period for aliens receiving SSI
funds, and for other purposes)

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the Reid
amendment be laid aside.

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

Mr. D’AMATO. | ask that amend-
ment No. 166 be called up and that Sen-
ator FEINSTEIN’S name be added as an
original cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New York [Mr.
D’AmMATO], for himself, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr.
DEWINE, Mr. SPECTER, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and
Mrs. BOXER, proposes an amendment num-
bered 166.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 44, strike all after line 19, through
line 2 on page 45, and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

“JOB OPPORTUNITIES AND BASIC SKILLS
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 104-208, there is re-
scinded an amount equal to the total of the
funds within each State’s limitation for fis-
cal year 1997 that are not necessary to pay
such State’s allowable claims for such fiscal
year.

Section 403(k)(3)(F) of the Social Security
Act (as in effect on October 1, 1996) is amend-
ed by adding after the **,”’ the following: “‘re-
duced by an amount equal to the total of
those funds that are within each State’s lim-
itation for fiscal year 1997 that are not nec-
essary to pay such State’s allowable claims
for such fiscal year (except that such amount
for such year shall be deemed to be
$1,000,000,000 for the purpose of determining
the amount of the payment under subsection
(1) to which each State is entitled),”.”’

On page 75, strike all after line 10 through
line 22 on page 80, and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

“TITLE VI—SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY
INCOME AMENDMENT
“SEC. 601. EXTENSION OF SSI REDETERMINATION
PROVISIONS.

“(@) IN GENERAL.—Section 402(a)(2)(D) of
the Personal Responsibility and work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1612(a)(2)(D) is amended—

“(1) in clause (i)—

“(A) in subclause (1), by striking the date
which is 1 year after such date of enactment
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and inserting in lieu thereof September 30,
1997; and

“(B) in subclause (111), by striking the date
of the redetermination with respect to such
individual and inserting in lieu thereof Sep-
tember 30, 1997; and

“(b) EFFeCTIVE DATE.—Subsection (a)
takes effect as if included in the enactment
of section 402 of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1612).””

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself, Senator CHAFEE, Sen-
ator DEWINE, Senator FEINSTEIN, and
Senator SPECTER, | call up this amend-
ment because, notwithstanding the at-
tempt—and | appreciate it—by the Ap-
propriations Committee initially to
deal with a very vexing problem, the
problem of immigrants and the prob-
lem of legal immigrants and the prob-
lem really dealing with legal immi-
grants, most of whom are, a good per-
centage are disabled and who are elder-
ly who would otherwise be cut off Au-
gust 22, notwithstanding that they
came into the country legally, that
they are currently receiving benefits,
that if these benefits were to be cut off
in some States, they would be faced
with little, if any, help.

In other States, the burden would be
a tremendous one on some of the local
municipalities and the States. This
amendment would continue the exist-
ing funding of those legal immigrants—
let’s understand, we are talking about
people who came into this country le-
gally; we are talking about people who
obeyed the law; we are talking about,
for most cases, senior citizens, elderly,
and disabled—to continue their SSI
benefits.

Mr. President, it seems to me that
this is a prudent way in which to han-
dle what could otherwise be a very dis-
astrous problem for 500,000 people,
most of whom are elderly, in this coun-
try. That is a half-million people. That
is a lot of people who would be facing
tremendous hardship, many who have
no one in a position to be of any kind
of assistance. For others, without their
SSI payments and cut off from food
stamps, their families would be in per-
ilous situations even attempting to
give them modest help.

Let me say that | am deeply appre-
ciative of the leadership that has been
displayed by the Senate majority lead-
er, the chairman of the Senate Appro-
priations Committee, and our distin-
guished colleague from West Virginia,
in attempting to deal with this prob-
lem in a way that will give us addi-
tional time.

Again, we are not talking about peo-
ple who came into this country ille-
gally, people who are trying to take ad-
vantage of the system. We are taking
an opportunity to give the Congress of
the United States and the President
sufficient time to work out a program
that will see to it that the system Iis
not abused but, by the same token, see
to it that people are not disadvantaged
as a result of the significant work of
the Congress in bringing about
workfare as opposed to welfare.
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Let me say what the situation is in
terms of New York. In New York, we
are talking about 80,000 legal immi-
grants who now would be facing termi-
nation of benefits—80,000. Again, Mr.
President, the vast number who are
senior citizens, many of them have tre-
mendous language barriers, many of
them have been in this country for a
number of years, some not long enough
to qualify for Social Security benefits,
all of them here legally. Mr. President,
70,000 of these people are in the city of
New York.

What an incredible impact that
would be to the city, to the State, and
to other communities. As | look
around, | see my colleagues from Cali-
fornia, who have the same kind of prob-
lem. | see my colleague from Rhode Is-
land. It is a tremendous problem that
would be created. That was never our
intent in terms of reforming the wel-
fare system. Ours was to create an op-
portunity for workfare, not a system
that entraps people. Ours says to those
who are capable of going out and hold-
ing a job or getting into a job training
program that you just cannot take ad-
vantage of the system. But | do not be-
lieve it was one in which we envisioned
just cutting off those people who can-
not do for themselves. We are a com-
passionate country. We are a country
which is ready and recognizes the need
to help those citizens who cannot do
for themselves.

So, let me say this. The Social Secu-
rity Administration estimates that SSI
recipients who received notices of pos-
sible termination of benefits are made
up of—let me just give you an idea who
these half a million people are: 72 per-
cent are women; 41 percent are over the
age of 75; 18 percent are over the age of
85. Are we going to say to those people,
18 percent over the age of 85, ‘‘go out
and get a job’? What are we going to
do?

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield
on that point for a question?

Mr. D’AMATO. Certainly.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, | thank
the Senator from New York for offering
this amendment. | say to him, and | am
sure Senator FEINSTEIN will amplify
this, that this is so crucial to our
State, as he has said, and | know the
Senator is aware—and | will put this in
the form of a question—that in the
budget agreement that was reached
among all parties, this issue was recog-
nized. What the Senator from New
York is doing is carrying over this
agreement, that these people need the
certainty of assistance because they
are very old, they are very frail, they
are very disabled, and what the Sen-
ator is doing is, in essence, saying that
that agreement ought to really apply
right now and these people should not
be under the threat of a cutoff. So he is
restoring SSI to legal immigrants until
all the new details are worked; am |
correct in that?

Mr. D’AMATO. That is correct. What
we are doing is providing the Congress,
as well as these people, an additional 6
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weeks from August 22. A good number
of these people during this period of
time will be qualified as citizens, un-
derstanding, if you look at the age cat-
egory of them, many of these people
are elderly, there was never an impe-
tus. It is very difficult. They have lan-
guage barriers, disabilities, problems
in communication and transportation.
The immigration offices are swamped
with those people who are attempting
and who are eligible for citizenship.

When you look at this, if close to 20
percent are over 85, we are talking
about almost 100,000, and most of them
women, who are over the age of 85, who
may have disabilities, who may have
language problems just trying to qual-
ify them for citizenship. In some cases,
they will not have to take the ordinary
test. But how do we get them that in-
formation? How do we get them there
in time? It cannot be done between now
and August 22. New York City Mayor
Giuliani is engaged in an outreach pro-
gram to contact many of these elderly
immigrants and give them an oppor-
tunity to qualify for full citizenship;
therefore, they would not have to be
concerned with the cut off in benefits.

So for all of those reasons, this addi-
tional time will also give us and our
colleagues an opportunity—as well as
the administration—to examine what
the program will be in the fullness of
time after October 1.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, | ask the
Senator to add me as a cosponsor.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from California, Senator BOXER, be
added as an original cosponsor.

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

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, |
thank Senator CHAFEE for his support
and leadership and, again, the leaders
of the Appropriations Committee, Sen-
ator STEVENS, and the ranking minor-
ity member from West Virginia, Sen-
ator BYRD, for their leadership, for
their compassion in understanding and
finding the resources to make this ex-
tension available. Senator BYRD has al-
ways demonstrated a great compassion
and concern for senior citizens in par-
ticular, and they are the ones who
would be most victimized if we were
not to continue this action. | yield the
floor.

Several
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. | thank the Chair.

Mr. President, | rise to support the
D’Amato-Chafee resolution. | am very
pleased to be a cosponsor. I want to
point out that two cities in this Nation
are impacted more than any other, and
that is the city of Los Angeles and the
city of New York. In California alone,
there are 310,000 legal immigrants cur-
rently receiving SSI benefits. Under
the present law, they all go off on Au-
gust 22, regardless of need.

I want to clear the air somewhat, be-
cause the administration proposal, ac-

Senators addressed the
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cepted by the Budget Committee, does
not cover elderly legal immigrants. In
other words, if you are 85 years old and
monolingual in another language, you
cannot get a job, but come August 22,
under the agreement, you would be out
on the streets. Either you are homeless
or else it is a transfer to the local gov-
ernment to be picked up by the coun-
ties’ general assistance grant.

This proposal of Senator D’AMATO’s
essentially takes that August 22 dead-
line and extends it to October 1, giving
us time to work with the administra-
tion, work with the Appropriations
Committee and try to see if there is
not a better solution.

If only disabled are covered, which is
currently the case under the proposed
bipartisan agreement, this means that
only refugees and asylees who have ex-
hausted the 7 years would be eligible
for SSI only if they are disabled. This
impacts 61,360 people in California; 60
percent of those who are disabled and
40 percent of the elderly would not be
affected by this legislation.

So we have a ways to go in reconcil-
ing what is really out there in terms of
problems of people who are elderly and
the proposal that is part of the biparti-
san agreement. The D’Amato proposal
extends that deadline by 2 months and
gives us an opportunity to work this
out. | think it is extraordinarily impor-
tant that that happen.

Additionally, | pay my compliments
to the Senator from Rhode Island. Sen-
ator CHAFEE and | have a bill which
would extend SSI for all of those who
are presently covered by SSI, not pro-
spectively, not for newcomers, but for
those people already in this country for
whom we have certain responsibilities
who are unable to have any other
source of income to support them-
selves. Our bill, 1 think, is the long-
term solution that is the most viable.

So | thank Senator D’AMATO—he is
also a cosponsor of the Chafee-Fein-
stein bill—for offering this, and I am
very hopeful that a dominant majority
of this body will see the wisdom in
adopting it.

Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

AMENDMENT NO. 145
(Purpose: To rescind JOBS Funds, extend the
transition period for aliens receiving SSI
funds, and for other purposes)

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, for the
purpose of technical adjustment, | ask
unanimous consent that the clerk in-
stead report No. 145 in place of amend-
ment No. 166 and that that be the pend-
ing amendment.

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

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, so that
the RECORD properly reflects the co-
sponsors, in addition to myself, they
are Senator CHAFEE, Senator DEWINE,
Senator SPECTER, Senator FEINSTEIN,
Senator KoHL, Senator MOYNIHAN, and
Senator KENNEDY as well.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, amendment No. 166 is with-
drawn.

The amendment (No. 166) was with-
drawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report amendment No. 145.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New York [Mr.
D’AmMATO], for himself, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr.
DEWINE, Mr. SPECTER, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.
MOYNIHAN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. KoHL and Mr.
KENNEDY, proposes an amendment numbered
145.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 44, strike all after line 19, through
line 2 on page 45, and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

*JOB OPPORTUNITIES AND BASIC SKILLS
(RESCISSION)

“Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 104-208, there is re-
scinded an amount equal to the total of the
funds within each State’s limitation for fis-
cal year 1997 that are not necessary to pay
such State’s allowable claims for such fiscal
year.

““Section 403(k)(3)(F) of the Social Security
Act (as in effect on October 1, 1996) is amend-
ed by adding after the *,” the following: ‘re-
duced by an amount equal to the total of
those funds that are within each State’s lim-
itation for fiscal year 1997 that are not nec-
essary to pay such State’s allowable claims
for such fiscal year (except that such amount
for such year shall be deemed to be
$1,000,000,000 for the purpose of determining
the amount of the payment under subsection
(1) to which each State is entitled),”.”

On page 46, after line 25, insert the follow-
ing:

gPuinc Law 104-208, under the heading ti-
tled ‘Education For the Disadvantaged’ is
amended by striking °$1,298,386,000° and in-
serting ‘$713,386,000" in lieu thereof.”

On page 75, strike all after line 10 through
line 22 on page 80, and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

“TITLE VI—_SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY

INCOME AMENDMENT
“SEC. 601. EXTENSION OF SSI REDETERMINATION
PROVISIONS.

“(@) IN GENERAL.—Section 402(a)(2)(D) of
the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1612(a)(2)(D) is amended—

“(1) in clause (i)—

“(A) in subclause (I), by striking ‘the date
which is 1 year after such date of enactment’
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘September 30,
1997°; and

“(B) in subclause (Ill), by striking ‘the
date of the redetermination with respect to
such individual’ and inserting in lieu thereof
‘September 30, 1997’; and

“(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (a)
takes effect as if included in the enactment
of section 402 of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 (8 U.S.C. 1612).”

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, first, |
congratulate Senator D’AMATO for his
work on this amendment which will
mean so much to so many people who
he has well described as being the
frailest in our society.
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I also pay tribute to Senator FEIN-
STEIN with whom | have worked on a
program similar to this for the long-
term solution, as she pointed out. It
may well be that we will turn to that
when we start the new fiscal year.

I also want to salute Senator
DEWINE, who is not on the floor at this
moment. | hope he will be here soon.
But | wanted to pay tribute to him be-
cause he has worked very hard on it.

Mr. President, | would like to extend
my thanks to the distinguished chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee,
the Senator from Alaska, and the dis-
tinguished ranking member of that
committee, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, who have agreed to accept this
amendment. | am very appreciative of
that.

I am speaking on behalf of 3,750 legal
immigrants—legal immigrants—in my
State who would face the loss of these
SSI benefits but for the passage of this
legislation, which | hope will be ac-
cepted in the House likewise. That
group of 3,750 Rhode Island seniors, as
the Senator from New York has de-
scribed, fits in that typical pattern of
18 percent being over 85 and so forth.

Mr. President, this is a good amend-
ment. What it does, it gets us through
the remainder of this fiscal year and
gives us a little breathing time.

Mr. President, as you know, in the
underlying bill there is a block grant of
$125 million. This replaces that. | think
that is wise because a block grant
would cause a lot of problems in its dis-
tribution, trying to set up a new sys-
tem to get the money out. The con-
tinuation of the existing system of the
SSI benefits is, | believe strongly, the
right way to go.

So this is an occasion where | think
we can all celebrate a little bit. | was
strongly supportive of the welfare re-
form bill that we passed last year. | be-
lieve in it. | think it is working.

At the time when we foresaw the dif-
ficulties that were going to come up
under this particular group, | sup-
ported legislation to take care of them.
That did not pass. | believe it was the
legislation of the Senator from the
State of California. It did not pass. But
now we are attacking that problem.

As | mentioned before, | think it is
coming out in a very satisfactory way.
So | want to thank the Chair. And,
again, | do want to point out that Sen-
ator DEWINE is deeply interested in
this, as is Senator SPECTER. Senator
DEWINE may be on the floor a little
later. | want to extend my appreciation
to his work on this and also to the
leadership of both parties in the Senate
for permitting this to be accepted.

Thank you very much.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, | un-
derstand that there may be somebody
in opposition. But at this point, | ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, let me
simply say, | am just going to look at
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one statistic again and put it in terms
of not just saying 18 percent of all of
those are over the age of 85. We are
talking about 90,000 people, seniors—
90,000. Many of them, again, are dis-
abled. Many of them have problems
with the language. All of them are here
in this country legally. Let us under-
stand that. Let us understand that
three-quarters of those people, better
than 65,000, are women.

Are we really going to say to grand-
mothers, grandparents, to the elderly,
to the frailest of the frail, ““No more
will we meet even your minimum
needs”’? That is not what this country
is about. That is certainly not what |
intended nor do | think any Members
intended when we voted for the reform
of the welfare system. | voted for that.
I think we did the right thing.

I think we can make this bill a much
better bill by not only continuing this
program now, but then we will argue,
and it will give us an opportunity for
those to come forward and have a fuller
discourse in the future. But certainly,
certainly, we should not terminate it
now.

Again, | want to thank the chairman
of the Appropriations Committee, Sen-
ator STEVENS, and the ranking mem-
ber, Senator BYRD, for their under-
standing and their support of this leg-
islative correction. It is a correction. It
is one. And there is nothing wrong with
saying we can do it better, we erred at
this point in time. | did.

Let me tell you, | was concerned that
there were many people who were tak-
ing advantage of the system. There
were those who said and pledged,
“Yeah. We’ll take care of our elderly,
our relatives,” and instead of doing
that, they gamed the system and put
them right into SSI. Well, that is
wrong. We should see to it that that
does not take place. But for us now to
say, with one fell swoop all of them
will be disadvantaged who are pres-
ently receiving, that is something that
I would not in good conscience support.

| yield the floor.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with my colleagues
from New York and Rhode Island, Sen-
ator D’AMATO and Senator CHAFEE, in
offering this amendment to extend
Supplemental Security Income [SSI]
coverage to disabled, legal immigrants
until the end of the fiscal year. This
amendment is consistent with the re-
cent agreement between the congres-
sional leadership and President Clinton
to allow disabled, legal immigrants to
continue receiving SSI and Medicaid
benefits.

First, let me commend my friends
from New York and Rhode Island, Sen-
ator D’AMATO and Senator CHAFEE, for
their extraordinary efforts on behalf of
legal immigrants. It is safe to say that
the bipartisan agreement to restore
SSI and Medicaid benefits to disabled,
legal immigrants would not have been
made without their leadership.

Plain and simple, this is an issue of
fairness—fairness to those who played
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by the rules to become legal immi-
grants, only to see those rules changed
to their detriment.

While the budget agreement provides
hope to legal immigrants, a temporary
measure is needed to protect those im-
migrants who would stand to benefit
from the budget agreement. That’s the
purpose of the amendment we are offer-
ing today. As my colleagues know, the
1996 welfare law bans legal immigrants
from receiving SSI benefits beginning
August 22, 1997—1 year after the day
the law was signed. This 1-year transi-
tion period was designed to give legal
immigrants time to obtain citizenship
without losing eligibility, and to pro-
vide State and local governments time
to adjust to increased demand for gen-
eral assistance.

The Social Security Administration
estimates that roughly 525,000 legal im-
migrants currently receiving SSI could
lose benefits under current law. Of that
number, roughly 3,000 are from Ohio—
and more than half of those immi-
grants, roughly 1,700 reside in Cuya-
hoga County. Many of these immi-
grants will seek and obtain citizenship
and thus, can still receive SSI. How-
ever, many disabled immigrants cur-
rently receiving Federal support may
not be able to become citizens. It is
this population that stands to lose the
most if current law is not changed.

The Jewish Community Federation
of Cleveland brought to my attention
several families that would be affected
if the law is not changed. Lev and Ada
Vaynshtock, ages 64 and 60 respec-
tively, came to this country from
Moldova in 1991. They reside in Cleve-
land.

Ada has passed her citizenship exam
and is eagerly waiting to become a U.S.
citizen. Lev’s memory is getting worse
and worse after open-heart surgery,
and may never become a citizen. Both
currently are eligible for SSI. Ada cer-
tainly will be able to retain her SSI
eligibility when she gains citizenship,
but Lev stands to lose this eligibility.
If he outlives Ada, he will have no ben-
efits at all—unless we act to change
the law.

They are just one of many elderly
Russian families—families that be-
cause of mental or physical disability,
stand to lose their SSI benefits later
this summer. It is for them, and for
countless others, that compelled a bi-
partisan group of Senators to seek
changes in the law to protect elderly
people.

Let me emphasize to my colleagues
that our efforts on behalf of disabled
legal immigrants does not alter the
key policy changes made in last year’s
welfare and immigration reform bills.
Our efforts do not alter the basic policy
change made last year that sponsors of
legal immigrants need to take more fi-
nancial responsibility for legal immi-
grants. Newly arrived immigrants still
will have to abide by the 1996 welfare
and immigration laws.

Again, we’re here to help those al-
ready here, those already disabled im-
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migrants who played by the rules. Al-
though Congress and the President
have made a commitment to help this
population, it may not be until the be-
ginning of the fiscal year before that
relief is provided. We cannot hold dis-
abled, legal immigrants hostage to the
legislative process, especially when
they stand to lose benefits in a few
short months.

Again, our efforts have been biparti-
san. | want to commend the chairman
of the Appropriations Committee and
the chairman of the Finance Commit-
tee, Senator STEVENS and Senator
ROTH, and of course our majority lead-
er, Senator LoTT, for working to place
a temporary measure in the existing
bill. The amendment we offer today
simply expands that effort, to ensure
that all immigrants who stand to re-
tain their benefits because of the budg-
et agreement are not denied benefits
while the details of this agreement are
worked out. What this amendment of-
fers is certainty—the certainty that
these immigrants will continue to re-
ceive benefits for an additional 6
weeks.

In short, the budget agreement re-
flects our long-term commitment to
fairness. By passing this amendment,
we can take a short-term first step to
realize that long-term goal.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, | rise
as an original cosponsor of the amend-
ment offered by my colleague from
New York to extend Supplemental Se-
curity Income [SSI] benefits to elderly
and disabled legal immigrants through
the end of September. Under last year’s
welfare legislation, which | opposed,
these individuals are to lose their SSI
benefits in August. The budget agree-
ment recently reached would restore
SSI benefits to many of these individ-
uals. | support that effort, although
more should be done. This amendment
will ensure that there is no interrup-
tion of SSI benefits while legislation
necessary to implement the budget
agreement is considered.

It is a welcome measure of compas-
sion where there has been too little of
late.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, | rise
today as an original cosponsor of the
Chafee-D’Amato amendment regarding
SSI benefits to legal immigrants and
refugees. | am pleased to support this
important first step to correct a sig-
nificant mistake of last year’s welfare
bill.

As you know, this amendment would
extend the eligibility of disabled and
elderly legal immigrants to the Supple-
mental Security Income Program.
These people, including approximately
5,000 in my home State of Wisconsin,
were scheduled to lose their SSI bene-
fits in August of this year. As my col-
leagues from California, New York,
Rhode Island, and elsewhere have ex-
plained, many others would have been
similarly affected all across the coun-
try.

While many legal immigrants will
become citizens by the August dead-
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line, without this amendment, State
officials estimate that approximately
3,000 elderly and disabled legal immi-
grants living in various Wisconsin com-
munities would have been cut off from
their only source of support. These are
people who cannot work and who would
not be able to live or take care of their
families without outside help. If the
Federal Government abandoned them,
their most basic needs—shelter, food,
medical help—and the accompanying
costs, would have fallen on the shoul-
ders of, and quite potentially over-
whelmed, State and local resources.

Wisconsin has already decided to con-
tinue medical assistance to SSI recipi-
ents. And the recently hatched budget
deal contains even more comprehensive
remedies for the next fiscal year—two
encouraging bits of news. Nonetheless,
the extension of benefits from August
to October will provide crucial help
until those long-term remedies take ef-
fect.

Mr. President, | supported the new
welfare law. Policy reforms to move
people from welfare to work were laud-
able and long overdue. Yet throughout
the welfare debate | also supported nu-
merous attempts, all of which failed, to
soften the bill’s restrictions on benefits
to legal immigrants and refugees.

Simply put, the welfare bill went too
far. It was too harsh on legal immi-
grants who come to this country with
every intention of working hard and
contributing to our economy and cul-
tural melting pot. It also was too harsh
on refugees and asylees who come to
this country to escape persecution in
their native lands. To this latter group,
the United States made and continues
to make a unique commitment of as-
sistance and guidance to help them rise
above adversity and build a new life for
themselves and their families.

Wisconsin has been enriched by many
different ethnic groups throughout its
history. That said, | would like to take
this occasion to discuss a population
that has been hit particularly hard by
the welfare changes—the Hmong and
other highland peoples—who came to
Wisconsin and other parts of the coun-
try as refugees from Southeast Asia.
Since coming, they have faced the
challenges of integrating into Amer-
ican society. Many arrived in this
country illiterate because they did not
have a written language at home and
have had a difficult time fulfilling the
educational requirements of the citi-
zenship application. In August, many
of the Hmong would have lost the SSI
benefits that they have relied upon to
cope with these challenges.

Like most legal immigrants before
and since, the Hmong and their chil-
dren have strengthened our commu-
nities. But some of my colleagues may
not know of the Hmong’s invaluable
contribution to the United States be-
fore ever setting foot in Wisconsin or
anywhere else on American soil.

Mr. President, Americans owe a debt
of gratitude to the Hmong. Most of
them fled their native country at the
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end of the Vietnam war, fearing ret-
ribution for having fought for the Unit-
ed States alongside American soldiers
and helping us through what was a
very difficult time in our history.

While no disabled or elderly legal im-
migrants should be left without help, |
am particularly pleased to cosponsor
the Chafee-D’Amato amendment on be-
half of the Hmong. It would be uncon-
scionable to abandon the Hmong in
their time of need. They put their lives
on the line in defense of all that Ameri-
cans hold dear—our freedom, our pros-
perity, and our way of life. Today, Con-
gress has taken a very small step to-
ward repaying their priceless service to
all Americans.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator from
California sought recognition on this
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr.
thank the Chair.

I would just like to add to my earlier
comments with some of the specific
numbers from each of the big States of
people that would not be covered by
the bipartisan budget agreement.

These are elderly people.

In California it is 163,900. In Florida
it would be 44,310. In Illinois 13,360; in
Massachusetts 13,410; in New York
65,340; and in Texas, 32,640. These are
people who are above the age of 65.

It is my understanding that the ad-
ministration, with Members in the
other House, may have reached an
agreement whereby they would agree
to try to certify some of these people
as disabled. But, nonetheless, these are
the people, at least in the statistics of
the Social Security Administration,
who would be dropped off come August
22 for sure right now.

I think this is living testimony, in
terms of numbers of people, to the ar-
gument that Senator D’AMATO, Sen-
ator CHAFEE, and | are making that:
Let us extend this by 2 months and see
what we can do to effect a reasonable
system where people will not become
homeless or a major transfer onto
county general assistance rolls.

| thank the Chair and yield the floor.

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, | hope
all Members understand, however, we
are entirely in agreement with state-
ments made so far concerning these
legal immigrants who will be covered
by this procedure. Hopefully, pursuant
to the budget agreement, we will con-
tinue a policy of caring for people who
are here legally now.

But | hope everyone, including the
Immigration Service, is on notice it
applies to those who are here now. In
the future, | hope that we will enforce
the commitment made by those who
sponsor legal immigrants to maintain

addressed the
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those people that they sponsor in the
event they become indigent and cannot
support themselves. That is the com-
mitment that we must see carried for-
ward once again in our basic law of
protecting immigration.

Again, it is my desire at this time,
Mr. President, to ask the Senate to set
aside the D’Amato amendment. This
amendment and the Bumpers amend-
ment will be voted upon sometime be-
fore 1 o’clock today. That is our hope.
There may be further proceedings with
regard to the D’Amato amendment. |
do not want to jeopardize them. But I
do ask unanimous consent that we
temporarily set aside the D’Amato
amendment at this time so we may
proceed with the Bumpers amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the Reid
amendment be temporarily set aside
while | offer an amendment.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 64
(Purpose: To strike section 310, relating to
R.S. 2477 rights-of-way)

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | call
up amendment No. 64.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]
proposes an amendment numbered 64.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 50, strike lines 1 through 11.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator
yield at this point?

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that Anne
Mclnerney be given privileges of the
floor during the duration of this bill.

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

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, for
Members of this body who have not
dealt with this issue on the Energy and
Natural Resources Committee, this is a
slightly complex amendment. 1 am
going to simplify it as best | can. We
have had several hearings in the En-
ergy Committee on it, but it deals with
an issue that sounds so bizarre you
would not believe it was actually on
the statute books of this country.

In 1866, Congress passed a bill which
has become popularly known as R.S.
2477, Revised Statute 2477. What that
law did, as part of the 1866 mining law,
was to validate public highways built
across unreserved public lands.

That does not mean much, so here it
is. The United States owns 350 million

The
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acres of land in the lower 48 States.
Since 1866, we have set aside millions
and millions of acres in wilderness
areas, national parks, monuments, all
kind of things since 1866. But bear in
mind, the R.S. 2477 statute said ‘“‘unre-
served lands,” so that meant all of the
public lands the United States owns
that have not been set aside for an-
other purpose. The effect of that, of
course, was, from 1866 until 1976 when
it was repealed, anybody who claimed a
footpath, almost a cow trail, a sled
trail, hiking trails, almost anything
would qualify as a highway under the
language in this bill.

A lot of highways were built under
these R.S. 2477 rights-of-way between
1866 and 1976, and we are not contesting
a single one of those.

What we are saying is, the provision
put in this bill by the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] simply says we
are going to let State law determine
what is and is not a public, valid right-

of-way.

This, admittedly, is primarily an
Alaska, Utah, and probably Idaho
issue. It does not affect my State.

There are some of the Western States
that have these rights-of-way. But in
any event, here is what the law said as
we passed it in 1866. ‘““[T]he right-of-
way for the construction of public
highways across public lands, not re-
served for public uses, is hereby grant-
ed.”

As | say, that includes dogsled trails,
that includes footpaths, it includes any
kind of a path. And t