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will be grounded forever, dismissed
from the Air Force and could even
spend time in prison.

I call attention to this particular
case because I believe it speaks to the
highly publicized gender schizophrenia
we are witnessing as the military grap-
ples with women’s role in our Armed
Forces. On one hand, women have had
a traditional, but non-expanding role
in the military. On the other hand, we
are shocked by what appears to be a
pervasive resistance to women in the
ranks, and the scandals that bear the
most extreme illustration of this be-
havior and mindset. Put differently, as-
similation to the military’s rules of
conduct is separate and distinct from
assimilation of the military’s culture.

The Armed Forces are institutions
premised on order and command, gov-
erned rigidly by rules, written and im-
plied; by codes, some memorized and
some unspoken. In some instances how-
ever, the strict application of military
codes appears to suspend reasonable
judgment about the seriousness of the
offense committed.

In this case, clearly, the punishment
does not appear to fit the crime. As
Lieutenant Flinn says, ‘‘I fell in love
with the wrong man.’’ For this offense,
which she committed unknowingly be-
cause Mr. Zigo lied about being legally
separated from his wife, her Air Force
career is slated to come to an ignoble
end.

Lets not forget that of those 140 Navy
officers involved in Tailhook, none
were court-martialed.

It is difficult for me as an officer who
served for more than 20 years as an Air
Force judge advocate, to imagine that
no other officer at Minot Air Force
Base has committed the offense of
which Lieutenant Flinn stands ac-
cused.

Wisdom and good judgment seem
clearly to demand a dismissal of the
criminal charges against Lieutenant
Flinn and the substitution of non-
judicial or informal sanctions. I trust
that the Air Force will promptly see
the wisdom of this suggestion.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico is recognized.
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that I be allowed to
speak for up to 5 minutes as if in morn-
ing business.

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

FCC RULING
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this

morning the Federal Communications
Commission made its ruling on imple-
mentation of the Universal Services
Fund. They passed it by a 4-to-0 vote
supporting the findings of the Federal-
State joint board. This decision by
them has opened the door to affordable
Internet access for schools, libraries,
and hospitals throughout this country.

I want to congratulate Commissioner
Hundt and his colleagues on the Com-

mission for their leadership and their
commitment to putting technology to
work in our schools and in our commu-
nities.

I also want to congratulate my col-
leagues, Senator SNOWE, Senator
ROCKEFELLER, Senator Exon, and Sen-
ator KERREY, especially, for their lead-
ership in proposing the Universal Serv-
ices discount as a provision in the Tele-
communications Act which we passed
last year.

Their hard work on behalf of edu-
cation technology was critical in get-
ting us to this point.

This Universal Services Fund will
provide telecommunications discounts
of between 20 and 90 percent, depending
in part on the income levels of families
in the particular school communities.

I have done some back-of-the-enve-
lope calculations about my State, and,
as far as I can determine, the FCC’s de-
cision could mean a discount of more
than 70 percent for many New Mexico
schools.

Education technology is important
to my State. We have all seen how it
can allow even the smallest or most
isolated school across the State to de-
velop a level playing field with larger
school districts and, in fact, with
wealthier States.

In a cost-effective manner, education
technology can provide advanced
courses and access to amazing amounts
of information for all of our students.

That is why I am very proud. In 1994,
we passed an act that I proposed enti-
tled ‘‘Technology in Education Act.’’
That act will provide $200 million to
America’s schools for purchase of ad-
vanced technology. It has brought $1.7
million to my home State of New Mex-
ico this year alone.

I support the President’s request in
his budget to increase the Technology
Literacy Challenge Fund from $200 mil-
lion this year to $425 million next year.

The 1994 Technology in Education
Act also created the Regional Tech-
nology in Education Consortia, these
consortia providing schools and school
districts with the technical assistance
that they need to be full participants
in this information age.

This technical assistance will be
more needed than ever now that the
telecommunications costs will be less
of an obstacle to schools seeking con-
nections to the Internet.

Our country has also made some
progress in raising the awareness of the
need for high academic standards. I
serve on the National Education Goals
Panel, and, as such, I have supported
the effort to build a nation of learners,
and education technology is an impor-
tant part of doing that.

One of the things that we have to do
a better job of clearly is training
teachers to be comfortable with this
new technology. I believe we need to
pursue legislation on this area this
Congress. I hope to have a part in that.

In my view, the educational tech-
nology movement will change the way
people teach and learn from now on.

Distance learning is more than deliv-
ering instruction any time and any-
where, although that is an important
part of what is involved. It is also
about giving teachers the resources
that they need to be effective as learn-
ing coaches. It is about empowering
students to explore and learn in ways
that are best for them as individuals.

Today’s FCC ruling is an important
step forward. I urge my colleagues in
the Senate to help ensure that our
teachers and schoolchildren have the
best technology that we can offer as we
prepare them for the 21st century.

Thank you, Mr. President.
I yield the floor.
Mr. LIEBERMAN addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut is recognized.
Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.
f

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS
AND RESCISSIONS ACT OF 1997

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 83 AND AMENDMENT NO. 177

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise to speak in opposition to amend-
ment No. 83 offered by the Senator
from Wisconsin to S. 672, the underly-
ing bill. I gather that Senator
FEINGOLD’s amendment has been sec-
ond-degreed by the Senator from Texas
with amendment No. 177.

In brief, the underlying amendment
to the supplemental appropriations bill
would prohibit the use of funds for
ground deployment in Bosnia after
September 30 of this year, 1997. The
second-degree amendment changes the
date of September 30, 1997, to June 30,
1998.

Mr. President, after all the debate
and discussion here on the floor of this
Senate for the last 6 years, really after
all of the diplomatic effort by our Gov-
ernment and other governments in Eu-
rope and throughout the world regard-
ing the conflict in Bosnia, after all of
the blood that has been spilled in
Bosnia with hundreds of thousands of
people displaced and killed, and after
the heroic service of the American sol-
diers that have been part of IFOR and
SFOR, joined with soldiers of other
countries in separating the warring
parties in the former Yugoslavia and
stopping the conflict and beginning the
peaceful reconstruction of that land, it
is fundamentally inconceivable to me
that the Senate here on an amendment
to this supplemental appropriations
bill would direct the military to pull
out of this conflict, to walk away, in
my opinion, before the job is done, to
do something that is not in the best
traditions of American diplomacy, let
alone the American military.

So, Mr. President, I strongly oppose
these two amendments.

If I may, I would like to take just a
few moments to recall with my col-
leagues some of what has happened in
this Chamber, in the former Yugo-
slavia, and in the capitals of the world
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regarding this conflict and why it is as
important as I think it is that our ac-
tions are as constructive and coura-
geous as I believe they are. This action
would be, by virtue of this amendment,
without the appropriate hearings by
the relevant committees, without hear-
ing from our military and civilian lead-
ership, without even hearing from
those such as Ambassador Holbrooke
who negotiated the Dayton peace
agreement—it would be so wrong for us
to adopt these amendments.

Mr. President, the conflict that
broke out in the former Yugoslavia was
one of the byproducts, if you will, of
the collapse of the former Soviet
Union. There are times, of course,
when a war is over—in this case I speak
of the cold war—when a time of insta-
bility and uncertainty prevails, and
there are those who will seek to take
advantage of that uncertainty with
military force to turn the cir-
cumstance to their own benefit. That is
the context in which I have always
viewed the war that broke out in the
former Yugoslavia. It is not, as we
have said over and over again, that
there are any saints in that particular
region of the world.

But it was clear to me that there was
an intentional act of war, aggression,
and genocide against people based on
their religion, for the most part, if
they happened to be Bosnian Muslims,
by Serbia. That raged on and on—not
stopped by the powers in Europe—
raged on and on, as we witnessed con-
tinually on our television sets one hor-
ror after another. It was hard to be-
lieve that in the heart of Europe once
again so soon after the end of the Sec-
ond World War we were seeing aggres-
sion and genocide, even concentration
camps for some period of time.

We debated this here at great length
in this Chamber. The United States, I
think for reasons that were misplaced,
I believe, in 1991 became part of impos-
ing an arms embargo on the parties in
the former Yugoslavia. The aim was to
try to avoid conflict or to avoid the
spread of conflict by keeping arms out
of there—apparently well intentioned.
Yet, the effect of it was horrendous and
devastatingly unfair because the Serbs,
by virtue of the division of the coun-
try, retained most of the war-fighting
capacity and armaments manufactur-
ing capacity of the former Yugoslavia.
The Bosnians did not have that capac-
ity.

So, not only did the world stand by
as the war went on and not intervene,
but we were prohibiting the Bosnians,
the Muslims, from obtaining the arms
that they needed to defend their fami-
lies, their neighbors, and their country.

Former Senate majority leader, Sen-
ator Dole, led the effort to raise the
arms embargo. It was a bipartisan ef-
fort in which I was honored to join
with him in which we contended, if you
will, with two successive administra-
tions, one of each political party.

Finally, after repeated attempts, in
the spring of 1995 we were able to ob-

tain a majority in this Chamber to lift
the arms embargo. This was in re-
sponse to one story after another of
horror in Srebrenica, in all of that
city, mass slaughter of people, discov-
ery of concentration camps with bodies
all around. And after that embargo was
lifted, an act of real leadership by this
administration, by the President, in
calling for NATO strikes, which so
many of us here continued to say,
‘‘Strike from the air. Make the Serbs
pay for their aggression.’’ No one is
doing anything to stop them. No one is
doing anything which would indicate
that the rest of the world cares about
what is happening there or will care if
this once again becomes a wider war in
Europe, bringing in the neighbors all
around, including the potential to
bring in two of our allies in NATO,
namely, Greece and Turkey.

Force was used. The Serbs responded.
The Dayton peace began. Ambassador
Holbrooke was sent in by the President
in one of the most extraordinary exer-
cises in diplomatic leadership that we
have seen in recent times, where the
Dayton peace accord was signed lead-
ing to the so-called IFOR presence in
Bosnia.

Mr. President, we have been at a fork
in the road in Bosnia before, forks that
would have, if we took one turn, left
the people of Bosnia to their own de-
vices, the outcome to be decided by
brute strength and savagery unknown
in Europe for 50 years, risking the ex-
pansion of that violence to other parts
of Europe with possibly much greater
harm to our vital interests there. The
other fork is the one we ultimately
took, to try to stop the violence and
bring peace, order, and justice back to
the former Yugoslavia.

The Dayton accords happened be-
cause the United States finally exer-
cised its leadership and, with NATO,
used collective power to bring the con-
flict to an end. IFOR was created to as-
sure that territorial and other mili-
tary-related provisions of the Dayton
agreement were achieved. But although
stopping the fighting was a necessary
condition for achieving the goal of as-
suring the continuity of the single
State of Bosnia and Herzegovina, it
was never considered as a sufficient
condition for achieving that goal.

Unfortunately, it was this part of the
agreement that received the vast ma-
jority of the attention and debate in
the United States. American opponents
of U.S. participation made dire pre-
dictions of disaster and casualties, and
the result was a very narrow mission
statement and an arbitrary 1-year time
limit for IFOR deployment. I opposed
that 1-year time limit because I be-
lieved that only when IFOR’s success
could be combined with the implemen-
tation of the civilian elements of the
agreement at Dayton—rehabilitation
of infrastructure, economic reconstruc-
tion, political and constitutional insti-
tutions in Bosnia-Herzegovina, pro-
motion and respect for human rights,
return of displaced persons and pursuit

of indicted war criminals—would it be
possible for us to end our participation
there.

When some have started to talk
about withdrawing on June 30, 1998, I
said again I hope that we will be in a
position to do that, but has it ever
made sense in a military involvement
to announce the date by which we are
withdrawing, leaving those who would
benefit from our withdrawal, who
would try to take advantage of it, to
lay in wait until that withdrawal, until
that withdrawal which would leave
them a clear field to proceed back to
war and savagery and the threat of a
wider conflict which inevitably will
cost us more than we have spent to
stop the conflict and prevent that
wider war in the former Yugoslavia.

So where are we, Mr. President, in
the execution of the tasks we set at
Dayton? I would say we are part of the
way to our goal. We have officially de-
clared IFOR successful and its mission
complete. The first part of that task
was accomplished magnificently by our
forces. The violence stopped, an envi-
ronment of relative stability emerged
and not one IFOR member, thank God,
was killed as a result of military ac-
tion. This performance was due to the
skill and professionalism of the IFOR
soldiers, to the reputation accorded
NATO and its soldiers and ultimately
to the sine quo non of all of this, which
is American leadership.

But executing the essential second
part of the task has not been as suc-
cessful. The progress in rebuilding
Bosnia has been slow, due in part to
the difficulty of overcoming the antag-
onism engendered by a tragic war and
the effects of a creation of ethnic
areas, but it is also due to the fact that
rebuilding a country is much harder
than stopping the fighting, and we
have given far less focus and far less
support for the difficult tasks nec-
essary to rebuild Bosnia than we gave
to the military tasks.

The mission of IFOR was very nar-
rowly stated, and we avoided many op-
portunities for IFOR to support some
of the most important civilian parts of
the agreement. Most notable to me was
our failure to direct IFOR or some
international body to apprehend the in-
dicted war criminals that bear such a
large part of the responsibility for the
afflictions of this fated land, the free-
dom of which, flaunting the indictment
of an internationally constituted war
crimes tribunal, will prevent genuine
peace in Bosnia from ever occurring.
These criminals are still at large. They
can be seen, particularly Mr. Karadzic,
one of the main perpetrators of the war
crimes, indicted by an established
international tribunal, seen almost
daily controlling so much of what hap-
pens in the Serb part of Bosnia, still at
large. And that freedom remains a pro-
foundly serious impediment to at-
tempts to build a civil society with
functioning democratic institutions.

Still we have made progress. The ef-
forts of Ambassador Holbrooke reduced
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but clearly did not eliminate the dele-
terious effects of the war criminals.
Elections for national leaders have
been held. The government is function-
ing. So we have reason to be extremely
grateful for the military and political
successes that have been achieved.
These successes have been extraor-
dinarily important.

Today we come to another fork in
the road as a result of these amend-
ments not considered at length by this
Chamber, certainly not yet. As before,
one fork would leave the people of
Bosnia to their own devices regardless
of what the condition on the ground
was, first on September 30 of this year,
an extraordinarily early date, and then
on June 30, 1998. If we take the fork
that leads to withdrawal on a date cer-
tain, it is axiomatic, it is without
doubt that our NATO allies will follow
us on the way out. They have said re-
peatedly: We went in together; we are
going to go out together. This will
probably lead either to the renewal of
violence, bloodshed, genocide, rule of
those willing to deploy the most savage
force. At least I would guess it will
lead to partition.

Some will say that does not matter,
but I believe it matters a great deal,
not just to the people of Bosnia but to
stability in Europe, which has always
mattered to the United States—in fact,
drew us into two world wars in this
century at the cost of thousands of
American lives.

I have always seen our involvement
in Bosnia as preventive. It is an at-
tempt to prevent a wider conflict that
would cost us more in blood, American
blood, American lives and, yes, Amer-
ican money. As Ambassador Holbrooke
recently pointed out in a letter in For-
eign Affairs:

A single Bosnia with two entities was the
essential core of the Dayton agreements. The
boundary line was to be similar to a bound-
ary between two American States rather
than a boundary between two nations. But
the Serbs were at Dayton under duress and
few expected they would voluntarily accept
such a concept. Indeed, they have acted to
undermine execution of the political and
economic tasks, and are trying to turn the
boundary line into a line of partition and ul-
timately into one of complete separation.

Mr. President, why is partition,
which I would see as the least devastat-
ing result of a hasty American retreat
from Bosnia, why is it wrong? In my
opinion, it is wrong morally, strategi-
cally and politically. Partition of
Bosnia would be morally wrong be-
cause it would reward the aggression
and the genocide that all of us have de-
cried. But it would also be dangerous.

Partition is strategically wrong be-
cause it contains within it seeds of vio-
lence. The history of places where par-
tition has occurred is sad and bloodied,
and they all continue to draw us into
their sadness and blood. Ireland and
Cyprus are examples that still threaten
America and threaten the inter-
national order as a result of partition
after many decades. The problems en-
gendered by partition in Bosnia would,

in my opinion, be even worse because
Bosnia would end up partitioned not
just into two parts but into three
parts—the Muslim part, the Serbian
part, and the Croatian part. The end-
less battles over the partition lines
would have a high probability of im-
pacting others in the neighborhood—
Albania, Greece, Bulgaria and Macedo-
nia. And partition is particularly po-
litically wrong because it would send a
profoundly undesirable signal to ethnic
activists in other places where bound-
aries were arbitrarily drawn and which
politically divide historic ethnic
groups, and that is that aggression will
be rewarded with partition.

Mr. President, if we were to withdraw
in June 1998, let alone September 30,
1997, without successful implementa-
tion of Dayton’s civil tasks, the Serb
strategy will have succeeded. The fact
is that, setting these amendments
aside, soon we will conduct the first of
the periodic assessments of SFOR, the
follow-on force to IFOR. While these
assessments might be envisioned by
some as opportunities to determine if
we can withdraw our forces even faster,
I believe we should use them in an or-
derly, thoughtful way as opportunities
to conduct a real debate about how we
can successfully conclude all the tasks
laid out at Dayton and achieve the ob-
jective we agreed on: A single Bosnia,
where peace, justice, and the rule of
law prevail.

Mr. President, there are lives on the
line here and they are American lives
as well as Bosnian lives. We ought not
after the money we have invested, the
lives we have risked, the conflict we
have stopped, the blood we have saved,
the order we have returned to Europe,
the larger war we have avoided, by vir-
tue of an amendment not heard by the
relevant committees direct the end of
what up until this time has been a sig-
nal act of American leadership, Amer-
ican courage, American preventive di-
plomacy, American force used in the
interest of peace and order and justice.

So I strongly oppose the amendment,
and I urge my colleagues to do the
same. I thank the Chair.

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise in

strong opposition to both of these
amendments, notwithstanding my
great respect for the Senator from Wis-
consin, and I mean that sincerely. I
have great respect for him. But I think
this is another in a series of bad ideas
this floor has produced over the last 5
years with regard to Bosnia.

Mr. President, I echo the sentiments
expressed by my friend from Connecti-
cut. Let me say it in a slightly dif-
ferent way. In my view, we could have
avoided the tragedy, the extent of the
tragedy in Bosnia, had we the courage,
the foresight to lift and strike 4 years
ago, had we stood up to that war crimi-
nal Milosevic in Serbia and had we
made clear to Tudjman in Croatia that
we would broker no alternative but

their ceasing and desisting. Every time
America has spoken and followed up its
speech with action, we have produced
the results that we suggested would
occur.

It is a sad commentary, Mr. Presi-
dent, that there is no leadership in Eu-
rope. There is no leadership in Europe.
And the ability of the Europeans to get
together and solve the problem in their
own backyard and keep it from spread-
ing into other people’s front yards is
nonexistent based upon their actions
for the previous 5 years, until the Unit-
ed States led, but led at a moment and
a time when our options were reduced
relative to the ones that existed a year
or two earlier.

The Senator from Connecticut and I
initially never argued that American
troops should be put on the ground in
Bosnia. We felt very strongly that
could have been avoided had we used
our airpower, had we lifted sanctions
to allow the Bosnian Government—
that at that moment was still multi-
ethnic—to have a chance to fight for it-
self. But that is water under the
bridge. That is past. We are left with
Dayton, which was making the best out
of a bad circumstance. The end result
of Dayton is that we will have invested
about $5 billion by September of this
year, plus America’s prestige and
American forces on the ground in
Bosnia.

I must tell you straight up, I am op-
posed even to the administration’s an-
nouncement that we withdraw and
have a drop-dead date for June 1998.
But I think it borders on the ridiculous
for the U.S. Senate to instruct the
President that we must withdraw as
early as the initial proposal called for,
in September.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator
yield right there?

Mr. BIDEN. I will be happy to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska.
Mr. STEVENS. I ask the Senator if

he would kindly do us the favor and
not turn this into a motion to instruct.
It merely says ‘‘no funds can be spent
after June 30, 1998.’’ I say to the Sen-
ator from Delaware, there are no funds
available after September 30, 1997,
under this bill. The amendment is
merely a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion in disguise.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Alaska. He is abso-
lutely correct. What he has said, as I
translate it, is this amendment does
not mean anything in the legislative
sense.

But I promise you, I promise you, if
this amendment passes today, it will
mean something to the Republika
Srpska; it will mean something in
Mostar; it will mean something in Bel-
grade; it will mean something in the
Balkans; it will mean something in
Paris; it will mean something in Mos-
cow. It will mean something where it
matters, and what matters is what the
rest of the world believes our resolve
is.
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We sometimes do not focus closely

enough, and I acknowledge I do not, as
well. But we have a situation in Cro-
atia right now where the President of
Croatia is very ill. To call him a very
strong man is putting it mildly, and it
connotes everything that goes along
with strongman, a guy who is no box of
chocolates. There is already a battle
for succession going on in Croatia be-
tween the nationalists, those who to
this day wish to see the partition of
Bosnia, and those who are democrats,
who want to become part of the West.

If we announce now that the U.S.
Senate want American troops out of
there, either this September or next
June, we give succor to those in Cro-
atia who will argue the following:
‘‘With the United States gone, no peace
can hold, partition is the answer, and
we are going to get our piece.’’

The same is taking place in Belgrade.
Milosevic is a war criminal. He is a
thug. Remember the history of why
this war took place in the first place.
What happened there was, in effect, a
referendum as to whether or not
Bosnia would stay part of Yugoslavia.
There was a vote. The voters said we
want to set up an independent nation-
state. They set it up, recognized by the
United Nations, and Milosevic sent the
Yugoslav National Army across the
river. He supplied and gave cover for
the use of force against the Muslims
and Croats, and he instituted a war of
aggression. He and his cronies insti-
tuted a policy of ethnic cleansing, a
phrase I do not think any of us ever
thought we would hear again. They ac-
tually talked about it out loud. That
was their policy.

Mr. President, our good friend, Mr.
Milosevic, is on his last legs in Bel-
grade. Why, at this moment, are we
going to indicate to him that there is a
consensus in this country that the
United States should walk away? Why
are we going to do that now? What pos-
sible good would that do?

Secretary Cohen, a man we all re-
spect, has guaranteed we will be out of
Bosnia in June 1998. He has said this in
private meetings, in private arguments
with me, and in public discussions. The
President has said it. Madeleine
Albright has acknowledged it. As I
said, I think that, in and of itself, is a
mistake. For us to come along now and
announce to the world that we are not
going to appropriate moneys is a mis-
take—and I acknowledge these are
moneys we could not appropriate any-
way. But they are not going to under-
stand all that. All they are going to
understand is that the United States of
America, the U.S. Senate, has told the
President he has to get out of there.

I echo the phrase my friend from
Connecticut used. He said, when has it
ever made sense for us, in a cir-
cumstance where there is the potential
for or the immediate past presence of
war, to announce that we are going to
leave and give a lead time to that an-
nouncement? When has that ever bene-
fited us?

Our only hope for the peace process is
to continue to have an international
force remain in Bosnia through June
1998. At least through June 1998. By
then, several things will have shaken
themselves out, one of which is the po-
litical situation in Croatia and the
other is the political situation in Ser-
bia.

I am going to refrain from doing
what I want to do, speak in more depth
about this, because my friend from
Alaska is technically right. He is right
that this does not mean anything legis-
latively. I just want it to be known
that there are voices in the Senate
that think this is a very bad policy.
When this amendment is written
about, when this is discussed in other
capitals of the world, they should un-
derstand not all of us share this view.

This is not a sound policy. At this
moment, it is my hope and expectation
that the administration is leaning on
our European allies to make it clear to
them that we are willing to support a
European-led follow-on force in Bosnia,
composed of European troops, after the
SFOR mandate ends. Remember what
we said: We are going to remove Amer-
ican forces from Bosnia. We did not say
we are disengaging in every military
sense from Bosnia. The President did
not say that, thank God, and I hope he
will not say that.

What we should be doing now, and
what I hope we are doing now, is meet-
ing with our NATO allies to explain to
them that we are willing to have a for-
ward force based in Hungary to back
them up. We are willing to use our air-
power and our intelligence apparatus
to assist them. We are willing to use
the capacity of our naval forces in the
Adriatic to help maintain peace and se-
curity in Bosnia. This takes time. This
amendment undercuts every possible
option that exists between now and
June 1998 by announcing now that the
U.S. Senate does not support the con-
tinued presence of the United States of
America in that part of the world.

I do not fully understand what both
my friend from Wisconsin and the Sen-
ator from Texas are saying. I acknowl-
edge the Senator from Alaska is cor-
rect. This is meaningless in a legisla-
tive sense. But I do not understand
what my two friends hope to accom-
plish here. Their amendment says,
‘‘Provided further, that none of the
funds made available under this Act
may be obligated or expended for oper-
ations or activities of the armed forces
relating to Bosnia ground deployment
after June 30, 1998.’’

Does that mean we cannot use our in-
telligence apparatus? Does that mean
we cannot have forward deployment in
Hungary? Does that mean we cannot
use our airpower? Maybe it does.
Maybe it does not. But I tell you one
thing: To merely suggest that we are
going to pull out U.S. ground forces is
a bit disingenuous as well.

So, again, I do not want to take any
more time of the Senate except to say
that this is a well-intended, very bad

idea. It is a very bad idea. It does not
serve U.S. interests. It does not serve
us or aid us in our ability to lead an al-
liance in carrying out its responsibil-
ities in Europe, in Bosnia. And it does
not lend any support to those in both
Serbia and in Croatia who are trying to
change the political landscape of both
those countries, which will have an im-
pact upon the circumstance in Bosnia.

So, again, I say as I yield the floor,
with due respect to my friend from
Wisconsin, I think this is a serious mis-
take. I hope the Senate will not go
along with this suggestion.

I yield the floor.
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I have

to my right a satellite image of the
James River in South Dakota; on the
left, depicting the river in its normal
course prior to the flooding. On the
right is a satellite image showing the
current state of the James River—
swollen, in places miles across, with
water in a circumstance where less
than 5 percent of the farmland in the
James River Valley, from North Da-
kota to Nebraska, will be planted this
year. This imagery was provided by the
aerial data center in South Dakota. I
think it very ably shows the dire cir-
cumstances that people in the James
River area are facing.

Amendment No. 70 is an amendment
offered by myself and by my colleague,
Senator DASCHLE, which addresses the
extensive damage that has taken place
in the James River Valley and which
needs to be addressed. This amendment
addresses the problem, where up to 75
percent of the trees in this area have
been lost, where bank sloughing and
levee sloughing has filled the channel
and reduced its capability to handle
water. The amendment would provide a
$10 million appropriation through the
Corps of Engineers to the James River
Water Development District to use for
the badly needed repair and restoration
work on the James River.

This is a 25 percent cost share. I am
pleased that this amendment has been
cleared and approved by the majority
and the minority of the Environment
and Public Works Committee. I thank
Senator CHAFEE and Senator BAUCUS
and their staffs for their willingness to
work with us on these amendments. I
also thank the appropriators, Senator
STEVENS and Senator BYRD, Senator
DOMENICI and Senator REID from the
Energy and Water Appropriations Sub-
committees and their staffs, for their
willingness to work with us on the lan-
guage of this amendment, and to ac-
cept it as part of the supplemental ap-
propriations legislation being consid-
ered by the Senate today.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ABRAHAM). The Senator from Wiscon-
sin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you, Mr.
President. I would like to take this op-
portunity to respond to remarks in op-
position to Senator HUTCHISON’s
amendment by the Senator from Con-
necticut and the Senator from Dela-
ware.
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Let me, first of all, reiterate a couple

of points about my attitude and the at-
titude of most Senators about this
amendment and its purpose. First of
all, no one can even begin to criticize
what a wonderful job our troops and
our military have done in Bosnia. In
fact, all we can do is offer praise and
gratitude. I feel that way, in particu-
lar, about the wonderful job some of
our folks from Wisconsin, whom I have
had a chance to speak with about this,
have done.

Second, I want to reiterate that I be-
lieve this mission has accomplished
some very, very positive things. It cer-
tainly has not accomplished all that
would have been hoped. But to suggest
somehow that this mission has not ac-
complished anything in terms of saving
lives and in terms of trying to resolve
the situation would be wrong, and I do
not suggest that.

I also want to acknowledge that the
two Senators who spoke in opposition
to the amendment, the Senator from
Connecticut and the Senator from
Delaware, are two of the great leaders
on this issue, two of the most compas-
sionate Senators when it comes to
being concerned about the tragedy in
Bosnia, and I learned that fast when I
came here to the United States Senate.
I wish that we could be in agreement
on this particular issue about how long
this mission should continue, because
we have been allies on many aspects of
the Bosnia operation in the past.

In fact, Mr. President, I just remind
my colleagues that when I arrived here
in 1993, the first resolution I ever sub-
mitted, was to simply lift the arms em-
bargo that was being enforced against
all the areas in the region, all the peo-
ple in the region, but, in particular, the
Bosnian Muslims.

The reason I came to that position
was because of the inspiration of the
Senator from Delaware who had taken
the lead in developing the concept of
lifting the arms embargo prior to my
arrival in the Senate. When I got here,
I joined with other Senators, in fact, I
think I was the first one in that Con-
gress to introduce a resolution to lift
the arms embargo. The Senator from
Connecticut and the Senator from
Delaware and I and others all got up
and talked about the important right
of self-defense, the importance of peo-
ple being able to defend themselves. We
thought that they should be given
arms to defend themselves, the right
that they have, I believe, under
unalienable human rights and under
article 51 of the U.N. Charter to defend
themselves. That is where many of us
wanted to go.

As the Senator from Connecticut in-
dicated, we tried very hard. We won a
vote on the Senate floor on a biparti-
san basis, although, regrettably, it was
not carried all the way through. I still
believe that was the best answer to
this situation. But, we did not get that
done in a timely manner and, as a re-
sult, I think we were essentially forced
into the Dayton accord. I think some

of our European allies made sure, in ef-
fect, that we would be forced into send-
ing troops into the region.

So when many of us spoke about the
importance of lifting the arms embar-
go, we discussed that it was the right
thing for the Bosnians. But it was a
way to prevent us from becoming en-
snared in a military operation that we
would not be able to get out of, where
American men and women would be
forced into a situation where an end-
game or departure justification would
be difficult to find.

That is how we got to where we are
today, unfortunately. That is why I
have offered this amendment, and I be-
lieve it is one of the reasons the Sen-
ator from Texas has offered her second-
degree amendment.

When the Senator from Connecti-
cut—and I say this with all respect, be-
cause I simply know no one who is
more concerned about the situation,
and I know at a very personal level as
well, as a Senator, that he cares as
deeply, perhaps more deeply than any
other Senator about what is going on
in Bosnia—but when he says it is in-
conceivable that we would try to do
this on this bill in this way, let me sug-
gest what I consider to be inconceiv-
able.

It is inconceivable to me that we
would not have a clear debate on this
issue when the initial understanding
that was given to the American people
about this is that it would cost $2 bil-
lion and be over within 1 year. I took
every opportunity I could in the For-
eign Relations Committee and in every
other meeting that I had on this sub-
ject to ask the question: Is it truly the
intent to be out of there in 1 year? And
the answer was always yes. Even when
it was just a few months before the De-
cember 1996 deadline, I asked many
leading military and State Department
officials about this. I said, ‘‘Is it going
to be over in a year?’’ And they said,
‘‘Well, yes, give or take a few weeks.’’

The American people and the Con-
gress were led over and over to believe
that this was a 1-year operation.

Then, really quite quietly, it was ex-
tended. It was extended by 18 months
beyond that deadline, to a minimum of
June of 1998. And even then, when I
asked whether or not that is the end of
the line for this operation, the remark
has been simply, ‘‘We hope so, we think
so, we think it’s possible.’’

What is also inconceivable to me is
that we add another $1.5 billion in this
supplemental bill and then tell the
American people what we are on track
to do is to spend not just $2 billion—in
fact, we are already in for $3 billion—
but that the minimum estimate now is
$6.5 billion through the middle of 1998.
To me it is somewhat inconceivable
that we would simply move in that di-
rection without a full and thorough de-
bate with regard to these numbers.

Where is the public accountability on
this? Where is the congressional ac-
countability with regard to the expend-
iture of those kinds of funds and with

regard to the duration of an operation
that was promised to be over within 1
year?

Others have suggested today that
somehow this is an unprecedented kind
of amendment, but all I can do is refer
my colleagues to what we did when it
came to the Somalia operation. The
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia offered an amendment, which we
voted on on October 15, 1993, that pro-
vided for a cutoff date for the expendi-
ture of funds with regard to Somalia.

No one knows better the power of the
purse of the Congress than the Senator
from West Virginia, and he knows that
that is the heart and the soul of con-
gressional power when it comes to
military operations. Both the Senator
from Connecticut and the Senator from
Delaware voted for the amendment
that Senator BYRD offered that would
cut off the funds for Somalia by a date
certain. We signaled what we were
going to do in that situation —we sig-
naled it clearly—because we knew that
it was time for us to get out.

You know what is sad about that one.
In the Somalia case, we waited until
something bad happened. We waited
until a tragedy occurred. We waited
until we had essentially no choice but
to extricate ourselves from a situation
that became a mess. I am very pleased
to be able to say today that we are not
in that situation yet in Bosnia. I hope
we never will be. But to wait for that
moment to signal clearly when we in-
tend to get out is the worst thing we
can do in terms of our credibility in
the world. To wait for a moment like
that and then just run out of Bosnia
because the public support may evapo-
rate is the worst thing we can do in
terms of our credibility. I do not think
any of us regard what happened in So-
malia as one of the finest hours in our
diplomatic, military or foreign policy
moments.

So, Mr. President, let me simply say
that this is a situation where we all
have to decide whether we are just
going to let this $1.5 billion go forward
without asking serious questions. The
Senators who are opposed to me and
Senator HUTCHISON on this said we
have not had proper hearings on our
amendment. They have indicated they
want to have a real debate on this mat-
ter.

That is the whole point.
We have not had real hearings on

this. We have not had a real debate on
whether we should spend $6.5 billion on
Bosnia by the middle of 1998 or on the
possibility of even more. We have not
had a real national discussion about
whether we should go forward with
this. I think the American people and
the Congress should be engaged in that
kind of discussion.

So let me conclude by saying that I
think this amendment is appropriate.
It does not go too far. It does not ham-
string our military. There are opportu-
nities for providing more funds later, if
needed, for extending the operation, if
needed. All this does is signal that nei-
ther this body nor this country is going



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4087May 7, 1997
to simply let this continue without any
real consideration and public debate of
where we are heading—especially since
the operation is already costing $6.5
billion and has already more than dou-
bled the duration that was originally
promised.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan.
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we should

be signaling two things relative to
Bosnia, in my judgment. The first is
what this resolution would signal,
which is that it is our intent to have
our ground combat forces out of Bosnia
by June of next year. It is important
that we send that signal; it is impor-
tant that we send that signal clearly.
But it is also important that we do an
additional thing, and that is that we
let our European allies and the world
know that in the event that there is a
need for a follow-on force after June of
1998, that it is the Europeans who must
provide that follow-on force and it is
not our intention to participate with
ground troops in that follow-on force.

Will a follow-on force be necessary? I
think it will be. I have visited Bosnia.
I have spent a lot of time there. In my
judgment, there is no way that mil-
lions of refugees can be repatriated to
their homes, that war criminals can be
captured and tried by June of next
year. If there is no follow-on force in
Bosnia, the likelihood is that the
progress which has been made will dis-
integrate and will evaporate, and then
what we have done in Bosnia will have
been to no avail.

We have accomplished some very im-
portant things in Bosnia, and we
should try, if we can, to protect them,
but—and here I agree with the Senator
from Wisconsin—we should carry out
our mission, which ends in June of 1998,
signal to our allies clearly and tell
them in advance that it is our inten-
tion that our ground combat forces will
be out of there in June of 1998, but that
we would expect that they would show
some leadership under a new compo-
nent of NATO, called the European Se-
curity and Defense Identity, to provide
the follow-on forces which might be
needed after June of 1998.

Can we do both of those at one time?
Can we say that it is our intention that
our own forces on the ground leave by
June of 1998 but that we expect there is
a need or a likely need for a follow-on
force and we would be supportive of
that force—without having our own
troops on the ground—through logis-
tics and intelligence and other means
of supporting a European follow-on
force as part of NATO? Can we signal
both of those things at once? I believe
we can. I believe we should. I believe
this resolution does not do that, and
that is the difficulty with this resolu-
tion.

Because of the nature of postcloture
that we are in, it is restricted in lan-
guage to what it says, which, as the
Senator from Alaska points out, really

has no meaning whatsoever since none
of these funds will be spent, in any
event, after October 1 of 1997. They
cannot be and are not going to be.

So in one sense this resolution has no
legislative meaning whatsoever,
through no fault of my friend from
Wisconsin, by the way. He had no
choice. In order to be germane in a
post-cloture situation, he had to phrase
it this way.

But the signal that he wishes to send
is an important signal, one that I hap-
pen to want to join him in sending,
providing it can be sent with a second
signal which is so critical that we send,
which is that a new initiative inside of
NATO be utilized for any follow-on
force, and we are willing to support
that or at least are open to supporting
that European initiative inside of
NATO.

I want to spend just a couple of mo-
ments on that initiative. It is not well
known. It is an important initiative.
The Europeans have asked for addi-
tional leadership in NATO for many,
many years.

Finally, at the June 1996 Berlin
North Atlantic Council ministerial
meeting, there was a new initiative
adopted, as part of NATO. It is called
the European Security and Defense
Identity initiative [ESDI]. What it
does, it permits the European NATO
nations—these are our allies in
NATO—with NATO consent, to carry
out operations under the political con-
trol and strategic direction of the
Western European Union, using NATO
assets and NATO capabilities.

So using NATO assets and capabili-
ties under the strategic direction of the
Western European Union, a European
initiative is being put in place as we
speak.

What NATO has agreed to do is to
identify the types of what are called
separable but not separate capabilities,
assets, headquarters, and command po-
sitions that would be required to com-
mand and conduct these Western Euro-
pean Union-led operations and which
could be made available, subject to
unanimous consent agreement in the
North Atlantic Council.

In addition, NATO agreed to develop
appropriate multinational European
command arrangements within NATO
to command and conduct the Western
European Union-led operations.

And, finally, in support of these ar-
rangements, NATO agreed to conduct,
at the request of and in coordination
with the Western European Union,
military planning and exercises for il-
lustrative missions which were identi-
fied by the Western European Union.
Included in those missions are humani-
tarian assistance, conflict prevention,
peacekeeping, and peace enforcement
operations. All from peacekeeping to
peace enforcement are included in the
missions which are now being orga-
nized.

The ability of our European allies to
work together so professionally in
Bosnia, with French and British com-

manders responsible for two of the
three multinational division sectors
and with the overall American com-
mander having a multinational staff,
convinces me that there is no reason to
question the ability of a European-led
follow-on force to succeed in Bosnia.
There is no reason, either, why the
Partnership for Peace nations should
not be included as they have been in
Bosnia in both IFOR and SFOR.

So we have a mechanism now which
is being planned to provide, or which
could provide, to be more accurate, the
follow-on force to be sure that peace
does not unravel in the European
neighborhood. The United States
should remain involved with logistics,
intelligence, and other support activi-
ties. But under this resolution there is
no provision for that.

This resolution, because of the way it
had to be phrased, ends up saying that
none of these funds can be obligated or
expended for the activities of armed
forces relating to Bosnia ground de-
ployment.

Well, should we not consider at least
a provision of intelligence support, lo-
gistics support, other support activi-
ties for a European follow-on force? I
think we ought to.

During the Armed Services Commit-
tee hearing in February on the defense
budget, Secretary Cohen responded to
my questions by stating the following:

I would agree with you that following our
departure in June of 1998, I believe there has
to be some sort of force in Bosnia. I do not
think there is any possibility of ending so
many decades, if not centuries, of ethnic
conflict in a matter of two or three years.

Secretary Cohen continued:
So I think some international type of a

force will be necessary. I agree with you that
the ESDI, the so-called European Security
and Defense Identity, is something that is
very worthwhile to pursue.

And he added:
I think it is something we should pursue

and make it very clear we are leaving and
that something will have to replace it, and
hopefully it will be something along the
lines of the ESDI.

That is a double message, not a sin-
gle message.

The amendment before us, regret-
tably, has the first of those two mes-
sages only and is not able to cover the
second part of that message. That is
the difficulty with the pending resolu-
tion, in my judgment.

General Shalikashvili, who was there
with Secretary Cohen, said the follow-
ing:

Following our departure in June 1998, it is
very possible that a follow-on force will be
required. I think a European force under the
WEU is certainly an appropriate candidate
for that.

So he, too, reached the same kind of
conclusion.

So, Mr. President, I think that we
should not at this time state in resolu-
tion form or any other form that we
will not be willing to play a supporting
role in Bosnia after June 1998. Because,
after this operation is, hopefully,
turned over to our NATO allies, assum-
ing it continues at all, which I think is
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likely then acting under the Western
European Union, they, I believe, will
need this kind of support—not our
combat forces on the ground—but
those other kinds of support. And that
is the complexity which is not re-
flected in this resolution.

Finally, it is my intent during the
consideration of the defense authoriza-
tion bill to be offering language along
the lines that I have just described. I
hope that at that time we can have the
kind of full debate on the future of our
forces in Bosnia that this issue really
requires.

During the authorization bill, that
debate can take into consideration
both the need, in my judgment, to
make the clear statement to our allies
in Europe that it is our intent to be out
of there in June 1998, but can also out-
line what we would be willing to do
should they determine to stay on after
June of 1998 in Bosnia. And while it is
complex, it is essential. While it has
two points to the message, both points
are, nonetheless, essential.

So I think, because this resolution is
too narrow in its scope and sends only
one of two messages and it is essential
that both be sent simultaneously, that
it would be a mistake for us to adopt
this resolution at this time in this
form. But I would look forward to my
friend from Wisconsin working with us
in the Armed Services Committee to
design a resolution which does contain
the message that he has in his amend-
ment but also the second part of that
message as well.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Democratic leader.
Mr. DASCHLE. I will be very brief

because I think I may be the last per-
son to address this amendment to-
night.

I first want to acknowledge the con-
tribution made in the debate by Sen-
ators LEVIN, LIEBERMAN, BIDEN, and
others who spoke so eloquently about
the reasons why this amendment is ill-
advised. I have great respect and admi-
ration for the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin and the Senator from
Texas, but I must say, passage of this
amendment, as well intended as it
might be, is unwise. First, as the Sen-
ator from Alaska has noted, this
amendment has no real legislative ef-
fect because it appropriates money
only for this fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1997. But it does have a pro-
found effect in the message it sends to
people around the world, especially in
that part of the world most directly af-
fected by our actions and by our inten-
tions.

For us to say unequivocally that re-
gardless of circumstance, regardless of
the situation, regardless of whether or
not there is peace and the kind of sta-
bility we have been able to achieve now
in the last couple of years, that we are
removing every vestige of U.S. mili-
tary presence, in my view, sends ex-
actly the wrong message.

We need to be very careful about the
message we send. We need to ensure
that our military presence there has
the maximum effect for as long as it
may be required. It is somewhat ironic
to me that the same people—and I am
not referring to any particular Senator
in this regard—but many of the same
people who advocate a permanent pres-
ence in NATO where we do not see any
specific need for a U.S. presence today
are those who are arguing against our
presence in Bosnia.

Mr. President, I think our military
efforts in Bosnia have been a spectacu-
lar success. And they have been suc-
cessful because we have had strong, bi-
partisan support in Congress for our
military presence that sends a clear
message to the people in the region.

That message says clearly that we
want the genocide to stop. We want the
warring parties to come to terms. We
want to recognize the extraordinary ef-
fort that has already been made by
those who are putting their lives on
the line to ensure that we succeed in
retaining the peace and stability and
long-term political viability of the re-
gion.

U.S. policy through the Dayton ac-
cords has succeeded stopping the kill-
ing in Bosnia and in helping Bosnians
forge longer term stability. We have
succeeded in doing something of great
consequence. I just hope that we recog-
nize what a tremendous contribution it
has been. While we all want to see that
day when the United States forces are
no longer deployed in Bosnia, we want
them to come home with confidence,
knowing that, regardless of whether we
are there or not, we will continue to
see the kind of success that we have ex-
perienced since implementation of the
Dayton accords began in December
1995. But for us to say with certainty
today that we know exactly when that
date is, is shortsighted and ill-advised.
I hope for those reasons the Senate will
reject that amendment.

I yield the floor.
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I join

the Senator from South Dakota in his
remarks.

Mr. President, I think I am going to
have to call for the yeas and nays on
this amendment because I think it is of
serious import.

I also believe that we should be out
of Bosnia. I had severe reservations as
to going in. I ended up supporting the
President, as did the former majority
leader, Senator Dole. But for us to say
that unequivocally under no cir-
cumstances will American presence be
there a long time from now, I think
would be, from a precedent-setting
standpoint, very dangerous and, second
of all, would be a message that I am
not sure we want to send at this time.

There are some very bad people in
Bosnia, Mr. President, as we all know.
And if the administration was un-
equivocally on record or the United
States Congress was on record as say-
ing that under no circumstances could
there be an American presence in

Bosnia as of a certain date, I think it
would have the unintended con-
sequence of encouraging those very bad
people.

Mr. President, I think it is something
that we should work out with the ad-
ministration. It is well known that the
present Secretary of Defense, a former
Member of this body, has stated we will
be out by June 1998. But that is not a
firm administration policy. And there
are certain proposals as far as a United
States presence is concerned, both on
sea and in the air, as well as possibly in
a neighboring country. I am not sure
that this amendment would not affect
those options as well.

The distinguished chairman of the
Appropriations Committee points out
very accurately that we do not have
any money anyway at that time, so
this would be largely a symbolic vote.
But, Mr. President, I believe that if I
were one of our European allies or
someone who had an interest in the sit-
uation in Bosnia, either as a partici-
pant or an observer, I would say that
this is a very strong message and one
that we do not want to send.

I also remind my colleagues that,
yes, we have the right to cut off fund-
ing, we have that constitutional right
as a body. But it is always the last re-
sort. Cutting off funding is the last re-
sort that we seek in order to salvage
Americans when they are placed in
great danger.

I suggest that this is the first option.
If June 1998 begins to approach and it
looks like the administration is in an
open-ended commitment, I think we
would have plenty of opportunity at
that time. We would be considering
lots of legislation in order to express
our views on this issue. But to act at
this time, I think, would send a very,
very unfortunate and even dangerous
signal.

I was just in conversation with the
Senator from Alaska and he pointed
out that we did, indeed, cut off funding
in the Somalia situation, but that was
also with the agreement of the admin-
istration that they were leaving at
that time. All of us were outraged at
the wanton murder of some brave
young Americans whose bodies were
dragged through the streets of
Mogadishu. There is no doubt in that
situation there was agreement that we
were going to leave.

The Bosnia situation is very fluid, it
is very dangerous. I want us out, too,
but I greatly fear if we passed a resolu-
tion at this particular time mandating
such a thing—for example, cutting off
all funds—that this would be an action
that would have some unintended con-
sequences associated with it. One of
the major consequences I just men-
tioned is to encourage our adversaries
and the enemies of peace in that poor,
unfortunate land, who, I think, might
take this as a signal to just wait, rath-
er than seek national reconciliation,
wait until the Americans leave and
then really ignite the bloodletting and
the conflict.
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Mr. President, I have to oppose this

amendment, certainly at this time, and
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is not a suffi-
cient second.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll. The assistant
legislative clerk proceeded to call.

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

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

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
that we have the vote on the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the second-
degree amendment.

The amendment (No. 177) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the first-de-
gree amendment, as amended.

The amendment (No. 83), as amended,
was agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DASCHLE. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
want to state for the record what I be-
lieve the Senate just agreed to in sup-
porting the amendment offered by the
Senator from Wisconsin that would
prohibit the obligation or expenditure
of funds available in S. 672, the supple-
mental appropriations bill, for oper-
ations or activities of the United
States forces stationed on the ground
in Bosnia.

This amendment in no way endorses
the actions taken unilaterally by the
President to extend the presence of
United States forces in Bosnia for an
additional 18 months beyond the 1-year
time frame stipulated in Senate Joint
Resolution 44.

The President never consulted with
the Congress to extend the presence of
United States forces in Bosnia, and the
Senate has not voted, by accepting this
amendment, to approve the President’s
decision to extend the presence of Unit-
ed States forces in Bosnia until June
1998.

The Secretary of Defense and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
testified before the Senate Armed
Services Committee in October 1996
that United States forces would not be
withdrawn from Bosnia until March
1997. They did not consult with the
Congress about this short extension,
and they assured the committee at the
time that there were no plans to ex-
tend the presence of United States
forces in Bosnia beyond that time
frame. However, they did note for the
record that the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization was reviewing whether a
continued NATO force presence was
needed beyond the March 1997 time

frame. The Secretary of Defense and
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs prom-
ised that the Congress would be con-
sulted prior to agreeing to extend the
United States force in Bosnia. In fact,
the President assured the American
public prior to the Presidential elec-
tion in November that United States
forces would not be in Bosnia beyond
the time-frame necessary to safely
withdraw.

Very shortly after the United States
elections in November 1996, the Presi-
dent announced his intention to sup-
port a decision by NATO to extend the
presence of a NATO force in Bosnia to
implement the Dayton agreement. Fol-
lowing the recommendation of the
NATO that a NATO presence remain in
Bosnia, the President announced in De-
cember 1996 that United States forces
would remain in Bosnia, as part of a
NATO force until June 1998.

Once again, I want to emphasize
what agreeing to this provision does
not do—it does not provide congres-
sional approval for the President’s uni-
lateral decision to extend the presence
of United States forces in Bosnia be-
yond the 1-year time frame he an-
nounced in November 1995 to the Amer-
ican public.

The President has not consulted with
the Congress on his decision to extend
the participation of United States
forces in a NATO operation in Bosnia.
The President has not sought approval
of the Congress for that decision to ex-
tend the presence of United States
forces in Bosnia until June 1998. The
Senate has not provided its approval,
or authorization for the President’s de-
cision to extend the presence of United
States forces in Bosnia. The amend-
ment merely ensures that U.S. forces
are taken care of, until such time as
they are withdrawn in June 1998,
whether or not substantial progress is
achieved in the civil implementation of
the Dayton agreement, as the Presi-
dent promised. The amendment does
not constitute congressional authoriza-
tion or approval to extend the presence
of United States forces in Bosnia.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I
want to make clear, that had the Sen-
ate taken a rollcall vote on Senator
HUTCHINSON’s amendment to Senator
FEINGOLD’s amendment, I would have
voted no on the Hutchinson amend-
ment. I want our troops home as soon
as possible, and I am strongly support-
ive of any effort to bring them home as
quickly as possible.

The President promised that our
troops would be home in December
1996. He clearly mislead the Congress
and the American people when he made
this promise.

Only after the election was over did
the President make his decision to ex-
tend our troop deployment, even
though he knew full well that our
troops would not be coming home in
December, well before the election.

The Bosnian mission is going to cost
the taxpayers of this country $6.5 bil-
lion. The question is what will be

changed after our troops have been
there this long, and we have spent this
amount of money. I contend that little
will be changed. When the deployment
was made, a principle question was
whether the United States had an exit
strategy. It now appears that we may
have no exit.

Again, I was strongly supportive of
the Feingold amendment, and I would
have liked to have seen it passed with-
out change.

AMENDMENT NO. 97

(Purpose: To extend the dredging participa-
tion in the Small Business Demonstration
Program Act of 1988)
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send

an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],

for Mr. BUMPERS, for himself, Mr. BOND, and
Mr. WARNER, proposes an amendment num-
bered 97.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 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 appropriations place add the follow-

ing new section:
‘‘SEC. . EXPANDING SMALL BUSINESS PARTICI-

PATION IN DREDGING.
‘‘Section 722(a) of the Small Business Com-

petitiveness Demonstration Program Act of
1988 (15 U.S.C. 644 note) is amended by strik-
ing ‘September 30, 1996’ and inserting ‘Sep-
tember 30, 1997’.’’

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this is
a simple amendment which extends the
expanding small business participation
in dredging section of the Small Busi-
ness Competitive Demonstration Pro-
gram Act of 1988 to September 30, 1997.

I urge its adoption.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 97) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest 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, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 76

(Purpose: To require the Secretary of Agri-
culture to collect and disseminate statis-
tically reliable information from milk
manufacturing plants on prices received
for bulk cheese and to require the Sec-
retary to report to Congress on the rate of
reporting compliance)
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send

an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],

for Mr. SPECTER, for himself, Mr. SANTORUM,
Mr. FEINGOLD, and Mr. KOHL, proposes an
amendment numbered 76.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 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, insert the follow-

ing:
SEC. COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION OF IN-

FORMATION ON PRICES RECEIVED
FOR BULK CHEESE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Agriculture shall collect and
disseminate, on a weekly basis, statistically
reliable information, obtained from cheese
manufacturing areas in the United States on
prices received and terms of trade involving
bulk cheese, including information on the
national average price for bulk cheese sold
through spot and forward contract trans-
actions. to the maximum extent practicable,
the Secretary shall report the prices and
terms of trade for spot and forward contract
transactions separately.

(b) CONFIDENTIALITY.—All information pro-
vided to, or acquired by, the Secretary under
subsection (a) shall be kept confidential by
each officer and employee of the Department
of Agriculture except that general weekly
statements may be issued that are based on
the information and that do not identify the
information provided by any person.

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 150 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall report to the committee on Ag-
riculture, and the Committee on Appropria-
tions, of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry, and the Committee on Appro-
priations, of the Senate, on the rate of re-
porting compliance by cheese manufacturers
with respect to the information collected
under subsection (a). At the time of the re-
port, the Secretary may submit legislative
recommendations to improve the rate of re-
porting compliance.

(d) TERMINATION OF EFFECTIVENESS.—the
authority provided by subsection (a) termi-
nates effective April 5, 1999.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
that Senators SANTORUM, FEINGOLD,
and KOHL be added as cosponsors.

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

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am
an original cosponsor of amendment
No. 76, offered by the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER] which re-
quires the Department of Agriculture
to collect and disseminate, on a weekly
basis, statistically reliable information
on bulk cheese prices throughout the
Nation. Secretary Glickman has al-
ready initiated this price survey with
the voluntary cooperation of cheese
manufacturers using existing adminis-
trative authorities of the Department.
The amendment offered by the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Senator SPECTER]
requires the Secretary to continue
doing so until April 5, 1999. However,
because the Secretary has already im-
plemented this cheese price reporting
initiative using existing authorities, I
wanted to clarify that he can continue

to collect and report this cheese price
information after April 5, 1999 using
the same authorities he is using cur-
rently.

Does the chairman of the Senate Ag-
riculture, Nutrition and Forestry Com-
mittee, Mr. LUGAR, concur that the
sunset provision in section (d) of
amendment No. 76 in no way affects or
diminishes the Secretary’s existing au-
thority to continue the voluntary col-
lecting and reporting of cheese price
information from cheese manufactur-
ers after April 5, 1999?

Mr. LUGAR. I concur with the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. FEINGOLD].

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
deals with the collection and dissemi-
nation of information on prices re-
ceived for bulk cheese. It requires the
Secretary of Agriculture to collect and
disseminate statistically reliable infor-
mation from milk manufacturing
plants on prices received for bulk
cheese and requires a report to Con-
gress on the rate of reporting compli-
ance.

I urge adoption of the amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 76) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote, and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, earlier
today, I voted against the D’Amato
amendment, which would reinstate SSI
benefits for legal nonresidents. I think
11 Senators voted against that amend-
ment.

Mr. President, I rise to make a state-
ment about why I voted against that
amendment. I know a lot of people said
they voted for it because it is part of
the budget package that was agreed to
by the leadership of Congress and the
President. They wanted to reinstate
that. They said they might as well do
it anyway because the budget is going
to pass and the benefit will be rein-
stated. That may well be. These indi-
viduals will lose their benefits for 2
weeks in August and the month of Sep-
tember—6 weeks—if that happens. But
I didn’t think that was the reason why
it should be put in the urgent supple-
mental.

Some colleagues probably voted with
me on that because they didn’t think it
belonged in there, that it can be in-
cluded in the budget package. It may
well be included in a budget package.
That is when we will do the entire
budget.

So my point is—I informed my col-
leagues on this side of the aisle—if we
have other amendments on this supple-
mental that try to pull out various
pieces of the budget package and put it
into the supplemental, and they say,
‘‘Everybody has agreed, the leadership
has agreed, that we are going to spend
more money for education, let’s go
ahead and put it in the supplemental,
we are going to spend more money for
children that do not have health care,
we will put into a supplemental’’—I
disagree. This is supposed to be an ur-
gent supplemental. It is supposed to be
helping people with disaster assistance,
and not to be prefunding part of the
budget package.

At least I for one—and I am the only
one—in the future, if we find other
amendments that try to maybe prefund
the budget agreement, I am going to
object.

Also, I want to touch on this a little
bit. Some people said, ‘‘Well, we need
to undo part of this welfare package.’’
I happen to be one that disagrees with
that. We passed significant welfare re-
form, and I think rightfully so. We
said, yes, we are going to provide more
benefits for citizens than noncitizens.
Somebody said they are here legally.
That is correct.

Let me give a couple of facts. Since
1882, an alien who was likely to become
a public charge has been subject to ex-
clusion from the United States. Since
1917, an alien who becomes a public
charge within 5 years of entry has been
subject to deportation from the coun-
try. That continues to be the immigra-
tion policy, that aliens within our Na-
tion’s borders should not depend on
public resources to meet their needs,
but rather rely on their own capabili-
ties and the resources of their families
and their sponsors. That is the way it
should be.

Families of immigrants who enter
the United States signed affidavits of
support. By these affidavits of support
they pledge to provide for the immi-
grants themselves and not put them on
public assistance. That is a pledge.
That says they will not become a pub-
lic charge. That is to make sure that
when people come to the United States,
they are seeking citizenship and free-
dom, and not seeking welfare.

We found with this program, unfortu-
nately, despite these policies, that
large numbers of sponsors have failed
to live up to their obligations, both
their moral obligations and their finan-
cial obligations.

Just a couple of facts: In 1986, just
over 200,000 noncitizens were receiving
SSI welfare benefits. In 1996, that fig-
ure had grown to 800,000, 4 times as
many in a period of 10 years. It didn’t
double or triple—4 times as many; it
went from 200,000 to 800,000 in the last
10 years. The Social Security Adminis-
tration predicts that the number of
noncitizens receiving benefits would
grow to 1 million by the end of the dec-
ade.
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So this is exploding. A lot of people

are bringing their families over, say-
ing, ‘‘Yes, you can be on welfare. You
can be on welfare for life. You get cash
payments, cash assistance, several
hundreds of dollars per month, and be
eligible for Medicaid concurrently.’’ It
is a pretty good deal. A lot of people
said, ‘‘I want in on that.’’ So they
would come over and totally ignore the
affidavits of support that they and
their families pledged they would not
became a public charge.

In the welfare bill that we passed last
year, they should get around this by
becoming citizens. Now, I know a lot of
people are becoming citizens. Some
people said, ‘‘Well, the States don’t
have the resources. Not everybody can
become a citizen.’’ You have minimal
English requirements. Maybe they are
not able to make that. The States save
millions, and collectively the States
save billions of dollars in the welfare
changes we made last year. There is
plenty of money to provide assistance
to those people that really need some
help.

Total noncitizen applications for SSI
alone increased almost 600 percent
from 1982 to 1994, compared to just a 49-
percent increase amongst citizens.
Most noncitizens apply for welfare
within 5 years of arriving in the United
States.

Mr. President, I want to make these
comments. I know that in the budget
package we have—I hope that we will
pass a budget package—we are going to
address this issue. I know, in all likeli-
hood, for most noncitizens we will be
continuing SSI payments for those
noncitizens who are already here or al-
ready here at the time of enactment of
the welfare bill. That may well be. I
might support it as part of an overall
package.

But I voted in opposition to this
being added to the supplemental be-
cause I didn’t want to cherry-pick a
few of the things out of the budget
package and say, ‘‘Let’s put it on this
supplemental too.’’ This wasn’t going
to happen. No one would lose benefits
now for another 3 months. Our objec-
tive is to pass the reconciliation bill to
implement the balanced budget by July
4, a full month and a half before you
would have discontinuance of benefits.
So we would have time to rectify the
situation if we have not reached the
budget agreement.

So, Mr. President, I just make men-
tion of that, and maybe forewarn my
colleagues. At least this Senator’s in-
tention is to object strenuously if fu-
ture efforts are made to put parts of
the budget package onto this urgent
supplemental.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ari-
zona.

AMENDMENT NO. 107

(Purpose: To strike earmarks for
unrequested highway and bridge projects,
parking garages, and theater restoration)
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I call up

amendment No. 107.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN)

proposes an amendment numbered 107.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I 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:
On page 39, starting on line 22, strike all

that appears after ‘‘1997’’ through page 40,
line 21, and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘.’’.

On page 42, starting on line 11, strike all
that appears through page 43, line 4.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, this
amendment strikes earmarks to fund
for highway projects:

$3.6 million for the 2002 Olympics
planning in Utah;

$450,000 for the ATR Institute to con-
tinue the Santa Teresa border tech-
nologies project in New Mexico;

Additional funding for Warrior Loop
project in Alabama;

$12.6 million to complete the William
H. Natcher Bridge in Maceo, KY;

Additional funding for Highway 17
Cooper River bridges replacement
project in South Carolina;

$100,000 for 86th Street Highway
Project in Polk County, IA;

And discretionary authority to spend
additional funds to repair or recon-
struct any portion of Highway 1 in San
Mateo, CA, that was destroyed in 1982
and 1983;

The set-aside of $12.3 million for dis-
cretionary authority to construct the
parking garage at a VA medical center
in Cleveland, OH;

Earmark of $500,000 from previously
appropriated funds for a parking ga-
rage in Ashland, KY, to instead restore
the Paramount Theater in that city.

Mr. President, this supplemental ap-
propriations bill was an emergency ap-
propriations bill. The title, as we all
know, is an emergency supplemental
bill.

Mr. President, the earmarks I find in-
cluded in this bill and others are not,
in my view, of an emergency status.
Let me talk about a few other ear-
marks that are in this bill.

Language that makes College Sta-
tion, AR, eligible for rural housing
service program assistance.

By the way, Mr. President, I under-
stand that College Station, AR, has
been badly damaged by a tornado, and
that is probably a project that would
qualify under emergency supplemental
parameters.

It makes the cost of repairing the
Wapato irrigation project non-
reimbursable;

$15 million emergency funding for re-
search on environmental risk factors
associated with breast cancer. Report
language lists Rhode Island, Penn-

sylvania, New Hampshire, New Jersey,
Utah, New York, and California as
States which should be considered for
‘‘competitive grants.’’ In other words,
the other States are not considered for
competitive grants.

There is a $10 million earmark for
phase 2 of nonemergency transpor-
tation planning at Yosemite Valley
which is offset by rescission of clean
coal technology funding;

$5 million for development of the
Legislative Information System in the
Office of Secretary of the Senate which
is transferred from other Senate appro-
priations.

Let me say on that particular one,
Mr. President, that I think the Legisla-
tive Information System in the Office
of Secretary of the Senate is impor-
tant. I do not think it qualifies as an
emergency.

Earmarks funds for highway projects,
including $3.6 million for 2002 Olympic
planning in Utah;

$1.95 million earmarked for Colorado
to provide security for the Denver
Summit of Eight;

Set-aside of $12.3 million for discre-
tionary authority to construct a park-
ing garage, which I mentioned earlier;

$3 million earmarked from the Jus-
tice Department counterterrorism fund
for Ogden, UT, preparation for 2002
Winter Olympics.

By the way, Mr. President, we are
going to start totaling up how much
Federal money is going to be spent on
the Olympics in Utah. I would guess
that it will match or exceed the
amount of Federal dollars that were
spent in Atlanta.

Mr. President, I am proud that these
Olympics are being held in the United
States and that we win these competi-
tions for having the Olympics held here
in the United States of America. Mr.
President, I think the taxpayers ought
to know what the cost is to the tax-
payers.

Mr. President, I am reminded, as I
look over this list, of the need for the
line-item veto.

This is another graphic example of
why the line-item veto is necessary.
These projects do not qualify as emer-
gencies, yet they are placed in.

For many years I have come down
here and complained about this kind of
activity. I don’t think it does us any
good, Mr. President, to do these things
and call them emergency
supplementals. What it does is provide
grist for the talk show mill. It provides
ammunition for those who believe we
do not act in a responsible fashion. It
makes it more difficult for us to go
home and say that we are trying to be
careful of every dollar we spend that
the taxpayers so much care about—
things like EPA to provide a Federal
grant to Middlebury, VT, to complete a
project in 1997;

Direct expenditures for study of flood
control mitigation at Lualualei Naval
Magazine in Hawaii;

Special emphasis on need for flood
prevention efforts at Devils Lake and
Ramsey County Rural Sewer System.
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We can’t afford to do this. We are

trying to embark on an effort to bal-
ance the budget by the year 2002. We
are going to ask the American people
to make sacrifices as we embark on
this effort. There will be some reduc-
tions in spending.

Yet, at the same time we are appro-
priating $250,000 to replace salmon fry
killed during an April snowstorm in
New England, and $1.1 million to com-
plete fire restoration at Bosque Del
Apache National Wildlife Refuge.

So the bill has grown, I am told, from
around $4.4 billion to over $8 billion.
Much of that is necessary spending.

Let me repeat again. In no way do I
believe that we have any other obliga-
tion but to help those people who are
victims of natural disasters. We have
that obligation. It is a proper role of
Government.

If some of these projects that I men-
tioned are important and worthwhile
projects, I believe they should be sub-
ject to the normal authorization and
appropriations process. So my amend-
ment would eliminate a few of those.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. STEVENS. It is my intention,

Mr. President, to move to table this
amendment at a later time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the MCCAIN, amend-
ment numbered 107, and state that I
am not here to oppose any of the emer-
gency relief being put forward. I think
that is important and I think it is ap-
propriate.

I also think we ought to pay for it as
we go along. We are going to every
year somewhere in this country have a
disaster. Each year we do this and then
we have a disaster and we do not pay
for it and it adds to the deficit and we
create this mortgage disaster for the
country on a long-term basis. We really
ought to pay for it. That is another
separate debate.

I am here to support this issue and
this amendment in removing those
items that are not emergency appro-
priations. I do not want to speak about
the validity or the need to do any of
these specific projects that are in here.
I think that can rest for another day.
But the question is, are these emer-
gencies or not? Are they things that
should appear in an emergency appro-
priations bill?

I think Senator MCCAIN has articu-
lated very well the list that he has put
forward in this amendment. I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD that list that Senator
MCCAIN has been working on, and we
have worked in support of his amend-
ment, to put this in as a part of the
RECORD that these may be good prom-
ises.

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

OBJECTIONABLE PROVISIONS IN S. 672, SENATE-
REPORTED FISCAL YEAR 1997 SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS BILL

BILL LANGUAGE

P. 25: Makes costs of repairing Wapato irri-
gation project nonreimbursable. [See report
p. 22]

P. 32: $15 million emergency funding for re-
search on environmental risk factors associ-
ated with breast cancer. Report language
lists Rhode Island, Pennsylvania, New Hamp-
shire, New Jersey, Utah, New York, and Cali-
fornia as states which should be considered
for ‘‘competitive’’ grants. [See report p. 27]

P. 36–37: $10 million earmarked for phase 2
of non-emergency transportation planning at
Yosemite Valley (offset by rescission of
clean coal technology funding). [See report
p. 32]

P. 37: $5 million for development of Legis-
lative Information System in the Office of
the Secretary of the Senate (transferred
from other Senate appropriations). [See re-
port p. 33]

P. 39–40: Earmarks of funds for highway
projects, including: $3.6 million for 2002
Olympics planning in Utah; $450,000 for the
ATR Institute to continue the Santa Teresa
border technologies project in New Mexico;
additional funding for Warrior Loop project
in Alabama; $12.6 million to complete the
William H. Natcher Bridge in Maceo, Ken-
tucky; additional funding for Highway 17
Cooper River Bridges replacement project in
South Carolina; $100,000 for 86th Street High-
way Project in Polk County, Iowa; and dis-
cretionary authority to spend additional
funds to repair or reconstruct any portion of
Highway 1 in San Mateo, California, that
was destroyed in 1982–1983. [See report p. 34–
35]

P. 41: $1.95 million earmarked for Colorado
to provide security for Denver Summit of
Eight (June 20–22) concurrently with Okla-
homa City bombing trial. [See report p. 35]

P. 42: Set-aside of $12.3 million for discre-
tionary authority to construct parking ga-
rage at VA medical center in Cleveland,
Ohio. [See report p. 36]

P. 42–43: Earmark of $500,000 from pre-
viously appropriated funds for a parking ga-
rage in Ashland, Kentucky, to instead re-
store the Paramount Theater in that city.
[See report p. 36–37]

P. 47: $3 million earmarked from Justice
Department Counterterrorism Fund for
Ogden, Utah, preparation for 2002 Winter
Olympics. [See report p. 41]

REPORT LANGUAGE

P. 8: Directs transfer of $11.2 million in F–
15 program contract savings to fund acquisi-
tion and installation of High-Speed Anti-Ra-
diation missile target systems on Air Na-
tional Guard F–16 aircraft.

P. 13: $10.8 million for emergency expenses
to repair damage to fish hatcheries in the
Pacific Northwest.

P. 14: Directs Small Business Administra-
tion to provide disaster loans for housing re-
pair and replacement in Arkansas even when
no local building permit has been granted.

P. 16: Special emphasis on need for flood
prevention efforts at Devils Lake and
Ramsey County Rural Sewer System in
North Dakota.

P. 17: Directs expenditures for study of
flood control mitigation at Lualualei Naval
Magazine in Hawaii and flood preparedness
and warning plan for Reno, Nevada.

P. 19: $250,000 to replace salmon fry killed
during April snowstorm in New England, and
$1.1 million to complete fire restoration at
Bosque Del Apache National Wildlife Refuge,
New Mexico.

P. 21: Provides $9.5 million above request
for Park Service construction projects, allo-
cated specifically for 8 parks for which no

funds were requested and increases funding
for 5 other parks above requested amount.

P. 22: Earmarks $486,000 for restoration of
Markleeville guard station in region 4 of the
National Forest System (Idaho, Nevada,
California).

P. 38: Directs EPA to provide Federal grant
to Middlebury, Vermont, to complete project
in 1997.

Mr. BROWNBACK. These projects
may be worthwhile. They may be
things that we should finance, even
though we are over $5.4 trillion in debt.
Maybe they are things we need to do,
but they are not emergencies. This is
an emergency supplemental. We should
remove the name ‘‘emergency’’ from it
if that is the case, and we are just
going through on a regular supple-
mental proceedings bill.

I know a lot of people worked very
hard in putting these together. At the
end of the day, I think as you go down
Senator MCCAIN’s list and ask, is the
$250,000 to replace salmon fry killed
during an April snowstorm in New Eng-
land, is that truly an emergency? Are
some of the things he listed, spoke
about, truly emergencies? I think one
would have to conclude under any rea-
sonable review of those that they are
not emergencies. They may be things
we ought to do, but they are not things
we should do here. They are not things
we should do in this bill.

I urge my colleagues to vote for the
McCain amendment, to not table this
issue, and pull these out and deal with
these in the regular process in which
they should dealt with.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
have come to the floor to strongly op-
pose the McCain amendment to strike
the funding designation for two items I
have proposed to the legislation being
considered, the Natcher Bridge and the
grant redirection for the Paramount
Theater in Ashland.

The proponents of this amendment
are wrong to characterize these two
provisions as wasteful and unneces-
sary. The fact of the matter is that
these are important projects to the
communities of Owensboro and Ash-
land, KY. Elimination of these two pro-
visions will not save a single dime. In
fact, this amendment would unneces-
sarily waste more tax dollars.

Mr. President, in 1992, a special pur-
pose grant was included in the VA-HUD
appropriations bill giving $1 million to
the city of Ashland to construct a
parking garage. City officials have
studied this proposal further and deter-
mined that it would be more cost effec-
tive to purchase existing lots. This al-
ternative will add more parking spaces
overall and at a lower price. The city
has requested that the remaining funds
be used to restore a downtown land-
mark, the Paramount Theater.

Now, if the McCain amendment
passes, the city of Ashland would be
left with a grant mandating that they
build a parking garage that will yield
fewer spaces at a greater cost. Mr.
President, this makes no sense.
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Mr. President, this supplemental ap-

propriations bill also provides for a
long overdue funding correction in Fed-
eral-aid highway funding. This bill will
provide Kentucky with $29.8 million to
correct the funding shortfall. I was
able to include language that directs
the State of Kentucky to provide $12.6
million of the $29.8 million allocated
for completion of the Natcher Bridge.
This will ensure the completion of
Natcher Bridge.

Again, by striking the language, not
one dime will be saved and the bridge
will be left unfinished. Keep in mind
every year this bridge is left unfinished
the total cost of the project increases.
So again, this amendment would waste
scarce tax dollars and delay the com-
pletion of this important project.

Mr. President, I believe the support-
ers of the amendment have
mischaracterized this amendment and
are doing a disservice to taxpayers and
the citizens of Kentucky. I strongly op-
pose this amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
to oppose the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Arizona.

With regard to the funds for the
Paramount Theater, for instance, in
Kentucky, these are funds that were al-
ready made available for a parking ga-
rage there in the same area, and those
funds are being reprogrammed to an-
other project that is involved in the
same area which is a historic land-
mark.

We have another funding request
here concerning the VA hospital. These
funds were appropriated in 1997 for this
project, but unfortunately the author-
izing language was left out of the Vet-
erans Housing Act. What we are doing
is going through the act again and re-
appropriating it with authorizing legis-
lation. That is a technicality, really.

We do have the money, and there are
highway funds allocated, in addition to
those already allocated in Utah, that
will be allocated for the planning and
engineering design of projects for the
Olympics. These are the Winter Olym-
pics for 2002, a very historic thing to
have Olympics in our country. Just as
every country, we have to have special
parking lots, special entrances, secu-
rity involved in roads, streets, and
highways in connection with the Win-
ter Olympics. That is a noble use of
funds for those projects. Of course, the
highways and roads and parking lots
are usable afterward. I do not argue
about that. There is no question about
the need for getting going now to allo-
cate those funds for those highway
projects that do meet the criteria of
past allocations.

We have a whole series of other prob-
lems that the Senator mentioned. I
only say that some of them may be
small disasters, such as the salmon
problem which the Senator has men-
tioned. Others are items that we put in
the bill because of the timeliness of the
construction that is required.

I will probably be making comments
further tomorrow on other matters of

the bill to try to explain some of these
items. There are items here in several
departments, and the Senator has
pointed them out, that are not disaster
related. That is why this is an emer-
gency and supplemental appropriations
bill. These amendments go to the sup-
plemental portion, normal supple-
mental allocation of funds for items to
be completed this year. These are mon-
eys to be used in the remainder of fis-
cal year 1997.

I am sad to say I do oppose the
amendment of the Senator. I under-
stand what he is doing. For the Sen-
ator’s benefit, I hope he understands
what I am saying. Senator MCCAIN has
become the chairman’s large image on
the wall, and I have to tell everyone
that has an amendment that is pre-
sented to our committee in connection
with supplementals or even annual
bills, ‘‘You better be sure we have the
justification to get these by the Sen-
ator from Arizona because he is our
watchdog.’’ We need watchdogs and we
appreciate them, but I have to say I
will be glad to tell the Senator some-
time about the 1,000 amendments we
did not approve. We had more than
1,000, I might add, suggested to our
committee. These are the ones that
survived.

I defend what we have done, and
under the circumstances, it would be
my intent to table when the Senator is
finished with his remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. I think it is important
to point out that the Senator from
Alaska has been very cooperative and
has been very helpful. I appreciate
that. I also appreciate the various in-
fluences that the Senator is under. I
appreciate his understanding. I look
forward to working with him as we go
through the process. He and I, I be-
lieve, along with the Senator from
West Virginia, have a clear understand-
ing of where they stand and where I
stand, and that relationship is charac-
terized by nothing but respect and, in-
deed, affection. I appreciate the Sen-
ator from Alaska and I do not intend to
call for a recorded vote on the motion
to table.

Mr. STEVENS. I do ask that the
amendment be tabled, and I move to
table this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to table the amendment No. 107.

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 107) was agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote, and I move to lay it on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

U.S. COURTHOUSE IN MONTGOMERY, AL

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I would
like to thank the Senator from Rhode
Island for his assistance with several
issues affecting the U.S. courthouse to
be constructed in Montgomery, AL.
Last fall, $6 million was included in
Public Law 104–208 to help offset cost

escalations resulting from: An error
made by GSA during its Time Out and
Review exercise; inflation; required se-
curity upgrades; historic preservation;
and, heating, ventilation, and air con-
ditioning improvements.

Because this supplemental project
funding cannot be obligated by GSA
without authorization by the Commit-
tee on Environment and Public Works,
I have worked closely with Senator
CHAFEE and other members of the au-
thorizing committee to secure their ap-
proval. Appropriately, Senator CHAFEE
and others wanted to make sure that
this additional funding would not cause
the project in Montgomery to exceed
the GSA benchmarking and project
budgeting process. At my and Senator
CHAFEE’s request, GSA confirmed in a
letter dated April 21, 1997, that this ad-
ditional $6 million will not cause the
Montgomery project to exceed its
benchmark. That is, this additional
funding is necessary for GSA to com-
plete the very critical and basic fea-
tures of a modern courthouse facility.

Mr. CHAFEE. The Senator from Ala-
bama is correct. After numerous con-
versations with GSA officials, and after
receiving the GSA letter my colleague
referred to, I have confirmed that the
$6 million included in last year’s Omni-
bus Appropriations Act is necessary
and appropriate for the courthouse
project in Montgomery. Indeed, the ad-
ditional $6 million will not cause this
project to exceed its GSA benchmark
cost. As such, I have no objection to
GSA obligating these funds and encour-
age the agency to move expeditiously
on this project.

Mr. President, let me make it clear
that absent the extraordinary cir-
cumstances faced by this project, I
would insist upon authorizing the addi-
tional money through the committee
resolution process, in accordance with
the 1959 Public Buildings Act. As the
Senator from Alabama mentioned at
the outset, this project has already in-
curred cost increases as the result of
delayed construction starts. A GSA
budgeting error on Montgomery has
yielded inflationary cost increases of
$2.6 million. In addition, the project re-
cently suffered a bid bust which threat-
ens to delay construction further un-
less additional funds are provided expe-
ditiously. This project must proceed as
soon as possible to prevent further
wasteful expenses.

Mr. SHELBY. I appreciate the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island’s assistance on
this matter and am thankful for his
recognition of the special cir-
cumstances. As the former chairman of
GSA’s appropriations subcommittee, I
am fully aware and supportive of the
need to abide by national project cost
standards.

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT ISSUES

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, many
farmers and ranchers in South Dakota
have contacted me over the past few
months to express their concerns with
the eligibility requirements and avail-
ability of Department of Agriculture
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disaster loans. I had hoped these could
be addressed in the supplemental ap-
propriation bill.

Mr. DORGAN. I share the concerns of
my colleague from South Dakota. Our
States have witnessed the most dev-
astating series of winter storms and
spring flooding in memory. Our produc-
ers need help in rebuilding their farm-
ing and ranching operations. However,
I am afraid the credit needs of many
farm and ranch families are not being
met.

For example, some producers cannot
access USDA’s Emergency Disaster
Loan Program, even though they have
a qualifying disaster loss. Others, Na-
tive American tribes, do not have a
loan program available to them to re-
place livestock lost during the disaster.
I believe it is important that we give
them an opportunity to rebuild their
lives and livelihoods, by giving serious
consideration to updating the pro-
grams.

These are the reasons I filed amend-
ments cosponsored by Senators
DASCHLE, CONRAD and JOHNSON.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I am sen-
sitive to the concerns expressed by my
colleagues. At the same time, signifi-
cant reforms were made to USDA lend-
ing programs by the 1996 FAIR Act. I
want to maintain the integrity of these
reforms, and therefore believe that any
measures which would substantially
alter the basic terms of the lending
programs should be subject to review
by the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition and Forestry.

Mr. DASCHLE. I support the amend-
ments offered by my colleague from
North Dakota but understand the con-
cerns of the distinguished Senator from
Indiana. Would my colleague from In-
diana agree to a review by the Commit-
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry, of these and other disaster relat-
ed credit issues affecting farmers and
ranchers?

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I believe
that is a constructive idea. The com-
mittee will review not only the issues
raised by the Senator from South Da-
kota and our other colleagues, but po-
tentially also other issues relating to
rural credit, including the effectiveness
of certain USDA loan guarantee pro-
grams, an issue brought to my atten-
tion recently by several community
bankers.

Mr. DORGAN. While I would prefer to
see passage of my amendments, I also
understand the chairman’s concern and
will not offer them today. I would en-
courage the Senator from Indiana to
move expeditiously. Rural Americans
from our region need some help soon.

1997 DISASTER IN THE RED RIVER VALLEY

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, a good
deal has been said about the terrible
devastation in Minnesota in the Red
River Valley and along the Minnesota
River. When we visualize the disaster,
we picture communities like Ada,
Granite Falls, East Grand Forks, Mon-
tevideo, Breckenridge, Moorhead, and
Warren submerged in river water. I

have seen most of these communities
first hand and have at once anguished
over their loss and admired them for
their courage. We tend to overlook
some other folks in Minnesota who
were equally devastated by the terrible
floods that came so soon on the heels
of a very long and blistering cold win-
ter. We tend to overlook the same folks
who, year-in and year-out, are charged
with an enormous responsibility: feed-
ing the world.

It is estimated that over 3 million
acres of prime farmland were under
water at the height of the flooding.
These are the same acres that Min-
nesota farmers use to produce much of
the world’s supply of potatoes, wheat,
sugar, barley, corn, and soybeans. In
short, without any exaggeration, this
disaster upset the bread basket of the
world.

But, I am inexpressibly proud to re-
port to my colleagues that it takes
more than ‘‘hell and high water,’’ as
the Grand Forks Herald put it, to keep
Minnesota’s farmers down. As a matter
of fact, despite the absolutely stagger-
ing statistics—3 million acres under
water, the loss of 2,300 farm homes,
2,500 farm buildings, 3,400 pieces of
farm equipment, countless fences,
10,000 head of cattle, hogs, and sheep,
130,000 poultry, 2.3 million pounds of
milk, and 15 percent of Minnesota’s
stored crop—Minnesota farmers have
not shrunk from their occupation, or
indeed, their avocation. Minnesota
farmers have not shrunk from their job
of feeding the world. In fact, I want my
colleagues here to know that within 1
week of this calamity, every farmer
that could manage, was back in the
field. Mr. President, when one reflects
on all the adversity Minnesota farmers
have experienced in recent years—
highlighted by the drought of 1988, the
floods of 1993, the harsh winter storms
in 1996 and 1997, and now the flooding—
it instills in me a solid respect for our
Minnesota farmers who work through
whatever Mother Nature throws at
them—and sometimes even get the best
of her.

But, just like everyone else, even the
hardiest of people need a hand from
time to time. And, this is such a time.
That is why I am pleased that the dis-
aster relief we now consider provides
some $18 million in additional emer-
gency loan assistance and $77 million
in emergency conservation cost-share
dollars. I am also pleased this legisla-
tion, which I trust will have speedy
consideration and passage, provides $50
million for a livestock indemnity pro-
gram to help livestock producers.

Mr. President, on behalf of Minnesota
farmers and ranchers, I am grateful for
the commitment Congress and the
President have made to those who
guarantee America has the most abun-
dant, most affordable, and most whole-
some food supply in the world.

Consistent with this commitment, I
hope the administration, particularly
the Department of Agriculture, will
help our farmers through this difficult

time. Specifically, in recent days, I
have expressed to the Secretary of Ag-
riculture my concern and the concern
of many farmers and Farm Service
Agency personnel in Minnesota over
some very important matters. First, I
am concerned the existing emergency
loan assistance (ELA) Program may
not assist all our disaster-stricken pro-
ducers as the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency and the Small Busi-
ness Administration assist homeowners
and businesses. Second, under current
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation
regulation, I am concerned that farm-
ers may not be able to plant in time to
ensure their crops are fully insured
until fully harvested. And, third, I am
concerned about many of our farmers
who lost program or non-program crops
in storage since these crops were large-
ly uninsured. In the interest of equity
for Minnesota’s disaster-stricken farm-
ers, I hope the Secretary will use his
existing authorities to work with me
to prevent these inequitable results.

Mr. President, some time ago,
Rudyard Kipling fondly wrote about
the one who could:

watch the things [he] gave [his] life to, bro-
ken, and stoop and build ’em up with worn-
out tools . . . [or] make one heap of all [his]
winnings, and risk it on one turn of pitch-
and-toss, and lose, and start again at [his]
beginnings, and never breathe a word about
[his] loss.

I suspect Rudyard Kipling would
have had a profound respect for Min-
nesota farmers.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the sup-
plemental appropriations bill should
allow the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion [FAA] to spend additional funding
on commercially available explosive
detection systems for the Nation’s air-
ports, rather than for only one type of
system as proposed by the House. The
House bill provides an additional $40
million for the FAA to purchase this
one system, while the Senate bill pro-
vides no additional funding. When the
conference report returns to the Senate
floor, however, we should make sure
that any additional funding given to
the FAA can be used to purchase what-
ever explosive detection equipment it
believes will do the best job.

The development and deployment of
various devices that can detect explo-
sives are a key component of the over-
all security for commercial aviation.
Unfortunately, the House version of
the supplemental appropriations bill
does not move us in this direction be-
cause it earmarks additional funding
for only one type of explosive detection
system. This earmarking does not pro-
vide for a multilevel approach to secu-
rity as recommended by the White
House Commission on Aviation Safety
and Security. In its recent report, the
Commission suggested that various ex-
plosive detection systems should be
implemented at the Nation’s airports
because each one has its strengths and
weaknesses. The Commission also
urged FAA to deploy commercially
available systems while continuing to
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develop, evaluate, and certify such
equipment. Additionally, the General
Accounting Office has criticized the
FAA for ignoring a strategy more
heavily focused on integrating several
different procedures and technologies
for detecting explosives. Explosive de-
tection devices vary in their ability to
detect the types, quantities, and shapes
of explosives. For example, one device
excels in its ability to detect certain
explosive substances but not others.
Other devices cannot detect explosives
in certain shapes.

The FAA believes that the greatest
threat to aviation is explosives placed
in checked baggage. It was an explosive
placed in a checked bag that brought
down Pan Am 103 more than 8 years
ago with the loss of 270 lives. In re-
sponse to this tragedy, the Congress
approved the Aviation Security Im-
provement Act of 1990. Among other
things, the legislation directed the
FAA to certify explosive detection
equipment. It also established a goal of
having new explosive detection equip-
ment in place by November of 1993. The
TWA Flight 800 accident last July,
however, highlighted the fact that no
new explosive detection devices had
been deployed in the United States
since the Pan Am bombing. Congress
responded, in part, in the Federal Avia-
tion Reauthorization Act of 1996 by
mandating that the FAA immediately
deploy commercially available explo-
sive detection equipment.

The threat of terrorism against the
United States has increased and avia-
tion is, and will remain, an attractive
terrorist target. The terrorist threat
faced by the United States overseas has
been with us for some time, as illus-
trated by the bombing in Saudi Arabia
of the United States barracks. How-
ever, other incidents, such as the
bombings of the World Trade Center in
New York and the Federal building in
Oklahoma City have also made terror-
ism an issue at home. In 1994, the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation reported
that the most important development
concerning terrorism inside the United
States was the emergence of radical
terrorist groups with an infrastructure
that can support terrorists’ activities.
That same year, the State Department
reported an increase in attacks by radi-
cal fundamentalist groups, who operate
more autonomously than state-spon-
sored, secular terrorist groups. Fun-
damentalist groups are more difficult
to infiltrate. Consequently, it is dif-
ficult to predict and prevent their at-
tacks.

Given the potential for a terrorist
act against aviation, explosive detec-
tion systems should be deployed as
quickly as possible. As the General Ac-
counting Office reported in January
1994, terrorists’ activities are contin-
ually evolving and present unique chal-
lenges to the FAA and law enforcement
agencies. The bombing of Philippines
Airlines Flight 434 in December 1994,
which resulted in the death of one pas-
senger and injuries to several others,

illustrates the extent of terrorists’ mo-
tivation and capabilities as well as the
attractiveness of aviation as a target.
According to information that was un-
covered by accident in early January
1995, this bombing was a rehearsal for
multiple attacks on specific United
States flights in Asia.

Today, various explosive detection
devices are commercially available for
checked and carry-on baggage and
could improve security. Some of these
devices are already being used in for-
eign countries such as the United King-
dom and Israel. Other devices are under
development and may soon be avail-
able. We must untie the FAA’s hand
and allow them to dedicate additional
resources to the technologies they be-
lieve would be the most effective in de-
tecting explosives. To see that this oc-
curs as quickly as possible, any addi-
tional funding appropriated by the
Congress should be available to pur-
chase commercially available explosive
detection devices. By taking such ac-
tion we can move toward deploying the
best systems for the Nation’s airports.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I want
to take this opportunity to thank Sen-
ator STEVENS, the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee, and Senator
HARRY REID, the ranking member for
the Subcommittee on Energy and
Water Development, for their help in
obtaining the Senate’s unanimous con-
sent for an amendment I had requested
to the disaster supplemental appropria-
tions bill.

The Senate on Tuesday accepted the
amendment offered by Senator STE-
VENS for Senator REID that would allow
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to
conduct emergency dredging and snag-
ging and clearing of the San Joaquin
River, CA, as well as the Truckee
River, NV, channels. Funding for this
operation would be obtained from
available balances from the $137 mil-
lion appropriated by the Senate for op-
erations and maintenance for corps
navigation projects.

I had previously requested $10 million
for this operation for about 20 sites
along the San Joaquin River, which
filled with debris and sediment from
the January 1997 floods in California.
As a result of this flooding, the capac-
ity of the San Joaquin was severely di-
minished and poses a threat of contin-
ued flooding before the flood season is
over. The scope of this debris and fill
was not evident until the river flows
had receded. At that point, however,
the emergency authority for corps’
clearing operations had passed.

The hazard to navigation and to
flooding posed by the debris fill is now
quite obvious. What is less obvious is
the obstruction that the deposited de-
bris and sediment created to the migra-
tion and passage of anadramous and
other fish, some of which are federally
listed as endangered or threatened.

I appreciate Senators STEVENS’ and
REID’s help on this amendment and
urge their continued support for this
provision when we conference with the
House.

FUNDING FOR U.S. ARREARS TO THE UNITED
NATIONS

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss a provision in the fiscal year
1997 supplemental appropriations bill
which has received little attention so
far, but would fund $100 million to
begin paying U.S. arrears to the United
Nations.

As the chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on International Operations, I be-
lieve U.N. reform should be one of Con-
gress’ top foreign policy priorities this
year. I know that this view is shared by
the Republican leadership and other in-
fluential Members in both the House
and Senate.

There is general consensus among
Republicans, and, perhaps, even some
agreement among Democrats, that the
only way to get real reforms enacted at
the United Nations is by linking the
payment of U.S. arrears, in legislation,
to their achievement. The appropria-
tion of $100 million in fiscal year 1997,
which is even earlier than the adminis-
tration had requested, for a down pay-
ment on U.S. arrears demonstrates
congressional seriousness on this issue.

I want to thank the chairman of the
Appropriations Committee, Senator
STEVENS, and Senator GREGG, chair-
man of the Appropriations Subcommit-
tee on Commerce, Justice, State and
Judiciary, for working so closely with
the Foreign Relations Committee on
this provision.

In the past, there has not always
been such a cooperative spirit between
the authorizing and appropriating com-
mittees on funding for foreign affairs
and, therefore, I very much appreciate
the efforts that Senators STEVENS and
GREGG have made to consult with those
of us on the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee.

Indeed, I am supporting this fiscal
year 1997 appropriation to pay U.S. ar-
rears because the bill specifically
states that such funding must be subse-
quently authorized. The language reads
that ‘‘none of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act
for payment of U.S. arrearages to the
United Nations may be obligated or ex-
pended unless such obligation or ex-
penditure is expressly authorized by
the enactment of a subsequent act.’’

This language explicitly reinforces
the role of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee in authorizing or approving any
funding for U.S. arrears. Therefore, let
me make absolutely clear what I be-
lieve must happen before this $100 mil-
lion appropriation for fiscal year 1997
can be expended.

First, as I stated earlier, any legisla-
tion authorizing payment of U.S. ar-
rears must condition such payment on
the achievement of specific, meaning-
ful U.N. reforms.

Second, legislation authorizing any
payment of U.S. arrears must be a
comprehensive, multiyear plan. I would
not support a 1-year authorization bill,
which would simply allow the $100 mil-
lion appropriated in fiscal year 1997 to
be expended, but would fail to outline a
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longer-term vision for how this issue
should be addressed.

U.S. arrears provide crucial and
unique leverage that can help encour-
age the United Nations and its member
states to finally enact budget, person-
nel, and structural changes that will
have a lasting, positive impact on how
the United Nations functions. We
should not squander or dilute this le-
verage by failing to enact comprehen-
sive legislation that lays out exactly
what the United States expects from
the United Nations in exchange for al-
most $1 billion.

Republicans have developed and pro-
posed a 5-year plan to repay all legiti-
mate arrears to the United Nations as
long as specified reforms are achieved.
This 5-year plan is fiscally responsible
because it gives Congress a reasonable
opportunity to find funding for U.S. ar-
rears within the international affairs
budget, known as the 150 account. It is
sensible because it gives the United Na-
tions a realistic timetable for enacting
some of the more difficult reforms. And
it is accountable to the American tax-
payers by ensuring that the dollars the
United States sends to the United Na-
tions will go toward a more efficient
organization.

Just last year, President Clinton pro-
posed a 5-year repayment plan for U.S.
arrears. But this year, the administra-
tion has declined to support our re-
sponsible approach and, instead, in-
sisted that it wants all arrears paid in
full by the end of fiscal year 1999.

As part of this request, the adminis-
tration asked that Congress provide
$100 million for arrears in fiscal year
1998 to give it diplomatic leverage in
negotiating U.N. reforms. With the pro-
vision in S. 672, Congress has indicated
that it is willing to begin paying back
arrears even sooner, provided that an
authorization bill is enacted and pro-
vided that the United Nations meets
the reform conditions stipulated in
that bill for the release of arrears in
fiscal year 1997.

Mr. President, in the next few weeks,
the Foreign Relations Committee will
be moving toward its markup of the
fiscal year 1998–99 State Department
authorization bill. Included in that bill
will be our 5-year plan for paying U.S.
arrears in exchange for U.N. reforms. If
the administration wishes to have
funding available to pay arrears in fis-
cal year 1997 or in future years, it
would do well to give this legislation
more serious consideration and em-
brace its commonsense provisions to
advance meaningful reform at the
United Nations.

Mr. STEVENS. I cannot announce
there will be no more votes, but it is
not our intention to call upon amend-
ments that would require votes to-
night. We do expect to start very early
in the morning and have a vote at ap-
proximately 10 o’clock in the morning
on one amendment and then a period of
debate on Senator BYRD’s amendment
to strike the continuing resolution pro-
posal in the supplemental emergency

bill. We will have a vote on that. It is
our intention to finish this bill tomor-
row evening.

I might say to Senators who have
amendments, I urge them to come and
present their amendments and try to
work out, to the extent we can, time
agreements on obtaining time tomor-
row. It will be very much in short sup-
ply, Mr. President. We are going to
move to go to third reading at or
around 6 o’clock. I say that again: We
are going to move to go to third read-
ing at or around 6 o’clock if that is
parliamentarily possible at that time. I
think it will be.

AMENDMENT NO. 169

(Purpose: To increase the number of units
available for FHA insurance under the
HUD/State Housing Finance Agency Risk-
Sharing program)
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send

amendment No. 169 to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is

a pending amendment.
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside.

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

Mr. STEVENS. For the purposes of
the remaining amendments, I ask the
Reid amendment not come before the
Senate before tomorrow.

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

The clerk will read the amendment.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],

for Mr. BOND, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. D’AMATO,
and Ms. MIKULSKI, proposes an amendment
numbered 169.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 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:
In Title III, Chapter 10, add the following

new section:
SEC. . The first sentence of section

542(c)(4) of the Housing and Community De-
velopment Act of 1992 is amended by striking
out ‘‘on not more than 12,000 units during fis-
cal year 1996’’ and inserting in lieu thereof:
‘‘on not more than 12,000 units during fiscal
year 1996 and not more than an additional
7,500 units during fiscal year 1997.’’.

Mr. STEVENS. This is to increase
the number of units available for FHA
under the HUD/State Housing Finance
Agency Risk-Sharing Program. It is a
matter that deals with adding units for
1997.

It is cosponsored by, as I understand
it, by Senators SARBANES, D’AMATO
and MIKULSKI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
the amendment be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 169) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider
the vote and I move to lay it on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 232, 233, AND 234, EN BLOC

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that three amend-
ments on behalf of Senator CONRAD be
considered and agreed to en bloc. I am
going to send those amendments to the
desk in a minute. These amendments
have been cleared by the chairman and
ranking member of the subcommittee.
They provide additional emergency dis-
aster funding for farm operating loans
and flood plain easements and offset
these additional amounts.

I send these three amendments to the
desk and ask they be considered en
bloc.

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

The clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS]

for Mr. CONRAD, proposes amendments Nos.
232, 233 and 234, en bloc.

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ments be dispensed with.

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

The amendments (Nos. 232, 233, and
234), en bloc, are as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 232

(Purpose: To make an additional $10,000,000
available for the cost of subsidized guaran-
teed farm operating loans under Title II,
Chapter 1)
On page 9, line 21, strike ‘‘emergency in-

sured’’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘direct and
guaranteed’’.

On page 9, line 25, strike ‘‘$18,000,000, to re-
main available until expended’’ and insert in
lieu thereof ‘‘$28,000,000, to remain available
until expended, of which $18,000,000 shall be
available for emergency insured loans and
$10,000,000 shall be available for subsidized
guaranteed operating loans’’.

On page 10, line 3, strike ‘‘$18,000,000’’ and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$28,000,000’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 233

(Purpose: To reduce funding for The Emer-
gency Food Assistance Program commod-
ity purchases to offset emergency disaster
funding for subsidized guaranteed farm op-
erating loans and additional funding for
flood plain easements)
On page 74, between lines 4 and 5, insert:

FOOD AND CONSUMER SERVICE

THE EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Notwithstanding section 27(a) of the Food
Stamp Act, the amount specified for alloca-
tion under such section for fiscal year 1997
shall be $80,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 234

On page 13, line 1, strike ‘‘$161,000,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$171,000,000’’.

On page 13, line 15, strike ‘‘$10,000,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$20,000,000’’.

Mr. STEVENS. They are, as I said,
necessary to assure that funding dur-
ing a disaster period now on emergency
basis are available for farm operating
loans and flood plain easements and
the offsets for those amounts that are
necessary.

I ask the amendments be agreed to
en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments en bloc.
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The amendments (No. 232, 233, and

234), en bloc, were agreed to.
Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider

the vote.
Mr. BYRD. I move to lay it on the

table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
INTERIOR PORTION

Mr. DASCHLE. I would like to en-
gage my colleague Senator GORTON,
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Interior and Related Agencies, in a col-
loquy on the Interior portion of the
bill.

Mr. GORTON. I am happy to do so.
Mr. DASCHLE. As the Senator

knows, the Dakotas and many upper
Midwestern States were battered by a
series of storms this winter and spring.
Many of the States affected by weath-
er-related emergencies are still bat-
tling and will not have a complete or
accurate assessment of the damage
until later this spring. Indian tribes,
many of which live in remote areas, are
among those whose communities suffer
most in this kind of disaster.

Mr. GORTON. I fully appreciate the
sentiments of the Senator from South
Dakota. The President’s request for
emergency funding for the Bureau of
Indian Affairs is $10,800,000. The Appro-
priation Committee’s recommendation,
based on updated information about
the costs associated with these storms,
is $20,566,000. Of the additional amount
included in the committee-reported
bill, $1,059,000 is directly attributable
to the efforts of Senator DASCHLE.

Mr. DASCHLE. I want to thank the
committee for adding $1,059,000 to the
supplemental spending bill for the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs. I am particu-
larly grateful to the efforts of Senators
GORTON, STEVENS and BYRD in working
to ensure sufficient funding in this bill
to mitigate the impacts of this year’s
weather disasters on so many tribes,
including those in South Dakota. It is
my hope that of the funds appropriated
in the bill for the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs, the Bureau will consider the ad-
ditional needs of the Cheyenne River
Sioux Tribe for welfare assistance
costs, the Mni Sose Intertribal Water
Rights Coalition to support their work
in helping the tribes of my region ob-
tain disaster assistance, the Crow
Creek Sioux Tribe for snow removal,
and the Flandreau Santee Sioux Tribe
for snow removal.

Mr. GORTON. I agree that the Bu-
reau should consider the additional
needs you have identified in distribut-
ing the funds provided.

Mr. DASCHLE. Since the markup, I
have received a request for an addi-
tional $1,200,000 for emergency assist-
ance for the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe in
South Dakota. The Crow Creek com-
munity of Fort Thompson suffered
damages that require road repairs,
monitoring and cleanup of sewage, re-
pairs to the tribal administration
building, and repair to the irrigation
pump on the tribal farm. Is it the
chairman’s belief that these repairs

can be accomplished within the funding
provided?

Mr. GORTON. Within the $20,566,000
provided for the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs, an estimated $4,736,000 has been
identified for emergency needs in
South Dakota, including emergency as-
sistance for the Crow Creek Sioux. In
distributing these amounts, I agree
that the Bureau should take into con-
sideration additional needs, including
those of the Crow Creek Sioux, to the
extent that Bureau policy regarding
historical priorities for funding Indian
roads, tribal administration buildings
and irrigation projects is met. In addi-
tion, the Bureau must consider the
availability of funding through other
Federal agencies, including the Federal
Emergency Management Agency and
the Federal Highway Administration’s
emergency road program [ERFO].

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I concur
with the Subcommittee Chairman that
the Bureau should give consideration
to the additional requirements identi-
fied by the Crow Creek Sioux tribe, as
well as other tribes. The funds provided
are to address the most critical health
and safety and emergency response
needs associated with the disasters. If
the additional emergency appropria-
tions are not sufficient to address all
requests from all tribes, the Bureau of
Indian Affairs will have to prioritize
the requests, but they are encouraged
to consider the particular needs in
South Dakota.

Mr. STEVENS. 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. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 59

(Purpose: To strike title VII)
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that it be in order for
me to call up amendment No. 59.

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

The clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.

BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered 59.
On page 81, beginning with line 1, strike all

through page 85, line 9.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the very
last sections of this bill, title VII, be-
ginning on page 81, line 1, through page
85, line 9, contains language which its
proponents call the Government Shut-
down Prevention Act. I believe it could
be more aptly dubbed the Adequate
Oversight Prevention Act. During a
committee markup of this emergency
disaster assistance bill, after consider-
able debate, my motion to strike this
proposal was defeated by a party line
vote of 13 yeas to 15 nays.

The language of title VII is the same
language as is contained in S. 47, which
was introduced some weeks ago by Sen-
ators MCCAIN, HUTCHISON, STEVENS,
and others. The provisions provide that
if any of the 13 regular appropriations
bills for fiscal year 1998 do not become
law prior to the beginning of the fiscal
year on October 1, there will be an
automatic appropriation for each such
program, project or activity contained
in that bill at the arbitrary rate of 98
percent of the funding that was pro-
vided for the program, project or activ-
ity in the corresponding regular appro-
priations act for fiscal year 1997. This
level of funding would continue for
each appropriation bill for the entirety
of fiscal year 1998, unless another con-
tinuing resolution or a separate appro-
priation bill is enacted into law to re-
place it.

If these provisions were in effect for
the entire fiscal year for all 13 regular
appropriations bills, the effect could be
cuts totaling $35 billion, or 7 percent
below President Clinton’s discretionary
budget request. This level of cuts
would cause severe devastation to wor-
thy national efforts in law enforce-
ment, education, transportation and
transportation safety, Health and
Human Services, and a host of other
programs throughout the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Mr. President, I am especially con-
cerned about the impact that this so-
called Government Shutdown Preven-
tion Act would have on our law en-
forcement agencies and the Federal
courts. For these agencies, this pro-
posal would, in fact, be a shutdown bill.
It would itself be a severe setback in
the war on crime and illegal narcotics.
We finally have seen positive results
from our efforts to bolster the Justice
and Treasury Departments and our
anticrime programs. The Bureau of
Justice Statistics’ most recent crime
reports show that we are finally turn-
ing the corner on violent crime in
America. They report a decline of 12.8
percent in violent crime—rape, robbery
and assault. There is far too much
crime in America. But we are starting
to win the war, we hope. We should be
enhancing our efforts, as the Presi-
dent’s budget proposes. Instead, this
shutdown proposal would hurt our law
enforcement agencies, our men and
women in uniform, as much as any ter-
rorist or Mexican drug cartel or gang
or organized crime figure could hope
to. It would cause an about-face and
undercut Federal law enforcement
right in the midst of battle.

Let us look briefly at what this shut-
down proposal would mean to specific
Federal law enforcement agencies.
These are conservative estimates that
were supplied by the agencies them-
selves.

This proposal would cut the Federal
Bureau of Investigation by $261 million
below the President’s budget request.
It would eliminate at least 2,281 posi-
tions, including 965 FBI agents and
1,316 support staff. Reductions would
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include 199 agents that investigate do-
mestic terrorism and 175 agents that
develop capabilities to counter the
threat from chemical, biological, and
nuclear materials. We have been add-
ing positions to the FBI to deal with
terrorist acts like the bombings in
Oklahoma City and at the Atlanta
Olympics. This would reverse the gains
that we have made in mobilizing a Fed-
eral response to domestic and inter-
national terrorism.

Funding would not be available to
complete the new FBI laboratory at
Quantico, VA. We are all concerned
with reports of problems in the oper-
ations of the current laboratory at
headquarters. The FBI must have
state-of-the-art facilities and continue
to be the world’s premier law enforce-
ment forensic laboratory. We need to
complete this $130 million laboratory,
which is so important to Federal, State
and local law enforcement.

Funding would not be available to
continue the telephone carrier compli-
ance effort called for under the Com-
munications Assistance For Law En-
forcement Act. All Senators know just
how rapidly the telecommunications
industry is changing. Telephones are
now portable, and they are adopting
digital technologies. Without funding
for retrofitting telephone switches, we
will be unable to conduct court-ordered
wiretaps of drug dealers and organized
crime and national security threats.
This shutdown proposal would cut the
Drug Enforcement Administration by
$106 million. It would require the DEA
to absorb $36 million in must-pay bills
for cost-of-living adjustments, infla-
tion and contract costs. It would force
DEA to stop hiring agents, and we
would not be able to provide for the 168
new special agents that are proposed in
the President’s budget.

DEA would have to cut back, rather
than increase, its efforts to combat
methamphetamine, or ‘‘meth,’’ as it is
known, and drug trafficking in cocaine
and heroin by the Colombian and Mexi-
can cartels. DEA estimates that this
bill would require a reduction in force
of up to 263 special agents. It would
stop dead in the water DEA’s efforts to
expand mobile enforcement teams that
sweep through rural communities to
weed out drug dealers. And it would se-
verely set back our efforts to combat
illegal narcotics on the southwest bor-
der, in Texas, California, New Mexico
and Arizona.

This shutdown proposal would strike
a blow against our efforts to make
American borders secure against ille-
gal immigration and drug smuggling.
It would devastate the Customs Service
and the Department of the Treasury
and the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service in the Department of Jus-
tice. The proposal would cut $64 mil-
lion and 201 agents from the U.S. Cus-
toms Service. It would result in reduc-
tions in antismuggling and drug-inter-
diction efforts, efforts that are impor-
tant in keeping American borders safe
and secure.

But reductions in staffing are only
one component of keeping the borders
secure. The reduction would also delay
acquisition of high-energy detection
systems and eliminate funding for bor-
der passenger processing systems.
These systems identify attempts to
smuggle illegal chemicals, refrigerants,
and illegal aliens across the border.
The reduction would also delay funding
for the automated targeting system,
which increases Customs’ capability to
conduct intensive border inspection.

This proposal would destroy the
progress that we have made in building
up the capability of the Border Patrol
and the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service. These efforts really start-
ed with hearings on illegal immigra-
tion that I held in 1994 when I served as
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee. The INS advises that this bill
would require the reduction of $385 mil-
lion and would severely impact major
enforcement programs such as deten-
tion and deportation, investigations,
work site enforcement, and the appre-
hension of illegal aliens. This bill
would stop dead in their tracks our ef-
forts to build up the Border Patrol by
1,000 agents per year. We just re-
affirmed this commitment in last
year’s immigration bill. The Border
Patrol and INS advise that if they have
to operate at 2 percent below current
levels during fiscal year 1998, they will
have to eliminate at least 1,671 person-
nel that were added just this year.

One of the real success stories in Fed-
eral law enforcement has been our Bu-
reau of Prisons. We are putting away
more criminals under lock and key and
keeping them away from the public for
longer periods. I fear that this shut-
down bill would reverse this progress.
The prison system advises us that this
bill would require a reduction of $119
million from the President’s budget re-
quest. They would be unable to acti-
vate a new medium security prison in
Beaumont, TX. There would be no
funds for the annualization costs of six
new prisons scheduled for activation
this year, resulting in the loss of more
than 7,300 beds. We have been funding
new construction. Now we need to have
the money to staff and operate these
institutions. Overcrowding would in-
crease to 23 percent for the overall Fed-
eral prison system, rather than the
planned goal of 12 percent for fiscal
year 1998. Of course, we have learned
that overcrowding is unsafe and often
leads to institutional disturbances. Mr.
President, we should not and we must
not risk the safety of our dedicated
correctional officers who serve in the
Federal prisons throughout this coun-
try.

This shutdown proposal would re-
quire the reduction of $110 million and
at least 280 personnel at the U.S. attor-
ney offices across the country. This
would impact our ability to prosecute
violent criminals and criminal aliens.
In case after case, from the current
Oklahoma City bombing case in Denver
to the World Trade Center bombing

case, we turn to dedicated assistant
U.S. attorneys to represent the people
of the United States. All our investiga-
tions by the FBI, DEA and other agen-
cies will come to naught; our investiga-
tions of the Mafia, drug traffickers,
terrorists and violent criminals will be
meaningless if we cannot rely on our
prosecutors to fight in court and gain a
conviction for these criminals. This
provision would reduce prosecutors, in-
crease caseloads, and delay prosecu-
tion.

This is a bad idea. This proposal
would force the U.S. marshals to elimi-
nate 61 positions hired in fiscal year
1997. The marshals are responsible for
custody of presentenced Federal pris-
oners, finding fugitives, administering
the court security program, and pro-
tection of Federal judges. They have
advised us that with this reduction of
$28 million, they would be unable to
complete security improvements and
projects at prisoner transportation
holding areas. Since Oklahoma City,
we have tried to build up court secu-
rity with equipment and security
guards, and we must not let down our
guard.

I would be remiss if I did not discuss
this proposal’s impact on the Federal
judiciary, our third branch of the Gov-
ernment. In short, the impact would be
devastating. It would require a reduc-
tion of $425 million from the budget re-
quest for the courts. It would require
the reduction of over 3,500 positions.
The judiciary estimates that appellate
and district courts would be reduced by
almost 1,200 positions. There would be
reduced staff in courtrooms for filings,
motions, pleadings and scheduling of
cases. The bankruptcy court’s clerk’s
offices would be forced to eliminate ap-
proximately 1,000 clerks. This reduc-
tion would increase the backlog in is-
suing discharges, closing cases and
processing claims. Probation and pre-
trial services would be reduced by ap-
proximately 1,330 positions. The super-
vision of offenders and defendants
would be cut in half. Panel attorney
payments would have to be suspended
as early as July 1998. Mr. President,
what we are talking about is failing to
provide for basic constitutional rights
like the right to be represented by
counsel.

For education, the effects of full-year
funding for 1998 at 98 percent of 1997
levels would also do great harm. Col-
lege aid would be cut by $1.8 billion,
400,000 students would lose Pell grants,
52,000 children would be cut from Head
Start, and aid to 2,000 local school dis-
tricts would be cut.

For Health and Human Services, dra-
matic cuts would occur to the NIH,
Ryan White and the Indian Health
Service and, moreover, WIC would
serve several hundred thousand fewer
women, infants and children in 1998,
and the Veterans Administration
would have to deny care to 200,000 vet-
erans.

In the area of transportation safety,
the FAA would be unable to hire the
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additional 500 air traffic controllers,
325 flight inspection and certification
personnel and 173 security staff in-
cluded in the 1998 budget.

Why anyone would think that enact-
ing such a measure is a good idea is be-
yond me. Should we fail to enact one of
the 13 bills, this so-called automatic
measure would go into effect for up to
1 year, making mindless cuts in many
beneficial programs like the ones I
have mentioned, and yet all the while
continuing funding in other programs
that may have been slated for elimi-
nation because they are no longer
needed.

This is mindless legislating. It is
very much like saying because we have
missed the deadline for the budget res-
olution, which we have by more than 2
weeks this year already, we should
enact legislation which says we will
just use last year’s budget resolution
minus 2 percent across the board and
get on with our business.

Furthermore, the same delayed budg-
et resolution has made it highly likely
the Senate will be unable to pass all of
the appropriations bills in a timely
fashion and, therefore, highly likely
that this automatic provision will be
used. This is not to mention the obvi-
ous possible misuse of the automatic
provision which could be employed by
the majority if it were intent on cut-
ting certain programs and could not
get the minority or the President to go
along. All that has to occur is for an
appropriations bill to conveniently bog
down beyond October 1, and the cuts I
have previously mentioned could very
magically occur without further con-
sideration by the Appropriations Com-
mittee and without any further vote by
the Senate.

I appreciate the ingenuity and the
political acuity demonstrated by the
authors of this device, but I would like
to remind us all that making political
trump cards on an emergency disaster
bill may not be appreciated by the
American people, especially the disas-
ter victims who are waiting for our
help.

It should be obvious to everyone that
this is some kind of political ploy, else
the attempt would not be made to at-
tach it to a bill the President naturally
would find very difficult to veto. In
fact, if one can believe what one reads
in the press, the reasons for this pro-
posal are set out rather starkly in an
article which appeared in the April 18,
1997 issue of a publication called Inside
the New Congress. That publication
discusses this so-called automatic CR
provision under a heading entitled
‘‘Automatic PR.’’

Mr. President, I will continue my
statement in support of my amend-
ment on tomorrow. I yield the floor.

Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ari-
zona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I under-
stand the concern of the Senator from
West Virginia. I hope that he will then

understand why the Senator from
Texas, Senator HUTCHISON, and I have
an amendment to raise the spending to
a full 100 percent of the previous year
rather than 98 percent, rather than
force the impact that the Senator from
West Virginia, as always, so eloquently
described. So, therefore, I hope that
the Senator from West Virginia will
have no objection to a unanimous-con-
sent request to lay aside his amend-
ment so I can bring up my amendment,
No. 112, which calls for 100 percent
funding at the previous year’s level
and, that way, I hope that most of the
concerns that the Senator from West
Virginia has will be allayed and he
then, of course, hopes that many of his
concerns he voiced will be addressed.

So, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent to lay aside the pending
amendment and call up amendment No.
112.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I object for
the time being. It might not be that on
tomorrow morning I will have objec-
tion. I am not sure. I would just
like——

Mr. MCCAIN. I say to the Senator
from West Virginia, if he will yield.

Mr. BYRD. Yes.
Mr. MCCAIN. I, of course, will have

to make a motion to table the amend-
ment of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia and ask for an immediate vote,
because I believe that it is only fair to
raise the spending level to 100 percent.
I think that it is important for us to do
that. I think the Senator from West
Virginia, or his staff, knew that Sen-
ator HUTCHISON and I had planned on
doing that when the original schedule
was we were going to bring up his
amendment and ours tomorrow morn-
ing.

So I hope that the Senator from West
Virginia will agree to allow our amend-
ment for 100 percent funding to be con-
sidered and his amendment be laid
aside.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, as I say, I
might not object tomorrow morning,
but as of now, I would like to object
and give the matter a little thought.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The Senator from Ari-
zona has the floor.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I intend
to talk for quite a while on the issue
and hope that perhaps sometime this
evening the Senator from West Vir-
ginia will find it agreeable to raise the
spending level, which is a very impor-
tant part of this legislation, to 100 per-
cent.

Frankly, I do not understand the ra-
tionale of why we cannot go ahead and
just have that done and move forward
with the debate on the issue itself. The
issue itself is whether we are going to
subject the American people, citizens,
both Federal workers and non-Federal
workers, to the hardship and the in-
credible discomfort and sometimes the
wrecking of entire lives as a result of a
shutdown of the Government.

In 1995, there were thousands of peo-
ple in my State, non-Federal workers—

non-Federal workers—who, unfortu-
nately, were dislocated because of the
shutdown of the Government and,
therefore, not allowed to ever recover
as the Federal workers were.

Some people have questioned what
we are trying to do here and why. Per-
haps their memories are not as good as
mine as to the impact on my State and
the Nation. I received this information
from the Office of Management and
Budget.

The National Park Service facilities
were closed. On an average day, 383,000
people visit National Park Service fa-
cilities. Potential per day losses for
businesses in communities adjacent to
national parks could reach $14 million
due to reduced recreational tourism.

As a result of the closing of Yosemite
National Park, Mariposa County de-
clared a state of emergency and asked
Governor Wilson of California to de-
clare the county an economic disaster
area and, therefore, eligible for State
aid.

Access to and use of national forests
was restricted. The Forest Service-op-
erated campgrounds, monuments and
visitor centers were closed in the 155
national forests. No timber sales ac-
tivities, including preparation, adver-
tising and award of sales, occurred.
Harvesting continued for sales awarded
prior to the shutdown.

FHA mortgages and housing vouch-
ers were halted. On an average day, the
Federal Housing Administration proc-
esses 2,500 home purchase loans and re-
financing totaling $230 million worth of
mortgage loans for moderate- and low-
income working families nationwide.

Last January of 1996, HUD was un-
able to renew 49,000 vouchers and other
section 8 rental subsidies for low- and
moderate-income households, which
could have led to the eviction of those
families.

Applications for passports were not
processed. Foreign visitors were unable
to obtain visas. On an average day, the
State Department receives 23,000 appli-
cations for passports. On an average
day, the State Department issues 20,000
visas to visitors, who spend an average
of $3,000 on their trips, for a total of $60
million. Foreign students studying in
the United States and home for the
holidays were unable to obtain visas to
return to the United States for their
classes.

Veterans’ benefits were not delivered.
When the continuing resolution pro-
vided funding for certain benefits and
payments, it expired and consequently
contractors providing services and sup-
plies to hospitals were not paid and
benefits for January were not paid in
February.

In addition, approximately 170,000
veterans did not receive their Decem-
ber Montgomery GI bill education ben-
efits and did not receive benefits in
January. Funding had lapsed for proc-
essing veterans’ claims, for rehabilita-
tion counseling, and veterans were un-
able to obtain VA guaranteed home
loans.
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Programs for the elderly were at

risk. Some 600,000 elderly Americans
faced the loss of Meals on Wheels,
transportation, and personal care pro-
vided by the Health and Human Serv-
ices Administration on Aging because
the continuing resolution was not
passed.

Contractors that handled Medicare
claims were not paid. Approximately
24,000 contracting employees were in-
volved in paying Medicare claims
which averages about $3.5 billion per
week, and most had to self-finance pay-
rolls and other expenses or stop their
activities. Federal funds to States for
Medicaid were limited and will be lim-
ited in the case of another shutdown.
In December 22 States received only 40
percent of the estimated quarterly pay-
ment for Medicaid. Without further ac-
tion, the Federal match for Medicaid
and its 36 million beneficiaries, includ-
ing 18 million children, would have run
out in late January.

Mr. President, I intend to talk more
about the impact of the shutdown last
time and the potential impact this
time of a shutdown.

Let me just say that in some quar-
ters, the Congress of the United States
is not held in the highest esteem. When
we shut down the Government because
of our failure to agree with the Presi-
dent of the United States, that esteem
plummets even further. What we did to
the American people, average citizens
who had no control over the situation,
in December of 1995, is unconscionable
and should not and cannot be repeated.

The whole purpose of what Senator
HUTCHISON and I are trying to do, with
the able leadership and assistance of
the Senator from Alaska, is to make
sure it does not happen again. We can-
not let this kind of thing happen again.
Too many innocent lives are injured
and harmed permanently.

I understand the very eloquent state-
ment of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia about what a shutdown would do
at 98 percent. That is why the Senator
from Texas and I are willing to raise it
to 100 percent of the previous year’s
funding. Every program will be funded
at the previous year’s funding level
until such time as there is agreement.

Mr. President, there are many other
arguments that have been made
against this shutdown-of-the-Govern-
ment provision, one of them being per-
haps there would be no incentive for
the executive branch and legislative
branch to agree on an appropriations
bill.

We all know that there are many,
many issues addressed in appropria-
tions bills, far more than I would like,
many of which I have complained
about from time to time. There are pol-
icy changes, if I may be so crass, a
great deal of earmarked spending
which I have objected to from time to
time.

It is still clearly in the interest for
there to be an agreement. And it is
still clearly in our interest to work to-
gether with the President of the United

States. But, Mr. President, the option
of such irresponsible behavior on the
part of both branches that we would
shut down the Government again is not
thinkable and inexcusable, and I will
not be a party—I will not be a party—
to a situation again where the citizens
of my State, who I am responsible for,
when I have that responsibility will
suffer as they did.

I note that the Senator from Wyo-
ming is in the chair as the Presiding
Officer. He knows the devastation that
was wreaked in the national park—I
believe Grand Teton in Jackson Hole—
when the national park was shut down.
We cannot have that repetition, and
will not. And I would hope that the ad-
ministration would continue to nego-
tiate with us so we can avoid this and
at the same time come to an agree-
ment where we can prevent a future
shutdown of the Government.

I would hope that the Senator from
West Virginia would change his mind
and agree to setting aside his amend-
ment so that we may take up the 100
percent funding. And I intend to make
that motion in a very short time again.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from
Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
want to thank my colleague from Ari-
zona for his leadership in this area, be-
cause actually the Senator from Ari-
zona and I have talked about this ever
since the Government shutdown and
then last year when we did not have a
shutdown, but it really was not the
normal course of negotiations when
you get toward that September 30
deadline.

We have a freestanding bill that will
in fact take care of the needs of Gov-
ernment after September 30, if we do
not have an appropriations agreement.
But then when we started looking at
the fact that this is the supplemental
appropriations bill, the first bill that
has really hit the floor from the Appro-
priations Committee—it is May—if we
waited much later than this I think
perhaps agencies could say, ‘‘Well, but
we can’t plan.’’

I think it is important that the Fed-
eral agencies know exactly what is
going to happen. I think it is impor-
tant that we lay the groundwork in the
first bill that we have on the floor in
May before the September 30 deadline
of how the process of appropriations is
really going to work.

So that is why Senator MCCAIN and I
introduced this, which we actually
thought and hoped would have biparti-
san support. We thought that if we did
something that would say this is the
way we are going to do it, if we put it
on the table, that everybody would
agree, because clearly no one wants to
shut down Government. The President
certainly does not. I am sure the dis-
tinguished minority leader from North
Dakota does not. I am sure that Sen-

ator BYRD from West Virginia would
not want to shut down the Govern-
ment, and neither do any of us.

So what we are trying to do is say,
how can we accomplish this in an or-
derly way? Senator MCCAIN and I and
Senator LOTT and Senator STEVENS be-
lieve that this is the time to do it, so
that we are not talking in the heat of
a negotiation that is not going well on
September the 29th of this year. What
we are saying is we are going to run
Government responsibly.

We had 98 percent of the 1997 expendi-
ture level. Since that original amend-
ment was filed, there has been a budget
agreement. There has been a budget
agreement between the President and
Congress that has yet to pass Congress
but nevertheless it is laying some pa-
rameters of higher spending levels
going into 1998. But what we do not
have is exactly what the policy is going
to be in that 1998 level of expenditure.
So there still is going to be negotiation
about where the appropriations go
within an agency’s budget and what
the policies might be.

So it is very important that we con-
tinue to work on making sure that we
do not have a Government shutdown
because there may be legitimate dis-
agreements that cannot be solved by
September 30. Of course, we hope they
will be solved, but we all have seen
that many times this has not happened
because we have a President who is a
Democrat and we have a Congress that
is Republican, and sometimes our pri-
orities are different. And we need the
ability to negotiate in good faith with-
out the hammer of a shutdown of Gov-
ernment over our heads.

So since we had the budget agree-
ment that came into play that does
have higher spending levels for 1998,
Senator MCCAIN and I are willing to go
from 98 percent to 100 percent, because
letting the agencies continue to spend
at the same levels that they are spend-
ing now seems to be reasonable since
we now know that the levels will be
higher.

There was a time last year when the
President submitted his budget that
the spending levels were not higher.
Congress, in its original budget resolu-
tion, did not have the same 1998 level of
expenditures. They are higher. So now
that we know that, I think the 100 per-
cent of present spending is certainly
reasonable.

You know, I go back to what I said in
the first place. If you cannot continue
to run Government at a 2 percent dis-
count or 100 percent of what you had
last year, then you probably should not
be managing a Federal agency because
everybody has had to cut their budgets
from time to time. They have had to
cut them a lot more than 2 percent in
small businesses around our country,
in families that are trying to make
ends meet because they have two kids
in college at the same time. People
have to stretch. And they do not quite
understand why their hard-earned tax
dollars are out there and we cannot cut
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back 2 percent on Government expendi-
tures that are actually their expendi-
tures because they are paying for this
Government.

But 100 percent, since we are going to
be going to higher levels, is fine and I
can go along with that. I am certainly
willing to try to make sure that we do
not disrupt Government, but I think we
need to take the step. I think we need
to go forward and say, here is how we
are going to run the appropriations
process. I think every American can
understand that if we do not have the
ability to negotiate, without the threat
of shutting down Government, that we
are not going to be able to stand on our
principles. Perhaps the President does
not feel that he can stand on his prin-
ciples. And we would like to be able to
do that and come to terms in the nor-
mal course of business.

So that is why we are trying to plan
ahead. That is why we are trying to
make sure that the Government is not
shut down, that Federal employees who
would like to come to work, but cannot
because it is a law that they cannot,
are not in any way put to the test of
wondering if they are going to be able
to make ends meet because their salary
will not be there. I cannot imagine, in
my wildest dreams, that Congress
would not pay the salaries of people
who would like to come to work but
cannot because of some artificial dead-
line that says Government stops if we
do not have an appropriations bill.

So we are trying to keep that from
happening so that Federal employees
will not be forced to take leave, so that
veterans will not worry whether their
benefits are going to be there, so that
people who are traveling back from
college to home will not be unable to
do that because perhaps they do not
have their passport, so that people will
not be inconvenienced with their long-
awaited family vacation to the Grand
Canyon or the Washington Monument.
I think it is important that we take
this process step.

There is one other point I think is
very important to make. And Senator
STEVENS has made it many times on
the floor, but I think it bears repeat-
ing, because there is somehow the im-
plication that the flood victims in
North Dakota, with whom all of us
have great sympathy, might not get
the payments they need to start re-
building.

In fact, Mr. President, they are get-
ting the money now. There is no hold-
up in the emergency money that the
flood victims are getting for rebuilding
their homes or their office buildings. In
fact, they are getting that money now.
What we are talking about is a supple-
mental appropriations that would refill
the coffers of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency so that it will be
ready for the next emergency. And we
are trying to make sure that we cover
all the expenditures that we are having
to make right now.

But does anyone, for 1 minute, think
that the loan processors and the people

who are processing the claims of the
flood victims in North Dakota are sit-
ting there waiting for an appropria-
tions bill to come through? Does any-
one really believe that that is not
going forward right now? I hope not,
because nothing could be further from
the truth.

In fact, the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency is on the job. They are
on the spot. They are beginning to re-
build in North Dakota. And the money
is there for them, as it should be. But
what we are talking about is making
sure that the money that is being spent
now is replenished. So we have time to
do this in the right way.

I think many people are concerned
that there are other parts of this bill
besides the emergency appropriations
supplemental for North Dakota flood
victims and for the people who are
serving in Bosnia that—in fact, I would
just make the same point for those in
Bosnia who are serving there. They are
not not getting what they would have.
It is not as if this billion dollars that
we are appropriating is going to do
something that they do not now have.
We are giving our young men and
women who are protecting our coun-
try—if they are deployed to Bosnia on
that mission, they are getting every-
thing that they need to do that job.

But what we are talking about in this
supplemental appropriations is replen-
ishing the money that has been taken
out of the Department of Defense for
training, for equipment, for spare
parts, for quality of life issues, such as
housing and pay raises for our mili-
tary.

We are putting the money back in
that has been spent from the Depart-
ment of Defense. And the Department
of Defense does indeed need that
money. And we are going to make sure
that it goes in so that we do not inter-
rupt the training and the equipment
purchases and the spare parts pur-
chases and the airplane purchases that
are needed for our Defense Department.

So we are replenishing the coffers,
but no one that is on a mission in
Bosnia or a flood victim in North Da-
kota is not getting the services that
have been authorized in previous legis-
lation, previous bills for the Federal
Emergency Management Agency.

So I want to make sure that every-
one understands the money is going
out. But there are some concerns
among many of our colleagues on both
sides of the aisle about some of the
other parts of the bill. There are some
clearly nonemergency, nonsupple-
mental needs that are being met in this
bill. And I think some people are ques-
tioning whether maybe that should be
put off to an appropriations process
that is not in any way supplemental
but is just the normal course of busi-
ness.

So I think certainly debate is war-
ranted. We do not want to in any way
rush something through, because the
people that need this money are get-
ting the money that they need. I hope

that we will be able to move forward on
this.

I hope that at some point all of us
will be able to vote on a continuing
resolution that will assure that our
Government goes along in an orderly
way, that we also are able to negotiate
in an orderly way on September 30 of
this year if we do still have differences.
We need to provide for those dif-
ferences in an orderly way. And that is
what our bill is trying to do.

I certainly appreciate the leadership
of the Senator from Arizona. I am cer-
tainly with him on the McCain-
Hutchison Government Shutdown Pre-
vention Act which we believe very
strongly is a matter of principle, it is a
matter of responsible Government, it is
a matter of fulfilling our responsibility
to the Federal employees who serve our
country, to the men and women in uni-
form that serve our country, to the
people of our country who depend on
Government services, such as running
the parks and passports and veterans’
benefits. All of these people deserve to
know that we will make sure that they
are taken care of in an orderly way,
even if we have not been able to come
to agreements on some appropriations
bills by September 30.

Thank you, Mr. President.
I certainly appreciate once again the

Senator from Arizona coming up and
trying to make sure that we talk about
this in an orderly way.

I yield the floor.
Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ari-
zona.

Mr. MCCAIN. I want to thank the
Senator from Texas for her commit-
ment to the people of her State and her
efforts now for a long time to make
sure that never again do we put the
American people through the trauma
of a Government shutdown.

I, as a conservative, believe in a
minimal role of Government, but I am
not a Libertarian. I do believe that
there is a role for Government, and
that is to provide basic and fundamen-
tal services to our citizens. That did
not happen during the Government
shutdown. I think we have an obliga-
tion to see that it does not happen
again.

Mr. President, I want to point out
again, we have been in negotiations
with the White House on this issue. I
believe the President of the United
States, along with the Senator from
West Virginia, who has many Federal
workers in his State and many people
who are dependent on the Federal Gov-
ernment, does not want another shut-
down of the Government. I am still
hopeful that at some point before we
have a real showdown here and a pos-
sible veto of this very much needed
supplemental appropriations bill,
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions bill, that we can get an agree-
ment worked out that would prevent a
shutdown of the Government ever
again.
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I have a lot to say, and I know that

the Senator from West Virginia does,
too. In fact, we were discussing the
outlines of a unanimous consent agree-
ment where the Senator from West Vir-
ginia would consume about 21⁄2 hours
tomorrow on this issue before we would
vote on it. I look forward to that de-
bate. I do not think we will need that
much time.

I always pay attention to the argu-
ments and discussions of the issues as
articulated by the Senator from West
Virginia. There is no one more re-
spected in this body than the Senator
from West Virginia. Some day he may
leave, I am sure it will be after I do,
but if and when he ever does, we will
lose the corporate memory and the
standards of conduct and behavior that
was handed down to us by our prede-
cessors. That flame is kept alive by the
Senator from West Virginia. Over the
past 10 years when I have been in the
Senate in the company of the Senator
from West Virginia, we have engaged in
spirited but always respectful debate,
occasionally on issues that the Senator
from West Virginia feels the most pas-
sionate about—the line-item veto, of
course, comes to mind.

I must admit again—I am almost
sorry I brought it up—but I must admit
again that the Senator from West Vir-
ginia has won the first round, a major
victory in a Supreme Court decision
concerning the line-item veto. I say to
my friend from West Virginia the
words of the famous philosopher Casey
Stengel, ‘‘It isn’t over till it’s over,’’
and I am glad the U.S. Supreme Court
has expedited their procedures to give
us a final rendering on this issue.

I yield to the Senator from Texas for
a question.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
correct the RECORD, because it was in
fact the great philosopher Yogi Berra
who said, ‘‘It ain’t over till it’s over.’’
I did not want that to go unchallenged.

Mr. MCCAIN. I thank the Senator
from Texas, who is always in tune with
the world’s great philosophers, for cor-
recting me on that, and I appreciate
that.

But back to the issue at hand, I hope
the Senator from West Virginia recog-
nizes that I do take to heart his admo-
nitions concerning a 98-percent funding
as opposed to a full funding. It is clear-
ly our intention to make this 100 per-
cent funding, and that we could debate
this issue on those parameters. I think
it would be not as useful for us to be
conducting this debate on this issue of
the Prevention of the Shutdown of
Government Act under conditions
which would not prevail in the event of
a final vote on this issue.

I respectfully, again, request the Sen-
ator from West Virginia if he would
allow me to raise this to 100 percent
and perhaps we could adjourn and dis-
cuss this issue tomorrow where we
would have more attention from our
colleagues and the American people. I
do not mind debating and discussing
this issue tonight, and the Senator

from West Virginia and I have spent
many evenings in debate and discus-
sion, but I think with the importance
of this issue, that it deserves tomorrow
where we have, frankly, our friends in
the media who will pay more attention
and perhaps report this issue to the
American people in a more accurate
fashion than tonight.

So, having said all that, I request of
my friend from West Virginia if I could
make a unanimous consent agreement
to set aside the pending amendment
and call up amendment 112 for purposes
of consideration and voice vote, and
then return to the amendment of the
Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, first of all, I appreciate very much
the kind remarks that the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona has
made in my direction. I can reciprocate
by saying there is no Senator in this
body who works harder, and few, per-
haps, who work as hard and as effec-
tively as does the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arizona. He amazes me with
his ability to come up with amend-
ments on almost every bill, and he
seems to be conversant on virtually
any subject to come before the Senate.
I admire him for that.

Mr. President, whether it is 98 per-
cent or 100 percent, I have to oppose
such an amendment. I join with the
Senator in expressing the hope that we
can discuss this tomorrow where we,
hopefully, will have a larger audience.

I prefer not to accede to his request
tonight. I have lined up several speak-
ers who are ready to speak on this lan-
guage that is in the bill, and that is the
language I attempted to strike in the
committee earlier when we had mark-
up. The Senator will get a vote one
way or another on his proposal, I am
sure. I hope, however, he would not
press the request tonight, and let us re-
turn in the morning and think about it
overnight. It may be I would accede to
the request then, or I might not. But
whether I do, he will find ways to get a
vote on his amendment, or, as he says,
he will move to table mine. He has sev-
eral alternatives open to him. I hope
we would not press the matter tonight,
and we will come back, and, after a
good night’s rest, I will be prepared to
take another look at it.

So I am constrained to object to-
night, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am, of
course, disappointed in the response of
the Senator from West Virginia. I
guess at this time I have to con-
template an amendment to table the
motion of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia based on the grounds that if
other speakers came and spoke on this
issue, Mr. President, they would not be
speaking about it in its entirety, in its
actuality, when the entire Senate
would decide on this issue.

In fact, I have already gotten a taste
of that debate by saying that it would
make all these draconian cuts to dif-

ferent programs, et cetera. I do not feel
it is appropriate not to have an agree-
ment that we should debate the issue
as the Senator from Texas and I in-
tended. I say that with all respect. I do
not think it is appropriate not to have
a debate and discussion until the true
parameters and the intention of the
sponsors of the amendment are taken
into consideration.

So, Mr. President, in a moment I will
suggest the absence of a quorum and
then decide as to whether I will move
to table, and call for a recorded vote at
this time.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll. The assistant
legislative clerk proceeded to call.

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

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

Mr. STEVENS. We had almost ar-
ranged for an amendment to be called
up at 9 o’clock, to be voted on at 10
o’clock, and I discussed with Senator
BYRD, does the Senator have any objec-
tion if we set aside this situation now
and took up that other amendment and
have it argued between 9 o’clock and 10
o’clock and come back to this amend-
ment at 10 o’clock.

Mr. MCCAIN. I think that would be a
reasonable compromise. I thank the
Senator for his indulgence.

Mr. STEVENS. I am informed an-
other Senator involved in that cannot
be here before 10 o’clock.

Mr. MCCAIN. I do not see any other
option I have except to move to table
the amendment.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, under
the circumstances, under the informal
agreements we have entered into be-
fore, I ask the vote on that motion to
table be carried over until 10 o’clock in
the morning; is that agreeable?

Mr. MCCAIN. Yes.
Mr. STEVENS. The vote will not

occur tonight, and we will try to work
in another amendment and take up
this vote on this motion to table at a
later time.

Mr. MCCAIN. I say, in due respect to
the Senator from Alaska, I cannot
agree at this moment that we will not
have a recorded vote on a motion to
table tonight. I have to reserve that
right.

Mr. STEVENS. That is correct, be-
cause we still have to ask for unani-
mous consent, Senator, and we have
not gotten that. I stated that is our in-
tent not to have a vote tonight. We
will try to work out this triangle and
see if we can get the other amendment
in before the vote, and if we can, we
will do our best.

Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll. The assistant
legislative clerk proceeded to call.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I want

to make it clear to the Senator from
West Virginia that I am not trying to
preclude debate and discussion on his
amendment, and I would like to have
an agreement which would allow, obvi-
ously, what the Senator from Texas
and I are seeking, and that is raising to
a 100 percent level, but also I would not
presume, after all these years, to make
a motion to table which would prevent
the Senator from West Virginia in
making full use of whatever time he
feels necessary to debate this very im-
portant issue. I want to make that
clear.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator for his char-
acteristic courtesy and generosity. I
would hope that we could wait until to-
morrow so we could have more time, so
that others on my side could be here to
participate in the debate. And may I
say, it may very well be that, by the
time the sun rises on tomorrow, I may
decide to remove my objection and let
the Senator proceed with his amend-
ment.

Mr. STEVENS. May I inquire if the
Senator would agree that we could
come in and start the debate earlier? I
know the Senator didn’t want to vote
until later because of other Senators’
arrival. Would the Senator agree that
we could come back on the bill before
10? We are trying to finish by 6 o’clock
tomorrow night. So the proceedings at
that time could start.

Mr. BYRD. Could we begin at 9:30?
Mr. STEVENS. I would be delighted.

I shall convey that to the leader. That
will not be a vote; that will be contin-
ued debate.

Mr. BYRD. Exactly. Leave every-
thing in the status quo until that mo-
ment.

Mr. STEVENS. We have other agree-
ments we may get tonight pertaining
to other Members. I will go back to a
quorum call if everybody is finished.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment of the Senator from West
Virginia be set aside and the amend-
ment which is at the desk, No. 112, be
called up for immediate consideration.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object. I hope that the
Senator will simply ask unanimous
consent that the ‘‘98 percent’’ be
changed to ‘‘100 percent’’ so that my
amendment may not be set aside.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MCCAIN. MR. PRESIDENT, I ASK
UNANIMOUS CONSENT THAT THE PENDING

AMENDMENT BE RAISED FROM ‘‘98 PER-
CENT’’ TO ‘‘100 PERCENT’’ OF FUNDING.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For clar-
ification, the words ‘‘98 percent’’ ap-
pear on line 19 of page 81; is that where
you are changing that?

Mr. MCCAIN. Yes. I asked that it be
changed to 100 percent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, again, I

thank the Senator from West Virginia,
as always, for his courtesy. I look for-
ward to a spirited elocution and in-
formative debate on tomorrow.

I thank the Senator from West Vir-
ginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
to associate myself with comments
made previously by my colleagues,
Senator MCCAIN and Senator
HUTCHISON. I rise in support of the Gov-
ernment Shutdown Prevention Act and
the efforts to add this to the supple-
mental appropriations bill. This provi-
sion will create a statutory continuing
resolution to safeguard Federal and
military pay in the event of a Govern-
ment shutdown. Further, it would pro-
vide for continuing appropriations for
key Government functions in the event
of a spending impasse like we suffered
in 1995.

This provision, when attached to the
emergency supplemental, will only
take effect if the appropriations acts
do not become law or if there is no con-
tinuing resolution in place at the be-
ginning of the new fiscal year on Octo-
ber 1.

Although I am a strong supporter of
the balanced budget and the reconcili-
ation process, I am deeply concerned
that our Federal employees could again
be held hostage to the politics of the
budget process between the Congress
and the administration. Our Nation’s
dedicated civilian and uniformed Fed-
eral personnel should never again be
penalized for the inability of Congress
and the administration to agree on
spending priorities.

As stated in a 1991 GAO report on
Government shutdowns, closing the
Government does not save money. In
fact, the GAO reported that a mere 3-
day workweek shutdown would cost
taxpayers between $245 and $600 mil-
lion. In this time of tight budgetary
constraints, such irresponsible actions
make no sense.

Mr. President, with more than 300,000
Federal employees and retirees in the
Commonwealth of Virginia, the effects
of a Government shutdown, even one of
a short duration, would be devastating
to our local economy.

The impact of the shutdown over the
1996 Federal budget spread beyond just
our Federal employees in the metro-
politan Washington region. It caused a
ripple effect well beyond the Capital
Beltway. From trips canceled due to
lack of passports; to the closure of our

National Parks and the economic im-
pact on those communities who depend
on tourists for their economic well-
being; to our prisons and VA hospitals
that must ask vendors to supply food
on credit—the shutdown created havoc.

Federal employee are not the only
group that is affected by a Federal
Government shutdown. Thousands of
companies, who contract with the Gov-
ernment, would be impacted unless a
safety net is in place. These firms are
dependent upon revenues for services
and goods rendered, in order to keep
their doors open and to continue pay-
ing their employees.

By an overwhelming majority, the
American people are still fearful of the
reoccurrence of a Government shut-
down. Our Federal employees remem-
ber November 14, 1995, and the follow-
ing 6-day shutdown as Congress feuded
over the 1996 Federal budget, at a total
cost to the taxpayer of $800 million.
They remember December 15, 1995,
when the Government shut down again,
this time for 21 days, at a total cost of
$520 million.

I applaud the Republican leadership
of Senator MCCAIN and Senator
HUTCHISON. By providing this safety
net against a potential trainwreck, we
are changing the way that Government
does business. We cannot continue
business as usual when we play politics
and appear cavalier in attitude toward
our Federal employees—both civilian
and military.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, the
bill before us addresses the effects of
natural disasters which occurred in the
Midwest and California. I would like,
right now, to address a portion of the
bill that is designed to prevent a man-
made disaster. That provision, the safe-
ty net continuing resolution for fiscal
year 1998, would, as Senator MCCAIN
has made clear, prevent a Government
shutdown in the event the regular an-
nual appropriation bills are not en-
acted into law by October 1.

Mr. President, just over a year ago,
on April 26, 1996, President Clinton
signed legislation which ended a 7
month budget stalemate. That stale-
mate involved no fewer than 15 con-
tinuing resolutions, 2 full-fledged Gov-
ernment shutdowns—one lasting a
record 27 days—and numerous Presi-
dential vetoes. By President Clinton’s
own account, it cost the taxpayers $1.5
billion.

But the costs of this shutdown went
beyond this $1.5 billion. Thousands
upon thousands of Federal employees
were furloughed. Thousands of small
businesses, particularly those near na-
tional parks closed during the Govern-
ment shutdown, suffered crippling loss
of business. And American citizens suf-
fered innumerable inconveniences,
many of them quite serious.

For example, Mr. President, 10,000
new Medicare applications, 212,000 So-
cial Security card requests, 360,000 in-
dividual office visits and 800,000 toll-
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free calls for information and assist-
ance were turned away each day. Hun-
dreds of thousands of ordinary Ameri-
cans were inconvenienced, or had to
temporarily forego benefits for which
the Government requires things like
Social Security cards, because we
could not reach a budget agreement.

And the problems did not stop there.
Some of our most vulnerable people
suffered from the Government shut-
down: 13 million AFDC recipients,
273,000 foster care children, over 100,000
children receiving adoption assistance
services and over 100,000 Head Start
children had their services delayed.
And I have not even mentioned the 9
million Americans whose vacations and
outings were ruined because they were
turned away from our national parks
and museums.

Mr. President, we must prevent this
situation from occurring ever again.
The Government shutdown caused in-
convenience, occasional trauma, and a
wide-spread increase in the cynicism of
the American people, now more con-
vinced than ever that our executive
and legislative branches of Govern-
ment are incapable of doing their jobs.

We can do our jobs, Mr. President,
and we must see to it that we do them
without allowing the Federal Govern-
ment to again shut down. We must
come to grips with the fact that, under
current rules, Government shutdowns
are a risk that must be addressed. 1995
was not the first year in which we had
a Government shutdown. Over the last
20 years there have been numerous
such occurrences, and even more nu-
merous stopgap funding bills passed at
the last minute to prevent them.

Part of the problem Mr. President, is
our complicated budget process. As
currently constituted, this process
seems designed to confuse the people as
they seek to understand what we are
doing and exactly who is holding up
agreement. In addition, Mr. President,
the American people have elected di-
vided government. They have chosen a
President with one set of priorities,
and a majority in Congress that in
some ways has significantly different
priorities.

As a result of a convoluted process
and conflicting priorities, we are in the
midst of a 2-year budget stalemate. I
sincerely hope that the budget agree-
ment announced on Friday will
produce tax relief for the American
people, a balanced budget by 2002, suffi-
cient funding for our national defense,
and much-needed spending restraint. If
it includes these things, Mr. President,
we may at last see an end to the budget
stalemate.

But we cannot sit idly by in the hope
that all will be well. We can and must
strive in the meantime to ensure that
this year no shutdown will occur even
if the budget deal breaks down.

That is why I am urging my col-
leagues to support provisions in this
continuing resolution that would put a
safety net under our Government, and
under the American people. It would

create a statutory continuing resolu-
tion, triggered only if the appropria-
tions acts do not become law or if there
is no governing continuing resolution
in place. This legislation would ensure
that the Government does not shut
down by funding Government programs
next year at 98 percent.

What this means, Mr. President, is
that the Federal Government, in case
of a budget impasse, would be funded at
a level sufficient to continue essential
services—sufficient to prevent any real
inconvenience to the American peo-
ple—without undermining the incen-
tive to pass appropriations bills on
time.

It is my hope that we will not need
this provision. It is my conviction that
we should enact it so that the Amer-
ican people will continue to receive the
services they expect from their Federal
Government even if there is a budget
impasse. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this important, safety net provi-
sion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that my pending amend-
ment be set aside temporarily.

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

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 235

(Purpose: To assure sufficient funding for Es-
sential Air Service under the Rural Air
Service Survival Act)
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send

an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. KERREY, for himself, and Mr. DOR-
GAN, proposes an amendment numbered 235.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 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 new language:
SEC. . Section 45301(b)(1)(A) of title 49,

United States Code, is amended inserting be-
fore the semicolon ‘‘and at least $50,000,000 in
FY 1998 and every year thereafter’’.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that the proponents
of amendments Nos. 95 and 96 agree to
this language. This new language is to
be a substitute for the proposals before
the body regarding international flight
user fees. It has been agreed to by both
sides and, therefore, is ready for pas-
sage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 235) was agreed
to.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we now go
into a period for routine morning busi-
ness.

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

U.S. FOREIGN OIL CONSUMPTION
FOR WEEK ENDING MAY 2

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the
American Petroleum Institute reports
that for the week ending May 2, the
United States imported 8,106,000 barrels
of oil each day, 805,000 barrels more
than the 7,301,000 imported during the
same week 1 year ago.

Americans relied on foreign oil for
55.9 percent of their needs last week,
and there are no signs that the upward
spiral will abate. Before the Persian
gulf War, the United States obtained
approximately 45 percent of its oil sup-
ply from foreign countries. During the
Arab oil embargo in the 1970’s, foreign
oil accounted for only 35 percent of
America’s oil supply.

Anybody else interested in restoring
domestic production of oil—by U.S.
producers using American workers?
Politicians had better ponder the eco-
nomic calamity sure to occur in Amer-
ica if and when foreign producers shut
off our supply—or double the already
enormous cost of imported oil flowing
into the United States—now 8,106,000
barrels a day.
f

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Tuesday,
May 6, the Federal debt stood at
$5,337,028,737,421.51.

One year ago, May 6, 1996, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,096,257,000,000.

Five years ago, May 6, 1992, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $3,882,040,000,000.

Ten years ago, May 6, 1987, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $2,278,744,000,000.

Fifteen years ago, May 6, 1982, the
Federal debt stood at $1,057,151,000,000,
which reflects a debt increase of more
than $4 trillion (4,279,877,737,421.51) dur-
ing the past 15 years.
f

TOBACCO TAXES

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, last
Friday’s Wall Street Journal published
the results of an April 1997 poll it con-
ducted with NBC News. One of the
questions in the survey deserves spe-
cial attention.
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