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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, July 31, 1981

The House met at 10 a.m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer.

Gracious Lord, You have blessed
Your people through the ages and
given them the strength to meet the
demands of their day. We pray that
we may gain the perspective of Your
Kingdom and know the encourage-
ment that comes when we realize that
You inspire people in good times and
bad. When we do the right, reassure
us, when we need help, sustain us, and
if we lose sight of Your heavenly
vision or are anxious about our lives,
embolden us with the bounty of Your
grace and love. In Your name, we
pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day's
proceedings and announces to the
House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the
Journal stands approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate agrees to the report of
the committee of conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendments of the House to the
bill (S. 694) entitled “An Act to au-
thorize supplemental appropriations
for fiscal year 1981 for the Armed
Forces for procurement of aircraft,
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat
vehicles, and for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation, to increase
the authorized personnel end
strengths for military and civilian per-
sonnel of the Department of Defense
for such fiscal year, to authorize sup-
plemental appropriations for such
fiscal year for construction at certain
military installations, and for other
purposes.”

The message also announced that
the Senate agrees to the amendments
of the House to the amendments of
the Senate to a bill of the House of
the following title:

H.R. 1100. An act to amend title 38,
United States Code, to expand eligibility of
former prisioners of war for certain benefits
and health-care services provided by the
Veterans’ Administration, and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that
the Senate disagrees to the amend-
ments of the House to the bill (S. 304)

entitled “An act to establish a national
tourism policy and an independent
Government agency to carry out the
national tourism policy,” requests a
conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. PACKWoOD,
Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. ScHMITT, Mr. GoLb-
WATER, Mr. CANNON, Mr. INOUYE, and
Mr. ExoN to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The message also announced that
the Senate had passed a joint resolu-
tion of the following title, in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

S.J. Res. 102, Joint resolution to authorize
and request the President to designate the
month of April 1982 as “Parliamentary Em-
phasis Month."”

OMNIBUS BUDGET
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1981

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 203 and ask
for its immediate consideration,

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 203

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 4331) to amend the
Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 to re-
store minimum benefits under the Social
Security Act if called up by Representative
Bolling of Missouri, said bill shall be debata-
ble for not to exceed one hour, equally di-
vided and controlled by Representative Boll-
ing and a Member opposed thereto, and the
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on said bill to final passage without
intervening motion except one motion to re-
commit, which may not contain instruc-
tions. After the disposition of H.R. 4331, it
shall be in order to consider, any rule of the
House to the contrary notwithstanding, the
conference report on the bill (H.R. 3982) to
provide for reconciliation pursuant to sec-
tion 301 of the first concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 1982, said con-
ference report shall be considered as having
been read and shall be debatable for not to
exceed two hours, equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minori-
ty member of the Committee on the Budget,
and all points of order against said confer-
ence report are hereby waived.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BOLLING) iS recog-
nized for 1 hour,

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the usual 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. LaTTa), pending which
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, this is undeniably an
unusual rule and, as I guess, it has
been reported more or less accurately

in the press. It is the result of a com-
promise by the leadership on how to
handle a very difficult situation.

I think what I will do is just describe
specifically the contents of the rule
and then I think I will reserve most of
my time to yield to others or to final-
ize the debate. In other words, I will
speak last on the reason that I think
that this is important to be passed.

The rules provides first for the con-
sideration of a bill which would repeal
the section reducing minimum bene-
fits in the omnibus reconciliation con-
ference report.

That bill, as passed by the House of
Representatives, would then go to the
Senate, where it would be referred, as
I understand it, or at least sought to
be referred by the leadership to the
Senate Finance Committee where it
would be pending to be handled, as I
understand it, routinely sometime, not
next month, but the month after next,
in September.

That ties in with the fact that we
have in the Ways and Means Commit-
tee a subcommittee that is dealing
with the whole problem of social secu-
rity.

I should in all fairness at this point
give some warning that my interest in
this matter is not going to wane with
the passage of this rule or the passage
of this bill and the reconciliation
matter. The Rules Committee is still
going to be very much interested in
what goes on in the attempts to
modify the social security system.

This is not the end of the interest by
the Rules Committee and its chairman
and members in this whole problem of
modifying social security in a responsi-
ble way so that the system which is
now impaired in a variety of ways will
be made whole, I hope without taking
away the benefits of those who have
retired or those who will retire.

I do not know what the possibilities
are going to be, but it is very clear to
me that at least one member of the
administration has pressed the panic
button in a way that has terrified mil-
lions of people in this country. There
may be others pressing that panic
button, but I do not happen to have
heard them talk in the House as yet.

So that is the first part of the rule.

And the second part of the rule
makes in order the omnibus reconcilia-
tion conference report, a matter on
which all have worked and with which
we are all familiar. It would be taken
up routinely and in a very brief time,
There would be 2 hours of debate on it
and then there would be a vote. There

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [J 1407 is 2:07 p.m.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO




July 31, 1981

are no amendments in order on it
under this rule.

It seems to me this rule is the best
way out of a difficult situation. It is a
compromise in every way. I am well
aware that there will be bitter opposi-
tion to it on the part of people with
whom I am essentially sympathetic,
but I disagree with their judgment,
which I am sure will be that the previ-
ous question should be defeated and
the rule modified by them.

1f we do not adopt this rule, we very
well could have considerable delay. We
very well could have a complete dead-
lock between the House and the
Senate and, I, therefore, favor the rule
and will speak later at greater length
on the reason why it is essential.

I intend to yield half of the time re-
maining to me to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. VENTO), so those who
are opposed to the rule will have a fair
shot at it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I agree with the state-
ments just made by the gentleman
from Missouri relative to the rule. I
support the rule and I also support
the agreement that has been worked
out on both sides of this Capitol Build-
ing and by the leadership on both
sides of the aisle relative to the proce-
dures to be used in resolving this
social security problem.

Let me say in reference to a com-
ment that the gentleman from Missou-
ri made about the social security

system, we do have to do something
about the social security system and
certainly the confidence of the Ameri-
can people in this system has been
eroded.
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Let me just refer to a couple of polls.

The study of American Attitudes
Toward Pensions and Retirement,
commissioned by Johnson and Hig-
gins, conducted by Lou Harris & Asso-
ciates, as early as 1979 found that
more than 8 out of 10—8 out of 10—
current employees had less than full
confidence that social security will pay
the benefits to which they are entitled
when they retire. Forty-two percent
have hardly any confidence at all. A
nationwide survey of attitudes toward
social security prepared by the Nation-
al Commission on Social Security, by
Peter D. Hart Research Associates,
Inc. found that 61 percent of the non-
retired have little confidence that
funds will be available to pay their re-
tirement benefits. These doubts were
expressed by almost three-fourths—
three-fourths of those between ages 25
and 44.

A New York Times-CBS News poll
reported in July of this year that a
majority of the American people, 54
percent, no longer believe that the
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social security system will have money
available to pay them full benefits at
retirement. Now, according to a 1981
report by the social security board of
trustees, which manages this fund, the
largest of the trust funds, the old-age
and survivors insurance, would become
insufficient to pay benefits in the
latter half of 1982; under all five sets
of alternative economic assumptions.

Now, this certainly ought to stir this
Congress to some sort of action. The
administration has put forth some
suggestions that have been immediate-
ly shot down. Some Members of this
Congress have put forth some sugges-
tions for solving the problem before
we go broke in 1982, and they have im-
mediately been shot down. The ques-
tion in my mind is whether or not this
Congress has the courage—the cour-
age—to do anything about it before
the checks stop going out in 1982.

Now, what is the argument all about.
You know, you can make political hay
by always saying to somebody who
might invision a diminished check, or
somebody who might not get a modifi-
cation because of some changes in the
add-ons in social security that were
not adequately prepared for in the
rate structure. But you cannot go on
with this political posturing forever.

Sometime we are going to have to
fish or cut bait, or this fund is going to
be depleted and all the people receiv-
ing retirement checks in 1982 are
going to cease to receive them.

This is what the debate is going to
be about today, whether or not we are
going to use this time to talk about
the facts. Whether or not we have the
courage to do something about the
flows in the social security system, the
fact remains that the figures and sta-
tistics all show that something must
be done to save the system. I look for-
ward to the opportunity of participat-
ing in this debate and, hopefully,
something will be done to save this
system from default.

Mr. Speaker, I have one request for
time. I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the rule before the
House and I urge my colleagues to
vote down the previous question.

Last night along with the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO) and the
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms, OAKAR) I
appeared before the Rules Committee
to ask for a rule that would provide
for a separate consideration of the
social security minimum benefit issue
and from the reconciliation conference
report which is presently before us.
Regrettably, that request was not
granted. Instead, we have before us a
rule that will force us to accept the
elimination of the minimum social se-
curity benefits—after having personal-
ly voted to restore that same benefit
in a gesture that may now be futile. It
may be futile because the Senate may
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or may not take up the proposed resto-
ration bill—having opposed such an
initiative on two prior occasions—and
if they do not, 2 million Older Ameri-
cans who depend on the minimum
social security benefits to maintain
their standards of living, however low
that may already be, will lose benefits
that they have counted on and that
they cannot afford to lose.

Mr. Speaker, just last week the
House voted overwhelmingly, by some
400 votes, to adopt a resolution in sup-
port of the social security minimum
benefits. I now urge my colleagues to
give that vote some real meaning.
Symbolic gestures are well and good
but they do not put food in senior citi-
zens’ mouths or roofs over their heads.
This is the only opportunity we will
have to do something meaningful for
the older Americans to whom we have
given our solemn pledge that current
benefits will not be cut, that the
safety net will not be torn apart.

Never in the history of the social se-
curity program have we voted to cut
benefits for current beneficiaries. I do
not believe that this Congress wants to
be the first to do so. I do not truly be-
lieve that this House wants to vote to
deny benefits to this elderly and de-
pendent group of people, forcing them
to swallow their dignity to apply for
welfare.

Mr. Speaker, hard facts on this pro-
gram are difficult to come by because
the recipients are so thoroughly mixed
in with the general social security pop-
ulation. We know that a great many of
them—perhaps 75 percent—are
women; and we know that most of
them are in their seventies and eight-
ies. The costs of the changeover are
estimated at millions upon millions of
dollars. A Jack Anderson column this
morning noted a report by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means to the
effect that the social security system’s
computers are in such bad shape that
the determination of any reduction in
these minimum social security benefits
will have to be done by hand at im-
mense expense.

Mr. Speaker, last night, when we ap-
peared before the Rules Committee,
we were extended a thorough and
courteous hearing and I certainly want
to commend the distinguished Rules
Committee chairman, the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BoLring), for his
efforts to find an effective resolution—
a way out—in proposing this rule—but
we can get ourselves off the hook by
voting down this rule this morning.

Permit me to stress again that this
may be our only opportunity to re-
store these minimum benefits. I urge
my colleagues to reaffirm the commit-
ment we made last week to our Na-
tion’s senior citizens and to vote “no”
on the previous question.

Mr. Speaker, I am inserting at this
point in the REcorp, for review by my
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colleagues, this morning’s Jack Ander-
son column:

SociaL SEcURITY: COMPUTERS ADD TO THE

WoEs

Millions of elderly Americans subsist on
meager Social Security pensions, which
leave them too poor even to afford cut-price
meats. Some satisfy their craving for meat
by eating pet foods; others exist on a diet of
starches and water.

Now these forgotten Americans are
caught up in a political Sturmund-Drang
over President Reagan's move to eliminate
the $122-a-month mandatory minimum
Social Security payment. His cold-eyed
budget director, David Stockman, predicts
this would save about $496 million by next
April.

It would be a saving, unfortunately, at the
expense of the nation's most pathetic indi-
viduals who would face reductions in their
income of as much as $800 a year. Rep. Jake
Pickle (D-Tex.), claims that most of the sac-
rifice will be borne by women over 65,
nearly half-a-million of them in their 80s.

The bureaucrats who will recompute the
payments, meanwhile, have another con-
cern. This is spelled out by the staff of the
House Ways and Means Committee in an in-
ternal memo. The Social Security Adminis-
tration’s computer system, they write, "is in
such poor condition that this task cannot be
done automatically and must be done
through manual reprogramming.”

Much of the money that will be taken
from the elderly, therefore, will have to be
spent either to upgrade the computer
system or to pay for the tedious paper work.
It would take all the available claims adjust-
ers, working 10 hours overtime each week,
at least two full months to execute the cuts.

An internal document from inside the
agency's Office of Central Operations warns
that the undertaking “would create critical
backlogs in other workloads . . . resulting in
both underpayments and overpayments.
The district offices will be inundated with
requests. We can also predict an increase in
complaints to congressmen."”

This could create another cloud on the
horizon. “Beneficiaries in large numbers
across the nation,” the memo notes, “will be
faced with reductions or eliminations in
benefits, overpayment notices and poor
services.” So the question is posed: “Will
due process be required before adjusting
benefits, and, if so, with what assistance and
in what time frame?"

In laymen’s language, the question might
better be phrased this way: Will the people
whose benefits are cut have the right to be
notified beforehand and to file objections?

Footnote: An administration spokesman
suggested the alarms were s0 much folderol.
The internal report, he assured my associ-
ate Tony Capaccio, “doesn't carry much
weight.”

Mr, BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
15 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr, VENTO).

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, first of all
I want to thank the gentleman from
Missouri for his fairness in terms of
consideration of the rule and his con-
sideration throughout this process.
Certainly, he is without egqual with
regard to his concern in this issue.

But frankly, Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers, I am very concerned about the
state of this House and of this recon-
ciliation process. We have virtually
stood the legislative process on its
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head in order to accomplish and to ac-
commodate the forces, the leadership,
and the administration, in the process.
I believe we have done not just a dis-
service to the process—I am no great
worshiper of process, but I think the
injury that we will cause to the people
that we represent by virtue of this in
not providing the voice and the delib-
erate process that should characterize
this body, this House and the Senate,
is an injustice we will long regret.

The fact of the matter is that the
result of this reconciliation bill, like
the dust from Mount St. Helens and
like the boulders, will be falling for
yvears. Today I bring to this well a con-
cern almost of a landslide, it is so obvi-
ous in terms of the impact on the
people that we represent; that is, of
course, the elimination of the mini-
mum benefit.

There are many injustices, many
flaws that are attached to this particu-
lar reconciliation package, but some
we should be able to hear, we should
be able to see. We have a proposal
before us that affects 3 million recipi-
ents of social security, and I heard our
distinguished colleague, Mr. LATTA

from Ohio, talk about the impact that
these add-ons in terms of social securi-
ty have.

0 1020

Mr. Speaker, let us keep one thing in
mind, that the minimum benefit is
something that has been in the social
security system since its inception. So
I point out to the Members and point
out to others today that the only true
vote we are going to get in terms of
the social security minimum is the
vote on the previous question, and I
ask the Members to vote no on the
previous question for a very good
reason,

As to the scope of this conference,
the agreement, the so-called leader-
ship agreement that existed, I do not
question the intentions of those who
participated in that, but I do question
the results, what the impacts are in
terms of this entire process, and the
impact is that we can violate that
scope, we can modify it and interpret
it any way we want, and the Rules
Committee chairman and the Rules
Committee were honorbound to pro-
vide a rule that put all of the matters
in order.

There are any number of single vio-
lations of that particular scope. Just
to point out one, for instance, there is
the urban reinsurance program, which
appeared neither in the House nor the
Senate bill but miraculously appears
in this reconciliation motion. There is
the Head Start program which gained
headlines. In other words, outside the
scope, the Senate had a certain figure
and the House had nothing. They
could not go beyond the scope for one
very important part, and that is the
minimum social security benefit pro-
Bram.
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What is the record of this House and
what are the statements of this Presi-
dent with regard to the minimum ben-
efit? The record is very clear that this
House has gone on record by the ma-
jority leader's motion or by the major-
ity leader’'s bill by over 400 votes to a
handful against, and this President of
the United States got on the television
this week, and the President stated
that we will not take away benefits
from people now receiving them. What
his intentions were and what the
phrases meant, most people are not se-
manticists who could sit down and
analyze it,

I think the direct result of that is
that the people of this country do be-
lieve that it is not his intention or his
administration to cut any social securi-
ty benefits. That is the intention.
That was intended by the Members,
and through this process we now, a
few days later, are passing a reconcilia-
tion motion that will contradiet both
our own expressed actions and the
words of the President of the United
States.

Is there any wonder that there is a
credibility gap between the people we
represent and the leadership in“Wash-
ington? Is it any wonder that the
people lose confidence and say that
Government and the very process that
we work in becomes meaningless?

I think we can strike a blow for
credibility. We can strike a blow today
for the poor and those affected. And
make no mistake about it, the people
are affected by this benefit. That is
who is affected.

We started this process, and we are
deceiving and, I believe, deliberately
modifying our rules in terms of trying
to accommodate this reconciliation
process and the elimination of the
minimum benefit. I think it has gone
on long enough. I do not think the op-
position to these social benefits needs
a two-touchdown advantage in terms
of what is going on in this House and
in the future, and I say to them that
we should level out the playing field
and vote no on the previous question
and then put a rule before this House
that will call the Senate to account
with regard to the benefits they are
stripping from millions of Americans,
Americans who need them and have
come to depend on them.

Mr. Speaker, I ask for a no vote on
this previous question so we can hold
our heads up during the August recess
and show that we have done some-
thing to provide a process for correct-
ing this action and any excess that
might exist with regard to the mini-
mum benefits. A no vote on the previ-
ous question will attain this objective.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from Maryland (Ms. Mi-
KULSKI).
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The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentlewoman from Maryland (Ms.
MIKULSKI) is recognized.

There was no objection.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I would like to compli-
ment the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. BoLLIiNGg) on his yeoman efforts
on the rule.

However, I will support the move ad-
vocated by the gentleman from Minne-
sota (Mr. VEnTo). Of those 3 million
people that we are talking about, a sig-
nificant number of those people are
wives and mothers who are being pe-
nalized because they chose mother-
hood as a full-time career.

What we explicitly state as our
values, we implicitly deny in our Gov-
ernment programs. We claim to honor
motherhood, yet every day, every
year, we talk about how much we
value mothers. We send them billions
of dollars in little greeting cards on
Mother’'s Day. Yet we will not include
a recognition of them in social securi-
ty.
One of the reasons that women qual-
ify only for the minimum balance is
that they take time out to raise their
families. In this country we count in
the gross national product those who
are out making hula hoops and even
pornographic movies, but we do not
count in motherhood. We should at
least keep these widows who raised us,
fed us, cared for us when we were sick
and made sacrifices for us, they should
not be treated like paper cups and
thrown away.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to speak to
those spiritual mothers who fulfilled
an important role during our very
formative years. I speak of the nuns
who have served in the hospitals and
schoolrooms and acted as missionaries.
We should now certainly keep them in
social security.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished majority
leader, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
WRIGHT).

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
WRIGHT) is recognized.

There was no objection.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, it is
with some sadness that I have to say
that this is an imperfect rule. It is
better than no shot at all. It gives us
an opportunity to pass a separate bill
that undoes the damage that was done
to social security recipients in Gramm-
Latta II, which was crammed down
our throats in one full piece.

I compliment the conferees on
having undone some of the other
grievous damage. They have saved
about $3.5 billion in very worthwhile
programs that were ravaged by
Gramm-Latta II which we swallowed
whole and blindly.

Why is it that we cannot have a rule
that permits us quite simply and di-
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rectly to send this reconciliation bill
back to conference, having stricken
out that offensive social security pro-
vision which 405 Members of this
House said they wanted out of that
bill? Some did not choose initially to
open up the reconciliation bill to se-
perate amendments so that we could
have voted on this matter openly on
the floor in the first place. But once
directly confronted with it, they voted
to repudiate that social security provi-
sion which eliminates the minimum
benefit. By a vote of 405 to 13, the
membership of the House said in
effect that it does not want that provi-
sion in the bill.

Yesterday there was a meeting. The
leadership on the Republican side
called our attention to certain agree-
ments that were made and said we
should keep our agreements, and of
course we should. One of those agree-
ments was that the House leadership
will support a rule which makes the
conference report in order and waives
all necessary points of order. I think
we can fulfill that agreement and still
open it up to let the membership work
its will on this particular provision. I
do not see how this action would be
violative of that rule.

Another part of the agreement was
that the subconferees——

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. WRIGHT. No; I am not going to
yield to the gentleman now because I
had a conversation with him yesterday
in which we discussed the earlier
agreement. I understand his interpre-
tation and I think he understands
mine. I am saying that I just do not
think a separate vote on social securi-
ty would violate the agreement. I
think we can have a rule that would
make the conference report in order
and would waive necessary points of
order and still open it up to let the
membership work its will on the mini-
mum benefits. That is my opinion.

I say further that the gentleman has
pointed out to me another of the
agreements. The subconferees will not
reopen provisions which are the same
in both bills. That was an instruction
not to the membership of the House
but to the subconferees. They fulfilled
that instruction. They fulfilled that
instruction in face of the manifest will
of the Members of the House that
they do reopen this particular matter
of social security benefits.

All right, we have kept our word.
But now I am going to call on some-
body else to keep his word. I am going
to call on the President of the United
States to keep his word. Let me read
to you a few of his words uttered re-
cently. Here is what he said last
Monday night. I find little equivoca-
tion in it. Certainly the impression he
sought to leave with the American
public was clear.

He said:
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I stated during the campaign, and I repeat
now, I will not stand by and see those of you
who are dependent on social security de-
prived of your benefits.

Those were the words of the Presi-
degt of the United States. He contin-
ued:

I make that pledge to you as your Presi-
dent. You have no reason to be frightened.
You will continue to receive your checks in
the full amount due you. * * * I personally
will see that no part of the plan will be at
the expense of you who are now dependent
on your monthly social security checks.

How is he going to personally see to
that when, at his request and urging,
we adopted this monstrous Gramm-
Latta II which takes those very bene-
fits away from 3 million of them. How
is he personally going to see to that if
we adopt this conference report that
takes it away from them beginning in
February?

Can we talk out of both sides of our
mouths? Can we take comfort in the
belief—or perhaps I should say the
hope—that it is going to be given back
to them before February? I hope it is.
It will be if the President will stand by
his word. He could do that by calling
on Howarp BAKER to take this bill we
will send him and act on it before the
August recess. The President can
make good his pledge by doing that.

But for us to say that somehow mi-
raculously, between now and Febru-
ary, we are going to restore these ben-
efits notwithstanding the adoption of
this conference report, which takes
them away, is like being on a jury and
voting to hang an innocent man in
February upon the premise that you
believe maybe the Governor will re-
prieve him between now and then.

Well, I do not want to count on that.
I read in the morning paper a break-
down of who gets the tax cuts which
we voted earlier this week. The top
two-tenths of 1 percent of the taxpay-
ers, those who make $200,000 a year
and more, will get 10.4 percent of the
total tax cut, amounting to $3.5 billion
in the first full year. That is $3.5 bil-
lion in the first full year and $7 billion
in 2 years that will be given to people
who make more than $200,000 a year.
That is what Gramm-Latta said they
would save in 5 years by doing away
with the minimum benefit.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think that is
fair, and I do not think that is what
the Members of the House want to do.
So today I stand with the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO).

0 1030

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. OAKAR).

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
OAKAR) is recognized for 3 minutes.

There was no objection.

Ms. OAKAR. I thank my colleague
for yielding. I want to commend him
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for his fantastic efforts on behalf of
the elderly.

I also want to say the utmost respect
that I have for the Rules Committee
chairman, who has been very, very
gracious and I think really deserves
much commendation.

However, I want to urge my col-
leagues to vote against the previous
question. Let me just say why in very,
very simple language. I hate to put it
on this level, but I think this is where
it is.

I honestly do not believe that the
full minimum benefit level will be re-
stored by either the other body or the
President. Let us look at the language
again that the majority leader cited by
the President:

You will continue to receive your checks
in the full amount due you.

That three-letter word “due” is, in
my judgment, the clincher. I think
that the President is trying to say is
that if you did not pay in the system
as a homemaker and you depended on
your spouse’s paying in, then you will
not get that benefit. That means that
the women who are between 70 and 90
years old, 75 percent of these people
are older women, they are the grand-
mothers and the great-grandmothers
of this country, they will be cut out if
you go according to the gentleman’s
language. That means that the reli-
gious who took the vow of poverty,
most of whom again happen to be
women, will be cut out because of the
consideration we gave them in 1972.

Let us examine that trust fund.
Where is the trust fund? Since 1969
the social security trust fund has been
part of the unified budget. That is the
problem, my friends. There is no other
place to dip in for those people who
paid into the system but to that trust
fund. That is how they are going to
pay for their huge tax bill for the rich,
make no mistake about it.

The President has proposed initially
to cut the social security system by 25
percent and this is just the tip of the
iceberg. That is why it is inherent
upon us to attach to that conference
report the provisions that we want to
see, that section with reference to the
minimum benefit eliminated. if we do
not do that, I am telling my col-
leagues, as sure as I am standing here,
that we will not see the restoration of
the minimum benefit for our people.

Let us examine all of the hyperbole
that has been given about who these
recipients are. Yes, there are some
people who receive another pension.
Twelve percent receive another pen-
sion—not the majority—12 percent.
Most of them have another small pen-
sion which does not exceed the median
income in this country. Let us restore
the minimum benefit.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. ALEXANDER).
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The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. AL-
EXANDER) is recognized for 1 minute.

There was no objection.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday the House and the other body
approved a tax cut that is estimated
by those who have followed it to
produce a deficit in 1984 by about $60
billion. Inasmuch as the President has
repeatedly promised, even committed
himself to a balanced budget by 1984,
the question occurs on the question of
from which programs the cuts will
come? Where will the future $60 bil-
lion deficit, which we created yester-
day by enacting the tax bill, come
from?

The best evidence that we have thus
far is the testimony of Mr. Stockman,
the Director of the OMB, before the
Subcommittee on Social Security.

When asked by Chairman PICKLE
whether the administration’s tax cuts
could be achieved without touching
the social security system, Mr. Stock-
man replied:

Yes, but it would reqguire a substantial
squeeze both on the non-social security do-
mestic part of the budget . . . or a further
squeeze on defense. It would be very diffi-
cult to do.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that it would
not only be difficult but virtually im-
possible for the administration not to
attempt to drastically reduce social se-
curity in the future. The administra-
tion has already severely cut back on
non-defense spending, except for
social security. Since defense and
social security make up over 50 per-
cent of Government spending, the ad-
ministration will have to look to these
areas to offset the huge deficit created
by its tax cuts. I want to go on record
that I will oppose any cuts which
strike at the vitality of social security
and defense. A deferral of tax cuts
would have been preferable to cutting
these programs, particularly since the
tax cuts will prove illusory because of
the deficit they will produce.

One vital part of our social security
system which we must address today is
the cut to the social security minimum
benefit which the Republicans in the
House and the Senate passed in
budget reconciliation. This action is
not aimed at future beneficiaries, but
will affect 3 million of the neediest of
our present beneficiaries.

Mr. Speaker, if our social security
system requires some future reform in
order to remain vital and solvent, then
this must be achieved carefully, with a
scalpel, not with a hatchet as Congress
did in passing the Gramm-Latta
budget. And let us make those reforms
prospectively, so that people can an-
ticipate them and plan their lives ac-
cordingly.

I therefore urge my colleagues to re-
store the minimum benefit.

For the consideration of my col-
leagues, I am placing in the RECORD re-
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marks made today by Chairman
PePPER before the Special Committee
on Aging and, also, an article from
today’'s Washington Star:

REMARKS BY THE HONORABLE CLAUDE PEPPER

Less than half a century ago, our nation
was ravaged by the Depression, devastated
by poverty, devoured by joblessness, and in
the case of millions of our fellow country-
men, stripped of hope. Under the guidance
of Franklin Delano Roosevelt, we embarked
on a bold new course which changed the
lives of everyone in America, The New Deal
was the name of that course, of which many
ideas, people and programs were a part. No
part stands taller, none shines more bright-
ly, none has meant more to more people,
than Social Security,

Social Security is the shining star which
pierces the gloom of want and despair in old
age. Ninety-five out of 100 elderly people in
this country depend on Social Security; at
least 60 percent would be in poverty without
it. But Social Security is not a magical bless-
ing. It draws its lifeblood from the confi-
dence and support of the 115 million Ameri-
cans who contribute each and every working
day to its support. Americans support Social
Security like no other program, public or
private, because they know it will be there
to protect them if they retire, become dis-
abled, or die.

Now, I am sure that I am only one of the
Members of this House who is troubled by
many of the things we hear from those in
high places. Only this morning one of the
top representatives of our President stated
on television that nobody truly in need
would lose any Social Security benefits.
Does that mean that this Administration is
trying to convert Social Security into a
means test, that it's a welfare program only,
and that's its real character? And that they
will have nothing less than that objective?

People weren't so confident about Social
Security at the start. But over a period of
time, spanning eight Presidents, 22 Con-
gresses, and 45 years, an unshakable, un-
breakable, inviolable bond was forged be-
tween the Federal Government and the
American people, That bond gave people
the confidence that they would not be left
to the uncertainty and indignity of charity
it they lost their livelihood.

This measure that we have before us this
morning on the Floor has been arrested, has
been converted into inclusion in the Recon-
ciliation Resolution, and destroyed. But
with the hope held out by those who have
been responsible for its destruction that
they will be able to get some money from
881, to get off of Social Security and on to
SSI, a program created by the Congress to
take care of the blind, the disabled, and the
impoverished of America, the welfare recipi-
ents.

People have proudly looked forward to
the receipt of their Social Security checks,
without a stigma of being impoverished or
in the welfare class. There may be some
who doubt it, but there are many millions of
our fellow Americans who still have a sense
of pride and don't want to go on welfare. In
fact, the Administration itself has estimated
that only a fourth of the people who lose
their minimum Social Security benefits will
go on SSI. They think they will save money.
They are too proud to go on SSI, and they
will save money, to kick them off of Social
Becurity on to a program which they will
not accept because they feel it tends to de-
grade them in their status.
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In one cruel blow, this Administration de-
stroyed a half-a-century of confidence. I
don't know but what the President made an
honest and a very revealing statement yes-
terday when he spoke to the Legislature in
Atlanta, the Legislators of the several
States. The President said, “We are in the
throes of a new revolution.” I thought he
inferred, if he didn’t say it, that he would
never be satisfied, nor would his Adminis-
tration, until it had dismantled and de-
stroyed the social program erected under
the guidance of Franklin D. Roosevelt and
his spiritual and political successors.

In one cruel blow, this Administration de-
stroyed a half-a-century of confidence. In
one cruel blow, this Administration shat-
tered the dreams of tens of millions. In one
cruel blow, this Administration has
launched the most devastating assault ever
on Social Security.

These people, the group receiving Social
Security benefits, minimum benefits, two-
thirds of them are over 70 years of age.
500,000 of them are over 80 years of age,
and a large number even over 90, I'm sure
there are a few over 100. They got into the
program long ago, when in many instances
the occupation in which they were engaged
was not covered by Social Security.

My sister retired two or three years ago
from a 38-year period of school teaching.
She gets a pension from her teaching of
about $700 or $800 a month, and $200 a
month from Social Security, because she
was only in the last few years eligible for
Social Security, as so many of these people
involved in this category.

Maybe they need to balance the Federal
budget, too. Maybe they needed the money
to pay for the billion dollar tax giveaways to
the truly needy oil companies and other re-
cipients.

I brought out in the Rules Committee yes-
terday afternoon that the amount of the
cuts that have been brought about and are
going to be consummated in the Reconcilia-
tion Resolution today are just about the
same amount of money that will be given
back to the taxpayers of this country, most-
ly to the well-to-do, by the tax bill that we
passed on Wednesday.

I wonder if the rider has shifted to the
poor, to give the others a tax benefit. Or
maybe they just plain don’t like the Social
Security system. Maybe it started under
Roosevelt. For whatever reason, the Admin-
istration wants to pull $88 billion in benefits
out of the pockets of beneficiaries over the
next five years. They want to cut one-quar-
ter of the program and throw it away.

Each one of the Administration’s propos-
als, I must say is worse than the other. And
yvet one proposal which stands to save very
little money over the long run, stands above
the rest in the disregard that we must have
for it. The President has proposed, and is
within a hairbreadth of succeeding, In slash-
ing the benefits that the people at the very
lowest end of the benefit ladder depend on.

The President has made a cruel mockery
of his own pledge. “1 will not stand by and
see those of you who are dependent—"" Now,
what does “dependent” mean? Is that
“Philadelphia Lawyer" writing that address
for our President, making nice distinctions
like a clever lawyer, to be sure that's how
the contract will be construed? “Dependent
upon’’, does that mean only 28 percent of
the recipients of Social Security depend en-
tirely on Social Security. Are they the only
ones that are going to be protected? Is that
what they mean by ‘‘dependent”? Or does it
mean what if you get Social Security along
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with some other income? If you are “partial-
ly dependent”, are you dependent? What do
they mean by “dependent’?

In another case they said those will get
back what they earn, indicating that they
are going to use a different basis of calcula-
tion. And so our President said, “I will not
stand by and see those of you who are de-
pendent upon Social Security deprived of
your benefits.” The 3.1 million people in
their seventies and eighties and nineties,
who took the President at his word, will be
in for a very rude shock when they go to
their mailboxes after February of next
year—unless the Senate concurs in what I
hope we will do here today—to receive the
checks that they were dependent on for
years. These poor old people didn't realize
they weren't what the President had in
mind when he gave his pledge.

Maybe they ought to get a Philadelphia
lawyer to advise them. They are just plain
American people, attributing good faith to
our highest executive, to our Administra-
tion chosen by the people, thinking that
words were used in their common under-
standing, the usual meaning that they had,
not with a nice distinction that a technician
would draw to safeguard against liability.

There are many compelling reasons not to
cut these 3.1 million old people off the mini-
mum Social Security program. Over one-
half are near the poverty line, and 1.1 mil-
lion more live in brutal, abject, grinding
poverty.

You know, there are some I'm afraid who
have forgotten that a lot of Americans are
still desperately and meanly poor. Maybe we
should go out more, like Thomas Jefferson
when he was in Paris in the throes of a
coming revolution. Thomas Jefferson went
to many brilliant parties and soirees, but
they say in his diaries that the only time
Thomas Jefferson ever made any reference
to what he did on these excursions into
Paris was to go out into the homes of the
poor and stick into the mattresses to see
how soft the mattresses of the peasants
were. I wonder if maybe we shouldn’t go on
some excursions like that, to see whether
there aren't really many poor still left in
America.

The proposal will, of course, save money.
Much of it is a simple diversion of Federal
funds away from Social Security benefits to
SSI benefits and administrative costs. And
recalculating 3.1 million benefit cases will
paralyze the Social Security Administration
and cost hundreds of millions of dollars,

But the real reason for keeping our pledge
to these people can be said in one word—
confidence. There is no reason to eradicate
in the blink of an eye the confidence built
over the course of 45 years,

Last night I heard a young man speaking
to a man from the White House who was
standing with me. He said, “I wonder, they
are tampering with Soclal Security so much
now, I wonder if there will be anything left
when I get there. What will they pay me
when I become eligible to receive it.”

Today the House will have the first oppor-
tunity for a separate vote on the Social Se-
curity minimum benefit. This will be legisla-
tion today, not an expression of the senti-
ment of Congress. The 36 million Social Se-
curity beneficiaries will be, I'm sure, pray-
ing with all their hearts that Congress will
take the first step toward restoring confi-
dence in their system.

U.S. PENsiON SYSTEM SEEN FARING BETTER

New calculations by Social Security’s actu-
aries indicate that the system is in better

18877

shape than the Reagan administration told
Congress just three weeks ago.

The analysts now figure that with the
cuts in benefits already backed by Congress,
Social Security’s trust funds will stay in the
black until the end of this decade unless the
economy takes a real nosedive.

Social Security trustees—three members
of President Reagan’s Cabinet—warned in
their annual report to Congress on July 6
that even under moderate economic projeec-
tions, the combined trust funds would go
broke by 1985, But the report did not take
into account the elimination of the $122-a-
month minimum benefit and college stu-
dents’ benefits. Those steps, already en-
dorsed by both houses of Congress, will save
the system at least $22 billion by 1986.

But the administration is pressing for
more cuts in early retirement, disability and
other benefits to give the beleaguered pro-
gram a wider margin of safety for the next
five years and to avoid a deeper fiscal crisis
in 30 or 40 years.

Robert J. Myers, deputy commissioner of
Social Security Administration, revealed in
response to questions Tuesday that the ac-
tuaries’ new calculations show that under
moderate economic assumptions, the trust
funds will stay out of trouble until 1989.

The trustees had said that only under op-
timistic assumptions, or under the official
Reagan administration forecast for econom-
ic recovery, could the trust funds get by—
and then only by a thin margin. They re-
ported that under pessimistic or “worst
case" economic assumptions—even with the
$22 billion in cuts—Social Security would
run short of cash in 1984 or 1985.

Reagan administration officials have cau-
tioned Congress against taking a bare mini-
mum of action to fix Social Security. They
blame the lawmakers for accepting assump-
tions in 1977 that proved too rosy when
they passed a payroll tax hike that was sup-
posed to keep Social Security solvent until
2030,

Democrats contend that Reagan's Social
Security cuts go far deeper than necessary
and may actually be intended to help bal-
ance the budget. Any cut in Social Security
spending narrows the federal deficit.

Reagan has proposed cutting $88 billion in
early retirement, disability and other bene-
fits by 1986, while boosting benefits by $6.5
billion for the working elderly.

In his address to the nation Monday,
Reagan promised that no one dependent on
Social Security will be hurt by his reforms
and that retired Americans will keep getting
their Social Security checks “in the full
amount due.”

Senate Democrats have charged that does
not square with Reagan's plan to wipe out
the $122-a-month minimum benefit for
three million people.

White House spokesman David Gergen on
Tuesday denied any inconsistency. He said
Reagan chose the words “amount due’ care-
fully, and that after the minimum is elimi-
nated next February, those people ‘“‘will
then receive what they have earned.”

No one disputes that Social Security’s big-
gest trust fund for Old Age and Survivors
Insurance is in trouble. It has shrunk by $19
billion since 1975 and will fall below a level
sufficient to pay a month's benefits late
next year.

All sides, including Reagan, favor chang-
ing the law to allow the old-age fund to
borrow from the healthier disability and
Medicare funds, which are building up bil-
lion dollar surpluses. However, the Medicare
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fund is expected to run into difficulties in
the 1990s that could wipe it out.

The combined trust funds are expected to
drop to 21 percent at the end of this year
and to keep falling for several years.

Some economists say the funds need a 9
percent level to pay benefits on time. Myers
argues a reserve of 12 percent to 14 percent
is needed to deal with monthly fluctuations.

In their annual report, instead of the
usual three sets of economic projections,
the Reagan trustees gave five, optimistic; in-
termediate, based on the Reagan economic
forecast, intermediate, based on less robust
growth; pessimistic, and “worst case,” which
envisioned inflation nearing 14 percent in
1982 and unemployment of almost 10 per-
cent in 1983.

Mpyers said that under the less-robust in-
termediate assumptions, the actuaries'
latest calculations show the trust funds
would not drop below $40 billion through
1986, when the reserves would stand at 14
percent. They would dip to 13 percent in
1988, 10 percent in 1989 and 6 percent in
1990.

The House Select Committee on Aging
figures the trust funds would be safe under
the optimistic and both intermediate projec-
tions, but would need $34.6 billion more by
1986 under pessimistic conditions and
nearly $60 billion under the “worst case”
scenarilo.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mon-
tana (Mr, WILLIAMS).

Mr. WILLIAMS of Montana. Mr.
Speaker, how did this House ever get
itself into a position where we are ac-
tually here discussing how to save
minimum social security benefits for
senior citizens over 80 years old, and
nuns?

Let me try to shed some light on it
from my vantage point. Yesterday
morning folks in my hometown of
Butte, Mont., woke up to their morn-
ing newspaper, the Montana Standard.
The top headline reads: “Democrats
Pass Reagan Tax <Cuts.” The next
headline says, “Tax Cut Favors Rich."”
The bottom headline says, ‘“Social Se-
curity in Better Shape Than Reagan
Reported Earlier.” It reports this:

Robert J. Myers, Deputy Commissioner of
Social Security, revealed in response to
guestions Tuesday that the actuaries’ new
calculations show that under moderate eco-
nomic assumptions the trust funds will stay
out of trouble until 1989.

Using the economic assumption the
administration uses to pass its budget
and the tax cut, social security will
stay out of trouble for the rest of this
decade.

I believe that this headline about
social security is linked to this head-
line about the President’s tax victory.
This administration has painted the
worst possible picture for America,
and they have done it with the help of
full-page ads in the great daily news-
papers of this country paid for by mul-
tinational corporations. This version
of the new renaissance is that teachers
cannot teach, judges cannot judge, the
social security system is going bank-
rupt, and our country is falling apart.
And the only thing that will save it,
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my friends, says the President, is the
toughest prescription possible, de-
signed by the right wing. Accept those
things we have been telling you to
accept in this country, and you have
mistakenly rejected for 50 years. So
we passed a faulty budget and tax bill.
Social Security is not about to col-
lapse. Teachers can teach and judges
can judge, and this country runs very
well.

Let us reject, at least let us reject
making senior citizens pay for the
rhetoric of this administration.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Rhode Island (Mrs. SCHNEIDER).

Mrs. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in opposition to the previous ques-
tion. I commend President Reagan for
his intention to reform the social secu-
rity system, a revision which is long
overdue,

Once again this body is unfortunate-
ly subjected to crisis management. But
there is no need to cause a crisis for
some elderly who are particularly de-
pendent on the minimum social securi-
ty benefit.

The effort to eliminate the mini-
mum social security benefit will surely
amplify the vulnerability of older
women in America, and the extent to
which they depend on social security
in their old age. By eliminating the
minimum benefit we will compound
the existing economic inequities
against women, inequities that will
worsen the already precarious finan-
cial situation of women nearing their
retirement age. Eighty-five percent of
all recipients of minimum social secu-
rity benefits are women. Eighty-five
percent are women; 2.4 million women,
many who are wives, who are mothers,
and who are our grandmothers. They
are older women who are the fastest-
growing poverty group in America.
Two out of three older persons are
women, and two out of five older black
women are poor. Millions more aged
women subsist just above the defined
poverty level.

The economic distress of older
women is not necessarily the fault of
the social security system but, none-
theless, the social security minimum
benefit is the only source of income
for the millions of older women. Nine
hundred thousand women who are 70
and over depend on these minimum
benefits.

There is no question in my mind
that we must clean up the social secu-
rity mess, but regrettably, previous ad-
ministrations have not had the cour-
age to play it straight with the Ameri-
can people, to explain the severity of
this situation, nor have previous ad-
ministrations had the courage to take
action.

I commend the President and I com-
mend this Congress for being action
oriented. But please, let us not speak
and act in haste when so much future
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security aspects of older women is at
stake.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentle-
man from Texas (Mr., PICKLE),

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, neither
the resolution before us at this time
nor the attempt to vote down the pre-
vious question should be before this
House today. The question of han-
dling the minimum benefit should be
handled through the Social Security
Subcommittee of the Ways and Means
Committee and then acted upon by
this House in as fair and as evenhand-
ed a manner as possible.

There has been so much heat gener-
ated over this issue that we are at-
tempting now, this minute, to do
something prematurely that ought to
be handled by the legislative process. I
do not like either version before us,
but if we have to choose which of the
bad procedures, the one that the
Rules Committee has advanced is the
best approach.

I would ask my colleagues to vote for
the previous question. In doing so, I do
not take a position that we should
never make any changes in the mini-
mum benefit. Your Social Security
Subcommittee has already advocated
the elimination on a prospective basis,
for the future. Between now and the
time that action goes into effect, our
subcommittee will be making recom-
mendations regarding the minimum
benefit, and we will do it in a proper
and I hope a positive manner.

I ask my colleagues to keep as calm
as possible on the issue of social secu-
rity because it affects every elderly
person in this country. We can take
precipitous action in trying to be
righteous, but we may not do the right
thing. I would ask you to vote for the
previous question and give our com-
mittee the chance to do the right
thing.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WALKER).

Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield to me?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. LATTA. I want to thank the
gentleman, Mr. PickLE, for yielding
and I commend him for the statement
he just made. I think it clarifies the
position of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, since he is the chairman of the
Social Security Subcommittee.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. Speaker, of the alternatives
before us today I certainly think that
the rule brought to us by the gentle-
man from Missouri (Mr. BoLLING) and
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. LATTA)
is by far the more preferable action
that we can take. I say that because I
think that ultimately the rule will do
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a couple of things which are impor-
tant.

First of all, I think the rule will help
us put behind us some of the fears
about the social security issue that
have been generated. If we go ahead
with this rule and go ahead with the
bill, some of those fears can be put
aside as we proceed along a course
toward getting the budget of the coun-
try in order. I think that is an impor-
tant step to reduce fear for all of those
millions of Americans who are depend-
ent upon the social security system,
fear that their benefits may be re-
duced.

Second, I think it is important to re-
alize that this rule will provide us with
an opportunity to deal with the issue
without going back to the provision
that was in the Democratic leadership
bill, that came to this House as their
budget package and which cut benefits
to all 36 million social security recipi-
ents.

I would hope that we would have a
rule on this floor that will not allow us
to have some amendment offered in
the same vein as that bill, because
what they wanted to do as an alterna-
tive to the approach that was in the
Gramm-Latta was cut benefits to
every social security recipient. I
thought it was wrong then. I think it
is wrong now. And I am glad this rule
will not permit that kind of irrespon-
siblity to come on to the House floor.

Third, this will allow the social secu-
rity reform to be considered in total,
in a comprehensive package, and I

think comprehensive social security
reform is what we really need.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PickiLE) is to be congratulated for
what he said because I think his ap-
proach is the correct approach.
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His approach is a comprehensive
plan to assure equity and integrity to
all our citizens, to all our social securi-
ty recipients. Fairness and a guarantee
that earned benefits will be available
to social security participants and re-
cipients is a proper legislative course
to follow.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROUSSELOT).

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of the rule under con-
sideration today allowing for debate
on the conference report for H.R.
3982; Reconciliation Act of 1981, and
H.R. 4331, a bill to restore the mini-
mum benefit for Social Security. I am
sure my support will shock the chair-
man of the Rules Committee. I guess
this is the second time I have support-
ed a rule the gentleman is supporting.
In any event, I would hate to shock
the gentleman so early in the morn-
ing.
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I think the Rules Committee has
properly separated out the issue of the
social security minimum benefit. I
want to comment on what the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO), in
his resolution, would have us do. My
colleague from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO)
would say in his resolution, “Resolved,
that upon the adoption of this resolu-
tion, the House shall not consider
prior to the opening of the 2d session
of the 97th Congress, any bill, resolu-
tion, or conference report therein re-
ducing the social security benefits.”

In other words, the gentleman would
like to prevent the Ways and Means
Committee, Social Security Subcom-
mittee, from bringing a bill to the
floor this year, an action which needs
to be done. Evidently the gentleman
does not want to face this important
issue this year.

I want to compliment the chairman
of our Social Security Subcommittee
for stating the case the way it is. Our
Social Security Subcommittee has
been in markup for better than several
weeks to try to solve the problems, not
just to talk and complain about them.
I am delighted that my colleague from
Minnesota comes here to rant and
rave today, and to tell us how the gen-
tleman would do it; but the gentleman
has not suggested how to really solve
the problem of dealing with those who
are now receiving the minimum bene-
fit who should not be receiving it. How
would Mr. VENTO deal with those who
have no right to it, who have not
qualified under the 40 quarters?

I say to my colleague, the gentleman
has done a wonderful job of complain-
ing, complaining, and complaining,
ranting and raving here today, but the
gentleman has not said how the law
should be improved to solve the prob-
lem.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Now, I will yield
to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. I appreciate the gentle-
man yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I do not appreciate the
gentleman’s language. I think the gen-
tleman is capable of expressing him-
self without that.

I would point out to the gentleman
that this is just an example of deliber-
ately solving the issue in terms of the
way this was jammed through this
House: that the committee has had
hearings on this particular issue. I do
not doubt that.

Mr. ROUSSELOT, We have had ex-
tensive hearings on it.

Mr. VENTO. Why can we not bring
the proposal before us and get a sepa-
rate vote? Why does it have to be
jammed through?

With regard to the President’s state-
ment, I will take the President at his
word. Why do we insist on jamming
this through reconciliation to provide
adequate understanding of this par-
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ticular proposal? I do not think we
have to spot the proponents of the
social security system two touchdowns
in order to make their case? It can be
made on the merits.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I will comment to
my colleague that we have, in the
Social Security Subcommittee, ad-
dressed this issue and my chairman
has said—the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. PickLE)—that prospectively this
Congress will phase out the minimum
benefit. We will clearly do this for
those that do not deserve it or have
not qualified. It is imperative.

If my colleague is saying that the
gentleman wants to change the quali-
fication procedure of those who are
covered by social security benefits—in
others words, if he somehow wants to
change the 40-quarter benefit qualifi-
cation procedure—then the gentleman
ought to say just that.
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But I will say to my colleague, we
have addressed this issue in the Social
Security Subcommittee. The reason
we are not able to bring the social se-
curity bill to this floor is that first we
had the budget measure that had to
be considered, second, we had the rec-
onciliation bill before us and then the
committee had the encompassing tax
legislation to consider. The Social Se-
curity Subcommittee has met for the
past several months this year to work
on this issue. It is too bad that the
gentleman, in his resolution, has said
no, that we could not be able to bring
it on the floor this year. Obviously, he
does not want us to address this im-
portant and demanding issue this
year.

I am sorry that the gentleman has
decided on this course. I support the
rule voted out of the Rules Committee
last evening and urge that my col-
leagues vote in favor of its passage.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Arizo-
na (Mr. RHODES).

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, I think
it is a shame that we are considering
probably the most important piece of
legislation which has come tfo this
Congress in many, many years and we
seem to be off on a tangent, which is
an important tangent, but one which
need not be discussed today.

Now, I say to my friends who are in
favor of voting down this rule that I
am sorry that the social security
matter is in this conference report. I
did not want it to be. I still do not
want it to be. I think the appropriate
way to handle social security is just as
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PickLE) said—in the orderly way his
subcommittee is taking up the matter.
They will, I am satisfied, bring out
good legislation which will strengthen
and preserve the whole system, and
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provide fair treatment to all Ameri-
cans.

And also I think it is well to under-
stand that we do have until February
to act on the minimun payment.

Now, there has been a lot of impugn-
ing of honesty and credibility on this
floor, which I deplore and regret. Per-
sonally, I believe that the President of
the United States, when he said what
he did, meant exactly that; and he
meant that before February that this
situation would be changed and that
people who are truly dependent upon
the minimum payment of social securi-
ty, would not be deprived of it. But
there are 12 percent of the people—
who draw the minimum—and the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio admitted this
herself—who are not entitled to it; 12
percent is, I think, something like $400
million. That is a lot of money.

It is necessary for this situation to
be handled and I feel sure it will be.
The chairman of the appropriate com-
mittee of the other body who will
handle this legislation when it passes
the House, has said that he will bring
it up. That does not mean next year.
That means that he is going to bring it
up in good time. And he will.

The Members of the House have ex-
pressed themselves on this. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT)
brought forth a resolution which I
voted for, as practically everybody
did—which I think well stated the
sense of the House. I cannot believe
that there will not be appropriate
action to undo whatever mischief will
be done by this very important confer-
ence report, and to restore the mini-
mum payment to deserving Americans.

Actually, this very important confer-
ence report has to do with getting this
Government back on a basis in which
we can look forward to a balanced
budget. Now, that does not mean that
we will do so at the expense of the
social security recipients. I never saw
or heard of these figures that the
newspaper from Montana printed. It is
my understanding that the social secu-
rity trust fund will be dead broke by
next September if we do not do some-
thing about it. I believe that is true.

So again I say to my good friend, the
gentlewoman from Ohio, this is not a
means of trying to make somebody’s
deficit look smaller, because there is
not any balance in the trust fund to
build up for that purpose.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the resolu-
tion will be adopted, and the previous
guestion will be ordered.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Missis-
sippi (Mr. LoTT).

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Speaker, I want to
state up front why I am speaking at
this time, and it is to urge that the
Members vote for the previous ques-
tion and for the rule.

Now, it may not be a perfect rule, as
the gentleman from Texas has pointed
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out. I do not like it either, because it
brings up an issue that I do not think
properly should be brought up here.
But let us look at what we are really
talking about. The rule that we have
before us will allow us to go forward
on the reconciliation conference
report and this freestanding bill,
which is a very emotional issue for a
lot of people. I would maintain to the
Members that you have to realize that
all of the eyes of the world are not
just on this House. We have a body on
the other side, too. And the net result
of this whole procedure if we do not
pass the previous question and the
rule would be to tie this whole thing
up, and it could drag on to I do not
know when.

Here before me is a reconciliation
conference report. Under rules of the
other body, it very well could open up
the whole thing again. I do not think
we want to do this. I do not think the
distinguished chairman of the Budget
Committee, who has done a great job

_in conference, and our distinguished

leader over here, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. LatTa), would not want to
do that.

What would be the alternative in de-
feating the previous question is a very
guestionable thing. The resolution
does not even identify here what sec-
tion is supposed to be deleted. As has
been emphazised earlier—but I want
to hit it again—it says ‘“shall not con-
sider prior to the opening of the
second session of the 97th Congress
any bill, resolution or conference
report thereon reducing social security
benefits,”” and so forth.

Really, what it is doing is prohibit-
ing any substantial across-the-board
action in the first session of this Con-
gress on the very important issue of
the social security reform.

We should do this in an across the
board, fair, bipartisan manner, as the
distinguished gentleman from Texas
(Mr. PickLE) would propose to do, and
that is what this process would allow
us to do.

I urge a vote for the previous ques-
tion and for the rule.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. GRADISON).

Mr. GRADISON. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
previous question and the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think the issue
before us is the issue of the minimum
benefit. I happen to be opposed to the
retroactive reduction in the minimum
benefit. As a member of the Social Se-
curity Subcommittee, I am satisfied
that the recommendations of that sub-
committee will provide that the
changes in the benefit which are nec-
essary be made solely on a prospective
basis.

What bothers me here today, Mr.
Speaker, is the very point that was
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raised by our chairman, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. PickiLe). We are
working on this bill. We have tenta-
tively decided how to act on the mini-
mum benefit. But that is not the only
social security issue which we face. It
is part of a total package of social se-
curity benefits and social security
taxes. It involves shortrun and long-
run considerations.

I would deeply hope that the Mem-
bers of this body would give our sub-
committee and the full Ways and
Means Committee an opportunity to
complete our work on social security
as a package rather than dealing item
by item as this effort would lead us to
do.

With regard to the basic question of
whether benefits now being received
by people should be reduced, I am
strongly of the view that they should
not. I think it would undermine the
support for the system as a whole. I
think it could lead to a means tested
approach for social security benefits.
But I think it is a serious mistake to
take this up without looking at the
social security financing problem as a
whole, which our subcommittee is
doing.

For this reason, Mr. Speaker, I
would urge my colleagues to vote yes
for the previous question and to sup-
port the rule brought before us by the
Rules Committee,
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Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MICHEL).

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues, first of all, let me address
myself, if I might, since the majority
leader opened up the subject, to the
agreement that was printed in the
REcoRbD, July 16.

Normally, one’s word among the
leadership, I think, would be secure
and I would like to assume that when
we do have leadership agreements
that that word is kept. It might be
open to interpretation if done verbal-
ly, but for the express purpose of
making absolutely sure that everybody
knew exactly where we were, we had
this printed in the Recorp and it is on
the page, as I said 16002.

But in addition to the rules for the
reconciliation conference, we also had
under a special heading “Leadership
Understandings.” The majority leader
made mention of the third provision:

Subconferees will not reopen provisions
which are the same in both bills and are
urged to agree on substantially identical
provisions.

Now, the reason for that was not
only social security. Many of those
items in the bill are very sensitive and
touching to any number of Members
in this House on both sides of the
aisle. We all admitted that reconcilia-
tion was going to be a tough, tough
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proposition. We were going to make
one giant leap forward, hopefully, but
it was going to involve an awful lot of
touchy issues. We did not want them
isolated out here or we would never
have made any progress. We all ac-
cepted that as a matter of fact in the
beginning.

But then, when we get down to pro-
vision No. 5:

Assuming that the conference reaches full
agreement on a conference substitute, the
House leadership will support a rule which
makes the conference report in order and
waives all necessary points of order.

Now, the gentleman was in that
meeting—not the gentleman from Mis-
souri, the chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee—and even though he is normal-
ly considered to be leadership, was not
privy to the meeting in which the
Speaker, the majority leader, and
others of us were there.

If I really judged one’s personal feel-
ings and acceptance of an agreement
in that kind of a situation, this was it.

So it really rankles me no little bit
when I see the majority leader then,
in this kind of situation, making an ar-
gument to vote down the previous
question. I really have to be somewhat
concerned.

I will yield to the majority leader.

Mr. WRIGHT. I do appreciate that.
1 hope I do not take up too much of
the gentleman’s time because I think
agreements are important and keeping
an agreement is important.

Mr. MICHEL. They have to be. That
is the only thing we have to depend on
around here, is our agreements.

Mr. WRIGHT. I understand that,
and I do not want to be too legalistic
about it, but I was saying, it seems to
me that agreement No. 3 refers to sub-
conferees; that they will not reopen
provisions which are the same in both
bills.

Mr. MICHEL. That explains the
reason.

Mr. WRIGHT. That agreement has
been fulfilled. The subconferees did
what was said here. I did not under-
stand that we were binding the mem-
bership not to be able to assert its will
on provisions as they usually can in
other conference committee reports. I
did not understand the agreement to
be that way, I will say to the gentle-
man. I do not want to take any more
of the gentleman’s time, and I appreci-
ate his yielding to me for this purpose.

Mr. MICHEL. I will take the gentle-
man’s word for that, but I wanted to
let him know in no uncertain terms
that we just cannot take this lying
down; we have to at least raise the
issue again and have it aerated in
public. I get no joy in accusing an-
other Member of welching on his
word. That is not my intent here. It
may have been a misunderstanding,
and that I regret.

If I might use the balance of my
time simply to clarify a statement of
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the gentleman, I think from Montana,
reading from some particular press
story, quoting the Deputy Commis-
sioner, 1 believe, of Social Security,
Mr. Myers, under date of July 30 in a
letter written to the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. BILL ARCHER, he says:

DEAR Mr. ArcHER: The Associated Press
story with regard to the financing of the
Social Security program that has appeared
in various newspapers last night and today
is extremely misleading. In essence, the
story implied that the system is in better fi-
nancial shape than we told Congress a few
weeks ago in the Trustees Report. Only
later in the stories, is it brought out that
the situation is more favorable, because the
conferees Budget Reconciliation legislation
(which includes the elimination of the mini-
mum-benefit provision) will provide signifi-
cant reductions in outgo—and thus will nat-
urally improve the financial picture—not
because the estimates for the existing pro-
gram have been changed.

I will put the entire text of the
letter in the Recorp. But he further
goes on to say:

I am convinced—and I will stake my pro-
fessional actuarial reputation—on the fact
that the financial integrity of the Social Se-
curity program must be assured over the
short range by using worst-case economic
assumptions in determining its financial
status. Under such assumptions, the three
trust. funds combined would, even with
inter-fund borrowing being possible, become
bankrupt in late 1983 unless present law is
changed to save the system. Similarly, as-
suming the passage of the conferees’ Budget
Reconciliation bill, the point of bankruptcy
would be reached only slightly later—prob-
ably some time early in 1984.

Now, we cannot discount what the
social security actuaries, those respon-
sible for administering the trust funds,
are saying to us in unvarnished terms,
and for that reason at the appropriate
time when we are debating the amend-
ment itself we will have further com-
ments to make on that particular
issue.

But for now I would urge Members
to vote up the previous question and
vote for the rule that has been a
rather ticklish situation and subject
matter to deal with, but I am con-
vinced this is the way most of the
Members would prefer, to have a vote
up on the previous question.

Mr. Speaker, at this point I insert
the letter from Robert J. Myers.

SoCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., July 30, 1981.
Hon, BiLL ARCHER,
House of Representalives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MRr. ArcHER: The Associated Press
story with regard to the financing of the
Social Security program that has appeared
in various newspapers last night and today
is extremely misleading. In essence, the
story implied that the system is in better fi-
nancial shape than we told Congress a few
weeks ago in the Trustees Report. Only
later in the stories, is it brought out that
the situation is more favorable, because the
conferees' Budget Reconciliation legislation
(which includes the elimination of the mini-
mum-benefit provision) will provide signifi-
cant reductions in outgo—and thus will nat-
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urally improve the financial picture—not
because the estimates for the existing pro-
gram have been changed.

The story went on to state that, under
certain moderate economic assumptions, the
combined OASDI-HI Trust Funds will
remain solvent until the end of this decade.
It is further stated that only under econom-
ic conditions where the economy “takes a
real nosedive” will there be financing prob-
lems for the trust funds.

It is most important to emphasize that
our pessimistic economic assumptions do
not imply that “the economy takes a real
nosedive”, as the story stated. Rather, in
balance, they assume no worse economic
conditions in the next five years than were
actually experienced in the last five years.
Indeed, as to the most important element,
increases in real wages, our assumption for
the next five years were much more favor-
able than that actually experienced in the
last five years.

I am convinced—and I will stake my pro-
fessional actuarial reputation—on the fact
that the financial integrity of the Social Se-
curity program must be assured over the
short range by using worst-case economic
assumptions in determining its financial
status. Under such assumptions, the three
trust funds combined would, even with
inter-fund borrowing being possible, become
bankrupt in late 1983 unless present law is
changed to save the system. Similarly, as-
suming the passage of the conferees’ Budget
Reconciliation bill, the point of bankruptey
would be reached only slightly later—prob-
ably some time early in 1984,

The facts of the matter just do not bear
out the implications of the story. First of
all, the situation as to the financial status of
the Social Security program is not changed
by any new estimates, as the story stated,
but rather, gquite naturally, by the passage
of the conferees’ Budget Reconciliation bill,
which would prove the situation.

The basic thing that must be kept in mind
is that the program must be financed over
the short range under worst-case economic
assumptions. The trust-fund balances are
now at so low a level that there is no margin
of safety available if we were to use even in-
termediate economic assumptions and then
the actual situation turned out worse.

With regard to the Associated Press state-
ment that, including the effect of the com-
plete package of changes in the conferees’
Budget Reconciliation bill, the actuarial
cost estimates would show that, under the
so-called moderate economic assumptions in
the intermediate estimate, the combined
trust funds might not become bankrupt
until 1989 is of small comfort. As indicated
previously, it is only prudent that the cost
estimates based on pessimistic conditions
should be used to determine the financing
necessary in the short range.

Otherwise, we are running the great
danger which actually eventuated after the
passage of the 1977 Amendments, for which
intermediate assumptions made at the time
of enactment showed that the trust funds
would get by. However, much worse condi-
tions occurred, and we now have a problem.
One big difference with the situation in
1977 was that then we had a fairly sizable
contingenecy reserve on hand, and now we
no longer do. Therefore, we must be pru-
dent and fiscally responsible by basing our
short-range financing plans on worst-case
economic assumptions.

The so-called moderate economic assump-
tions are by no means certain to occur, and
we should not make the same mistake that
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we did in 1977 by counting on intermediate
conditions to prevail. But even so, it would
be extremely unwise to take such course of
action, because, even under these condi-
tions, the financial situation of the program
would be steadily and certainly deteriorat-
ing after 1985, and the combined trust funds
would, under these assumptions be bank-
rupt at some time in 1989. We should not
close our eyes to this situation which could
arise within this decade, even under as-
sumptions that intermediate economic con-
ditions would prevail.

I am sending copies of this letter also to
Senator ARMSTRONG, Senator MOYNIHAN,
and Chairman PICKLE.

Sincerely Yours,
ROBERT J. MYERS,
Deputy Commissioner for Programs.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from California (Mr. PANETTA),
who undoubtedly knows more about
this process of reconciliation than any
10 Members of the House.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, there
are obviously emotions and concerns
involved here on both sides of the
aisle, and I respect those emotions and
those concerns, but I do hope that
Members understand that this is a
vote on the rule. I hope my colleagues
will take the time to read the rule that
they are voting on.

The rule on page 2 provides, and I
quote:

That upon the adoption of this resolution,
it shall be in order to consider in the House
the bill HR. 4331 to amend the Omnibus
Reconciliation Act of 1981 to restore mini-
mum benefits under the Social Security Act.

The rule as designed by the distin-
guished chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee provides for a vote on restoring
the minimum benefit, and Members
who are concerned about that issue
will have the opportunity to vote. It is
not going to be a moral expression, it
is not going to be a resolution, it is
going to be a change in the law which
will be sent over to the Senate and
they can dispose of it one way or the
other.

But the onus will be on their shoul-
ders, assuming that the House votes to
restore the minimum benefits and it is
in this rule.

Second, we are talking about the
prineipal vehicle dealing with reconeil-
iation. I understand that there are
Members who are concerned about
that process. But 250 conferees were
involved in this reconciliation. confer-
ence over a period of 2 weeks. It in-
volved 58 subconferences, 17 commit-
tee jurisdictions, conferences that met
late into the evening and on weekends
to try to look at the difficult issues, to
compromise those issues, to reduce,
where they could, but also to protect
those programs that are important to
people.

That was the work that was done by
many of the Members in this body and
many of the chairmen of these com-
mittees and surely they are entitled to
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a vote up or down on the work that
they did in the conference.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield.

Mr. PANETTA. I yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. I want to
thank the gentleman for yielding.

As has been pointed out, no one is
more responsible for the success of
this conference than the gentleman in
the well, the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. PANETTA).

I want to underscore as chairman of
the Budget Committee, my hope that
this body will vote for the previous
question and will pass this rule.

There has been some misunder-
standing about a previous speaker, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PICKLE),
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Social Security. We have talked. The
gentleman also hopes that this previ-
ous question will be passed and that
the rule will be passed.

I think that this rule carries out the
understanding that the bipartisan
leadership of the House and Senate
had on how this conference was to be
addressed.

The issue of social security is one
that we can address in this rule. If the
Republican-dominated other body re-
fuses to adopt this same bill that we
pass here to restore social security
funds, then it will be clearly on the
other party’s shoulders as to who is re-
sponsible for cutting the 3 million
social security recipients.

I think we should keep that in mind.

Mr. PANETTA. Let me refer to the
agreements at the leadership level. I
understand that Members do not nec-
essarily have to be bound by those
agreements.

Mr.
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But, those agreements did require
that the conferees stick within scope,
and that they not go beyond the provi-
sions that were the same in both
House and Senate versions. While it
may not bind many of the Members
here, it did bind those 250 conferees in
each of their subconferences and
there were many chairmen that
wished that they could go beyond the
scope, not only to deal with the elder-
ly, but to deal with children, to deal
with housing, to deal with mass tran-
sit, to deal with a myriad of other
issues. But, they did not do it because
the leadership provided these basic
guidelines and basic agreements, and
they deserve to be respected.

So, on the basis of reconciliation and
on the basis that Members will have
the opportunity to vote up or down on
the minimum benefit, I urge the Mem-
bers to support the rule.

The SPEAKER. Each side has 3
minutes remaining.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH).
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Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to urge my col-
leagues to vote against the previous
question, in an attempt to provide an
opportunity to permit consideration of
a substitute resolution that includes a
motion to instruet the conferees to
delete the section which eliminates
the minimum benefit.

Mr. Speaker, it was only 10 days ago
that this House voted 405 to 13 in
favor of House Resolution 181—a reso-
lution expressing the sense of this
body in favor—not opposition—to the
minimum benefit.

To date, several bills and resolutions
have been introduced in this House in
an attempt to save the minimum bene-
fit. A few days ago, I introduced my
own bill, H.R. 4328, a bill which would
strike section 2201 of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 on
the day it is due to become effective;
21 Members, including 10 Democrats
and 12 Republicans have cosponsored
my bill. The point is, Mr. Speaker, a
huge majority in this body wants the
minimum benefit restored.

Mr. Speaker, an analysis of actual
data supplied by the Social Security
Administration indicates that most
beneficiaries of the minimum payment
are women and retired workers alone,
there are about 1.5 million recipients
over 70 years old, about 532,000 over
80 years old, and about 80,000 over 90
years old.

The Social Security Administration
estimates that of the 3 million mini-
mum beneficiaries, only 1.2 million
would experience no actual reduction
in their monthly benefit.

One million of the 1.2 million are
dually entitled so that their spouse’s
benefit would simply increase so as to
replace their worker’s benefit formerly
based on the minimum payment. An-
other 200,000 minimum beneficiaries
actually have earned benefits as large
as the minimum benefit, but for some
reason have been designated minimum
beneficiaries.

This leaves, however, 1.8 million re-
maining minimum beneficiaries who
would experience some loss of social
security benefits. About 450,000 to
500,000 persons may receive supple-
mental security income (SSI) to offset
their loss from elimination of the min-
imum benefit. Perhaps 1 million more
could apply for SSI benefits. This
would still leave at least 800,000 per-
sons unaccounted for and without al-
ternative sources of income.

Mr. Speaker, these are the people we
must concern ourselves with. These
are people who will suffer and whose
lives will be greatly disrupted. These
are people who made this country
great—and we can't abandon them.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote down the previous question.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 minutes.
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Mr. Speaker, as I said at the outset
of this debate on the rule, I support
the rule. I think it would be foolhardy
to vote down the previous question.
The reason is that we will have an op-
portunity between now and the first of
March, to make some real improve-
ments in the social security system.
Why? As the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. GrapisoN) pointed out, they are
going to come forward with a social se-
curity bill in the Ways and Means
Committee, and the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. PickiLe) concurred. They
are going to have to make some ad-
justments. There is no question about
it, and certainly by having this prob-
lem in front of them with a deadline
for necessary action, they are going to
have to act to save the social security
system.

I know it makes a lot of good reading
back home to say we are against this,
we are against that and just add more
benefits and do not worry how you are
going to pay for them. Well, that is
what has been going on here in the
Congress for far too long. The fund is
going to be empty next year according
to the Social Security Board itself, and
something has to be done.

This Congress, as I know—I have
been around long enough to know—
never seems to step up to an issue
until it is forced to do so, and in this
case we are going to be forced to do
something before the 1st of March.
With this March deadline, the Ways
and Means Committee and this House
will be forced to act. No action is going
to be taken, in my humble judgment,
with such a deadline for action.

Why? We are going to delay and
delay and delay, and we are going to
come right up until the time the
checks can not go out for want of
funds and then take some patchwork
action.

The people of this country are going
to say: “What were you doing? You
had plenty of time to rectify this situ-
ation. You had plenty of warning.”

It is high time for us to get down to
business, and certainly by bringing
this matter into this debate is wrong.
Certainly, we have a commitment on
both sides of the aisle. I think these
are honorable gentlemen, and they
are. We are going to have a bill, and I
think we can resolve this question in a
proper manner.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of the time.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot say that I
started this fight, because the gentle-
man from Minnesota and others start-
ed it by putting in their resolution, but
1 sort of activated it yesterday at 10:15
in a press conference. Let me tell the
Members why I am here with this
rule. I went to a meeting and discov-
ered that my leadership was commit-
ted to a certain process in concluding
the reconciliation matter. I had not

been a party to that, but I felt bound
by it.

1 also would like to state that if we
had not agreed to this approach
rather than another, there would
probably not have been another op-
portunity for the House to act on the
reconciliation conference report be-
cause the other body was in such a sit-
uation that they would have done
what the White House and David
Stockman wanted from the beginning.
They would have passed that mon-
strosity that we passed straight
through the Senate. I assure the Mem-
bers that the chairmen and the mem-
bers of the various conferences tell me
that that would have been much
worse.

Now, how could they have done
that? Because they had the papers,
and it was made very clear to me that
they were going to keep those papers
and do that unless we worked out a
compromise. So, I am not doing what I
am pleased with. I am doing what I
though the institution had to do, and I
am honoring what I thought I had to
honor.

I urge the Members to vote for the
previous question on this rule, and
then they will have an opportunity to
debate and discuss a bill that will hang
in the Senate after we pass it, remind-
ing the American people that the Re-
publican Senate—if I may put it that
way—has the ball.

Let me say one final thing. It will
not just be the Social Security Sub-
committee; it will not just be the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means that will
have all the say on what happens to
social security. The Rules Committee
clearly has a certain legislative respon-
sibility on all matters on which it is
asked to grant a rule. I assure the
Members that the Rules Committee
and all its members are going to be
very careful to see that the people
under social security are protected in
every sane way.

I urge the Members to vote for the
previous question.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
ordering the previous question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 271, nays
151, not voting 12, as follows:
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Addabbo
Akaka
Andrews
Annunzio
Anthony
Archer
Ashbrook
Badham
Bafalis
Bailey (MO)
Bailey (PA)
Barnard
Beard
Bedell
Beilenson
Benedict
Benjamin
Bereuter
Bevill

Bliley

Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Boner
Bonker
Breaux
Brinkley
Brodhead
Broomfield
Brown (CO)
Brown (OH)
Broyhill
Burgener
Butler
Byron
Campbell
Carney
Chappell
Chappie
Cheney
Chisholm
Clausen
Clinger
Coats
Coelho
Coleman
Collins (TX)
Conable
Conte
Corcoran
Coughlin
Courter
Coyne, James
Craig
Crane, Daniel
Crane, Philip
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Danielson
Dannemeyer
Daub

de la Garza
Deckard
Derrick
Derwinski
Dickinson
Dicks
Dingell
Donnelly
Dorgan
Dougherty
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards (AL)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
Emery
English
Erdahl
Erlenborn
Evans (DE)
Evans (GA)
Evans (IA)
Fary

Fazio
Fenwick
Fiedler
Fields
Findley
Fithian

[Roll No. 1871
YEAS—271

Foley
Forsythe
Fountain
Fowler
Frank
Frenzel
Frost
Fugqua
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Ginn
Goodling
Gradison
Gramm
Green
Gregg
Grisham
Gunderson
Hagedorn
Hall (OH)
Hall, Sam
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hance
Hansen (ID)
Hansen (UT)
Harkin
Hartnett
Hatcher
Hefner
Hendon
Hiler

Hillis
Holland
Holt
Horton
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hunter
Hutto
Hyde
Ireland
Jeffries
Jenkins
Johnston
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kemp
Kindness
Eramer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Latta
Leath
LeBoutillier
Lee

Lewis
Livingston
Loeffler
Long (LA)
Lott
Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Lujan
Lungren
Madigan
Markey
Marks
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin (IL)
Martin (NY)
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoll
McClory
McCloskey
McCollum
McCurdy
McDade
McDonald
McEwen
McHugh
McKinney
Michel
Miller (OH)
Mineta
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Mitchell (NY)
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison
Murtha
Nelligan
O’'Brien
Oxley
Panetta
Parris
Pashayan
Patterson
Paul
Pepper
Petri

Pickle
Porter
Price
Pritchard
Pursell
Quillen
Rallsback
Regula
Rhodes
Ritter
Roberts (KS)
Roberts (SD)
Robinson
Roemer
Rose

Roth
Roukema
Rousselot
Rudd
Russo

Sabo
Santini
Sawyer
Schulze
Sensenbrenner
Shannon
Shaw
Shelby
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (AL)
Smith (NE)
Smith (OR)
Smith (PA)
Snowe
Solomon
Spence
Stangeland
Stanton
Staton
Stenholm
Stump
Swift
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas
Trible

Udall
Vander Jagt
Walker
Wampler
Watkins
Weber (MN)
Weber (OH)
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whittaker
‘Williams (OH)
Winn

Wirth
Wortley
Wylie
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zablocki
Zeferetti
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Albosta
Alexander
Anderson
Applegate
Aspin
Atkinson
AuCoin
Barnes
Bennett
Biagei
Bingham
Blanchard
Bonior
Bouguard
Bowen
Brooks
Brown (CA)
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Carman
Clay
Collins (IL)
Conyers
Coyne, William
Crockett
D'Amours
Daschle
Davis
Dellums
DeNardis
Dixon
Dowdy
Downey
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson
Early
Eckart
Edgar
Edwards (CA)
Ertel
Evans (IN)
Ferraro
Fish
Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Garcia
Gilman

NAYS—151

Glickman
Gonzalez
Gore

Gray
Guarini
Hall, Ralph
Hawkins
Heckler
Hertel
Hightower
Hollenbeck
Hopkins
Howard
Hughes
Jacobs
Jeffords
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Kildee
Kogovsek
Lantos
Leach
Lehman
Leland
Lent
Levitas
Long (MD)
Luken
Lundine
Martin (NC)
Mattox
McGrath
Mica
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Minish
Mitchell (MD)
Moffett
Mottl
Murphy
Myers
Napier
Natcher
Neal
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey
Ottinger
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The vote was taken by electronic Patterson

Patman
Pease
Perkins
Peyser
Rahall
Rangel
Ratchford
Reuss
Rinaldo
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Rosenthal
Roybal
Scheuer
Schneider
Schroeder
Schumer
Seiberling
Shamansky
Sharp
Smith (IA)
Smith (NJ)
Snyder
Solarz

St Germain
Stark
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Synar
Traxler
Vento
Volkmer
Walgten
Washington
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
White
Whitten
Williams (MT)
Wilson
Wolf
Wolpe
Wright
Wyden
Yates
Yatron

NOT VOTING—12

Bethune
Cotter
Dornan
Fascell

Gingrich
Goldwater
Heftel
Richmond

0O 1140

Rostenkowski
Savage
Simon

Young (MO)

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. Young of Missouri with Mr. Gold-
water,

Mr. Rostenkowski
California.

Mr. Heftel with Mr. Gingrich.

Mr. Fascell with Mr. Richmond.

Mr. Simon with Mr. Bethune.

Messrs. FLIPPO, ASPIN, GORE,
RALPH M. HALL, ATKINSON, AL-
BOSTA, DAVIS, CARMAN, NAPIER,
STRATTON, WHITE, LANTOS, and
VOLKEMER changed their votes from
“yea’” to “nay.”

Messrs. MICA and FRANK changed
their votes from “nay" to “yea.”

So the previous question was or-
dered.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

with Mr. Dornan of

device, and there were—yeas 370, nays

52, not voting 12, as follows:

Addabbo
Akaka
Albosta
Alexander
Anderson
Andrews
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Archer
Aspin
Atkinson
AuCoin
Badham
Bafalis
Bailey (MO)
Bailey (PA)
Barnard
Barnes
Beard
Bedell
Beilenson
Benedict
Benjamin
Bennett
Bereuter
Bevill
Biaggi
Blanchard
Bliley
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Boner
Bonior
Bonker
Bouquard
Bowen
Breaux
Brinkley
Brodhead
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Brown (CQ)
Brown (OH)
Broyhill
Burgener
Butler
Byron
Campbell
Carman
Carney
Chappell
Chappie
Cheney
Chisholm
Clausen
Clinger
Coats
Coelho
Coleman
Collins (TX)
Conable
Conte
Corcoran
Coughlin
Courter
Coyne, James
Craig
Crane, Daniel
Crane, Philip
D’'Amours
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Danielson
Dannemeyer
Daschle
Daub

Davis

de la Garza
Deckard
Derrick
Derwinski
Dickinson
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon

[Roll No. 188]
YEAS—3T0

Donnelly
Dorgan
Dougherty
Dowdy
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Dymally
Dyson
Edgar
Edwards (AL)
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
Emery
English
Erdahl
Erlenborn
Ertel
Evans (DE)
Evans (GA)
Evans (IA)
Evans (IN)
Fary

Fazio
Fenwick
Ferraro
Fiedler
Fields
Findley
Fish
Fithian
Flippo
Florio
Foley

Ford (MI)
Forsythe
Fountain
Fowler
Frank
Frenzel
Frost
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gingrich
Ginn
Glickman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gradison
Gramm
Green
Gregg
Grisham
Guarini
Gunderson
Hagedorn
Hall (OH)
Hall, Ralph
Hall, Sam
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hance
Hansen (ID)
Hansen (UT)
Harkin
Hartnett
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hefner
Hendon
Hertel
Hightower
Hiler

Hillis
Holland
Holt
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hunter
Hutto
Hyde

Ireland
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jeffries
Jenkins
Johnston
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kazen
Kemp
Kildee
Kindness
Kogovsek
Kramer
Lagomarsino
Lantos

Latta

Leach

Leath
LeBoutillier
Lee

Lehman
Lent

Lewis
Livingston
Loeffler
Long (LA)
Long (MD)
Lott
Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
Lungren
Madigan
Markey
Marks
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin (IL)
Martin (NC)
Martin (NY)
Matsui
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McClory
McCloskey
MeCollum
McCurdy
MecDade
McDonald
McEwen
MecGrath
McHugh
McKinney
Mica
Michel
Miller (OH)
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell (NY)
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Napier
Natcher
Neal
Nelligan
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Oxley
Panetta
Parris
Pashayan

Paul
Pepper
Perkins
Petri
Peyser
Pickle
Porter
Price
Pritchard
Pursell
Quillen
Rahall
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Ritter
Roberts (KS)
Roberts (SD)
Robinson
Rodino
Roe
Roemer
Rogers
Rose
Rosenthal
Roth
Roukema
Rousselot
Rudd
Russo
Sabo
Santini
Sawyer
Scheuer

Ashbrook
Bingham
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Clay

Collins (IL)
Conyers
Coyne, William
Crockett
Dellums
DeNardis
Downey

Dwyer

Early

Eckart
Foglietta

Ford (TN)
Garcia
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Schroeder
Schulze
Seiberling
Sensenbrenner
Shamansky
Shannon
Sharp
Shaw
Shelby
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (AL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (PA)
Snowe
Snyder
Solomon
Spence

St Germain
Stangeland
Stanton
Stark
Staton
Stenholm
Stratton
Stump
Swift
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor

NAYS—52

Gejdenson
Gilman
Gore

Gray
Heckler
Hollenbeck
Hopkins
Kastenmeier
LaFalce
Leland
Levitas
Mattox
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Mitchell (MD)
Moffett
Mottl
Ottinger

1981

Thomas
Traxler
Trible

Udall
Vander Jagt
Volkmer
Walgren
Walker
Wampler
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weber (MN)
Weber (OH)
White
Whitehurst
Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten
Willlams (OH)
Wilson
Winn

Wirth

Wolf

Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
Wyden
Wylie
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zablocki
Zeferetti

Patman
Pease
Rangel
Ratchford
Roybal
Schneider
Schumer
Solarz
Stokes
Studds
Synar
Vento
Washington
Weiss
Willlams (MT)
Yates

NOT VOTING—12

Bethune
Cotter
Dornan
Fascell

Goldwater
Heftel
Railsback
Richmond

O 1150

Rostenkowski
Savage
Simon

Young (MO)

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Young of Missouri with Mr. Gold-
water.

Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Dornan of
California.

Mr. Fascell with Mr. Richmond.

Mr. Simon with Mr. Bethune.

Mr. Heftel with Mr. Railsback.

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Frank). The gentleman will state it.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I inquire
of the Chair whether the papers of
the reconciliation package, H.R. 3982,
are in the possession of the House.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Yes,
they are.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I would
further inquire, is it customary for
these papers to remain in the posses-
sion of the House at the conclusion of
a conference committee, and in this in-
stance, were they retained at the con-
clusion of the conference committee,
or were they more recently delivered
to the House?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Yes,
the Chair would say to the gentleman,
it is customary for the papers to be
transferred to the House which agree
to the conference—and is to act first
on the report—at the conclusion of a
successful conference.

Mr. VENTO. In this case, Mr. Speak-
er, were the papers retained by the
House conferees on the matter of the
reconciliation conference?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently not, because they were brought
back to the House this morning at
about 9:15 by a messenger from the
other body.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, in other
words, this violated one of the tenets
that we have in terms of consider-
ation.

I thank the Chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would advise the gentleman
that this deviated from custom but did
not especially violate the rules of the
House.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to the provisions of House Resolu-
tion 203, I call up the bill (H.R. 4331)
to amend the Omnibus Reconciliation
Act of 1981 to restore minimum bene-
fits under the Social Security Act, and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 4331

Be il enacled by the Senale and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) ef-
fective as of the date of the enactment of
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1981, section 2201 of that Act (relating to
repeal of minimum benefit provisions) is re-
pealed.

(b) Subject to section 2 of this Act, the
provisions of the Social Security Act affect-
ed by the provisions of such section 2201
shall be in effect as of date of the enact-
ment of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981 as such provisions would be in
effect if such section 2201 had not been en-
acted.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. BorLring) will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes, and the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. MicHEL) will be
recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BOLLING).

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I do not know how
much of the time we have on this bill
is going to be taken up. This is, it
seems to me, one of the most impor-
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tant issues that the Congress is going
to deal with. This Congress in its two
sessions is not going to have a more
important issue than the issue of
social security. I think it is very, very
important for all who are directly in-
volved in the legislative process to un-
derstand that this is one issue on
which the Rules Committee is going to
take a very special interest.

That is so because the Rules Com-
mittee is, really—despite its over-
whelming Democratic majority—
rather successfully representative of
all the interests in the House.

I would urge Members to take a look
at the list of the Members on both the
Democratic side and the Republican
side, and they will see that those
Members pretty generally cover the
views of a very large segment of the
institution.

We have two very different points of
view at war in this Government on the
subject of social security. I suppose
that both of them are legitimate. But
fundamentally, there are those who
feel that there should not be a social
security system, that there should be
some kind of means tested welfare
program which might be called social
security. But there is a fundamental
difference between a social insurance
program that guarantees to its mem-
bers that as they contribute and as
they are blanketed in, they have a
right under a social compact.
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That I believe is the early theory of
social security.

Now it is perfectly legitimate for
people whose predecessors fought
against the social security system in
the thirties to say today that the
social security system should be differ-
ent, that it should be and is in effect a
need-oriented program, purely and
simply.

1 do not have any objection to that
argument. It is here. It is with us. But
it is terribly important that the people
of the country begin to look at that ar-
gument and the meaning of the differ-
ent points of view.

1 very strongly hold to the notion
that I described as a social security
system, a social insurance compact,
not means tested, except in a very,
very limited degree, but designed to be
sensible, fair, and contributory.

I want to serve notice on everybody
in the institution—and I have never
done this before—that the Rules Com-
mittee and its chairman are going to
be involved in the legislative process
on this. There is not going to be any
more of blanketing this issue into gen-
eral legislation.

Those of my colleagues who do not
understand what that means should
consult with those who are experts in
procedure because it is going to be
very difficult to consider the necessary
package to cure the problems of the
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social security system without having
a rule on the bill that does it.

I happen to believe that there are
problems in the system, short-range
problems and long-range problems. I
happen to believe that we have to
arrive at legitimate, fair compromises
to achieve the desired result, and
those compromises range all the way
from making up the deficit from the
general fund to drastically curtailing
benefits already committed.

I just want to give the shape of the
distance that there is between the
sides and to assure the Members on
both sides that the Rules Committee
is going to attempt to see to it that
this matter is dealt with fairly as to
the different points of view, and fun-
damentally fairly to the weakest in
this land who could easily be the vic-
tims of changes, well intentioned per-
haps, but unwise.

That is the only reason that we went
through this exercise is to make it
very, very clear that there is going to
be no cute play on this matter. It is
going to be dealt with very carefully,
with due consideration for the system
that the House provides, a system of
committees, broken down into subcom-
mittees, that the legislative process is
going to be honored in every way, and
it is going to be honored in all of its
details. And one of those details gives
to the Rules Committee a particular
function and the Rules Committee is
going to exercise that function in this
particular matter with a great deal of
care. That is not a threat. It is not a
promise. It is a statement of fact.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MIcHEL) is recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, here we
are again on this very sensitive issue
of social security. I must confess that I
have not exactly been beseeched for
requests on my side to speak in opposi-
tion to what the thrust of this bill is
here today.

But recognizing the responsibility
for what it is, I should like to make a
few observations, then yield to those
Members who similarly would like to
express themselves.

It might surprise some Members of
this body to learn that this Member,
as outspoken as he has been on this
and other issues when he was a junior
Congressman, was one of the original
sponsors of legislation to tie social se-
curity benefits to the cost-of-living
index three Congresses before we ac-
tually adopted it, because I was so sick
and tired of the bidding war that went
on between parties on who was going
to vote the biggest increase in any
given year.

Incidentally, regarding the cost-of-
living index, it takes us about 6 or 7
years to devise revisions of that index.
It rankles me no end that it takes so
long. By the time we get the index re-
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vised to reflect new figures, they are
already obsolete. But those are the
facts of life. But as I said, Mel Laird,
Jack Betts, who used to serve on our
Ways and Means Committee, and I
had talked about tying the social secu-
rity system to the cost-of-living index
for some time, so I do not come to the
well of the House today as one insensi-
tive to the social security problem and
the need to keep it solvent so that
people will continue to receive the
benefits to which they are entitled.

I must confess that in those earlier
days, we had never dreamed there
would be the type of double-digit in-
flation we have experienced during
the past few years. I would be the first
to admit today that in view of recent
trends, the existing cost-of-living
index now somewhat inaccurately
measures the actual cost of living for
most of those over 65. The housing
and medical components in particular
produce distortions that should be cor-
rected.

But be that as it may, I would like to
address myself now to the particular
issue of minimum benefits, what is in-
volved, and why we think there can be
some modification in what is con-
tained in reconciliation.

We have until March 1 of next year
in which we can act affirmatively to
redress any grievances that we feel
ought to be addressed.

Now, as my colleagues know, the
minimum benefit involves roughly 3
million of our people. However, 1 mil-
lion of those are only technical benefi-
ciaries of the minimum benefit who
are actually receiving today much
more than the minimum, and we
ought to understand that. Their bene-
fits would not change one dime if we
eliminate the minimum benefit re-
quirement.

We have an additional 450,000
people who are currently receiving
benefits from a Federal retirement
system, one of the most lucrative in
the country, as well as the minimum
benefit. These are not needy people
with no other place to go.

Fifty thousand more have retired
spouses receiving benefits from the
Federal retirement system as well as
the minimum benefit.

Thirty thousand other recipients
have working spouses earning an aver-
age of $21,000 annually.

Still another 200,000 are receiving an
amount equal to the minimum benefit
as a result of what they have paid into
social security, so their monthly check
would not change one dime.

And that is why the President comes
down quite hard, to try to make the
differentiation between those who ac-
tually earned a benefit as distin-
guished from those who have not
earned it, but simply got blanketed in
through the minimum provision.

In my judgment, we ought not to
have that drag on the trust fund. We
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ought to take care of the needy
through other programs, such as SSI,
even if these programs have to be
modified to make sure no one falls
through the cracks.

Continuing with the breakdown of
minimum benefit recipients, there are
500,000 recipients receiving supple-
mental security income benefits as
well as the minimum, and the way the
SSI benefits are figured their SSI
checks would increase to make up for
what they lose from minimum bene-
fits. In other words, their monthly
checks would not change one dime.

The key diference here is that the
flat minimum benefit under the Social
Security Act is, as I said, a real drag on
the trust fund, while the benefits from
SSI are drawn from the Internal Reve-
nue.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Illinois
has expired.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 5 additional minutes.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO).

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, the point
I would like to make, and I appreciate
the gentleman’s sentiment and his ef-
forts to improve this system over the
yvears, and commend him for it; I think
the cost-of-living-increase benefit that
was put in, while a costly provision,
was an equitable one, and I think he
has been a leader on the other side of
the aisle in terms of the issue on that
basis.

I would like to point out that the
minimum benefit has been with this
system for as long as it has existed. It
started out at $10 in the late 1930's.
The fact of the matter is that if we
look at the benefits, whether they are
earned or not earned, I submit to the
gentleman that many aspects of the
social security program are engaged in
so far as like an insurance benefit. I
think that is the context in which we
ought to look at the minimum.

I think the gentleman is fully aware
that there is a freeze starting in 1979
on that minimum in which to calcu-
late benefits. That was a responsible
thing that we had.

I appreciate the gentleman yielding
and appreciate his comments on that
subject.

Mr. MICHEL. Let me just go on to
say on that point that many benefici-
aries, if we do not change the rules,
will be eligible for benefits in 1982 at
age 65 who paid in less than $68 in
lifetime social security taxes, an
amount that they can recoup, mind
you, in only 12 days. I have found, in
talking to workers in my district—and
I have a highly unionized constituency
in Peoria—that they are rather in-
censed over the fact that those people

July 31, 1981

who contributed into the trust fund
over a long period of years and actual-
ly earned that income, are being some-
what jeopardized by those who con-
tributed so little; as a matter of fact,
practically nothing.

So, this is the kind of thing I would
like to change and adjust, and do it in
a manner, hopefully, in which we will
not do violence to anyone who actual-
ly has no other place to turn for some
minimum benefit.

I would like to say too that on the
average a husband and wife getting an
initial minimum beneift in 1982 would
be paid more than $100,000 during
their retirement thereafter, taking the
actuarial figures into account from the
social security trust funds, which is
about 300 times what they paid in. Ob-
viously, that kind of benefit would not
have been earned.

Incidentally, did you know that
35,000 social security minimum benefi-
ciaries live outside the United States?

And finally, there are 200,000 others
who are adult students or the minor
children of those receiving Federal
pensions, whose need for the mini-
nlmm benefit has to come under ques-
tion.

These people account for 2.7 million
of the 3 million.

Now if my arithmetic is still good,
that leaves 300,000 recipients with a
real problem.

It is in this category where the ques-
tion of need may be most legitimate. It
is at this juncture where we must
decide whether it is prudent to restore
the entire minimum benefit provisions
or find some other means of meeting
the needs of those in this category.

We are talking about people who
may not qualify for supplemental se-
curity income benefits because they
have cash or liquid resources in excess
of $1,500 or $2,250 for a couple.

It could be argued that even though
these individuals may have assets of
this size, and do not qualify for SSI,
that they still have legitimate need for
Federal assistance. I would not argue
that point.

I am inclined to think that the
means test for SSI eligibility is too
stringent. After all, it was established
back in 1972. The economy has
changed since then.

Congress has done nothing to up-
grade the means test, despite massive
increases in the cost of living. Adjust-
ing the cash assets level would be one
way of making sure minimum benefit
recipients do not slip through the
cracks.

It would be far wiser and far more
prudent to provide an additional $100
million or so in this regard than it
would to dump $7 billion back into the
minimum benefit provisions of the
Social Security Act.

It should be noted here that the
value of one's house does not count in
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determining SSI eligibility. A person
could own a $200,000 house fully paid
for, and still be eligible for SSI. So let
nobody claim that the elderly will be
forced to sell their homes.

A person can own an automobile
valued up to $4,500, and household
furnishing worth up to $2,000, and still
be eligible for SSI. .

I should also point out that the rec-
onciliation conference report contains
special language making minimum
benefit recipients between ages 60 and
64 eligible for SSI. Under current law,
you have to be age 65 before being eli-
gible, This will help to prevent people
in this age group from falling through
the cracks.

Mr. PASHAYAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. PASHAYAN. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
plaud the gentleman, who for so many
years has shown leadership in this dif-
ficult area, and of course I stand with
him on his position.

I think, if I understand what the
gentleman is saying, to tie it with the
words coming from the gentleman
who is the chairman of the Rules
Committee, the unearned benefit is re-
pugnant to the idea of an insurance
fund, and you cannot have an insur-
ance fund that benefits in the same
manner and same amount people who
do not pay in proportion. That is not
consistent with the idea of an insur-
ance fund, and it seems consistent
with the idea of an insurance fund the
efforts of the gentleman in the well, in
fact, to remove the minimum pay-
ments from those people who in fact
do not contribute in terms of premi-
ums to the insurance fund. So, I think
what the gentleman in the well is
saying is perfectly consistent with the
chairman of the Rules Committee's
notion of an insurance fund.

Mr. MICHEL. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s contribution.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman uses that philosophy of
earned right, does he realize that he is
going to cut out many, many women
who are eligible for social security be-
cause of the dependent spouse benefit,
because they felt that having an
option, as we want all women to have,
to be a homemaker, raise children,
going in and out of the labor force to
raise children and so forth, that their
economic contribution to a marriage
was to be a good mother, if the gentle-
man uses that philosophy, then I want
to tell him as of now that he is cutting
out about 30 percent of the future and
current recipients.

I really think that is very, very seri-
ous, and I think women ought to be
very concerned. Some of us want to
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correct the inequities that occurred
for married women who do work, who
paid into the system, and indeed are
entitled to a better benefit. That is an-
other issue, but is not marriage an eco-
nomic partnership also? Is the gentle-
man really saying—and I hope he is
not—that he feels that anyone who
has not contributed, even if the spouse
contributed, that they should not get
social security benefits?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Illinois
has again expired.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.

I have noted the gentlewoman'’s re-
marks from time to time, and I am not
sure it is only confined to women, but
I think we are in an area now where
we are recognizing even in the Social
Security Act and beyond, the equality
of women.

Ms. OAKAR. 1 am not speaking of
the equality of women.

Mr. MICHEL. I want to say that
again we have an option to deal with
this issue prospectively. We could, for
example, grandfather in those that
are currently in, and talk about the
future, but not lock ourselves in so sol-
idly today that we have got no place to
turn. My feeling is that those mem-
bers who serve on the Subcommittee
on Social Security Revision, whether
they are on the gentlewoman's side or
on our side, ought not to be deprived
of the leeway necessary to put togeth-
er a good package. Chances are, when
that package comes forward this gen-
tleman is going to be supporting it, but
I do not want to see those efforts
really inhibited by some precipitous
action today simply because we are
piqued that we did not get our way
one way or another in this overall om-
nibus reconciliation package.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. PEPPER).

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers of the House, I think we will all
agree that perhaps the cruelest thing
that an adult can do is to deceive a
child, to make him a promise you do
not intend to keep; shaking the confi-
dence that he reposes in his elders.

I would say it is comparable and
wrong to make a promise we do not
expect to be kept to the elderly of this
country who are involved in this
matter we discuss today, over two-
thirds of whom are above 70 years of
age, over half a million of whom are
above 80 years of age, many of whom
are above 90 years of age, and some
above 100 years of age.

They want to know, as they are sit-
ting, many of them, in their loneliness
and listening to the telecast of what
we say or reading the press tomorrow
reporting on what we have done, what
did we mean by what we did? Are we
in good faith today in voting a resolu-
tion, not expressing the sentiment of
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the Congress, but legislating as a part
of the constitutional legislative proc-
ess of America, repudiating a part of
the reconciliation resolution which
will soon be ‘adopted, denying to
3,100,000 elderly Americans the mini-
mum social security benefit they now
receive?

There were many of us who were
very much indisposed to follow the
leadership of the distinguished chair-
man of the Rules Committee because
we knew that he too had to move
against his conscience to do what he
thought was the honorable thing for
us to observe, an agreement made in
respect to this reconciliation resolu-
tion by the leadership of both of our
parties.
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We agreed in the Rules Committee
yesterday that we would support that
leadership and would not attempt to
bring out a rule that would allow the
amendment of the reconciliation reso-
lution to strike out the prohibition
against the receipt of these minimum
social security benefits by the elderly
of America. But we chose to follow the
alternative route that was so ably pre-
sented here by our distinguished
chairman of the Rules Committee to
have a separate resolution of legisla-
tive meaning and purport, casting the
vote of this House, the people’s House,
that we were adamantly opposed—and,
I believe, by a big majority vote—to
the inclusion in the law of the feature
of the reconciliation resolution that
would otherwise make a prohibition
against these people receiving this
minimum benefit after March 1 of
next year.

Now, the question is what is going to
happen in the other body. Are we
really meaning that we are expecting
the other body to concur with us in
this important matter, or is this a
ploy?

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PEPPER. Is this a ploy to de-
ceive the elderly of America, that the
House of Representatives is going to
pass it but with the understanding
that the Senate will put it by and, as
one Member said, let it pend and pend
and pend?

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PEPPER. So, I ask the distin-
guished minority leader, will the faith
of his President and the faith of his
party, if this House today adopts this
resolution today, be behind the affirm-
ative action of the Senate on this reso-
lution. Are they in concurrence with
what we do?

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, of course, the
gentleman, who once served over in
the other body with such distinection,
knows that there are Members over




18888

there, I am sure, who are just as sensi-
tive as he is about this particular
issue, and I would suspect, while they
may not be in a position, because of
the urgency of the time today and the
weekend, to resolve the issue, they
know that this is a vehicle for what I
expect to be some significant change
or adjustment in social security pro-
grams, whether it is short range or
long range or in one part or another.

I am confident that the bill simply is
not going to be languishing over there
with no action whatsoever, because
there will be the same pressure over
there to which the gentleman is refer-
ring.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, the
Aging Committee this morning, on the
motion of the ranking minority
member, Mr. RINALDO, unanimously
got adopted a resolution that the
whole Aging Committee of both par-
ties supported this resolution and
called upon the President and the
leadership of the Senate to support
the pending resolution. I would hope
that the minority leadership in this
House would do the same thing. Let us
support this meaningful resolution
pending and call upon our colleagues
in the other body to concur with us
and the overwhelming sentiment of
the people of the country.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. PEpPER) has expired.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, may I
ask the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
Bovrring) if he will yield me 1 more
minute?

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I regret
to say to my friend, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. PEPPER), that I have
no more time to yield.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Flori-
da (Mr. YOUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I have the privilege of representing
a county in Florida that has 250,000
people who get social security checks
every month. I have to say in their
behalf that we appreciate the fact
that Congress and the administration
are taking a very close look at the
problems of the system. It is esential
that we discuss the problems of the
system and what we are going to do,
not only to protect those who are pres-
ently receiving social security but also
to protect those who are going to re-
ceive social security in the future.

We appreciate the faet that the
President of the United States has
called attention to the problems in the
system because they are many. As we
listen to the debate of our leader, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MICHEL),
we know the information he presents
is accurate. Of course we also know
that there are a lot of arguments in
this matter which need airing. There
are obviously people in the system
who have not earned their benefits.
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We know that. There are others who
actually have no real need for their
social security checks. But Mr. Speak-
er, let me speak to say for the millions
of Americans who need their social se-
curity and who have earned them.

I want to focus my comments today
on the thought presented by the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. BOLLING)
when he talked about the need to ap-
proach social security in a sound, busi-
nesslike fashion, not haphazardly, not
as part of some reconciliation bill, not
as an amendment to some other bill,
but to approach the entire problem,
on its own, in a very realistic way. 1
can say this to all of my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle, that if we do
not do that, if we choose to do a little
today and a little tomorrow and we
drop a few hints here and there, or
there is a little speculation, we fright-
en people.

Some of those 250,000 in my area
who receive social security checks
came to my area from your areas.
They are your constituents as well as
mine, and I think we have an obliga-
tion to them.

We have an obligation to the 90-
year-old lady I taiked to last week who
is not going to lose anything under
any of the plans we talk about today,
but she fears that she is. She does not
understand the things we are talking
about. She thinks that many of these
cuts have already taken place, al-
though they have not.

The point is that if we do not do this
right, if we do not do it as spelled out
by the chairman of the Rules Commit-
tee in a realistic fashion, we are going
to scare people to death, and they de-
serve better than that.

Now, consider this 90-year-old lady
who came to my district from one of
your districts and who has no family;
she is by herself. She fears for her life.
And because of the way the social se-
curity has been handled, she is not
sure whether she is going to get that
social security check at the end of the
month or not. We cannot do that to
her; she deserves better than that. She
is representative of many people who
live today and survive today only be-
cause of their social security checks.

So I say to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. BoLLING), let us do what he
said. Let us approach this problem of
social security in a realistic way. Let us
not frighten the people with a lot of
speculation and a lot of possibilities.
Let us get down to business and solve
the problems, not in a haphazard fash-
ion, and not as a rider or amendment
buried in some other legislative vehi-
cle that might be working its way
through Congress.

Mr. Speaker, this is a serious matter.
Those who do not work on a day-to-
day basis with these older Americans
who in fact are surviving because they
have a social security income, cannot
realize the panic that goes through

July 31, 1981

some of their minds when they read a
headline story that says social security
is going bankrupt or that social securi-
ty programs are going to be cut and
they might not get their checks.

That is just not going to happen. I
know that Congress is not going to let
it happen, and so do you. I know the
President is not going to let that
happen, and so do you.

So, Mr. Speaker, I say to the Mem-
bers, let us approach this issue in a re-
sponsible way and quit scaring the
older people of America.

Now, Mr. Speaker, let me comment
on the bill before us, a bill presented
here to undo the piecemeal tampering
with social security which occurres in
the reconciliation bill.

Mr. Speaker, the action we are about
to take will not only maintain the min-
imum social security benefits for 3 mil-
lion Americans, more importantly, it
will allow a great many senior citizens
to maintain a sense of pride and digni-
ty.

As the representative of more than
250,000 social security recipients, I
know how proud these men and
women who built our Nation through
their hard work are to now be able to
retire and receive a monthly return on
the money they contributed to social
security throughout their long years
of work. It has been said many times
in the past few weeks that the recipi-
ents of the minimum social security
benefit are receiving unearned bene-
fits, because for some reason they
were not able to work enough years to
collect a full share.

It has also been said that these men
and women who will lose their mini-
mum benefit will be able to make up
the loss through supplemental securi-
ty income, a Federal welfare program
for the needy. However, Mr. Speaker,
although financially these people will
be receiving the same amount of
money, there is a very great difference
in the actual checks they will receive.

The green social security checks are
a symbol of income retired workers
earned through years of labor, while
the gold-colored welfare checks are a
symbol of an unearned Government
handout.

Mr. Speaker, the social security re-
cipients of our Nation each month
proudly take to the bank their green
checks—the symbol of hard work. It
would be a serious blow to the dignity
of those recipients who would be
forced to go on the rolls of welfare to
receive the same monetary benefits.

Statistics I have obtained from the
Social Security Subcommittee show
just how proud these older Americans
are. More than 500,000 recipients of
the minimum benefit are now eligible
for supplemental security income be-
cause the benefits they receive are still
too low to make ends meet. However,
Mr. Speaker, they have been too
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proud to apply for supplemental secu-
rity income because they do not want
to spend the remaining years of their
lives on welfare.

It would be unfair for us to elimi-
nate the minimum benefit and force
these 500,000 people, many in their
seventies, eighties, and nineties to
swallow their pride and spend the re-
maining years of their lives on the wel-
fare rolls.

The action we take today, Mr.
Speaker, will allow a great many older
Americans to live out their final years
with dignity and there is no dollar
figure we can ever put on that.

And again, Mr. Speaker, to everyone
involved in the great debate on social
security, let us be responsible in how
we approach the issue, let us not
create fear and panic in the hearts of
many Americans, let us not approach
this great issue in a haphazard fashion
as an afterthought to some other bill.
Let us resolve this matter in a respon-
sible way that will bring credit to this
Congress and a feeling of security for
our older friends and neighbors.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Younc) for his comments. I

concur with the gentleman and associ-
ate myself with his comments. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of the bill.

I support the bill to preserve the
$122 minimum monthly social security
benefit. This proposal is a vehicle to

express the overwhelming support in
the House to the Senate. The Senate
should listen to this mandate and act
accordingly.

This bill is made necessary because
the budget reconciliation bill backed
by President Reagan, included the
President’s request for elimination of
this minimum menthly benefit. At the
time of consideration of the budget,
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
Jongs), the chairman of the Budget
Committee, had requested the oppor-
tunity to offer an amendment that
would have restored the $122 mini-
mum monthly benefit. I supported Mr.
JonEes' request, but it failed by a razor-
thin margin of 212 to 215.

The overall budget reconciliation bill
which cut $44 billion of Federal spend-
ing and which I supported, contained
some spending cuts with which I did
not agree—the $122 minimum month-
ly benefit being one of the items.
Therefore, I am grateful to the gentle-
man from Missouri (Mr. BoLLing) for
offering this bill in order to let the
House express again its opposition to
this social security cut.

This cut recommended by the ad-
ministration would affect 3 million el-
derly Americans—1.8 million who are
poor senior citizens, and rely on this
monthly $122 check for bare subsist-
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ence. It is unfair to cut those less for-
tunate in our society.

I strongly urge adoption of this leg-
islation.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
lend my support of the pending bill
which as I understand would restore
the minimum benefit payment under
social security for an estimated 3.1
million elderly for whom it will expire
on February 28, 1982.

I not only urge my colleagues here
to pass this bill today but more impor-
tantly, I consider it incumbent on the
Senate of the United States to also
move expeditiously on final passage.
Indications are that the Senate may
be inclined to have the legislation lan-
guish in the Finance Committee. I
contend that an indication of support
from the President would motivate the
Senate to act with equal dispatch on
this proposal.

What is at stake here—is the eco-
nomic security of over 3 million elder-
ly Americans. If we fail to act expedi-
tiously and approve this bill, we will
have the unfortunate place in history
of being the first session of Congress
to ever have approved a reduction in
social security benefits for existing re-
cipients.

I contend that the suffering, in
human terms, will far outweigh any
cost savings which might be achieved
in eliminating the minimum social se-
curity benefit. The administration, in
proposing this elimination on top of
massive budget cuts in this and other
programs of direct help to the poor el-
derly, has shown that its economic
policies are clearly more callous than
compassionate.

It is outrageous that approval of
elimination of the minimum benefit
was done without regard for the
impact of this elimination upon those
individuals who depend on this as
their sole or primary source of income.
I did not support this elimination and
opposed it every step of the way, in-
cluding my opposition to the so-called
Gramm-Latta I and Gramm-Latta II
budget proposals authored by the ad-
ministration.

What will happen to these people
after February 28 if this minimum
benefit is eliminated? Certainly a fair
number of beneficiaries can be trans-
ferred to SSI, but clearly not all of
them can. A U.S. General Accounting
Office survey of minimum benefit re-
cipients could not account for other
sources of 26 percent of beneficiaries.
This means that as many as 750,000
poor, older Americans could lose their
minimum benefit on February 28 with
no alternative source of income.
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As one who voted consistently
against the Reagan budget proposals,
including the reconciliation bill which
contains the elimination of the mini-
mum benefit, I fervently hope that
Congress will see the error of its way
and restore these vital benefits. To do
anything less will make us accomplices
to one of the most grievous injustices
ever perpetrated against the elderly of
this Nation.

I urge my colleagues to join with me
in support of this legislation before us
and provide 3 million Americans who
rely upon this minimum benefit the
guarantee that they deserve—that we
will not take away from them that
which they worked so hard, so long to
earn.

Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLLING. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Puerto Rico.

Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H.R. 4331, a bill intro-
duced by Mr. BoLLIiNG to amend the
Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 to
restore minimum benefits under the
Social Security Act.

If passed, this bill will repeal section
2201 of the Budget Reconciliation Act
of 1981 which repeals the minimum
benefit provisions of the Social Securi-
ty Act, thus restoring those provisions
to the law.

Mr. Speaker, this bill will correct a
great injustice that would otherwise
be prepetrated against more than 2
million of our elderly, disabled, blind,
widows, and other social security bene-
ficiaries who are now receiving the
minimum benefit payments of $122
per month.

In Puerto Rico there are more than
100,000 social security pensioners who
receive the minimum benefit pay-
ments whose pensions would be se-
verely and drastically reduced if this
bill is not enacted. In the case of
Puerto Rico, the elimination of the
monthly minimum payments of the
social security programs would be even
more severe than in the 50 States
simply because these pensioners in
Puerto Rico will not be able to avail
themselves of benefits under the sup-
plemental security income program
(SSI) because the SSI benefits have
not been extended to the residents of
Puerto Rico.

Puerto Rico is subject to the pay-
ment of social security taxes and our
employers and employees contribute
to the social security fund with their
payroll deductions and the payments
of these taxes since the year 1951.

Many of our pensioners, because we
did not come within this program until
1951 have made contributions that
only allow them to receive the mini-
mum benefits, and others have made
contributions that allow them to be el-
igible only for the minimum benefits
because their wages and salaries were
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below Federal minimum wages for
many years. Consequently, I fully sup-
port H.R. 4331 so that we can restore
the minimum benefit payments under
the Social Security Act to more than 2
million Americans in the United
States mainland and more than
100,000 Puerto Ricans, who as Ameri-
can citizens, should be entitled to
these benefits. I urge my colleagues to
pass this bill today.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GRAMM).

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

I would like today to talk about min-
imum benefits and about what we did
in reconciliation and why it is impor-
tant. I am not trying to change any-
body’s mind. I know that virtually ev-
erybody is going to vote for this legis-
lation. I am going to vote against it.
But what I am trying to do here today
is clarify the issue.

I think it is important to note what
the minimum benefit is, where it came
from, and what it represents. In 1939
we established the minimum benefit
at $10 a month. The idea was that a
lot of people had a long work history
before we ever set up social security,
and that we would pay them a mini-
mum benefit if they paid anything
into social security.

In 1974 we set up SSI, and SSI was
aimed at providing supplemental
income to people who were needy. At
that point the logic of the minimum
benefit was really eliminated for two
reasons. No. 1, there were very few
people working who had significant
participation in the labor market prior
to 1939; and, second, anybody who met
a needs test and an assets test, which
excluded things like the value of one's
house, the value of one's car, and a
reasonable amount of savings and in-
surance, could qualify for SSI. Today
anybody meeting the criteria of SSI
receives almost three times as much as
they do from minimum benefits.

We hear a lot of people talk about
the poor widow who is going to lose
minimum benefits as a result of the
action taken by the committee. We
hear talk about 3 million needy people
being terminated. I do not believe I am
going to change anybody’s mind, but I
would like to have as part of the
record what the facts are, and here, to
the best of my ability to determine the
facts, is what we are talking about.
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According to the General Account-
ing Office there are 3 million people
who are drawing minimum benefits,
part of it earned, part of it unearned.
The average minimum beneficiary is
due $62 a month from what they paid
into social security, $60 less per month
than the $122 minimum benefit.
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Four hundred and fifty thousand
people drawing the minimum benefit
have an average Federal retirement
pension which exceeds $16,000 a year.
These are people that worked a few
quarters under social security and are
now drawing a minimum benefit in ad-
dition to their Federal retirement pro-

am.

The budget reconciliation would not
deny them a dime that they have
earned, but it would deny them a sup-
plemental payment which they are
not entitled to, which they did not
earn, and which by any needs test
they do not need.

Another 50,000 people on the social
security minimum benefit have retired
spouses that draw pensions exceeding
an average of $18,500 a year. They will
continue to draw the benefits that
they are due based on the amount
they paid in.

Three hundred thousand people
drawing the minimum benefit today
have spouses that have an average
annual income which exceeds $21,100
a year. The reconciliation bill would
not deny them a dime they are due
from social security, but it will elimi-
nate an unearned supplemental pay-
ment.

In total, we are talking about 800,000
people whose unearned supplements
in the form of minimum benefits will
be terminated under this amendment.
An additional 1 million people will be
unaffected who now draw the mini-
mum benefits, because under the
spouse rule they get the minimum
benefit, plus a supplemental social se-
curity benefit, bringing them to half
their spouses’ earnings. The supple-
ment will go up as the minimum goes
down, and they will be unaffected.

What frightens me here today, Mr.
Speaker, is not that we are talking
about cutting benefits to needy
people. We have clearly targeted a re-
duction in unearned benefits to people
who do not meet the needs test of the
SSI and who have not earned the ben-
efits they are paid. The President has
committed to set up a special proce-
dure to be sure nobody falls through
the cracks, to be sure that we can
monitor the transition for the people
who will qualify for SSI. What fright-
ens me here is that we cannot deal ra-
tionally with this issue—one that af-
fects the financial viability of the
social security system—because it is so
emotional. That, I think, is a real in-
dictment of the democratic process
and of this body.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. PICKLE).

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, if the
debate we are having today, which is
emotional, somewhat factual, and con-
siderably political, is any portent of
the difficulties we will have in trying
to forge a social security reform bill
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best for the American people, then I
say it is a cause for melancholy, par-
ticularly for those on the subcommit-
tee which must produce some kind of
a bill that will be fair.

The bill before us now does not ad-
dress what should happen regarding
those coming on the minimum benefit
roll in the future—-as my subcommit-
tee has done previously and done
unanimously.

Yesterday I introduced legislation to
restore the original subcommittee po-
sition on the minimum benefit. I will
continue to urge that position. I seek
the cooperation of the Members of
this House and ask them to cosponsor
it with me.

The basic problem here is that the
committee process has been abrogated.
It was abrogated in the passage of
Gramm-Latta II, and it is further cir-
cumvented here today. It is untimely
procedure and in many ways, Mr.
Chairman, this is a House out of
order.

Yet I recognize that this action
today is an expected way for Members
to protest again the minimum benefit
cut. In all likelihood, the fact is that
when all of this is over it will still be
up to the committee to follow through
and settle the issue, both for the past
and for the future.

The retrospective elimination of the
minimum benefit is an abomination. It
was a grievous error and it ought to be
corrected. But more than repeated
votes, accompaned by much noise and
clamor, the elderly of this land need
calm and steady hands tending to the
overall problem of the social security
system.

In social security it is so important
that we do the right thing, not just
what makes us feel righteous.

I know in the view of the political
pundits social security may be the
main thing going for Members of Con-
gress, but social security is the main
thing some of our elderly people have
going for them as well, and that is far
more important.

I implore the Members to keep this
in mind as we address this and other
social security issues in the weeks
ahead. It is important to try to think
of what is best for our elderly citizens
and not what we want with respect to
any particular amendment,

Mr. BAILEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PICKLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. BAILEY of Pennsylvania. I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

There are two points I think impor-
tant to correct in this debate. There
may be some misimpressions.

One is SSI is clearly a welfare bene-
fit. Second, there is a mistaken impres-
sion that people receiving, current re-
cipients of the minimum benefit some-
how receive in terms of a relationship
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between pay-in and pay-out more com-
pared to those people who are not
minimum benefit recipients, who also
during the life of the system, in fact
practically everyone on the system re-
ceived more in benefits than they paid
in, in taxes, over the life of their re-
ceiving benefits.

I would like to read just one thing
briefly from the social security bulle-
tin:

The dreaded stigma associated with de-
pendence on welfare does not seem to have
been eliminated by the switch from State-
administered programs to SSI. Nonpartici-
pants were more consistently likely to
report that they will never accept welfare.

There will not be a proper replace-
ment for those people currently on
minimum benefits that need that to
live, and that is an important point.

Mr. PICKLE. The gentleman is cor-
rect. There are over 500,000 or 600,000
people that we know will not apply for
SSI, and we know it, and it would be
cruel to assume they will.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PICKLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. CONABLE).

Mr. CONABLE. I agree with much
the gentleman in the well said. It is
important that we preserve the role of
the House in needed reforms for social
security. Nobody is more convinced of
the need for reform, I know, than the
gentleman in the well.

It is ironic, than, that passage of trio
retreat on the speedier phase-down of
the social security minimum will give
the Senate a vehicle to which major
reform of the system can be attached,
with the result that once again the
people’s branch may lose an initiative
on which the people depend for the
short and long term solving of the
system. I pledge my best efforts for
real reform of social seeming. This
separate vote on the minimum works
against such reform, substantively,
procedurally and politically.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WE1ss).

Mr. WEISS. I thank my distin-
guished colleague for yielding.

I wholeheartedly support this effort
to restore the social security minimum
benefits.

I want to commend and compliment
the ' distinguished chairman of the
Rules Committee for the statement
that he made at the opening of this
debate. I hope that in the future he
will follow the same line of thinking
and the same course of action when it
comes not just to social security but to
all other legislation such as those hun-
dreds of measures which have been
rolled into one bill in the course of
this reconciliation process.

The basic mistake was made at the
beginning in the consideration of
Gramm-Latta. We allowed the basic
processes of this House to be turned
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into a travesty. Those entrusted with
safeguarding of this institution,
through a misguided sense of accom-
modation unwittingly rolled over and
played dead for Ronald Reagan. By
doing so an injustice was done not just
to the membership of this House but
to the entire American people.
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We have legislation packed into a
book of over 600 pages that nobody
has read in its entirety. We are going
to be asked to vote on that today. I
hope that we are never put in that po-
sition again. I hope the gentleman will
be given the support in his committee
to make sure that we do not in the
future exceed the bounds of the
Budget Act.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished majori-
ty leader (Mr. WRIGHT).

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I hope
we will pass this bill by an overwhelm-
ing vote. By doing that we will send a
message to the Senate that we expect
them to act expeditiously.

Most of the 3 million people who re-
ceive this minimum benefit are old
and most of them are poor. Many of
them have been domestic workers
who, for many years, were not covered
by social security. That is the reason

some qualify for the minimum benefit,

because the number of guarters under
which they were covered was limited.
Others were homemakers and moth-
ers. Some were religious workers. Few
indeed are affluent.

I could scarcely believe my ears
when one of those speaking against
this bill suggested that most of these
people, or a great many of them, had
no moral entitlement from the Gov-
ernment to more than $62 a month. 1
cannot really believe that any of us in
a humane sense of fairness would
reach that conclusion with today’s
prices.

I could hardly believe that any of us
would ask them to abandon their
rightful entitlement, swallow their
dignity, and go with tin cups in hand
to subject themselves to a needs test
which would cut off at $284 a month
or at $1,500 of assets.

I think we need to preserve for our
elderly the dignity that we promised
them when we created the social secu-
rity program. That is little enough.
This program can be maintained in an
actuarially sound way. This Congress
will maintain its actuarially integrity,
and that can be done without reneging
on our pledge, on our clear promise to
these millions of Americans who now
cannot be given back those years of
their lives. The only way we can keep
our commitment is to maintain good
faith in what they have been led to
expect they will receive.

So I hope we will pass this bill by an
overwhelming vote and reestablish in
no uncertain terms the good faith that
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this Government owes to America’s
elderly.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
CONTE).

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, these last
several weeks of dealing with budget
and tax matters have been most trying
on all of us. The Congress has worked
its will on a host of measures we hope
will revitalize our economy and
strengthen our productive sector.

During consideration of the first
concurrent budget resolution and the
omnibus reconciliation bill, we gave
the new President much of what he
wants. However, in the omnibus recon-
ciliation bill, both the House and
Senate inserted provisions which
would eliminate social security mini-
mum benefits; in retrospect, that move
was, I think, a little shortsighted. The
conference locked in this provision
which will now become effective in
February of next year, with the March
1982 social security checks reflecting
the elimination of the benefits.

On July 21, by a vote of 405-13, we
passed House Resolution 181 in an at-
tempt to effect the removal of the
minimum benefit elimination provi-
sion. That effort was unsuccessful
though because of the Senate’s refusal
to do the same.

Today we have an opportunity, a
second chance if you will, to repeal the
minimum benefit provision before it
takes effect, and perhaps insure that
those 1 million or so retirees between
the ages of 70 and 90 who cannot qual-
ify for supplemental security income
will continue to receive the small $122
per month sum for their remaining
years.

I, like most of the Members of this
body, received a large volume of mail
from elderly constituents asking that
their minimum benefits not be elimi-
nated. These are not people who have
nice pensions and substantial invest-
ments to see them through their re-
maining years. They are, in most
cases, people who live from month to
month in an economy where it is diffi-
cult at best to make ends meet for
most Americans, let alone those on
fixed incomes.

I am in agreement with the Presi-
dent on the need to get the Federal
budget under control, and I commend
him for his efforts to take certain
steps toward this end which should
have been taken long ago. But in my
second thoughts on the provisions of
the reconciliation bill, I think we can
look to other areas of spending to
achieve the President’s goal.

In the meantime, let us leave the
minimum benefit intact and show a
little compassion for those on mini-
mum fixed incomes by repealing the
elimination provision. This is what our
elderly constituents asked us to do,




18892

and by a 405-13 vote on July 21, we
agreed that their requests were not
too much to ask for. Let us give this
matter a second chance and vote for
the bill put forth by the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BOLLING).

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN).

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 4331, to restore social
security minimum benefits by repeal-
ing the section of the Reconciliation
Act that seeks to eliminate these bene-
fits.

Earlier today, we lost an opportunity
to restore these benefits—the social se-
curity minimum benefits—through a
procedural move. Now we have one
more chance to restore these benefits
for the 2 million elderly Americans
who depend on these small checks to
meet their most basic needs.

Let us take advantage of this oppor-
tunity to reaffirm our commitment to
maintaining the security of our Na-
tion’s older Americans. I strongly urge
my colleagues to cast their votes today
in favor of the minimum social securi-
ty benefits in order to assist our senior
citizens.

I am hopeful that our adoption of
this bill will be followed quickly by
like action in the Senate. In addition, I
urge that we move quickly toward a
full airing of the complex issues sur-
rounding the entire social security
program’s long-term financial stabili-
ty. This is a matter of utmost impor-
tance to all Americans and it should
be addressed by the proper authoriz-
ing committees in a rational, deliber-
ate, and considered manner. We must
bring the most appropriate measures
to bear in maintaining the program’s
solvency and assuring all Americans
that the social security benefits they
have earned and that they depend on
will continue to be paid to them with-
out any fear of loss or reduction in
benefits.

However, in the interim, I urge my
colleagues to support H.R. 4331, to
assure our minimum beneficiaries that
they will not be singled out to bear the
brunt of an arbitrary and unfeeling
budgetary reduction.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. Pur-
SELL).

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the leadership giving us an
opportunity to act on this matter
today.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
legislation before us to maintain the
minimum benefit under the old age,
survivors, and disability insurance pro-
gram.

During the year ahead, Congress
must take effective action to insure
the integrity of the social security re-
tirement trust fund. Meanwhile, it is
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imperative that a loud signal be sent
throughout the Nation that nothing
will be done to endanger the benefits
of those currently on social security.
Enactment of this legislation would
send such a signal.

Most beneficiaries of the minimum
payment are women and retired work-
ers over the age of 65. Among retired
workers alone, there are about 1.5 mil-
lion individuals 70 years or older, ap-
proximately 532,000 people 80 or
older, and about 80,000 beneficiaries
90 or older.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from New Jersey (Mrs.
ROUKEMA).

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of this motion to remove
the minimum social security benefit
from the reconciliation bill.

Mr. Speaker, I am supporting the
repeal of the elimination of the social
security minimum benefit for one
reason. Despite the allegations on
both sides of the aisle and despite the
eloguence with which the program has
been both revered and maligned, at no
time has anyone suggested that the
program is all bad or all good.

There has hardly been sufficient evi-
dence in hearings to justify the com-
plete elimination of this program.
However—and I want to be quite clear
on this point—neither has there been
justification for the complete reten-
tion of this program. Both sides agree
that there are hundreds of thousands
of beneficiaries who will either qualify
for other assistance or do not need the
benefit.

I believe that there are those seg-
ments of our society who desperately
need this benefit—for example, women
who spent too many years as home-
makers and too few in the so-called
work force to qualify for more than
the minimum benefit. And I also be-
lieve that there are segments of our
society who have taken advantage of
the system to augment their pensions
with the social security minimum ben-
efit by working just long enough
under social security to qualify.

But we cannot tinker with the
system by chopping this or that bene-
fit. The minimum benefit must be con-
sidered with great care as part of the
overall social security reforms. The
Congress must consider this benefit
based upon who receives it now—and
who expects to receive it in the future.
It must determine who has no other
benefit and who will be covered by
other income maintenance programs.

The Ways and Means Subcommittee
on Social Security currently has in
markup a comprehensive program to
revise and reform the social security
system and to insure continued bene-
fits to present and future recipients.

In repealing the elimination of the
minimum benefit, we shall clear the
way for a rational decision—a decision

July 31, 1981

that is based upon intelligence and
compassion.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
NELLIGAN).

Mr. NELLIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I fully
support this measure.

Mr. Speaker, the vote to reinstate
the minimum benefit is an important
one. It shows the commitment of this
House not to cut off benefits to the
truly needy.

The elimination of the minimum
benefit would adversely affect a great
number of very old people: 1.5 million
over 70 years old, 532,000 over 80 years
old, and 80,000, 90 years of age or
older. While some would have their
income made up elsewhere, others
would not.

About 1,500,000 of the elderly recipi-
ents could turn to supplemental secu-
rity income. However, 1 fear that
many of these people would refuse
what they consider to be welfare or
find enrollment in another program
difficult if they even know about it. I
think it wiser to allow these people to
continue to receive the minimum ben-
efit rather than forcing them into the
inconvenience of filing for new or in-
creased benefits under another pro-
gram.

A positive side effect would be that
the Social Security Administration
would not be forced to go through the
paperwork required to reenroll these
individuals in SSI.

Even with many present minimum
benefit beneficiaries having the free-
dom to collect SSI, at least 800,000 re-
cipients would not have their benefits
replaced. I do not think it is fair to ask
these thousands of elderly to give up
their minimum benefits.

Among these 800,000 recipients
would be two groups of individuals
who do not deserve to have their bene-
fits reduced. The first group are the
homemakers. They have made their
contribution to their country by rais-
ing children and making a good home
while their husbands have held jobs
and paid into the social security trust
fund. Their contribution is terribly im-
portant. Simply because they have not
held paying jobs, they should not be
penalized by loss of benefits.

The second group includes vow-of-
poverty members of religious orders.
They were included under the Social
Security Act in 1972 and have had to
make tremendous sacrifices to be in-
cluded under the system.

I am aware of one congregation that
had to borrow over $1 million to enroll
in the social security system in 1978
with the expectation of a continued
minimum benefit. It would be unfair
to end it when long-term financial de-
cisions have been based on its continu-
ance. In addition, it is hard to justify
forcing these religious to collect wel-
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fare when they work hard as teachers
and in playing other important roles. 1
believe, therefore, that these reli-
gious—who make many types of sacri-
fices in their vocations—do not deserve
to have their benefits cut.

I think the vote to retain the mini-
mum benefit is crucial. We must show
that we have compassion for those
who need assistance.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Vermont (Mr. JEF-
FORDS).

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise in strong support of the
restoration of the minimum social se-
curity benefit. As I have expressed on
other occasions, I feel that the House
acted precipitously and without ade-
quate deliberation when it repealed
this benefit in the omnibus reconcilia-
tion bill of 1981. I do not believe that
the vote on this bill is a formality or a
symbolic vote. I take the leadership of
the Senate on its word: It will consider
this legislation in September and will
act upon it. Also, it is my hope and my
belief that the Senate will pass this
bill and that the Congress will undo
the damage which it has done to the
social security system.

I do not believe that the social secu-
rity system is without the need for
reform or improvement. However, I
believe that any change in the system
should be carefully considered and
fully debated. I also believe that we
should consider social security as part
of a larger debate on the adequacy of
our entire retirement security future
and that we should include in our
review private savings and pension
reform and alternatives for older
Americans to continue in the work
force if they so desire.

A great deal of the minimum benefit
debate has centered on assertions that
this benefit is unearned and that it is
unneeded. If these are the real issues,
then let us face them directly. If the
benefit should not be paid out of the
social security trust fund, then let the
Congress consider how it should be
paid. If the benefit is not needed in
certain circumstances, then let us
identify those circumstances and
adjust the benefit for those who have
abused the system. The meat-ax ap-
proach to totally eliminate the mini-
mum benefit is not one that I find ac-
ceptable. For many Americans, the
minimum benefit is an essential part
of their monthly income and cannot
be reduced without causing severe eco-
nomic hardship. The Congress and the
President must recognize this and
must be sensitive to this.

Finally, on a week that the Congress
has shown great generosity toward
some of the richest interests in our
Nation by giving the oil companies a
$16 billion tax break, I do not think
that it is unreasonable for us to show
a little compassion and provide the $1
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billion necessary to retain the mini-
mum benefit next year. By acting to
restore the minimum benefit, the
House can take an important step for-
ward in restoring the confidence of el-
derly Americans both in the social se-
curity system itself and in the ability
of the Congress to deal with the prob-
lems of social security responsibly.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WALKER).

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
MicHEL) for yielding to me.

Earlier in the debate, the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BoOLLING) said
there are two points of view that can
be expressed about social security. I
would agree with him. I think they
were both expressed when this issue
arose in the consideration of the
budget bill. At that time we had the
approach taken in Gramm-Latta
which said we were going to cut the
minimum benefits and that may have
been handled in a somewhat clumsy
fashion. Hopefully, what we will be
doing on the bill today will help cor-
rect any problems that might have
arisen as a result of the Gramm-Latta
process. But the issue was clear. What
we were trying to do was, we were
trying to insure the integrity of the
system for those who paid into that
system and deserve full benefits under
the system.

Yes, there was another point of
view, too, on the floor that day. It was
the Democratic leadership's bill. The
Democratic leadership’s bill, if the
Members will remember, cut future
benefits for all 36 million social securi-
ty recipients, every one of them,
across the board. It cut those benefits.
That was the other point of view
before us.

Was that subject to amendment on
the floor that day? No. The members
of the Committee on Rules were not
going to permit us to touch that provi-
sion by amendment. What would have
been the conferees’ choice had we
gone to the conference with that par-
ticular bill? We would have had a
choice between what the Senate
passed on minimum benefits or the
choice of cutting future benefits for
all 36 million social security recipients.
I thought a cut for all recipients was
wrong. I think it is wrong today. I
think that even though we have con-
tinued to talk about minimum bene-
fits, that we have not really addressed
the other side of the argument which
was the Democratic leadership effort
to the preservation of welfare aspects
of social security while taking benefits
away from everyone.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I think the gentleman emphasizes

18893

the point some of us are trying to
make, that social security should not
be considered in a haphazard fashion
as part of some other bill. The prob-
lems surrounding the social security
system should be addressed by this
Congress as simply that the social se-
curity trust fund, the people who are
living on it, and the people planning to
live on it in the future,

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
GEJDENSON).

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of this issue.

Mr. Speaker, earlier this week the
House passed the largest tax cut in
history. As a legislator who feels that
the time has come to provide tax relief
to help our citizens get out from under
the burden of inflation, I supported
many of the bill's provisions. I could
not endorse the overall tax cut pack-
age, however, because I consider its
tilt toward major corporations and
wealthy individuals, to be unacecept-
able, By creating unprecedented tax
breaks for oil companies, multination-
al corporations, and large businesses,
the bill will place the Federal budget
over $60 billion in deficit.

This massive giveaway program will
have disastrous ramifications on other
areas of the budget.

I rise in support of H.R. 4331, a bill
to reinstate the social security mini-
mum benefit which is scheduled to be
terminated in March 1982. Efforts to
delete this benefit show us the worst
effects of irresponsible fiscal policy. It
is appalling that some of my col-
leagues would deny senior citizens of
$122 in monthly payments in order to
finance billions of dollars in lavish tax
cuts for oil companies.

Most minimum benefit recipients are
elderly women who did not have the
opportunity to attain adequate social
security coverage. Nearly two-thirds of
the people who receive the benefit are
over age T0, and one-half million re-
cipients are over the age of 80. Many
of these individuals depend primarily
on these meager payments for retire-
ment income.

Those who favor elimination of the
minimum benefit argue that the truly
needy will have their losses replaced
with welfare payments. To qualify for
supplemental security income, how-
ever, an elderly person can have no
more than $1,500 in savings. Many
Americans struggle to put aside some
savings to supplement their retire-
ment incomes. If the minimum benefit
is eliminated, these individuals—
thrifty men and women who planned
wisely for their senior years—will be
rewarded for their diligence by having
to choose between a reduction in
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income or quick disposal of their hard-
earned assets.

Additionally, the contributory
nature of social security makes it a
workers' insurance program not a gen-
eral welfare program. Many of our
proud senior citizens would rather
starve than apply for welfare.

If we eliminate the social security
minimum benefit, we will be shifting
critically needed funds into a massive
giveaway tax plan. I urge my colleague
to join me in voting for the passage of
H.R. 4331.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
HUGHES).

Mr. HUGHES. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of H.R. 4331 which would re-
store the minimum social security ben-
efit.

The minimum social security benefit
affects the lives of approximately 3
million Americans, approximately 2
million of whom truly need that
money. This benefit, which could be
phased out prospectively with far less
cost in human suffering, is the differ-
ence between eating and not eating for
many of our Nation’s elderly, especial-
ly widows over the age of 80.

Many of my colleagues stood up in
this Chamber and said that these el-
derly citizens could qualify for SSI
and that would take care of the prob-
lem. If they were going to get their
money anyway, just from another
budget line, any reasonable person
would have to ask how that shows up
as a savings on the budget ledger.
That is clearly robbing Peter to pay
Paul, not saving money.

The explanation has become appar-
ent over the last 2 months. Those who
proposed this cut in benefits felt that
many of the recipients of the mini-
mum social security benefit would be
too proud to accept welfare. They
were probably right. The resulting suf-
fering of the cut in benefits and of
their pride is far too heartbreaking to
contemplate. I hope that respect for
our elderly citizens, rather than num-
bers on a ledger, will be more impor-
tant today.

Understanding the necessity of
maintaining the integrity of the social
security system, I support the concept
of paying the minimum benefit out of
general revenues funds rather than
the social security trust funds.

I believe that such a removal shows
good sense as well as compassion and I
am pleased to be part of this effort
today.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. VENTO).

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, let me
first of all thank and commend the
gentleman, Mr. BoLLinG. I rise in sup-
port of this resolution.
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I want to make it clear I thought
that the rule should not have cleaved
off the social security issue from rec-
onciliation. I think it is rather contra-
dictory to pass this one measure—the
reconciliation measure—a provision to
repeal the minimum benefit and then
to pass in the first instance a bill to, in
fact, repeal the repealer; sort of a
double negative.

I know the intention of the chair-
man of the Rules Committee, who has
championed this cause, and I appreci-
ate his comments and his support for
assuring this House of having votes on
these provisions. Indeed, the proposals
that generally come from the Ways
and Means Committee have a very
tightly structured rule which do pre-
vent Members from working their will.
I take it that the gentleman is com-
menting that there will be no insula-
tion for those that choose to deal with
these social security benefits, that the
House in fact is going to deal with any
change in social security on a forth-
right basis. I appreciate the comments
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania
in pointing out the reconciliation proc-
ess has the effect of glossing over sub-
stantial law change as one of its obvi-
ous flaws.

Mr. Speaker, although the House
has not agreed to address in reconcilia-
tion the retention of the minimum
social security benefit, this issue is not
dead.

The Vento resolution, cosponsored
by over 160 Members, Democrats and
Republicans, would have enforced the
commitment of the House to eliminate
one of the the grossest attempts to
violate the people’s trust by any Con-
gress or administration. It addressed
an egregious error in the reconcilia-
tion bill. This strong bipartisan sup-
port demonstrates the commitment of
the House to this issue.

Reconciliation contains an error for
which this Congress and President
Reagan must be held accountable, it is
one that quietly drains the lifeblood
out of the most successful and well-ac-
cepted retirement insurance program
in the world.

While today we slip the rug out from
underneath 3 million social security
beneficiaries who are at rock bottom
in terms of the benefits they receive,
we may also begin the fatal process by
which public trust and confidence are
drained from the system. And surely
that trust and confidence is the life-
blood of this system.

The immediate targets of the move
to eliminate minimum benefit pay-
ment, our 3 million intended victims,
are not welfare cheats; they have not
defrauded the system. Their only
crime, if indeed it is one, is that they
have been living on a benefit each
month to which their Government has
determined they are legally entitled.
They have not misrepresented their
incomes or their contributions. It is we
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who have misrepresented the entire
social security system if we say to
them now, you are no longer entitled
to that which was pledged to you.

In the long run, is not the adminis-
tration and Congress also saying that
to the other 32 million social security
recipients? To the millions of Ameri-
can workers who are now paying 6.65
percent of their incomes into social se-
curity with the expectation they too
will be able to draw its benefits? We
have never, never in the history of the
social security program cut monthly
benefit checks for those already re-
tired. At least until today.

Are our actions, our trail of broken
promises, inspired by a mandate of the
American people? No. Today's DSG
analysis of a recent poll conducted for
the Republican Congressional Cam-
paign Committee reveals that two-
thirds of the American people do not
want social security benefits cut. The
overwhelming support for social secu-
rity is across-the-board, from those
first entering the workplace to those
already enjoying their social security
rights. That is the mandate to which
we must listen and act. But maybe
that support for social security is the
selfish interest we keep hearing about
from the President.

This effort to reduce social security
benefits for current recipients, to go
back on our legal commitment, strikes
a cruel blow at a most vulnerable seg-
ment of our society. Most of the vie-
tims of this unprecedented action do
not have large financial reserves upon
which to draw. At least half, more
than 1.5 million of them are over 70
years old; jobs aren’t the answer when
they ask “How am I going to make up
the difference?”

The victims of this scandal are over-
whelmingly female—possibly as many
as 85 to 90 percent of them are elderly
women. These are wives and widows;
they are working women who have la-
bored at low-paying jobs, whose work
histories have been short term or spo-
radic—perhaps as a result of years
spent outside the work force at home
or in other employment not covered
by the system.

The statistics go on and on but they
do not tell the full story. I would like
to detail for my colleagues a few case
histories. John B. is 79 years old.
Throughout his life he has worked at
several low-paying jobs and has lived
on the small family farm. He is now
almost totally dependent upon the
minimum benefit. In March, he will
lose his social security. To live he must
receive SSI but the farm, though not
productive, disqualifies him. So he will
have to sell his home and spend the
proceeds before he can get any assist-
ance. Mary S. has recently gone
through a traumatic divorce. The only
thing that she has after many years of
marriage is a car worth over $4,500
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and her minimum benefits. Before she
can get any aid, her car must be sold.
Carol U. lives with her children and
collects a minimum benefit. Come
March 1, Carol will have the choice of
leaving her family or getting no finan-
cial assistance because this rent-free
room is an in-kind income. The loss of
a home and all personal possessions,
the stripping away of all dignity and
the break up of families are the true
impacts of the reconciliation bill.

For what savings are we asking such
great sacrifice? It is estimated it will
take something in excess of 6,000 staff
years on a one-time basis to identify
and recompute the benefits of these 3
million individuals. The administrative
cost of recomputing the benefits is es-
timated to be $150 to $250 million. I
doubt if even the intended victims of
this cut are fully aware that it is their
benefit we are axing. Despite the fact
that $122 per month is the most fre-
quently mentioned amount of the min-
imum benefit, this is not in fact the
amount on the face of the monthy
check these individuals receive. The
so-called minimum is reduced even
further if the worker retires before
age 65. Dependents receive less, in-
cluding children of retired or deceased
workers and dependent spouses and
widows, since they receive only a frac-
tion of the worker’s benefit.

This minimum benefit has come
under attack under the pretense of
ridding the social security system of
welfare-type benefits, unearned bene-
fits, windfalls, or benefits not original-
ly a part of the social security system.
The attack is unjust and unwarranted.
The minimum benefit level has always
been a part of the social security
system, from its earliest inception in
the 1930’s, the minimum benefit was
included as a basic, original feature.
When we froze the minimum at $122
for the workers who retires at age 65,
an automatic phaseout was built into
the system. As earnings rise in our
economy and fewer and fewer people
have such low earnings to qualify for
only $122 per month, the minimum
will cease to exist. By forcing the
elimination now, the administration is
turning its back on small but desper-
ately needy portion of America.

So how much do we actually save
when we tally up the administrative
costs of executing this proposal?
When we deduct the increase in pay-
ments for supplemental security
income? When we then compute the
highest cost of all, the loss of public
trust and confidence? When the Con-
gress is willing to go on record that
there is nothing sacred in the commit-
ment social security represents, indeed
that benefits are subject to the whims
of budget balancers at the expense of
retired workers there can be no trust.

I urge my colleagues to honor our
commitment of 45 years and the prom-
ise of House Resolution 181 by sup-
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porting continued efforts to reinstate
the social security minimum benefit.

1 further have reservations about
what is going to happen with this par-
ticular measure, H.R. 203. I have no
doubt that there is a dusty corner
waiting in the Finance Committee for
dealing with this.

I want to comment a little bit about
some of the comments about social se-
curity today that have been made. I do
not think the solution is to bleed the
social security system to restore
health to the patient. I want to say
that the effort to repeal the minimum
benefit proposal does start a process
by Congress to take one group at a
time off social security insurance ben-
efits. One can phrase it in any terms
that they want: earned, unearned. The
best face one can put on this is that
Congress is going to convert those eli-
gible currently for social security and
make welfare recipients out of those
that are really the truly needy. Be-
lieve me, there are many people in my
district and I think in all other dis-
tricts that will not seek supplemental
security income because it is charac-
terized as public assistance, as welfare.

I want to point out that the reason I
think we have a panic among the el-
derly in this country today is because
of the irresponsible proposals that
came from the administration; unwar-
ranted, unnecessary proposals which
take the least optimistic statistics and
predictions.

I think it is just this simple. The
commitment to social security and the
health of the system is as good as the
President and Congress want to make
it. I think we ought to make a commit-
ment worthy of the people we repre-
sent.

Mr. BOLLING: Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. RATCHFORD).
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Mr. RATCHFORD. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise as a former commissioner on aging
in the State of Connecticut, a State in
which there are about 600,000 people
over the age of 60 and a State in
which there are thousands and thou-
sands of frail elderly people in this
program.

Now, let me say again what we are
talking about are the frailest of the
frail and the neediest of the needy.
And to talk about cutting these people
from that thread of life, that $122 a
month, is unconscionable.

Now, let me remind the Members
what we did in the tax bill this week.
And if you want to talk about fairness,
if you want to talk about equity, if you
want to talk about justice, can we in
conscience cut the frailest of the frail
and in the same week give billions of
dollars of tax breaks to the oil indus-
try, give several billion dollars of
breaks to the savings and loan indus-
try, give a large break to the commod-
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ities traders and, yes, to say in the
wealthiest of estates, “You are going
to get a break"? To give a break to oil,
to banking, to commodities, and to
large estates in the same week when
we propose to cut 3 million of the
frailest and the neediest of the elderly
is not something I care to engage in.
In the name of conscience, in the
name of justice, in the name of equity,
let us pass this bill and keep our com-
mitment to the older Americans.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms,
FIEDLER).

Ms. FIEDLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 4331, to restore mini-
mum benefits under the Social Securi-
ty Act.

There are 3 million senior citizens
receiving minimum social security ben-
efits. Two-thirds of those citizens are
over age T0. Some 500,000 are over age
80. Most are elderly women who never
had the opportunity to make a reason-
able salary. All are now tenuously bal-
ancing the very high costs of health
care, food, and housing on budgets
that are dependent on the minimum
benefit check each month.

The Federal Government long ago
made a commitment to these senior
citizens, who have worked all of their
lives hoping for some retirement secu-
rity. To suddenly break that commit-
ment would be a cruel and unfair
measure. Current recipients of the
minimum benefit are very frightened
by unknown hardships they will face
if assistance is cut off. Many are not
able, prepared, or willing to search out
welfare benefits they will need to
maintain adequate incomes. They are
the individuals who are most vulnera-
ble to difficult economic conditions
and least able to adapt to them. As we
pursue a needed program of economic
recovery for this Nation, let us not
forget the commitments we have made
to senior citizens with the social secu-
rity program.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Maine (Mrs.
SNOWE).

Mrs. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 4331, legislation to
amend the Omnibus Reconciliation
Act to restore the social security mini-
mum benefit for current recipients.
While we must consider the alterna-
tives for social security refinancing,
any reforms we pass should not hurt
those who are already receiving the
benefits for which they have planned.

Eliminating the minimum benefit
for current recipients would result in
an undue hardship for the majority of
these older Americans. We must look
closely at exactly who is receiving the
minimum benefit. Most minimum
beneficiaries have a history of low
wages throughout their working years.
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In my home State of Maine, many
people spend their lives working hard
in low-paying jobs with little potential
for increased earnings. Maine has the
lowest per capita income in the
Nation, and my constituents could not
afford even the smallest reduction in
social security benefits.

Most minimum beneficiaries are
women; 76 percent of the workers re-
ceiving this benefit are women who
characteristically earn lower wages or
who have taken time out of the work
force to raise families. If we include
dependents and survivors, we find that
an estimated 85 to 90 percent of mini-
mum beneficiaries are women.

Most minimum beneficiaries are re-
tired workers, and approximately 78
percent of them are at least 65 years
of age. Among workers alone, there
are about 1.5 million who are over age
70, about 532,000 who are over age 80,
and about 80,000 who are 90 or older.

A mere 12 percent of minimum bene-
ficiaries have a public pension and are
receiving this benefit because of short-
term employment in a social security
covered job.

These retirees planned on the mini-
mum benefit as a source of income be-
cause Congress promised it to them.
They have every reason to believe that
they will continue to receive this bene-
fit. Most are already living on a tight
budget, and it is too late for them to
plan on alternative sources of retire-
ment income. The people of this

Nation are rapidly losing faith in the
social security system, and a cut in

benefits to current recipients will only
increase this lack of confidence.

I have heard the argument that if
the minimum benefit is changed,
needy recipients will be eligible for
supplemental security income (SSI).
While it is estimated that perhaps
80,000 would become eligible if the
minimum was eliminated, it is ques-
tionable how many would choose to
apply. The older people in Maine see a
great difference between the social se-
curity benefits which they have
earned and the SSI benefits which
they view as welfare. Moreover, many
needy elderly are not eligible for SSI
because they have a small savings or
own their home. It is very difficult to
tell proud older Americans that Con-
gress has voted to reduce their social
security benefits, but that the Govern-
ment will supplement their losses with
SSI if they are willing to sell their
home and dispose of their assets.

There is also some skepticism about
whether the Social Security Adminis-
tration could even administer the
change in benefits for these 3 million
minimum beneficiaries. The benefit
formula has changed many times since
the program’s inception, and recom-
puting each person's benefit would
take in excess of 6,000 staff-years to
carry out.
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Our support for saving the minimum
benefit demonstrates to the senior citi-
zens of this country that they need
not fear the reduction of their bene-
fits and that they can continue to
have faith in the social security pro-
gram.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARCHER).

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I think
we need to look at why we are debat-
ing this issue at all today.

We are debating it because the social
security fund is going to be in deficit
and unable to pay all retirement bene-
fits at the end of next year if we do
not do something. It means we are
going to have to make some very diffi-
cult choices. They will not go away.
We can listen to all of the political
rhetoric that we want; the decision
still has to be made.

The question on the minimum bene-
fit is whether we continue to pay out
to people benefits beyond what they
have earned by taxes paid in when
they do not need that for the source
of their sustenance, when they per-
haps have millions of dollars of out-
side wealth, when they have large pen-
sion programs, either governmentally
or privately sponsored, and in doing
that jeopardize the basic benefits paid
to the elderly who do need social secu-
rity as a major or sole source of sup-
port.

That is the issue here.

This bill takes away from the Social
Security Subcommittee and the Ways
and Means Committee the opportuni-
ty to devise a reform program that will
implement a policy that will be con-
structive and beneficial to all in this
country who depend on social security.

And what will it do? It will send a
bill to the Senate that they will sit on
until they are ready to tack on their
social security proposals and then be
the moving force behind what is done
in this vital area, taking away the
House's constitutional jurisdiction to
originate all tax bills. And make no
mistake about it, that is exactly what
we are doing today. We are handing a
vehicle to the Senate to rewrite the
social security bill. I do not think we
should do that.

Our chairman, who has done an out-
standing job on the Social Security
Subcommittee, my friend, the gentle-
man from Texas, JAKE PICKLE, has
committed that we will take into con-
sideration and pass out a reform on
the minimum benefit structure. That
is the proper way to do it, not in this
hurried procedure before the House
today.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. OAKAR).

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the bill and commend the
chairman of the Rules Committee for
offering it.

July 31, 1981

Mr. Speaker, I have had the privi-
lege for the past 3 years of chairing a
task force on social security under the
auspices of the Aging Committee,
thanks to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. PeEPPER). We have had countless
hearings and numerous witnesses and,
quite honestly, I do disagree with
some of the findings of the Ways and
Means Subcommittee.

Three former Commissioners testi-
fied that there was no immediate
crisis, two funds had surpluses, one
fund may have an interim problem in
the mideighties interfund borrowing
would take care of that difficulty for
the 1980's. In fact, the trustees
report—and this was not the trustees
press release, but this was in the
report—written by the Secretaries of
Treasury, HHS, and Labor, indicated
that for the next 25 years the trust
fund has at least a 17-percent surplus.
The Congressional Budget Office
report shows an even greater surplus,

Why are press releases issued by the
trustees attempting to have the people
believe the system is bankrupt? Why
have they induced blind panic on the
part of the elderly? I believe it is be-
cause as long as the trust fund is part
of the unified budget, that trust fund
can be used to wash out other expend-
itures in the areas such as the cost of
this tax bill, the cost of our defense in-
creases, and so forth. In effect, they
are going to try to balance the budget
on the backs of the elderly who paid
into the system.

Now, one of my colleagues from
Texas talked about this GAO report,
which is really a very poor report be-
cause, do you know what, it left out 25
percent of the people who collect the
minimum benefit. They did not ac-
count for 25 percent of the people.

So we have to ask who really are
these people. They are not the rich, as
the gentleman would have you believe.
They are not even the middle class, as
the gentleman would have you believe.
It has to do with women because the
fact is that 75 percent of the people
who are affected happen to be older
women, two-thirds of whom are be-
tween 70 and 90 years of age. Approxi-
mately 2 million of the 3 million will
suffer reduction of more than one-
third by next April, and only about
600,000 of them are likely to even at-
tempt to apply for SSI. The remaining
1.4 million persons, half of whom are
estimated to have incomes under
$3,200, or $4,800 for a couple, can
expect an average net loss in annual
income of over $500.

And what about these people who
have another pension? I chair a Com-
mittee on Compensation and Employ-
ee Benefits for Federal Employees; 32
percent of those people receive a pen-
sion of under $6,000. These are the
groups who are most likely to be
among the 12 percent who get that
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other pension. Their combined income
is less than $11,000 annually.

So I ask you: Is this fair to our
people? Are we breaking our promise
to the American people? And I invite
every Member in this House—and
really and truly, the American public
and the press—to take a look at our
task force findings. They will see a
very, very different picture.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr. GoLp-
WATER).

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of H.R. 4331, a bill
which would, in effect, amend the con-
ference report of the fiscal year 1982
budget to delete the provisions on the
minimum social security benefit provi-
sions. I do this out of a sense of fair-
ness and legislative deliberation.

The social security system is very,
very sick. The largest portion of the
system, old-age survivors and disability
insurance, will be bankrupt within the
year. We are, and rightfully should be,
worried because ultimately the health
of the system affects the financial se-
curity of almost all present and future
retirees in the country.

However, social security reform has
to be approached in a comprehensive
fashion. I believe that we should all
take our lead from the distinguished
chairman of the Social Security Sub-
committee, the honorable gentleman
from Texas, and look at the actuarial
soundness of the system as a whole
rather than amending it in the hasty,
piecemeal fashion outlined in the
budget reconciliation bill.

In all honesty, I recognize that real
changes will have to be made in the
social security system. We have to get
the system back to insuring retirement
income for retirees and delete the
frills that have been added over the
past 40 years. In all honesty, major re-
visions in the minimum benefit may
have to be made. A means test prob-
ably should be implemented. I simply
cannot believe that 100 percent of all
recipients of the $122 per month mini-
mum benefit are over 80, female, and
destitute as some claim. This mini-
mum amount has to be guaranteed for
those truly dependent on it, though,
and I do not think anyone would
argue that point.

In sum, Mr. Speaker, I urge passage
of this bill so that we can take a long,
hard look at the state of the social se-
curity system now and what overall
changes have to be made to guarantee
that those checks still go out to our
Nation's elderly who depend so fully
on them.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. PARRIS).

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the legislation. Today I will
vote in favor of retaining the mini-
mum social security benefit. This $122
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monthly payment provides 3 million
retirees with desperately needed as-
sistance.

The minimum benefit would be de-
leted by the Gramm-Latta budget bill
which the House approved last month.
Eliminating this benefit would create
a real hardship on those who can least
afford it. It would be particularly dev-
astating to those individuals who have
worked at low-income jobs throughout
their lives and depend on their month-
ly checks to make ends meet. One of
the problems with the social security
system is that it does not differentiate
between the people who worked at
low-income jobs and people who have
multiple pensions. We would be plac-
ing an unfair burden on millions of re-
tirees if we were to change the rules
now. These people are the most vul-
nerable because they cannot supple-
ment their incomes by going back to
work.

Those in favor of eliminating the
minimum benefit have said those indi-
viduals truly in need will be picked up
by welfare or some other Federal pro-
gram. The problem is that there are
already 500,000 minimum beneficiaries
currently eligible for welfare who have
refused to apply for welfare benefits.
Even the administration has said that
they expect no more than one-gquarter
of those who are now or would become
eligible for welfare will apply for wel-
fare benefits. If all those eligible did
apply for welfare, the budget savings
would be cut by one-half. In addition,
eliminating this necessary benefit will
not help to restore confidence in the
social security program. Nor will it
help to solve the financial problems
that face social security.

About 80 percent of current benefici-
aries have paid taxes toward this bene-
fit and they are entitled to the pro-
ceeds. Those individuals who have re-
tired or are about to retire have count-
ed on these benefits in planning their
retirements. We have a commitment
to maintain the minimum benefit.

I hope and I trust this legislation
will be adopted.

0 1300

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, to wind
up debate on this side, I yield the bal-
ance of the time remaining to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
(Mr. RousseLoT), who serves with such
distinction on the Social Security Sub-
committee.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Bonior of Michigan). The gentleman
from California (Mr. RousseLoT) is
recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I
compliment my colleague from Mis-
souri for providing time for this dis-
cussion on this important issue of the
minimum benefit. However, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 4331.

It is of the highest importance that
we, as elected Representatives, pro-

18897

ceed in the matter of consideration of
restoring integrity to the social securi-
ty system with great care, addressing
not parts of the problem, but by
facing the entire problem of the
system head on with constructive rem-
edies.

It worries me, however, that some of
my colleagues are taking actions based
on haste, actions based on partisan ef-
forts, and actions based on emotion
rather than rationale.

It worries me, for the sake of the
35.6 million Americans receiving social
security benefits, that this action
today completely circumvents the
committee process of the Congress;
this bill having been introduced only
vesterday, more importantly H.R. 4331
entirely bypasses the work of the
Social Security Subcommittee, which
is presently marking up proposals to
save the system.

I regret that H.R. 4331 is not part of
the overall discussion for the total
reform that is needed for the social se-
curity system. I think it would be
more appropriate if this bill addressed
the problems facing the social security
program; but I understand the politi-
cal nature of this issue. It is a very,
very hot issue. I can understand my
Democratic colleagues wanting to
jump on it with both feet and tromp
everybody, and in some cases misrep-
resent the President’s position.

But that is all part of the political
game. Unfortunately, these social se-
curity benefits cannot be viewed as a
game.

The main objective is to save the
social security system. And I do not
care how many figures we quote from
the Congressional Budget Office, or
anybody else, our social security com-
puters show that unless this Congress
takes positive action, those trust funds
will be in desperate trouble in Novem-
ber 1982 or thereabouts. No matter
how much we want to walk away from
that fact, no matter how hard it is to
face the system’s problems, the truth
is social security is facing its most seri-
ous crisis in its 46-year history.

I want to compliment my colleague
from Texas (Mr. PickLE), who in a bi-
partisan manner, has handled this
issue very, very fairly and very square-
ly as the chairman of the Social Secu-
rity Subcommittee, in trying to bring
to this Congress true reform.

I want to compliment my other col-
league from Texas (Mr. Gramm), who
gave some very positive constructive
statistics that we are all going to have
to look at. He is right on the mark in
his discussion that, of those 3 million
people who are now receiving the min-
imum benefits, many have not earned
the full amount of the benefit they re-
ceive. For example, there are many
minimum benefit recipients, who are
receiving $122 a month from social se-
curity, that have paid less than $122 in
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social security payroll taxes during
their entire working history. He is ab-
solutely correct in his figures and I
compliment him for the way that he
brought them to our attention.

First, this is a most important point
which my colleague from Texas has
raised. While many have shown con-
cern today for those who receive the
minimum benefit, while not quite
having earned the full amount they
receive, we are overlooking the majori-
ty of those beneficiaries who have
paid into the system for many, many
years and thereby qualifying for a
normal benefit. I ask my colleagues
what about these individuals’ rights?
What about their right for their bene-
fits to be protected? Should not we as
a Congress be concerned about the
benefits of those who have paid the
payroll tax for many years, and not
just those who marginally qualify?

As I have already stated, this is the
main objective we must address: sal-
vaging social security for those
present and future beneficiaries who
have truly earned their benefits.

Second, I want to make it clear the
way some of my colleagues have tried
to emphasize they would believe that
the reconciliation bill cuts all of these
benefits retroactively. That is bunk.
The reconciliation bill, over which 250
conferees have reached agreement,
says that those minimum benefits will
stop in March 1982.

So, all of the discussion that the
beneficiaries were going to be cut off
tomorrow, all of that fear that unfor-
tunately many of my colleagues pro-
moted, over the media airwaves, that
we were cutting all these people off, is
just not correct.

I want to assure the American
people who presently receive social se-
curity benefits that the intent of our
Social Security Subcommittee is not to
cut all the benefits as the Democrat
reconciliation bill would have done. If
their bill had passed, 36 million recipi-
ents’ benefits would have been slowed
down very substantially.

My colleague from Minnesota (Mr.
VenTO) did not mention that in his dis-
cussion today and I am sure he voted
for that bill.

I want to say additionally that there
is no doubt about the fact we need to
save this system and this minimum
benefit is a very sensitive area. But, it
is not true that the overwhelming ma-
jority of these receiving this benefit
are destitute without remuneration
and will be dropped through all kinds
of cracks or that they will be put out
to poverty. That is just also bunk. My
colleague from Texas (Mr. GRAMM)
has in a very straightforward manner
made this point clear.

Mr, Speaker, I think that we should
face up to the fact that both President
Reagan and the Social Security Sub-
committee have genuinely tried to ad-
dress this issue. I hate to see the
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House send a bill separately to the
Senate, because we know how good
the other body is at picking up on leg-
islation, as my colleague from Texas
(Mr. ARcHER) said. It could well be
that this bill may come back to haunt
us even before we have had a chance
to really address the issue the way I
think it should be fully considered
before the whole Congress. The best
way to achieve this full and careful
consideration is to work within the
traditional institutional framework of
the Congress—the committee system.

I therefore urge my colleagues to
vote against H.R. 4331, allowing for
the opportunity for full debate and
consideration of proposals to save the
social security system by the Social
Security Subcommittee, the Ways and
Means Committtee, and the House of
Representatives.

Mr. HEFTEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to defend social security mini-
mum benefits. I refuse to believe that
this distinguished body is prepared to
ignore the basic needs of millions of
older Americans who depend upon
their small, monthly checks for their
very livelihood and survival.

It is simply not fair to change the
rules of the game in midstream, to the
detriment of many of our senior citi-
zens, for the sake of shortsighted
budgetary considerations. Mr. Speak-
er, when we established the social se-
curity system, we made a solemn
promise to all Americans; let us not
begin breaking that promise.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that all of my
colleagues realize the need to prudent-
ly control Government spending. This
broad consensus is amply evident from
our recent actions in the budget area.
But, Mr. Speaker, there is a right way
and a wrong way to cut the budget,
and cutting out social security mini-
mum benefits is clearly wrong. Let us
cut Government spending, let us make
the Government cost effective, but let
us not do so by breaking sacrosanct
promises made long ago, let us not do
so by forgetting our elder Americans.

Mr. Speaker, there has been much
talk in this Chamber of the “social
safety net.” I submit to my colleagues
that the elimination of social security
minimum benefits makes a mockery of
this so-called safety net. Years ago,
our Nation entered into a sacred con-
tract with the American people to pre-
serve and protect, to uphold and sus-
tain a quality of life which they had
justly earned through the fruits of
their labor. This contract is now jeop-
ardized by shortsighted policies ten-
dered under the guise of economic
Progress.

But, Mr. Speaker, I ask this distin-
guished body, can our great Nation
move forward by leaving behind those
people who helped forge the American
dream? I think not. I urge my col-
leagues to reject this myopic approach
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and to reinstate the social security
minimum benefits.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the bill (H.R. 4331) to re-
store minimum benefits under the
Social Security Act and commend the
distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. BoLLING), for his leader-
ship in attempting to provide the
House with a method by which this
last effort can be made to restore
these vital benefits.

Mr. Speaker, last night the Rules
Committee was confronted with a dis-
tressing dilemma. We were advised
that the Senate, by inadvertence or
otherwise, had acquired custody of the
papers on the reconciliation confer-
ence report. We were advised that the
Republican leadership in the Senate
was prepared, in a showdown, to pass
the original Gramm-Latta bill. Not
only would programs salvaged in the
conference be lost, the minimum bene-
fit itself would be almost immediately
lost with some of the minimum bene-
fits cut off in only 90 days.

The choice before the Rules Com-
mittee was a simple one, if thoroughly
anguishing to all of us: We could call
the Senate’s bluff and risk an almost
immediate cutoff of these benefits, not
to mention the loss of more than $3
billion which the conferees had recap-
tured.

The gentleman from Missouri indi-
cated that the risk was unacceptable
and was supported by the committee
which reported a rule which lengthens
the time available to try to save the
minimum benefit and completes half
of the legislative process toward doing
s0 on the same day. I recognize that
there are some risks regarding Senate
action on H.R. 4331. But the chances
will be far better than under the dan-
gerous situation which existed last
night.

However, Mr. Speaker, I for one con-
tinue to believe that even this risk is
unacceptable. Today the House will
have two more chances to really save
the minimum benefit. A motion will be
offered to recommit the conference
report; I will support the motion and
urge my colleagues to do so. If we are
successful in this effort, the conferees
can be back as early as Tuesday with a
revised conference report saving the
social security minimum benefit. If
that effort fails, I will vote against the
conference report itself. It would be
regrettable to see the work that went
into reconeiliation lost but it would be
far more regrettable to run any risk
thatdthe minimum benefit will not be
saved.
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Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, it is a
pleasure always to listen to the gentle-
man from California. I suddenly real-
ized that he must be coaching a fellow
Californian. His use of language is ex-
traordinarily apt, skillful, and some-
times quite confusing, but really fasci-
nating.

The only reason that I take this
time is to urge Members to vote in the
hope that the other body will show
good judgment and begin to relieve
the fear that is in the land with regard
to what this institution is going to do.

I am afraid of what this institution
may do. I am afraid it may act on
social security the way it has acted on
taxes and on reconciliation in a way
that is not entirely representative of
this institution.

I do not like to see a situation where
all the members of one party march in
lockstep.

I know the diversity of both parties.
I do not like to see a situation in
which any President dominates the in-
stitution wholly.

It is not the first time I have seen it.
But I do hope that when we consider
social security we are able to do it like
the House of Representatives and like
the other body, not like partisans
marching in lockstep.

I hope everybody votes for this bill.
@ Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 4331, a bill that would
restore the minimum benefit under
the social security system to law. In
perhaps one of the most callous ac-
tions this body has taken since I have
been in Congress, the House eliminat-
ed this benefit when it passed the
Gramm-Latta substitute to the omni-
bus reconciliation bill.

When my committee considered leg-
islative savings as mandated by the
first budget resolution, we decided
that the elimination of the minimum
benefit would break a covenant be-
tween the Government and the
people; that cutting back on benefits
that people expect and have been re-
ceiving was not only wrong, but it
would shake the trust that we try so
hard to instill in our citizens about the
integrity of their Government. To me,
and to many in my district and I
assume across the country, the social
security system is one of the great
social programs of our time, and it is a
source of security to many Americans
both young and old. It troubles me to
see this President manipulate this
system, and cause anguish and worry
among our senior citizens, who deserve
our support, not our politicking and
rhetoric. I strongly urge my colleagues
in the House to support this bill, and I
hope that the other body will move
with dispatch to make this bill law.e
@ Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of this legislation to restore
the minimum social security benefit.
As I have argued on many occasions, it
is unconscionable that the Congress
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would eliminate this source of income
for 3 million of our most needy citi-
zens. The minimum benefit today is
$122 a month. I ask my colleagues to
contemplate for just 1 minute what it
would be like to live on $122 a month.
Could a person living on that amount
afford to pay rent, buy food, and pay
utility bills too? Yet if we eliminate
the minimum benefit, 1.5 million
Americans will have to make do with
even less than that.

But we are told that we must reduce
Federal spending. We are told that our
President has pledged to balance the
budget, and, besides there are people
receiving the minimum benefit who do
not really deserve it. I ask how any
Member can dare make arguments like
that after passing the President’s tax
bill the other day? That bonanza for
the rich may well result in deficits of
$87 billion over the next 2 years and
even higher deficits later. Those defi-
cits will be caused by billions of dollars
in tax cuts for our wealthiest citizens
and $16 billion in giveaways to the oil
industry. Is it not ironic we will strip
tens of thousands of needy Americans
above the age of 90 of the minimum
benefit at the very time when we are
handing over tax revenues to the
super rich and to those industries
which could mount the most effective
lobbying efforts?

I see that some of the same Republi-
cans and conservative Democrats who
voted for the Gramm-Latta reconcilia-
tion package will be voting for this bill
today. Many of these Republicans and
conservative Democrats voted against
a rule which would have allowed us
the opportunity to preserve the mini-
mum benefit. Many of them supported
the President's tax package which, in
the huge and unprecedented deficits it
could create only makes slashes in
social security inevitable. Frankly, I
am appalled at this hypocrisy.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the
House has another opportunity to ex-
press its position in favor of retention
of the minimum benefit. The chair-
man of the Rules Committee, Mr.
BorrLiNnGg, has made it clear that
today's action will not be the last of its
kind. The House leadership shall con-
tinue to press for continuation of this
benefit until its continuation is as-
sured. In doing this, this body will
only be pushing President Reagan to
live up to the pledge that he made
during his campaign and repeated
again on Monday night. To quote the
President:

I will not see those of you who are de-
pendent on social security deprived of your
benefits. I make that pledge to you as your
President . . . You will continue to receive
your checks in the full amount due you.

Mr. Speaker, the House is making its
position quite clear on this matter.
The President has repeated his pledge.
The ball is now in the Senate’s court.
The Republican Senate has yielded to
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the President on almost every aspect
of the President’'s economic program.
If the President really wants to save
the minimum benefit he would have
little trouble in convincing the Senate
to do so. If he does not do so, the
public will surely know where the re-
sponsibility lies.®

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 203, the pre-
vious question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read a
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 404, nays
20, not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 1891
YEAS—404

Clausen
Clay

Clinger
Coats
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (TX)
Conte
Conyers
Corcoran
Coughlin
Courter
Coyne, James
Coyne, William
Craig
Crockett
D’'Amours
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, R. W.
Danielson
Daschle
Daub

Davis

de la Garza
Deckard
Dellums
DeNardis
Derrick
Derwinski
Dickinson
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan
Dougherty
Dowdy
Downey
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn

Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson

Early

Eckart
Edgar
Edwards (AL)

Addabbo
Akaka
Albosta
Alexander
Anderson
Andrews
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Ashbrook
Aspin
Atkinson
AuCoin
Bafalis
Bailey (MO)
Bailey (PA)
Barnard
Barnes
Beard
Bedell
Beilenson
Benedict
Benjamin
Bennett
Bereuter
Bevill
Biaggil
Bingham
Blanchard
Bliley
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Boner
Bonior
Bonker
Bouguard
Bowen
Breaux
Brinkley
Brodhead
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown (CA)
Brown (CO)
Brown (OH)
Broyhill

Evans (IN)
Fary

Fazio
Fenwick
Ferraro
Fiedler
Fields
Findley
Fish
Fithian
Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Forsythe
Fountain
Fowler
Frank
Frost
Fuqua
Garcia
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Gingrich
Ginn
Glickman
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gore
Gradison
Gray
Green
Gregg
Grisham
Guarini
Gunderson
Hagedorn
Hall (OH)
Hall, Ralph
Hall, Sam
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt

Burgener
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Butler

Byron
Campbell
Carman
Carney
Chappell
Chappie
Chisholm

Edwards (CA)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
Emery
English
Erdahl

Ertel

Evans (DE)
Evans (GA)
Evans (IA)

Hance
Harkin
Hartnett
Hatcher
Hawkins
Heckler
Hefner
Heftel
Hendon
Hertel




18900

Hightower
Hiler

Hillis
Hollenbeck
Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hunter
Hutto
Hyde
Ireland
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenkins
Johnston
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kastenmejer
Kazen
Kemp
Kildee
Kindness
Kogovsek
Kramer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Lantos
Latta
Leach

Miller (OH)
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell (MD})
Mitchell (NY)
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison
Mottl
Murphy
Murtha
Myers
Napier
Natcher
Neal
Nelligan
Nelson
Nichols
Nowak
O'Brien
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey
Ottinger
Oxley
Panetta
Parris
Pashayan
Patman
Patterson
Pease
Leath Pepper
LeBoutillier Perkins
Lee Petri
Lehman Peyser
Leland Pickle
Lent Porter
Levitas Price
Lewis Pritchard
Livingston Pursell
Loeffler Quillen
Long (LA) Rahall
Long (MD) Rallsback
Lott Rangel
Lowery (CA) Ratchford
Lowry (WA) Regula
Lujan Reuss
Luken Rhodes
Lundine Rinaldo
Lungren Ritter
Madigan Roberts (KS)
Markey Roberts (SD)
Marks Robinson
Marlenee Rodino
Marriott Roe
Martin (IL) Roemer
Martin (NC) Rogers
Martin (NY) Rose
Matsui Rosenthal
Mattox Rostenkowski
Mavroules Roth
Mazzoli Roukema
MecClory Roybal
McCollum Rudd
McCurdy Russo
McDade Sabo
McEwen Santini
McGrath Savage
McHugh Sawyer
McKinney Scheuer
Mica Schneider
Mikulski Schroeder
Miller (CA) Schulze

NAYS—20

Erlenborn
Frenzel
Gramm
Hansen (ID)
Hansen (UT)
Jeffries
McCloskey

NOT VOTING—10

Fascell
Holland
Moffett
Richmond

Schumer
Seiberling
Sensenbrenner
Shamansky
Shannon
Sharp

Shaw
Shelby
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (AL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (PA)
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Solomon
Spence

St Germain
Stangeland
Stanton
Stark
Staton
Stenholm
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Swift

Synar
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas
Traxler
Trible

Udall
Vander Jagt
Vento
Volkmer
‘Walgren
Walker
Wampler
Washington
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weber (MN)
Weber (OH)
Weiss
White
Whitehurst
‘Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten
Williams (MT)
Williams (OH)
Wilson
Winn
Wirth

Woll

Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
Wyden
Wylie

Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zablocki
Zeferetti

McDonald
Michel
Paul
Rousselot
Smith (OR)
Stump

Archer
Badham
Cheney
Conable
Crane, Daniel
Crane, Philip
Dannemeyer

Simon
Young (MO)

Bethune
Coelho
Cotter
Dornan
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Richmond with Mr. Dornan of Cali-
fornia.

Mr. Young of Missouri with Mr, Simon.

Mr. Fascell with Mr. Holland.

Mr. Moffett with Mr. Coelho.

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3982,
OMNIBUS BUDGET RECONCILIATION
ACT OF 1981
Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.

Speaker, pursuant to the provisions of

House Resolution 203, I call up the

conference report on the bill (H.R.

3982) to provide for reconciliation pur-

suant to section 301 of the first con-

current resolution on the budget for

the fiscal year 1981.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of House Resolu-
tion 203, the conference report is con-
sidered as read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
July 29, 1981, part II.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the gentleman from Oklaho-
ma (Mr. JonEes) will be recognized for 1
hour, and the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. LatTa) will be recognized for 1
hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr, JONES).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to make a unanimous
consent request.

Two hours is scheduled for debate,
but in an effort to accommodate all
Members, I ask unanimous consent
that all Members may have 5 legisla-
tive days in which to revise and extend
their remarks, and to insert extrane-
ous matter, on the conference report
to H.R.. 3982.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, today we are bringing
to the House the conference report on
the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of
1981.

It is a great credit to the chairman
of the House committees and to the
Members who served as conferees that
this conference agreement is vastly su-
perior to the hastily thrown together
and little understood bill which passed
the House on June 26.

Basically, 184 House conferees in 58
subconferences fought long and hard
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with 69 Senate conferees and brought
back to the House a bill cleansed of
many of the more misguided proposals
which were originally in the Senate-
and House-passed versions.

All of us here owe a special thanks
to the chairmen of these House com-
mittees and to the conferees.

We also owe a special thanks to the
gentleman from California (Mr. Pa-
NETTA), who has worked almost around
the clock to bring this conference to a
speedy and effective conclusion. He
has done a truly magnificent job in
every respect.

Mr. Speaker, on May 20 this year,
the Congress directed the authorizing
committees of the House and the
Senate to bring back savings of $35.116
billion in fiscal year 1982. Based on
the latest Congressional Budget Office
analysis, this conference has accom-
plished savings of $35.19 billion;
almost precisely on target. Over 3
yvears this bill will save $130.6 billion
in Federal spending.

It is safe to say that it was not easy
to make reductions of this magnitude.
We were not just cutting the fat, The
Education and Labor Committee alone
made outlay savings of more than $7
billion.

Many of these cuts will have direct
and damaging impact on the lives of
millions of Americans. The elimina-
tion of the minimum social security
benefit is perhaps the most glaring ex-
ample. That cutback in existing social
security benefits was passed by the
House in the Gramm-Latta II bill and
was backed by the Reagan administra-
tion. The same cutback in benefits
also passed the Senate, and it will go
into effect for beneficiaries now on the
rolls as of next February, as soon as
President Reagan signs this bill.

Fortunately, the conferees were able
to change some of the other damaging
provisions. For example, the medicaid
cap was rejected. Head Start was
funded in this conference at $950 mil-
lion after it was totally eliminated in
the Gramm-Latta II bill which passed
the House.

We have seen this year an effort to
use the reconciliation process in a way
in which it was never intended to be
used, and I hope that this will never
happen again. Reconciliation should
be used to reduce spending in entitle-
ment programs, not to strip away the
proper authority of the appropriations
and authorizing committees.

But despite those efforts, we have
seen a true victory for the legislative
process as a result of this conference.
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The Congress has demonstrated
great resiliency, and those who under-
stand the importance of the legislative
process will not desert that process.

Let me again thank the chairmen of
the House committees, the conferees,
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and the gentleman from California,
Leon PaNETTA. Special thanks also is
due to the many professional and sup-
port staff members who contributed to
the success and the completion of this
conference. Each of them deserves the
appreciation of the Congress for the
hard work they have put in over the
past few weeks.

We also owe our thanks to the
House Parliamentarian, William H.
Brown, and Assistant Parliamentar-
ians Charlie Johnson and Peter Robin-
son who have been invaluable to the
completion of this conference. The
Office of Legislative Counsel, too, has
worked diligently and quickly to
produce this conference report. Larry
Filson and Bob Weinhagen coordinat-
ed drafting responsibility for the
entire conference report on both the
House and Senate sides.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
pay a very special thanks to the
Budget Committee staff itself who
demonstrated the highest level of
dedication and professionalism with-
out which this demanding task could
not have been accomplished.

So I commend my colleagues that
this conference report deserves their
support, and I hope they will give
speedy, and 1 emphasize speedy, ratifi-
cation to this conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I intend, after the

ranking minority member makes his
opening statement, to call on the com-
mittee chairmen in the alphabetical
order of their committees and let
them explain as they wish the part of
the conference report pertaining to

their committees.
The extraneous material follows:

HouSE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET,
Washington, D.C.

SUMMARY OF THE RECONCILIATION
CONFERENCE

Dear Colleague: On Wednesday morning
conferees completed action on the Omnibus
Reconcilation Act of 1981. This event
marked the culmination of the largest and
most complicated conference in the history
of the Congress. For almost two weeks over
250 conferees labored long and hard to re-
solve differences in 58 subconferences, in-
volving 17 House committees.

As a result of the many agreements
reached by conferees, over $35 billion will be
saved in 1982, with additional reductions in
1983 and 1984 that largely meet the goals of
the Budget Resolution adopted by the Con-
gress. In addition, a number of important
programs were funded that are effective in
serving the basic needs of people.

The end result is a balanced effort that
seeks to achieve mandated budgetary goals
while preserving many programs that the
House and Senate felt were important to
protect in the reconciliation process. The
following is a brief summary of the agree-
ment reached by conferees:

AGRICULTURE

A compromise on the food stamp program
resulted in reductions $200 million greater
than those provided for in the House bill.
However, the House position on FmHA
water and waste disposal loans and commu-
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nity facility loans was protected. Also,
Senate reductions in rural water and waste
grants were modified and the House posi-
tion on the dairy price support reduction (to
75 percent) was adopted.

ARMED SERVICE

Conferees adopted the once-a-year COLA
proposal contained in both bills for a reduc-
tion of $394 million in fiscal year 1982. Also
agreed to was a proposal to sell materials
from the strategic stockpile and an open en-
rollment program for the Military Survivor
Benefit Plan.

BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS

A Senate proposal to fund the UDAG pro-
gram separately from the Community De-
velopment program was adopted by the con-
ferees. Section 312 Rehabilitation loans, re-
pealed in the House bill, were restored by
conferees at a 1982 program level of $85 mil-
lion. Reductions in subsidized loans for the
Ex-Im Bank were agreed to and a 153,000
new unit level in the subsidized housing pro-
gram was adopted. A restriction on housing
assistance for communities with rent con-
trol was removed and, finally, conferees
agreed to increase (above the baseline) the
authorization for Public Housing Operating
Subsidies by $135 million in fiscal year 1982,

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Conferees agreed to an authorization cap
of $155 million a year on loans to the Dis-
trict of Columbia, a reduction of $40 million
in fiscal year 1982.

EDUCATION AND LABOR

Conferees agreed to fund the Head Start
program at $950 million for fiscal year
1982—%$130 million more than provided for
in the Senate bill and a substantial increase
over the fiscal year 1981 funding level. Few
major differences existed in proposals for
Child Nutrition programs and the conferees
agreed to reductions totaling $1.4 billion for
fiscal year 1982. Conferees also agreed to in-
crease funding for the Community Services
Block Grant by $35 million above the
Senate proposed level and liberalized GLS
provisions as presented in both House and
Senate bills. Higher Education programs
(including Pell Grants) were capped at a
level higher than the House bill, and two EI-
ementary and Secondary Education block
grants were adopted.

In a subconference involving Education
and Labor, Energy and Commerce and Ways
and Means Committees, the House receded
from its Social Services block grant and con-
ferees agreed to a Title XX block grant and
a community services block grant. Child
welfare services and Foster Care and Adop-
tion Assistance were retained as categorical
programs. These committees also agreed to
a low-income energy assistance block grant
with a funding cap of $1.9 billion in fiscal
year 1982,

ENERGY AND COMMERCE

Conferees agreed to extend the authoriza-
tion for the Consumer Product Safety Com-
mission through fiscal year 1983 and to
retain it as a separate, independent agency.
It was agreed that Conrail could be sold as
late as 1985 and a plan was devised to en-
courage the sale of Conrail as an entity and
not in parts. The higher House level for
Amtrak funding was adopted by conferees
The Corporation for Public Broadcasting is
reauthorized for fiscal years 1984, 1985 and
1986 at $140 million per year and various
communication licensing requirements were
revised.

The Senate Energy Committee agreed to
the House position of an annual authoriza-
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tion and appropriation of an off-budget ac-
count for the funding of SPRO, and repeal
of the “off-gas” provisions for electric utili-
ties contained in the Fuel Use Act was
agreed to. Department of Energy regulatory
programs were capped and enegy conserva-
tion programs were cut for reductions of
$140 million.

Conferees rejected the Medicaid cap pro-
posed by the Senate and agreed to reduce
the Feederal medicaid program by 3 percent,
4 percent, and 5 percent in the next three
fiscal years for savings of $900 million. Ma-
ternal and Child Health, Prevention, Alco-
hol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health and
Primary Care Block grants were agreed to
by conferees for savings of approximately
$250 million in fiscal year 1982. Many
health programs included in previous block
grant proposals, including family planning,
migrant health and immunization were re-
tained as categorical programs with some re-
ductions in funding. Conferees also agreed
to fund Health Maintenance Organizations,
Health Planning, Alcohol and Drug Abuse
Research and the Developmental Disabil-
ities programs.

In a subconference involving the Ways
and Means committee, conferees agreed to
certain provisions affecting Medicare Part B
and providers of health services and reject-
ed a House provision to eliminate PSROs by
1984 for savings of approximately $400 mil-
lion.

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Conferees agreed to appropriation ceilings
for 11 programs, including the Peace Corps,
African Development Foundation, American
Schools and Hospitals Abroad and the
International Narcotics Control.

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

Conferees agreed to provisions requiring
future recissions based on reductions from
federal travel and consultant accounts.

INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS

Conferees adopted the lower Senate cap
for Department of Interior programs for re-
ductions of $431 million in fiscal year 1982,
and agreed to conference language contain-
ing sense of the Congress language that cer-
tain appropriation targets be set for the
Land and Water Conservation Fund, Na-
tional Historic Preservation and Urban Park
and Recreation Recovery. Increased user
fees for non-competitive oil and gas leases
were also adopted.

JUDICTIARY

Authorizations for Indochinese Refugee
Assistance and the Patent and Trade-mark
Office were agreed to by conferees and the
Legal Services Corporation reauthorization
legislation contained in the Senate bill was
removed.

MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES

Conferees agreed to authorization for
maritime programs with no funding for the
contruction differential subsidy program. A
subconference including Public Works and
Transportation conferees agreed to delete
ocean dumping user fees. The Senate reced-
ed in a subconference involving the Energy
and Commerce and Merchant Marine and
Fisheries Committees on the PHS hospital
system issue. Conferees agreed to the clos-
ing of PHS hospitals at the end of fiscal
year 1981, with a transition period of one
year, for communities that wish to assume
operation of the facilities,

POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE

Conferees agreed to a cap on federal pay
reducing spending by $3.7 billion in fiscal
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year 1982, a once-a-year COLA for federal
employees for savings of $500 million, and a
reduction in the Postal Service Public Serv-
ice Subsidy and the Revenue Foregone Sub-
sidy for savings of over $800 million in fiscal
year 1982,
PUBLIC WORKS

Conferees adopted the House Airport De-
velopment and Planning Grants ceiling for
fiscal year 1982, the House Highway obliga-
tion ceiling for reductions of $500 million in
fiscal year 1982 and the House authoriza-
tion level for Federal Highway Safety
Grants. Conferees agreed to fund the Eco-
nomic Development Administration, termi-
nated in the Senate bill, at $290 million for
fiscal year 1982. Reductions in the EPA con-
struction grant program and an authoriza-
tion ceiling for the Corps of Engineers were
also agreed to by conferees.

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

On the DOE research and development
reauthorization issue conferees agreed to
compromise on a level of savings somewhat
closer to the House bill. It was agreed that
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authorization for the National Science
Foundation be considered outside the recon-
ciliation process.

SMALL BUSINESS

Conferees agreed to reductions in disaster
loans and business loans for savings of over
$800 million.

VETERANS' AFFAIRS

Conference agreement limits who may re-
ceive the $300 VA funeral allowance, limits
Class IT dental benefits, eliminates flight
training reimbursement for new enrollees
and restricts reimbursement for correspond-
ence training.

WAYS AND MEANS

Conferees agreed to reductions in Trade
Adjustment Assistance totaling $1.3 billion
in fiscal year 1982. There was agreement to
continue the community adjustment assist-
ance program, terminated under the House
bill. Provisions to phase out the Social Secu-
rity student benefits and to eliminate the
minimum benefit were contained in both
bills and conferees made only minor

July 31, 1981

changes in these areas, Public Assistance
(AFDC and Child Support Enforcement) re-
ductions were also similar in both bills. Con-
ferees agreed to the House position of allow-
ing the continuation of cash payments in
lieu of food stamps for certain SSI recipi-
ents and adopted Senate provisions relating
to eligibility for ex-servicemen for unem-
ployment compensation, state triggers for
extended benefits and the 20 week work re-
quirement for extended benefits, A require-
ment that interest be paid on new U.I. loans
after April 1, 1982 was adopted. Medicare
provisions contained in the House bill were
agreed to and certain provisions affecting
Hospital and Nursing Homes were adopted.

While there are those who will disagree
with the particulars contained in this con-
ference report, the reality is that the final
conference effort is clearly a vast improve-
ment over the Reconciliation bill adopted
by the House,

Sincerely,
LeoN E. PANETTA,
Chairman,
Reconciliation Task Force.

SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE AGREEMENT OMNIBUS BUDGET RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1981
COMPARISON OF HOUSE INSTRUCTIONS WITH RECONCILIATION CONFERENCE

[In millions of dollars)

Instructions to committees (May 20, 1981)

Conference agreement {Juh.u-is. 1981)

fiscal year 1982  fiscal year 1983

fiscal year 1984

fiscal year 1982 fiscal year 1983 fiscal year 1984

Agriculture:

-2,208

£ —3,006
-2,521 —2.842

t authori
mauhﬂ‘ﬂ?

Armed Sesvices:
Budget authority .

—966

- 899
— 966 —899

—15572

Banking, ;mamz and Urban Affairs:
éﬁaulwm

13177
— 640 —1.398

District of Columbia:

39 —56

m autharity

) i

J
Education and Labor:

~ 12,099 —14,907

t authori
m:um

— 10,084 —13,522

Energy and Commerce:
g’B-udget authority

~ 5,385 —5,980

Qutlays

~5,184 —6315

Foreign Affairs:

— 250 275

Budget authority
Outlays

—130 — 200

Government Affairs:

—3,671
—3,525

—511
-5l

~17,821
~2,369

~12
-19

—18,384
—17,020

— 6,285
—1,036 ~1,11§

- 300 ~376
~300 ~ 286

=209
— 3,264

— 846
— 382

~ 13,566
—481

—3,042
~3.878

— 167
-1

—~15954
~1,154

— 56
—58

12414
~10,748

—1451
~1.710

—524
463

—~3930
—4,661

-3
—3n

—18.402
~2,115

12
~69

— 14,261
—13.881

— 6,685
— 6,961

538
—315

-3
—40

— 10,088
~1,91
~1,955

Budget authority
Oys

{280

{ (4

Interior and Insutar Affairs:

Budget authority
Oty

—820 +236 —68
—173 ~111 =5

-5

—12 =70
~30 =1 — 66

Outiays
Merchant Marine ang Fishenies:

—339 —439

g:tdgi authority

-0 - 411

Post Office and Civil Service:
Budget autharity

—4,73 -6,304

—5163 —6,738

Public Works and Transportation:
Budget authority ...

—6,346

-5122
5

=1.218 —3,56

gsTwnnolo ;
t au1hori119.

Ou
Science

~78 —30

-39 -5

Small Business:

— 526 — 564

Budget author
T

-390 —541

Velerans' Affairs:
Budget authority

~110 —108

110 —108

Ways and Means:

~4671 —4.954

Budget authority
Ot

5,241 —10,559

Grand total adjusted for jurisdictional overlap:
Budget authority

— 562
— 551

~1,390
—1.728

—6,241
—5,720

102
-8

~ 42 — 242 — 265
— 106 —212 -253

— 4,706 - 6,253 =1214
—5163 — 6,690 —1,95

~ 5,606 ~5010 ~6.371
— 1411 ~3,136 —5418

—~1,385 — 361 —1.209
- 828 —1,016 — 1,065

-0 =2
~517 —506

-122 -1
121 -128

4455 —4763
982 ~ 10803

-5 ~ 504
-533 ~823

~106 ~110
~ 106 —116

- 5,158
—11,248

—4,140
— 8,981

~ 50,694 — 57,599

—35,116 — 46,312

— 66,016
—53,5712

— 51,900

: — 55,734
-35,190

— 44,033

~61.721
-5135

. MNote.—These numbers are subject 1o final CBO vertification,
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MINICONFERENCE No. 1
Committees: House Agriculture/Senate
Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry.
ISSUES
A, Storage facility loans
The Senate required a phaseout of storage
facility loans. The House had no compara-
ble provision.
Conference agreement.—The
agreed on the Senate version.

conferees

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{In millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

—~100 ~110 —120

Budget authori
- o

B. Grain reserve

The Senate and the House required the
elimination ofi the interest waiver on the
first year of the farmer-owned grain reserve.
This provision covered the 1980 and 1981
crops.

Conference agreement.—This provision
was deleted by the conferees since a sepa
rate bill covering this provision has been
signed into law. However, the Agriculture
Committees will still be credited with these
savings.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
(in millions of doflars]

1984

1982 1583

- 60

Budget authority
Uullgw ~ 165

C. Farmers Home Administration

The Senate and House raised the interest
rates on water and waste disposal and com-
munity facility loans. The House had some
additional qualifying language for recipi-
ents. The Senate eliminated the interest
subsidies on farm ownership, operating and
disaster loans except for limited resource
loans in which case an interest subsidy of at
least two percent was provided. The House
provided for the interest rate to be not in
excess of one-half the cost of money, but
not less than 5 percent. The House bill also
provided for disaster loans to be available if
at least 20 percent loss occurred. The loans
were to be available up to 90 percent of the
loss incurred.

Conference agreement.—The Senate con-
ferees receded on the water and waste dis-
posal loans and the community facility
loans. On the other provisions, the confer-
ees compromised by setting the interest rate
for limited resource, farm ownership loans
at not more than one-half the cost of
money; the limited resource, farm operating
loans at not more than 2 percent below the
cost of money; and limited resource disaster
loans at not more than 8 percent. The con-
ferees compromised on an 30 percent loss
provision with an 80 percent coverage on
losses.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dallars]

1982 1983

— 267
-2

179

s - —iz5
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D, Commodity inspection (user fees)
The Senate and House provided for the
implementation of user fees to pay for fed-
eral inspection of cotton, tobaeco, and grain.
Conference agreement.—A compromise
was reached by the conferees on the slightly
differing versions.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

[In millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

~ 49
—49

—52
~52

56
-6

Budget authority
Dutiays

E. CCC administration expenses
The House capped the Commodity Credit
Corporation's administrative expenses at
$52 million per year. The Senate had no
comparable language.
Conference agreement.—The Senate con-
ferees receded.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of doilars]

1982

1983 1984

Budget author E
0!.1“;I2 e ] -7 =T

F. Dairy

The House provided for the dairy price
support to be set at a minimum of 75 per-
cent of parity with an annual adjustment in
fiscal year 1982 and semiannual adjust-
ments in fiscal years 1983 and 1984. The
Senate had no comparable language.

Conference agreement.—The Senate con-
ferees receded.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dollars)

1982 1983 1984

g

B authori —449
03?{5? " —B91 1188

G. Food stamps

The House reconciliation bill proposed
savings of $1.45 billion in fiscal year 1982.
The Senate reconciliation bill proposed sav-
ings of $1.85 billion in fiscal year 1982, The
following major differences existed between
the two bills:

The Senate bill lowered from 20 to 15 per-
cent the amount of earnings that can be de-
ducted in calculating a household's income.
The House bill had no comparable provi-
sion.

The House bill increased the amount by
which benefits are reduced for each dollar
of earnings from the current rate of 30 per-
cent to 31.5 percent in fiscal year 1983 and
32.5 percent in fiscal year 1984, The Senate
bill had no comparable provision.

The House bill provided for a block grant
for Puerto Rico beginning in fiscal year
1983. The Senate bill created a block grant
beginning April 1, 1982. The Senate also re-
duced eligibility for the program in Puerto
Rico to 55 percent of that of the continental
United States beginning October 1, 1981
until the block grant is in place on April 1,
1982,

Conference agreement.—The conferees
agreed to reduce the earned income deduc-
tion limit from 20 to 18 percent of earnings.
The House conferees receded on provisions
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affecting the benefit reduction rate, thereby
maintaining current law at 30 percent. The
conferees further agreed to implement a
block grant for Puerto Rico beginning July
1, 1981, and rejected the 55 percent reduc-
tion contained in the Senate bill.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

{in milfions of dolars)

1982 1983 1984

Duthays.

—1658 2046 2,334
—~1658 2046 234

H. Rural water and waste grants

As part of an across the board reduction
in various U.S. Department of Agriculture
programs, the House reduced the authoriza-
tion for these grants by $21 million in fiscal
year 1982, The Senate reduced the authori-
zation for these grants by $118 million in
fiscal year 1982.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
compromised and reduced the authorization
for these grants by $63 million in fiscal year
1982.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
in millions of dollars)

1983 1984

-8

Outlays. -

—95
~2

I. Other development and conservation
programs

As part of an across the board reduction
in various U.S. Department of Agriculture
programs, the House reduced the authoriza-
tions for various development and conserva-
tion programs, including the water bank
and agricultural conservation programs, by
9.2 percent in fiscal year 1982. The Senate
had no comparable provision.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
compromised on the authorizations caps for
the various programs. These caps included
authorization caps in fiscal year 1982 of $11
million for the Water Bank Program, $201
million for the Agricultural Conservation
Program, and $589 million for expenses for
carrying out the programs administered by
the Soil Conservation Service,

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dollars)

1982 1983 1984

—40
~25

-5
—45

~15

Dutlays. 87

J. U.S. Department of Agriculture’s salaries
and expenses

The House reduced the authorizations for
the Department of Agriculture’s salaries
and expenses resulting in a 9.2 percent re-
duction in fiscal year 1982. The Senate re-
duced the Department of Agriculture’s per-
sonnel ceiling from 121,000 to 118,360 staff
years, excluding overtime.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
compromised on a personnel ceiling of
117,000 staff years, including overtime.
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SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dollars)

1983 1984

— 175 — 181 — 200
~158 - 181 - 134

1882

Otys o

MiNIcONFERENCE No. 2

Committees: House Agriculture,
Foreign Affairs/Senate Agriculture.

ISSUES

A. Interest rates on Public Law 480 title I
loans

The Senate bill included an increase in in-
terest rates on Public Law 480, Food for
Peace loans. The House bill made no change
in interest rates.

Conference agreement.—The Senate reced-
ed and accepted the House position that
there be no change in interest rates.

B. Level of annual ceilings on Public Law
480 programs

The three committees had set ceilings on
appropriations for Public Law 480, Food for
Peace programs, at the different levels indi-
cated below.

House

[Budget authority in millions of daltars]

198 198 194

House Foreign Affairs..
House Agricufture..
Senate Agriculture.

1,448
1,305 1,355 1,425
1362 1,193 1.252

1,392 1,553

Conference agreement.—The conferees
agreed to the House Agriculture Committee
level for fiscal year 1982 and split the differ-
ence between the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee levels and the House Foreign Affairs
Committee levels for fiscal years 1983 and
1984.

The agreement sets appropriation ceilings
for Public Law 480 of $1,305 million in fiscal
year 1982; $1,320 million in fiscal year 1983,
and $1,402 million in fiscal year 1984.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

[In milions of doifars]

1982 1983 -1-33-1- :

~132
- 238

-199
—186

- 224
~213

MINICONFERENCE NoO. 3

Committees: House Agriculture and House
Interior and Insular Affairs/Senate Agricul-
ture, Nutrition, and Forestry and Senate
Energy and Natural Resources.

ISSUES
A. Forest Service

The above House and Senate committees
capped the authorizations for appropria-
tions for the forestry programs under their
respective jurisdictions.

Conference agrecementi.—The conferees
agreed on a compromise cap. The House In-
terior and Insular Affairs cap of one million
dollars on their forestry programs was de-
leted. The House Agriculture Committee's
fiscal year 1982 authorization cap of $1,446
million was increased to $1,498 million in
the conference agreement.
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SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

Budget autharity -9
Quttays

—69

-93

—42 ~93
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Conference agreement.—The Senate con-
ferees receded.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

[In millions of dollars]

1982

MINICONFERENCE No. 4
Committees: House Agriculture, House In-
terior and Insular Affairs, House Public
Works and Transportation/Senate Environ-
ment and Public Works.
ISSUES
A. Water resources

The House bill provided $12.5 million for
fiscal years 1982, 1983 and 1984 respectively
for a National Board on Water Resources
Policy. The Senate bill provided $36.4 mil-
lion for fiscal years 1982 and 1983 and $32.2
million for fiscal year 1984 for water re-
sources planning grants to the States, river
basin commissions, Federal coordination of
water resources policy and water resources
research.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
agreed to $23.065 million for each fiscal year
1982-1984 for water resources research and
related activities. The conferees also agreed
to $12 million for each fiscal year 1982-1984
for a national water resources board only
when and if legislation establishing such a
board is enacted.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In" milfions of dollars]

1984

-12
10

1982 1983

BUGBEL FUDORIY ...c.vvs s rsssssnssnsessenes ~10
mu&'ﬁl =4 =

MINICONFERENCE No. 5

Committees: House Agriculture and House
Education and Labor/Senate Agriculture,
Nutrition, and Forestry.

ISSUES
A. Bankhead-Jones

The House eliminated funding for the
Bankhead-Jones Act which provides fund-
ing for agricultural teaching assistantships
in agricultural land grant colleges and uni-
versities. The Senate had no comparable
provision.

Conference agreement.—The House con-
ferees receded.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dollars)

1982 1983 1984

MINICONFERENCE No. 6
Committees: House Agriculture and House
Ways and Means/Senate Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry and Senate Finance.
ISSUES
A, Eligibility of SSI recipients for food
stamps
The House extended the provision in cur-
rent law which under certain conditions
allows certain states (Massachusetts, Wis-
consin, and California) to continue provid-
ing a cash payment to certain SSI recipients
in lieu of food stamps. The Senate had no
comparable provision.

1983

—50

MINICONFERENCE No. 7

Committees: House Agriculture/Senate

Labor and Human Resources.
ISSUES
A. Second Morrill Act

The Senate capped the authorizations for
appropriations of funds under this Act at
$2.8 billion dollars per year, This Act pro-
vides funding for agriculture teaching
assistantships in agricultural land grant col-
leges and universities. The House had no
comparable provision.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
compromised by providing for annual au-
thorizations for appropriations rather than
permanent authorization for appropriations
as is contained in current law.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In milfions of doltars)

1982 1983 1984

B thori

MINICONFERENCE No. 8
Committees: House Agriculture and House
Energy and Commerce/Senate Energy and
Natural Resources.
ISSUES
A. Aleohol fuels

Authorizations for biomass energy devel-
opment activities under the Biomass Energy
and Alcohol Fuel Act of 1980 were reduced
from $600 million to $460 million. The
Senate also capped authorizations for the
biomass energy and alcohol fuel programs
under the Biomass Energy and Alcohol Fuel
Act of 1980 at $10 million for fiscal year
1981 and zero dollars for fiscal years 1982,
1983, and 1984. The House did not have any
comparable provisions.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
agreed to the first Senate provision of re-
ducing authorization for energy develop-
ment activities from $600 to $460 million.
This results in savings of $65 million in
budget authority in fiscal year 1981. The
other Senate provisions were dropped.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dollars)

1982 . 1983

1984

Budget authority

MINICONFERENCE No. 9
Committees: House Agriculture/Senate
Environment and Public Works.
ISSUES
A. Rural clean waler program

The House capped the authorization for
appropriations for the rural clean water
program resulting in a cap in fiscal year
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1982 of $19.8 million. The Senate had no
comparable provision.

Conference agreemenl.—The House con-
ferees receded.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In milkions of dollars]

1982 198 1984

L authori
-

MINICONFERENCE No. 10
Committees: House/Senate Armed Serv-
ices.
ISSUES
A. Once-a-year cost-of-living adjustment for
retired military personnel
Both the House and Senate provided for a
once-a-year COLA for retired military per-
sonnel. There were minor differences in lan-
guage. The House Bill implemented the
once a year COLA by referring to existing
legislation, the Department of Defense Au-
thorization Act 1981. The Senate repeated
the language contained in the Department
of Defense Authorization Act 1981.
Conference agreement—The Conferees
agreed to the House version.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
(In milfions of doliars]

1882 1983 1984

Maﬂﬂmm -3

-321

— 285
-85

-394
—384

B. Stockpile sales

Both the House and Senate provided for
the sale of materials from the strategic
stockpile. The Senate provided for the sale
of only silver for a savings of $572 million.
The House provided for the sale of various
materials, including silver, for a savings of
$535 million. Additionally the House au-
thorized the purchase of material for the
stockpile. The Senate had no such provi-
sion. Various other minor differences exist-
ed in language.

Conference agreement.—The Conferees
agreed on the House proposed sales from
the stockpile with minor changes in lan-
guage. This proposal would authorize the
sale of silver as well as various other materi-
als in all years.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{In misions of dollars]

982 1983 1984

Savings do nol include authorized stock-
pile porchases which are subject to
jation action. - Authorized pur-

Budgel authory
el au

—535
—535

- 534 -19
~ 534 -193

+120 +130
+84 +166

C. Open enrollment for military survivor
benefit plan

The House provided an open season for
enrollment of those retired military who did
not participate in the survivor benefit plan
or who did not opt for full coverage to
enroll or increase benefits. The Senate did
not have such a provision.

Conference agreement—The Senate ac-
cepted the House proposal with a change to
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extend from twelve to twenty-four months,
the period of time required from enrollment
until death to qualify for the death benefit.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

{in millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

~3]
—37

~35
—~35

— 36
~ 36

Min1CoNFERENCE No. 11
Committees: House Banking/Senate
Banking.
IssuEs
A. Subsidized housing
The House reduced the authorization for
new subsidized housing contracts to $18.36
billion, which would support an estimated
158,000 new units. The Senate reduced the
authorization to $17.81 billion, which would
support and estimated 150,000 new units.
Conference agreement.—The conference
committee compromised on a funding level
of $18.09 billion, which would support and
estimated 153,000 new units.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1384

—11,557 —13,663
—116 — 335

—15,509

(Bumy: =721

B. Community development and UDAG

Both the House and Senate bills author-
ized a total of $4.166 billion for these pro-
grams. However, the Senate bill provided a
$500 million setaside within that $4.166 bil-
lion for a separate UDAG program.

Conference agreement—The House reced-
ed to the Senate, allowing for a UDAG set-
aside.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in milions of doltars]

1982 1983 1984

— 469
=gy

— 892
— 251

—1.257

Budgel authomty ............cooomssemsenismnsarsens
ﬂll‘[lgs'- —642

C. Section 312 rehabilitation loans

The House repealed the section 312 reha-
bilitation loan program. The Senate ex-
tended the program, but allowed new loans
to be made only from repayments of exist-
ing loans not from new budget authority.

Conference agreement.—The House reced-
ed to the Senate, resulting in a 1982 pro-
gram level of $85 million in new loans.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{In millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

—147
—140

—~156

Budget authority .
Outtays. —142

—160

D. Public housing operating subsidies
(PHOS)

The House authorized $1,640.7 million for
PHOS in 1982. The Senate authorized
$1,204.6 million.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
compromised at an authorization of $1,500
million.

18905

INCREASES ABOVE BASELINE
[In millions of dolkars]

1984

+359
+333

1982 1983

BUBREL BUDOGY .o 260
Oullays

+135

+305
+284

E. GNMA mortgage purchases

The House lirnited 1982 GNMA mortgage
purchases to $1,97 billion, the current policy
baseline level. The Senate authorized a
mortgage purchase level of $3.2 billion.

Conference agreement.—Senate receded to
the House.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dollars]

1982 R

1583

Budget author
o=t

F. Export-Import Bank
Both bills contained a 1982 program level
of $5,065 million of new subsidized loans for
the Ex-Im Bank.
SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[1n milfions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

R SR T S T 7
Budge ty ) A3 I.SFS

-1 —464 —175

Subconference Total

The items above are the major issues re-
solved by this Mini-Conference. A long list
of smaller and more minor issues were also
resolved.

The following table summarizes the total
savings achieved by this subconference (in
millions of dollars):

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In milfions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

e = 14408 —17,072
-39 =292

— 19,447

Budget FUAOTIY ........ccsmersrcccens
Dutlays. 2449

MINICONFERENCE No. 12

Committees: House Banking,
Energy/Senate Energy.

ISSUE
A. Low-income weatherization

The House bill contained conflicting pro-
visions on the low-income weatherization
program. One section authorized the cur-
rent policy level of $193.4 million in 1982;
another section repealed the authorization
for this program. The Senate authorized
$350 million for energy conservation grants
to States and localities, under which low-
income weatherization would be an explicit-
1y permitted activity.

Conference agreement.—The conference
agreed to Senate approach with an amend-
ment to include language that up $175 mil-
lion of energy conservation funds may be
used for low-income weatherization.

House
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SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dolfars]

1982 1983 1984

~18 20 =2
-2 -3 -2

oY

These amounts are also credited as sav-

ings in Miniconference No. 24.
MINICONFERENCE No. 13

Committees: House Banking/Senate

Energy.
ISSUE
A. Solar bank

The House authorized the current policy
program level for subsidizing residential
conservation and solar improvements of
$132 million a year starting in 1982, The
Senate limited the Solar Bank to $50 mil-
lion a year.

Conference agreement,—The House reced-
ed to the Senate.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in millons of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

+30
—108

+30
—102

+50

Outlays

(The increase in budget authority is an ar-
tificial result. The CBO current policy base-
line assumes that these subsidies would be
funded from the solar and conservation re-
serve which was scored as budget authority
in 1980, However, that reserve was eliminat-
ed by a rescission enacted after the CBO
current policy baseline was selected. As a
result, new budget authority is required by
the conference agreement, but it still re-
flects a permanent reduction in the Solar
Bank program level from $132 million down
to $50 million.)

MINICONFERENCE No. 13A

Committees: House Banking/Senate For-
eign Relations.
ISSUE

A. International financial institutions
(IFIs)

The House reduced the authorization for
U.S. contributions to the International De-
velopment Association (IDA), International
Bank for Reconstruction and Development
(IBRD), the Inter-American Development
Bank, the African Development Bank, and
the Asian Development Bank below the cur-
rent policy baseline and well below the ad-
ministration request for contributions to
the IFIs. The Senate had no comparable
provision.

Conference agreemenl.—The Senate reced-
ed to the House with an amendment fund-
ing these activities at the level of the ad-
ministration request.

INCREASES ABOVE BASELINE
[in millions of doltars]

1382 1983 1984

+807

+1,088  +1,016
+ 108 60

+259 +4

MINICONFERENCE No. 14

Committees: House District of Columbia/
Senate Governmental Affairs.

ISSUES
A. Loans to the District of Columbia

Both Houses had an authorization cap of
$155 million per year and minor differences,
such as an outlay cap, were worked out in
conference.

Conference Agreement.—Cap of $155 mil-
lion per year for fiscal year 1982, 1983 and
1984,

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
(In millions of dollars]

1982 1983

-3 ~59

b

MINICONFERENCE No. 15!
Committees: House Education and Labor/
Senate Labor and Human Resources.
ISSUES

A. Elementary and secondary education
(ESEA)

The House bill and Senate amendment
proposed two block grants for education
programs: one for title I and another for
smaller programs, such as emergency school
aid, library and learning resources, and sup-
pori and innovation programs. The House
bill capped the title I program authorization
at $3,544.3 million in fiscal year 1982, while
the Senate capped the program at $3,348.0
million for each of the fiscal years 1982-
1984. The House bill also capped the other
education block grant authorization at
$584.4 million for each of the fiscal years
1983-1984, while the Senate capped the pro-
gram at $584.2 million in fiscal year 1982,
and $583.9 million in fiscal year 1983.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
agreed to an authorization cap of $3,480 mil-
lion for title I in fiscal year 1982. Further,
the conferees agreed to cap the new title II
block grant authorization (a consolidation
of 28 existing programs) at $589 million in
each of the fiscal years 1983-1984, The pro-
grams to be consolidated in the new title IT
block grant would continue as categorical
programs in fiscal year 1982 with individual
authorization ceilings.

B, Employment and training: CETA, youth
training, and employment service

The House bill and Senate amendment
proposed different funding level ceilings for
the various CETA adult training and youth
training programs. Further, the Senate
amendment capped the appropriation for
State employment security agencies at $607
million. The Senate amendment capped the
CETA program authorizations in fiscal year
1982 at $3,900.5 million of which $75.5 mil-
lion would be for program administration.
The House bill did not have a similar provi-
sion.

Conference agreement.—The House reced-
ed with amendments to the various CETA
program authorization caps. The total
amount of authorization caps is $3,970.5
million for fiscal year 1982. The conferees
also agreed to cap the appropriation for
State employment security agencies at $677
million.

C. Headstart

The Senate amendment capped the Head-
start program authorization at $820 million
in fiscal year 1982, $1,007 million in fiscal
year 1983, and $1,058 million in fiscal year

*These members are staff estimates subject to
CBO verification.
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1984. The House bill did not have any com-
parable provisions.

Conference agreement.—The House reced-
ed with an amendment capping the program
authorization at $950 million in fiscal year
1982, $1,007 million in fiscal year 1983, and
$1,058 million in fiscal yvear 1984.

D. Guaranteed student loans (GSLs)

The House bill provided that GSLs would
be available only for a student’s “remaining
need” for college expenses. The Senate
amendment provided the full $2,500 loan to
students from families with incomes at or
below $25,000 adjusted gross income, and
those from families with incomes in excess
of $25,000 would be eligible for remaining
need.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
agrued to cap the eligibility for the full
$2,500 loan at $30,000 adjusted gross income
and provide “remaining need” to those stu-
dents from families with incomes in excess
of $30,000.

E. Other higher education ( Pell Grants)

The House bill and Senate amendment
capped the Pell Grant and other higher
education program authorizations for each
of the fiscal years 1982-1984, The House bill
capped the Pell Grant program at $2,466
million in fiscal year 1982, $2,353 million in
fiscal year 1983, and $1,965 million in fiscal
year 1984. The Senate amendment capped
the program at $2,820 million, $3,000 mil-
lion, and $3,300 million for these years.

Conference agreement.—The Senate reced-
ed with an amendment to cap the Pell
Grant program authorization at $2,650 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1982, $2,800 million in
fiscal year 1983, and $3,000 million in fiscal
year 1984.

F. Federal Employees’ Compensation Act
(FECA)

The House bill reformed the FECA bene-
fits program. The Senate amendment did
not have any comparable provision. (Also
see mini-conference #21 for companion
House provisions relating to retirement.)

Conference agreement.—The House reced-
ed.

G. Community services block grant

The Senate amendment provides for a
community services block grant which
would be capped at $354 million for each of
the fiscal years 1982-1986. The block grant
would incorporate most of the programs ad-
ministered by CSA into a single block grant
to the States. The House bill did not have a
similar provision. (See Mini-Conference #19
for a discussion of the House bill's social
services block grant.)

Conference agreement.—The House reced-
ed with technical amendments to the
Senate block grant with an authorization
cap of $389 million for each of the fiscal
vears 1982-1986.

H. Refugee Education

The House bill capped the Refugee Educa-
tion program authorization at $50 million
for each of the fiscal years 1982-1984, The
Senate amendment did not have a similar
provision.

Conference agreement.—The Senate reced-
ed with an amendment to cap the authoriza-
tion at $5 nillion in fiscal year 1982, $7.5
million in fiscal year 1983, and $10 million
in fiscal year 1984.

Subconference Total

The following table summarizes the total
savings achieved by this Mini-Conference.
CBO estimates for the individual issues are
not yet available,
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TOTAL SAVINGS ACHIEVED
(i millions of doflars]
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SAVINGS ACHIEVED

[In milfions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

1982 1983 1984

—B154
— 5,448

—~10,035 —11419

o _gA18 11013

~13 15
-1 -1

~18

Oulgi —15

MINICONFERENCE No. 16

Committees: House Education and Labor/
Senate Agriculture.

ISSUE
A. Child nutrition

The House reconciliation bill proposed
savings of $1.55 billion in fiscal year 1982.
The Senate reconciliation bill proposed sav-
ings of $1.50 billion in fiscal year 1982. Over-
all, the House Senate reconciliation pack-
ages contained only a few major differences.
Of the differences that existed between the
two bills, the following compromises were
reached.

School Lunch Reimbursements: The con-
ference agreement set the reimbursement
rate for a paid lunch at 21.5¢; a reduced-
price lunch at 80.25¢; and a free lunch at
120.25¢.

School Breakfast Reimbursements: The
conference agreement adopted the Senate
proposals setting breakfast reimbursement
for paid at 8.25¢, for reduced-price at 28.5¢,
and free at 57.0¢. The conferees also adopt-
ed an amendment setting the maximum
charge for a reduced-price breakfast at 30¢.

Summer Feeding Program: A compromise
was reached between the House and Senate
adopting the House language on Sponsor-
ship (limited to public or private non-profit
school, local, city or county governments, or
residential non-profit summer camps);
adopting the Senate restriction that the
program can only operate in areas where 50
percent or more of children would be eligi-
ble for free or reduced-price meals; and
adopting the House authorization of the
program through fiscal year 1984.

WIC: The conference agreement splits the
difference in fiscal year 1982 setting fund-
ing for the WIC program at $1.017 billion
and adopted the Senate funding levels in
fiscal years 1983 and 1984 of $1.06 billion
and $1.126 billion, respectively.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{In millions of doflars]

1982 1983 1984

—1474
—1451

1,578
— 1,566

—1,682
16712

Outays

MINICONFERENCE No. 17

Committees: House Education and Labor/
Benate Judiciary.

ISSUES
A. Civil Rights Act

The House bill capped the advisory and
technical assistance program authorization
for schools undergoing desegregation at
$37.1 million for each of the fiscal years
1982-1984. The Senate did not have a simi-
lar provision.

Conference agreement.—The Senate reced-
ed to the House level of $37.1 million for
each of the fiscal years 1982-1984.

B. Juvenile justice

The House bill capped the Juvenile Jus-
tice program authorization at $70 million
for each of the fiscal years 1982-19884. The
Senate amendment capped the program at
$77 million for each of the years.

Conference agreement.—The House reced-
ed to the Senate level of $77 million for
each of the years.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In milkions of dolars]

1982

MINICONFERENCE No. 18

Committees: House Education and Labor
and Energy and Commerce/Senate Labor
and Human Resources.

ISSUES
A. Black lung clinics

The Senate amendment consolidated the
Black Lung Clinic program into one of the
health block grants. The House bill did not
have a similar provision.

Conference agreement.—The Senate reced-
ed.

1983 1984

—55 - 69
~25 -5

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in millions of dollars]

1982 1583 1984

Budget authori
il

MINICONFERENCE No. 19!

Committees: House Education and Labor,
Energy and Commerce, and Ways and
Means/Senate Finance, Labor and Human
Resources and Judiciary.

ISSUES
A. Social services block grant

The House bill consolidated 10 social serv-
ices programs including title XX and the
Community Services Administration (CSA)
programs into one block grant to the States
which would be capped at $3,123 million for
each of the fiscal years 1982-1985.

The Senate amendment did not have a
comparable provision. Instead, the Senate
amendment separated title XX from the
CSA programs and established 2 block
grants to the States.

Conference agreement.—The House reced-
ed from its social services block grant in this
Mini-Conference and receded to the Senate,
with amendments, to the title XX block
grant (Mini-conference #58) and to the com-
munity services block grant (Mini-Confer-
ence #15). The Social Services agreement in-
corporates the title XX programs into a new
block grant with a fiscal year 1982 funding
level of $2.4 billion which will be increased
by $500 million per year through fiscal year

' These numbers are staff estimates subject to
CBO verification.
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1986 and retains the current titles IV B
(child welfare services) and title IV E
(Foster Care and Adoption Assistance) as
categorical programs. (The savings associat-
ed with this block grant are identified in
Mini-Conference #58). The community serv-
ices block grant agreement incorporates the
programs administered by CSA into a new
block grant with a funding level of $389 mil-
lion in each of the fiscal years 1982-1986.
(The savings associated with this block
grant are identified in Issue E, Mini-Confer-
ence #15.)

B. Low-income energy assistance and House
energy assistance block grants

The House bill provided for two separate
energy assistance block grants: one, a Home
Energy Assistance Block Grant in the Edu-
cation and Labor title of the bill, capped the
program at $1,875 million for each of the
fiscal years 1982-1984, and the other, a Low-
Income Energy Assistance Block Grant in
the Ways and Means title of the bill, at
$1,400 million in fiscal year 1982 and $1,600
million in fiscal year 1983.

The Senate amendment provided for one
low-income energy assistance block grant
which was capped at $1,875 million for each
of the fiscal years 1982-1984.

Conference agreement.—The House reced-
ed from its two separate provisions and
amended the Senate version capping the
program at $1,875 million.

TOTAL SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In milfions of doliars]

1982 1583 1984

~1,268
~1,189

- 1,662
—1,647

-201
—-2,054

MINICONFERENCE No. 19A

Committees: House Education and Labor/
Senate Labor and Human Resources, Fi-
nance, and Judiciary.

ISSUE
A. Child abuse

The Senate amendment capped the Child
Abuse and Prevention and Treatment Act
authorization at $7 million in both fiscal
years 1982-1983. The House did not have a
similar provision.

Conference agreement.—The House reced-
ed with an amendment to cap the program
authorization at $19 million of which $2 mil-
lion would be reserved for adoption oppor-
tunities, $7 million for child abuse, and $12
million for discretionary programs.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in mitions of doltars]

1982 1983 1984

Budget authority
Outlays

Note.— Estimates are nat yet available from CBO

MINICONFERENCE No. 20
Committees: House Education and Labor
and Ways and Means/Senate Finance.
ISSUES
A. Black lung
The Senate reconciliation bill contained
no provision affecting the Black Lung Trust

Fund. The House bill contained major
changes including the following:
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Increase the tonnage tax to $1.00 on coal
extracted from surface and underground
mines from the current law tax of $.25 and
$.50 per ton, respectively.

Reimburse mine operators for paid claims
filed for miners whose last coal mine em-
ployment ended after 1969 and whose origi-
nal claim was denied prior to March 1, 1978
but was subsequently approved based on
changes made by the Black Lung Reform
Act of 1977.

Conference agreement.—The House reced-
ed.

B. Community work programs in AFDC

The House and Senate bills authorized
States to establish community work experi-
ence programs for AFDC recipients. Under
these programs, recipients could be required
to work on useful public projects in return
for their AFDC grants.

Conference agreement.—The House and
Senate bills contained identical provisions.
This item was not in dispute.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

20
~20

—41
—41

thart
&p&i authority

MINICONFERENCE No. 21

Committees: House Education and Labor
and Post Office and Civil Service/Senate
Labor and Human Resources.

ISSUES
A. Federal Employees’ Compensation Act/
Retirement benefits

The House bill would transfer Federal em-
ployees receiving FECA benefits to the Civil
Service retirement system after the benefi-
ciary reached retirement age. The Senate
amendment did not have a similar provision.
(See Issue E, Mini-Conference No. 15 for
other FECA issue.)

Conference agreement.—The House reced-
ed.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

Budget authord
= D

MINICONFERENCE No. 22

Committees: House Education and Labor/
Senate Select Committee on Indians.

ISSUES
A. Indian education

The House bill capped Indian Education
program authorizations at $281.7 million for
each of the fiscal years 1982-1984. The
Senate amendment did not have any compa-
rable provisions.

Conference agreement.—The Senate reced-
ed with an amendment capping the program
authorizations at $262.3 million in fiscal
year 1982, $276.1 million in fiscal year 1983,
and $290.4 million in fiscal year 1984,

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
(In milions of dollars)

1982 1983 1984

—36
~15

—-38
-31

—40

ud thori
P..n;”.l — —38
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MINICONFERENCE No. 23

House Energy and Com-
Commerce, Science and

Committees:
merce/Senate
Transportation.

ISSUES
A. Consumer Product Safety Commission

The House bill extended the authoriza-
tion for the Commission through fiscal year
1984; provided for a Congressional veto of
agency regulations and standards; requires
regulatory impact analyses; standards for
lawnmowers and amusement parks, public
disclosure rules and advisory councils, The
Senate bill had no provisions for the Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission.

Conference agreemenlt.—The conferees
reached a compromise decision to reauthor-
ize appropriations for the Commission for
the next two years at the level of funding in
the House-passed bill of $33 million and $35
million for fiscal years 1982 and 1983 respec-
tively. In addition, the conferees authorized
to be appropriated such funds as may be
necessary for the payment of accumulated
and accrued leave under section 5551 of
Title 5, United States Code, and severence
pay under section 5595 of Title 5, United
States Code. The conferees agreed to retain
the Commission as a separate independent
agency, the Commission’s function will
remain separate from the Department of
Commerce,

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

[In millions of dollars)

1982 1983 1984

=10
-10

-12
—12

-12

n?lﬁv. —12

B. Railroads
1. Conrail Funding

Senate: Provided $400 million in authori-
zation for labor protection and related ex-
penses and $150 million for additional Fed-
eral subsidy for Conrail to help achieve
profitability in preparation for sale of Con-
rail to private interests. Conrail commuter
operations would be transferred to a new
commuter agency and $50 million in author-
ization for the program is provided.

House: Provided $315 million in authoriza-
tion for labor protection and $375 million
for additional Federal subsidy for Conrail.
Commuter operations would be terminated
and transferred to a new commuter agency
and $70 million in authorization and an ad-
ditional $50 million in loan guarantees
would be provided.

Conference agreement.—Provides $400 mil-
lion in labor protection payments and $262
million for continued subsidy of Conrail.
Conrail could be sold as late as fiscal year
1985 and the conditions of sale would in-
clude a profitability test applied June 1,
1983. If profitable the Secretary would seek
to sell Conrail as an entity to June 1, 1984,
and if there is no buyer then 90 days would
be allowed for the employees to purchase
the railroad; 60 days is provided for Con-
gressional review, The intent is to make
maximum effort to sell Conrail as an entity
and not in parts. The conference agreement
also provides for termination of Conrail
commuter operations and provides $50 mil-
lion in new authorization.
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SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in millons of dollars]

1982 1983

1584

2. Amtrak Funding

Senate: Provided $735 million in fiscal
year 1982 and did not provide for specific
train criteria or subprogram breakdown.
The Senate bill did not exempt required
Amtrak interest payments and assumed a
lower service level than the existing system.

House: Provided $735 million in fiscal year
1982 and increased funding in the out-years.
The House provisions assumed two-year de-
ferral of Amtrak’s interest payments and
forgiveness of State and local taxes, thereby
providing a higher level of total funding
available for Amtrak operations and main-
tains a substantial percentage of the exist-
ing system.

Conference agreement.—Provides a $735
million fiscal year 1982 level and deferral of
the Amtrak debt and modified provision of
exemption from State and local taxes. A
very substantial part of the existing Amtrak
system can be funded at the conference
agreed to funding levels.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dofiars)

198 1983 1984

=313
-m

— 351
— 407

=3n
—250

Dutiays.

3. Northeast Corridor Project

Senate: Restricted total project funding to
$385 million and thereby restricted the
overall program goals by reducing the exist-
ing authorization for the program.

House: Provided $385 million in fiscal year
1982 and 1983 but did not reduce the exist-
ing remaining $695 million authorization
and thereby allowed for a substantially
larger program than the Senate bill; a pro-
gram generally consistent with current law
but on a slowed-down timetable.

Conference agreement.—Provided $385
million for fiscal years 1982 and 1983 com-
bined and does not change existing program
authorities since the overall $695 million re-
?ainéng current law authorization is not re-

uced.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

~ 186 —124
—8 -43

+200
— 82

il

4, Rail Service Assistance

Senate: Reduces the existing rail service
programs i.e., local rail service assistance
formula program.

House: Reduces the existing rail service
programs below the Senate assumptions and
attempts to target the local rail assistance
branchline program to the most needy
States.

Conference agreement.—Continues local
rail assistance program at $40 million and
the 505 redeemable preference share pro-
gram at $27 million, the minority business
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program at $10 million and $11 million for
miscellaneous smaller Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration programs.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[tn millions of dollars]

1984

1982 1983

_59
—45

-3l
~10

]
-3l

5. USRA Administration

Senate: Reduces USRA authorizations.

House: Reduced the USRA operations
funding to minimum levels.

Conference agreement.—Reduces  the
USRA operations funding to minimum
levels for continued litigation needs and
monitoring needs.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

Budgel BUhOMIY ..........c.coiiismmivmnmsmsiinss -3
Outiays.

-3

~28
-2

~18
—15

6. Rail Labor Assistance

Senate: Eliminates the Title V labor pro-
tection program beginning in 1982.

House: Eliminates the Title V labor pro-
tection program in 1982, but preserves some
funding for leftover claims and miscellane-
ous requirements.

Conference agreement.—Generally as-
sumes the House position to eliminate the
program but provides funding for leftover
claims,

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
(in millions of dollars]

w8z 198 19

-] — 50

Budget Buthority ......... 4
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1. Rail Research and Development

Senate: Reduces the overall authorization
available for research and development.

House: Reduces the overall authorization
available for railroad research and develop-
ment below the Senate-recommended
amounts.

Conference agreement.—The conference
agreement follows the Senate authorization
level in fiscal year 1982, and is between the
Senate and House positions in the out-years.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dollars)

1984

1382 1983

~15
-3

-15 —15
~10 -H

mnsi "o

8. Rail Safety and Department of
Commerce General Administration

Senate: No provision.

House: Reduction in overall authorization
for miscellaneous sub-programs.

Conference agreement.—Assumes House
position.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dollars]

s 1983

Rail safity:
Bud B?aunmly
Dutlays

Department of Commerce general adminis-

C. Telecommunicalions

The House-passed bill included no provi-
sions for the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion (ICC), Federal Communications Com-
mission (FCC), Corporation for FPublic
Broadcasting (CPB), radio deregulation and
television licensing and extended the Corpo-
ration for Public Broadcasting (CPB). The
Senate bill lowered the authorization level
for ICC; established user fees and reduced
authorization for FCC and National Tele-
communications and Information Adminis-
tration (NITA); reduced the authorization
for CPB: allowed an indefinite licensing
period for radio deregulation, changed the
licensing terms and reduced reporting re-
quirements; and extended television licens-
ing periods from 3 to 5 years, allowed
random selection for licenses, and reduced
reporting requirements.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
reached the following compromise in the
area of telecommunications: extension of
the term of radio licenses from the present
three to seven years, lengthening the televi-
sion licenses from three to five years, estab-
lishment of a lottery procedure for award-
ing new licenses and authority for the Fed-
eral Communications Commission (FCC) to
throw out challenges to existing licenses at
the Commission’s discretion. The conferees
reauthorized the FCC for fiscal year 1982
and 1983 at $76.9 million a year.

The conferees reauthorized the National
Telecommunications and Information Ad-
ministration (NTIA) for the next two years
at $16 million each year.

The conferees compromised on the fund-
ing level for the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting (CPB) as follows:

CPB facilities are authorized for fiscal
year 1982 at $20 million, fiscal year 1983 at
$15 million, and for fiscal year 1984 at $12
million.

CPB is reauthorized at $140 million for
fiscal years 1984, 1985 and 1986 respectively.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dollars]

gl adorty
ty
Outlays
Cugmlnn for Public Broadcasting:
udget authority
Dutlays -
Total Budget authority.
Total outlays

MINICONFERENCE No. 23a

Committees: House Energy and Commerce
and Merchant Marine and Fisheries/Senate
Science and Transportation.

ISSUES
A. Coast Guard

Senate: The Senate version contained no

such provisions.
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House: The House version contained pro-
visions limiting the Secretary of Transpor-
tation’'s use of Coast Guard transportation
and dining facilities.

Conference agreement.—Drops reference
to restrictions.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dollars]

98 18 184

MINICONFERENCE No. 24

Committees: House Energy and Com-
merce/Senate Energy.

ISSUES
A. Strategic petroleum reserve

The House and Senate versions differed
slightly as a consequence of a Senate floor
amendment, The House specifically provid-
ed for annual authorization and appropria-
tion of an off-budget account for funding
the reserve. The Senate provided for a
multi-year off-budget approach for funding
SPRO.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
agreed to create an off-budget account for
the funding of the reserve. Funding from
this account would be done on an annual
authorization and appropriation basis. For
fiscal year 1982, the conferees authorized
$3.9 billion from the account. All outlays
from buying oil in this program in fiscal
year 1982 would be off-budget.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in millions of dolars]

1982 1983

Budget 3UthOMY ..........cccmmmssninnsscniasseninns
Dutlays.

-3333
=391

- 3,833
— 3,666

B. Fuel Use Act Amendments

The House repealed the “off-gas” provi-
sion for electric utilities contained in the
Fuel Use Act, and relaxed the ban on out-
door gas lighting for presently existing
lights. The Senate bill did not deal with
these issues,

Conference agreement.—The agreement
essentially accepts the House position, with
certain minor changes.

C. DOE regulatory programs

The House did not authorize specific pro-
gram levels for these programs, by subsum-
ing their funding within an overall $5.6 bil-
lion cap for DOE civilian activities. The
Senate had somewhat more specificity for
these programs.

Conference agreement.—The conference
agreement provides for program authoriza-
tion levels generally consistent with House
report language, and within the overall $5.6
billion cap on DOE civilian activities.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

[in millions of dollars]

1982 1983

Budget authority —138
Outlays —118

1984

145

—112 -137




18910

D. Energy conservalion programs under
Energy and Commerce Commitlee juris-
diction
The House had not specific authorization

for these programs since it provided an
overall $5.6 billion cap on DOE civilian ac-
tivities. In a different title of the House bill
the low income weatherization program was
repealed, as well as funded at a $193 million
level. The Senate provided $350 million for
these activities.

Conference agreement.—The conferees es-
sentially adopted Senate program authori-
zation levels with report language indicating
that up to $175 million of these funds could
be for the low income weatherization grant
program.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{In millions of dollars]

1982 1983

~ 268
—-190

—1252

vty e

MINICONFERENCE No. 25!

Committees: House Energy and
merce/Senate Finance.

ISSUES
A. Medicaid cap and other medicaid changes

The House proposed a reduction in State
funding for the medicaid program which
would lower the Federal payment by 3, 2,
and 1 percent in fiscal years 1982 through
1984, respectively. In addition, the House
proposed certain increases in State flexibil-
ity to administer the program. These
changes include allowing States to negotiate
hospital reimbursement rates, to restrict pa-
tients and providers who overuse or abuse
the program, and to purchase laboratory
services, medical devices and drugs on a
competitive basis. A total of $935 million in
1982 outlays would be saved as a result of
the changes proposed by the House. The
Senate proposed a cap on medicaid which
would limit Federal payments to States to 9
percent above the 1981 level. In addition,
the minimum mateh would be reduced from
50 to 40 percent. The Senate also proposed
increases in State flexibility which would
reduce program costs. The Senate proposed
changes include elimination of the medicaid
“freedom of choice” provision and increased
flexibility for States to determine hospital
reimbursement rates. The combined impact
of the Senate proposals would save $1,010
million in 1982,

Conference agreement.—The agreement is
to reduce the Federal medicaid payment by
3, 4, and 4.5 percent in 1982 through 1984,
respectively. States could offset these reduc-
tions by limiting their medicaid increases
below 109 percent of the 1981 base, by other
specified program improvements, or if the
State’'s unemployment level is 150 percent
of the national average. In addition, States
could negotiate hospital reimbursement
rates, increase competitive procurement of
laboratory and other services, and limit pro-
viders and recipients who abuse the medic-
aid system.

'These numbers are staff estimates subject to
CBO verification.
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SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

=119
-914

— 968
—-933

—B21

B. Maternal and child health block grants

The House proposed a block grant to con-
solidate the maternal and child health,
sudden infant death syndrome, adolescent
pregnancy and hemophilia programs and to
reduce their funding by 18 percent below
the 1981 levels. The Senate proposed a simi-
lar block grant, excluding adolescent preg-
nancy but including genetics. Programs to
be included in the block grant would be re-
duced by 25 percent.

Conference agreement.—The agreement
consolidates all of the programs, including
both adolescent health and genetics, which
the House and Senate proposed to combine
into a block grant. The 1982 funding level
proposed by the House is agreed to for 1982
through 1984.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dollars)

1982 1983 1984

Budget BUtROFLY ...........cmsmeimireesrsn ]
[)ullg‘!rls ¢ -17

MINICONFERENCE No. 26

Committees: House Energy and Com-
merce/Senate Environment and Public
Works.

ISSUES
A. Noise control and lozic substances

The House bill provided substantive
amendments to the Noise Control Act of
1972 and an authorization of $7.3 million for
fiscal years 1982 and 1983. The House bill
also provided $62 million for each fiscal year
1982 and 1983 for toxic substances control.
The Senate had no comparable provisions.

Conference agreement.—The House agreed
to recede. This action results in removing
the item from the reconciliation bill.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

Budget authori
udget ity

MINICONFERENCE No, 27!
Committees: House Energy and Com-
merce/Senate Labor and Human Resources.
ISSUES

A. Health prevention and health services
block grant

The House consolidated approximately 10
programs into a prevention block grant and
an aleohol/drug abuse block grant. Funding
for the programs consolidated into the first
of these blocks was reduced by 20 percent
and there is a 24 percent funding reduction
for programs included in the latter block.
The House extended categorical authoriza-
tions, but at reduced funding levels, for a
number of health programs, including com-

! These numbers are staff estimates subject to
CBO verification.
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munity health and mental health centers,
migrant health centers, and family planning
programs. The Senate combined approxi-
mately 20 programs—including those which
the House extended as categorical—into a
prevention and health services block grant.
Funding for the programs would be reduced
by 25 percent.

Conference agreement.—The agreement
provides for three block grants which in-
cludes the programs shown below:;

Prevention
Home health, rodent control, fluoridation,
health education/risk reduction, health in-
centive grants, emergency medical services,
rape crisis, hypertension.

Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health

Alcohol abuse, drug abuse, mental health.
Primary Care

Community health centers.

Funding for the block grants reflects a
split between the House and Senate differ-
ences for 1982 with an 8 percent increase for
each of the years 1983 and 1984,

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[1n millions of dollars)

1982 1983 1984

-335 — 395
-129 -9

e

—423
=375

B. Authorizations for categorical health
programs
Health Services and Prevention

The House proposed to provide categorical
authorizations for immunization, tuberculo-
sis, venereal disease, family planning, mi-
grant health, and primary care research and
development programs at reduced funding
levels. With the exception of immunizations
and tuberculosis, the Senate proposed to in-
clude these programs in a categorical block
grant with a 25 percent reduction in fund-
ing. The Senate continued the categorical
immunization program with a 22 percent re-
duction in funding, included no provision
for tuberculosis, and provided a categorical
alcoholism and drug abuse demonstration
fgiaagram to be authorized at $30 million for

Conference agreement.—All of the above
programs are continued as categorical.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of doliars]

1982 1983

-19
-13

-
—~16

m authority

C. Reauthorizations of discretionary health
programs

Health Manpower

The House proposed to reduce funding for
manpower programs by 25 percent, includ-
ing elimination of the capitation program.
The Senate placed a cap on health manpow-
er programs which is 45 percent below the
current policy level.

Conference agreement.—The agreement
splits the difference between the House and
Senate authorization levels. A total of 550
new assignees per year would be supported
for the National Health Service Corps.
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SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dotiars]

1982 1983 1984

—222
— 180

—198
—140

— 186

Budget AUOMLY .......ovvinensesssressnssssssnss -

Outlays

National Centers for Health Research,
Technology and Statistics, National Li-
brary of Medicine, and Research Service
Awards
The House extended the authorizations

for these programs at 16 percent below the

current policy levels. The Senate imposed
caps on the National Institutes of Health
and the Office of the Assistant Secretary
for Health which are to include funding for
all of the programs. The caps are the same
as the funding levels requested by the ad-
ministration.

Conference agreement—The agreement
funds approximately 80 percent of the cur-
rent policy level.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

1982 1983 1984

—4)
-3

—43
—A1

—u

Health Maintenance Organizations

The House continues the categorical au-
thority, providing planning and initial de-
velopment grants only for entities funded in
1981. The Senate provided no specific au-
thorization, but ascumed that the program
could be included in the cap for the Office
of the Assistant Secretary for Health.

Conference agreement.—The agreement
provides for funding to currently funded
HMO's and sufficient funds to cover loan
defaults plus $5 million for new HMO loans.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

1982

1983 1984

-4
-18

-6 -0
-3 =12

Health Planning

The House provides for continuation of
the health planning program at a reduced
funding level. The Senate would phase out
the program at the end of fiscal year 1982.

Conference agreement.—The agreement
provides a fiscal year 1982 authorization of
$102 million. The issues of 1983 and 1984 au-
thorization levels are not addressed.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

1982 1983 1984

—15
!

~80
-13

-45
~18

D

Aleohol and Drug Abuse Research

For 1982, the House and Senate both rec-
ommended the current policy level for alco-
holism research. For drug abuse research,
the House recommended the 1981 funding
level and the Senate recommended an 11
percent increase.

Conference agreement.—The House level
was adopted for drug abuse research for
1982. The agreement does not address the
issues of funding for 1983 and 1984.
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SAVINGS ACHIEVED

1982 1983 1984

Budget authority
Outlays

Developmental Disabilities

The House provided continuation of the
categorical program with a 25 percent re-
duction in funding compared to an 8 percent
reduction below current policy level recom-
mended by the Senate.

Conference agreement.—The agreement
for 3 years is the same as the Senate recom-
mendation for 1982.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

1982

1983 1984

~14

Budget authority ... -3 -10
Dutlays -12

B ey

Adolescent Family Life Program

Neither the House nor Senate bills includ-
ed the provision. However, other family and
adolescent health activities are included in
the bill. This program originated in 8. 1090
which was reported out of the Senate Labor
and Human Resources Committee.

Conference agreemenl.—The agreement
provides an authorization of $30 million for
adolescent pregnancy prevention and family
support activities.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

1982 1983 1984

+30
+10

+30
+10

+30
+10

D. Railroad retirement

The Senate bill repeals benefit provisions
which provide windfall benefits to spouses
of former rail workers and provide benefits
to survivors of deceased railroad workers
that increase more rapidly than does the
Consumer Price Index. The benefit changes
in the House bill are intended to help in-
crease the stability of the system.

Conference agreement.—The conferees ac-
cepted the House package with the follow-
ing modifications: The indexing provisions
for the industry component of the pension,
which is a cost item, will not go into effect
until a tax increase is enacted into law; the
House accepts the Senate proposal to elimi-
nate the so-called windfall benefit for
spouses of former rail workers; the Railroad
Retirement Board must draw up a plan to
allocate the trust balances if in any month
the balances will be insufficient to make full
benefit payments; and a loan provision in-
cluded in the House-reported tax bill is also
included in the conference agreement.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

1982 1983 1984

—140 ~ 160

thori
mm y 320

MINICONFERENCE No. 28
Committees: House Energy and Com-
merce/Senate Judiciary and Senate Envi-
ronment and Public Works.
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ISSUE
A. Controlled Substances Act

The House proposed to repeal the author-
ization for activities under the Controlled
Substances Act. The Senate had no compa-
rable provisions.

Conference agreement.—The agreement is
to repeal the authorization. The activities
will continue to be funded under more gen-
eral authorizations available to the Justice
Department.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dolars]

1982 1983 1984

m authority

MINICONFERENCE No. 29

Committees: House Energy and Com-
merce, House Interior and Insular Affairs/
Senate Energy and Natural Resources.

ISSUES

A, Office of Federal Inspector for the Alaska
Natural Gas System

The House provided $36.6 million, $45.5
million and $46.9 million for fiscal years
1982, 1983, 1984 respectively. The Senate
provided $21.0 million, $36.6 million, $45.5
million and $46.9 million for fiscal years
1981, 1982, 1983, and 1984 respectively.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
agreed to accept the House levels for fiscal
years 1982-1984 and the Senate level for
fiscal year 1981,

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in milions of dollars]

1981 1982 1983 1984

+14
+13

+23
+22

O

*Less than §1 million.

+24
+24

MINICONFERENCE No. 30

Committees: House Energy and Com-
merce, House Interior and Insular Affairs/
Senate Environment and Public Works.

ISSUES
A. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

The House provided $485.9 million, $513.1
million and $544.9 million for NRC for fiscal
years 1982, 1983 and 1984 respectively. The
Senate had no comparable provision.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
agreed that the House would recede to the
Senate position. Since the Senate-passed bill
did not reconcile NRC, the conference
agreement results in removing this item
from the bill.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{In millions of dolars]

1982 1983 1984

Budget authority
Dutfays.

MINICONFERENCE No. 31

Committees: House Energy and Com-
merce, House Interior and Insular Affairs/
Senate Indian Affairs.
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ISSUES
A. Indian Health Service

The House provided $725.9 million, $781.9
million and $853.9 million for IHS for fiscal
yvears 1982, 1983, 1984 respectively. The
Senate had no comparable provision.

Conference agreement.—The House reced-
ed to the Senate. The Senate had not recon-
ciled the Indian Health Service so the con-
ference agreement resulted in removing this
item from the reconciliation bill.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{In millions of Dollars]

1983

1982 1984 ]

MINICONFERENCE No. 32

Committees: House Energy and Com-
merce, Interior and Insular Affairs and Sci-
ence and Technology/Senate Energy.

ISSUES
A. Fair value pricing of uranium
enrichment services

The House Interior Committee proposed a
change in the basis under which uranium
enrichment prices are set by DOE, allowing
DOE the flexibility to price its services at
price levels comparable to those private en-
terprise might charge. This change was esti-
mated to increase receipts by $200 million in
fiscal year 1982. The Senate did not address
this issue.

Conference agreement.—The House reced-
ed to the Senate on this issue and did not
change present law regarding this issue.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of doltars]

1983 1984

1982

Budget authority
Quttays.

B. DOE shared jurisdiction program
authorization levels

The House generally did not authorize
specific program levels for these programs,
choosing to place caps on overall program
levels instead. For example, the House
Energy and Commerce Committee placed a
$5.6 billion cap on all civilian activities of
DOE for fiscal year 1982. In the House
Committee’'s report there was somewhat
more specificity for some of the programs
under its jurisdiction. The Senate Energy
Committee authorized specific levels for cer-
tain individual programs and other levels
for groupings of other programs. The
Senate, however, authorized a total of DOE
activities at nearly a $5.9 billion level. The
largest of these programs is the uranium en-
richment program.

Conference agreement.—The conference
agreement provides for program authoriza-
tion levels consistent with the House cap of
$5.6 billion for DOE programs, while repre-
senting compromises with Senate figures for
individual programs. The uranium enrich-
ment program was authorized essentially at
levels recommended by the administration
which happen to be significantly above the
CBO current policy baseline used for meas-
uring reconciliation bill savings. This ac-
counts for a large part of the increases re-
ported below. In addition, the bill author-
izes the Naval Petroleum Reserve drilling

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

and production program that also is at the
President’s request level, but above the
baseline for reconciliation.
SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of doflars]

1982 1883 1984

—32
=213

+503 +353
+204 +406

mt?ggauhuﬂ}

MINICONFERENCE No. 33

Committees: House Energy and Com-
merce, Public Works and Transportation/
Senate Commerce Science and Transporta-
tion.

ISSUES
A. Office of the Secretary of Department of

Transportation and Department of Com-

merce

Senate: The Senate had no such provi-
sions.

House: The House version limited the Sec-
retary’s use of funds for the office of the
Secretary to those funds specifically author-
ized for that purpose.

Conference agreement.—Drops reference
to restrictions on Secretary.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
(In millions of dollars)

1982 1983

Budge! authori
-

B. Transportation research and special
programs

Senate: The Senate version limited the au-
thorization for the Research and Special
Programs Administration to $30 million for
fiscal year 1982, and $32 million for fiscal
year 1983 and fiscal year 1984.

House: The House had no such provisions.

Conference agreemeni.—Reduced the re-
search activities by eliminating the coopera-
tive automobile research project.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of doflars]

1982 1983 1984

~16
=11

—~16
—16

-17
-1

Budget authority.....
Outlays

MINICONFERENCE NoO, 33A

Committees: House Energy and Com-
merce, Public Works and Transportation,
and Merchant Marine and Fisheries/Senate
Commerce, Science, and Transportaion.

ISSUES
A. Secretary of Transportation expenses

Senate: The Senate contained no such
provisions.

House: The House limited the authoriza-
tion of funds for the Secretary’s discretion-
ary expenses, and for transportation plan-
ning, research and development.

Conference agreement.—Reduce funding
for the Office of the Secretary by 2 percent
(approximately). Dropped reference to
Coast Guard and FAA services provided to
Secretary.

July 31, 1981

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in millions of dollars]

1982 18

Budgel authority........ Lo ensiins -5 -1
Dutiays. Y -3 -5

MINICONFERENCE No. 34

Committees: House Energy and Com-
merce, House Public Works and Transporta-
tion/Senate Environment and Public
Works.

ISSUES
A. Environmental Protection Agency

The House bill provided a cap of $540 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1982 for EPA’s non-energy
research and development, abatement, con-
trol and compliance activities. The Senate
bill provided the same cap of $540 million
for these activities in fiscal years 1982, 1983
and 1984.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
Egreed to remove this issue from reconcilia-

on.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
(In millions of dollars}

1982

ji e

MINICONFERENCE COMMITTEES No. 35

Committees: House—Ways and Means,
Post Office and Civil Service, Energy and
Commerce. Senate: Finance,

ISSUE:
Coordination of medicare and FEHB
programs

The Ways and Means Committee include
provisions that would make Medicare sec-
ondary payor to FEHB program for persons
eligible for disability benefits. The Post
Office and Civil Service Committee included
language that would maintain the existing
system unchanged. The Energy and Com-
merce Committee had no provision affecting
the coordination of these programs.

The Senate Finance Committee had Medi-
care-FEHB coordination provision in S. 1377
which was deleted on the Senate floor.

Conference agreement.—The Ways and
Means Committee receded thereby -retain-
ing current law.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

[in millions of dollars]

o 198 1

MINICONFERENCE: No. 36

Committees: House—Ways and Means,
Energy and Commerce/Senate: Finance.

ISSUES

A. Provisions affecting premiums, deducti-
bles and enrollment in medicare part B

1. The House bill eliminated the carryover
of incurred expenses from previous years as
a means of meeting Part B deductible in
current year. Savings: $51 million each year,

2. The House bill increased the Part B de-
ductible to $70 million in 1982 and indexed
the deductible to the CPI thereafter. Sav-
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ings: 83/200/305 million. The Senate bill in-
creased the Part B deductible to $75 with no
indexing. Savings: 111/194/221 million.

3. The Senate bill indexed the Part B pre-
mium so that it represented a constant 24%
of program costs. Revenue impact only.

4. The Senate bill limited the enrollment
period for Part B to January and March of
each year and limited States ability to “buy-
in"" to Part B for their aged Medicaid recipi-
ents. Savings: 18/20/22 million.

Conference agreement.—The agreement
included the elimination of the House carry-
over provisions, the Senate change in the
Part B deductible and the Senate’s limita-
tion on the Part B enrollment period.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in milfions of dollars)

1982 1983 1984

Budget athOMMY .........ocorsissmsieisssmsansan +1
Outlays -17

3 +20 +23
1 —25% - 283

B. Provisions affecting providers of services

1. Both bills provided for reduced reim-
bursement for hospital patients who cannot
be transferred to nursing homes because of
their unavailability regardless of the hospi-
tals occupancy rate. Certain exceptions to
the reduction would be permitted. Savings:
House—178/90/103 million; Senate—80/105/
115.

2. The House bill established a prospective
reimbursement system for renal dialysis
services including both institutional and
home care. Savings: 105/130/155 million.

3. The House bill limited reimbursement
for home health services., Savings: 12/23/27
million.

4, Both bills authorized the Secretary to
level civil penalties for fraudulent claims by
practitioners and providers. Savings: 21/21/
21 million.

5. Both bills provided incentives to pro-
mote closure and conversion of underuti-
lized facilities. Savings: 2/9/23 million.

6. The House bill prohibited payment for
drugs determined by FDA to be ineffective.
Savings: none.

7. The Senate bill eliminated occupational
therapy as a sole qualifying criteria for
home health services.

8. The Senate bill limited payments for

outpatient services in hospitals, community »

health centers and clinies.

9. The Senate bill provided that Medicare
payments be secondary to private insurance
in cases of end-stage renal disease.

Conference agreemenl—The agreement
adopted the House provisions relating to
renal dialysis prospective reimbursement
with some modifications; the House provi-
sions on payment for home health services;
a modified version of the Senate provisions
relating to occupational therapy as a crite-
ria for home health services and changes in
payment for outpatient services; and the
Senate provision making Medicare the sec-
ondary payor for renal dialysis services, but
requiring the Secretary to collect directly
from insurance carriers.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[im millions. of doflars]
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C. Provisions affecting Medicare benefits.
The Senate bill eliminale coverage for
pneumococcal vaccine. Savings: 36/23/23
Conference agreemenl.—The agreement

did not include the Senate provision. No

savings, therefore, are achieved.

D. PSRO and utilization review

The House bill repealed the PSRO provi-
sion effective in fiscal year 1984 and made
other changes in the interim. The House
bill also eliminated the requirement for UR
committees in hospitals and nursing homes.
Savings: 31/34/31 million.

Conference agreement.—The agreement
does not include repeal of PSRO and UR
provisions, but authorizes the Secretary to
terminate up to 30 percent of PSRO base on
effectiveness criteria by the end of fisecal
year 1982,

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of doilars)

1982 1983

-31 -3
~31 -3

TOTAL SAVINGS ACHIEVED NO. 36
[in milions of doliars]

1982 1983

—44 —50

Budgel SUDOMY ..........oooccssrecesserrrmnnee
Dumt‘gﬁ- —454 —~618

MINICONFERENCE No. 37

Committees: House Foreign Affairs/
Senate Foreign Relations.

ISSUES
A. Program ceilings

Both bills had put annual appropriations
ceilings on specific programs under their ju-
risdiction. The House had put ceilings on 11
programs, the Senate amendment provided
for ceilings on nine of the same programs.
The Senate amendment did not address the
African Development Foundation and the
International Communication Agency.

Conference agreement.—The House and
Senate proposals and the ceilings estab-
lished by the conferees for 1982 are as fol-
lows:

Proposals (in
tm_u‘samsgf dollars)

House Senate

American schools and hospitals abroad
International organizations and progra
Intesnational Marcatics Control .
disaster

Inter-Amesican Foundation
International  Organizations and Confer-

ences... 5
Intemalml ‘Commurication kgency tsala-

s and expenses) ..

Nrn.'- Control and Disarmament

Board of Imematma! Broadcasting
African Devel

105,000
484,591
452,187

454,501

452,187
18,268
88.317

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dofiars]

1982 1983

B BN s S s i —36
Qs

-39

-~ 26
— 252

1982

Budget authority....
Dulgysw ity

— 244
— 158
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MINICONFERENCE No. 38

Committees: House Government Oper-

ations/Senate Government Affairs,
ISSUES
A, Travel

The Senate position required a realloca-
tion of $500 million deducted from travel ac-
counts, but the funds would be available for
use in other accounts. The House had no
provisions with respect to travel.

Conference agreemeni.—House receded to
the Senate with amendments to require a
rescission of $100 million rather than a $500
million reallocation authority to be submit-
ted in a rescission message in the fiscal year
1983 budget.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dollars]

1982 1983

H—-100) ...

Budxc[ aithoty . {
1{~100

'These numhers are nol included in the total and are contingent on
subsequen! Congressional enactment of fiscal year 1982 rescission bills

B. Consulling

The Senate required a reallocation of $500
million deducted from accounts providing
for consultants, but the funds would be
available for reallocation to other accounts.
The House had no provision with respect to
consultants.

Conference agreement.—House recedes to
the Senate with amendments to require a
$500 million rescission.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in- millions:of dofars]

1982

o)

iThese numbers are nul included in the total and are contingent on
subsequent  Congressional emactment of fiscal year 1982 rescission bills.

C. Block grants

The House required public reports and
hearings before funds are made available to
the States, a transition period of one year
and GAO audits. The Senate had no provi-
sions.

Conference agreement.—Senate recedes to
the House with an amendment for mandato-
ry State audits unless exempted in the act
for a specific block grant and GAO access to
State records on block grants, The provision
was entirely re-written to accomplish the
purpose of public reports and hearings on
block grants before funds were made avail-
able.

MINICONFERENCE No. 39

Committee: House Interior and Insular
Affairs/Senate Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

ISSUES
A. Department of the Interior

The House provided $5.1 billion, $5.8 bil-
lion and $5.8 billion for fiscal years 1982,
1983 and 1984 respectively. The Senate pro-
vided $3.9 billion, $4.0 billion, $4.7 billion
and $4.8 billion for fiscal years 1981, 1982,
1983 and 1984 respectively.

Conference agreemenl.—The conferees
agreed to a cap on the authorization level
for Department of Interior programs con-
tained in the jurisdiction of both commit-
tees. Jurisdictional differences resulted in
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Indian programs contained in the House-
passed DOI cap being removed from the
conference agreement. The conference
agreement provides a cap at the enacted
level for fiscal year 1981 and the Senate-
passed reconciliation levels for fiscal years
1982-1984. The conference language also
contains a sense of the Congress that the
appropriation targets for these fiscal years
should be not less than $275 million for the
Land and Water Conservation Fund, not
less than $30 million for National Historic
Preservation, not less than $10 million for
Urban Park and Recreation Recovery, not
less than $105 million for the restoration
and rehabilitation of units of the National
Park System, not less than $239 million for
the Office of Territorial and International
Affairs, not less than $6.2 million for Title
III of the Surface Mining and Control and
Reclamation Act of 1977, and not less than
$100 million for payments in lieu of taxes.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in millions of dollrs]

1981 1982 11983 1984

&T“"ﬁr'a..‘."fffff:::

B. User fees on oil and gas leases

The House provided an increase from $10
to $25 for each filing fee for non-competi-
tive oil and gas leases. The House also pro-
vided an increase from $1 to $3 or $5 per
acre for rental fees on non-competitive oil
and gas leases. The Senate had no compara-
ble provisions.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
agreed to a modified House provision in-
creasing the filing fees for non-competitive
oil and gas leases. The conference language
provides a filing fee of not less than $25
compared to the House provision that pro-
vided simply $25. The conferees also agreed
to strike the House language which would
have provided an increase in the acreage
rental fees. The conference language re-
quires the Secretary of Interior to study
and report to Congress within one year re-
garding the current rental charges and the
feasibility and effect of raising such rentals.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
(In millions of dodlars]

1982 1983

+93
+66

—633
~431

=17
—19%

— 268
— 262

1981

1984

&ﬁ hority i

C. Pennsylvania Avenue Development
Corporation

The House and Senate provided about $19
million for each fiscal year 1982-1984. The
Senate also provided $31.5 million for fiscal
year 1981.

Conference agreemenl.—The conferees
agreed to the House amounts for fiscal
years 1982-1984 and $31.6 million for fiscal
year 1981.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dollars)

1981 1982 1983 1984

-13 -22
-1 —15 -20

Budget authority

Outlays

TLess than S1 milion.
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D. Holocaust Memorial Council
The House provided $0.9 million, $0.95
million, and $1.0 million for the Council for
fiscal years 1982, 1983, and 1984 respective-
ly. The Senate had no comparable provi-
sion.
Conference agreement.—The
agreed to the House levels.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dollars}

m authority ...

*less than $1 million.

conferees

E. Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation

The House provided $1.9 million, $1.9 mil-
lion, and $2.0 million for the council for
fiscal years 1982, 1983, and 1984 respective-
ly. The Senate provided $1.6 million, $1.7
million, $1.8 million, and $1.9 million for the
Council for fiscal years 1981, 1982, 1983, and
1984 respectively.

Conference Agreements.—The conferees
agreed to the House amounts for fiscal
years 1982-1984 and the Senate amount for
fiscal year 1981.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dollars]

1981 1882 1583

)

1984

i

A Oy e = )

Vless than §1 million.

MINICONFERENCE No. 40

Committees: House Interior and Insular
Affairs, House Public Works and Transpor-
tation/Senate Environment and Public
Works.

ISSUES
A. Corps of Engineers recrealional user fees

The House provided $5.2 million, $6.0 mil-
lion and $6.0 million for this item for fiscal
years 1982, 1983 and 1984 respectively. The
Senate provided $5 million for fiscal year
1981 and the same amounts as the House
for fiscal years 1982-1984.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
agreed to $5 million for fiscal year 1981 and
the levels provided in both the House and
Senate bills for fiscal years 1982-1984.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in milloas of dollars)

1981 1982 1983 1984

%u.:llgsl‘ T e ST R {:;

! Less than §1 milfion.

MINICONFERENCE No. 41

Committees: House Interior and Insular

Affairs/Senate Indian Affairs.
ISSUES
A. Navajo/Hopi Indian Relocation
Commission

The House provided $15.6 million, $25.3
million and $28.0 million for fiscal years
1982, 1983, and 1984 respectively. The
Senate had no comparable provision.

Conference agreement.—The House reced-
ed which removed this item from the bill.

July 31, 1981

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In milfions of doflars)

1982 1983 1984

maulhuﬂu..,

MINICONFERENCE No. 44

Committees: House Judiciary/Senate
Judiciary.

ISSUES

A. Department of Justice authorization

The Senate included an authorization for
the Department of Justice programs. The
House had no such provisions.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
agreed to authorizations for Indochinese
refugee assistance and the Patent and
Trademark Office for fiscal year 1982. No
other authorizations were approved.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In milfions of dollars)

1982 1983 1984

-2
~30

~10

Ot e i

~59
—66

MINICONFERENCE No. 45

Committees: House Judiciary/Senate
Labor and Human Resources.

ISSUES
A. Legal Services Corporation

The House was silent on the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation. The Senate provided a
$100 million authorization for 1982 and
1983.

Conference agreement.—The Senate reced-
ed to the House.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

Bud i
i o

MINICONFERENCE No. 46

Committees: House Judiciary and Small
Business/Senate Judiciary and Small Busi-
ness.

ISSUE
A. Equal access to justice

The House had provisions amending the
Equal Access to Justice Act. Basically, the
amendments would restrict the use of the
act to disputes involving $500 or more, or to
those involved in regulatory flexibility dis-
putes with the Federal Government, where
the Federal Government is not found to be
substantially justified. The Senate had no
such provision,

Conference agreement.—The House reced-
ed to the Senate.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dollars)

1982 1983
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MINICONFERENCE No. 47

Committees: House Merchant Marine and
Pisheries/Senate Commerce, Science and
Transportation.

1SSUE
A. Maritime programs authorization
(construction differential subsidy)

Senate: Includes only money provisions
from the fiscal year 1982 maritime authori-
zation bill and provides no funding for the
maritime ship construction differential sub-
sidy as recommended by the Administra-
tion.

House: Included the full maritime author-
ization bill including non-money provisions
but also provided no funding for the ship
construction differential subsidy program.

Conference agreement—Authorization for
the maritime programs are provided for
with no funding for the construction differ-
ential subsidy program. The non-money pro-
visions provided for in the House bill are in-
cluded in slightly modified form.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of doltars]

1982 1983 1984

—63
-3

~T14

Bodget QUMY ...cococrcrmeirinmnrisees = 150
Outiays. 2 —62

14

MINICONFERENCE No. 48

Committees: House Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, House Public Works and Trans-
portation/Senate Commerce, Science and
Transportation.

ISSUE
A. Ocean dumping user fees

Senate: did not include any provision re-
lating to ocean dumping user fees.

House: the Merchant Marine and Fisher-
ies Committee proposed the institution of
up to $5 a ton ocean dumping user fees for
fiscal years 1983 and 1984 whereas the
House Public Works Committee included
language which prohibited the institution
of ocean dumping user fees.

Conference agreement.—No provision for
the institution of ocean dumping user fees
was included in the reconciliation confer-
ence bill.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in millions of dollars]

1982 1983

Budget authry

MINICONFERENCE No. 49

Committees: House Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, House Energy and Commerce/
Senate Labor and Human Resources.

ISSUE
A. Merchant seamen health care entitlement

Senate: The Senate provided for closure
of the PHS hospital system and termination
of the merchant seamen entitlement: the
Senate also allowed transfer of facilities to
communities by March 31, 1982.

House: The House proposed to close the
PHS hospitals at the end of fiscal year 1981.
An additional transition period of one year
is allowed for communities that wish to
assume operations of the facilities or where
the facilities can operate on a self-sufficient
basis through third party reimbursements,
The House also provided for continuation of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the entitlement with recipient paying the
cost of care.

Conference Agreement.—The Senate reced-
ed to the House with an amendment to
repeal the entitlement to merchant seamen.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{In millions of doltars]

1982 1983 1984

-9
-9

-179
—1719

-191
-191

MINICONFERENCE No. 50

Committees: House Post Office and Civil

Service/Senate Government Operations.
ISSUES
A. Federal employee pay cap

The Senate bill capped Federal pay at 4.8
percent in fiscal year 1982 only while the
House bill capped Federal pay in fiscal year
1982 at 4.8 percent and at 7.0 percent in
fiscal years 1983 and 1984.

Conference Agreement.—Senate receded to
the House position.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of doflars)

1982 1983 1984

—3,781
—3,694

~5,221
=547

—6,129
—6,110

Bl U

B. Once a year COLA for Federal employees
Both the Senate and House bills reduce
the current twice a year cost of living in-
crease for retired Federal employees to once
a year.
Conference Agreement.—This was not a
conferenceable issue.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

mﬁ authority

C. Voluntary withholding for annuitants

The House bill contained a provision to re-
quire OPM to enter into agreements with
States to withhold State income taxes from
the annuities of civil service annuitants who
request such withholdings, The amounts
withheld would then be disbursed to the
States on a quarterly basis. The Senate bill
had no similar provision.

Conference agreement.—The Senate reced-
ed to the House position to allow voluntary
withholdings.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
(In millions of dollars]

—513 ~414

—357

1982 1983 1984

1 authority 1
it 5

D. Reduction in postal service public
subsidy

Both the Senate and House bill proposed
a reduction and eventual phase-out by 1984
of the public service subsidy. The primary
difference between the House and the
Senate position was the speed the subsidy is
phased out.

18915

Conference agreement.—The Senate reced-
ed to the House position with amendments
which will slightly speed the phaseout of
the subsidy.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
(In millions of dolars]

1982 1983 1984

=
—39

452
—452

— 450

Dutlays. — 460

E. Revenue foregone postal subsidy

Both the Senate and the House bill con-
tained provisions to reduce the revenue
foregone subsidy to the Postal Service. The
Senate bill contained a slightly deeper cut
in this area than the House bill.

Conference agreement.—The House reced-
ed to the Senate position with amendments
to accept a larger reduction in revenue fore-
gone.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dollrs]

1982 1983 1984

—416
—416

—467
—A67

— 542
— 542

Iil:::llg;sa|a ity

F, Transilional appropriation

The House bill contained a provision to
reduce the so-called “transitional appropria-
tion” which liguidates the unfunded liabil-
ities of the old Post Office Department. The
Senate had no similar provision.

Conference agreement.—The Senate reced-
ed to the House position to reduce the tran-
sitional appropriation to the Postal Service.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED »
[in miions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

—69
~69

-69
~69

-5l

R -

" Staft estimates subject to CBO verification,

G. Quarterly payments to the Postal Service

The House bill contained a provision to
make quarterly payments to the Postal
Service as opposed to the current practice of
making once a year payments; this change
would result in interest savings to the U.S.
Treasury. The Senate bill contained no
equivalent provision.

Conference agreement.—The Senate reced-
ed to the House provision which would
allow for quarterly payments.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED *
(I millions of dolars]

1982 1983 1984

46
4§

-39
-3

-3
-3

1 Staft estimates subject to CBO verification.

MINICONFERENCE No. 51

Committees: House Public Works/Senate
Commerce, Science and Transportation.
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ISSUES

A. Airport development and planning grants
(ADAP)

Senate: authorizes $450 million in new
contract authority beginning in 1981.

House: provides for a 1982 ADAP obliga-
tion ceiling of $650 million contingent upon
enactment of a new program.

Conference agreement.—$450 million au-
thorized for the fiscal year 1982 program
and $600 million for 1982 expressed as an
aggregate of $1,050 million for fiscal years
1981 and 1982.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of doflars)

1982 1983 1984

— 226
— 202

—209

—152 =1

B. National Highway Transportation Safely
Administration safety granlt Jfunding
(NHTSA)

Senate: Reduced authorizations for
NHTSA safety grants as well as allowing
prior year contract authority to lapse and
provides a three year cap on the program.

House: current law budget authority for
the NHTSA 402 safety grant program is re-
duced from $200 million to $100 million.
The FHWA program from $25 million to $10
million, as well as reductions in the 55
m.p.h. enforcement and NHTSA's innova-
tive projects programs and rescission of $173
million in unobligated contract authority.

Conference agreement.—Reduces fiscal
year 1982 spending by $327 million in
budget authority and $118 million in out-
lays. For fiscal years 1982-1984, $100 million
is authorized for NHTSA's section 402 high-
way safety program with $20 million ear-
marked for 55 m.p.h. enforcement. For
fiscal years 1982-1984, $10 million is author-
ized for FHWA's section 402 highway safety
program, with 1983 and 1984 funding target-
ed at “most effective programs.” $133 mil-
lion in old NHTSA funding is rescinded and
$40 million in old FHWA 402 funding.
Schoolbus driver training funding is phased
out and innovative grants, 55 m.p.h, incen-
tive grants, accident data and 55 m.p.h. cate-
gorical grants are eliminated.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in milfions of doikars]

1982 1883 1984

—112
—116

=192
—164

-3

Budget authority ..,
Outfays.. —118

C. Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC)
Sunding

Senate: Reduces ICC operations funding
in fiscal years 1982-1984.

House: No House provision.

Conference agreement.—Reductions in
fiscal years 1982-1984 at slightly below the
Senate recommended level.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dofiars]

1382 1983 1984

11 13
-1 -13
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D. Civil Aeronautics Board (CAB) funding

Senate: No provision.

House: Reduce CAB funding by capping
the section 406 and 419 programs at $75 mil-
lion.

Conference agreement.—No provision.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
(In milfions of dolfars)

1982 1983 1984

Budget authori
i

MINICONFERENCE No. 52

Committees: House Public Works and
Transportation/Senate Environment and
Public Works.

ISSUES
A. Federal-aid highways

Senate: Reduces highway outlays by es-
tablishing a restrictive obligation ceiling of
$8.1 billion and a limitation on obligations
by quarter. Provides for reduced program
for fiscal years 1982-1984.

House:; Provides for a restricted obligation
ceiling of $8.2 billion in fiscal vear 1982,
quarterly obligation controls and addresses
only the fiscal year 1982 highway program.

Conference agreemenl.—Reduces fiscal
year 1982 spending by establishing an obli-
gation ceiling at $8.2 billion and a limitation
in the first quarter of 25 percent. A fiscal
year 1983 obligation ceiling of $8.3 billion is
also included. The ceilings do not include
emergency relief or certain bridge accelera-
tion projects.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

[In millions of doflars]

1982 1983 1984
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SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dollars]

1982 198 1984

BUOREt BUOHY ...oocrrcncssses — 202
0u

45

—223
—125

— 42
— 184

D. Title V regional commissions

Senate: Proposed elimination of Title V
Regional Commissions.

House: Proposed elimination of Title V
Regional Commissions.

Conference agreement.—Elimination of
Title V Regional Commissions as of Septem-
ber 30, 1981.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dollars)

982 198 18

Budget authority ...........cceeerreensiennes —46 —4 =
ﬂullgi ty 9 52

-36 ~45 —~50

E, Economic Development Administration
(EDA) funding

Senate: Terminates EDA except for trade
adjustment assistance and legally required
activities under loan guarantee programs.

House: Continues EDA funding at a fiscal
year 1982 level of $360 million.

Conference agreement.—Maintains EDA at
a fiscal year 1982 level of $290 million. Ex-
isting EDA funding for redevelopment
loans, supplemental and basic grants to
States, bonus grants to economic develop-
ment distracts, Indian economic develop-
ment grants, disaster area economic recov-
ery assistance, and job opportunity pro-
grams are repealed.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in millons of dollars)

1982 1983 19

-840 1,245

B. Federal highway safety grants (FHWA)

Senate: No provision.

House: Reduction in the authorization
level for FHWA safety programs.

Conference agreement.—Acceptance of the
House-proposed funding reductions.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of doliars]

1983 1984

=15 =16 ~18

Budget authority
Qutlays -3 =1 -12

C. Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) coal
gasification project

Senate: Assumes no funding for the TVA
coal gasification plant (Murphy Hill) in
fiscal year 1982 or beyond.

House: Assumes no Murphy Hill funding
in fiscal year 1982 or beyond but allows $50
million in currently available TVA funds
plus $42 million from a fiscal year 1981 de-
ferral to be expended.

Conference agreement.—Prohibits the au-
thorization of appropriations for the
Murphy Hill project after fiscal year 1982.

=317
=21

— 405
200

—440
=301

Budgel QUhOMY ...........ocoieiisesensenmassinase
ml.lggm "

F. Appalachian regional development (ARC)
Sunding

Senate: Provides for reduced authoriza-
tions in the ARC program by eliminating all
but the highway funding.

House: Provides for the same overall fund-
ing as the Senate provision but retains some
funding for non-highway ARC programs.
The House bill only deals with the fiscal
year 1982 funding.

Conference agreement.—Overall ARC
funding in fiscal year 1982 is reduced to
$215 million with $50 million reserved for
non-highway projects

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In mallions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

Budiget aUthOY .....ccouucosussiivisonsisisssssens.  — LG4 ~ 180
Duttays - -5

— 184
-109

G. EPA construction grant funding
Senate: Provides no funding for fiscal year
I982_ but contingency language for an au-
thorization of $2.4 billion dependent upon
enactment of program reforms.




July 31, 1981

House: Reserves $100 million in funding
for ongoing planning and staffing needs
(section 205(g) program) but no funding for
grant projects.

Conference agreement.—No funding for
the grant program but $40 million reserved
for section 205(g) programs and contingency
language for a $2.4 billion program based on
enactment of program reforms.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dolkars]

1982 198

~3,550
—105

— 1,520
—425

Corps of Engineers funding

SBenate: Provides a cap for designated
water resources policy, planning and re-
search in addition to the House limitation
on the general construction account.

House: Establishes an authorization ceil-
ing for the Corps of Engineers construction
general account at $1,588 million for fiscal
year 1982.

Conference Agreement.—Established an
authorization ceiling for the Corps of Engi-
neers construction general account at $1,547
million for fiscal year 1982; $1,688 million
for fiscal year 1983 and $1,575 million for
fiscal year 1984.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
(10 millons:of dollrs]

1982 1983 1984

-391
—336

~178
—135

—162
—156

ﬂ;aum

MINICONFERENCE NoO. 53

Committees: House Public Works Trans-
portation/Senate Banking.

ISSUE
A. Urban Mass Transportation
Administration (UMTA) funding

Senate: Reauthorizes a lump sum for
fiscal year 1982 only.

House: Reauthorizes the various UMTA
programs on a reduced individual program
basis.

Conference Agreement.—Generally follows
the House provisions and both Houses had
the same overall funding assumptions.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In milfions of dollars)

1982

1,298
—1%8

1983 1984

~ 1,846
~110

2471
—1,358%

B thari
e

MINICONFERENCE No. 54

Committees: House Science and Technolo-
gy/Senate Energy and Natural Resources.

ISSUES
A, DOE authorization (R. & D.)

The House bill provided line-by-line au-
thorizations for the research activities
under its sole jurisdiction. The Senate bill
provided an overall appropriations cap of
$5.6 billion for all DOE civilian energy pro-
grams. The Senate bill also included author-
izations for major DOE appropriations ac-
counts, but not line-by-line authorizations
as contained in the House bill.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Conference agreement.—For only the pro-
grams under the sole jurisdiction of the
House Science and Technology Committee
and addressed in this subconference, the
conferees agreed to compromise on a level
of savings somewhat closer to the House
bill. The remaining portions of the DOE Au-
thorization are addressed in subconference
No. 32.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{In milfions of dolars]

1982 1983 1984

B T —————— ¢ R SR B
i)tllmﬂg;1 -615 —1220 —1471

MiINIcONFERENCE No. 55

Committees: House Science and Technolo-
gy/Senate Labor and Human Resources,

ISSUES
A. NSF authorization

The Senate bill contained an overall cap
for NSF programs. The House bill contained
no comparable provision.

Conference agreemenl.—The conferees
agreed to adopt the House position thereby
deleting this authorization from the recon-
ciliation bill. The conferees agreed to con-
sider this authorization in the context of
the regular legislative process.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of doftars]

18917

isting law on interest rates, which sets dif-
ferent rates for different programs; loan
guarantee percentage unchanged.

House: Program levels were $260 million
in direct loans and $3.15 billion in loan guar-
antees for fiscal year 1982; allowed the sale
of assets from Business loan and Investment
Fund (BLIF) to support these program
levels, consolidates five BLIF loan programs
into one program and established a uniform
interest rate formula plus up to a one per-
cent add-on for all direct loans (except
handicapped loans, which remain at 3 per-
cent interest).

LOAN GUARANTEE PERCENTAGE

Loan amount Guarantee percentage

Up to $100,000.............
From $100,000 to §714,285.
More than §714,285.......

Conference agreement.—Program levels
are $230 million in direct and $3.3 billion in
loan guarantees; adopted House provisions
on loan consolidation and interest rates; the
SBA interest differential paid to the Treas-
ury (the amount above and beyond interest
rzcéehred which SBA pays) is forgiven for
1981.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In- million of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

1982 1983 1984

1 authority

-3
~216

—-349
~290

—285

Bodget authority .........coueemmemsssissianssin
Outtays. — 25§

MINICONFERENCE NO. 56

Committees: House Small

Senate Small Business.
ISSUE
A. Disaster loans

Senate: Had an open-ended authorization;
interest rate for homeowners and non-credit
worthy business figured by a new formula;
business loans were not limited to a percent-
age of actual loss.

House: Imposed an annual maximum pro-
gram level; interest rate for homeowners
was 5 percent; interest rate formula, re-
duced term and loan limit for credit-worthy
businesses; interest rate of T percent for
non-credit worthy businesses; business loans
limited to 85 percent of actual loss.

Conference Agreement,—Open-ended au-
thorization; interest rate for homeowner
equals half the cost of money plus one per-
cent; for credit-worthy businesses the inter-
est rate equals the cost of money plus one
percent and the loan term is two years; for
non-credit worthy business the interest rate
is T percent. Business loans are limited to 85
percent of actual loss.

Savings Achieved
[In milfions of dalfars)

Business/

1982 1983 1984

—242
—251

Budget authority .
Qutlays

—181
-2

—180
— 607

B. Business loans
Senate: Program levels were $180 million
in direct loans and $4 billion in loan guaran-
tees for fiscal year 1982; did not change ex-

MINICONFERENCE No. 57

Committees: House and Senate Veterans'
Affairs.

ISSUES
A, Non-service-connected VA burial benefits

The House bill eliminates burial and plot
allowance benefit eligibility for veterans
whose income exceeded $20,000 in the year
prior to death (at an estimated fiscal year
1982 savings of $42 million), effective during
fiscal years 1982-1984. The Senate bill limits
VA funeral and plot benefits for the last 3
months of fiscal year 1981 to veterans who
are eligible for or receiving VA pensions or
who are compensation beneficiaries with
service-connected disabilities rated at 30
percent or more. In fiscal year 1982 the
Senate bill limits VA funeral and plot allow-
ances to veterans with service-connected dis-
abilities rated at 20 percent or more, or eli-
gible for or receiving VA pension. The
Senate bill limits these benefits in fiscal
year 1983 and thereafter to veterans with
any compensable service-connected disabil-
ity, or to individuals entitled to or in receipt
of VA pension. The Senate provisions are es-
tirgated to save $99 million in fiscal year
1982,

Conference agreement.—The conference
agreement limits the $300 VA funeral allow-
ance to survivors of veterans who were in re-
ceipt of VA pension or compensation at the
time of death, or who would have been
except for the receipt of retirement pay. It
does not affect the $150 plot allowance.
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SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dollars]

1982 1983

_15
i

—80

B authority .
Ouufgsa —80

B. Class II dental benefits

The House bill eliminates Class II dental
benefits effective October 1, 1981, at an esti-
mated savings of $36 million in fiscal year
1982. The Senate bill, estimated to save $13
million in fiscal year 1982, limits eligibility
to veterans who have served at least 180
days and restricts the application period to
within 6 months after military discharge.

Conference agreement.—The compromise
limits Class II outpatient dental treatment
to veterans who served at least 180 days of
active military duty and restricts the eligi-
bility period to within 3 months after dis-
charge.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

=20
-0

-18
~18

- 18

o ~18

C. Flight training

The Senate bill does not address flight
training. The House bill terminates the ben-
efit effective October 1, 1981, at an estimat-
ed savings of $23 million in fiscal year 1982.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
agreed to eliminate flight training reim-
bursement for new enrollments after
August 31, 1981, Veterans already in the
program on that date will be permitted to
complete their vocational objectives.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[in millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

-4
-4

e T L,
o = W2

D. Education loans

The House bill terminates VA education
loans effective October 1, 1981. The Senate
bill eliminates for veterans, with two excep-
tions, beginning October 1, 1982. The first
year savings in both provisions would be $6
million.

Conference agreement.—The agreement
eliminates the VA education loan program
effective October 1, 1981, for all veterans
except those enrolled in flight training or
currently eligibile for these loans under the
special two-year extension provision.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{in milfons of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

mwm '} -5 Zi

E. Correspondence training
The House bill terminates reimbursement
for correspondence training effective Octo-
ber 1, 1981, at an estimated F'Y 1982 savings
of $9 million, The Senate bill has a provi-
sion affecting this program.

Conference agreement.—The VA reim-
bursement rate for veterans eligible for cor-
respondence training will be reduced from
70 percent to 55 percent, effective October
1, 1981.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of doftars]

1985 1984

-3 -3
-3 24

MINICONFERENCE No. 58

Committees: Ways and Means,/Finance.

ISSUES
A. Trade adjustment assistance

Excepting minor differences in language
and effective dates, both the House and
Senate bills had similar changes, which
were to limit the duration of trade adjust-
ment assistance benefits to 52 weeks (65
weeks if a worker participates in retraining)
and to limit the amount of benefits to what
is payable under the regular unemployment
insurance program of the State in which a
worker resides. The only difference with a
budgetary impact was $5 million in addition-
al savings in the House bill as a result of re-
duced authorization levels for assistance to
communities and firms.

Conference agreement.—The conference
agreement achieves fiscal year 1982 savings
of $1,338 million, which is $2 million below
the House level. This difference reflects the
conference agreement to continue the com-
munity adjustment assistance program
which under the House bill would have been
terminated.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

[In millions of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

July 31, 1981

C. Public assistance (AFDC and child
support enforcement)

Except for one provision relating to aliens
in the House bill, the AFDC benefit reduc-
tions, which would reduce fiscal year 1982
spending by $1 billion, were not at issue in
the conference because the House and the
Senate provisions were the same. The House
provision on aliens provided that for three
years after entry into the United States, the
income and resources of an alien’'s sponsor
will be deemed available to the alien for the
purposes of determining eligibility for
AFDC. The fiscal year 1982 savings from
this proposal are $15 million in budget au-
thority and outlays.

Many of the AFDC benefit changes not at
issue in the conference would tend to reduce
the income of persons who are receiving
AFDC and also have earnings. For persons
without earnings who are subject to the
work registration requirements under cur-
rent law and for certain mothers with chil-
dren under age 6, the conference agreement
will require work on useful public projects
in return for their AFDC grant. This re-
quirement is covered in Miniconference No.

The only difference between the House
and Senate relating to the Child Support
Enforcement program was a provision in the
House bill, which saves $20 million in fiscal
year 1982, authorizing the withholding of a
portion of unemployment or trade adjust-
ment assistance benefits to pay for child
support obligations.

Conference agreement.—The czonference
agreement reflects the savings in the House
bill because the Senate receded to the
House on the issues involving aliens and
child support enforcement.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
(in millons of dollars]

—803
—803

—454

~1,300 —45

B. Social security

The major benefit changes—elimination
of the minimum benefit and the phase out
of the student benefit—were not at issue in
the conference since, except for the effec-
tive date of the elimination of the minimum
benefit, the provisions in the House and
Senate bills were identical.

Conference agreement.—The conferees
agreed to eliminate the minimum benefit
for current recipients effective February
1982, which means that the elimination will
be reflected in the March 1982 checks. The
other significant benefit change on which
the conference agreement differs from the
House-passed bill is that the House accepted
the Senate’s provision to reduce or offset
social security disability benefits by
amounts received from other disability pro-
grams (not subject to this offset are benefits
from certain programs, the most important
of which are veterans’ disability benefits).

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
(In millions of dollars]

1982

BT

1882 1983

Budget authority ...

Dutlays.

-LIs8  ~1318 1418
-1L18  -1378 ~1418

D. Supplemental security income (SSI)

There were two issues on which there
were significant House-Senate differences.
The first was that the House extended the
provision in current law which allows cer-
tain States (Massachusetts, Wisconsin and
California) to continue under certain condi-
tions providing a cash payment to certain
S8I recipients in lieu of food stamps. The
second issue is that the Senate bill repealed
the authority for the Secretary to reim-
burse State vocational rehabilitation agen-
cies for services to blind and disabled recipi-
ents of the SSI program.

Conference agreement.—The conference
agreement includes savings of $95 million,
of which $50 million are attributable to the
continuation of cash payments in lieu of
food stamps for certain SSI recipients. This
issue is covered in Miniconference No. 6.
The conferees approved the continuation of
reimbursement for vocational rehabilitation
services, but only if the recipient of the
services has been successfully rehabilitated,
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SAVINGS ACHIEVED

[ millions of dollars

1982 1983 1984

~15
15

—178
—178

~50

Outiays. - 50

E. Social services

There were two major differences between
the House and Senate proposals for a Social
Services block grant for programs under the
jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and
Means and the Finance Committee. The
first is that the House bill did not include
two programs in the block grant which were
included in the Senate version. These were
the following programs established by the
Social Security Act: Title IV B, Child Wel-
fare Services, and Title IV E, Foster Care
and Adoption Assistance. The second major
difference is that the House bill represented
a 16 percent reduction below the CBO base-
line estimates for fiscal year 1982, while the
Senate reduction was 25 percent.

Conference agreement—The conference
agreement retains Title IV B and IV E of
the Social Security Act as separate pro-
grams and reduces funding for the Social
Security block grant provisions (the former
Title XX provisions in the Social Security
Act) to $2,400 million, which is a reduction
of 22.6 percent from the fiscal year 1982
CBO baseline estimate of $3,099 million.
(The savings for this program are included
in Miniconference No. 18.)

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

[In millions of dallars)

1982 1983 1984

Budget authority - (-8 (1 —812)

{
—699) 155) (-812)

F. Unemployment compensation

The House and Senate bills differed in the
following areas: both restricted the eligibil-
ity of ex-servicemen for unemployment
compensation but the Senate provisions
were more restrictive; the Senate increased
the State trigger requirements for extended
benefits effective fiscal year 1983, while the
House had no comparable provision; and the
Senate had a comprehensive system, while
the House had no comparable provision in
the reconciliation bill but did include its
own loan reform proposal in the Ways and
Means tax bill (H.R. 4242).

Conference agreement.—The conferees
achieved outlay savings above the House bill
of $105 million in fiscal year 1982, $197 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1983, and $166 million in
fiscal year 1984 by accepting the Senate pro-
visions related to eligibility for ex-service-
men for unemployment compensation, State
triggers for extended benefits, and the 20
week work requirement for extended bene-
fits. The conferees adopted a comprehensive
restructuring of the loan provisions in the
unemployment compensation program,
which includes a requirement that interest
be paid on new loans after April 1, 1982, and
places a cap on the effective Federal tax if
debtor States have taken steps to improve
the financial status of their unemployment
systems. This loan reform package has a cu-
mulative revenue impact in fiscal year 1982
of $+5 million.

1982 198 194

— 594
— 124

—210
—1.488

—414
—894

&uduiﬁau ity

G. Medicare

1. Provisions affecting beneficiary de-
ductibles and coinsurance under medi-
care.—The House bill contained the follow-
ing:

(a) A new $1 copayment for each of the
first 60 days of hospitalization. Savings:
$106/$108/$110 million.

(b) Applying the Part A coinsurance rate
in effect in the year in which services are
furnished rather than the rate in effect
when the illness began. Savings: 5/9/9 mil-
lion.

(c) Recalculating Part A coinsurance and
deductible rates so that they more accurate-
ly reflect inflation. Savings: 170/280/330
million.

The Senate bill did not contain similar
provisions:

Conference agreement.—The conference
agreements eliminated the $1 per day co-
payment provision and accepted the other
two House provisions affecting deductibles
and coinsurance.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[In millions of dolkars)

1982 1983 1984

~175 -89 ~339

Budget authority
Dutlays.

2. Provisions affecting hospital and nurs-
ing homes—

The House bill contained the following
provisions:

a. Interest and other income earned by
hospitals on funded depreciation would be
offset against allowable interest expenses in
determining reimbursement rates. Savings:
115/1409/165 million.

b. Reimbursement limits on routine inpa-
tient costs would be lowered from 112 per-
cent to 108 percent of the mean costs of
comparable hospitals. Savings: 88/123/145
million.

The Senate bill would reduce the current
8% percent nursing salary cost differential
for medicare patients to 4.5 percent. Sav-
ings: 130/150/185 million.

Both bills would repeal the temporary
delay in the PIP payments included in the
1980 Omnibus Reconciliation Act (P.L 96-
499) and repeal the requirement that skilled
nursing home medicare agreements be re-
newed annually. Savings: 696/4/4 million.

Conference agreement.—The conference
agreement adopted the House provision lim-
iting reimbursement for routine hospital
costs to 108 percent of the mean costs of
comparable hospitals and adopted a modifi-
cation of the Senate’s 4 percent reduction in
the nursing differential by allowing a 5 per-
cent nursing differential.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED

[In millions of dollars)

1982 1983 1984

t author
Eﬂmﬁy‘ . —~ 599 — 257 - 309
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3. Changes in medicare benefils.—The
Senate bill eliminated hospital coverage for
severe dental procedures. Both bills elimi-
nated coverage of alcohol detoxification fa-
cility services. Savings: 12-13-16 million.

Conference agreement.—The conference
agreement excluded the elimination of hos-
pital coverage for severe dental problems.

SAVINGS ACHIEVED
{In miions of dollrs]

1982 1983 1984

m authority

TOTAL SAVINGS ACHIEVED
[1n millons of dollars]

1982 1983 1984

Outlays.

—23,7718
—1.268

~2,678
—TA87

— 2,542
~71.851

Mr., LATTA. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. PAuL).

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I intend to
vote against the conference report on
reconciliation for several reasons. At
the same time that the conferees rec-
ommend the minimum social security
benefit be eliminated, they also recom-
mend that an additional $13 billion be
authorized for the World Bank and
other multilateral development banks.
It seems to me that the conference has
gotten its priorities backward. Since
when are foreign governments more
important than American citizens?
Why are we cutting social security so
that we can increase foreign aid? I
find this procedure repulsive.

It is not, however, simply a matter of
increasing foreign aid. The language
in the conference report about the
MDB’s was passed by the House Bank-
ing Committee on May 6 as H.R. 3439.
Knowing, however, that H.R. 3439
would never pass the House of Repre-
sentatives if it had to be voted on as
authorization bills usually are, the
Banking Committee buried it into the
reconciliation package. Thus, in a bill
designed to cut spending, a massive in-
crease in foreign aid was made. In con-
ference, the Senate was pressured into
accepting the House language, and
today we are presented with a measure
that cuts social security by $4 billion,
;aind increases foreign aid by $13 bil-

on.

Parliamentary trickery was relied on
throughtout the process to achieve
this result.

Let me explain the language of the
report in some detail. Below is the list
of authorizations the report contains
on the international banks:

[In millions]
World Bank, paid-in capital.......c.....
World Bank, callable capital

$658
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International Development Asso-

3,240
African Development Ban| 360
Asian Development Fund.... 67
Inter-American Devel

It is worthwhile to compare these
figures with what we have contributed
and subscribed to these institutions in
the past. Take the World Bank first:

World Bank

[In millions]
1945
1959 .
1970.
1972
1974

$3,175
3,175

Total 1945-1980
Reconciliation

In the first 35 years of its existence,
the United States subscribed $8.5 bil-
lion to the World Bank. Now, in this
one bill, we are subscribing more than
we did in the entire previous history of
the Bank. This is hardly an example
of fiscal restraint. It certainly is not
an example of how we can cut the
growth of the budget, the debt, and
the deficit.

But the World Bank is not unique.
The International Development Asso-
ciation, which is the “soft-loan
window” of the World Bank—the
agency that gives 50-year loans with
little expectation of repayment—has
received $6 billion since 1960:

International Development Association

[In millions]
1960 ...
1965
1969
1972
1974
1977

Reconciliation

In this one bill we are giving more
than 50 percent of our total contribu-
tions to the IDA in the past 20 years.
This is not practicing fiscal restraint;
it is not cutting the growth of the
budget, the debt, and the deficit.

A similar story, though not quite as
egregious, applies to the Inter-Ameri-
can Development Bank, the African
Development Bank, and the Asian De-
velopment Fund:

Inter-American Development Bank
[In millions]
1959 ...
1965
1968 .
1970,
1972...
1974 ...
1976 ..

Total

$450
750
1,300
1,824
340
509
2,200

African Development Bank
Instead of cutting foreign aid, this
bill creates a whole new vehicle for ad-
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ditional foreign aid. Not only are we
adding more dollars to our old foreign
aid channels, we are creating an en-
tirely new system as well. U.S. mem-
bership in the African Development
Bank is authorized by this bill for the
first time, and our first subsidy
amounts to $360 million.
Asian Development Fund
[In millions]

Reconciliation

FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC POLICY

There are many reasons for oppos-
ing this bill. One is that by spending
this money, we are subsidizing the
same programs for foreign countries
that the administration wants to
eliminate or reduce here in this coun-
try. For example, the World Bank has
loaned over $1 billion to India so that
the Indian Government can develop
its railroad system. Thus we are subsi-
dizing nationalized railroads in India,
while cutting Amtrak and Conrail
here at home. This makes no sense at
all. Every informed taxpayer will
reject these outrageous subsidies.

The Inter-American Development
Bank has recently made a grant to the
Dominican Republic of half a million
dollars for improvement of its urban
transportation system. Yet this admin-
istration has favored the reduction of
mass transit subsidies in this country.

In the past few weeks, the World
Bank has approved a $50 million loan
for a cooperative in Korea. But the ad-
ministration is trying to eliminate the
National Consumer Cooperative Bank
in this country.

The administration has also—and
correctly—begun the withdrawal of
the Federal Government from our fuel
production and distribution system.
Yet the World Bank has made many
oil and gas development loans in the
past 3 years:

[In millions]
India

Turkey .
Pakistan

Egypt..
Thailand

$150.0
2.5
30.0

Somalia..
Tanzania
Argentina
Yemen (People’s Republic)

Worse still, this report seriously con-
templates establishing “a new lending
facility * * * for the development of
new energy resources in developing
countries.” Why is one and the same
policy bad for Americans but good for
the Indians and the Tunisians? Why
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are energy subsidies bad for Ameri-
cans and good for Peruvians? Why
does socialism become not only accept-
able but worthy of being subsidized by
our tax money when it is practiced
outside our borders?

In this bill we are giving away
money that we do not have. This
global revenue sharing program is not
funded out of our surplus, we have no
surplus. Every penny in this bill must
be borrowed or created out of thin air.
If it is borrowed, it will drive interest
rates up still higher. For those who
think that a 19 percent prime rate is
not high enough, a “yes” vote is in
order on this bill. When the Federal
Government enters the capital market
to borrow the $5 billion authorized by
this bill, and the World Bank borrows
the $8 billion in “callable capital,”
they will put that much more pressure
on interest rates. The next time a tax-
payer complains about having to pay
15 percent for a home mortgage loan,
it would be appropriate to ask him if
he is not glad that Lower Slobovia got
a 50-year loan at zero percent interest
with no repayment at all for the first
10 years. The next time a social securi-
ty recipient complains about the
smaller benefits, perhaps we should
tell him that Congress thought it
more important that the Communist
Government of Nicaragua continue to
receive its grants and loans for collec-
tivizing agriculture.

I do not want to be misunderstood.
In any serious attempt to cut the Fed-
eral Government down to constitu-
tional size, these domestic programs
must be cut. What is unconscionable is
cutting them before we cut off the for-
eign aid, It is doubly outrageous that
we should be cutting domestic pro-
grams in this bill while increasing for-
eign aid.

But the increase in foreign aid is not
the only objectionable feature of this
reconciliation report. The Export-
Import Bank, a welfare organization
for multinational corporations and
banks, is also given another $5 billion.
In May, the administration loaned the
Communist Government of Romania
$120 million through the Export-
Import Bank to purchase two nuclear
steam turbine generators from the
General Electric Co. Why are the
Communists in Romania regarded
with greater favor than elderly Ameri-
cans?

Then there is the problem with the
announced military budget. How mas-
sive increases for the Pentagon—when
half of our military budget goes for
the defense of foreign nations—are
good for the American people escapes
me. Such increases might be good for
big corporations and banks, but they
are not good for the American people.
They do not increase our defense; they
weaken it. They do not strengthen our
economy; they debilitate it.
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Furthermore, the planned massive
increases for defense cannot be recon-
ciled with the revenue effects of the
tax cuts passed last Wednesday.
Budget increases, for no matter what
purpose, will increase the deficit, en-
large the debt, pushing it past
$1,000,000,000,000 follow and aggra-
vate inflation.

This reconciliation report endorses a
budget that is far too big, tax revenues
that are much too great, a deficit that
is inexcusable, and, worst of all, pro-
jected increases in the Federal budget.
The resolution last November was in
favor of lower taxes, less spending,
and smaller Government, not a Feder-
al Government that merely grows
more slowly than it has in the past.
We were elected to reduce the size of
the Federal Government, not increase
it more slowly than the Democrats
were doing.

The budget resolution passed earlier
this year included a provision that
would increase the debt ceiling $15 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1981, and $80 billion
in fiscal year 1982. For fiscal year
1984, the year the budget is supposed
to be balanced, the debt ceiling, ac-
cording to the budget resolution, is to
be raised almost $40 billion. The rec-
onciliation report is an attempt to lend
credibility to a procedure that will not
reduce spending, the deficit, or the
debt, and I must strongly object.

I intend to vote against this report,
for I fear that the lack of large spend-
ing cuts will destroy all that the Presi-
dent has achieved with his victory on
the tax cuts. This Govenment cannot

continue to spend like a drunken Con-
gressman and expect the Reagan pro-
gram to work. It will not.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, For
almost 23 years I have had the privi-
lege of representing the people of the
Fifth District of Ohio in this House. I
would like to think that I have also
represented, to the best of my ability,
the views and asperations of millions
of other Americans beyond my dis-
trict. While 1 have stood in this House
on literally hundreds of other occa-
sions, this is probably the most histor-
jc. After years and years and years of
talking about controlling Federal
spending, of giving lipservice to the
idea of balancing the budget and re-
ducing the national debt, we are final-
ly being given the opportunity of
voting on a bill which will reverse the
25-year trend toward bigger and bigger
Government. This conference report
on the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of
1981 will reduce Federal spending in
1982 by approximately $35 billion; by
$44 billion in 1983, and by $51 billion
in 1984.

Before going any further, I think it
is only appropriate to acknowledge the
hard work and dedication of a number
of people. This bill is not the product
of one committee or a handful of
people. I would like to start by thank-
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ing the members of the House Budget
Committee, starting with our chair-
man, the gentleman from Oklahoma,
and the chairman of the reconciliation
task force, Mr. PANETTA. I fully realize
that they did not originally support
either the President’s budget or the
reconciliation instructions necessary
to achieve all of the savings continued
in this bill. Nevertheless, once the
House had agreed to the reconciliation
bill with our amendments, they did
their very best to see that it was car-
ried out in conference. This was no
small accomplishment, and without
their total and complete support this
conference agreement would not have
been possible.

I would also be remiss if I did not
thank the minority members of the
Budget Committee for the support
they have given not just me, but Presi-
dent Reagan as well. The American
people owe RaLpH REcULA, Bup SHU-
STER, BiLL FRENZEL, Jack Kemp, JiMm
MARTIN, PauL TRIBLE, Ep BETHUNE,
LyNN MARTIN, ALBERT LEE SmMITH,
GENE JoHNSTON, and BosBl FIEDLER a
great debt of gratitude for seeing to it
that the President’s program was car-
ried out. Likewise, this conference
report is the product of thousands of
hours of meetings and negotiations be-
tween the 245 House and Senate con-
ferees. 1 would particularly like to
single out the ranking minority mem-
bers of the House committee involved
in reconciliation; First, for their help
in writing the amendment we adopted
in the House, and second, for their te-
nacity during the conference.

I hope the American people realize
the importance of what we will be
doing today. We are about to adopt
the largest package of spending cuts in
the entire 105 year history of the Con-
gress. Over the next 3 years this bill
will save the taxpayers over $130 bil-
lion. Never have we ever come close to
doing so much. Last year, for example
we passed a reconciliation bill saving
barely $8 billion, and half of that
amount came from increased taxes
rather than spending cuts.

I would be less than candid if I did
not admit that I am not totally
pleased with this final product. There
are many things we should have ac-
complished in conference, but did not.
We did not succeed in placing a bind-
ing cap on medicaid expenditures. We
provided excessive funding for Conrail
and Amtrak. We did not face up to the
problem we had with mounting dairy
surpluses which will mean that the
taxpayers must continue to buy thou-
sands of tons of butter, milk, and
cheese every year to add to this sur-
plus. The House conferees dropped
provisions reforming the scandal-
plagued Federal Employees Compen-
sation Act which would have saved
$600 million over the next 5 years. We
agreed on provisions so loose that
many States will not have to repay
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loans to the Federal unemployment
trust funds for many more years. We
established caps on Department of
Energy programs more than $600 mil-
lion above the President’s budget. We
further watered down all of the block
grants requested by the President. I
could go on and on about the provi-
sions of this bill which fall short of
the standard we could have and
should have achieved.

But then, remember, that this like
all good pieces of legislation, is the
result of a series of compromises. On
the other hand, I appreciate that to
many of my friends on the other side
of the aisle, including my close friend
of so many years, the Speaker, the bill
may appear to go too far. So I suggest
that what we have before us is a com-
promise. I have mentioned a few of
the things which I see as shortcomings
in this bill. I plan to yield to ranking
members of all of the committees in-
volved to explain in more detail what
was done in conference in the areas
under their jurisdiction. But lest you
get the idea that I am unhappy with
this bill, let me review some of the
more important provisions.

In those items under the jurisdiction
of the Agriculture Committee, we ac-
complished permanent reforms in the
food stamp program worth approxi-
mately $1.6 billion in 1982. This is not
an artificial cap, but rather a guaran-
tee that this program, which started
at less than $60 million in 1965 and
today is over $11 billion, will not con-
tinue to grow at a rate which was
clearly out of control.

In Armed Services, we agreed to put
military retirees on the same footing
as social security recipients by adjust-
ing their pensions once a year for in-
flation instead of twice yearly. We also
agreed to sell $500 million in surplus
materials from the strategic stockpile.
The total savings for the programs
under the Armed Services Committee
total $882 billion in 1982.

In matters under the Banking Com-
mittee's jurisdiction, we made great
progress. The subsidized housing pro-
grams in HUD was reduced to a level
of 153,000 units, a reduction of over
100,000 units compared with the
Carter budget request. While this does
not produce substantial outlay savings
in the short run, it will save the tax-
payers over $41 billion during the next
20 years. We reached a compromise
position on barrier island flood insur-
ance which will not harm develop-
ments already underway, but will pro-
vide for a limitation on new liabilities
under this program in areas particu-
larly prone to flooding. The Senate
dropped their provisions relating to
rent control which would have elimi-
nated section 8 housing assistance to
those communities which continued to
control rents on new and vacated
units. Total savings in programs under
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the Banking Committee’s jurisdiction
will total $5.4 billion in outlays and
$53.6 billion in budget authority.

Under Education and Labor, we were
able to preserve most of the savings in
the House-passed bill. The guaranteed
student loan program will be reformed
by applying a means test to students
from families earning more than
$30,000. These students will be able to
get loans to the extent that they dem-
onstrate a need for assistance after ac-
counting for a reasonable family con-
tribution. Hopefully, this will do away
with those people who have borrowed
this interest-free money and then
turned around and invested the funds
in high-yielding money market certifi-
cates. Funding for the Head Start pro-
gram was set at $950 million, in line
with the President's request. The ele-
mentary and secondary block grants
survived basically as contained in the
House-passed version. The school
lunch program was reformed to elimi-
nate unnecessary subsidies to childern
from middle- and upper-income fami-
lies, with savings equaling $1.4 billion
a year. Total savings for Education
and Labor programs will be $7.3 billion
in 1982 and $31.8 billion over the next
3 years.

Under the programs from the
Energy and Commerce Committee, we
did not achieve all that we might have.
These subconferences were long, often
bitter, but nonetheless achieved sav-
ings of $7.1 billion in 1982 and $21.8
billion over 3 years. As you know, the
differences between House and Senate
were particularly pronounced in this
area. The Senate’s cap on medicaid
payments to States, even though it
was almost twice as high as the admin-
istration had requested, was none the
less dropped in favor of arbitrary re-
ductions in the matching rate of 3, 4,
and 5 percent respectively for 1982
through 1984. The block grants for
health programs—maternal and child
health services, primary care, and pre-
vention, alcohol, drug abuse and
mental health services—were adopted
to save only about $250 million. Many
programs, including migrant health,
family planning, and HMO assistance
were continued as categorical pro-
grams,

The Conrail issue was particularly
difficult, but after many hours, the
conferees agreed on a plan which
would allow the sale of the system be-
ginning in November 1983. There are
still, in my mind, excessive labor pro-
tection clauses which will cost $400
million, but over all I believe we have
made progress in reducing the taxpay-
ers’ subsidies to this system. The
House level of $375 million for Amtrak
was adopted, which will lead to savings
of $271 million next year. The commit-
tees also agreed to establish the strate-
gic petroleum reserve as an off-budget
entity with annual authorizations and
appropriations. The so-called off-gas
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provisions relating to the phaseout of
natural gas as a fuel for electric utili-
ties was repealed in line with the
House provision, and the conferees
agreed to a compromise on the Sen-
ate’s provisions lengthening the period
that radio and TV licenses may run
and easing the renewal restrictions.

Under the Government Operations
Committee, the conferees accepted
modified versions of the Senate bill
which will mandate reductions in Gov-
ernment consulting services of $500
million in 1982 and reduce administra-
tive travel of Government employees
by $100 million. In both instances, the
President will be required to send up a
rescission bill in January should the
1982 appropriations bills fail to make
the consulting and travel reductions
called for.

Under the Judiciary Committee, I
am happy to report that the Senate
agreed to drop its provisions reauthor-
izing the Legal Services Corporation at
$100 million without any of the re-
strictions contained in the House-
passed legal services bill. The funding
and reauthorization of that program
do not appear in the reconciliation
bill.

The Post Office and Civil Service
Committee was one of the very first to
finish its portion of the conference.
The agreement limits Federal civilian
retirees to one cost-of-living increase a
year, reduces the general subsidy to
the Postal Service by $400 million and
the subsidy for revenue forgone spe-
cial mailing rates by $416 million. Fed-
eral civilian pay increases for this Oc-
tober were also capped at 4.8 percent.
In all, savings under the Post Office
Civil and Service Committee will
amount to $5.2 billion in 1982 and
$19.5 billion over the next 3 years.

I will leave the descriptions of the
agreements reached in several of the
other committees to the ranking mi-
nority members of those committees. I
do not mean to suggest that they did
not do a good job, only that I wish to
concentrate on those areas involving
large savings and issues of particular
controversy. Let me conclude by sum-
marizing the actions taken by the
Committee on Ways and Means. I do
not think it is necessary to discuss any
further the social security minimum
benefit. I would only hope that today
will mark the end of using social secu-
rity as a political football, and after
the August recess we can address the
critical funding issues of this vital pro-
gram in a bipartisan and dispassionate
manner.

On other matters under Ways and
Means jurisdiction, the conferees
agreed to long-overdue reforms of the
trade adjustment assistance program
which will save $1.3 billion next year.
Basically, workers laid off because of
foreign competition will not be eligible
for TAA benefits until their regular
unemployment benefits have expired,
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and then the TAA benefits may not
exceed the amount these workers re-
ceived under unemployment. I hope
that American working men and
women will understand that these
changes were necessary to save the
best aspects of this program; namely,
that of providing extended unemploy-
ment benefits for those workers who
have suffered a permanent job loss
due to the importation of foreign
products.

Social security benefits to adult stu-
dents will also be eliminated, with the
provision that those adult students in
need of assistance to attend college
will be able to receive guaranteed stu-
dent loans and, if eligible based on
income, Pell Grants. The reforms in
the aid to families with dependent
children (AFDC) were similar in both
bills, and will result in savings of $1.2
billion in 1982, and $3.9 billion over
the next 3 years. By eliminating the
national trigger on unemployment ex-
tended benefits, as well as other
changes in this program, we will save
$1.5 billion next year. Various changes
in the medicare program will save $1.1
billion, without reducing essential
medical benefits to our elderly -citi-
zens. These savings will also strength-
en the overall condition of the social
security trust funds.

The conferees adopted a scaled-down
version of the administration’s social
services block grant which will allow
States more flexibility in carrying out
activities previously funded under the
title XX program while saving $700
million. Adoption assistance and child
welfare services were, in accordance
with the House position, retained as
separate programs outside of the block
grant. Low income energy assistance
was combined with conservation and
weatherization aid into a block grant
at a funding level of $1.87 billion. This
level of funding was the same in both
the Senate and House bills and will
result in savings of $1.2 billion. Over-
all, the Ways and Means Committee
has achieved savings of $8.1 billion in
1982, and $26.6 billion through 1984,

As 1 stated earlier, I intend to call
upon the ranking members of each
committee to discuss, in more detail,
the individual provisions in each of
their subconference agreements.
Should you have specific questions, I
ask that you save them until that
time.

Before I conclude, let me make sev-
eral observations. There is no question
that the conferees passed up several
opportunities to enact many overdue
program reforms, and as a result the
savings in this bill are actually lower
than either the House or Senate bills
by approximately $5 billion over the 3-
year period 1982 through 1984. More-
over, this reconciliation bill marks
only the beginning of a long, hard, and
painful process. This alone will not
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produce a balanced budget in 1984. We
need more spending cuts in every area
of the budget, and I do not exempt de-
fense. I sincerely hope we do not need
to go through this again next year. I
mean that. But we must continue to
examine each and every appropriation
bill, every new spending and authori-
zation bill, to keep them within or
below the President’s budget request.
1f we do not do that, if we do not origi-
nate additional changes in the 75 per-
cent of the budget which is considered
by some as uncontrollable, then I must
tell you that the painful work we have
just completed will have to be repeat-
ed again next yvear. Keep in mind that
even though we will reduce spending
in fiscal year 1982 by $35 billion, total
Federal spending will still exceed $700
billion. That is $50 billion more than
in 1981. Interest on the public debt
will probably approach or exceed $90
billion next year. The public debt will
surpass the $1 trillion mark. Federal
borrowing—direct, off budget, and
through loan guarantees and insur-
ance, may consume nearly one-third of
all available credit. This is not a happy
prospect. But after 25 years of talking,
we have made a big start in reversing
this trend. For the first time each and
every one of us can go back to our con-
stituents and say, honestly, that we
have turned the tide. I tell the credit
markets that high as the public debt
may be, it will be $35 billion less next
year than it otherwise would have
been, and $130 billion less over the
next 3 years. Is that enough? No; but
it is a good start. I would tell the tax-
payers that we intend, we have a com-
mitment, to balance the budget in
1984 at lower rates of taxation than
exist today. We will not balance the
budget on the backs of the taxpayer.
To our elderly citizens, I would tell
them that we fully intend to honor
our commitments to them, to reverse
the tide of inflation which has eroded
their savings and to make sure that
they will continue to receive the social
security benefits they worked so long
and hard to earn. To our grandchil-
dren, I can say that we have taken the
first step in reducing a burden of debt
that they will otherwise shoulder for
the extravagance of politicians before
they were even born.

But while the Members of Congress
can be justly proud of what they have
accomplished in this reconciliation
bill, the real credit belongs to that
man at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue.
Without the leadership of President
Reagan, we would not be considering
this conference report. Without
Ronald Reagan in the White House
Federal spending would be $35 billion
more next year; interest rates would
be even higher with no hope of relief;
inflation would be in the double-digit
range; the American people would not
have the confidence in the future they
now have. And let me also say, as un-
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popular as this may be to some of my
colleagues, that we could not have
done what we did without the help,
the pressure, the leadership of the
President’s Director of Management
and Budget, David Stockman. I am
proud to have served in this House
with him, and even prouder to have
had the privilege of working with him
over the last 7T months in helping, in
my way, to achieve those essential
parts of the President's program for
economic recovery.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is much less
than I hoped it would be 3 weeks ago
when we began conference, but it is so
much more than I ever dreamed was
possible less than a few months ago. I
ask my colleagues not to concentrate
on the shortcomings of this bill, but
rather to remember that this Con-
gress—in its entire 205-year history—
has never before today had the cour-
age to confront the relentless growth
of Federal spending. We have that op-
portunity today. We should be proud
of what we have done. We have not
buckled under to the executive
branch, but rather we have proved
that we do have the guts to do what
we must do. I urge a unanimous vote
on H.R. 3982, the Omnibus Reconcilia-
tion Act of 1981.
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I reserve the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. LaTTA) has
consumed 9 minutes.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the distinguished chair-
man of the reconciliation task force,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
PANETTA).

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, before
I discuss some of the particulars in
reconciliation, I think it is important
to make several general comments
about this conference report and what
it represents.

There is no question but that this
has been a very difficult and a chal-
lenging process, and it has produced a
long and very complex document. I
think what is before the House is his-
toric. It is historic in terms of its
impact on people and their relation-
ship to Government. It is historic in
terms of its impact on the budget
process and on reconciliation, and it is
historic in confirming faith in the leg-
islative process and in this institution.

I know that there are many who dis-
agree as to its impact and as to its
effect, but no one, no one, can disagree
with the fact that this institution has
reaffirmed its legitimate role and re-
sponsibility in the legislative process.

It did not begin that way. Reconcili-
ation left this House raising very real
guestions about our ability as legisla-
tors to control the destiny of our ac-
tions. Reconciliation was made up of
an amendment that was over 800
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pages long, that was done without the
knowledge of many of the Members of
the House, that contained errors, that
contained inequities, that contained
inadvertent deletions of programs,
without hearings, without consider-
ation, and without knowledge; that
was no way to do business.

I do not think that can any longer
be said about the document that is
before the House. This document is
not the work of one Member or one
committee or one group either inside
or outside of this institution. It is the
work of the Members, over 250 confer-
ees, over 30 chairmen on both sides of
the Hill, 17 committee jurisdictions in-
volved on the House side, 58 subcon-
ferences, many of them meeting late
into the evenings and on weekends. It
is the result of hard and dedicated ef-
forts to find legitimate reductions, to
eliminate inequities and errors, and to
preserve programs that committees
felt were indeed important to people.

Make no mistake about it. We are
dealing with almost $36 billion in re-
ductions in the proposal that is before
the House. It will hurt. It will impact
on people. There are children that will
no longer be able to afford nutrition
benefits. There are those that will lose
housing assistance and education as-
sistance. There are communities that
will lose highway assistance and mass
transit assistance.

It will hurt, and I respect those
Members who, because of those con-
cerns, will not support reconciliation;
but for those who feel that there is a
mandate to reduce Federal spending
and for those that feel that we must
adhere to the goals of the budget reso-
lution that was passed by this House
and by the Congress, then I think
there is a basis to urge your support
for this reconciliation conference.

It is a balanced document. It tries to
meet the mandated budgetary goals,
but it also tries tc preserve those pro-
grams that are important to people.

Very briefly, the balance is reflected
in each of the committee areas. In Ag-
riculture, while there were reductions
in food stamps, programs were pro-
tected for the farmers in the Farmers
Home Loan area.

In Banking, there were reductions in
subsidized housing, but yet there was
protection for the 312 rehabilitation
program and for UDAG and CDBG.

In the Education and Labor area,
while there were cuts in child nutri-
tion, we were able to protect in the
conference funding for education pro-
grams, for student loans, for child
care, and adoption services.

In the Energy and Commerce area,
while there were reductions in Conrail
and Amtrak, we were able to protect
funding for many of the important
health programs and energy programs
that are before that committee.
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In the Public Works area, although
there were cuts in highway programs,
we were able to preserve the Economic
Development Administration.

In the Ways and Means area, while
there were cuts in trade assistance ad-
justment and AFDC, there was protec-
tion for programs in the title XX area.

So this document represents that
kind of balance because of the work of
the conferees. As a result, I want to
thank the leadership on both the
House side and in the other body for
the support they provided in this
effort. I want to thank the chairmen
and the Members who dedicated them-
selves to each of these conferences to
try to find solutions, to try to find
compromises.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. JonNes) and his coun-
terpart, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
LaTtra), on the Republican side, as well
as the gentleman from Ohio, RALPH
REecura, who worked very closely with
me in the task force on reconciliation,
as well as the members of the reconcil-
iation task force who covered each of
those conferences.

I also want to pay special tribute to
the staffs and the support personnel
in the House who provided so much
help in this effort. There may be
those, as I said, who will question the
impact of reconciliation on the econo-
my and on the budget process; but
there is no one who can question that
this document represents the ability
of this institution to do its job, and to
that extent I think our democracy has
been well served.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from California (Mr. Pa-
NETTA) has consumed T minutes.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, before I call on the chairmen
of the various committees, I want to
state that upon adoption of the con-
ference report, I plan to request unan-
imous consent for the House to consid-
er a concurrent resolution to make
technical corrections in the conference
report. I have cleared this with the
ranking Republican member.

I yield such time as he may consume
to the chairman of the Agriculture
Committee, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DE LA GARZA).

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, we
are considering the conference report
on the omnibus budget reconciliation
bill, legislation which will sharply cut
programs vital to the needy and to the
farmers of this Nation.

The President and the Congress
have spoken. We have our marching
orders from the Gramm-Latta budget
resolution. Like good soldiers, we have
done our duty.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to pay spe-
cial commendation to the ranking mi-
nority member of our committee, the
gentleman from Virginia, the Honora-
ble BiLn. WaMPLER, all of the subcom-
mittee chairmen and all of the ranking
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members, and all of my colleagues on
the committee who stood by me as we
worked painfully but diligently in the
task we had before us.

I would like to pay a special com-
mendation to the chairman of the
Senate conferees, the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina, JESSE
Hewms, for his patience and under-
standing as we labored together to ac-
complish the task which we had
before us.
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The conferees on aspects of the
House and Senate reconciliation bills
concerning agriculture, forestry, and
related matters faced a formidable
task. The bills adopted by the two
bodies reflected substantial differ-
ences in programs such as food
stamps, dairy price supports, and agri-
cultural credit. These are matters
about which the House and the Senate
conferees held firm and, in some cases,
quite divergent views. Very painful
choices were presented. However,
under the savings directives imposed
by the budget resolution, there was no
way to avoid pain—to escape cutting
programs which in many cases are the
lifeblood of rural America and our less
fortunate. On a bipartisan basis, the
conferees forged a compromise which
met the mandate under which we la-
bored.

Congress, in the first concurrent
budget resolution, had directed our
committee to produce legislation cut-
ting budget spending in fiscal 1982,
1983, and 1984 by a 3-year total of $8.8
billion. The conferees made a 31-per-
cent greater cut, I inform my col-
leagues, which amounts to a total of
$11.6 billion in outlays.

Qutlays cuts resulting from the con-
ference agreement total $3.2 billion
for fiscal year 1982 compared to our
directive of $2.5 billion; $3.8 billion for
fiscal year 1983 compared with a direc-
tive of $2.8 billion; and $4.6 billion for
fiscal year 1984 compared with a direc-
tive of $3.5 billion.

This was due largely to differences
in the Senate and House measures.
While both versions made severe cuts
in the food stamp program, the Sen-
ate’s were deeper. The Senate bill con-
tained no provision for dairy price sup-
ports. The House bill did—with outlay
savings amounting to $449 million in
fiscal 1982; and up to $1.188 billion for
fiscal 1984. The Senate achieved its
targets by heavily reducing rural
credit programs, including those di-
rectly benefiting farmers—a course
the House had struggled to avoid. The
conferees to some degree split the dif-
ference on these crucial matters by ac-
cepting the House provision on dairy
and a number of the Senate provisions
dealing with reductions in the rural
credit programs,

With respect to food stamps, the
conference report provides a number
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of program changes. It reduces food
stamp benefits by more than $6 billion
over the next 3 years, for an average
of $2 billion a year. The bill reduces
food stamp costs by $1.657 billion in
fiscal year 1982—or $200 million more
than the budget resolution required.
In fiscal year 1983, the reduction is
$2.046 billion, or about $75 million
more than the budget resolution re-
quired. In fiscal year 1983, food stamp
costs are cut by $2.335 billion, or $8
million more than the resolution re-
quired.

These are deep cuts. The great bulk
of these savings come from families
below the poverty line. Of the 22 mil-
lion persons now receiving food
stamps, about 1 million will be termi-
nated from the program and about 20
million, including virtually all of the
poorest participants in the program,
will receive lower benefits than cur-
rent law would provide. The only
households who will not be adversely
affected by the bill are those receiving
the minimum benefit of $10 per
month.

I am disturbed by the provision of
the report that replaces the food
stamp program in Puerto Rico with a
block grant. Puerto Ricans are Ameri-
can citizens, they fight in our wars,
and they should not be treated in a
discriminatory fashion in the food
stamp program.

Nevertheless, the report does estab-
lish a block grant effective July 1,
1982. The block grant is funded at 75
percent of the 1982 current services
level in Puerto Rico. This level is not
increased in future years to take ac-
count of future increases in food
prices. This means that as the years go
by, the block grant will fall further
and further below the 75-percent level,
and that as food prices rise, poor citi-
zens in Puerto Rico will have to eat
less.

We did succeed in removing a provi-
sion of the Senate bill that would have
established special income limits for
Puerto Rico—lower than those for the
rest of the United States—for the in-
terim period before the block grant is
implemented.

The report provides a 4-year dairy
price support program, effective Octo-
ber 1, 1982, with supports ranging
from 75 to 90 percent of parity and
with semiannual adjustments to keep
supports from falling below 75 percent
during the last 3 years of the program.
The conferees agreed, however, that
the dairy provision is to be regarded as
an interim step and that milk supports
will be reconsidered, along with other
farm supports, when a general farm
bill is debated later this year.

The report also puts a ceiling of
117,000 on the number of full-time
equivalent staff years—including over-
time—the Agriculture Department
may have during the 3 fiscal years be-
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ginning October 1, 1981. The Depart-
ment currently operates at the level of
about 121,000 full-time equivalent
staff years and had asked for permis-
sion to raise this figure to 124,000 in
fiscal 1982. I would note that the De-
partment of Agriculture, notwith-
standing the budget-cutting crusade of
the administration, vigorously opposed
provisions in the House bill which
would have reduced authorizations for
salaries and expenses for most Depart-
ment agencies by about 9 percent.

A number of USDA programs, which
had also been subject to a blanket 9-
percent cut in the House bill, were re-
duced by lesser amounts by the con-
ferees. Final agreements include a de-
cision to cap Forest Service spending
on forest research, State and private
forestry, the national forest system,
and construction and land acquisition
at a total of $1.498 billion for fiscal
year 1982 instead of the $1.446 billion
proposed by the House. The cap does
not apply to other authorizations for
the Forest Service, including perma-
nent appropriations.

Public Law 480 appropriations were
limited to $1.305 billion in fiscal year
1982, $1.320 billion in 1983, and $1.402
billion in 1984.

In the energy field, the report re-
duces the authorization for spending
by the Secretary of Agriculture on bio-
mass energy development under the
Biomass Energy and Alcohol Fuels Act
of 1980 from the original $600 million
to a new level of $460 million.

The report imposes fees to be paid
by farmers and others who use Agri-
culture Department programs of grain
inspection and weighing, cotton class-
ing and related services, tobacco in-
spection and related services, ware-
house examination, inspection and li-
censing, and naval stores inspection.

In provisions dealing with agricul-
tural credit, for fiscal 1982 Farmers
Home Administration insured farm op-
erating loans were capped at $700 mil-
lion and farm operating loans at
$1.325 billion. The report earmarks
not less than 20 percent of these funds
for low-income, limited-resource bor-
rowers in lieu of 25 percent under cur-
rent law and 15 percent in the Senate
provision. Interest rates on disaster
loans were raised to market levels for
borrowers able to get credit elsewhere,
but to not more than 8 percent for
farmers who cannot get credit else-
where. Interest rate provisions for low-
income borrowers would be revised to
not more than half the cost of money
to the Government on farmownership
loans, and to a rate set at 3 percent
below the cost of money to the Gov-
ernment, plus up to 1 percent, for
farm operating loans. Also, the bill
makes discretionary with the Secre-
tary after September 30, 1981, the per-
manent authority for a storage facility
loan program. The conferees, however,
expect that the Secretary of Agricul-
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ture would continue this program in
storage-deficit areas. The Members
may be further reviewing the action
taken on this issue during consider-
ation of the farm bill later this year.

Finally, the report would require the
Federal Financing Bank, on the re-
quest of any rural electric or tele-
phone borrower, to handle any REA-
guaranteed loan. And insured loans to
rural utilities would normally be made
at a 5-percent rate, as opposed to the
current 2-percent rate, but the REA
Administrator would have discretion-
ary authority to reduce rates to as low
as 2 percent in unusual cases of ex-
treme need or hardship.

Mr. Speaker, I will not burden my
colleagues with further details of the
cuts made and of the reconciliation
process followed in the conference,
except to say that we met the man-
date; we exceeded the mandate. Every-
thing that we submitted for the recon-
ciliation package which the Members
have before them was not adopted
unanimously. There were items that
we did not agree on individually, but
in the end, no one being satisfied com-
pletely, all agreed that we had done
our work, that we had done our best
under the circumstances and that we
brought the House a package which
surpasses the savings mandated by the
Gramm-Latta resolution and by the
Budget Committee. While many of the
cuts will fall heavily upon the needy
and the farmers of the Nation, they
respond to the mandate adopted earli-
er by the Congress. Inasmuch as they
meet the standards which have been
imposed upon us, I urge their support.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Virgin-
ia (Mr. WAMPLER).

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Speaker, con-
sideration of this conference report
marks the last legislative stage of
what has been an historic undertaking
for the Congress. It has been a painful
process, but I believe it has been a pro-
ductive one for the American people.
The action we are taking today is one
part of what I would characterize as a
good-faith effort by the Congress to
carry out a clear mandate of the elec-
torate—to bring Federal spending
under control.

Many adjectives have been used to
describe what we are doing here—
clumsy, awkward, confusing—and I
think most of us would agree that
they are not altogether inaccurate. It
has been a difficult process, unques-
tionably. But, given the realities of the
legislative process, there is no easy
way to do this. It may well be that
when the dust settles we will see some
areas where we could have done
better, some inequities that should be
corrected. The Congress is an imper-
fect vehicle. We hope that such prob-
lems will be few.

At the same time, I believe that
what we have done here speaks well
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for the responsiveness of the legisla-
tive system to the electorate. To bring
Federal spending under control will re-
quire some sacrifices and the people of
this country have indicated a willing-
ness to make sacrifices if they are eqg-
uitable and evenly spread.

I doubt if anyone here is altogether
pleased with everything that is in this
package. I am not. But as a whole, it
represents a reasonable effort to do
what must be done to place some
meaningful constraints on the Federal
budget.

The budget resolution directed the
Agriculture Committees to produce
legislation reducing Federal spending
for food stamps and agriculture pro-
gram by $8.9 billion in fiscal years
1982, 1983, and 1984. That goal has
more than been met. The conference
agreement would result in budget au-
thority reductions of $9.3 billion, and
outlay reductions of $11.7 billion.

The larger outlay reduction reflects
the decision of the conferees to in-
clude both the dairy program provi-
sions of the House bill and the Farm-
ers Home Administration and farm
storage facility program lending modi-
fications of the Senate bill. The con-
ferees agreed that this does not re-
solve the dairy price support issue as it
relates to the pending farm bill.

I will not discuss every item in the
conference report on this portion of
the bill, Mr. Speaker, but I do want to
mention a few of them.

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

The 1981 Omnibus Reconciliation
Act conference report contains several
reforms to the food stamp program—
some of which are long overdue. I sup-
port these reforms. The issue I would
like to address concerns the implemen-
tation of these food stamp reforms.
Unless otherwise stipulated, the effec-
tive date of these provisions will be up
to the Secretary of Agriculture, taking
into consideration the need for orderly
implementation.

Many of the provisions in the food
stamp section of the Reconciliation
Act, in particular those such as the
QOutreach provision, can and should be
implemented upon enactment—Octo-
ber 1, 1981, at the latest. This provi-
sion will require that the Secretary re-
scind regulations concerning Out-
reach. The current regulations now re-
quire States to submit plans every
fiscal year that describe the activities
they and their local departments of
welfare will conduct. The list of activi-
ties is long and need not be discussed
again. The issue of Outreach has been
decided.

It is now important that State agen-
cies be given the authority to stop
these activities at the earliest possible
time so that they will not be required
to submit their plans for the 1982
fiscal year.
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It is my hope and my belief that in
those instances where it is up to the
Secretary of Agriculture to prescribe
the implementation dates for the food
stamp amendments—that he will do so
without delay, taking into consider-
ation both the savings that are real-
ized in 1982 and the need for orderly
implementation of this new law.

The results of the House-Senate con-
ference reconciliation efforts on food
stamps are as follows:

HOUSE/SENATE RECONCILIATION CONFERENCE, JULY 21, 22
AND 23, 1981 FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

[in million of dollars]

1982 1983

SL6SE $2.046
1.438 18N
200 075

Total savings.
Gramm/Lafta savings..

GRAIN INSPECTION

To reduce Treasury outlays for the
Federal Grain Inspection Service in
the reconciliation bill, we provided
that costs for supervision and adminis-
tration, which are now covered
through appropriations, will be paid
by the industry through user fees. To
limit bureaucratic growth, we provided
that user fees for these functions
cannot exceed 35 percent of the total
Federal Grain Inspection Service
budget, adjusted to remove costs for
standardization, compliance and for-
eign monitoring. These last items we
believed to be legitimate functions of
the Federal Government.

PUBLIC LAW 480

With regard to the provision of this
reconciliation package as it affects
Public Law 480, I am satisfied that we
have not violated the wishes of the
House in that we held firm and had
most of the provisions that were in the
House package accepted by the confer-
ees.

The limitation agreed .1pon on au-
thorization for appropriations for
fiscal years 1982, 1983, and 1984 are
within the President’s budget request
for fiscal year 1982 and his forecasted
request for fiscal years 1983 and 1984.
Consequently, this should not serious-
ly affect the Public Law 480 program
and yet meet the requirements of au-
thorization reductions mandated of
conferees.

The provision affecting Public Law
480 which created the most interest
was the Senate proposal to increase
the minimum interest rates on title I
loans from the present 2 percent
during the grace period and 3 percent
thereafter to 4 percent and 6 percent
respectively. It was considered by the
House conferees that not enough in-
formation was available to determine
the ultimate consequences of such a
provision so it was better to await
more details before implementing such
a provision.

USDA presently is conducting a
study of this latter entire area which
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will include ‘“the potential for using
terms and interest rates on title I
loans as incentives for development
use of Public Law 480" and since this
study is due by December 31, 1981, the
conferees felt there was plenty of time
for any future congressional action.
Thus, the Senate provision was elimi-
nated.
CREDIT (FMHA! PROGRAMS

In regard to credit programs, the
conferees reached agreement on provi-
sions which will tighten up the various
programs, produce significant budget
savings, and still target services to
those borrowers who are most needy
and unable to get credit elsewhere. In-
sured farm ownership loans would be
capped at $700 million and farm oper-
ating loans at $1.325 billion. These fig-
ures match the amounts already ap-
proved by the House Appropriations
Committee as part of the fiscal 1982
agricultural appropriations bill,

In addition, the legislation earmarks
not less than 20 percent of available
FmHA farm ownership and orerating
funds for low-income limited resource
borrowers. Interest rate provisions for
such borrowers would be revised to not
more than half the cost of money to
the Government on farm ownership
loans, and at a rate set to 3 percent
below the cost of money to the Gov-
ernment, plus 1 percent for adminis-
trative costs, for operating loans.

The FPmHA disaster loan program
also was significantly tightened by the
conference committee. As you are
aware, Mr. Speaker, this program has
been badly abused and widely criti-
cized over the past few years. Interest
rates on disaster loans would be raised
to market levels for borrowers able to
get credit elsewhere, but not to more
than 8 percent for borrowers unable to
obtain credit from agencies other than
FmHA. Emergency loan funds will
only be made in such amounts as may
be provided in advance in annual ap-
propriation acts, and a borrower must
sustain at least a 30-percent loss on a
basic part of his operation in order to
qualify for a disaster loan. I believe
these provisions will streamline the
services of the emergency program
and target its resources to those bor-
rowers who truly need disaster assist-
ance.

The conferees also reduced funds for
rural development loans, and interest
rates on these loans would be in-
creased to more accurately reflect
market conditions. However, interest
rates for FmHA water and waste dis-
posal and essential community facility
loans shall not exceed 5 percent when
such loans are for the reguired up-
grading or construction of facilities to
meet health or sanitary standards in
areas where the median family income
of persons to be served by the facility
is below the poverty line.

In other credit areas, the conference
agreement permits the administration
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to phase out its farm storage facility
loan program, but the Secretary of Ag-
riculture would be requested to contin-
ue this program in storage deficit
areas. And finally, in regard to the
Rural Electrification Administration,
the legislation requires the Federal Fi-
nancing Bank, on the request of any
rural eleetric borrower, to handle any
REA-guaranteed loan. The conference
report also repeals a provision under
which small REA co-ops meeting des-
ignated standards were entitled to
REA-insured loans of 2 percent. Under
the new bill, all insured loans would
normally be made at the 5-percent
rate which is already used in most
cases. The REA Administrator, howev-
er, would have discretionary authority
to reduce rates to as low as 2 percent
in unusual cases of extreme need or
hardship.

FOREST SERVICE FUNDING

The members of the conference com-
mittee have also placed a cap on the
amount of funds that may be appro-
priated for programs administered by
the Forest Service. This cap is below
that recommended in the President’s
budgel but above the figure contained
in the House bill. While the cuts may
not be as deep as some have suggested,
we must remember that the Forest
Service is a revenue-producing agency.

The national forests of this Nation
return to the Treasury funds from
timber sales, mineral, oil and gas ex-
ploration, and recreational fees. The
appropriations cap set by the confer-
ence committee members, although
tight, will permit the Forest Service to
continue their balanced approach to
management of our national forests.

I believe that the committee has
acted in a manner that will continue
to assure adequate timber supplies for
the housing industry, assure continued
employment in the timber industry,
provide adequate recreational oppor-
tunities, and continue to provide reve-
nues to the Treasury and to the State
and local governments where the for-
ests are located.

In conclusion, I wish to state that
this reconciliation bill together with
the tax bill are two of the most impor-
tant pieces of legislation that this
body will have passed in many, many
years. They are two integral parts of
President Reagan’s economic recovery
program. One is just as important as
the other. I think we all want to see
the President’s program succeed be-
cause it is important for America as a
nation and it is important for all of us
individually that we see that economic
recovery where the President’s pro-
gram will lead us.

I urge you to vote for this measure.

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WAMPLER. I yield to my col-
league, the gentleman from Missouri.
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Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the 1981 omnibus recon-
ciliation bill, I would like, at this
point, to briefly discuss the food
stamp provisions contained in that
bill. As you may recall the bipartisan
substitute amendment—better known
as Gramm-Latta II—contained the
Coleman amendments to the food
stamp program, agreed to by the Re-
publicans on the House Committee on
Agriculture. These amendments
achieved the savings levels required
over the next 3 years. They contained
the necessary changes in law rather
than an artificial cap on food stamp
program expenditures.

Because of these amendments the
conferees, during the food stamp rec-
onciliation conference, were able to
compromise and agree on various re-
forms to the food stamp program,
rather than discuss one package of
amendments with no legislative re-
forms and another with several of
these reforms.

I support the compromises agreed to
during the conference. As in any con-
ference, no one conferee achieves all
that he or she would desire—compro-
mise is essential. The Gramm-Latta
mandated savings level for the food
stamp program are $1.458 billion for
fiscal year 1982; $1.971 billion for
fiscal year 1983; and $2.327 billion for
fiscal year 1984. The savings actually
achieved for the program for fiscal
yvear 1982 are $1.658 billion; for fiscal
year 1983 they are $2.046; and for
fiscal year 1984 they are $2.334. The
overall savings surpass the Gramm-
Latta levels by $282 million for the 3
years.

It pleases me that most of the con-
ferees from the House were able to
agree on the various compromises. I
believe that the various options
chosen by our Members are sound and
represent reform for the food stamp
program.

Many of the provisions contained in
both reconciliation bills were identical.
Others were discussed and agreement
was reached. As a result the provisions
in disagreement have been resolved as
follows:

First, parents and their children
living together shall be treated as one
household for food stamp purposes.
Elderly parents are exempt from this
provision.

Second, program eligibility is limited
to households with gross income at or
below 130 percent of the poverty level.
The elderly and the disabled are
exempt. Their eligibility will continue
to be calculated as it is currently.

Third, the standard and the shelter
deductions are frozen until July 1983.
They are then indexed, then again in
October 1984 and every October there-
after—exclusive of the homeownership
component but reweighted.
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Fourth, the earned income deduc-
tion is reduced from 20 percent of
earnings to 18 percent.

Fifth, the penalties for fraud and
willful misrepresentation are increased
and the method of recovery of over-
payments is improved.

Sixth, a block grant is provided for
Puerto Rico beginning in July 1982.

I urge you to support the 1981 recon-
ciliation bill and the conference
report.

Mr. WAMPLER. I thank the gentle-
man for his contribution, and I would
like to commend him for his effort in
making this report possible.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
SNYDER).

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the conference report on
H.R. 3982 and to explain the portion
of that report submitted by the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries
conferees participated in four reconcil-
iation subconferences: The maritime
authorization; Public Health Service
hospital/merchant seamen entitle-
ment; ocean dumping fees; and ex-
penses associated with the Office of
the Secretary of Transportation.

MARITIME AUTHORIZATION

The maritime authorization bill was
included, in toto, in the committee’s
submittal to the budget committee
and was adopted by the full House
when H.R. 3982 was passed. The
House version of the maritime author-
ization bill differed from the Senate
version in the level of funding author-
ized for research and development, op-
erations and training and the House
has included several substantive
amendments.

The conferees agreed to increase the
level of funding for research and de-
velopment by $2 million over the
House figure and to reduce by a com-
parable amount, funding authorized
for State and Federal maritime school
assistance and reserve fleet expenses.
These adjustments in funding levels
are consistent with the overall request
by the President of $502.5 million for
fiscal year 1982 for maritime pro-
grams.

The rest of the maritime authoriza-
tion bill remains in the conference
report with the exception of amend-
ments dealing with title XI and con-
struction differential subsidies (CDS)
eligibility for methanol barges, re-
duced CDS payments for nonseries
production, the use of capital con-
struction funds (CCF) for hazardous
waste vessels, CDS eligibility for wind
powered vessels, and the deferral of
certain fiscal year 1981 CDS funds to
fiscal year 1982. Amendments dealing
with title XI, freight forwarders and
an operating differential subsidies
(ODS) recipient’s option to build in a
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foreign shipyard, were slightly altered
in conference in order to ameliorate
certain Senate objections.

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE HOSPITAL/MERCHANT

SEAMEN ENTITLEMENT

The Senate agreed to the House lan-
guage on the closure of PHS hospitals,
which is solely within the jurisdiction
of the Energy and Commerce Commit-
tee. However, the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries Committee has jurisdic-
tion over the entitlement of merchant
seamen to free medical care in PHS fa-
cilities. The Senate objected to this
committee’s language which would
continue the seamen eligibility but re-
quire that the seamen pay for that
care. In lieu of the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries Committee language,
the Senate proposed, and the House
agreed, to repeal the merchant seamen
entitlement but retain the House lan-
guage authorizing continued care for
12 months for those hospitalized on
the date of enactment.

OCEAN DUMPING FEES

The conferees have agreed that the
House will recede to the Senate and
strike sections 9401 and 11141, the pro-
visions dealing with ocean dumping
fees. The effect of this action will be
to delete the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries Committee provision which
imposes a fee on material dumped in
the ocean and the provision of the
Committee on Public Works and
Tl;ansportation which prohibited such
a fee.

As part of the agreement the confer-
ees have placed in the conference
report language committing the con-
ferees to resist any effort to direct the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries to achieve savings in future
reconciliation bills which would be
achieved by the imposition of Coast
Guard user fees.

The conference report language is as
follows:

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com-
mittee proposed that ocean dumping fees of
$5.00 per wet ton be imposed in fiscal years
1983 and 1984. This action satisfied the as-
sumption of the First Concurrent Budget
Resolution that the Committee would effect
savings of $200 million in FY 1983 and $300
million in 1984, an instruction that originat-
ed with the Senate Budget Committee’s
desire to impose Coast Guard user fees, In
fact, the CBO estimates that the savings re-
sulting from ocean dumping fees would be
$400 million per year.

In view of the conflict between section
9401 and section 11141, added by the House
Public Works and Transportation Commit-
tee, and the absence of language on ocean
dumping fees in S. 1377, the conference
managers recommend that the House
recede to the Senate position. In doing so,
the managers recognize that the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee has fully
complied with its reconciliation responsibil-
ities in this area. The conference managers
observe that dropping of the ocean dumping
fee proposal will not lead to a future recon-
ciliation instruction to the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee to achieve
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savings in FY 1983 and F'Y 1984 by imposing
ocean dumping fees or assessing fees on
users of Coast Guard services. W,

There is strong bipartisan opposition to
Coast Guard user fees in that such a pro-
posal represents a dramatic reversal of tra-
ditional policy.

As the Members may know the ad-
ministration has proposed legislation
to impose a fee on users of Coast
Guard services. This provision has vir-
tually no support and not one Member
of the House has agreed to introduce
this legislation, which I would state is
strong evidence of the bipartisan op-
position to this proposal.

Due to the action of the Senate, the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries was faced with the option of
imposing Coast Guard fees in the rec-
onciliation bill or finding an alterna-
tive. Ocean dumping fees represent
that alternative. The members of the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com-
mittee and the other conferences be-
lieve that if we are to impose any fee
on Coast Guard services that it should
be done only after a lengthy analysis
of this issue and as part of the normal
legislative process—not by use of the
mechanism of reconciliation to enact
controverisal legislation.

LIMITATIONS ON THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Section 6531 of the reconciliation
bill imposes limitations on appropria-
tions of the Office of the Secretary of
Transportation. Included in that limi-
tation is a prohibition on the use by
the Secretary of Transportation of
Coast Guard aircraft and Federal
Aviation Administration aircraft, as
well as a further prohibition on the
use of the private dining facility by
the Secretary.

This amendment was offered by the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.
However, the jurisdiction over the De-
partment of Transportation lies pri-
marily with the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation and the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, who objected to the amend-
ment on the grounds that it was
beyond the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce to
impose such limitations. As a result,
the conferees have agreed to delete
the limitations placed upon the Secre-
tary, but have reduced the authoriza-
tion for appropriations for his Office
by 10 percent. In doing so, the confer-
ees note that the aircraft of the De-
partment of Transportation should be
available for travel by the Secretary as
long as this action is cost effective and
necessary to accomplish the mission of
the Department.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Banking,
Finance and Urban Affairs Commit-
tee, the gentleman from Rhode Island
(Mr. ST GERMAIN).

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, the
Committee on Banking, Finance and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Urban Affairs, as everyone knows, had
the largest cut in budget authority of
all of the committees of the House
under the reconciliation process. I
must say that 1 stand here unable to
express any joy or jubilation. If any-
thing, my feeling is one of pain and
suffering.
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However, we have indeed carried out
our responsibilities with respect to the
cuts in as fair and equitable a manner
as possible. We were required to adjust
existing authorization legislation in a
number of vital areas, housing, com-
munity development, National Con-
sumers Cooperative Bank, as well as
many other areas.

We performed our task, and I think
we performed it as well as possible
under the circumstances.

I would like to take this opportunity
to commend the conferees on the
House side who worked with me, both
majority and minority.

I want to express my deep apprecia-
tion to our ranking minority member,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. STan-
TON). As a result of his cooperation,
his assistance, we were able to handle
this conference in an orderly manner.

We fortunately did not get hung up
on any one or two major issues, as
many thought would occur. This came
about as a result of a bipartisan effort
in conjunction with the Senate con-
ferees.

I want also to pay special tribute to
the staff, both majority and minority,
on the House side, who worked togeth-
er in a spirit of cooperation and who
indeed represented well the House po-
sition throughout the deliberations in
the difficult technical sessions that
were held.

Mr. Speaker, the bulk of the Bank-
ing Committee’s title of the omnibus
reconciliation bill dealt with the
budget issues and substantive legisla-
tive matters with regard to the hous-
ing and community development pro-
grams. Adoption of the Latta substi-
tute restricted the Banking Committee
in its efforts to negotiate and legislate
wisely on the major programmatic
changes with regard to the community
development block grant program and
a large number of assisted housing re-
lated changes.

It is not often that the House con-
ferees can, on the housing and com-
munity development legislation, say
that the Senate legislated in a wiser
fashion, but with regard to the com-
munity development program we must
give credit where credit is due. The
Senate simply had a better version of
community development block grant
revisions and the House conferees
adopted in most every instance the
better version that was before the con-
ferees. I am happy to report that the
urban development action grant pro-
gram remains a separate identifiable
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program entity with an authorization
level of $500 million each for the next
2 fiscal years. Numerous changes have
been adopted with regard to the com-
munity development block grant pro-
gram. The application and review
process is revised thoroughly making
it more in the nature of a revenue-
sharing program with the eligible com-
munities basically certifying that they
are making use of Federal funds to
principally benefit low- and moderate-
income people.

With regard to nonentitlement
cities, those under 50,000 population,
the conference report provides that
the States who administer grants to
these units of local government, but
with an opting in process that de-
mands that the States are engaging, or
will engage, in community develop-
ment type programs and planning, will
provide the technical assistance to
these nonentitlement communities
and that States will provide their own
funds for community development ac-
tivities of at least 10 percent of the
community development funds that it
is receiving. The conference report
contains the section 312 rehabilitation
loan program at approximately $85
million for fiscal year 1982, through
the use of loan repayments. This pro-
gram was terminated in the Latta sub-
stitute,

With regard to our assisted housing
programs, the Senate version of the
reconciliation bill left much to be de-
sired. Their version had lower authori-
zation amounts and a series of severely
restrictive provisions that would have
made our assisted housing programs in
many areas of the country totally un-
workable. The conferees split the dif-
ference on the authorization level pro-
viding budget authority of $18.08 bil-
lion that will provide only 153,000 new
units beginning in fiscal year 1982.
Fifty-five percent of these units will
be for existing housing and 45 percent
will be for new construction. Our con-
ference report provides a set-aside for
State housing finance agencies, the
Indian public housing program, the
Farmers Home Administration and
those section 8 units that are used by
the section 202 elderly housing pro-
gram. The conference report also pro-
vides that the preferences of local gov-
ernments regarding the manner in
which these funds are utilized must be
accommodated by the HUD Secretary.
Rents will be increased for all people
living in assisted housing from the cur-
rent 25 percent of their adjusted
income to 30 percent. It permits the
HUD Secretary to determine which
amounts are to be deducted from the
tenants incomes, but limits any in-
creases in rents not related to in-
creases in tenant income, during any 1
yvear to 10 percent. The conference
report deletes the ill-advised Senate
provision barring assisted housing
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funds to those communities which
have rent control or rent stabilization
laws.

The most difficult issue that was
before the conference was the Senate
provision to reduce the eligibility for
assisted housing from the current 80
percent of area median income to 50
percent of area median income. While
the conference report retains the 80-
percent eligibility level that is in exist-
ing law, it provides that not more than
10 percent of assisted housing units
under contract as of the end of the
current fiscal year and not more than
5 percent of addition units available
for occupancy on or after beginning of
fiscal year 1982 will be available for
persons with incomes between 50 to 80
percent of area median income. As I
have indicated this was the most diffi-
cult issue that we faced and the
Senate was adamant, as were we, but I
believe that the compromise that was
struck here was a realistic one.

With regard to assisted housing, the
conference report further provides
that newly constructed housing under
the section 8 program will be modest
in design, limits increases in rental
subsidy payments to operating cost in-
creases and provides a preference to
section 8 projects located on land pro-
vided by local and State governments.
Single-room occupancy units are made
eligible in certain instances under the
section 8 program. The report also will
extend the section 235 homeownership
program through the end of fiscal
year 1982, but prohibits HUD from en-
tering into any new contracts after
September 30, 1983.

The House conferees convinced the
Senate to extend all of the insuring
authorities under the National Hous-
ing Act through fiscal year 1982 and
provided increased mortgage purchase
authority for GNMA at an aggregate
amount of $2 billion with no assertion
nor assumption that the GNMA
tandem program will no longer be
available beyond fiscal year 1982. It is
the House conferees position that the
tandem program will remain available
and will continue to be used to provide
permanent financing for assisted
rental housing projects after fiscal
year 1982. Our conference report also
clarifies the situation for mortgages el-
igible for purchase by GNMA that
have FHA firm commitments and
FHA is to continue processing applica-
tions for these mortgages through the
end of this year.

I would like to clarify one matter re-
garding the FHA single-family mort-
gage loan limit that was increased in
the House reconciliation version, but
was dropped in conference. In the
Statement of Managers, the conferees
direect HUD to adjust the manner in
which the HUD Secretary determines
that an area is a high-cost housing
area based on data of involving the
sales of single-family homes in a hous-
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ing market area. Because of a substan-
tially higher proportion of sales of ex-
isting housing units, as opposed to
newly constructed homes, the median
sales price of a single-family home is
so low that FHA mortgage limits are
unrealistically low and most new
homes in these areas cannot be fi-
nanced with FHA-insured mortgages.
In this situation, the conferees also in-
tended for the HUD Secretary to give
greater weight to the sales price of
new homes in determining the median
sales price.

The conference report extends for 1
year flood, crime and riot reinsurance
programs, It would bar, beginning in
October of 1983, any new flood insur-
ance for so-called undeveloped Barrier
Islands. The conference report ex-
tends the rural housing programs of
the Farmers Home Administration
and provides for a new uniform nonju-
dicial multifamily mortgage foreclo-
sure procedure.

With regard to our energy-related
matters that the Banking Committee
has jurisdiction over, the conference
report provides for a $50 million au-
thorization for Solar Bank for fiscal
years 1982, 1983, and 1984. The $336
million has been authorized for fiscal
year 1982 for State and local conserva-
tion programs in the Department of
Energy, and it is the strong expecta-
tion of the conferees that $175 million
of that amount will be available for
the low-income weatherization grant
program. While the conference report
did not directly authorize this level,
the statement of managers contains
explicit language regarding the con-
tinuation of the weatherization pro-
gram at the $175 million level. The
building energy performance stand-
ards have been amended so that these
energy standards developed by DOE
will voluntarily have all new residen-
tial and commercial buildings.

NATIONAL CONSUMER COOPERATIVE BANK

The conference agreement assures
long-range stability for the National
Consumer Cooperative Bank.

The substitute adopted by the con-
ferees allows the Bank to convert to
private status under control and own-
ership of its consumer co-op members.
The conversion will take place by De-
cember 31, 1981, or 10 days after en-
actment of the HUD-Independent
Agencies Appropriations Act for fiscal
year 1982—whichever is the latest.

The conversion will be accomplished
by issuance of class A notes by the
Bank in exchange for class A stock
currently held by the Secretary of the
Treasury. The notes will be repaid in
the same manner by the Bank as it
would have handled retirement of the
stock. The conferees, however, did re-
quire that 30 percent of the proceeds
of sale of nonvoting stock be applied
to retirement of the Treasury debt.
Otherwise, the payments, terms, con-
ditions and preferences and other rela-
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tionships of the class A notes will be
identical with those existing in the
present act in reference to class A
stock.

After the notes are exchanged for
the stock, the co-op stockholders will
elect 12 of the 15 board members. The
President will appoint the remaining
three.

The Bank, as intended in the origi-
nal act, will be eligible to borrow in
the private markets and to issue stock
to cooperatives and the publie. It will
retain its mission as a credit facility
for cooperatives formed by senior citi-
zens, students, inner-city residents,
rural craftsmen, suburban families,
workers, and other consumers across
the Nation. The cooperatives, operat-
ing under democratic principles, pro-
vide their members with a variety of
goods and services including housing,
health care and food.

The conferees provided that the
Bank will have regular examinations
and audits and that the Securities and
Exchange Commission will have juris-
diction in supervising the issuance of
securities by the Bank. While both the
Farm Credit Administration and the
General Accounting Office are given
“examination and audit’’ authority, it
is not intended that there be duplica-
tive efforts in this area. Certainly it is
not the intention that the Bank un-
dergo two audits each year. Rather,
FCA is expected to carry out the type
of “examination” process it now em-
ploys for its entities such as the Bank
for Cooperatives and similar farm
banks. The GAQO's expertise is in the
audit area and this is to be the thrust
of its efforts. The conferees anticipate
that the GAO and FCA have the abili-
ty and imagination necessary to co-
ordinate the authority and that there
will be no duplicative audits or exami-
nations or that their frequency will be
no greater than that necessary to pro-
vide the Congress with a clear picture
of the operations of the Bank.

Upon redemption of the Govern-
ment’s stock the Bank will cease to be
a “mixed-ownership Government cor-
poration” but its congressionally
granted Federal charter will remain.
The status under a Federal charter is
retained in the same manner as other
Federal charters have been retained
for Federal instrumentalities that
have evolved into a private status. The
federally chartered instrumentalities
of the Farm Credit System are a pri-
mary example of this.

The title II activities of the Bank—
designed to assist newly developing co-
operatives with a predominantly low-
income membership—will be folded
into a separate nonprofit corporation
with 501(c)3) status. The nonprofit
corporation, although separate, will
retain a close working relationship
with the Board and the Bank's board
of directors will appoint the board of
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the corporation, drawing from low-
income co-ops.

All assets of the present Office of
Self-Help Development will be trans-
ferred to the corporation and the cor-
poration is expected to meet its ex-
penses out of income generated from
its loans and technical assistance oper-
ations. The Bank is authorized to
make tax-free contributions to the
nonprofit corporation and to make
staff and other support available. It is
essential that the Bank and the non-
profit corporation work closely togeth-
er to make certain all elements of the
consumer cooperative movement are
served and that there is no duplication
of efforts or other waste of money.

It is the clear intent of the confer-
ence that all moneys from fiscal year
1981 and fiscal year 1982 Appropria-
tions Act be transferred to the Bank
without delay so that the conversion
to private status can be accomplished
without undue delay or confusion.
After fiscal year 1982 there will be no
further authorizations for the Bank or
the Self-Help Fund and the Federal
Government will not be responsible
for the obligations incurred by the
Bank after the redemption of the class
A stock.

The future success of the Bank will
depend heavily on its acceptance in
the private market and the vigor and
dedication of the cooperatives in ac-
cepting this responsibility. Clearly, the
Congress is forcing the Bank to move
to private status years ahead of the
schedule envisioned in the original act

and with a far smaller capital base.

But, the conversion does give the
Bank an independent status and the
freedom and long-range stability so
necessary to be accepted in the private
market. Clearly, the Bank had no
chance of raising private funds while
political events continued to cast
doubt on its future structure, or even
its survivability. This conference
agreement removes the doubt and
gives the Bank the right to survive on
the basis on the market decisions,
rather than political decisions.

The next few months will be critical
for the Bank as it moves toward the
private status assured in this confer-
ence report. It is a period in which the
Bank needs the maximum stability
and the experience of the board mem-
bers and staff who have been in on the
ground floor of implementing the 1978
National Consumer Cooperative Bank.
The Bank is obligated to draft bylaws
to provide orderly transition to a pri-
vate bank and it is very important that
these changes be transmitted to the
consumer cooperatives and that they
be given an opportunity to comment
before the structure is locked into
place. It is their Bank, according to
the decisions reached in this confer-
ence, and they should govern the tran-
sition.
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While I know elements of the ad-
ministration remain philosophically
opposed to the Bank and cooperatives,
I have been pleased by the coopera-
tion shown by the White House as we
attempted to work out the details of
this conference substitute. The White
House has been straightforward and it
has kept its word as these negotiations
have gone forward. While I am sure no
one has given up their philosophical
positions, I appreciate the attitude of
“let’s make it work” that seems to
have developed. I am very hopeful
that this attitude will prevail in the
Bank’s transition and that there is a
tacit understanding by all parties that
there will be no disruptive moves
which would make a mockery of the
decision to give private control to the
Bank.

It is in the interests of the adminis-
tration, the Congress, the Bank, and
the consumer cooperatives that the
plan developed by the conference
work. The decision has been made and
it should be allowed to go forward in
an orderly, open, and expeditious
manner.

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK

The conferees adopted the Senate
provisions which limited direct loans
by the Exim Bank to $10.478 billion
for fiscal years 1982 and 1983. Of this
amount, $5.065 billion is designated
for 1982 and $5.413 is designated for
1983. The administration may, under
extraordinary circumstances, use
amounts designated for 1 year in an-
other year if necessary to enhance the
negotiating position of the U.S. dele-
gation to the OECD export credit ne-
gotiations.

The conferees agreed to drop the
Senate’s direct loan limit for 1981 and
the House's limit for 1984. The confer-
ees agreed to a provision in the House
bill that requires the Secretary of the
Treasury to transmit to the Congress
a report on the status of negotiations
to reform existing international agree-
ments on export credit by March of
1982. The report would include a rec-
ommendation as to whether the Con-
gress should enact legislation to en-
hance the ability of the Export-Import
Bank to offer credit fully competitive
with the subsidized export credit of-
fered by other governments, in order
to improve the prospects for a success-
ful conclusion of these negotiations.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES—TREASURY
DEPARTMENT

The House bill contained various
provisions limiting the authorizations
for the Treasury Department's sala-
ries and expenses. The conferees
agreed to retain the provision repeal-
ing the Bureau of the Mint’s perma-
nent authorization, also agreeing to a
Senate proposal to increase the au-
thorized amount for 1982 by $2.5 mil-
lion. The conferees also agreed to re-
authorize the Treasury’s international
affairs functions for 1982 and later
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fiscal years. Other authorization
limits, for the Office of the Secretary,
the Bureau of Government Financial
Operations, and the Chrysler and New
York loan guarantee programs, were
dropped by the conferees at the re-
quest of the Senate.
OTHER MATTERS

The conferees agreed to a Senate
provision that makes it clear that
manufactured homes are considered
“real estate” for purposes of the over-
ride of State usury laws provided in
the depository institutions deregula-
tion and Monetary Control Act.

They also agreed to adopt a Senate
provision that states that federally
chartered non-Federal Reserve
member depository institutions and
nonmember depository institutions
chartered by States other than Hawaii
would be permitted the same 5-year
exemption from reserve requirements
that the Monetary Control Act gave to
State-chartered banks in Hawalii.

The House bill contained no similar
provision. The House receded with a
technical amendment. This amend-
ment insures that all depository insti-
tutions that were brought under re-
serve requirements for the first time
by the Monetary Control Act have the
same phase-in now granted to State-
chartered nonmember commercial
banks in the State. It retains the stip-
ulation in the Senate amendment that
only deposits taken in Hawaii are cov-
ered by the special exemption.

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT BANKS

The House bill contained authoriza-
tions for the international develop-
ment banks. The bill authorized U.S.
participation in the World Bank's gen-
eral capital increase, the sixth replen-
ishment of the International Develop-
ment Association, and U.S. member-
ship in the African Development
Bank. It also provided authorizations
for the Inter-American Development
Bank and the Asian Development
Bank.

In addition to these authorizations,
the House bill contained various provi-
sions relating to U.S. policy with re-
spect to these institutions. Except for
provisions relating to targeting assist-
ance to the needy, increasing execu-
tive-congressional consultations on
new U.S. contributions, those sections
that did not deal directly with the au-
thorizations were deleted from the
reconciliation bill.

Mr. STANTON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ST GERMAIN. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. STANTON of Ohio. I thank the
gentleman for yielding,

Mr. Speaker, I wish to rise in sup-
port of this conference report. I also,
of course, want to extend my con-
gratulations to all of the conferees and
especially, Mr. Speaker, to, in the
other body, the distinguished Senator
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from Utah (Mr. GarN) who did an out-
standing job. This was our first experi-
ence with him as chairman of the
Senate Banking Committee and with-
out his cooperation, as the chairman
has already reiterated, perhaps this
moment could not be possible.

We have had a lot of give and take.
It is a bill that is within the limits.
Once again the chairman has said that
we had to live with it.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
conference report on the reconcilia-
tion bill. The subtitle dealing with
matters under the jurisdiction of the
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs
Committee is worthy of House approv-
al.

HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOFMENT

The major part of the subtitle is re-
lated to programs under the jurisdic-
tion of the Housing and Community
Development Subcommittee. It con-
tains the annual authorization for pro-
grams administered by the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment. I would like to briefly comment
on some of the major provisions.

The community development pro-
grams, which will be funded at $4.166
billion each year for the next 2 years,
have been significantly altered. In line
with the administration’s request, the
block grant program has been simpli-
fied and streamlined. Cities, both large
and small, should find the reduced re-
quirements for grant applications

much less burdensome and time con-
suming.

One of the major changes from ex-
isting law is the opening up of the ad-

minstration of the small cities pro-
gram to the States. Under the confer-
ence agreement, however, this admin-
istration would be completely optional
on the part of the States. Where the
States decide not to take on this re-
sponsibility, HUD will continue to op-
erate the program as it has in the
past. Making this optional on the part
of the State is, I believe, a reasonable
compromise with the administration’s
proposal which would have made
State participation mandatory after 1
Year.

Two other changes from the admin-
istration’s original proposal were also
incorporated in the conference agree-
ment. The first would require partici-
pating States to, in effect, buy in to
the program. They must provide at
least 10 percent of their own funds for
CDBG activities in the small cities of
their State and they must provide
technical assistance to those cities.
The other change would cap the
amount of Federal money States could
use for administrative expenses. This
cap is set at 2 percent of the amount
received by the State for distribution
with the further requirement that the
2 percent be matched by the State on
at least a dollar-for-dollar basis. Both
of these changes strengthen the pro-
gram. The first by requiring a commit-
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ment from the State and the second
by not penalizing States that do
assume the responsibility while at the
same time making sure Federal funds
are not squandered on administrative
overhead.

The conference agreements for low-
income housing assistance funds for
fiscal year 1982 represent splitting the
difference between the House and
Senate levels and are, therefore,
slightly below the funding approved
by Gramm-Latta. This compromise
agreement will provide funds for 1982
sufficient to assist an estimated
153,000 units of low-income assisted
housing.

Several program policy changes re-
quested by the administration and
which are designed to reduce assisted
housing costs, improve fund alloca-
tions, and standardize more equitably
low-income tenant rental payments
have been incorporated into the basic
assumptions for the assisted housing
program by this conference report. An
additional expected improvement was
provided by the restructuring for low-
income assistance to be redirected
toward those most in need in relation
to income eligibility purposes for as-
sisted housing. These changes in com-
bination with a more prudent budget-
ary approach are designed to build a
solid foundation for reforming and im-
proving HUD’s performance in deliv-
ery of low-income housing assistance
and will also provide more flexibility
and decisionmaking powers to State
and local government.

More attention has been directed, by
the conference report, toward the im-
provement and preservation of the ex-
isting public housing stock through in-
creased and more flexible use of the
comprehensive public housing mod-
ernization improvement program
funded at $75,000,000,000 for 1982 and
an increase in public housing operat-
ing subsidies to be funded at $1.5 bil-
lion.

While the conferees agreed to reject
the prohibition contained in the
Senate bill on providing assisted hous-
ing to communities with rent control,
the report language, for the first time,
recognizes and acknowledges that
local rent control restrictions are, in
fact, a major barrier and disincentive
working against investment in much
needed rental housing production.

Part III program amendments of the
conference report provide for the ex-
tension of all of the basic FHA mort-
gage insurance programs for 1 year
and include increases in loan limits for
manufactured homes and property im-
provement loan limits.

The conferees also agreed to the
House limit of an additional $1.1 bil-
lion for GNMA tandem purchase as-
sistance which is expected to be suffi-
cient to finance those projects reach-
ing the FHA firm commitment stage
in the pipeline for 1982.
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The flood, crime, and riot insurance
programs were all extended for 1 more
year, but there were important
changes made in both flood insurance
and riot reinsurance. Under the con-
ference agreement, as of October 1,
1983, Federal flood insurance would
not be available on certain undevel-
oped coastal barriers designated by
the Secretary of the Interior. The
original House provision would have
prohibited such insurance as of Octo-
ber 1, 1981. I believe the delay in the
effective date is equitable. It provides
time for the Secretary of the Interior
to inventory the effected coastal bar-
riers and for Congress to examine the
Secretary's findings. The developers in
the meantime have a good idea as to
what areas will be covered in view of
the fact that the report that accompa-
nied the Omnibus Reconciliation Act
of 1981, when it was reported from the
House Budget Committee, provides
the Secretary with specific guidance to
be used in both determining what is a
coastal barrier and what constitutes
development. In addition, it should be
pointed out that the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service has developed a list of
undeveloped coastal barriers which
could provide a basis for the designa-
tions that will be made by the Secre-
tary of the Interior.

The riot reinsurance was extended
only after deleting the so-called Holtz-
man amendment. This amendment,
which was added in 1978, barred rates
on FAIR plan policies from exceeding
those rates set for the voluntary
market. This provision has driven sev-
eral States from the riot reinsurance
program and has been responsible for
severely crippling the program. The
conference report, in deleting this
amendment, is a step in the right di-
rection in revitalizing the riot reinsur-
ance program and helping to increase
the reserves in the national insurance
development fund. These increased re-
serves, in turn, should provide in-
creased resources which could assist in
funding the crime insurance program
and keep the reinsurance rates at a
reasonable level.

The conference report also extends
the housing programs of the Farmers
Home Administration for an addition-
al year. There were no major program-
matic changes in the rural section and
the figures the conferees agreed to
were extremely close to those request-
ed by the administration.

Part VI of the conference report au-
thorizes a new and innovative title rec-
ommended by the administration
which will result in significant cost
savings for the sale and disposition of
HUD-owned multifamily property.
The new authority approved in confer-
ence will allow for a nonjudicial and
expedited foreclosure sale and, there-
by, eliminates excessive time delays in
the disposition process for HUD multi-
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family foreclosure sales resulting in an
improved property preservation
impact and a more favorable cash flow
condition for the applicable FHA in-
surance funds.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to address some points that are in-
cluded in the energy section of this
conference report. Members of the
Banking Committee also served as con-
ferees on these provisions.

The conference agreements relating
to energy conservation programs rep-
resent for the most part a reasonable
balance between achieving necessary
budgetary savings and contributing
toward the Nation's energy conserva-
tion goals. Funding for the Solar and
Energy Conservation Bank has been
reauthorized at a reduced rate of $50
million each for fiscal years 1982, 1983,
and 1984. However, the questions
raised by the administration for the
need and cost effectiveness of such
Federal subsidies for solar systems
remain unanswered.

The conference committee also
agreed to reauthorize the DOE weath-
erization grant program for fiscal year
1982 at an expected funding level of
$175 million. The weatherization pro-
gram, administered by DOE, has had a
history of bureaucratic inefficiency. It
is hoped that under this administra-
tion such management deficiences will
be improved.

The final issue under Banking Com-
mittee joint jurisdiction to be resolved
by the energy conference was the
building energy performance stand-
ards (BEPS). These standards have
been made voluntary for all new com-
mercial and residential buildings, but
remain mandatory for new Federal
buildings. This represents a fair and
reasonable solution for the BEPS pro-
gram. In addition, the Department of
Housing and Urban Development re-
tains responsibility for providing tech-
nical assistance and monitoring State
and local government adoption of
energy conservation standards. The
Congress thus will continue to main-
tain specific oversight control over
BEPS through the operation of the
legislative review of JUD regulations
required in existing law.

NATIONAL CONSUMER COOPERATIVE BANK

Under the conference agreement,
the bank is supposed to become more
nearly a private entity than it is now.
This action by the conference on the
National Consumer Cooperative Bank
graphically shows the extremes that
are possible under the reconciliation
process. In that our action will allow
the bank to continue lending, the con-
ference report, at least in its grossest
terms, is a compromise between the
Senate’s idea of a shell bank and the
House'’s idea of an on-budget Govern-
ment instrumentality of reduced size.
But by completely amending the
bank’s chartering act, conference has

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

wildly exceeded the limits of either
the House or Senate version.

I note that the full Banking Com-
mittee never had an opportunity to
vote on these amendments to the
bank’s chartering act. Few members of
the conference committee saw these
amendments in any form prior to the
Banking Committee’s miniconference
on reconciliation. No Member of Con-
gress ever saw a final version of the
legislative changes before voting to
change the bank’s form and activities.
We merely agreed to several broadly
outlined changes we wished to make in
the law and instructed the staff to de-
velop legislation based on these
changes and based upon legislation
which had circulated in the confer-
ence. I have attached a copy of these
documents at the conclusion of these
remarks.

As an additional prefatory note I
must add that we, as the Banking
Committee acting alone, probably
never could have developed this legis-
lation. Because it has sections which
affect the Farm Credit Administra-
tion, the Securities and Exchange
Commission, the General Accounting
Office, and the Federal tax laws, the
legislation could have been referred to
as many as four other committees if it
had been introduced as a new bill.

Despite the procedural deficiencies I
have outlined, I accept the result. My
colleague from Ohio (Mr. WyLIE), has
championed the bank over the years.
He has worked extensively to achieve
the compromise that appears in this
conference report. He is to be compli-
mented for his dedication and for his
success in resolving an extremely diffi-
cult problem.

With the abbreviated procedure
which produced the amendments to
the National Consumer Cooperative
Bank Act, we lack an adeguate legisla-
tive history. I hope, by these remarks,
to add to such history as may appear
in the records associated with the
Banking conferees’ action.

The Banking miniconference sought
to preserve the bank by converting it
to a private entity. It will have a Fed-
eral charter and 3 of its 15 directors
will be appointed by the President, but
the bank will not be a Federal agency.
Its rights and liabilities should be
those of a private corporation except
where the Congress has expressly pro-
vided otherwise, such as an exemption
from State and local taxation.

Under this amendment, the bank
will not be a Federal agency, nor will it
be any longer a mixed-ownership Gov-
ernment corporation. It will not be
subject to the several Federal laws
governing Federal agencies’ contract-
ing, procurement, hiring, and adminis-
trative procedure. It will be subject to
the Federal laws governing those oper-
ations by banks or other private corpo-
rations. Similarly its right to sue and
be sued will be the right enjoyed by a
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private corporation, not by a Federal
agency or a mixed-ownership Govern-
ment corporation. Finally, the bank's
obligations should be viewed in the
market as are other issues of private
corporations. The U.S. Government is
not to be responsible in any way for
these obligations. There is not even to
be a moral obligation of the United
States behind these obligations.

The bank's capital will consist pri-
marily of the current Class A stock,
which is to be converted to Class A
notes on the later of December 31,
1981, or 10 days after enactment of
the 1982 HUD and independent agen-
cies appropriation. The Treasury, sole
holder of Class A stock, will be sole
holder of these notes. Following the
pattern of other Government-estab-
lished corporations set free into the
private economy, we have provided a
period for the bank to repay this ini-
tial capital. We expect repayment by
2020. And should the bank sell addi-
tional stock to the public, at least 30
percent of the revenues produced by
that sale must be dedicated to the re-
tirement of the Class A notes. This
latter requirement applies to sales of
stock through September 30, 1990,

The bank will no longer be an arm of
the Federal Government, but it must
be subjected to examination proce-
dures similar to those of other private
lenders. We have provided for exami-
nation by the Farm Credit Administra-
tion because the drafters feel that the
FCA examiners are experienced in re-
viewing cooperatives’ loans. The GAO

will also have examination and audit
authority so that the Congress, espe-
cially the Banking Committees, will be
able to supervise the bank’s oper-
ations. Similarly, we have given the
SEC jurisdiction over the bank’s secu-

rities activities when it meets the
minimum size or shareholder require-
ments of the various securities laws.
We have terminated a permanent se-
curities law exemption because the
entity issuing them will no longer
have sufficient attributes of Govern-
ment to justify the exemption.

Our conference agreement also reor-
ganizes the bank's Office of Self-Help
Development and Technical Assist-
ance. The agreement mandates that
the Office will become a nonprofit cor-
poration under the District of Colum-
bia Nonprofit Corporation Act. A spe-
cial provision grants it immediate tax-
exempt status when it is chartered as
a corporation and provides tax deduct-
ibility for contributions. The conferees
intend the statutory tax exemption to
be only temporary. The corporation
must promptly apply for permanent
status as a charitable organization
under section 501(c)(3) of the Internal
Revenue Code. It is not the conferees’
intent that the corporation continue
in its special status as a 501(c)(3) orga-
nization. It must apply to the IRS as
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soon as possible and subject to the reg-
ulations governing the activities of a
charitable organization.

Whether operating in its special
statutory status or after the IRS de-
termination the corporation may
reform only functions having charita-
ble purposes. Should it exceed its
powers as a 501(¢)(3) organization the
deductibility of contributions will be
imperiled.

Because of the hasty construction of
this compromise, we have not aired
and resolved all possible issues involv-
ing the bank. I cite a few examples. As
a bank taxable as a cooperative, the
bank may be subject to title II of
Public Law 95-630, governing manage-
ment interlocks. Similarly, it may be
subject to the Right to Financial Pri-
vacy Act.

We will surely encounter the Nation-
al Consumer Cooperative Bank in a
short time. The members and staff
who have worked on converting the
bank to a private enterprise have
found the task extremely complex. De-
spite the best efforts of the partici-
pants, I am sure that certain key as-
pects of the bank’s operations and su-
pervision will prove to be unsatisfac-
tory to someone. We will find that we
ignored an important question or that
we did not respond adequately to one
that we specifically addressed. A tech-
nical amendments package will prob-
ably be necessary and I sincerely hope
we conduct it under more usual legis-
lative procedures.

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK

Our committee was involved in two
subconferences with the Senate in-
volving international issues within the
jurisdiction of the Banking Commit-
tee. Our conference with Senate Bank-
ing on authorization levels for the U.S.
Export-Import Bank resulted in a 2-
year direct lending ceiling for Exim-
Bank. The House accepted the Senate
version which aggregated a fiscal year
1982 ceiling of $5.065 billion and a
fiscal year 1983 ceiling of $5.413
passed by the House into a combined
ceiling of $10.5 billion. Under extraor-
dinary circumstances, the administra-
tion may use amounts designed for
fiscal year 1983 in fiscal year 1982 if
necessary to enhance the negotiating
position of the United States within
the international negotiations to limit
export credits. In addition, the Senate
yielded to the House on a provision to
report to the Congress on the status of
these negotiations and whether legis-
lative initiatives could help bring
about their successful conclusion.

MULTILATERAL BANKS

In the committee’s subconference
with the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, House and Senate agreed
to adopt the full authorization limits
for the maultilateral development
banks. The Senate had already passed
bills apart from reconciliation to
achieve this end. The House passed
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similar authorizing legislation as part
of the reconciliation package but was
unable to fully fund every program
owing to the fact that the committee’s
CBO baseline was $850 million below
what it should have been despite the
fact these amounts had originally
been included in the President's
budget. The House yielded to the fig-
ures in the Senate-passed bills but de-
manded that the Senate accept a
stretchout of the International Devel-
opment Association to 4 years rather
than 3 in response to desires of con-
servative critics of these programs.

The results of this subconference
will enable the President to keep a
promise made to other heads of state
at the Ottawa Summit last week. In
addition to previously authorized
amounts, the conference report con-
tains authorization language and caps
as follows:

[in millions]

World Bank (IBRD)
IDA
African Develop
Inter-American Devel
Fund for Special
Asian Develop

t Fund

TREASURY SALARIES

The resolution reported by the
House Banking Committee contained
a number of arbitrary cuts in the sala-
ries and expense accounts of a variety
of Treasury Department divisions.
During the conference most of these
cuts were eliminated.

The Office of International Affairs
authorization was increased about $1
million over the House-approved
figure and its authorization made per-
manent as it had been up until a few
years ago.

Interestingly enough, the Bureau of
the Mint which has always had a per-
manent authorization had that perma-
nent authorization terminated because
members generally agreed more con-
gressional oversight over mint oper-
ations was needed.

We favored the elimination of the
committee-imposed reductions in these
various salary and expense authoriza-
tions for the reason that they were
made without the benefit of any hear-
ings or other information to determine
if they were appropriate or not. In our
minority views on the bill we urged
that the committee begin now a series
of hearings into the operations of
these various divisions so that we can
determine before next year where re-
alistic reductions can be made in these
expenditures. We renew that request
here. All should recognize that we are
obligated to make further expenditure
reductions for fiscal years 1983 and
1984. It will be harder each year to
find appropriate places to cut and
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hearings such as we propose will
enable us to cut responsibly.
MISCELLANEOUS SENATE PROVISIONS

The Senate bill contained two mis-
cellaneous provisions which the House
accepted.

The first was a provision to make it
clear that manufactured homes are
considered real estate for purposes of
the usury override for mortgage loans
contained in the Depository Institu-
tions Deregulation and Monetary Con-
trol Act enacted last year. Because
these manufactured homes are virtual-
ly the only kinds of homes many lower
income people can afford this amend-
ment could be important in assuring a
flow of credit to finance them.

The second was a fairly technical
amendment dealing with the phase-in
of reserve requirements in Hawaiian
banks.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Speaker, I believe your confer-
ees have done a good job and that all
Members can support the conference
version of title III in good conscience.

However, I cannot conclude without
expressing my conviction that we can
and should work together in a biparti-
san effort to improve the procedures
that have been followed in this budget
exercise. I think we can all be proud
that we have put some teeth into the
Budget Reconciliation Act and proud
that by so doing we have demonstrat-
ed our commitment to fiscal responsi-
bility. For once we have really tackled
the tough problem of establishing
firm parameters for the Federal
budget. It has been enlightening—and
sometimes disheartening—to see how
deep some of the cuts must be in
budget authority to achieve cuts of
any significance in actual outlays. But
we can be proud to have taken the
first important step in responding to
the Nation's mandate to change the
direction of Federal involvement in
the national economy. What I am not
proud of is the fact that we have in-
cluded in this bill so many legislative
proposals essentially unrelated to ex-
penditures that should have been han-
dled under regular order. For the sake
of expediency Members of both par-
ties have gone along with this but few
would deny that this is an abuse we
should eliminate.

For example, I have previously pro-
tested the inclusion of the housing bill
in title III. It is only an example be-
cause other committees have done the
same thing. But here is a large and im-
portant bill dealing with all aspects of
our housing and community develop-
ment programs. This bill has always
been brought to the floor under an
open rule so that Members of all per-
suasions have an opportunity to at
least try to change the committee’s
recommendations if they care to. This
is the regular order of business under
which our rules are designed to pre-
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serve the rights of all Members. Un-
fortunately, those rights have been
denied in this process. I would hope
that Members of both parties can
work together to develop some rules to
assure that in the future no legislation
not essential to the achievement of
our budgetary objectives will be per-
mitted in budget resolutions. At this
point I include the following:

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE NATIONAL
ConsuMER CoOPERATIVE BANK AcT, (PUBLIC
Law 95-351, AS AMENDED)

A new Section 116 would be added to the
National Consumer Cooperative Bank Act,
to read as follows:

“Spc. 116. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act:

(a) The Final Government Eguity Re-
demption Date shall occur not later than
December 31, 1981. On the Final Govern-
ment Equity Redemption Date, the Secre-
tary of the Treasury shall have purchased
all Class A stock for which the Congress has
appropriated funds and all such stock held
by the United States on that date shall be
redeemed by the Bank in exchange for class
A notes issued by the Bank to the United
States having a total face value equivalent
to the total par value of the class A stock re-
deemed. The terms of the class A notes, in-
cluding, without limitation, the payments to
be made thereon and the preferences there-
of, shall be the same as those set forth in
Section 104 with respect to the class A
stock; provided, that all references to divi-
dends with respect to the class A stock shall
be deemed to be references to interest pay-
ments with respect to the class A notes after
1990 that will assure full repayment of all
such notes by no later than December 31,
2020.

(b) On the Final Government Equity Re-
demption Date, the Bank shall cease to be a
mixed ownership Government corporation.
The President of the United States shall
continue to appoint, in addition to the
member representing small business con-
cerns as set forth in subsection 103(b), two
Board members; one of which shall be se-
lected from among the officers of the agen-
cies and departments of the United States
and the other of which shall be selected
from among persons having extensive expe-
rience in the cooperative field representing
low-income cooperatives eligible to borrow
from the Bank. These two members shall re-
place the final two Board members selected
from among the officers of the United
States who resign according to the provi-
sions of Section 103(b). The Director who is
a Federal officer shall be entitled to sit on
any committee of the Board. After the Final
Government Equity Redemption Date, all
non-Presidentially appointed vacancies on
the Bank's Board of Directors shall be filled
according to the Bank's bylaws.

(c) As used in Section 104(a), the terms
“class A stock” and "stock” shall, after the
Final Government Equity Redemption
Date, mean ‘‘class A notes.” For purposes of
Section 107(a), class A notes shall be
deemed paid-in capital of the Bank.

(d) Section 109 of the Bank Act is hereby
amended as follows:

(a) The present Section 109 shall be desig-
nated as subsection (a), and the words
“Until the Final Government Eguity Re-
demption Date, but not thereafter” shall be
deleted.

{b) The following new subsection (b) is in-
serted:
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“(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, for purposes of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 the Office of Self-Help and
Technical Assistance shall be treated as a
corporation operating as an organization
within the meaning of Section 501(c)3) of
the Code so long as its authorities and ac-
tivities are limited to those specified in sec-
tions 203 to 208 and section 210 of the Act.”

(c) The following new subsection (c) is in-
serted:

“(c) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, for purposes of Subchapter T of the
Internal Revenue Code (the 'Code’):

“(i) The Bank shall be treated as a corpo-
ration operating on the cooperative basis
within the meaning of Section 1381(aX2) of
the Code.

“(ii) The term ‘patronage dividend' as it
applies to the Bank and as defined in sec-
tion 1388(a) of the Code shall include any
patronage refunds in the form of class B or
class C stock or allocate surplus that are dis-
tributed or set aside by the Bank pursuant
to section 104(i) of this Act.

“(iii) The terms ‘written notice of alloca-
tion' and ‘qualified written notices of alloca-
tion' as defined in sections 1388 (b) and (c)
of the Code shall include, to the extent of
par value, any class B or class C stock dis-
tributed by the Bank pursuant to section
104(i) of this Act and shall also include any
allocated surplus set aside by the Bank pur-
suant to section 104(i) of this Act.

“(iv) Patrons of the Bank shall be deemed
to have consented under section 1388(cX(2)
of the Code to the inclusion in their in-
comes of any qualified written notices of al-
location received by them from the Bank.

“(v) Any amounts required to be included
in the incomes of patrons of the Bank with
respect to class B or class C stock or allocat-
ed surplus shall be treated as earnings from
business done by such patrons of the Bank
with or for their own patrons."

(e) The date “October 1, 1983" appearing
in Section 108(a) is changed to “October 1,
1985."

(f) On the Final Government Equity Re-
demption Date, Section 115 is repealed and
a new Section 115 is substituted therefor to
read as follows:

“The Farm Credit Administration and the
General Accounting Office shall have the
authority to examine and audit the Bank
and reports of such examinations and audits
shall be forwarded to the Congress.”

(g) On the Final Government Equity Re-
demption Date, Section 301 is repealed, and
Section 302 is amended by deleting the
words “(123) Director, Office of Self-Help
Development and Technical Assistance, Na-
tional Consumer Cooperative Bank."

(h) The first sentence of Sec. 104(a) is
amended by inserting “by other public or
private investors" after “public hodies.”

(i) Section 105 of the Bank Act is hereby
amended as follows:

(a) In the first sentence of subsection (a),
the phrase “legally chartered entity entirely
owned and controlled by any such organiza-
tion or organizations” is deleted and there is
inserted in lieu thereof the phrase “federa-
tion of cooperatives primarily owned or con-
trolled by eligible cooperatives.”

(j) Subsection 104(h) is hereby amended
by adding a third sentence which shall read:

“Contributions to the Office of Self-Help
and Technical Assistance from any person
shall qualify as charitable contributions, as
defined in Section 170(¢) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954, for purposes of the
charitable contribution deduction provided
for in Section 170(a) of the Internal Reve-

July 31, 1981

nue Code, and shall also qualify for the de-
ductions for estate and gift tax purposes
provided for in Sections 2055 and 2522 of
the Internal Revenue Code."”

(k) Section 107 of the Bank Act is hereby
amended as follows:

(a) The phrase “after consultation with
the Secretary of the Treasury” is deleted
from the second sentence of subsection (a).

{b) The following new subsection is insert-
ed:

“(e) The Bank may issue bonds the inter-
est on which shall be exempt from Federal
income taxation: Provided, that the total
principal amount of such bonds ever sold
shall not exceed $100,000,000 during the life
of the Bank.”

(1) On December 31, 1981, the Office of
Self-Help Development and Technical As-
sistance shall be abolished and its assets and
liabilities shall be transferred to a non-
profit corporation to be established by the
Board of Directors of the Bank under the
provisions of the District of Columbia Non
Profit Corporation Act (D.C. Code, Sec. 29-
1001 et seq.). The Board of Directors of the
Bank shall name the Directors of such cor-
poration. Such Corporation shall perform
the functions of the Office as specified in
sections 203 to 208 and section 210 of the
Act. Nothing contained in this section shall
be interpreted to preclude the Bank from
providing administrative or staff support to
the Self-Help fund or to preclude members
of the Bank's board of directors from serv-
ing as directors of the Self-Help Fund.”

(m) The Board may make contributions to
the corporation established under section
(1) above in such amounts as the Board of
Directors of the Bank deem appropriate,
provided that such contributions may be
made only out of the Bank’s earnings deter-
mined in accordance with generally accept-
ed accounting principles, and provided fur-
ther, that the Bank shall set aside amounts
sufficient to satisfy its obligations to the
Secretary of the Treasury for payments of
principal and interest on the class A notes
and other debt before making any contribu-
tions to such corporation.

(n) The first sentence of Sec. 202 of such
Act is amended by striking out 10,000,000
dollars for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1979, and for the next two succeeding
fiscal years an aggregate amount not to
exceed $65 million for the purposes of
making advances under Sec. 203 of this Act”
and by inserting in lieu thereof, “for the
purpose of making advances under Sec. 203
of this Act an amount not to exceed $14 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1982.”

(0) The third sentence of Sec. 202 of such
Act is amended by striking out “shall also
be deposited in the Account’” and by insert-
ing in lieu thereof, ““shall be available for
use as directed by the Board of Directors of
the Bank to cover the expenses of Title I1
activities.”

EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT TO NATIONAL
ConsUMER COOPERATIVE BANK AcT

This amendment privatizes the National
Consumer Cooperative Bank. It eliminates
the Government invelvement. Permitting
immediate privatizing of the Bank strikes a
middle ground. The amendment would ac-
complish this by:

1. Requiring the redemption, by December
31, 1981, of all Class A stock in the Bank
held by the Secretary of the Treasury on
behalf of the United States in exchange for
equal value of Bank's debt obligations being
issued to the Treasury. The terms and con-
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ditions of these debt obligations such as in-
terest payments, principal repayments and
maturity would be exactly the same as
under the present Bank charter act, except
the Bank shall maintain a repayment sched-
ule after 1990 which will assure payment of
all Government debt by 2020 and at least 30
percent of revenues from sale of stock to
nonborrowers after date of redemption
must be used by the Bank to retire class A
notes.

2. No further purchase of Class A stock by
the Treasury will be permitted unless and
until authorized by a further Act of Con-
gress beyond $47 million for the Bank and
$14 million for title II.

3. Elected shareholder directors will re-
place Government board members except
that the President shall continue to appoint
a representative of small business and two
others to the 15-member board.

4. The Farm Credit Administration and
GAO shall be responsible for the examina-
tion, audit, and supervision of the National
Consumer Cooperative Bank. All salaries,
administrative and other Bank costs shall
be borne by the Bank from its own income
on loans.

5. Privatization would take place no later
than December 31, 1981 and after all stock
purchases required by fiscal years 1981 and
1982 appropriations acts. After that date,
the United States shall not be responsible
for any obligation of the Bank.

6. The Bank would be treated as a cooper-
ative for Federal tax purposes and the
Office of Self-Help Development and Tech-
nical Assistance (low-income co-ops) would
be treated as a charitable organization for
purposes of section 501(c)(3) of the Internal
Revenue Code with powers limited to their
existing powers under sections 203, 208 and
210. Any additional activities by the Bank
must meet the requirements prescribed by
section 501(c)(3). The Bank would continue
to be exempt from state and local taxes
except real estate taxes.

7. The Bank would be authorized to make
a portion of its income available to assist
low-income co-ops under title II (self-help)
which would become a separate non-profit
entity under D.C. law.

8. Cooperatives eligible to receive loans
from the Bank shall be amended so that any
housing cooperative existing on March 21,
1980 would be eligible.

9. The of the Class A notes shall be
treated as paid in capital of the Bank and
the remainder shall remain first priority
debt which cannot be subordinated to any
new debt or equity instrument.

10, The Bank will not be authorized to
issue tax exempt bonds.

11. Language will be developed by staff—if
not, we go back to House language plus
matter listed in item 8 above.

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ST GERMAIN., I yield to the
gentleman from Delaware.

Mr. EVANS of Delaware. Mr. Speak-
er, I congratulate the managers of the
conference, especially the chairman of
the Committee on Banking, Finance
and Urban Affairs, the gentleman
from Rhode Island (Mr. ST GERMAIN),
and our ranking member, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. STANTON).

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
managers from the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs
for their leadership in representing
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the position of the House with respect
to the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981. Both the distinguished
chairman of the Banking Committee,
Mr. ST GERMAIN, and the distinguished
ranking member, Mr. STANTON oOf
Ohio, have skillfully represented the
House in prolonged discussions with
the other body, and I fully support
the product of their efforts.

I would specifically like to address
the provision in the Budget Act per-
taining to the national flood insurance
program and undeveloped coastal bar-
riers on the Atlantic and Gulf of
Mexico coasts of the United States. As
a conferee from the Banking Commit-
tee, and a coauthor of this language
along with the distinguished chair-
man, Mr. ST GERMAIN, it is important
to firmly establish the legislative
intent of the sponsors of the provision.
My comments have been cleared with
the chairman and ranking member
and represent our joint interpretation
of the flood insurance provision.

Section 1321 of title III, chapter 4 of
the House-passed version of the Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981
prohibited the sale of Federal flood in-
surance for new construction or sub-
stantial improvements of structures lo-
cated on undeveloped coastal barriers
on the Atlantic and gulf coasts. The
Secretary of the Interior was given 90
days to designate the affected areas
pursuant to several criteria contained
in the statute, and the prohibition of
Federal flood insurance would have
been effective immediately thereafter.
The Senate had no comparable lan-
guage in their version of the Budget
Act.

In conference, members of the
House and Senate Banking Commit-
tees adopted a compromise which es-
tablished October 1, 1983, as the effec-
tive date of the prohibition on flood
insurance. The Secretary of the Interi-
or will have 1 year, rather than 90
days, to designate undeveloped coastal
barriers. I believe this is a fair compro-
mise. It establishes a date certain to
end Federal involvement and taxpay-
ers' subsidies in coastal barrier flood
insurance, yet it allows a transition
period of 2 years for those who have
purchased coastal barrier properties
with the expectation of receiving Fed-
eral flood insurance, In the following
remarks I set forth a more detailed ex-
planation of the provision adopted by
the conferees.

Section 1321(a) provides that as of
October 1, 1983, there will be a prohi-
bition on the sale of Federal flood in-
surance for new construction or sub-
stantial improvements of structures on
undeveloped coastal barriers on the
Atlantic and gulf coasts as designated
by the Secretary of the Interior. The
terms new construction and substan-
tial improvements are standard terms
defined in regulations issued by the
Federal Insurance Administration (44
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CFR 59.1). Prior to October 1, 1983,
any structures which may be erected
in an area designated as an undevel-
oped coastal barrier will still be eligi-
ble for Federal flood insurance,

Section 1321(b) establishes three
standards to guide the Secretary in
designating undeveloped coastal bar-
riers. Before describing those stand-
ards, it is important to note that the
Department of the Interior has, for
several years, conducted an ongoing
inventory and classification of coastal
barriers on the Atlantic and gulf
coasts of the United States. In 1981, in
response to a request from the Con-
gress, the Department developed a list
of undeveloped coastal barriers which
met criteria indentical to those speci-
fied in section 1321(b). It is the intent
of the authors of section 1321 that
this inventory, which is presently
being reviewed by State and local gov-
ernment officials and other interested
parties, will provide the basis for des-
ignations by the Secretary. It is ex-
pected, of course, that the Secretary
will refine the existing inventory after
having reviewed this section.

Section 1321(b)(1): the House adopt-
ed, and the Senate agreed to, a provi-
sion stipulating a definition of the
term coastal barrier which only in-
cludes true barrier islands, as well as
closely related geologic features such
as bay barriers, spits, and tombolos. A
coastal barrier is defined as a geologic
feature that consists of unconsolidated
sedimentary materials, is subject to
wave, tidal, and wind energies, and
protects landward agquatic habitats
from direct wave attack. Consistent
with the Department's ongoing inven-
tory, including the list developed in
1981, it is not the intent of the authors
that this definition include areas such
as the interiors of large embayments
such as the Chesapeake Bay.

Regarding the determination of
which coastal barriers are undevel-
oped, the House adopted, and the
Senate agreed to, section 1321(b)(2)
which requires that an undeveloped
coastal barrier shall be treated as such
only if there are few people-made
structures on the barrier, or portion of
a barrier, so that these structures and
human activities on the barrier do not
significantly impede geomorphic and
ecological processes. In interpreting
the first aspect of this standard, the
authors intend that the Department
use the same standard which they
have used in their ongoing inventory
of coastal barriers. That is, an area
which averages less than one structure
per 5 acres should be considered unde-
veloped. We also expect, and this was
noted in the report from the Banking
Committee, that the Department will
take into account the level of infra-
structure—roads, water, sewers, elec-
tric lines, jetties, and so forth—in
place in making this determination.
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For example, the presence of scattered
structures with no associated infra-
structure suggests that an area is not
developed. On the other hand, an area
which has a full complement of infra-
structure; that is, some combination of
the above-mentioned items, but no
structures, should be considered as
being already developed. Consistent
with the Department’s ongoing inven-
tory, we expect that in designating un-
developed portions of coastal barriers
that such units will be at least one-
quarter mile in length.

The last of the three criteria guiding
the Secretary’s designations is con-
tained in section 1321(b)(3). This para-
graph provides that a coastal barrier
which is included within the bound-
aries of an area established under Fed-
eral, State, or local law, or held by a
qualified nonprofit organization, pri-
marily for wildlife refuge, sanctuary,
recreational, or natural resource con-
servation purposes shall not be desig-
nated as an undeveloped coastal bar-
rier for purposes of denying Federal
flood insurance. As is noted in the con-
ference report, our intention is that a
qualified nonprofit organization is one
which has the intent and capability to
maintain the natural character of
coastal barrier ecosystems.

Section 1321(c) codifies an opinion
of the General Counsel of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency that
a federally related lending institution,
such as a bank or a savings and loan
association, may make loans secured
by structures which are not eligible
for flood insurance by reason of sub-
section (a) of this section. In other
words, this provision severs the link-
age between Federal flood insurance
and the availability of mortgage
money where flood insurance has been
denied on undeveloped coastal bar-
riers.

Finally, section 1321(d) requires that
the Secretary conduct a study for the
purpose of designating undeveloped
coastal barriers and, not later than 1
year from the date of enactment,
transmit to the Congress a report of
the findings and conclusions of such
study together with any recommenda-
tions regarding the definition of the
term coastal barrier as used in this
section. Although the Secretary is re-
guired to report to the Congress on
these matters, the Secretary’s designa-
tions of undeveloped coastal barriers
shall be effective unless altered by act
of Congress. Since the prohibition on
flood insurance does not take effect
until October 1, 1983, it is the intent
of the authors that structures which
are erected after an area has been des-
ignated as an undeveloped coastal bar-
rier—but before October 1, 1983—will
be eligible for Federal flood insurance.

Mr. Speaker, this concludes the in-
terpretation of the authors of the pro-
vision in the Budget Act pertaining to
flood insurance on undeveloped coast-
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al barriers. As the coauthor of this
provision with my distinguished col-
league from Rhode Island, Mr. St
GeRMAIN, I am pleased at the compro-
mise which has been agreed to by the
conferees and it has my full support.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ST GERMAIN. I yield to the
gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to say a word about the undevel-
oped coastal barriers provisions of the
conference report. Initially the House
bill provided that no new flood insur-
ance coverage could be provided for
any new construction or substantial
improvement of structures on undevel-
oped coastal barriers designated by
the Secretary of the Interior. The
Senate bill contained no such provi-
sion.

Further, the House bill contained a
provision defining a coastal barrier
and requiring the Secretary of the In-
terior to designate coastal barriers
within 90 days of the enactment of
this bill.

I understand there was serious oppo-
sition to the House proposal on unde-
veloped coastal barriers which was
compromised as follows:

First, the prohibition on new flood
insurance on undeveloped barrier is-
lands will not become effective until
October 1, 1983.

Second, there was a fundamental
difference of opinion over the defini-
tion of a coastal barrier and the mean-
ing of the word undeveloped. The
matter was resolved by accepting for
the time being the House definition
until the Secretary has an opportunity
during the next year to study the
problem and make recommendations
to the Congress regarding the appro-
priate definition of the term coastal
barrier.

The Secretary must also develop a
principled definition of what is unde-
veloped in order to implement the
act’s vague standard of few manmade
structures.

I understand in defining undevel-
oped coastal barriers, only coastal bar-
riers which are truly undeveloped, un-
stable and environmentally fragile,
either islands or coastal barriers which
are connected to the mainland, but
which serve in any event to protect
the mainland from the effects of
ocean wind, wave and tidal energies,
are the subject of this legislation.

I further understand the 90-day
period within which the Secretary of
the Interior was to designate undevel-
oped coastal barriers was deleted and
the designation period was extended
in the compromise by providing that
the study to be conducted by the Sec-
retary of the Interior be submitted to
Congress within 1 year of enactment.
The report of the managers took
notice of some maps that were pre-
pared by the staff of the Fish and
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Wildlife Service earlier this year. I
note also that the National Park Serv-
ice also prepared studies and invento-
ries of barriers in previous years. I un-
derstand it was not the intent of the
conferees to endorse any of these
maps. Rather, it was the expectation
that the findings and conclusions of
the Secretary’s study mandated in this
compromise would be used as a basis
for the designation process.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, in
response to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana, let me state that I would reply
in the affirmative to the issues that he
has just raised regarding the provision
in title III which would prohibit new
flood insurance on undeveloped bar-
rier islands.

In response to the last question
raised by the gentleman with regard
to the list of undeveloped coastal bar-
riers that have been developed by the
Department of the Interior, the gen-
tleman states that his impression was
that it was not the intent of the con-
ferees to endorse any of these maps.
Let me say that it was the conferees
expectation that these maps would be
used as a basis for the designation.

Mr. Speaker, I would not want to
leave the impression that the confer-
ees did endorse or did not endorse any
particular maps that have been devel-
oped by the Department of the Interi-
or. Let me direct the gentleman's at-
tention to the statement of managers
which from our part clearly outlines
our intentions with regard to this
matter. The statement of managers
states:

The conferees note that in 1981 in re-
sponse to a request from the Congress, the
Department of the Interior developed a list
of undeveloped coastal barriers which may
meet the criteria in this section. The confer-
ees expect that this inventory may provide a
basis for the designation by the Secretary.
However, the conferees expect the Secre-
tary to review carefully the definition con-
tained in section 321 in preparing the report
of findings and proposed designations of
areas covered in this section,

The point that I am trying to make
to my colleague is that these maps will
serve as a basis upon which the Secre-
tary of the Interior will be reporting
back to us in 1 year as to what these
barrier islands are. They are not the
final list. Certainly there will be
changes, revisions, deletions, and addi-
tions, but they should serve as a basis
upon which the Secretary will be re-
porting to us.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, the
Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs had the difficult and
onerous task of making the biggest
budget cuts of all. In turn, my own
Subcommittee on Housing and Com-
munity Development was assigned the
greatest budget cuts of any in the
House.

Gramm-Latta IT forced my subcom-
mittee to cut housing programs by no
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less than 40 percent—a disproportion-
ate and disastrous cut. The people in
greatest need of housing in this coun-
try are going to find it increasingly
difficult to find any kind of housing
that they can afford, let alone any
decent housing, under the program
this bill will provide.

Notwithstanding the fact that
Gramm-Latta II makes no recognition
of the enormous unmet needs the
people of this country have for hous-
ing, and notwithstanding the fact that
it will place tremendous burdens on
communities that cannot make up for
the losses in Federal assistance that
will take place, my subcommittee
worked in good faith to produce a bill
that reflects the will of the majority
of the House that voted for Gramm-
Latta II.

Insofar as the housing and commu-
nity development provisions of the bill
are concerned, there were substantial
differences between the House and
Senate, as the conference report will
clearly show. We resolved those differ-
ences in a way that produces the fair-
est bill possible—but a bill that inevi-
tably falls far short of any realistic
program for housing and community
development. The conference report
represents the best product that could
be salvaged from the wreckage of
Gramm-Latta II. Perhaps I should say
Mr. Stockman, since in the case of
housing and community development
programs, not even the putative au-
thors were allowed to see the language
until after it was introduced, so great a
control did Mr. Stockman exert over
their supposedly independent judg-
ment.

With respect to community develop-
ment block grants, we provided for a
greater amount of community plan-
ning than the House bill called for, so
that there will be at least some assur-
ance that recipients of the funds will
use them for actual development
needs. As called for in the House ver-
sion of the bill, community develop-
ment block grants would have been re-
duced to general revenue sharing. The
conference report maintains some
semblance of citizen participation in
community planning efforts, and pro-
vides for some extremely modest guid-
ance in what communities can use the
funds for.

Further, also with respect to urban
development action grants, we accept-
ed the Senate language, which main-
tains UDAG as a separate program
rather than a set-aside within CDBG
funds. The conference agreement pro-
vides a $500 million authorization for
UDAG in both fiscal years 1982 and
1983. We also provide that commit-
ments made under the previous UDAG
law will be honored.

With respect to the small cities pro-
gram of CDBG, the agreement turns
administration over to the States,
which may or may not elect to take
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over the program. This particular
action has caused great concern
among small cities, which feared that
the House language would turn CDBG
into a kind of slush fund for the
States, since there was no limitation
on how much the States might take
for administrative costs, nor much
guidance on how the States would ad-
minister the program. The conference
agreement limits State administrative
expenses, requires a 10-percent match
by participating States, and requires
States to consult with local officials in
determining fund allocations.

The Senate had a provision that
allows metropolitan areas to receive
funds that are unused by communities
within a given area. Some communi-
ties around Detroit, for example, do
not use CDBG funds. The bill permits
central cities or other communities to
obtain unused funds within their area,
rather than requiring that such
unused funds be turned back to HUD
for national redistribution.

With regard to assisted housing, the
conference agreement splits the differ-
ence between the House and Senate
funding levels. Of the new units to be
provided, 45.4 percent will be existing
units, and the balance either new or
substantially rehabilitated homes. We
expect that 17,000 units will be set
aside for State housing finance agen-
cies and 4,000 units for Farmers Home
Administration section 8 units. We
hope that at least 2,500 Indian hous-
ing units will be provided. Altogether,
assisted housing production will of
course decline substantially—probably
on the order of 30 percent, depending
on economic developments. At best, I
estimate that this bill will provide for
only 153,000 new assisted housing
units—only one-fourth of what a real-
istic goal would be in light of the need
for decent, low-cost housing in this
country today.

The bill will result in tenant rent in-
creases, but hopefully these increases
will be held to levels that can be man-
aged by the low-income tenants they
are aimed at. By and large these are
people who have nothing to spare, and
my fear is that those people in public
housing who now pay the highest
rents will simply elect to move out of
adequate public housing and into sub-
standard housing as a means to main-
tain their income. These are people
who must choose between being able
to buy clothing and shoes, or paying
more rent. Since their total income is
likely to be reduced by other elements
of Gramm-Latta, there is no way that
these people can reasonably be expect-
ed to pay the higher rents this bill re-
quires. Nevertheless, this is an area for
which there was no maneuvering room
and the rent increase was a foregone
conclusion.

With respect to other matters, we
were able to maintain the House provi-
sion permitting section 8 units to be
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constructed in areas where there is
rent control. Section 8 units are
exempt for rent control in the first
place, and whether or not there is rent
control is properly a local matter. The
bill extends the crime, riot, and flood
control provisions, FHA insuring au-
thorities and GNMA tandem program.
I am disappointed that the Senate did
not agree to the House provision for
higher single-family loan limits—par-
ticularly in light of the astonishing in-
creases in home prices that we have
seen in the last few months. However,
the conferees do expect the Secretary
of HUD to be more liberal in his inter-
pretation of high-cost areas, so that
there will be a more reasonable appli-
cation of the loan limits.

There is not time in the few minutes
that I have available to discuss all the
agreements that we arrived at in con-
ference. The agreement does reach the
budget targets required, it represents a
reasonable consensus on matters in
conflict between the House and
Senate, and it clearly reflects a good
faith effort on the part of all confer-
ees.

I want to close by commending
Chairman St GerMAIN for his out-
standing leadership on this most diffi-
cult assignment, and also to thank the
staff of my subcommittee for an out-
standing effort on a complex and
nasty set of problems. We have accom-
plished a great deal in this conference.
The final product is anything but a
reasonable program to meet clearly de-
fined national needs, but it is the best
that could be obtained in the circum-
stances. This would not have been pos-
sible without the dedicated and effec-
tive efforts of Chairman St GERMAIN
and a truly outstanding and profes-
sional staff, and I commend them for
that effort and leadership.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS).

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, there is
no doubt in my mind that the people
prefer less taxation to bigger Govern-
ment.

I am in favor of cutting taxes this
year, but I feel the way we went about
it was wrong. I, along with many other
Members, strived hard to make the
best out of a bad situation. But, I
think that if you were to look clearly
through today's rhetoric to the es-
sence of what is happening by the
adoption of this conference report,
you will see a dramatic, and I believe
harmful, change in the course of our
Nation. This bill in my eyes is the first
long step in the Federal Government
walking away from its efforts to im-
prove the lives of those who are less
fortunate in our society.

I can certainly understand why
many people in the country want cut-
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backs in Federal spending. Our coun-
try is clearly being hurt by inflation
yvear after year as it eats away at our
real wages.

But, I believe that cutting back on
Federal spending for the needy is not
the way we are going to cure inflation.

Earlier this year, we had expert ob-
jective testimony before the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor which
showed that all of these cutbacks will
have a negligible impact on inflation,
less than two-tenths of 1 percent.

Far more important to explaining
the high level of inflation is the price
of oil. The evidence for that statement
is that every major industrialized
country has been experiencing a high
rate of inflation within the last few
years. And these countries vary from
those which provide higher levels of
social services than the United States,
such as West Germany, to countries
which provide fewer social services
such as Japan. So the extent of Feder-
al spending is being painted as the cul-
prit when it is not the true cause of in-
flation.

And in the process of attacking the
wrong target for inflation we will be
inflicting real harm on many of our
citizens and long-term harm on the
country as a whole.

The cutbacks in spending for hous-
ing, food stamps, child welfare services
and in many other areas will soon be
felt in the country. I am sure that
others will talk about them so I would
like to concentrate solely on some of
the effects which will come from cut-
backs in programs within the jurisdic-
tion of the Committee on Education
and Labor.

First, there will be an immediate loss
of over 300,000 jobs in public service
employment through a cutback of
over $3 billion in funding for that em-
ployment under the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act.

Second, there will be a 33-percent re-
duction in the other programs under
CETA including the basic training pro-
grams and the youth employment and
training programs.

Third, there will be the elimination
of 1 million students from the guaran-
teed student loan program as well as
the possible elimination of thousands
more in the Pell grant program.

Fourth, there will be the probability
that hundreds of school districts will
drop out of the school lunch program
due to a 42-percent cutback in the re-
imbursements for paying students,
and if these schools eliminate their
lunch programs there will be no free
or reduced price meals for thousands
of needy children.

Fifth, a whole range of smaller pro-
grams will be held at their current
funding or decreased such as the
school library book program.

Sixth, many programs will be per-
mitted only a nominal increase which
will not keep up with inflation and
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therefore will mean the elimination of
services for some children. For in-
stance, the title I compensatory educa-
tion program will only be increased 12
percent from fiscal year 1981 to fiscal
vear 1984. Clearly, even a low rate of
inflation will exceed 12 percent over
those 4 years.

I know that these cutbacks and
eliminations are not as draconian as
those the President originally pro-
posed. For instance, the President pro-
posed 25 percent in cutbacks in ele-
mentary and secondary education
funding and the real cutback may be
in the range of 5 to 10 percent. But,
what must be emphasized is the cumu-
lative impact of all of these cutbacks.
Many schools benefit from CETA
youth workers; many aging programs
also use CETA employees. All of these
cutbacks will squeeze programs from
many different directions.

And, there is little chance of relief at
the State or local levels. The National
Conference of State Legislators re-
ported yesterday that almost one-half
of the States are facing deficits in
their financing. Only 10 States have
healthy surpluses. So, it is myth to say
that these cutbacks at the Federal
level will be picked up at the State and
local levels.

For all of these reasons I am oppos-
ing the conference report today. I be-
lieve that the adoption of this confer-
ence report will take this country pre-
cisely in the wrong direction, abandon-
ing neediest citizens, while helping
very little in the fight against infla-
tion.

0 1410

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. ASHBROOK).

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of the conference
report on the Omnibus Reconciliation
Act of 1981 and urge its adoption. The
conference agreement culminates
months of work, requiring much time
and energy, as my colleagues well
know. Yet the process moved forward
more expeditiously than many skep-
tics had imagined possible, given the
complexity and scope of this legisla-
tion.

Like any agreement reflecting many
compromises on so many diverse sub-
jects, none of us is pleased probably
with every decision made. Still, I be-
lieve we can take pride in bringing to
the floor today an agreement that rep-
resents the most significant and con-
crete response this body has ever
made in direct response to our coun-
try’'s need for fiscal restraint and im-
proved Government efficiency.

But I would point out that the hard
work is only beginning. It is impera-
tive that we continue to exercise re-
straint and determination to vigilantly
insure that the momentous steps we
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are taking today succeed in checking
the limitless expenditures of the past.

Time and again I have warned of the
dangers of reckless overspending and
the futility of short-term, stop-gap so-
lutions. I pointed out that we were
living in a fool's paradise—overpromis-
ing and overspending. The dangers of
pursuing that course of action have at
last hit home. As a long-time advocate
of restraint in Federal spending, I ap-
plaud this necessary action in regain-
ing control of Federal spending.

The Budget Committee gave the
Education and Labor Committee the
unenviable job of coming up with ap-
proximately one-third of the total sav-
ings required by the first budget reso-
lution. We did not lightly assume this
awesome task. We made a sincere
effort to distribute cuts equitably,
minimize the impact of cuts and retain
the integrity of the programs under
the committee’s jurisdiction.

We are talking about programs that
affect educationally disadvantaged
and handicapped children, programs
which provide financial aid to enable
students of low- and middle-income
families to obtain a college education,
programs which offer training and
jobs for American youth, programs
which insure the nutritional well-
being of millions of youngsters, as well
as our needy elderly citizens. We ex-
amined these and many other pro-
grams to determine where and how we
could reconcile proposed expenditures
with the totals permitted by the first
budget resolution. Then we worked
with the conferees of the other body
to improve our joint proposals so that
necessary reductions were made in the
most judicious and responsible manner
possible.

The Education Consolidation and
Improvement Act included within the
Education and Labor title represents a
genuine victory for the views of Presi-
dent Reagan and of the vast majority
of American educators. Those views
are that Federal aid for elementary
and secondary schools should continue
at a significant level, but should be so
structured that education decisions
are made at the State and local level,
close to the people, and that school of-
ficials set their own priorities for fund-
ing programs within a wide range of
choices, and do so with a minimum of
paperwork and interference.

We have accomplished that, and the
final product emerging from the ele-
mentary and secondary education mini-
conference was, in my judgment, su-
perior to either the House or Senate
versions of the bill standing alone.

We left the huge title I program for
disadvantaged children intact as to the
formula and method of distributing
funds and the purpose for which those
funds would be used. We left it with-
out a specified dollar amount authori-
zation, as under existing law, but in a




July 31, 1981

separate section provided for funding
of $3.48 billion, for each of the fiscal
years 1982, 1983, and 1984, which is an
increase of $380 million over the 1981
level. But we stripped out of title I
those detailed requirements and in-
structions on how to conduct pro-
grams which caused most of a stagger-
ing 5 million hours of paperwork each
year just to administer the program at
State and local levels.

We consolidated about 30 smaller
programs into a single block grant
funded at $589.4 million for each of
the fiscal years 1982, 1983, and 1984.
At least 93 percent of this goes to the
States on a school-age population
basis, with up to 1 percent for the out-
lying territories and up to 6 percent
retained by the Secretary as a discre-
tionary fund (much of which we ear-
marked for the most worthwhile na-
tional programs). Of the grants going
to States (which includes the 50
States, Puerto Rico, and the District
of Columbia), at least 80 percent must
be distributed to local school districts,
primarily on a school enrollment basis
but weighted for extra cost factors
such as concentrations of poverty.

This means that, for the first time,
every State and school district will
have its own pot of Federal funds with
which to plan its own programs de-
signed to meet its own needs. And nei-
ther the State nor Federal Govern-
ment can tell a local school district
how to spend its Federal funds, so long
as it complies with the stated require-
ments of the law.

One of those requirements, which
does not much vary from existing law
for the individual programs we have
consolidated, is that nonpublic school-
children and teachers are to partici-
pate equitably in the benefits of the
programs, with an equitable share of
the funds designated for that partici-
pation. This bill is fair. And it is only
fair that when we use all the taxpay-
ers’ money to improve the education
of children, and count all the children
to determine the distribution of funds,
we insure that all children will partici-
pate equitably in those benefits with-
out regard to whether they attend
public or private schools. That has
been our national policy since the Na-
tional Defense Education Act of 1958,
and this new act continues that in a
way guaranteed to be effective.

This act—and I confess to taking
enormous pride in being the author of
the versions adopted by both the
House and Senate—restores the bal-
ance of education power to the State
and local agencies in dramatic ways.
Let me cite a few examples.

First, the Secretary's authority to
issue regulations is strictly limited to
(1) those necessary to carry out duties
specifically assigned to him, (2) those
necessary for proper fiscal audit, and
(3) those necessary to insure compli-
ance with specific requirements of the
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act (which are kept to a minimum).
Then the bill states:

In all matters relating to the details of
planning, developing, implementing, and
evaluating programs and projects by State
and local educational agencies the Secretary
shall not issue regulations, but may consult
with appropriate State, local, and private
educational agencies and, upon request, pro-
vide technical assistance, information, and
suggested guidelines designed to promote
the development and implementation of ef-
fective instructional programs and to other-
wise assist in carrying out the purposes of
this (act).

I will bet most school people never
thought they would live long enough
to see that kind of language in a Fed-
eral aid to education law.

Second, there is a provision stating
outright that the regulations which
are issued shall not have the standing
of a Federal statute. This brings to a
screeching halt the practice of execu-
tive branch bureaucrats making law
through regulation, at least under this
act. I think there will be wide support
for this among educators.

Third, when the Secretary moves to
withhold funds from a State for an al-
leged infraction of the statute, the
legal scales will no longer be heavily
weighted in his favor. As things now
stand, the courts must sustain the Sec-
retary’s findings if based upon ‘“sub-
stantial evidence.” In law, that really
means that the great weight of evi-
dence can be against the Secretary’s
position and he still wins. This act cre-
ates a presumption that State and
local educational agencies have com-
plied with the law, and the presump-
tion can only be overcome if the posi-
tion of the Secretary is “supported by
the weight of evidence,” which at law
means a preponderance of evidence.
Moreover, the Secretary can no longer
withhold funds and negotiate from
that position of strength, because the
bill provides for the filing of an action
against the withholding pending final
determination of the matter in the
courts. Again, a dramatic shift in the
balance of power, and one long over-
due.

There are a number of other less
dramatic but important provisions for
restoring authority to where it be-
longs. The necessary protections
against supplanting local and State
school funds with Federal dollars, and
similar provisions, are retained but re-
written in such a way as to conform to
actual school practices and not to re-
quire expensive procedures to avoid
Federal audit exceptions over triviali-
ties.

Finally, the act in very specific
terms nails down “complete discretion,
subject only to the provisions of this
(act)"” for local educational agencies in
determining how to use funds under
the consolidated programs. The act as-
serts this as a guarantee of local con-
trol, close to local voters and the par-
ents of schoolchildren, even against ef-
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forts by the State to interfere in the
use of Federal funds allocated under
this program.

Of course, necessary authority is
preserved for the State to insure that
the specific requirements of the act
are met, and for the Secretary to en-
force compliance with those require-
ments. Essential accountability is pre-
served, but not at the expense of State
and local responsibility and not
through constant Federal bureaucratic
intervention. The working philosophy
of the new act is that educators and
school officials are a lot more account-
able than Federal bureaucrats. I
expect to see this philosophy extended
to Federal programs, even beyond edu-
cation, which are not covered under
this act.

In my 20 years as a Member of this
body, I have seen a steady movement
of power, authority, and responsibility
to the Federal Government. One of
the most disturbing trends has been
the shift away from broad-based
grants to narrow categorical programs.
With this shift have come innumera-
ble unnecessary requirements that
complicate the job of efficient admin-
istration by the States.

I am pleased that in my 21st year
here we are at last reversing that
trend and shifting power back to the
States.

If we approve the conference agree-
ment before us today we will demon-
strate that we had the courage to take
a hard look at the distribution of
power and programs and recognize the
need for a new set of values—a new
way of looking at Government roles.

I have been asked whether States
are prepared to take over greater re-
sponsibility for administering some of
these programs. Perhaps a dozen years
ago some of the States would not have
possessed the competence or qualified
personnel. Today the picture is differ-
ent.

I have also been asked how we can
be sure that the States will be respon-
sive to the special needs of constituen-
cies and localities. The basic safeguard
is the requirement that funds must be
used for the purposes set forth in the
legislation. And, in fact, the various
constituencies will have more direct
access through local and State offi-
cials to the decisionmaking process.

The conference committee action on
student financial assistance programs
reflects many hours of negotiation and
compromise, Well aware of the esca-
lating costs of higher education, we
did our utmost to retain the opportu-
nity for a college education for those
students who need Federal assistance.

For example, a student from a
family with less than $30,000 adjusted
gross income will be eligible for a guar-
anteed student loan up to $2,500.
Where the student’s family income ex-
ceeds $30,000 after adjustment, he or
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she will be required to show need in
order to be eligible. The need analysis
to be used for the GSL program will
be determined by the Secretary of
Education and subject to a one-House
veto by Congress.

Only one substantive change is pro-
posed in the basic educational oppor-
tunity grant program, or Pell grants.
We establish a progressive assessment
rate on family discretionary income in
determining the expected family con-
tribution toward the cost of education.

Head Start, a proven program with
widespread support, is set up as a sepa-
rate agency with a 3-year reauthoriza-
tion. The authorization level for fiscal
year 1982 is $950 million, with small
increases authorized for the 2 succeed-
ing fiscal years. A change was made in
the Head Start formula permitting all
States to be funded at a level higher
than last year.

The conferees adopted a Senate pro-
posal creating a Community Services
Block Grant. This block grant con-
tains all existing authority for the
Community Services Administration,
which will be terminated as a separate
Federal agency. Most of the funds ap-
propriated will be allotted to the
States in the same proportion as under
existing programs. Under discretion-
ary authority granted to the Secretary
of Health and Human Services, he can
operate programs such as the Rural
Development Loan Fund and pro-
grams for seasonal and migrant farm-
workers. Efforts are underway to

insure that community action pro-

grams move forward effectively
through the transition.

With respect to the low-income
energy assistance block grant, we es-
sentially continue the existing pro-
gram but reduce paperwork and red-
tape.

The Juvenile Justice Delinquency
Prevention Act program, proposed for
inclusion in the Social Services Block
Grant requested by the administra-
tion, will not be consolidated. It will
continue to be operated by the De-
partment of Justice at an authorized
level of $77 million. This has been an
effective program which I have strong-
ly supported.

For impact aid we authorized $475
million for both Public Laws 81-874
(maintenance and operations) and for
81-815 (school construction). Of this
authorization $20 million would be
used for construction under Public
Law 815, $10 million would be avail-
able for disaster assistance, and an-
other $10 million would be available
for the land acquisition reimburse-
ment section.

Payments for section “B" children
would be phased out over a 3-year
period. The Appropriations Committee
will decide the allocation of funds
among categories as they do under
current law. Further, the schools
funded under section 6 would be trans-
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ferred to the Department of Defense
budget.

To clear up the muddle caused by
slapdash legislation enacted in an at-
tempt to meet the needs of State and
local governments impacted by the
recent Cuban, Haitian, and Indochi-
nese influx, we have consolidated sev-
eral existing authorities for refugee
education into a single authorization.
By clarifying the definition of refugee
and the method school districts must
use to determine eligibility for assist-
ance, we eliminate existing confusion
caused by piecemeal legislation that
added layer upon layer to the complex
matrix of Federal education refugee
programs.

We have authorized funds for the
education of the handicapped pro-
grams at a higher level than last year
and retain it as a separate program.
More than $1 billion is authorized for
education of the handicapped. The vo-
cational rehabilitation programs are
also authorized at a level in excess of
$1 billion, and the act is kept in place
as a separate program. The Child
Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act
also continued as a categorical pro-
gram, with authorized spending limit-
ed to $19 million per year.

The child nutrition recommenda-
tions were carefully designed to
achieve the necessary overall budget
reductions while simultaneously guar-
anteeing the future financial sound-
ness of these programs and insuring
the nutritional well-being of the mil-
lions of youngsters served under the
school lunch, special milk and related
programs.

Despite sever cutbacks in the Com-
prehensive Employment and Training
Act, necessitating elimination of
public service jobs, we strove to keep
in place the job training components
necessary to insure the availability of
a well-trained work force.

In sum, the provisions of title V of
the legislation before us today reflect
a reasonable and sensible approach to
dealing with the sizable cuts mandated
in programs under the Education and
Labor Committee's jurisdiction. I
strongly support the concept of requir-
ing the committees of the Congress to
reconcile the total amount of Federal
expenditures under programs within
their jurisdictions with the totals es-
tablished by the budget resolution.
And I would urge that we continue to
view spending target in a multiyear
context. The wisdom of taking a
longer look at where we are headed
cannot be overstated.

We had a difficult job to do. I firmly
believe we can take pride in having
done it with compassion in a fashion
that will preserve the integrity of nec-
essary Federal programs while at the
same time truly moving us toward res-
toration of Federal financial stability.
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AUTHORIZATION CAPS TABLE

Mr. Speaker, I conclude these re-
marks by placing in the CONGRESSION-
AL RECORD a table showing the author-
ization caps adopted by the conferees
pertaining to major programs within
the jurisdiction of the Education and
Labor Committee. The table lists each
program alphabetically by its popular
name and shows the authorization cap
that was placed on each program for
fiscal years 1982-84. This table should
be helpful to Members in responding
to the many queries they will un-
doubtedly receive concerning the con-
ffnt of the Omnibus Reconciliation

ct.

Education and Labor Committee
alphabetical program list

[Authorization level as established by the
Omnibus Reconciliation Act for each of
fiscal years 1982-84, in millions of dollars]

Adult Education Act.

Alcohol and Drug Abuse Educa-
tion Act (fiscal year 1982
only)

American Printing House For
the Blind

Arts and Artifacts Indemnity
Act (43

Arts in Education (ESEA I1I-C) .. (®)

Arts, National Endowment 119.3

Bankhead-Jones Act (2)

Basic Skills (ESEA II) €31.5

Bilingual Education (ESEA VII).. 139.970

Biltd)medlca.l Sciences (ESEA III-

) 3

Career Education Act (fiscal
year 1982 only)

Child Abuse Prevention and
Treatment Act

CiIv‘i; Rights Act of 1964 (title

) W

CLEO (HEA IX-D)

College libraries (HEA II) (see
Higher Education Act)

College library resources (HEA
II-A)

College work study (HEA IV-C)..

Community schools (ESEA
VIID) )

Community services block grant.. ")

Compensatory education
(ESEA I

Consumer

100.0

*3.0
5.0

3.0

*10.0
19.0

£37.1
1.0

12.2

5.0
550.0

(£)3,480.0

education (ESEA
Consumer and homemaking
education (see vocational edu-
cation)....
Cooperative education (HEA-
VIII)....
Correction
II1-J)
Councils on Equality in Educa-
tion (ESEA V-C)
Cuban and Haitian domestic ac-
tivities:
Fiscal year 1982
Fiscal year 1983
Cuban and Haitian reception
activities (fiscal year 1982)
Dawson, William Levi, Memori-
al
Dissemination of
(ESEA III-K)
Domestic Volunteer Service Act
of 1978 (ACTION)

education (ESEA

information




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Education and Labor Committee
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fiscal years 1982-84, in millions of dollars]

July 31, 1981

Education and Labor Committee
alphabetical program list—Continued
[Authorization level as established by the

Omnibus Reconciliation Act for each of
fiscal years 1982-84, in millions of dollars]

Education and Consolidation
and Improvement Act:
Title I

Title II

Education, Department of (sala-
ries and expenses)
Education of the Handicapped
Education of the Handi-
capped Act

3,480.0
589.368

x}308.0

Part A—General Provisions

Part B—Assistance for Edu-
cation of All Handicapped
Children

Part C—Centers and Serv-
ices to Meet Special Needs
of the Handicapped

Part D—Training Personnel
for the Education of the
Handicapped

Part E—Research in the
Education of the Handi-
capped

Part P—Instructional Media
for the Handicapped

Part G—Special Programs

for Children with Specific
Learning Disabilities

Education outreach programs

(HEA D)
Educational proficiency (ESEA
IX-B)

Elementary and Secondary
Education Act
Title I—Financial Assistance
to Meet Special Educational
Needs of Children
Part A—Programs Operated
by Local Educational

(el

(<)

Agencies
Subpart 1—Basic Grants...
Subpart 2—Special Grants
Subpart 3—Program Re-
quirements and Applica-
tions

Subpart 4—Exemptions
from Certain Program
Reguirements

Part B—Programs Operated
by State Agencies

Subpart 1—Programs for
Migratory Children

Subpart 2—Programs for
Handicapped Children

Subpart 3—Programs for
Neglected and Delin-

gquent Children
Subpart 4—General Provi-
sions for State Operated

Part C—State Administra-
tion of Programs and

Subpart 1—Applicability,
State Applications

Subpart 2—Duties
posed on State Educa-

tional Agencies
Subpart 3—Responsibil-
ities of State Education-
al Agencies to Commis-
sioner

Part D—Federal Adminis-
tration of Programs and
Projects..

Part E—Payments

Part F—General Provisions
Title II—Basic Skills Improve-
ment
Part A—National Program
Part B—State Basic Skills
Improvement Program
Part C—Special Programs
for Improving Basic Skills...
Part D—General Provisions
Title I11—Special Projects: *
Part A—General Provisions ...
Part B—Metric Education
Part C—Arts in Education
Part D—Preschool Partner-
ship Programs
Part E—Consumer Educa-

Part F—Youth Employment..
Part G—Law-Related Edu-

Part H—Environmental
Education
Part I—Health Education
Part J—Correction Educa-
tion
Part K—Dissemination of
Information
Part L—Biomedical Sciences..
Part M—Population Educa-
tion o
Title IV—Education Improve-
ment, Resources, and Sup-
port:
Part A—General Provisions
Part B—Instructional Mate-
rials and School Library
Resources
Part C—Improvement
Local Educational Prac-
tice
Part D—Guidance, Counsel-
ing, and Testing
Title V—State Leadership:
Part A—Administration of
Education Programs and
Duties of the State Educa-
tional Agency (1)
Part B—Strengthening
State Educational Agency
Management
Part C—Councils on Equali-
ty in Education )
Title VI—Emergency School
Aid 149.292
Title VII—Bilingual Educa-
tion Programs (not blocked) ..
Part A—Financial Assist-
ance for Bilingual Educa-
tion Programs
Part B—Administration
Part C—Supportive Services
and Activities
Part D—Continued Bilin-
gual Education Assistance............c.osensees
Title VIII—Community

$42.075

139.970

3.138
Title IX—Additional
grams:
Part A—Gifted and Talent-
ed Children
Part B—Educational Profi-
ciency Standards
Part C—Women's Educa-
tional Equity (not
blocked)

Part D—Special Grants for
Safe Schools
Part E—Ethnic

Ellender fellowship program
Emergency school aid (ESEA-
vI)
Environmental
(ESEA III-H)
FIPSE (HEA X)
Follow-Through ...
Gallaudet College
Gi{ted and talented (ESEA IX-
e

education

GPOP (HEA IX-B)

Grants to institutions of higher
education (HEA IX-A)....

Guam—land grant status
Virgin Islands and University

Guidance and
(ESEA IV-D)
Headstart:
Fiscal year 1982
Fiscal year 1983 ..
Fiscal year 1984

Health education (ESEA II1-1)....

HEFP/CAMP (HEA IV A/5)...
Herbert Hoover Memorial

Higher Education Act of 1965;.

Title I—Continuing postsec-
ondary education program
and planning;

Part A—Commission on Na-
tional Development in

Postsecondary Education....

Part B—Education
reach Programs
Title II—College and Re-
search Library Assistance
and Library Training and

Research:
Part A—College Library Re-

Out-

Part B—Library Training,
Research, and Develop-
ment

Part C—Strengthening Re-

search Library Resources....

Part D—National Periodical

Title III—Institutional Aid

Part A—Strengthening In-
stitutions

Part B—Aid to Institutions
With Special Needs

Part C—Challenge Grants
for Insitutions Eligible for
Assistance Under Part A

Part D--General Provisions...

Title IV—Student Assistance:
Part A—Grants to Students
in Attendance at Institu-
tions of Higher Education:
Subpart 1—Basic Educa-
tional Opportunity
Grants:
Fiscal year 1982
Fiscal year 1983 ..
Fiscal year 1984
Subpart 2—Supplemental
Eduational Opportunity

(2)

2,25
1.0

©149.292

()
13.5
()
52.0

€5.652
14.0

(%)

)
£15.0

950.0
1,007.0
"1,058.0
)

7.5

1)
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Education and Labor Committee
alphabetical program list—Continued

[Authorization level as established by the [Authorization level as established by the [Authorization level as established by the
Omnibus Reconciliation Act for each of
fiscal years 1982-84, in millions of dollars]

Omnibus Reconciliation Act for each of
fiscal years 1982-84, in millions of dollars]

Omnibus Reconciliation Act for each of
fiscal years 1982-84, in millions of dollars]

Subpart 3—Grants to
States for State Student
Incentives

Subpart 4—Special Pro-
grams for Students from
Disadvantaged Back-
grounds:

Fiscal year 1982
Fiscal year 1983-84

Subpart 5—Special
grams for Students
Whose Families are En-
gaged in Migrant and
Seasonal Farmwork...........

Subpart 6—Assistance to
Institutions of Higher
Education

Part B—Federal, State, and
Private Programs of Low-
Interest Insured Loans to
Students in Institutions of
Higher Education

Part C—Work Study Pro-
grams..

Part D—Vacant

Part E—Direct
Students in Institutions of
Higher Education ...

Part F—General Provisions
Relating to Student As-
sistance Programs

Title V—Teacher Corps and

Teacher Training Programs:

Part A—Teacher Corps Pro-
gram (fiscal year 1982
only)

Part B—Teacher Training
Programs (teachers cen-
ters, fiscal year 1982)

Part C—Training for Ele-
mentary and Secondary
School Teachers to Teach
Handicapped Children in
Areas With a Shortage

Part D-—Coordination of
Education Professional
Development

Title VI—International Edu-
cation Programs

Part A—International and
Foreign Language Studies

Part B—Business and Inter-
national Education Pro-
grams....

Part C—General Provisions
Title VII—Construction, Re-
construction, and Renova-
tion of Academic Facilities:
Part A—Grants for the Con-
struction, Reconstruction
and Renovation of Under-
graduate Academic Facili-
ties
Part B—Grants for Con-
struction, Reconstruction
and Renovation of Gradu-
ate Academic Facilities........
Part C—Loans for Construc-
tion, Reconstruction and
Renovation of Academic
Facilities
Part D—General ~
Title VIII—Cooperative Edu-
cation...

Title IX—Graduate Pro-
grams:
Part A—Grants to Institu-

tions of Higher Education...

Part B—Fellowships for
Graduate and Profession-
al Study

Part C—National Graduate
Fellows Program

Part D-—Assistance for
Training in the Legal Pro-
fession

Part E—Law School Clinical

Experience Programs...........

Title X—Fund for Improve-
ment of Postsecondary Edu-
cation

Part A—Establishment and
Operation of Fund

Part B—Establishment of
Agencies

Title XI—Urban Grant Uni-
versity Program
Howard University

Humanities, National Endow-n

ment

Impact aid (construction)
Impact aid (payments)

Impact Aid Study Commlssion..::
Improvement in LEA practice......

Indian Education Act:
Fiscal year 1982 ....
Fiscal year 1983
Fiscal year 1984
Institutional assistance (HEA
III)

International education (HEA
vI)

International Year of the Child..
James, Chappee Memorial............

Johnson-O'Malley

Juvenile Justice and Delinguen-
cy Prevention Act of 1974

Kendall School (included under
Gallaudet)

Law-related education (ESEA
II1-G)

Law school clinical (HEA IX-E) .,
Library materials (ESEA IV-B)...

Library Services and Construc-
tion Act

Allocated as follows:

Title I—Library Services.........

Title II—Public
Construction

Title III—Interlibrary Coop-
eration

Library

Title IV—Older Readers

Loans for construction (HEA
VII-C)

Low-income energy assistance

Metric education (ESEA III-B)....

Minority science program

Model Secondary School for
the Deaf Act

Museum Services Act

National Academy of Peace and
Conflict Resolution.

National Center for Education“

Statistics.

National Commission on Librar-
ies and Information Services

(r) 20.0
(*) 455.0
*)

)

81.7
88.4
95.3
129.6
30.6
()
*)
*)

")

)
1 0

80.0

National Foundation on the
Arts and Humanities Act of
1965

National graduate fellowships

National Institute of Education...

National Periodical Center

National Technical Institute or.

the Deaf Act
National Science Foundation

precollege teacher training

(fiscal year 1982 only)...
Native Hawaiian study

Navajo Community College Act...

Older Americans Act of 1965
(title IV).

Older Americans Act Amend-
ments of 1978

Pell grants (HEA IV-A/1):
Fiscal year 1982
Fiscal year 1983 ...
Fiscal year 1984

Population education (ESEA
III-M)

Preschool partnership (ESEA

Refugee education consolida-
tion (education provisions):
Fiscal year 1982 .............

Fiscal year 1983 ...
Fiscal year 1984
Rehabilitation Act of 1973

Research libraries (HEA 11-C) .....

Safe schools (ESEA IX-D)
Second Morrill Act ....
SEOG (HEA-V A/2)
Snyder Act

Special projects (ESEA III)

SSIG (HEA-A/3)

State leadership (ESEA-V)

Strengthening State educational
management (ESEA-V-B) ..

Student assistance (HEA-IV)

Taft Memorial

Teacher centers (HEA V-B)

Teacher Corps (HEA V-A)

Territorial teacher training
Tribally Controlled Community
College Assistance Act
TRIO (HEA IV-A/4):
Fiscal year 1982
Fiscal year 1983-84
Truman (Harry S) memorial
scholarships
Urban grant universities (HEA

XI)
Virgin Islands, general assist-
ance to

Virgin Islands and University of
Guam land grant status

Vocational Education Act of
1963

Part A—State Vocational
Education Programs
Subpart 1—General Provi-

sions

(€)42.075
®)

)

()9.1

() 225
M)

*)

Subpart 2—Basic Grant

Subpart 3—Program
provement and Supportive
Services

Subpart 4—Special Pro-
grams for the Disadvan-
taged
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[Authorization level as established by the

Omnibus Reconciliation Act for each of
fiscal years 1982-84, in millions of dollars]

Subpart 5—Consumer and
Homemaking Education

Part B—National Programs
Subpart 1—General Provi-
sions....
Subpart 2—Programs of Na-
tional Significance
Subpart 3—Bilingual Voca-
tional Training
Subpart 4—Emergency As-
sistance for Remodeling
and Renovation of Voca-
tional Education Facilities

Part C—Definitions
Vocational rehabilitation
Women’s Educational Equality

Act (ESEA IX-C)

®The Alcohol & Drug Abuse Education
Act (ADAEA) is included in the Education
Consolidation and Improvement Act (educa-
tion block grant) under the Secretary’s Dis-
cretionary program. ADAEA is one of three
protected programs in the Secretary's Dis-
cretionary program, meaning that with the
funds appropriated for discretionary activi-
ties, the Secretary must fund the ADAEA
at $3.0 million (the fiscal year 1981 level of
appropriation). This provision, for all prac-
tical purposes, ensures funding for the
ADAEA because the Secretary’s Discretion-
ary funding is 6 percent of the appropria-
tion for title II of the education block
grant.

[Note.—The fact that the Omnibus Rec-
onciliation Act lists $3.0 million as the fund-
ing level for fiscal year 1982 only does not
affect the protected status of ADAEA in
fiscal years 1983 or 1984. The reason behind
listing only the fiscal year 1982 authoriza-

3on level is further explained in footnote

.]

®The Arts in Education Act, currently
authorized as title III, part C of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act, is
folded into the education block grant. This
means that a state can use any of the funds
allocated under title II of the education
block grant to fund arts in education pro-
grams at the state level, as can the local
educational agency at the local level.

Important is the fact that the national
programs under the arts in education provi-
sion are among those of protected status
under the Secretary’s discretionary author-
ity under the education block grant as de-
scribed in detail in footnote A.

©The Education Consolidation and Im-
provement Act (ECIA) was a major accom-
plishment in the Omnibus Reconciliation
Act. Among those guestions most frequent-
ly asked about the education block grant
are.

How many programs were consolidate in
the block grant?

The ECIA has three titles, two of which
contain program authorizations. Title I pro-
vides financial assistance to meet the spe-
cial educational needs of disadvantaged
children (identical to current law of ESEA,
title I with respect to the formula, and simi-
lar in other areas except for the reduction
of paperwork and administrative burdens).
Title II consolidates several categorical pro-
grams totaling 33 in number. They are:

Basic Skills (ESEA—title II);

Special Projects (ESEA—title III) (There
are 14 separate programs authorized under
title III of ESEA.),

Education Improvement, Resources and
Support (There are 3 separate programs au-
thorized under title IV of ESEA.);
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State Leadership (ESEA-title V). (There
are 3 separate programs authorized under
title V.);

I]-E}mergen{:y School Aid Act (ESEA-title

)

Community Schools (ESEA-title VIII);

Additional Programs (ESEA-title IX).
(There are 5 separate program authoriza-
tions under title IX, but only 4 are consoli-
dated. The Women's Educational Equity
Act is not included in the education block
grant.);

The Aleohol and Drug Abuse Education
Act;

Teacher Corps (HEA-title V, part A);

Teacher Center (HEA, section 532);

Follow-Through (on a phased basis);

The National Science Foundation pre-col-
lege science teacher training program; and

he Career Education Act.

When will the education block grant go
into effect?

The funding schedule for most education
programs is currently structured so that the
appropriations made in any given fiscal year
are used during the following fiscal year (or
the next school year). Therefore, under the
education block grant, funds appropriated
in fiscal year 1982 will be used under the
provisions of the block grant in school year
1982-83.

Whr is there a separate authorization
level in FY 82 for each categorical program
that is subsequently merged into the con-
solidation program? .

This is a matter of drafting and has been
of significant confusion to those reviewing
the block grants. The legal experts conclude
that the authority in the education block
grant allows the appropriations committee
to appropriate funds either as a block or as
categorical programs, Either way, the funds
will not be obligated prior to July 1, 1982,
and at that time they will be obligated
under the provisions of the education block
grant. This is a confusing provision and
%lial?uld be reviewed in context of the entire

What are the authorization levels of the
education block grant?

Funds authorized under the block grant
for title I are $3.48 billion for each of fiscal
years 1982-84, while funds authorized under
the block grant for title II are $589.368 for
each of fiscal years 1982-84.

[Note.—If the appropriations committee
chose to authorize the act under the sepa-
rate categorical authorization caps in fiscal
year 1982, the level for that year alone
could reach.]

4The Bilingual Education Act (ESEA-VII)
was not included in the education block
grant. The authorization level for this pro-
gram was established at $139.970 for each of
the fiscal years 1982-84. (That amount does
not include the authorization for bilingual
vocational education, which is authorized
ie:;a)rat,ely under the Vocational Education

ct.

*The Career Education Act was folded
into the education block grant during the
conference consideration.

The Child Abuse Prevention and Treat-
ment Act was not included in the Social
Services block grant. Of the $19.0 million
conference-adopted authorization level, $2
million will be spent on the Adoption
Reform Act (title II) and $7 million will be
set aside for the state grant program, with
the remaining funds to be used through the
Secretary's discretionary funds.

*Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
provides for technical assistance and train-
ing authority (sections 403, 404 and 405) for
areas undergoing desegregation. These sec-
tions of title IV are not amended or re-
pealed by the education block grant.
Rather, they remain a separate authorized
provision. The education block grant does
contain the authority, however, for local
educational agencies to use any of their
title II funds to start or supplement exist-
ing programs providing technical assistance
and traini]r_‘)f under title IV of the CRA.

AThe Conferees adopted a Senate propos-
al creating a Community Services Block
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Grant. This block grant contains all exist-
ing authority for the Community Services
Administration which will be terminated as
a separate federal agency. Authorizations
for the block grants included $395 million in
fiscal year 1982; and succeeding fiscal years
of which $354 million will be allotted to
States in the same proportions as under the
existing programs. this authorization for
State grants represents a decrease in federal
anti-poverty funding of over 30 percent.
The block grant also includes a Secretary's
discretionary fund of roughly 25 million
dollars or 9 percent of appropriations.
Under this discretionary authority pro-
grams such as the Rural Development Loan
Fund and pro for seasonal and mi-
grant farmworkers will be able to be operat-
ed. The legislation includes significant tran-
sition provisions designed to ensure that ex-
isting Community Action Agency networks
will be maintained. Local community action
programs are likely to continue to have
questions regarding implementation of this
block grant which should be addressed by
emphasizing that the Department of Health
and Human Services is gearing up immedi-
ately to ensure that no community action
program is forced to terminate its oper-
?iuon.s due to bulky transition administra-
on.

"The Vocational Education Act was au-
thorized at a level of $735 million for each
of the three fiscal years of the Act (fiscal
year 1982-84). No line-item authorizations
were determined, which gives the appropria-
tions committee the authority to target the
$735 million in the manner they determine
is appropriate.

'The Conferees adopted the Administra-
tion’s bill for reauthorization of the domes-
tic programs operated within the ACTION
Agency. However, the Administration's pro-
posal to totally remove earmarks for
VISTA, was not adopted and earmarks of
$16 million for fiscal year 1982 and $8 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1983 were included in the
bill. These earmarks will effect Title I
(VISTA, service learning programs, demon-
strations) authorization of $25.7 million for
fiscal year 1982 and $15.9 million for fiscal
vear 1983. The reauthorization also includes
the Older American Volunteer Program
(Retired Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP)
Foster Grandparents and Senior Compan-
ion). These programs were authorized at
the following levels for fiscal year 1982: Re-
tired Senior Volunteer Program—$28.7 mil-
lion; Foster Grandparents—$49.7T million
and Senior Companions—$16.6 million.

Of the $308.0 million authorized for the
Department of Education salaries and ex-
penses, $49.396 million and $12.989 million
shall be available for the Office of Civil
Rights and the Office of the Inspector Gen-
eral, respectively.

'"The Education of the Handicapped Act
was authorized at a level of $1,149.95 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1982 and $1,198.0 million
in fiscal year 1983. The following program-
matic breakdown was determined by the
conference committee:

Public Law 94-142 (Part B of EHA, Sec.
611)—$969.85 (fiscal year 1982); $1,017.9
(fiscal year 1983-84).

Preschool incentive grants (Part B of
EHA, Sec. 619)—$25.0 (fiscal year 1982-83).

Severely handicapped projects (Part C of
EHA, Secs. 621 and 624)—$5.0 (fiscal year
1982-83).

Regional Resource Centers (Part C of
EHA, Sec. 621)—$9.8 (fiscal year 1982-83).

Education Personnel Develop.
Secs.sgm, 632, and 634)—
-83).

Special Studies (Part B of EHA, Sec.
618)—$2.3 (fiscal year 1982-83).

Deaf-blind Centers (Part C of EHA, Sec.
622)—$16.0 (fiscal year 1982-83).

Media Services and Captioned Film (Part
F of EHA)—$19.0 (fiscal year 1982-83).

Recruitment and Information (Part D of
EHA, Sec. 633)—$1.0 (fiscal year 1982-83).

Early Childhood Education (Part C of
EHA, Sec. 623)—$20.0 (fiscal year 1982-83).
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Regional, Vocational, Adult and Postsec-
ondary Programs (Part C of EHA, Sec.
625)—8$4.0 (fiscal year 1982-83).

Innovation and Development (Part E of
EHA)—$20.0 (fiscal year 1982-83).

= The Follow-Through program is author-
ized at a level of $44.3 million in fiscal year
1982; $22.15 million in fiscal year 1983 and
$14.8 million in fiscal year 1984. This pro-
gram was authorized at a separate level for
each of the three fiscal years, but at the
same time is being phased into the educa-
tion block grant. For example, in fiscal year
1982 the Follow-Through program will be
maintained as a categorical program, while
a local educational agency may also use
funds it receives under title II of the educa-
tion block grant to fund activities that are
authorized under the block grant that are
similar in nature to those under Follow-
Through.

n"Headstart is reauthorized for three years
at the following authorization levels: $950.0
million for fiscal year 1982; $1,007 million
for fiscal year 1983; and $1,068 million for
fiscal year 1984. These figures represent
President Reagan's budget request and
exceed current appropriations for this pro-
gram. A change was also made in the Head-
start formula, but all states will be receiving
amounts in excess of what they received
last year if a full appropriation is made.

*No funds are authorized to be appropri-
ated under Section 419 of the Higher Edu-
cation Act, which provides for payments to
institutions of higher education.

Funds are authorized at $12.0 million for
each of fiscal years 1982-84 for the Veter-
an's Cost of Instruction program.

»The major provisions of the Guaranteed
Student Loan program under the Higher
Education Act are as follows:

The conferees placed an income cap of
$30,000 adjusted gross income on the GSL
program. A student from a family with less
than $30,000 is eligible for a GSL up to
$2,500. A student from a family with income
greater than $30,000 will be required to
show need in order to be eligible for a loan
in the amount of that need. There is a
minimum loan provision of $1,000; however,
a student must show at least $500 of need in
order to qualify for a loan of $1,000.

The need analysis to be used for the GSL
program will be determined by the Secre-
tary of Education and subject to a one-
House veto by Congress. In the determina-
tion of need, Social Security student bene-
fits and Veterans benefits will be counted as
expected student contribution. The need
analysis for the GSL program is to be effec-
tive October 1, 1981. However, if the Secre-
tary has not promulgated the needs test by
then, or Congress has disapproved it, insti-
tutions may use an approved, pre-existing
need analysis for GSL.

A loan origination fee of 5% will be as-
sessed on the principal of the loan payable
to the bank to offset the payments the
government makes to the banks. This fee
will be effective 10 days after the date of
enactment of the law. Truth-in-Lending re-
guirements for the loan origination fee will
be waived until August 1, 1982.

Parent Loan program interest rates are
raised from 9 percent to 14 percent. Provi-
sions are included to permit the 14 percent
rate to fall to 12 percent if the annual
average of the T-bill declines.

Independent undergraduate student bor-
rowing limits are reduced to those of de-
pendent undergrads ($2,500/year).

Both independent undergraduate and
graduate students can borrow under the
Parent Loan program at 14 percent with
certain aggregate limits,

Minimum annual repayment is increased
from $360 to $600.

The rounding-up of the special allowance
by % percent is eliminated.

The $10 institutional allowance for GSLs
is eliminated. The $10 institutional allow-
ance for Pells is reduced to $5.

Several amendments are made to Sallie
ﬁ[ae. the Student Loan Marketing Associa-

on.
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The effective date for these provisions is
October 1, 1981.

“Funds are authorized at a level of $1.0
million for fiscal year 1982 and $2.0 million
for fiscal year 1983 to carry out the Nation-
al Commission on Student Financial Assist-
ance.

"The Impact Aid program is authorized at
a level of $475 million with a phase-out of
the “b" children over a period of three
vears.

*The total budget authority for Indian
education programs operated by the Bureau
of Indian Affairs (BIA) are as follows:

Fiscal year 1982—$262.3 million.

Fiscal year 1983—$276.1 million.

Fiscal year 1984—$290.4 million.

This budget authority covers all BIA edu-
cation programs authorized by the Johnson-
O'Malley Act, the education provisions of
the Snyder Act; the Navajo Community
College Act; and the Tribally Controlled
Community College Assistance Act of 1978.

‘The Juvenile Justice Delinguency Pre-
vention Act program operated in the De-
partment of Justice was continued bg the
Conferees at an authorized level of $77 mil-
lion. This juvenile delinquency program
which had been slated for consolidation
within the Social Services Block Grants will
now continue. Allotments to the States
under the formula grant program should be
reduced by roughly 25 percent.

“The Conferees adopted legislation creat-
ing a Low Income Energy Assistance Block
Grant authorized at $1.875 billion for each
year, States will receive an allotment based
on the existing formula which was included
in the Windfall Profits Tax Act. Basically
the block grant continues the existing pro-
gram but reduces paperwork and red tape.
Provisions of special interest are: (1) a 10
percent limitation on administrative ex-
penses; (2) a 15 percent limitation on weath-
erization activities; (3) a required set-a-side
based on data from previous years for
energy crisis intervention (warm blankets,
base heaters, emergency medical assistance
provided durlng cold snaps or heat waves);
and (4) an income disregard provision in
existing law to be maintained. Special con-
sideration must be given to service providers
on the local level and a provision allowing
for a transfer of up to 10 percent of a
State’s funds under this block ant to
other block grants including those for social
services or community services.

*The Conferees adopted the following fig-
ures for all titles of the Older Americans
Act except for Title V. For fiscal year 1982,
$715 million and for fiscal year 1983, $793
million. These figures correspond to the
programs presently operated by the Admin-
istration on Aging within the Department
of Health and Human Services including
nutrition and social services for the elderly.
Title V, which is the Senior Community
Service Employment Program operated by
the Department of Labor, was reauthorized
at $277.1 million for fiscal year 1982 and
$293 million for fiscal year 1983. This pro-
gram supports 54,200 part time community
service employment opportunities for senior
citizens. These figures correspond to Rea-
gan's budget request. The Conferees also
specified that additional sums would be au-
thorized if necessary to maintain existing
service levels. The Conferees in the Confer-
ece Report emphasize their commitment to
move on Older Americans Act reauthoriza-
tion later this year or early next year. For
this reason, none of the Administration's
substantive changes in the AoA program
were enacted in reconciliation. These
changes will be considered when the Com-
mittee bill, HR. 3046, is brought to the
Floor.

*The Vocational Rehabilitation Act was
authorized at a level of $1,009.260 million
for fiscal year 1982 and $1, 054 160 million
for fiscal year 1983.

! Current law.

2Ruled to be in the jurisdiction of the
Agriculture Committee

*No funds.
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- ‘Pl'art N is also authorized at a no funds
evel.

& Included under Gallaudet College.

“See Arts, National Endowment and Hu-
manities, National Endowment.

?Transferred to the Agriculture Commit-

ee.
# See specific program.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ASHBROOK. I will be glad to
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding. I,
too, want to compliment the conferees
for a job well done. As the gentleman
indicated, it was a very, very painful
job for our chairman. I am not as pes-
simistic as he is. I do not believe there
will be too many adverse effects. I am
sure the school lunch program will go
on as it always has. We saved it and
did not really cut too much from it,
particularly if we change some of the
regulations.

I compliment the chairman. It is
going to be painful to him, but not
nearly as devastating as one might
think.

Mr. ASHBROOK. I thank my col-
league, and thank him for his very
dedicated work in the area of the
school lunch program.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. PEYSER).

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman of the committee very
much for this opportunity.

The reason I have taken the floor at
this time is because one of the issues
that commanded undoubtedly the
greatest attention in this Congress and
commanded great concern is, what is
happening to the students in this
country under guaranteed student
loans. I am sure no one relishes what
happened, because what happened is
the students of this country lost.

However, in the conference we did
make the best of what I consider a
very bad situation. The reason I am
taking this time is to go over one sec-
tion. The report language in this con-
ference dealing with guaranteed stu-
dent loans was written by Congress-
man DEeNarpis of Connecticut and
myself, and in that we are very anx-
ious that the Secretary of Education
really recognize that we are serious in
this. We do have a one-House veto,
and we have told the Secretary basi-
cally that in the counting of equity for
assessment under these student loans,
as to who is eligible, that the principal
dwelling of a person and residence
shall not be counted as an asset.

Also, what we are saying is that the
deduction of an asset reserve of not
less than $25,000 from the net value of
all assets shall be considered, and in
the case of a farm or a business, the
assets shall not be counted up to
$100,000. We are also saying that an
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assessment of a series of progressive
rates on parental discretionary income
rates shall be set by the Secretary, but
shall not be in excess of 20 percent of
the parental discretionary income.

Third, we are saying that the utiliza-
tion of the most recently published
Bureau of Labor Statistics lower living
standard of a family-size offset be in-
cluded in consideration of guaranteed
student loans.

Finally, we are saying that the inclu-
sion of the number of dependents of
the student’s family who are in at-
tendance in a program of postsecond-
ary education, and for whom the
family may be reasonably expected to
contribute for their postsecondary
education.

Finally, the conference said that it is
the express intent of the conferees
that the Secretary develop a guaran-
teed student loan education analysis
system which gives adequate opportu-
nity to the students from middle-
income families with adjusted gross
income above $30,000 in order that
they can qualify for guaranteed stu-
dent loans, so we have made a step. It
is an important one.

The only hope is that in the immedi--

ate future we will be able to reinstate
guaranteed student loans to the hun-
dreds of thousands that are losing out
on this process from this point on.

NEED ANALYSIS
The conferees wish to emphasize
that the need analysis system to be de-
veloped for the guaranteed student
loan program is a matter of great con-

cern. The conferees intend that the
Secretary consider the following fac-
tors as the elements of the GSL need
analysis system:

First. Exclusion of all equity in a
single principal place of residence
from the computation of assets; deduc-
tion of an asset reserve of not less
than $25,000 from the net value of all
assets; and if net assets include farm
or business assets, deduction of an ad-
ditional asset reserve of not less than
$100,000 from the net assets.

Second. Assessment of a series of
progressive rates on parental discre-
tionary income, but such rates shall
not result in requiring an expected
family contribution in excess of an ef-
fective rate of 20 percent of such pa-
rental discretionary income.

Third. Utilization of the most re-
cently published Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics lower living standard as the
family-size offset to be included in the
GSL family contribution schedule sub-
mitted to Congress.

Fourth. Inclusion of the number of
dependents of the student’'s family
who are in attendance in a program of
postsecondary education and for
whom the family may be reasonably
expected to contribute for their post-
secondary education.

The conferees expect that the GSL
need analysis system to be submitted
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to the Congress will take into consid-
eration that this needs test is being
used to judge eligibility for a loan to
be repaid, not a grant. It is the ex-
pressed intent of the conferees that
the Secretary develop a GSL need
analysis system which gives adequate
opportunity to students from middle-
income families with adjusted gross in-
comes above $30,000 to qualify for a
GSL. The conferees will carefully
follow the Secretary’s development of
the GSL need analysis system and the
final result.

The conferees expect that the Secre-
tary will develop a financial-need test
for the GSL program by August 15,
1981, for use during the academic
years 1981-82 and 1982-83. The confer-
ees understand that it may be neces-
sary, for purposes of academic year
1981-82, for the Secretary to permit
postsecondary institutions to use an
established need analysis system, such
as those used for Pell grants and the
campus-based program in determining
remaining need. However, it is the ex-
pressed intent of the conferees that
the Secretary submit a proposed need
analysis on August 15, 1981, which in-
cludes a system that considers the
four factors outlined above. The con-
ferees intend that the four factors
shall be considered for the GSL need
analysis for the 1981-82 academic
year, and all subsequent years.

The existing need analysis systems
can only be used by institutions until
the Secretary can effectively imple-
ment the GSL need analysis.

The conferees expect that the Secre-
tary will implement the GSL need
analysis by amending the August 15,
1981, proposal before the 1982-83 aca-
demic year in order to take into con-
sideration any necessary adjustments.
The August 15 submission plus the re-
quired amendment for the 1982-83
academic year will be subject to con-
gressional review, as will all subse-
quent submissions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will advise the gentleman from
Oklahoma that he has 29 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from
Ohio has 44 minutes remaining.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEIss).

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, 1 appreci-
ate the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the conference report on reconcilia-
tion.

Just a little over 1 month ago this
body was considering the parent of
this legislation, Gramm-Latta II,
under similar circumstances. At that
time debate began on legislation which
had not even been printed. I can safely
say that no one, not even the bill's au-
thors, had much if any understanding
of what was included. It was aptly la-
beled a travesty of the legislative proc-
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ess, and a violation of congressional
procedure.

Yet, today, the Members of this
body are in a remarkably similar posi-
tion. The conference report was filed
by the committees on Thursday morn-
ing and first became available this
morning.

This report is an extraordinary
measure. Certainly a conference
report which contains cuts of over $35
billion by rewriting time-honored leg-
islation is without precedent. I strong-
ly oppose the process used, the final
report, and the haste with which we
consider this report.

Can any Member say that he has
read the entire report? Although indi-
viduals who have had the benefit of
being conferees may be familiar with
the individual parts of the report, I
doubt whether any have had the op-
portunity to review the entire docu-
ment.

This report, hastily assembled over
the last few weeks, will affect every
district, and almost every American.
Yet, the estimates of its impact are at
best sketchy. Can anyone say with
complete confidence what the impact
will be on his or her district, on his or
her constituents?

Is this the proper way to legislate—
to pass a bill which cuts spending and
rewrites social legislation that took
years to develop yet accept on the
basis of faith that this will not hurt
the poor, the elderly, the young, stu-
dents, the middle class, the Nation. I
submit that this is not the way to
serve our constituents, our districts, or
the Nation.

I believe that the budgetary and leg-
islative provisions approved by this
report will harm those I have just
mentioned, and prepare the way for
economic disaster when combined with
the tax cut approved this week. These
inequitable cuts contradict our basic
values: They discriminate against the
poor, elderly, and infirm, and encour-
age war, not peace,

But we are voting today not only on
a conference report, but on a process
that is out of control. This is truly a
historic and pivotal moment in this
body’s history. Over the last few
months we have seen a President at-
tempt to ride roughshod over the will
of the Congress, and then attack its
Members if they fail to swallow every
one of his proposals. In acceding to
the President’'s demands, in adopting -
Gramm-Latta II sight unseen, this
Congress abandoned its role as a delib-
erative, policymaking body. This
report is the offspring of Gramm-
Latta II. It has gone through the con-
ference committee process, but there
have been no hearings on it and limit-
ed opportunity for consideration and
debate.

I ask the Members of this body to
carefully consider their decision. Even
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if you support these cuts, even if you
support a rewriting of Federal law, do
you support this process? A vote in
favor of this report is an endorsement
not only of the report, but of the pos-
sible institutionalization of this proc-
ess.

And this is a process that should be
discarded, not etched into precedent.
It is contrary to our system of checks
and balances which gives Congress the
role of a deliberate, legislative body.

This is a process that should not go
unchecked. Congressional responsibil-
ity must not be sacrificed for political
expediency. I urge my colleagues to
vote against the report.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. COLEMAN).

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
simply point out to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. PEYSER) who in-
dicated a while ago that the various
portions of the needs analysis system
which is in the conference language
and the report language, only provides
that the Secretary have some guid-
ance. He is to consider those particular
points. He is not necessarily obligated
to follow them.

Mr. Speaker, on the amendment to
the guaranteed student loan program
it should be pointed out that the con-
ferees have not required the Secretary
to use a particular need analysis
system or to adopt any specific criteria
because the conferees believe it is es-
sential for the Secretary to have flexi-
bility in structuring a need analysis
system for the guaranteed student
loani program. Flexibility will enable
the Secretary to develop a system that
is both sensitive to family ecircum-
stances and that recognizes the need
for fiscal constraint.

The factors in the conference report
language are only to be considered as
guidelines on the determination of the
need analysis and not as mandatory
requirements.

0O 1420

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, for the purpose of a discus-
sion of the Energy and Commerce
Committee provisions, I yield 1 minute
to the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. FLORIO).

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman very much for yielding
this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to address
briefly the provisions of the reconcilia-
tion bill which are under the jurisdic-
tion of the Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Transportation, and Tourism
of the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

I believe we have brought back to
the House a conference report which
reflects most of the language from the
House bill. In Amtrak, we have pre-
served a national system with objec-
tive criteria for determining which
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trains should remain part of the
Amtrak system.

In the Conrail legislation, we have
given Conrail every opportunity to
become profitable. All of the savings
required in the House bill are con-
tained in the conference report, and if
Conrail achieves profitability, the Sec-
retary of Transportation is required to
sell Conrail as a single unit. We have
done everything possible to continue
rail service by keeping the Conrail
system together. Some additional
funds are needed for Conrail on an in-
terim basis, and those funds are pro-
vided and must be made available to
Conrail.

While relieving Conrail of its obliga-
tions to provide commuter service, we
have insured that the more than half
a million riders who commute to work
each day will have service. That serv-
ice will be in the hands of those who
pay for it, the commuter authorities.
It will be their responsibility to insure
that the service is as cost effective as
possible.

Despite my belief that these matters
have been resolved satisfactorily, I do
not believe that this process is a sensi-
ble one. To alter virtually every pro-
gram and every law ever enacted by
Congress in one bill is to invite disas-
ter. Instead of the careful and respon-
sible deliberation which I believe is
our responsibility, we have thrown
consideration to the wind in favor of
arbitrary ceilings and caps and un-
thought out budget reductions.
Wholesale changes have been made in
laws which have no effect whatsoever
on the budget.

The budget act was designed to con-
trol Federal spending, and it can do so.
But it cannot do so in a sensible fash-
ion if we continue our approach to the
reconciliation process. We must exer-
cise the discipline to control spending,
but not in a manner which abandons
our right to examine the issues.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma., Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. OTTIN-
GER).

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to take this opportunity to
explain some of the energy provisions
contained in title X of the conference
report. As chairman of the Energy
Conservation and Power Subcommit-
tee and a conferee on these issues, I
am pleased that the agreements
reached by the conferees were fair, in
light of the positions taken in the two
bills. I frankly would have preferred to
have done more to restore the balance
in funding for various energy pro-
grams, but I am pleased that we have
restored at least some substantial
funding to conservation and renewable
energy programs, which the adminis-
tration proposed to drastically reduce.

In particular, the conservation
budget for fiscal year 1982 will be set
at $545 million plus at least $13 mil-
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lion in deferrals from fiscal year 1981.
Contained within this amount will be
$336 million for State and local pro-
grams, including low-income weather-
ization, schools and hospitals conser-
vation, State energy conservation pro-
grams, and emergency planning. This
ceiling will permit the low-income
weatherization program to be funded
at current levels, and also provide
room for State energy conservation
program grants. The repeal of the
weatherization program in the House
bill has been dropped. There is no pro-
vision for consolidating programs, and
funding must be made under existing
law. However, should the Congress
later enact legislation to reorganize
these programs, the authorizations
could be used for funding the new pro-
gram, provided its funds are used for
the same purpose.

Perhaps most importantly, the con-
ferees have authorized these pro-
grams, and others, for 3 fiscal years.
This should provide a strong signal to
the administration of the congression-
al intention to fully fund these pro-
grams in the future. The Congress
continues to reject the administra-
tion’s attempts to gut energy conserva-
tion, and I am pleased that this bill
provides a 3-year commitment to these
programs.

The conference report also funds
each and all of the statutory conserva-
tion programs, including the residen-
tial conservation service, appliance ef-
ficiency standards, voluntary building
energy performance standards, resi-
dential and commercial retrofit pro-
grams, auditor training, and other
such programs at a total authorization
of $40 million. The administration had
proposed to eliminate funding for
these programs in an attempt to
repeal by budget. The conferees, as
noted in the statement of managers,
have specifically rejected this attempt
and we require the administration to
carry out its statutory responsibilities.
As in other areas, funding for these
programs are now authorized for the
next 3 fiscal years.

A variety of programs in energy con-
servation and solar energy, which are
jointly authorized by the House Sci-
ence and Technology Committee and
our Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, have also been authorized,
despite administration proposals to
provide no funds. These programs, in-
cluding the energy extension service,
appropriate technology, and solar in-
formation and international programs,
are authorized for 3 years.

As chairman of the Energy Conser-
vation and Power Subcommittee, I
intend to continue vigorous oversight
of all of these programs to insure that
the administration conforms its ac-
tions to the conferees’ strong inten-
tion that these energy conservation
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programs be carried out to the fullest
extent of the law.

As a part of the conference report,
funds are authorized for the Depart-
ment of Energy’s uranium enrichment
program and commercial nuclear
waste program. In both cases, the
report aggregates the funds for these
programs in fiscal year 1983 and in
fiscal year 1984, but disaggregates the
funds for fiscal year 1982. In the case
of the uranium enrichment program,
the funding for the advanced isotope
separation research and development
program appears in chapter 1 of title
X, as does the research and develop-
ment funds for the commercial nucle-
ar waste management programs. How-
ever, all funds for fiscal year 1983 and
1984 are combined in chapter 4 of sub-
title A of title X, without any distine-
tion being made as to their use. The
agegregation of the funds in chapter 4
for these two programs for fiscal years
1983 and 1984 was done without preju-
dicing the rights of the House commit-
tees' having jurisdiction over portions
of these programs to establish appro-
priate funding levels for fiscal years
1983 and 1984 for activities within
each such committee’s jurisdiction. In
establishing the authorizations for
future years for these programs, it was
assumed that all fiscal year 1982 pro-
grams would expand at an equal rate
of growth. However, all conferees rec-
ognize that the cost of some programs
may escalate faster than others, espe-
cially in regard to the commercial nu-
clear waste remedial action program
and the repository licensing activities,
and that there may have to be future
adjustments in the apportionment of
funds. Additionally, the funding au-
thorization for the uranium enrich-
ment program is provided on the basis
of the assumption that the expendi-
tures will be offset by revenues, as re-
quired by law. In estimating revenues,
the conference report relies upon the
estimates provided by the administra-
tion.

The conference report reduces the
administration’s request for depart-
mental administration funds. Incred-
ibly, the administration proposed sub-
stantial increases for the Office of the
Secretary and other administrative of-
fices while curtailing many DOE pro-
grams. For a Department with a de-
creasing role and budget, there was no
excuse for these increases, and the
conferees wisely reduced the amounts.

The conferees also provided suffi-
cient funds to FERC, ERA, and EIA to
permit them to carry out all statu-
torily mandated functions under exist-
ing law. Thus, for example, the admin-
istration’'s assumption that FERC will
no longer be required to license hydro-
power facilities up to 15 MW is not ac-
cepted by the conference report. Simi-
larly, EIA will still be required to
gather information to carry out laws
requiring the financial reporting
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system. In these areas the conferees
have expressed their strong intent
that any changes in such requirements
should be considered in separate legis-
lation, and not by the budget. These
regulatory and information bodies in
DOE are now authorized for 3 years,
and will have sufficient funds to carry
out all statutory programs. The ERA
budget also contains an increase in the
utility programs office to permit
grants to State regulatory authorities
and utilities to explore innovative
rates, and to consumer offices to carry
out functions under the Energy Con-
servation and Production Act of 1976.

The conference report also contains
the House provision repealing the pro-
hibitions on natural gas use by exist-
ing utilities. The conservation require-
ment for gas-burning utilities was also
retained. This conservation program
will help to insure that electricity gen-
erated by these utilities is used effi-
ciently. Utilities will be required to
submit a conservation plan, get ap-
proval for the plan and implement it.
Numerous studies have shown that
conservation is a far more cost-effec-
tive option for utilities facing load
growth than is increased construction.
Many utilities currently burning gas
are located in growth areas, and in the
absence of an aggressive effort in con-
servation, they are likely to consume
increasing amounts of gas, at the ex-
pense of gas consumers in other parts
of the country. Although the confer-
ence report does not prevent utilities
from increasing their gas use, the im-
plementation of effective conservation
efforts, such as low-interest loans, in-
stallation of insulation, and thorough
energy audits, will operate to reduce
fuel consumption. Our subcommittee
will aggressively monitor this program
to make sure that the law is being car-
ried out and serious conservation ef-
forts are made.

An important element of the confer-
ence report is the amendment to the
Energy Conservation Standards for
New Buildings Act of 1976 that re-
moves the mandatory aspects of the
building energy performance stand-
ards for non-Federal buildings. This
amendment is a House provision. The
amendment retains mandatory stand-
ards for Federal buildings only.

Under the amendment, the Depart-
ment of Energy would be required to
issue voluntary building energy per-
formance standards by April 1983, to
become effective by April 1984. The
amendment states that voluntary per-
formance standards “shall be devel-
oped solely as guidelines for the pur-
pose of providing technical assistance
for the design and construction of
energy efficient buildings.”

During development of the original
building energy performance stand-
ards, major concerns were raised by
builders, engineers, and consumers,
about the cost of compliance, the se-
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verity of Federal sanctions and the
complexity of the standards.

Testimony before the Energy Con-
servation and Power Subcommittee,
which I chair, indicated that the con-
struction industry and home buyers
could benefit from accurate and con-
sistent information on building energy
efficiency. In addition, we received tes-
timony supporting the development of
voluntary energy efficiency rating sys-
tems from the U.S. League of Sav-
ings & Loan Associations, the Federal
Home ILoan Mortgage Corporation
(“Freddie Mac"), the Society of Real
Estate Appraisers, the National Insti-
tute of Building Sciences (NIBS), the
American Consulting Engineers Coun-
cil and representatives from the elec-
tric utility and building industry.

Several witnesses, including repre-
sentatives of the lending community,
suggested that utilities could provide
information about the efficiency of ex-
isting buildings collected through util-
ity energy audits. Because of the po-
tential role of utilities in developing
energy efficiency ratings, the Depart-
ment of Energy should include repre-
sentatives of the utility industry in its
consultation with affected groups.

The purpose of this legislation is to
develop a variety of measurement
techniques with primary emphasis on
providing simple yet adequate meas-
ures of energy efficiency that can be
easily understood and used by build-
ers, consumers, architects, realtors,
code officials, lenders, appraisers, and
others in the building market. It is in-
tended that DOE examine methods of
adapting such measurement tech-
niques for use in existing buildings, as
well as new buildings, since existing
buildings will compose a majority of
the building stock through the end of
the century.

The Department of Energy should,
at the earliest possible date, improve
its consultation with affected constitu-
encies in the building community and
should develop the voluntary guide-
lines in close cooperation with build-
ers, consumers, architects, realtors,
code officials, lenders, appraisers, utili-
ties engineers, NIBS, Freddie Mac, and
research experts in the energy conser-
vation field.

Because numerous voluntary rating
systems have already been developed
throughout the Nation, DOE should
examine the technical validity of such
systems and test out their acceptabil-
ity in the building and lending com-
munities. At the same time, the con-
ferees expect that the Department of
Energy will draw on its extensive re-
search results in building energy con-
servation developed in preparation for
BEFS.

The amendment removes the major
role in implementation of BEPS that
was reserved for the Department of
Housing and Urban Development. Be-
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cause of this change, HUD and DOE
should work out agreements expedi-
tiously to transfer remaining author-
ity to DOE in such areas as providing
technical assistance to States and
units of local government, consulting
with interested and affected groups
and monitoring State and local adop-
tion of voluntary energy conservation
standards for buildings.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. WAXMAN).

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to discuss the provisions of the
conference report relating to health
programs. Considering the drastic re-
ductions in programs the Gramm-
Latta proposal mandated, considering
the objective of this administration of
dismantling many of these programs,
considering the provisions of the
Senate bill we have been in conference
to consider under time pressures
which have been extreme, I believe we
have achieved as much of a victory in
protecting our health and consumer
programs as possible. We have beat
back the medicaid cap, an ill-conceived
and poorly disguised attempt to under-
mine the Federal commitment to
health care for the poor. We have
maintained the highly successful
family planning program which has
been subjected to virulent and unjusti-
fied attacks. We have maintained

health programs for migrants, fully
protected community health centers,
and provided protections for communi-

ty mental health centers as well. We
have streamlined and protected the
Consumer Product Safety Commission
that the administration set out to dis-
mantle. We have reauthorized man-
power programs and kept the National
Health Service Corps alive as a viable
entity by retaining first year scholar-
ships. We protected those very impor-
tant improvements we made in medi-
care benefits last year—specifically
the pneumococcal vaccine and occupa-
tional therapy benefits.

Reconciliation as a process is repug-
nant to me. It does not provide for
careful legislative consideration. It
does not serve the legitimate interests
of millions who depend on important
Government programs. But within the
limitations of this process, we have
achieved a significant victory. Not ev-
erything went as we would have
wished, but on the whole I think we
achieved a substantial portion of what
we wanted. There are a number of pro-
grams that I think should be men-
tioned in this regard.

As many of you are probably aware,
we managed to defeat the President's
cap on the medicaid program. I am
very proud of this, though I am sorry
that the penalties States will face if
their increases exceed certain target
levels of expenditures will be so large
in fiscal year 1983 and fiscal year 1984.
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I also want to note an omission from
the statement of managers. As Chair-
man DINGELL stated in his remarks,
there is an omission in the explana-
tion of the amendment relating to
services for the medically needy under
medicaid. The relevant language now
states:

The intent of the amendment is to provide
States with flexibility in establishing eligi-
bility criteria and scope of services within
the medically needy program to address the
needs of different population groups more
appropriately. Nothing would allow, howev-
er, the State to cover individuals not cov-
ered under current law.

Inadvertently, the next sentence was
omitted. It was to read as follows:

Moreover, it is not the intent of the con-
ferees to alter the requirements under sec-
tion 1902(aX17) of the Social Security Act
relating to comparable treatment of income
and resources between categorically needy
and medically needy programs.

I join both Chairman DiNGeELL and
Senator DoLg, the cochairmen of the
subconference in which this issue was
resolved, in expressing the intention
of the conferees that this sentence be
considered as part of the statement of
managers,

Another significant achievement in
the medicaid agreements is the provi-
sion which allows States to cover a va-
riety of home health and community-
based services for people who would
otherwise have to go to a nursing
home. This was part of the Pepper-
Waxman Medicaid Community Care
Act which had over 130 cosponsors in
the House.

A critical medicaid issue before the
conferees was a proposed change in
the current entitlement to “freedom
of choice” of provider. This is the
right of persons eligible for medicaid
and medicare to receive care from any
physician, hospital, nursing home, or
other provider that chooses to partici-
pate in the program and accept pro-
gram reimbursement levels and admin-
istrative requirements. The Senate
amendment would have repealed this
basic right entirely, allowing States to
restrict program eligibles to ‘‘cost-ef-
fective arrangements.” The conferees
agreed to follow the House bill by
maintaining the entitlement but by
giving States a reasonable degree of
flexibility, ineluding authority to
“lock in” beneficiaries who have been
overutilizing services and to ‘‘lock out”
providers who have been abusing the
program. The conferees also agreed to
allow the Secretary to waive the “free-
dom of choice” protection, but only so
long as the State’s restrictions are con-
sistent with access, quality and effi-
cient and economic provision of care,
and only if the restrictions do not dis-
criminate among classes of providers.
In providing this waiver authority, it
was not the intent of the conferees to
authorize States to establish a two-
class system of health care, one for
the poor and one for everyone else.
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Nor was it our intent to authorize re-
strictions under which one class of
providers; for example, community
health clinics, could not compete
fairly for the State’s medicaid business
with another providing similar serv-
ices; for example, physicians.

Turning to other health care pro-
grams, I would note that although we
have created four block grants, I be-
lieve we have managed to protect the
programs included in these blocks.
The first one I would like to mention
is the primary care block grant. This
block contains only the community
health centers. While it is technically
a block, it provides for full program
protection. The Secretary will run the
program in fiscal 1982 and then the
States will take it over only if they are
willing to make a financial commit-
ment.

I also want to mention the rape
crisis centers. Though this program
was included in the preventive health
services block, it is protected by a $3
million set-aside.

Certainly not least among these pro-
grams, I would like everyone to be
aware of our victory in saving the
family planning program. This admin-
istration and its allies on the extreme
right have raised a virulent campaign
against family planning and particu-
larly against planned parenthood.
However, it is obvious that many
Members of the House and Senate be-
lieve the family planning has been ef-
fective and should continue as categor-
ical program. I am especially proud
that we have been able to save title X
because of my own commitment to it.

This bill also contains a new aleohol,
drug abuse, and mental health block
grant, which consolidates five pro-
grams concerned with substance abuse
and with mental health. The grant
contains a formula to insure that his-
torical funding patterns for these two
areas remain constant under this
block, both nationwide and within
each State. Overall, this will result in
approximately equal allocation of
funds between substance abuse pro-
grams and mental health, although
the proportions within States may
vary according to the State’s previous
funding history.

This block grant proposal also con-
tains protections for existing commu-
nity mental health centers which have
not yet run out of their initial eligi-
bility for support under the CMHC
Act or the Mental Health Systems Act.
States which receive funds under the
block grant are required to certify
that they will continue to support
these centers throughout the life of
the centers’ eligibility and the life of
this authorization. While no minimum
level is set for State support or grants
to these centers, it is clearly the intent
of the conferees and is clearly stated
in the conference report that this lack
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of a specified minimum grant is not to
be used as a circumvention of the con-
tinuation requirement or as a back-
door method of defunding a center. If
a State wishes to defund a center, it
must make such a recommendation to
the Secretary and receive his approval
before doing so. The Secretary may
approve such a recommendation only
if his review demonstrates that the
CMHC is no longer providing one of
the required services or has engaged in
a substantial misuse of funds. Since
some of the required services have
been somewhat altered, clearly no one
would expect a CMHC to be in full
compliance immediately, but it is an-
ticipated that these services will be
generally required.

It should also be noted that the con-
ferees agreed not to repeal section 501
of the Mental Health Systems Act.
Mindful of these enumerated rights
and the requirement of the new sec-
tion 1915 that services be provided in a
manner which preserves human digni-
ty, the conferees fully expect that the
States and the Secretary will assure
the protection of the rights and digni-
ty of all persons receiving mental
health services. We anticipate that the
Congress will continue to examine
these issues to insure that patients are
adequately and appropriately protect-

ed.

The block grants created by this bill
have several things in common. The
three blocks created within the Public
Health Service Act all require that the
Secretary respond quickly to com-
plaints that a State has used its funds
in a manner that is not in accordance
with the requirements of the law or
the certifications and assurances made
by the State to the Federal Govern-
ment. The provisions go on to require
that if the Secretary finds that a State
has not used its allotment in accord-
ance with these certifications, assur-
ances and provisions of law, the Secre-
tary must withhold funds from the
State until the noncompliance has
been corrected and there is reasonable
assurance that it will not recur.

This withholding power is vital to
the adequate functioning of our block
grants, and, as the chair of the Sub-
committee on Health and the archi-
tect of many of these compromises, I
am pleased that our Senate colleagues
included it in their original bills and
that the conference committee agreed
to versions of such provisions in all
four health block grants which we are
creating in reconciliation. The with-
holding power—which can operate as a
response to a complaint or as an inde-
pendent enforcement tool—is a clear
way for the Secretary, as well as the
individual beneficiaries of these
health block grants services to insure
that States spend their allotted funds
appropriately. The programs which we
are combining together today have
always been for the special benefit of
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all persons in need of health services
and they have aided these persons
over the years. It is important to note
today that by combining these pro-
grams we do not mean to lessen our
commitment to the purposes of these
programs or the needs of the benefici-
aries, These block grants, while rout-
ing the Federal dollars differently, are
still Federal programs for the special
benefit of persons in need of health
services—poor people, the mentally ill,
those with substance abuse problems,
mothers, and children, and all other
such beneficiaries and providers of
care. By creating this withholding
power—and the related offset and re-
payment provisions—the conferees in-
tended to create a tool by which the
Secretary and all beneficiaries of this
program will assure that funds and al-
lotments are spent appropriately and
well and that these Federal dollars
continue to provide quality care, what-
ever the funding mechanism.

I am also pleased to point out that
the conference agreement includes a
reauthorization of the developmental
disabilities program. This important
program to aid the mentally retarded
was continued at almost full funding
levels and the provisions regarding
State plans, and habilitation plans for
the individual beneficiaries of the act
were retained. All of these provisions—
dollars as well as plans—are necessary
for the adequate care and the benefit
of the retarded children and adults
who are the intended recipients of all
services and programs of this part.
The conference agreement also in-
cludes report language requested by
the Senate and agreed to by House
conferees, specifying that the Con-
gress continues to believe that all de-
velopmentally disabled persons have a
right to habilitative services in a set-
ting which is least restrictive of their
personal liberty. I am pleased that my
Senate colleagues have proposed such
emphasis, and, as the chair of the
Health Subcommittee and sponsor of
the reauthorization of the develop-
mental disabilities program, I fully
agree with their intent.

The conferees accepted the block
grant program I proposed for CHC's.
Due to time constraints in filing the
statement of managers I want to
elaborate further about this new block
grant.

Because States have had no role in
administering or developing communi-
ty health centers, only those States
which have strong and active commit-
ments to primary care should be en-
couraged to participate. If all goes well
with this new program Congress can
reconsider the structure at a later
time to encourage more States to par-
ticipate. To be assured of a State’s in-
terest and involvement, the bill re-
quires each State to put up State
funds as a match for Federal funds.
This is not a disincentive for State par-
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ticipation but an assurance that States
are so committed that they will use
their own dollars to develop and fund
community health centers. The com-
munity health centers which they
would be funding are those which are
currently defined in section 330. This
has been a successful program deliver-
ing primary care services to hundreds
of communities around the country.
So the definitions used in it are appro-
priate for the States' program.

The State match could include funds
it uses to cover State administrative
costs. Federal administrative costs
have been approximately 3 percent of
the total appropriation for CHC's. The
conferees expect that the States will
be at least as efficient which will leave
approximately 17 percent of the
States match—in fiscal year 1983—for
making grants to centers for their
costs of operation. Federal funds could
not be used for administration, except
to the extent that the cost of oper-
ation of the center itself involves some
administrative expenses. The State's
administrative costs include the cost
of State employees and State services
involved in making grants and moni-
toring the grant program.

The bill allows States to meet part
of their match with in-kind services.
For the State’s administrative ex-
penses the State could count adminis-
trative personnel whose full- or part-
time responsibilities are for the CHC
program. The allocation of State em-
ployees’ time to CHC’s must be an ac-
curate appraisal of the time they
spend on the CHC program. To the
extent that a State’'s in-kind services
for matching purposes is comprised of
employees or equipment which are
provided to the centers they must be
at the center’'s request.

To help States assume responsibility
for this program, planning grants
would be made in fiscal year 1982.
Conferees expect that these grants
would only be made to those States
which express a willingness and ability
to commit State funds for matching
funds.

If States take the program over they
would be funding CHC's which meet
all of the requirements of the current
section 330 CHC program. The serv-
ices which are provided by centers, the
areas in which they would be located,
the restrictions and requirements for
making grants, the amount of the
grants the organizational require-
ments including the involvement of
local citizens and users of CHC’s on
the board of directors, and the restric-
tions on amounts for centers which do
not have such boards would apply to
centers funded by the States.

Because centers would be awarding
new grants with State moneys it is im-
portant to allow them to carry over
unobligated funds where there is good
cause. In the first year—fiscal year




18950

1983—the application cycle could be
long enough that all State funds
might not be obligated. The Secretary
is allowed to permit States to carry
these funds over if there is a valid
reason for them not being spent. This
authority does not permit the Secre-
tary to allow States to carry over
funds because they simply do not want
to spend them. In fact, the bill specifi-
cally requires that all Federal and
State funds—except State funds used
for State administrative costs—be used
to make grants.

States will be establishing criteria to
evaluate and monitor CHC's. In the
early years the current Federal crite-
ria should be used or at least be used
as a model, Later, as States get more
experience they would be able to de-
velop their own criteria. States would
also be developing procedural and sub-
stantive review criteria procedures for
terminating or reducing funds. This
must be an objective review of a cen-
ter’'s performance. In fiscal year 1982
the Secretary must approve any such
reduction of funds.

And last, the Secretary is directed to
respond to complaints of CHC's and
patients receiving CHC services. The
Secretary should be assidous in this
regard, particularly, in the early years
of the program.

I would also note that the conferees
agreed to include in all four of the
health block grants established by this
bill a nondiscrimination provision
which had originally appeared in the
House maternal and child health

block grant. In applying these nondis-
crimination requirements consistently
to all four block grants, it was the
intent of the conferees to make cer-
tain that Federal health care dollars
are made available only to those

States, and entities receiving funds
from States, that comply with Federal
prohibitions against discrimination on
the basis of age, handicap, sex, reli-
gion, race, color, or national origin.
With respect to PHS hospitals and
clinics, the conferees agreed to the
House provisions relating to transfer,
achievement of financial self-sufficien-
cy, or closure of these facilities. The
conference agreement provides a rea-
sonable framework that is intended to
facilitate the transfer of PHS hospi-
tals and clinics to the control of other
Federal agencies—such as the Depart-
ment of Defense—States, localities, or
private nonprofit entities. This frame-
work also would allow PHS clinics that
generate sufficient patient revenues—
whether from public or private third
party payments or direct patient pay-
ments—to meet all operating expenses
to remain under PHS sponsorship. It
is my hope that the Appropriations
Committee will recommend levels of
funding for the PHS hospitals and
clinics in fiscal year 1982 that are ade-
quate to accommodate worthwhile
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proposals for transfer or achievement
of self-sufficiency.

The reauthorization of the Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission in
this bill is also a major achievement. It
was scheduled to be either abolished
or transferred to the Department of
Commerce by the administration. This
was not allowed to happen and we
should all be pleased with this victory
for the consumer.

The administration’s proposals to
eliminate the PSRO and health plan-
ning programs were rejected by the
conferees. These programs are to be
continued at reduced levels and not
phased out in 1982. With hospital
costs now increasing more than 19 per-
cent a year—over twice as fast as the
CPI—it is important to retain our ex-
isting cost containment programs. As
we have seen so clearly in our delibera-
tions on this bill, unbridled increases
in health care costs lead directly to
proposals, often ill-conceived, to slash
the protection against enormous
health care bills available to our
people. This year the administration
suggested a cap on medicaid payments
for the poor. I am afraid that next
year we will see proposals, also disas-
trous in their effect, to cap medicare
benefits for our elderly.

The authorities for the health man-
power programs are revised and ex-
tended by the conference agreement.
High priority programs such as stu-
dent assistance, primary care training,
public health, and nurse training are
all continued. National Health Service
Corps scholarships—perhaps our most
important health manpower program
because they both assist students and
secure health professionals for our
most underserved areas—will be avail-
able in future years. Altogether, the
conference agreement provides for a
strong yet streamlined Federal health
manpower program.

The National Research Service
awards program is extended for 2
years with authorizations of $182 mil-
lion and $195 million. Funding at this
level will preserve the NRSA program.
It will insure that our Nation's next
generation of biomedical scientists will
receive superb training and maintain
the excellence of our biomedical re-
search effort. The conference agree-
ment explicitly rejects the administra-
tion proposal to eliminate institutional
allowances, indirect costs, and awards
for behavior scientists from the pro-
gram,

The authority for the existing Na-
tional Center for Health Care Tech-
nology is extended for 3 years. The
Center has been extremely cost effec-
tive since its organization in 1979 and,
with the adoption of the conference
agreement, the Center should contin-
ue to operate as it has to date. New
language providing that the Center
shall not unreasonably inhibit the in-
novation of new technologies will not
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alter current Center functions or ac-
tivities in any way since the Center
has never unreasonably inhibited such
innovation. The authority for the
Center to advise the Secretary with
regard to medicare coverage recom-
mendations is strengthened and it is
now anticipated that the Center will
now give even higher priority to the
efficient, thorough review of these rec-
ommendations. '

In closing, I would like to thank
Chairman JoHN DingeLL for his out-
standing leadership as chairman of
our conference committee and for the
commitment and strength he exhibit-
ed in fighting for these important
health programs. I also want to extend
my appreciation to Ep Mapican, the
ranking minority member of the
Health Subcommittee. His support for
the House position and his develop-
ment of a workable compromise be-
tween the House and Senate were in-
valuable aids. I think the Members of
this House may be justly proud of our
achievements in the reconciliation
conference.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. BROYHILL).

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of the conference
report on the Omnibus Reconciliation
Act. This conference was the largest in
history and the issues were as complex
as any ever dealt with. Nonetheless,
reasonable compromises have been
reached and this conference report
represents the best efforts of all in-
volved.

I did not get everything that I had
hoped for out of this conference. Nor
did any other Member. But, with re-
spect to those matters within the ju-
risdiction of the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, we have reached rea-
sonable and workable compromises on
every major issue. Let me highlight a
few of these agreements:

CONRAIL

The conference agreement follows
the main outline of the Lee-Lent-Mad-
igan substitute which was approved by
the House. This compromise assures
the many communities of shippers
throughout the Northeast a timetable
for the transfer of Conrail ownership
which provides maximum protection
for continuation of services to ship-
pers. In addition, the timetable helps
to stabilize the economy of the North-
east and, more specifically, insures
maximum protection of jobs in the
region. In general, the compromise
provides that if Conrail is profitable it
cannot be sold other than as an entity
until June 1984. Second, the agree-
ment provides $400 million for labor
protection. And finally, it would pro-
vide an additional $262 million in oper-
ating subsidies.
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MEDICAID

The administration proposed sub-
stantial revisions in the medicare/
medicaid programs. In conference
were two widely different versions pro-
viding for cost savings in these areas.
The conference agreement provides
for a 3-percent, 4-percent, and 4'.-per-
cent reduction in payments to the
States for medicaid in fiscal year 1982,
fiscal year 1983, and fiscal year 1984
respectively. States may receive credit
against these reductions if they have
certain hospital cost control measures
in effect, have an unemployment rate
greater than 150 percent of the na-
tional average, or demonstrate sub-
stantial recoveries from fraud and
abuse prevention measures.

HEALTH BLOCK GRANTS

The administration originally pro-
posed creating two block grants in the
place of 26 separate categorical health
programs. The conference agreement
blocks 20 out of 26 of these programs
into 4 block grants. These blocks are
funded at approximately the adminis-
tration requested levels. Several pro-
grams of keen interest to a number of
colleagues have been continued as cat-
egorical programs. These include
family planning, developmental dis-
abilities, tuberculosis, venereal disease,
and migrant health clinics.

Mr. Speaker, this conference report
represents a good-faith effort on the
part of all involved to reach a legiti-
mate compromise on a large number
of complex issues. I think the confer-
ees did their work well, and I there-
fore support this conference report.

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the
Recorp I would like to insert a sum-
mary of the conference agreement on
those matters within the jurisdiction
of the Energy and Commerce Commit-
tee.

SuMMARY OF ProvisioNs UNDER JURISDIC-
TION OF THE ENERGY AND COMMERCE CoM-
MITTEE AGREED TO BY CONFEREES ON BUDGET
RECONCILIATION BILL

SUMMARY OF COMMUNICATIONS PROVISIONS
AGREED TO BY CONFEREES ON BUDGET RECON-
CILIATION BILL
1. FCC authorization.—$76.9 million for

each of fiscal years 1982 and 1983. No provi-

sion for user fees.

2. NTIA Authorization.—$16,483,500 for
fiscal year 1982.

3. Radio and Television Provisions.—

a. extends radio license terms from 3 to 7
years.

b. extends television license terms from 3
to 5 years.

¢. enables FCC to establish a lottery to
select among qualified applicants for new li-
censes.

d. prohibits “shakedowns” by competing
applicants at license renewal (offer to drop
competing application in exchange for
money).

4. Public Broadcasting Act Amendments.—

a. Facilities program: fiscal year 1982, $20
million; fiscal year 1983, $15 million; and
fiscal year 1984, $12 million.

b. Corporation for Public Broadcasting
(major provisions).—
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(1) authorization levels: $130 million for
each of fiscal years 1984, 1985, and 1986;

(2) CPB Board of Directors—reduces
Board from 15 to 11 members, one of which
will represent public television and one of
which will represent public radio stations;

(3) provides for annual rather than quar-
terly disbursement of funds to CPB;

(4) distribution formula—retains House
provision on distribution of funds to sta-
tions: 10 percent of appropriated funds to
CPB for administrative expenses, copyright
costs, interconnection (CPB pays 50 percent
of interconnection), ete. Of remaining
funds, 75 percent to television and 25 per-
cent to radio. Television funds: 75 percent
for community service grants and stations’
share of interconnection, 25 percent for na-
tional program fund. Radio funds: 50 per-
cent to stations, 50 percent to national pro-
gramming; and

(5) allows use of logograms and retains
House provisions on study of funding op-
tions for public broadecasting (Dingell
amendment) and demonstration program
for station advertising (Tauke amendment).
SUMMARY OF ENERGY PROVISIONS AGREED TO BY

CONFEREES ON BUDGET RECONCILIATION BILL

1. DOE authorization ‘“Caps’.—The con-
ference agreement establishes ‘“caps” on
DOE spending for fiscal years 1982, 1983,
and 1984. The “caps’ are placed on individ-
ual DOE appropriation accounts rather
than on total DOE spending.

These “caps” compare to the Reagan
budget projections for DOE spending as fol-
lows:

[in billion of dollars]

Fiscal year

1982
1983,
1984

2. Fuel Use Act.—

The conference agreement—

A, repeals Section 301(a) of the Fuel Use
Act, which prohibits existing powerplants
from burning natural gas after 1990;

B. allows utilities seeking Section 301(b)
and (c¢) mandatory coal conversion or mix-
ture orders to self-certify their eligibility,
with concurrence of DOE; and

C. requires electric utilities using gas as a
primary energy source to implement a con-
servation plan for 5 years following its ap-
proval by DOE.

The conservation plan must be designed
to reduce the utility's annual electricity
output attributable to natural gas by 10 per-
cent, and must include residential conserva-
tion service activities and a public informa-
tion program for conservation. The conser-
vation plan is not required beyond the five
years following its approval.

The conferees also agreed to the House
passed provision amending Section 402 of
the Fuel Use Act to allow existing residen-
tial outdoor gas lights to continue using gas.

3. Strategic petroleum reserve.—The con-
ference agreement authorizes $3.9 billion in
off-budget funding for oil acquisition and
transportation for fiscal year 1982, and $260
million on-budget for all SPR expenses not
covered by the Account including construc-
tion of storage facilities, planning, and man-
agement. (The Administration had request-
ed $3.684 billion for oil acquisition and
transportation, and $199 million for the
other expenses.) The Conference Report
states that the $60 million in extra on-
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budget funds is available for accelerated
storage construction.

4. Building energy performance standards
(BEPS).—The conference agreement adopts
the House amendments to the Building
Energy Performance Standards (BEPS).
Under these amendments and technical
changes BEPS would be developed solely as
rolumary guidelines for non-Federal build-
ngs.

5. Uranium enrichment/fair value prie-
ing.—The conference agreement deletes the
House requirement of “fair value” pricing
for uranium enrichment services, in return
for adoption of the House passed $68 mil-
lion cut in the Portsmouth, Ohio gas centri-
fuge project. (The House Appropriations
bill included such a cut, and the project
sponsors have accepted the cut.)

6. Low income weatherization.—The con-
ference agreement (including the House
Banking Committee) included no line-item
authorization for low income weatherization
in the bill, but contained language in the
Statement of Managers indicating support
for funding for the program up to a maxi-
mum of $175 million. The Banking Commit-
tee title in the House passed bill had re-
pealed the program outright, while the
Senate Energy Committee authorization
was sufficient to fund the program at $175
million. The effect of the report language
would be to defer to the Appropriations
Committee on a specific funding level for
the program.

7. Economic regulation.—The conference
agreement authorizes $44.6 million for “eco-
nomic regulation”, i.e., the Economic Regu-
latory Administration and the Office of
Hearings and Appeals. (The Administration
had requested only $28.5 million.) The Con-
ference Report indicates that the sum in-
cludes a “significant increase in funds for
the compliance activities” of ERA, with an
admonition that these funds may not be
used to RIF compliance personnel,

The Report states that $12.2 million is an
appropriate level of funding for Emergency
Preparedness. (The Administration had re-
quested $2 million.)

The Report states the Utility Programs
(assistance to State public utility commis-
sions) and Fuels Conversion should be
funded at a level higher than the Adminis-
tration’s request. (The Administration had
“zeroed out” Fuels Conversion.)

8. Energy Information Administration.—
The conference agreement authorizes
$84.986 million. (The Administration had re-
quested $80 million.) The Conference
Report repeats that all information pro-
grams mandated under law should be
funded, specifically those that the Adminis-
tration “zeroed out” in its budget request.
By staff agreement, “Financial Reporting
Systems” and the “National Energy Infor-
mation System™ are not expressly men-
tioned in the Conference Report. The
Report states that the Oil and Gas Informa-
tion System should be funded. The Adminis-
tration originally indicated that it wished to
zero out this program. It has subsequently
changed its mind and now wishes to contin-
ue this program.

9. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC).—The conference agreement au-
thorizes FERC at $80.4 million, striking $1.8
million from the Administration's request.
The Conference Report states that the sav-
ings are to be realized from reductions in
contracting and travel, and from improved
personnel management,

10. Departmental administration.—The
conference agreement authorizes $246.963
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million for Departmental Administration.
(The Administration had requested $272.061
million.) The Conference Report contains a
specific function-by-function list of funding
limits detailing net cuts of $15.697 million,
with a further reduction of $10.371 million
which must be made in the Office of the
Secretary, General Management, and
“Other Expenses, Travel and Services".

SUMMARY OF HEALTH PROVISIONS AGREED TO BY
CONFEREES ON BUDGET RECONCILIATION BILL
1. Block grants.—The conference agree-

ment provides for blocking 20 categorical
programs out of 26 originally proposed to be
blocked by the Administration. In aggregate
dollar amounts, approximately $1.2 billion
out of $1.45 billion is blocked. The 4 block
grants include:

(A) Maternal and Child Health Block
Grant—which encompasses Title 5; SSI for
disabled children; hemophilia; sudden
infant death syndrome; genetic diseases;
and adolescent health services.

(B) Preventive Health Services Block
Grant—which encompasses hypertension;
health incentive grants; risk reduction and
health education; fluoridation; rat control;
home health; primary health care research
and demonstration; emergency medical serv-
ices; and rape crisis.

(C) Health Services Block Grant—which
includes mental health; alcohol and drug
abuse project and formula grants.

(D) Primary Care Block Grant—Commu-
nity Health Centers.

Remaining categorical programs are mi-
grant health, family planning, venereal dis-
ease, tuberculosis, child immunization and
adolescent health services.

Special protections are provided for hy-
pertension, mental health and alcohol and
drug abuse.

2. Health manpower.—The conference
agreement provides for approximately $375
million for fiscal year 1982 with inflation
factor increases in fiscal years 1983 and
1984. The $375 million represents the
midway dollar figure between the House
and Senate funding levels and further rep-
resents a $110 million increase over the Ad-
ministration’s proposed funding level, Of
particular concern to many Members is
funding for nurse programs which is set at
$63 million, a substantially higher amount
than the $14 million funding level originally
proposed by the Administration. In addi-
tion, funding for 550 new National Health
Service Corps scholarships is provided pur-
suant to the agreement.

3. Health planning.—The conference
agreement sets funding for fiscal year 1982
at $102 million, out of which not more than
$65 million can be alloted to HSAs. Several
House provisions calling for programmatic
changes are included—most significantly
that which would permit a Governor to take
over HSAs or to terminate them.,

4. Other discretionary health programs.—
The conference agreement also includes sev-
eral other health programs up for reauthor-
ization including (1) HMOs, (2) National
Centers for Health Statistics, Health Serv-
ices Research and Health Care Technology,
(3) National Health Service Research
Awards, and (4) the National Library of
Medicine. Funding levels are somewhat
above those contained in the Administra-
tion's original proposals and somewhat
below those contained in the Dingell/
Waxman proposals.

5. Family planning.—Both the Administra-
tion proposal and the Senate passed bill
would have rolled existing family planning
programs into a block grant which would be
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administered by the States. The House
passed bill continued funding family plan-
ning as a categorical program. Under the
conference agreement, family planning
would be continued as a categorical program
administered by the Federal government at
funding levels close to the House passed
provision.

6. Developmental disabilities.—The Ad-
ministration proposed a repeal of the au-
thorizing legislation for a specific categori-
cal disabilities services and faecilities con-
struction program. These services to the de-
velopmentally disabled would, under the
Administration’s proposal, have been eligi-
ble activities under the proposed Social
Services Block Grant. Both the Senate and
House passed bills continued the develop-
mental disabilities program as a separate
categorical program. The conferees adopted
a modified version of the House language
and extended the developmental disabilities
program as a separate categorical program.

7. Public Health Service hospitals.—The
Administration proposed the elimination of
benefits and mandated the closing of Public
Health Service hospitals as of October 1,
1981. Both the House and Senate passed
bills extended the deadline for phasing out
Public Health Service hospitals. Under the
conference agreement, Public Health Serv-
ice hospitals will remain fully funded
through fiscal year 1982. Existing patients
will continue to receive free medical care.

8. Medicaid cap/medicare, part B.—The
Administration proposed substantial revi-
sions in the Medicare/Medicaid areas. The
House and Senate passed widely differing
versions providing for cost savings in these
areas. The conferees agreed to drop the
Medicaid cap in favor of a 3 percent, 4 per-
cent, and 4% percent reduction in payments
to the States for Medicaid in fiscal year
1982, fiscal year 1983, and fiscal year 1984
respectively. States may receive credit
against these reductions if they have certain
hospital cost control measures in effect or
have enacted fraud and abuse prevention
measures.

SUMMARY OF CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY ACT
PROVISIONS AGREED TO BY CONFEREES ON
BUDGET RECONCILIATION BILL

1. Safety standards.—The conference
agreement would require that the CPSC so-
licit comments from the public on the exist-
ence and the nature of the hazard before
initiating a rulemaking proceeding. The
agency may not propose a rule without al-
lowing persons potentially subject to the
rule a reasonable time within which to take
action to eliminate the risk. The agency
may not issue a mandatory safety rule if a
voluntary standard is adequate to address
the risk.

The agency would have to publish a pro-
posed and final regulatory analysis.

Before issuing a final rule, the agency
would have to make findings that the rule is
the least burdensome possible and that the
costs of complying with the rule are justi-
fied by the benefits.

Mandatory safety rules are subject to leg-
islative veto.

2. Chronic hazards.—The conference
agreement establishes a Chronic Hazards
Advisory Panel. The agency would be pre-
cluded from regulating unless the panel de-
termines that a substance in a consumer
product causes a chronic hazard.

3. Private actions.—The conference agree-
ment allows both consumers and business
groups to sue for violations of product
safety standards.
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4. Agency functions.—CPSC jurisdiction
over stationary amusement parks is elimi-
nated.

The conference agreement repeals section
10 of the Consumer Product Safety Act au-
thorizing petitions to the agency to set
safety standards.

The conference agreement eliminates ad-
visory councils set up under the Consumer
Product Safety Act, the Flammable Fabrics
icﬁ‘ and the Poison Prevention Packaging

ct.

5. Lawn mower standard.—A walk-behind
mower which stops the engine when the op-
erator leaves the controls and has a manual
restart device is deemed to be in compliance
with CPSC standard. (CPSC standard re-
quires a 3 second blade stop time and a
blade clutch device or automatic restart
device.)

After 2 years the CPSC could amend the
standard after reporting to Congress its rea-
sons for further regulating.

6. Extension of the act.—The bill author-
izes appropriations of $33 million for fiscal
year 1982 and $35 million for fiscal year
1983. It also authorizes funds as necessary
for severance pay.

7. Transferred acts.—The majority of the
provisions would apply to the Flammable
Fabrics Act and the Federal Hazardous Sub-
stances Act.

SUMMARY OF TRANSPORTATION PROVISIONS
AGREED TO BY CONFEREES ON BUDGET RECON-
CILIATION BILL

1. Railroad retirement.—The conference
agreement incorporates the agreement be-
tween the rail labor and management in-
cluded in the House passed bill, In addition,
it provides for a report by the President on
recommendations to assure the financial in-
tegrity of the system; ties the benefit in-
creases to tax increases; and provides a pro-
cedure to assure that Social Security equiva-
lent will be paid.

2. Conrail.—The House and Senate confer-
ees agreed to Conrail language which would
do the following:

A. Funding—Conrail will receive $262 mil-
lion in additional funding. If further Feder-
al funding is required, the Secretary may
sell in pieces.

B. Transfer of Conrail—The conference
agreement provides for transfer of Conrail
in the following steps:

Profitability test given: June 1, 1983—
prospective tests; if Conrail not profitable,
sale in pieces; and if Conrail profitable,
move to October 31, 1983 profitability test.

October 31, 1983—historical test for 5
month period 6/1/83-10/31/83; if Conrail
not profitable, sale in pieces; and if Conrail
profitable, sale as entity until June 1, 1984.

After June 1, 1984, if the Secretary of
DOT notifies the USRA Board that he
cannot sell Conrail as an entity, Secretary
may transfer in pieces. If USRA Board does
not concur with the Secretary, the proce-
dure is repeated every 90 days.

Within 90 days after a determination by
the Secretary of DOT, concurred in by the
USRA Board, Conrail employees have the
option of submitting an offer to purchase,
Secretary shall approve the employees offer
unless the Secretary determines that the
employees are not financially responsible,

75 percent of service available at the time
of transfer must be maintained if Conrail is
transferred in pieces.

C. Composition of USRA Board—makes
profitability determination and reviews Sec-
retary’'s determination that Conrail cannot
be sold as an entity:
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Comptroller General (GAO).

Chairman—Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion (ICC).

Secretary of Transportation.

Chairman—Conrail.

Chairman—USRA.

D. Labor Protection—Title V replace with
sum of $400 million to be divided according
to agreement reached by Secretary of Labor
and labor union representatives.

E. Labor Protection for Acquiring Carri-
ers—New York Dock, except that collective
bargaining agreement of acquiring carrier
would apply if nothing else is negotiated. If
a non-rail carrier purchase, collective bar-
gaining agreement of Conrail applies if
nothing else is negotiated.

Abandonments—Expedited abandon-
ment procedures from the House passed bill
as modified by the Lent amendment which
provides a reasonable amount of time for in-
terested parties to purchase a line before
Conrail dismantles the line.

G. Tax exemption—Conrail exempt from
all but local taxes.

H. Congressional veto—If Conrail sold in
pieces—one-House veto required to disap-
prove sale. If Conrail sold as entity—two-
House veto required to disapprove sale.

3. Amtrak.—The conference agreement in-
cludes the following provisions with respect
to Amtrak.

A. Board of Directors—reduces the Board
from 17 to 9 members as follows: Secretary
of Transportation, President of Amtrak, two
representatives of the preferred stockhold-
ers, two representatives of the commuter
authorities, and 3 Presidential appointees
from the Railway Labor Executives Associa-
tion, business, and a Governor from a State
interested in rail transportation.

B. Preferred Stock—requires Amtrak to
issue preferred stock to the Secretary of
Transportation for the value of Federal con-
tributions to Amtrak since its creation.

C. Food and Beverage Service—requires
Amtrak to eliminate the deficit in its food
and beverage service by the end of fiscal
year 1982. Also gives Amtrak the authority
to contract with a private entity to provide
such service.

D. Performance Criteria—retains perform-
ance criteria.

E. 403(b) Service—increases State contri-
butions for new service and current service
that is continued after fiscal year 1982 to 60
percent of short term avoidable loss in the
first year and 80 percent thereafter. Pro-
vides a procedure for implementing fare in-
creases.

F. Commuter Service—provides for con-
tinuation under current funding and operat-
ing requirements of all the commuter trains
which meet the ridership criteria for short-
distance service.

G. Cost Recovery—contains mandatory re-
quirement that Amtrak cover 50 percent of
its costs out of revenues by the end of fiscal
year 1982,

H. Operation Within Available Re-
sources—requires Amtrak to evaluate the fi-
nancial requirements for operating the basic
system and, if it determines that the avail-
able funds are insufficient, to take action as
enumerated to reduce costs and improve
performance,

1. State and Local Tax Exemption—ex-
empts Amtrak from the payment of addi-
tional taxes on acquisition, improvement, or
ownership of personal property and on the
improvement of real property made in con-
nection with the provision of rail passenger
service.

J. Interest Deferral and Loan Guaran-
tees—permits Amtrak to defer interest pay-
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ments on Federal debt for fiscal years 1982

and 1983. Increases Amtrak's loan balance

authority from $900 million to $930 million.

K. Authorizations—authorizes $735 mil-
lion for operating and capital expenses for
fiscal year 1982 and $788 million for such
expenses for fiscal year 1983.

4. Local rail services assistance program.—
The conference agreement retains the
House passed provisions amending the Local
Rail Service Assistance Program to reduce
the Federal share from 80 percent to 70 per-
cent; to encourage greater private sector
participation; and to eliminate operating
subsidies.

The conference agreement provides that
each State shall be entitled to one percent
of the appropriated funds for each fiscal
year,

The conference agreement authorizes $40
million for fiscal year 1982, $44 million for
fiscal year 1983, and $48 million for fiscal
vear 1984.

5. Northeast corridor improvement
project.—The conference agreement deletes
the House passed provisions which (1) re-
moved the priority ranking of improve-
ments and (2) required the completion of
the project despite the reduction in funding
levels for fiscal year 1982 and fiscal year
1983, and, inserted in lieu thereof language
which re-emphasizes the Staggers Rail Act.

The reduction in funding levels to $200
million for fiscal year 1982 and $185 million
for fiscal year 1983 are retained.

SUMMARY OF MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
AGREED TO BY CONFEREES ON BUDGET RECON-
CILIATION BILL
1. Noise Control Act.—The House passed

provisions amending and reauthorizing the

Noise Control Act were deleted from the

bill.

2. Toxic Substances Control Act.—The
House passed provisions reauthorizing the
Toxic Substances Control Act were deleted
from the bill.

3. Environmental Protection Act.—The
Senate passed provision placing a cap of
$540 million for EPA's non-energy research
and development activities and for abate-
ment, control, and compliance activities
(which would include such activities under
the Toxic Substances Control Act) was delet-
ed from the bill.

4. Office of the Secretary, Department of
Commerce.—The conference agreement re-
duces funding for the Office of the Secre-
t:

Aary.

5. Office of the Secretary, Department of
Transportation.—The conference agreement
reduces funding for the Office of the Secre-
tary by 10 percent from fiscal year 1981 ap-
propriations adjusted upward for inflation.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROYHILL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York for the pur-
pose of an in-depth discussion of the
Conrail issues.

First, I might say that he and the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MADIGAN)
were instrumental in working out
these compromises. The conference
agreement in fact follows the main
outline of what came to be called the
Lee-Lent-Madigan substitute, which
was approved by the House and by the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
members of the Budget Committee
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and my colleagues from the Commit-
tee on Energy and Commerce who
served, as I did, on the Committee on
Budget reconciliation and I rise to
offer my support for the Omnibus
Reconciliation Act of 1981. Many long
hours of work by members and staff
have gone into the crafting of this leg-
islation, and I believe we have pro-
duced a reasonable and workable
measure. The final agreement assures
the many communities and shippers
throughout the Northeast a timetable
for transfer of Conrail ownership,
which provides maximum protection
for continuation of service to shippers.
It also assures taxpayers of maximum
protection for their $3 billion invest-
ment in Conrail.

In particular, I am pleased with the
compromise language reached on Con-
rail, which provides Conrail with addi-
tional time to take advantage of legis-
latively mandated savings, which gives
Conrail a total of $262 million in addi-
tional Federal funding, and which re-
lieves Conrail of onerous labor protec-
tion requirements. These provisions
will, I believe, maximize Conrail’s op-
portunity to become profitable and be
sold as an entity—an event which I be-
lieve will maximize the chances of pre-
serving vital rail freight service in the
Northeast.

AMTRAK

As included in the legislation before
us, Amtrak represents an equitable
compromise between the House and
the other body. Several key cost sav-
ings provisions have been included.
For instance, the substitute requires
Amtrak to operate within the limits of
available resources, including Federal
grants, State and local assistance, and
revenues, Furthermore, commencing
in fiscal year 1982, Amtrak is required
to recover at least 50 percent of its
total operating costs, excluding capital
costs, from its revenues. Additionally,
Amtrak is required to reduce costs as-
sociated with its management and to
eliminate the deficit associated with
its food and beverage service. We have
also increased the required level of
State contribution to 403(b) service to
45 percent in the first year and 65 per-
cent thereafter. I would like to note
that these levels represent a compro-
mise which is satisfactory to both
Amtrak and the States. At the same
time, we have also included a provision
in the bill which protects the Federal
investment in Amtrak by requiring the
issuance of preferred stock to the Sec-
retary of Transportation in an amount
equal to the Federal Government's
contributions to Amtrak since its cre-
ation.

Finally, the bill clearly seeks to con-
tinue the maximum level of rail pas-
senger service while retaining the per-
formance criteria so as to assure that
routes do not fall below a certain
standard. Funding levels included in
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this bill should be adequate to assure
such service.

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROYHILL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. MapiGan) for
the purpose of more detailed remarks
with respect to the provisions in the
health area of this conference report.

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
Omnibus Reconciliation Act confer-
ence agreement.

I particularly want to comment on
matters contained in the conference
agreement pertaining to health mat-
ters and involving some 50 discretion-
ary health programs, as well as medic-
aid, medicare, and Public Health Serv-
ice hospitals.

The conference agreement pertain-
ing to these health programs is the
result of seven very long and difficult
months. They have been difficult be-
cause we have been required to make
budget savings which, over the next 3
fiscal years, will amount to several bil-
lion dollars. But because of the grave
economic condition our country finds
itself in, this task has been essential,
and we have met the challenge and
made the savings targets.

Under the conference agreement,
budget savings in the health area will
approximate $2 billion in 1982, $2.3
billion in 1983, and $2.8 billion in 1984.
Moreover, Mr. Speaker, the confer-
ence agreement reflects reasonable
compromises in many areas. For exam-
ple, of 26 categorical programs pro-
posed by the administration to be
placed in block grants, 20 were put in
blocks while 6 were not.

In the area of medicaid, require-
ments for reduced Federal contribu-
tions and greater program flexibility
were adopted. I believe this is a fair
compromise with which all the princi-
pals, including the administration and
the States, can live.

I wish to acknowledge the work of
three members of the Energy and
Commerce Committee in the health
area—the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BroyvHILL), the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DinNGeELL), and the
gentleman from California (Mr.
WaxmMAN), whose combined leadership
was both able and tireless, and truly
essential in putting together the final
product which gives us the needed
budget savings and a majority of the
block grant programs while still pro-
tecting the continuity of programs
which were of concern to many of our
Members. These three Members de-
serve to be congratulated.

0 1430

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. SHARP).
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Mr. SHARP. Mr. Speaker, today we
will vote on the conference report on
the budget reconciliation bill.

The reductions included in this legis-
lation touch virtually every area of
our lives, from health care to trans-
portation, from student loans to the
school lunch program. In fact, Mr.
Speaker, we have never seen such
sweeping budget cuts enacted in one
piece of legislation in history.

I will support enactment of this bill.
I do not support every decision made
here—no one could. The changes are
s0 sweeping that even the authors of
the legislation will not fully under-
stand the impact of decisions we have
made until months from now. How-
ever, Mr. Speaker, this is the result of
a fight, fairly won, by those who want
to use severe budget reductions as a
tool in the fight against inflation and
big government. I support that fight. I
want to give this program a fighting
chance. I will give it my vote.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take a
minute to explain some of the deci-
sions that were made in one of the
areas I worked in—that of energy.

The Department of Energy authori-
zation contained in this legislation is
the first since the Department was es-
tablished. I hope, Mr. Speaker, its pas-
sage will mark the resumption by the
authorizing committees of their
proper role as primary decisionmakers.

While we reduced the Department’s
budget to do our share in reducing
Federal expenditures, we emphatically
did not endorse or ratify proposed
changes in the direction of the pro-
grams administered by the Depart-
ment as sought by this administration.
We insisted, and got agreement, that
the programs enacted by Congress
would continue, even if some are at re-
duced funding levels. We emphatically
endorse and will continue to fight for
a balanced energy policy which does
not allow the expensive mistake of
putting all our energy eggs in one
basket.

We have restored funding for con-
servation programs and for alternate
energy programs.

We seek to have the Department de-
velop a comprehensive emergency plan
for this country in the event that we
face another interruption from abroad
and we have provided funds to accom-
plish that purpose. It is inconceivable
to us that this administration would
allow this country to face an emergen-
cy, in effeet, unarmed, and we will
eagerly await their future actions to
mend this very serious chink in our
armor.

We have included adequate funds to
assure that a vigorous and fully
staffed compliance program goes for-
ward to completion. Prosecution of oil
companies in violation of the law has
resulted in billions of dollars in over-
charges being returned to taxpayers.
The compliance program is an essen-
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tial element of public policy, with
strong support in Congress, and must
be continued.

Mr. Speaker, we made another
major change in the budget as re-
quested by this administration that
should not go unnoticed. While the ad-
ministration recommended cuts in the
programs administered by the Depart-
ment of almost 30 percent, it asked for
an inerease for management and over-
head for the Department of almost 16
percent. That gap was simply intoler-
able, we could not allow such growth
in overhead, particularly at a time
when the mission of the Department
was to be so drastically reduced.
Therefore, Mr. Speaker, you will see a
reduction of almost $30 million in
funds for departmental administration
for the Department of Energy. The
committee targeted contractors for
services and for policy studies for re-
duction. We felt that Department per-
sonnel should be utilized to the maxi-
mum extent possible before seeking to
contract management services. We
were very concerned, Mr. Speaker,
that Federal employees would be fired,
only to be replaced by outside contrac-
tors. Funds provided for management
and program functions are not to be
used for severance pay, or to otherwise
compensate those released due to re-
ductions in force, but are to be used
for the programs and purposes of run-
ning the Department.

Mr. Speaker, we want to note that
we reduced funds available for the
Office of the Secretary of the Depart-
ment to reflect the reductions suffered
by programs in the rest of the Depart-
ment. We also have encouraged addi-
tional economies and would applaud
further reductions which do not affect
the responsiveness or the efficiency of
that office.

We were particularly concerned at
the rapid growth in so-called fixed
costs for rent, telephones, and other
administrative areas. It is our hope
that significant improvements will be
achieved through innovative manage-
ment techniques as well as by renewed
efforts to explore alternate methods
of providing these services.

To clarify expenditures for the
Office of Consumer Affairs, we have
included funds for program direction
at or above levels recommended by the
administration and have slightly in-
creased funds, as specified in our
report, for the citizen participation
program.

Our work, Mr. Speaker, is generally
in agreement with decisions made by
our House Appropriations Committee.
I hope that the good and constructive
relationship with that committee can
continue.

I would like to underline for the
REcorp some significant consider-
ations involved in making revisions in
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the Powerplant and Industrial Fuel
Use Act of 1978.

The amendments repeal the so-
called off-gas provision which was in-
cluded in section 301(a) of the law, but
retain sections allowing mandatory
conversion orders to be issued by the
Secretary of Energy to those power-
plants which are certified by their op-
erators as coal-capable or capable of
using mixtures of oil or gas and coal or
another alternate fuel. The amend-
ments establish a conservation plan re-
quirement for utilities which burn nat-
ural gas to generate electricity, with a
goal of saving an amount of electricity
in the fifth year of a DOE-approved
plan equal to 10 percent of the elec-
tricity generated in the past year by
these utilities through the use of natu-
ral gas. The amendments eliminate
the requirement of the Fuel Use Act
that outdoor natural gas lighting be
prohibited in residential installations
in use when the Fuel Use Act was en-
acted.

Repeal of section 301(a) does not in-
dicate any belief that our natural gas
supply problems are gone forever, or
that natural gas policy questions do
not need further answers. We repealed
section 301(a) of the Powerplant and
Industrial Fuel Use Act because we
recognized the burdens placed by that
section on electric utilities, and hence
on their consumers, to replace existing
gas-fired generators by 1990 with coal-
fired generators at a cost of millions of
dollars. We supported repeal of this
section because most of these plants
are currently burning gas under tem-
porary exemptions, therefore the in-
cremental use of natural gas should be
relatively modest, and because other
provisions of the statute give full as-
surance that gas would be available to
higher priority consumers in the event
of serious future shortages. The law
includes a requirement that the Secre-
tary of Energy continuously obtain
the data necessary to be aware of nat-
ural gas usage by utilities in case he
might have to direct the response to a
natural gas emergency.

I want to emphasize that the confer-
ence agreement maintains the existing
relationship between the Fuel Use Act
and the Clean Air Act, and is not in-
tended to require changes in the ex-
emptions currently available from the
Clean Air Act under existing law for
new sources, modifications, and major
modifications. The reference in the
statement of managers to section
113(d)5) of the Clean Air Act is in-
tended merely to assure that coal con-
versions pursuant to prohibition
orders are treated as existing sources
and, therefore, can take advantage of
the delayed compliance provisions of
section 113(d)5).

Mr. Speaker, let me finally say a few
words about the strategic petroleum
reserve.
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As you know I, and a majority of my
committee colleagues, felt that the
best way to provide for a strategic pe-
troleum reserve was to fund it on-
budget through the normal authoriza-
tion and appropriation process. Be-
cause of three separate decisions by
the House, we felt bound to provide a
mechanism that would remove funds
for the strategic petroleum reserve
from the budget. We have faithfully
carried out our instructions. However,
I would hope that the Congress would
reconsider this decision and allow us
to fund the strategic petroleum re-
serve in fiscal years 1983 and beyond
through the normal authorization and
appropriation procedure.

Our legislation, contained here in
the reconciliation bill, fully funds the
strategic petroleum reserve for fiscal
year 1982. We have removed from the
budget the moneys for oil acquisition
and have retained on-budget the funds
for construction, maintenance and
other administrative costs. It was our
intent that the reserve continue to be
filled without delay as it serves as our
only defense in the event of a severe
oil supply interruption.

The outlines of the new off-budget
strategic petroleum reserve proposal
are quite simple. There is a clarifica-
tion that I think would help my col-
leagues in understanding the confer-
ence decision.

Respecting the use of or storage of
State royalty oil in the strategic petro-
leum reserve, it is not our intention to
allow any State to reap any undue
benefits, to control access to reserve
oil in the event of a drawdown, or to
sell any oil at a price higher than that
paid for comparable quantities in simi-
lar circumstances.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
man from Colorado (Mr. WIRTH).

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Speaker, as chair-
man of the Telecommunications, Con-
sumer Protection, and Finance Sub-
committee and as a House conferee
representing the Energy and Com-
merce Committee, I rise briefly to
comment on the intent of the confer-
ees with respect to certain portions of
the communications title of this
budget package.

I would first like to say that I am ex-
tremely pleased with the makeup of
the final conference agreement. We
were successful in retaining the integ-
rity of the Nation's public broadcast-
ing system. We have passed a periodic
authorization for the FCC for the first
time since 1934—a device which I am
confident will make the exercise of our
oversight responsibilities far more ef-
fective. Moreover, we refrained from
making decisions in the budget recon-
ciliation process which would have
fundamentally changed communica-
tions regulatory policy.

The full list of communications pro-
visions included in the reconciliation
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package include measures which aec-
complish the following:

Reauthorize public broadcasting for
fiscal years 1984, 1985, and 1986; reau-
thorize the Federal Communications
Commission for fiscal years 1982 and
1983; reauthorize the National Tele-
communications and Information Ad-
ministration for fiscal year 1982;
extend terms for television and radio
licenses to 5 and 7 years respectively:
permit the FCC to award initial li-
censes based on a system of random
selection which must be weighed in
favor of persons underrepresented in
telecommunications ownership; and,
prevent the transfer of payment be-
tween competing applicants during a
comparative renewal proceeding where
a party has filed against an incumbent
license holder for the sole purpose of
getting paid to drop the competing ap-
plication.

The statement of managers that we
have filed sets forth the intent of the
conferees with respect to these provi-
sions. I would like, though, to take a
moment to briefly shed some light on
the conferees’ intent with respect to
the random selection and frivolous li-
cense application provisions.

The conferees, in agreeing to the
random selection process, intended to
provide the FPCC with the administra-
tive flexibility necessary to deal with
electromagnetic  spectrum license
award proceedings which cannot be
satisfactorily handled through the
comparative process. Of course, where
the Commission believes a compara-
tive hearing will better serve the
public interest than random selection,
it can opt for the former process
rather than the latter. This decision is
entirely up to the FCC's discretion,
with no presumption either way im-
posed by the law. It is the firm intent
of the conferees, however, that if
random selection is used, the appli-
cants which are underrepresented in
the ownership of telecommunications
properties, must be given significant
preferences. The random selection
process may be employed for the grant
of any license for use of the electro-
magnetic spectrum, although the im-
mediate motivation of the conferees
was to address the enormous backlog
of applications for low power televi-
sion licenses. Of course, the FCC could
use different procedures and different
preferences for different types of uses
of the electromagnetic spectrum, as
the public interest requires.

As to the frivolous license provision,
the intent of the conferees was not, in
any way, to prevent an incumbent li-
censee from making a payment in
excess of expenses to a party challeng-
ing that license as a means of settling
the challenge, except in the case
where that party may have filed his
challenging application, not for the
purpose of obtaining the license, but
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rather for the sole purpose of obtain-
ing some form of payment for drop-
ping the challenge. Thus, this provi-
sion is intended to prevent abuses of
the comparative process or what some
refer to as the shakedown of licensees.

One technical point that should be
addressed with respect to this amend-
ment is that the statutory language
makes this provision operative when
there are two or more applications for
a license pending. However, a chal-
lenge to an incumbent station’s license
usually takes the form of an applica-
tion for a construction permit, not an
actual license application. It is the in-
tention of the conferees that this pro-
vision was included to apply to just
this type of situation.

I would also like to clarify the legis-
lative intent of the conferees with re-
spect to one of the public broadcasting
provisions: The reduction of communi-
ty service grants by an amount equiva-
lent to the Federal tax paid by a sta-
tion on its unrelated, business
income—that is revenues on its com-
mercial activities. The conferees’
intent is that CSG’s would be reduced
only if the station itself paid any unre-
lated business income tax, on the
return of the station itself filed with
the IRS.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Energy
and Commerce Committee (Mr. DIN-
GELL).

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I first

pay tribute to the chairman of the

Budget Committee, the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. Jones) and the
gentleman from California (Mr. Pa-
NETTA), to my colleagues who served as
conferees, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. OTTINGER,
Mr, WaxmMan, Mr. WIRTH, Mr. SHARP,
Mr. FLor1o, Mr. MorrFeTT, Mr. BrROY-
HILL, Mr. BrowN, Mr. CoLLiNs of
Texas, Mr. LENT, Mr. MapIGaN and Mr.
MOoORHEAD, to the staffs of the Budget
Committee, the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, and all of our col-
leagues that worked so hard to bring
this about. Our colleagues in the
Senate, Senator PaAckwoob, and Sena-
tor StarFrorD were particularly help-
ful, as were Senators McCLURE, HaTcH,
and DOLE.

The committee has, I believe, accom-
plished what we set forth to do. We
have saved the money we were told to
save, We have seen to it that the pre-
rogatives of the House were upheld.
We believe we have saved essential
programs such as medicaid, health
grants, Amtrak, the statutorily man-
dated energy programs, particularly in
energy enforcement and conservation,
as well as the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting, and we deleted proposed
funding caps for the Environmental
Protection Agency.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

We have also seen to it that at-
tempts to deregulate radio and televi-
sion have not transpired.

I believe this is very, very important
from the standpoint of wise legislative
process, the public interest, and from
questions that might arise in the
future relative to what is the function
of the reconciliation process and
whether it should ever be utilized to
changing statutory programs or exist-
ing law.

A number of my colleagues on both
sides had an enormously valuable
input into this matter. A number of
my colleagues on the Republican side
of the aisle, such as Mr. PURCELL, and
some of my colleagues from the
Northeast, and other Republicans
were immensely helpful, and their
work must not go without compliment
and commendation.

In like fashion, some of my col-
leagues from the South who were
much concerned about particular mat-
ters, such as Mr. TavziN, Mr. HaLL,
and Mr. SYNAR, have been immensely
helpful in achieving the kind of reso-
lution of the questions which were so
important to the conclusion of this
effort.

The savings are enormous. We have
saved in total money $8 billion, $7.5
billion, and $6.7 billion in 1982, 1983,
and 1984, respectively. The instruction
to us as conferees was to save $5.4 bil-
lion, $6 billion, and $6.3 billion in
those years.

In terms of outlays, we were told to
save $5.2 billion, $6.3 billion, and $7
billion. In the bill, in the years 1982,
1983, and 1984, we have saved $7.1 bil-
lion, $7.7 billion, and $7 billion.

Equally important, we have done
something else, and that is, we have
kept the transportation system in the
Northeast alive. We have seen to it
that Conrail will not be sold off piece-
meal. We have kept Amitrak alive. We
have seen to it that the Northeast cor-
ridor will be sustained to provide the
necessary service.

We also believe that two very essen-
tial programs, the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting, and the health
programs of this country are pre-
served against rather substantial odds.
Let me elaborate.

Let me begin by discussing the
health programs. Everyvone knows that
there was more than one agenda in
budget reconciliation. The first agenda
was to save money in Federal pro-
grams and that was accomplished by
shifting Federal spending away from
the programs that help people and
into military activity and military
hardware designed to kill people. But
in addition to this goal, the adminis-
tration sought to abolish or cripple
many of the programs that have sym-
bolized the caring and humanity of
our country. The health programs
that were under attack represented
more than a century of Government
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efforts to provide public health and
health services to all Americans.
These programs have been cut; they
have been severely cut, but they have
been preserved and our damage con-
trol has succeeded. Many important
health programs have been placed in
block grants—about a half billion dol-
lars in Federal programs for alcohol
abuse, drug abuse, and mental health
programs have been placed in the
hands of State governments. But,
within the new block grant formula,
we have assured that the existing
projects will be able to continue. Com-
munity mental health centers will sur-
vive; alcohol and drug abuse treatment
programs will continue, and within a
block grant structure, States will be
required to continue to fund communi-
ty health centers. Although the States
will be managing these grant pro-
grams, I feel it is particulary impor-
tant to note that the Congress and the
executive branch of Government will
continue to be able to conduct audits
and oversight to assure that Federal
dollars are wisely and effectively spent
for the benefit of the public.

It is important to note that by com-
bining these programs we do not mean
to disavow the programs or their bene-
ficiaries. These block grants, while
routing Federal dollars differently, are
still Federal programs for the special
benefit of persons in need of health
services—poor people, the mentally ill,
those with substance abuse problems,
mothers and children, and all other
such beneficiaries and providers of
care. By creating this withholding
power—and the related offset and re-
payment provisions—the conferees
have created a tool by which the Sec-
retary and all beneficiaries of this pro-
gram must assure that funds and allot-
ments are spent appropriately and
well and that these Federal dollars
continue to provide quality care, what-
ever the funding mechanism.

It should also be noted that the con-
ferees agreed not to repeal section 501
of the Mental Health Systems Act.
Mindful of these enumerated rights
and the requirement of the new sec-
tion 1915 that services be provided in a
manner which preserves human digni-
ty, the conferees fully expect that the
States and the Secretary will assure
the protection of the rights and digni-
ty of all persons receiving mental
health services. We anticipate that the
Congress will continue to examine
these issues to insure that patients are
adequately and appropriately protect-
ed.

I am also pleased to point out that
the conference agreement includes a
reauthorization of the developmental
disabilities program. This important
aid to the mentally retarded was con-
tinued at almost full funding levels
and the provisions regarding State
plans, habilitation plans for the indi-
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vidual beneficiaries of the act were re-
tained. All of these provisions—dollars
as well as plans— are necessary for the
adequate care and the benefit of the
retarded children and adults who are
the intended recipients of all services
and programs of this part. The confer-
ence agreement also includes report
language requested by the Senate and
agreed to by House conferees, specify-
ing that the Congress continues to be-
lieve that all developmentally disabled
persons have a right to habilitative
services in a setting which is least re-
strictive of their personal liberty. I am
pleased that my Senate colleagues
have proposed such emphasis, and, as
the Chair of the Energy and Con-
sumer Committee, I fully agree with
their intent.

Several of the programs that were
scheduled for abolition, but which sur-
vived, represent great opportunities
for savings in dollars as well as health
and life. Assistance to Health Mainte-
nance Organizations will continue, en-
couraging the development of this ef-
ficient form of medical care delivery.
The National Center for Health Care
Technology was preserved with its
great promise for assuring the devel-
opment of effective treatment and
prevention. The program of health
planning with its demonstrated ability
for reducing unneeded capital invest-
ment and services will continue for at
least 1 year under the policy direction
of the National Advisory Committee.

To avoid wasteful practices during a
time when essential services to the
poor and disadvantaged are being cut
back by the Department of Health
and Human Services, the bill reduces
the authorization for the office of the
Secretary and Under Secretary of
Health and Human Services by 25 per-
cent and requires that the Congress be
consulted by the Secretary before any
funds are reprogramed for use by his
office.

Among the programs scheduled for
severe cutbacks were those that have
helped to redistribute and train health
manpower, both for services and re-
search. We can be pleased that the Na-
tional Health Service Corps will con-
tinue to place physicians in communi-
ties that are now severely underserved.
We can also be pleased that the Na-
tional Research Service awards will
continue to provide support for the
training of health scientists. And we
can be proud that training programs
for all of the needed health profes-
sions will continue.

The conferees demonstrated appro-
priate caution with the block grant ap-
proach as several programs were al-
lowed to remain federally funded
either because States were as yet un-
prepared to operate them or because
of the national significance of diseases
they combat. In this category are im-
munization, tuberculosis, venereal dis-
ease, family planning, and migrant
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health centers. I want to conclude my
comments on health legislation with,
perhaps, the greatest achievement of
the conference—the preservation of
the medicaid program which dates
back to 1965 and represents the firm
commitment of the Federal Govern-
ment to assure that States can provide
medical care for their indigent popula-
tions. The administration had pro-
posed an overall cap on Federal spend-
ing in this entitlement program. The
long-term effect of this limitation
would have been to make the program
impossible for the States to sustain.
Following fiscal crises in States, it
would have led to the ultimate aban-
donment of the people most in need.
Many changes were made within the
medicaid law to allow the States great-
er opportunity to run the program ef-
ficiently and, thus, reduce costs. In
order to assure that recipients under
the program are not denied access to
high quality services, many of these
flexibility provisions are offered to
States through a waiver authority of
the Secretary of Health and Human
Services. For example, there is an
option to provide home and communi-
ty based care as an alternative to insti-
tutional care.

In conclusion, I would like to con-
gratulate the conferees for retaining
and maintaining the health programs
that have become part of an American
tradition of caring about and caring
for the people.

I would like to bring to the attention
of the Members an inadvertent omis-
sion from the statement of managers
in House Report 97-208, explaining
the conference agreement on the Om-
nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1981, H.R. 3982. In the explanation of
subtitle C of title XXI relating to med-
icaid, reference is made to an amend-
ment regarding services to the medi-
cally needy. The language now states,
in pertinent part:

The intent of the amendment is to provide
States with flexibility in establishing eligi-
bility criteria and scope of services within
the medically needy program to address the
needs of different population groups more
appropriately. Nothing would allow, howev-
er, the State to cover individuals not cov-
ered under current law.

Inadvertently, the next sentence was
omitted. It was to read as follows:

Moreover, it is not the intent of the con-
ferees to alter the requirements under sec-
tion 1902(a)17) of the Social Security Act
relating to comparable treatment of income
and resources between categorically needy
and medically needy programs.

Both Senator DoLE, the cochairman
of the subconference in which this
issue was resolved, and I, intend that
this sentence be considered as part of
the statement of managers.

Everyone knows by now that the ad-
ministration vigorously sought to
either abolish or seriously cripple the
Consumer Product Safety Commis-
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sion, the smallest Federal health and
safety agency. I am pleased to state
that, as a result of the combined ef-
forts and sensitivities of both the
Senate and House conferees, the
CPSC will continue as an independent
regulatory agency charged with the
important task of reducing unreason-
able risks of injury associated with
consumer products.

The administration supported a sub-
stantial reduction in CPSC appropria-
tions for fiscal years 1982 and 1983.
This will require that 225 of the agen-
cy’'s 900 personnel be fired. However,
thanks to the humane offer of the co-
chairman of the Senate Commerce
conferee, the conferees have author-
ized severance pay for these employ-
ees, and fully expect that sufficient
funds will be appropriated for that
purpose, Limited resources have also
forced us to narrow the focus of the
agency, first, to only the most serious
hazards which it can effectively ad-
dress, second, to areas of greatest ben-
efit to consumers, and third, to greater
reliance on industry voluntary safety
standards.

Some Members have expressed con-
cern that the Secretary may not fund
all of the projects under the AFDC
home health demonstration project
provision in this bill. Specifically, I un-
derstand it is the conferees intention
that the Secretary will help at least 12
States to develop effective demonstra-
tion projects and that he will request
an increase in the number of States
that may participate, if the experience
with the initial demonstrations war-
rant such action. The Secretary
should give priority to those States
who have actively demonstrated inter-
est in a support for the concept em-
bodied in the demonstration. These
States—Ilisted in last year's reconcilia-
tion report language—have been wait-
ing anxiously to prove that savings to
the Federal Government can be made
through such a demonstration as our
own CBO has told us. This demonstra-
tion was put into reconciliation this
year to reiterate our concern that
these 12 projects be awarded in an ex-
peditious manner.

Perhaps the most pleasing result of
the negotiations and of this confer-
ence report under consideration today
is that we have retained our energy
laws. I would like to emphasize that
we have not used this horrendous
budget reconciliation process to
achieve what some would have
wished—that is, the repeal of law or
functional cancellation of programs
through zeroing out funding.

Indeed, in the energy area, the con-
ferees have not only retained basic
statutory programs—with full expecta-
tion that all statutorily mandated pro-
grams will be continued—but have fur-
ther shown our commitment by pro-
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viding authorization for funding for 3
years.

My colleagues and good friends, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. OT-
TINGER) and the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. SHARP)—who have done a
superb job on this conference—will
talk at greater length about the
energy matters within their subcom-
mittee jurisdictions, so I will just take
a moment to mention some of the
highlights.

In the energy conservation area, we
have retained programs for low-
income weatherization, schools and
hospitals conservation programs, and
other State and local programs.

In the regulatory area, the confer-
ence agreement clearly indicates that
there will be no amnesty for oil com-
panies, as promised by Secretary Ed-
wards.

The agreement provides a minimum
of $48 million for compliance. None of
these moneys are to be used to provide
for any reduction-in-force (RIF'). Tes-
timony before my Subcommittee on
Oversight and Investigation showed
that the potential oil company viola-
tions in regard to Office of Enforce-
ment cases is $5.8 billion and the spe-
cial counsel office cases have a poten-
tial violation of over $12 billion. At our
hearings, the Acting Administrator of
the ERA made a commitment to adopt
the June 26, 1981, proposals by the
heads of these offices of a total fund-
ing level in fiscal year 1982 of $43.6
million and a total of 782 FTE's. Even
that sum may not be sufficient. We
stress that our objective is to insure
that all of these cases are promptly
and properly resolved. We also want to
halt the attrition of qualified person-
nel in compliance so that these cases
are resolved. Despite the administra-
tion’s desire to devastate the enforce-
ment efforts by reducing funding and
personnel levels, the conferees provid-
ed sufficient funding and intend vigor-
ous enforcement efforts. This is par-
ticularly important, since the esti-
mates are that we could regain up to
$13 billion for the Federal Treasury.

1 am particularly pleased that we
were able to reach agreement on a
$1.875 billion program in the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services
for low-income energy assistance, to
help our less fortunate citizens to bear
the high costs of energy. One provi-
sion of the bill was dropped which
would have required State legislatures
to conduct public hearings prior to
any second-year funding of State pro-
grams. While I agree that legislatures
have an important role to play, it is by
no means our intent to have State leg-
islatures stymie Federal assistance
programs designed to help needy per-
sons. It gave me great pleasure to work
this matter out with my colleagues on
the House side from the Education
and Labor Committee and the Ways
and Means Committee, and on the
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Senate side from the Labor and
Human Resources Committee. I look
forward to working with them in the
future.

For the strategic petroleum reserve,
I must say that, despite the general
consensus among those of us who have
committee responsibility for energy
that taking the funding off the budget
was a bad idea, in response to the
Latta mandate, we have crafted what I
believe is a responsible program which
will insure continued filling of the pe-
troleum reserve to protect the Nation
against supply interruptions.

The conferees deleted a provision
which would have specifically permit-
ted the Federal Government to store
State royalty oil in the strategic re-
serve and instead retained existing law
under which the Secretary already has
authority to store such oil. I must
point out that equal treatment of all
States is what is contemplated in ex-
isting law, and that under no circum-
stances is any State, including Alaska,
expected to receive any unfair advan-
tage with respect to the price paid at
the time of purchase of the State oil,
nor any unfair advantage at any time
oil is withdrawn from the reserve,
either in terms of price or in terms of
controlling the allocation of the draw-
down oil. The Energy and Commerce
Committee will undertake close scruti-
ny of this activity, and will continue
what has been extensive oversight of
the entire SPR program.

Consistent with what conferees
agreed upon with respect to several
other executive branch departments,
we have decreased funding levels for
the office of the Secretary of Energy.
1 was especially concerned about this
office in the Department of Energy,
since the administration has promoted
severe cuts in program areas—often as
much as 50 percent—and yet has been
attempting to increase funding and
staffing in the office of the Secretary.

One matter that concerns me great-
ly about the Department of Energy all
across the board is the extent to which
contractors have been hired to per-
form functions which clearly should
be carried out by employees of the
U.S. Government. In the interest of ef-
ficiency, accountability, and econom-
ics, it is essential that contracting be
reduced, and that the administration
learn that it is both cheaper and more
effective to perform Government
functions with Government personnel.
It has gotten so bad that the Depart-
ment has contracted for telephone call
returns, correspondence—even for the
preparation of request for proposal—
yet more contracts. My committee has
done extensive oversight in the area of
contracting, and has just begun some
oversight of the personnel situation.
Drastic reductions-in-force (RIF's)
have been proposed, with little or no
understanding on the part of the ad-
ministration as to the likely results of
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such RIF’s. Specifically in the area of
departmental administration, the con-
ference report clearly states that no
fiscal year 1982 funds shall be expend-
ed for costs associated with reduc-
tions-in-forece, such as severance pay or
annual leave; indeed, the General Ac-
counting Office assisted my efforts
this week by informing me that the
costs of any RIF's occurring in fiscal
yvear 1982 could not, legally, be paid
for with fiscal year 1981 funds. I will
continue to watch this situation, too,
and trust that the Department will see
the wisdom of retaining a strong and
capable group of its own employees,
rather than painting itself into a
corner where it will want to rely more,
not less, on contract personnel. Mr,
Stockman has said he agrees there
should be less contracting, and now all
that remains is for him to see the con-
nection between that goal and the ob-
vious need to retain adequate govern-
mental personnel.

In sum, my displeasure at this recon-
ciliation process notwithstanding, I am
satisfied that we have done quite well
in the energy area.

The conference report changes the
permanent authorizations for the Of-
fices of the Secretaries of Commerce
and Transportation to periodic author-
izations. This will enable the Congress
to exercise more effective oversight
over the activities and functions of the
affected Cabinet departments.

I am most pleased that the conferees
agreed to reductions in each of the
next 3 fiscal years in the budgets of
the Secretaries of Commerce and
Transportation. The Committee on
Energy and Commerce proposed these
reductions in the belief that in these
times of fiscal austerity and dimin-
ished Federal resources, all Americans
should be called upon to sacrifice and
economize in the effort to reduce Fed-
eral spending and combat inflation. I
am quite confident that these Cabinet
officials will welcome these reductions
and will be able to carry out their stat-
utory responsibilities in a more effi-
cient fashion to ease the burden on
the American taxpayer.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BRooks).

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, the
Government Operations Committee
was assigned three provisions in the
Budget Reconciliation Act for the pur-
pose of conference with members of
the Senate Governmental Affairs
Committee for matters within their ju-
risdictions. The first two were con-
tained in the Senate reconciliation bill
and had no counterpart in the House
bill. They called for a reduction in ob-
ligations for consultant services and
related services, and for travel and
transportation of persons and trans-
portation of property for the execu-
tive branch. Under the Senate provi-
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sion, obligations for consultant serv-
ices were to be reduced by $500 million
from the total proposed in the Presi-
dent’s budget for fiscal year 1982. Ob-
ligations for travel were to be reduced
by $550 million.

The conferees amended these provi-
sions to require the President to
submit a rescission bill making the re-
quired reductions in spending for con-
sultants and travel. For consultants,
the rescission is to be in the amount of
$500 million, less the amount that Ap-
propriations Committees have already
taken away from agencies for spending
on consultants for fiscal year 1982.
The conference provision dealing with
travel calls for a $100 million reduc-
tion in direct administrative travel of
persons within the executive branch.
The President is to submit a rescission
bill reducing obligations for this item
by $100 million, less the amount Ap-
propriations Committees have already
taken away for travel by agencies. The
conferees’ agreement on travel and
consultants means that these provi-
sions will achieve real cuts in expendi-
tures for these items, and that the
President will have to verify the fig-
ures he uses in formulating the rescis-
sions that he must propose for these
items.

The other matter considered by the
Government Operating Committee
conferees was the provision for admin-
istrative and procedural requirements
to be met by States receiving block
grant funds. Title XVI of the House
bill contained extensive requirements
on this issue, and the Senate bill was
silent.

The conference agreement provides
for five new sections, sections 1741
through 1745. They provide a partici-
pation and reporting process at the
State level to help assure that local
governments, interested individuals,
and groups within a State have an op-
portunity to comment on planning for
the expenditure of block grant funds
authorized in the Budget Reconcilia-
tion Act. These are minimum require-
ments and are not intended to super-
sede more detailed reporting and par-
ticipation provisions contained in indi-
vidual block grants in the act.

The conferees also agreed on a tran-
sition provision which will facilitate
the States’ orderly assumption of
block grant funds and the continu-
ation of funding of existing programs
until that is possible.

The last two sections of the confer-
ence agreement pertain to grant audit-
ing. They insure the Comptroller Gen-
eral’s access to records for the purpose
of evaluating, reviewing, and auditing
the use of block grant funds, consoli-
dated assistance, or other grant pro-
grams established or provided for in
this act. The last section requires each
State to conduct financial and compli-
ance audits of all funds which the
State receives under block grant or
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consolidated assistance programs es-
tablished or provided for by this act.
This provision applies to State audits
only and in no way affects the right of
Congress to carry out its oversight re-
sponsibilities or the rights of any Fed-
eral agencies of the General Account-
ing Office to conduct needed audits.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Science
and Technology Committee, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FuQua).

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to be able to state for the first
time since 1978 that the Congress has,
by its actions in this budget reconcilia-
tion conference, enacted an authoriza-
tion bill for the Department of
Energy. This is an important mile-
stone. Indeed, our actions reflect a
conscious melding of the new adminis-
tration's priorities with those estab-
lished and supported by the Congress
in the past few years.

The civilian research and develop-
ment programs and projects contained
in the bill for fiscal year 1982 are gen-
erally authorized at levels below that
of previous years, but in some cases
with amounts that are greater than
the program requests.

In addition the conferees have acted
to enact authorization -ceilings for
fiscal years 1983 and 1984 for the De-
partment of Energy operating ex-
penses, and for plant and capital
equipment. This multiyear authoriza-
tion will serve to establish congression-
al intent and direction for the level of
program and project funding for the
outyears.

To better understand and be able to
follow the outyear budget requests for
authorization and appropriation the
conferees included a statutory require-
ment that the Department of Energy
furnish to the Congress a breakout of
the fiscal years 1983 and 1984 budget
request at the level of detail contained
in the statement of managers. This
new provision requires this level of
detail for the following 2 years, since
the Budget Control Act of 1921 re-
quires submission of 2-year budget re-
quests. Therefore, no program detail
was provided beyond the single fiscal
year for which the budget was submit-
ted. It is our hope that this multiyear
authorization and the program detail
to indicate outyear funding will help
Federal program planning and projec-
tions for subsequent years as well as
the Congress and others involved with
civilian energy research and develop-
ment. Another additional requirement
in the statute is for a civilian research
and development authorization which
continues the present practice of a
specific authorization request for ap-
propriations for new construction, for
additional amounts requested for au-
thorization for prior year projects, and
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for other plant and capital authoriza-
tion requests.

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE: CIVILIAN ENERGY
R. & D. PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS

[In thousands)

Fiscal year
1983

430,800

430,800

3.?20..333 3
36,800 .

3,684,138 3,668,800 3,910,600

' Not nlfuding certain solar and hydropower operating expenses authorized
n WM
and ati thorized i
mn&ﬂwlﬂgg}m{l] l hydropower operating expenses authorized in
i commercial waste management R&D, which is included
Iotals for the joint programs in Chapter 4, o o

* Uraniom supply and enrichment {advanced isolape separation) is included
in the totals for joint programs, wranim supply and enrichment activities.

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE: SHARED CIVILIAN
ENERGY PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS

[in thousands]

Fiscal year
1983

Renewable Energy and
Conservation

A Certain solar and

» programs,

ating expenses ............

B. %m conservation
programs, including capital
equlpml not rela! etl In

Cwmerml \mle
mganam West Valley,

amm Iu states
Uranium
w&ﬁi"
i
ng equipment

11,700,000 M (")

32600000 33,500,000 34,600,000

284,148,000 2 300,000,000

1,1261,600
R A02800 VS8, 500

2624400 2,955,100
5 ?lﬁ 963 246,963

1,973,600

Total ...

fa
PaCE,

' Included in lofals for energy supply research and development, Sec,
!NI&HBJ and {?J(C}
aste managemen! RED program s contained in Sec.

mm: :[A
research and development and all other activities for commercial
IOEIN?J uﬁ:é advanced isolope separation which s contained in Sec.
éﬂﬂl & capital equipment is included in this amount

FOSSIL ENERGY

The conferees agreed to a total au-
thorization of $478,800,000 for fossil
energy, which is $43,460,000 above the
administration’s request. The break-
down is as follows: $455,250,000 for op-
erating expenses; $5,450,000 for capital
equipment; and $18 million for con-
struction.

While accepting much of the admin-
istration’s proposal for fossil R.D. &
R., the conferees expressed their pre-
ferred priorities in several programs.
For example, within the total of
$113,200,000 for coal liquefaction oper-
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ating expenses, an additional $10 mil-
lion is available for the H-coal pilot
plant at Cattlesburg, Ky. Also, within
the amount for coal liquefaction,
funds are available for the orderly
closeout of the SRC pilot plant at Fort
Lewis, Wash.

Within the total of $56,300,000 pro-
vided for the surface coal gasification
program, $8 million is available for the
Bi-Gas pilot plant and a total of $7
million is available for the low Btu flu-
idized bed gasifier at Waltz Mill, Pa.
Further, funds are to be used for con-
tinuation of the molten salt gasifica-
tion process and the peat gasification
program.

Within the authorization of
$31,800,000 for the combustion sys-
tems program, $9 million is available
for continuation of the International
Energy Agency Project for Pressurized
Fluidized Bed Combustion at
Grimethorpe, England. Further, addi-
tional funds are made available to
pursue conversion of the waste resi-
dues at the atmospheric fluidized bed
project in Shamokin, Pa.

I am pleased that the conferees have
agreed to an authorization of
$35,900,000 for the fuel cells program.
The increase in funds for fuel cells will
enable the Department of Energy to
reorder its priority within the program
to enhance the electric utility applica-
tions of phosphoric acid fuel cell tech-
nology. Some of the funds are intend-
ed to support the development of sev-
eral competing versions of phosphoric
acid fuel cells and should emphasize
using alternative domestic fuels such
as coal-based methanol.

I am also pleased that the conferees
agreed to a fiscal year 1982 authoriza-
tion of $29 million for the magnetohy-
drodynamics R. & D. program, rather
than eliminate this worthy activity as
the administration has proposed.

The conferees authorized
$22,350,000 for oil shale activities
which would allow continuation of the
cost-shared in situ demonstration pro-
gram and would allow supporting re-
search for evaluating both fracturing
and retorting processes.

The conferees authorized $14 million
for enhanced recovery, which allows
completion of the Eastern Mineback
Facility, the startup of a stimulation
test in the Eastern Devonian Shales,
and mineback rock fracturing tests in
the Western tight gas sands. These
funds also provide for development of
advanced diagnostic instrumentation
and field testing of instruments.

Consistent with the fiscal year 1981
Supplemental Appropriation Act and
the fiscal year 1982 House Interior ap-
propriations bill, the managers believe
that the SRC-I project should be con-
tinued with deferred funds from fiscal
year 1981, and the $135 million should
be used toward completion of the de-
tailed engineering design of the
project.
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SOLAR ENERGY

The conferees have agreed to an au-
thorization ceiling of $303 million
within Energy Supply Research and
Development for the DOE's solar
energy research and development pro-
gram. This recommendation is broken
down as follows: $271,850,000 in oper-
ating expenses for R. & D.; $10,250,000
in capital equipment; $10,700,000 for
solar international and information;
and $10,300,000 in construction. It is
my understanding that the floor state-
ment of June 26, 1981 for the various
solar subprograms is instructive with
the following differences.

The photovoltaics program is provid-
ed an operating expenses authoriza-
tion of $93,650,000 and $10 million was
agreed to for alcohol fuels research
and development.

The solar thermal program operat-
ing expenses are authorized at
$59,500,000. The funding for project
82-ES-1, central receiver utility
repowering preliminary designs, was
shifted from plant and capital to oper-
ating expenses.

Finally, the conferees agreed to the
administration’s total request for solar
capital equipment at $10,250,000.

GEOTHERMAL ENERGY

The conferees agreed to an authori-
zation ceiling of $55,375,000 for geo-
thermal energy, including operating
expenses for the Raft River project
and construction for the second 50-
MWe geothermal demonstration
project at Heber, Calif., which would
demonstrate the promising binary
cycle technology.

GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT FUND

The conferees expressed their desire
that the Geothermal Loan Guarantee
program, authorized by Public Law 93-
410 and amended by Public Law 95-
238, is to remain in effect regardless of
the current availability of funds for a
reserve account.
CONSERVATION R.D. & D.—SCIENCE AND TECH-

NOLOGY COMMITTEE PROGRAMS AND SHARED
PROGRAMS

The conferees agreed to an authori-
zation ceiling of $182,044,000 for the
R. & D. conservation programs in chap-
ter 1, Civilian R. & D., or chapter 4,
which contains certain other programs.
These include building and community
systems ($53,479,000); industrial energy
conservation ($32,065,000); transporta-
tion ($61,400,000); energy extension
service ($15 million); and multisector
($20 million). This contrasts with an
administration request of $86,035,000
for these programs,

I would like to point out that the
House Interior appropriations bill,
passed July 23 by the House, con-
tained $176,495,000 in total appropria-
tions for these programs in fiseal year
1982. The Senate Interior appropria-
tions bill, as marked up by the Senate
Appropriations Committee, contained
$164,610,000 for the same programs.
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The distribution of funds in both ap-
propriations bills roughly parallels the
distribution in the authorization con-
ference.

These actions when taken together
reflect strong and continued support
for the conservation programs such as
vehicle propulsion R.D. & D., industri-
al energy conservation, technology
and consumer products and the energy
extension service.

The conference agreement continues
these valuable programs in 1983 and
1984 at levels of $154 million and $158
million respectively, for the R. & D.
programs. This is a significant commit-
ment for outyear funding at the estab-
lished levels based on our fiscal year
1982 actions.

It is my understanding of the House
conferees’ position on specific conser-
vation R.D. & D. programs that the
language of my floor statement of
June 26 with respect to the Gramm-
Latta II substitute is instructive, with
the following differences.

BUILDING AND COMMUNITY SYSTEMS

The conferees added $22,829,000 to
this program in the following areas:

Building systems—$5,953,000 to con-
tinue this subprogram at a level slight-
ly above last year's funding at
$22,475,000.

Community systems—$4,400,000 for
the activity with a special emphasis on
district heating.

Technology and consumer prod-
ucts—$11,326,000 for operating ex-
penses and capital equipment to con-
tinue this important program.

Analysis and technology transfer—
$2 million to continue this subpro-
gram.

INDUSTRIAL ENERGY CONSERVATION

The conferees added $31,100,000 in
operating expenses for waste energy
reduction ($12,400,000); industrial
process efficiency ($8 million); indus-
trial cogeneration ($5,200,000); imple-
mentation and development ($4 mil-
lion); and program direction
($2,465,000 which is an increase of
$1,500,000).

TRANSPORTATION

The conferees increased the amount
requested for operating expenses by
$23,800,000 to permit the continued
proof-of-concept development of both
the advanced Stirling and gas turbine
engines and to provide for continued
supporting research in vehicle sys-
tems.

MULTISECTOR

The conferees added $5 million for
Appropriate Technology to continue
this subprogram; $400,000, which is an
increase of $210,000, for program di-
rection; and decreased Energy Conver-
sion Technology by $2,500,000.

SUPPORTING RESEARCH AND GENERAL SCIENCE

PROGRAMS

I am pleased that the conferees have

adopted the administration’s request
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for DOE basic energy research and
general science programs, $333,711,000
for supporting research activities, and
$567,460,000 for general science and
research activities. In addition, the
conferees have authorized these pro-
grams for fiscal years 1983 and 1984 to
provide for modest growth and assist
in outyear planning.

I believe this action signifies that
Congress fully agrees with the admin-
istration’s view that long-term, high-
risk, high-potential, basic research is
vital to our national interests and that
the Federal Government must play
the pivotal role in the support of
energy research.

The conferees have endorsed the ad-
ministration’s budget request provid-
ing modest real growth in such DOE
programs as basic energy sciences, uni-
versity research support, high energy
and nuclear physics, and life science
and nuclear medicine applications.
The authorization of these programs
contains funding for the operation and
construction of some of the world’s
best research facilities.

1 wish to point out that the confer-
ees adopted the Senate authorization
figure of $21 million for project 78-10-
b, Intersecting Storage Accelerator,
(ISABELLE) at Brookhaven National
Laboratory. This additional project

authorization will meet the adminis-
tration’s request for fiscal year 1982
budget authority of $21 million.
Although 1 strongly support the
high energy physics program for con-
struction of advanced research facili-
ties, I am personally concerned about

continuing as yet unresolved difficul-
ties associated with the fabrication of
the superconducting magnets for the
ISABELLE facility. Thus, I expect the
Department to continue its thorough
evaluation of the technical and man-
agement situation for ISABELLE in
order to resolve the difficulties during
the next several months and to advise
the Committee on Science and Tech-
nology on actions taken and future
plans.

After a review of the project status
and revised costs during fiscal year
1982, the Committee on Science and
Technology will consider further au-
thorization for ISABELLE as part of
the fiscal year 1983 authorization leg-
islation required for prior year civilian
R. & D. projects.

NUCLEAR FISSION

The Conferees authorized the Nucle-
ar Fission R. & D. programs at just $4
million below the Reagan request and
provided for a committee initiative in
the high temperature gas-cooled reac-
tor (HTGR) program. The conference
report calls for redirection in reproc-
essing R. & D. to light water reactors,
provides a final year of funding for
the Barnwell facility and provides for
a strong program across the nuclear
fuel cycle. Significant reductions were
called for in the water-cooled breeder
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program, which is to be brought to an
orderly termination, and in Civilian
Waste Management where the confer-
ees saw the need for a more focused
program. In other fission programs,
funds are provided for the West Valley
Demonstration Project and certain
waste management activities.
MAGNETIC FUSION

The conference report provides
$473,500,000 in new budget authority
for the magnetic fusion program in ad-
dition to $15 million of fiscal year 1981
construction deferrals. The conferees
emphasized the importance of moving
forward with the Center for Fusion
Engineering which was provided an
additional $5 million. Additional funds
were also provided for the Fusion Ma-
terials Test Facility (formerly FMIT)
and the ISX-C experiment which were
not included in the President's re-
quest.

ELECTRIC ENERGY SYSTEMS AND ENERGY
STORAGE

Electric energy systems and energy
storage systems programs were funded
at levels to support responsible DOE
programs while $2 million was provid-
ed to sustain continuing Federal in-
volvement in small-scale hydropower
R. & D.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tlewoman from Tennessee (Mrs.
BoUuQUARD).

Mrs. BOUQUARD. Mr. Speaker, I
am very pleased that this conference
report contains the first Department
of Energy authorization bill since
Public Law 95-238 which contained
the fiscal year 1978 authorization. I
have had some concerns about the im-
plementation of the reconciliation
process, but the fact that it forced us
to a speedy agreement on the DOE bill
is a definite plus for the process. I
wish to congratulate Chairman JONES,
Chairman Fuqua, and my fellow
House conferees on the R. & D. bill as
well as Senate majority and minority
conferees for lending such positive
support to the conference process. I
also appreciate the cooperation of
Chairmen UpaALL and DINGELL in work-
ing out matters of joint jurisdiction in
such an amicable fashion with our Sci-
ence Committee,

Mr. Speaker, the statement of man-
agers language accompanying the bill
speaks for itself and the tables con-
tained with the report language pro-
vide detailed direction to the Depart-
ment of Energy. From that perspec-
tive, I shall confine my remarks to
highlighting areas of particular inter-
est to members of the Energy Re-
search and Production Subcommittee
which I chair and some other specific
programmatic items which are of par-
ticular interest to me.

I do have some reservations about
the adoption of outyear authorization
caps for fiscal years 1983 and 1984 if
they are to be used as a disincentive to
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obtaining authorization bills in the
Congress for those fiscal years. I share
Chairman Fuqua's and Chairman
UpaLL's concerns that the area of com-
mercial waste management which is
largely a civilian waste management
R. & D. program under the sole juris-
diction of the Science Committee and
a remedial action program with no
R. & D. component which is of primary
interest to the Interior Committee
may pose a significant problem in
terms of funding priorities. The con-
ferees recognize that the West Valley
demonstration project which is also an
element of this program will be requir-
ing significant outyear funding and
this combined with significant growth
in the technology demonstration
phase of the R. & D. program and an
enhanced remedial action activity
cannot all be accommodated within a
modest cap which only includes infla-
tionary projections.

In terms of my primary interest in
the nuclear area, I hope the passage of
this conference report coupled with
the recent vote on the appropriations
bill will put the issue of the Clinch
River reactor to rest. The conferees’
intent is clear on this project, that the
DOE should move ahead with all de-
liberate speed and I trust the adminis-
tration will obtain the cooperation of
other agencies in seeing that constuc-
tion will go ahead at a significant
pace.

There are several points of clarifica-
tion that I would like to make with
regard to the conferees language on
the Clinch River breeder reactor. As
the primary author of this particular
language, I would like to note that the
words were chosen very carefully to
convey certain meanings intended by
the conferees.

The words “as set forth in the exist-
ing project arrangements"” reflect the
intention of the conferees to affirm
the existing project authorization, ob-
jectives, and major design concepts
and parameters which are intended to
form the basis for licensing, construc-
tion, and operation of the facility at
the existing Clinch River site.

The word “key’” in the same first
sentence was intended to affirm that
this technology demonstration-scale
facility is of basic importance to the
national program for the development
of liquid metal fast breeder reactors,
even though it is not a commercial
demonstration. The conferees’ choice
of the words “timely” and “expedi-
tious” were purposely chosen with the
intent that licensing, construction, and
other related project activities be un-
dertaken promptly and with as little
delay as discretion will allow. In the
same sentence the phrase “so that a
decision on commercialization and de-
ployment of breeder reactors can be
made on the basis of information ob-
tained in the operation of the plant”
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in conjunction with the words
“timely” and ‘“expeditious” means
that the effect of unrecoverable delays
resulting from the 1977 decision to
stop the project should be minimized
and that to the maximum extent pos-
sible the overall liquid metal fast
breeder reactor program should pro-
ceed in accordance with the pre-April
1977 project schedule.

The next sentence, ‘“the plant
should therefore be constructed on
the basis of that objective, and not on
the basis of providing needed power in
a specific region of the Clinch River
site”, is simply intended to reaffirm
that all activities associated with the
construction of the facility including
the design, licensing, construction, and
operation be undertaken with the un-
derstanding that the objective in
building this plant is to provide infor-
mation and experience in a demonstra-
tion scale. All other benefits are inci-
dental including the provision of elec-
tric energy to the region surrounding
the Clinch River facility.

Before turning to the specifics of my
subcommittee’'s programs, let me ob-
serve that I am pleased with the bal-
ance struck in conference for solar and
conservation R. & D. programs. Solar
R. & D. is $110 million above the
Reagan request and I do not agree
with all the specific priorities, but I do
feel that this program represents a
much more balanced approach to the
Federal role in solar energy than what
the administration requested. In con-
servation R. & D. there has also been
a very significant add-on roughly dou-
bling the Reagan request. I am pleased
that the key industrial and transporta-
tion R. & D. programs were given new
life by the conference. It is also worth
noting that these add-ons are general-
ly supported by the Appropriations
Committee in the House. Finally, in
the programs outside our subcommit-
tee I should note that the conference
supports the request for the high tem-
perature materials lab at Oak Ridge in
the basic energy sciences budget. The
initiation of this facility to house a
materials ‘‘center-of-excellence” has
already drawn significant industrial
support.

In the nuclear programs the confer-
ence agreement allows for a strong nu-
clear fission R. & D. program while
supporting major committee initia-
tives with respect to the high tempera-
ture gas-cooled reactor (HTGR) and
the Barnwell nuclear fuels plant. The
committee was convinced after careful
study that the DOE TMI R. & D. pro-
gram was well conceived and constitut-
ed a proper Government role. The
conference did provide additional
funds for light water reactor reproc-
essing R. & D. while sustaining the
Reagan request in other fuel cycle
programs.

I should note that the major reduc-
tions for nuclear fission in the confer-
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ence agreement are in civilian waste
management and the water-cooled
breeder reactor program. The confer-
ees agreed with our committee that
the civilian waste management pro-
gram is not satisfactorily focused to
support the test and evaluation facili-
ty which is our committee priority. As
for the water-cooled breeder there is
general agreement that the program
should be brought to an orderly termi-
nation to encourage the private sector
to make a decision with respect to
commercializing this concept.

In magnetic fusion the conference
agreement provides for an enhanced
program above the Reagan request
principally to support a broadened ac-
tivity for the Center for Fusion Engi-
neering (CFE) and to sustain vital
R. & D. on the Mike MecCormack
Fusion Materials Test Facility. In the
case of the CFE it is worth noting that
this entity must be organized well in
advance of any DOE decision with re-
spect to the next large machine, the
so-called fusion engineering device
(FED). I hope that the CFE can serve
as a core group for a widening indus-
trial involvement in this decade. The
conference agreement also supports
funding for the impurities study ISX-
C experiment at Oak Ridge which is
vital to technology for a fusion power
reactor.

In electric energy systems and
energy storage systems, the confer-
ence agreement maintains a meaning-
ful Federal role in these programs
where the United States has unfortu-
nately lost international preeminence
within the past decade. I hope that
the administration recognizes that
these are areas where we have over-
whelming evidence industry simply
will not pick up the ball.

Finally, the conference agreement
provides $1 million to retain Federal
activity in low-head hydro R. & D. be-
cause of the great potential of this dis-
tributed resource.

Mr. Speaker, 1 support the confer-
ence agreement under title X because
it provides a reasonable balance for
energy R. & D. programs and I hope
the Office of Management and Budget
will recognize that the conferees are
serious about continuing these vital
programs. Any deliberate delay in
committing funds in these areas where
the Congress has spoken so clearly will
have to be construed as a violation of
the intent of the Budget Impound-
ment and Control Act and I trust the
appropriate committees will act ac-
cordingly.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. WINN).

Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the conference
report for the omnibus reconciliation
bill, H.R. 3982. All of my colleagues
are to be congratulated on the amaz-
ing legislative feat they have per-
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formed in putting this reconciliation
budget package together. Without the
wholehearted cooperation of Chair-
man Jones, Chairman DoMeNICI, Rep-
resentative Larra, and Senator HoL-
LINGS, in addition to the score of con-
ferees, this conference report could
not have been done as quickly as it
has. Starting with our first subconfer-
ence meeting on July 15, the Members
and staff have worked diligently to
fashion this compromise agreement in
less than 2 weeks. By comparison, the
conference on the Energy Security Act
riequired 7 months to complete its ac-
tions.

This bill represents a good beginniné
toward our goal of a balanced budget
in 1984. But I warn my colleagues that
we cannot let up on our objective. Our
new-found concensus, that the Federal
Government’s budget must be brought
under control, cannot be an agreement
Jjust for fiscal year 1982, We must con-
tinue to work diligently in fiscal year
1983 and fiscal year 1984 to maintain
this wise policy. In fact, we may be
called upon to make even more and
deeper cuts in those 2 years, below our
present projections. This concern for
even more diligent efforts in these
outyears represents the reason why
our four Republican members of the
Science and Technology Committee
did not sign the subconference report
on the Department of Energy.

This year, the overriding and pri-
mary issue for Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr.
FisH, Mr. LuJan, and myself has been
maintaining the proposed level of
spending from the administration. In
March, all 17 Republican members of
the Science and Technology Commit-
tee signed a letter agreeing that this
was our most important objective. By
the time the committee had finished
its budget work on the Department of
Energy, the entire committee was in
agreement with this goal, and we held
our spending levels below those re-
quested by the administration. Both
the committee bill to authorize DOE
and the Winn substitute for the DOE
authorizations were below the Reagan
administration requests.

However, when the subconference
had finished its work, the majority of
conferees had accepted a Senate offer
to provide for outyear authorizations
in fiscal years 1983 and 1984. Included
in this offer was an agreement to
exceed the Reagan administration’s
projected budgets for the Department
of Energy by $600 to $700 million in
both fiscal years 1983 and 1984. As
strong supporters of the President’s
economic recovery plan we cannot sup-
port this action. With these outyear
authorizations in place, we have no as-
surance that we could pass further
annual authorization bills in those
fiscal years to reduce these outyear
authorization ceilings. We feel that
this would be giving the Appropria-
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tions Committee no guidance, and es-
sentially a free hand in funding DOE
programs. It also undermines and re-
verses all of the work that we have
done this year to try to accomplish the
goal of spending only at the Reagan-
requested levels.

I want to make clear that I have no
guarrel with the conference agree-
ment for fiscal year 1982. It represents
a fine compromise on the Department
of Energy budget. I want to commend
Chairman Fuqua for his strong efforts
in behalf of the subconference, and to
congratulate him for reaching this
compromise for fiscal year 1982.
Where the conferees decided to take
new policy directions in fiscal year
1982 for research and development,
they simultaneously sought out reduc-
tions in other areas where priorities
were less. The result is that we exceed-
ed the requested energy research and
development budget by only 2 percent.

Finally, I wish to warn my fellow
colleagues of what may appear to be
savings, but represents inflexible ac-
counting principles. As I said at the
time of the passage of the Winn sub-
stitute, I am deeply disturbed by the
creative accounting which was done in
that reconciliation process. The base
line which was chosen resulted in the
Committee on Science and Technology
appearing to have come $1.8 billion
under their assigned levels, when in
fact the committee was almost $100
million over the budget levels recom-
mended by the Reagan administration
for all of the agencies which the Sci-
ence Committee authorizes.

We have a similar situation which
appears here. Looking at the CBO pro-
jections for our subconferences on
DOE, it appears that title X saves $5.6
billion in fiscal year 1982, $4.6 billion
in 1983, and $3.7 billion in 1984. This
appears to be an enormous amount of
savings. However, it is also terribly
misleading. These savings are based on
the policies of the last administration;
for example, filling the strategic pe-
troleum reserve by using on-budget
funds. The Congress has already
spoken and decided that the SPR will
be filled using off-budget financing.
Therefore, when this policy is reflect-
ed in the CBO estimates of reconcilia-
tion savings, the savings drop by 68
percent in fiscal year 1982; they drop
by 73 percent in fiscal year 1983; and
they drop by 58 percent in fiscal year
1984. Furthermore, when the adminis-
tration’s policy of no longer building
various fossil fuel, synthetic fuel dem-
onstration plants in the DOE, is fac-
tored into the CBO estimates, we have
a drastically different situation. The
savings for the next 3 fiscal years are
as follows: $1 billion, not $5.6 billion,
in fiscal year 1982; $1.2 billion, not
$4.6 billion, in fiscal year 1983; $0.5 bil-
lion, not $3.7 billion, in fiscal year
1984.
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And it should be noted that all of
these savings are credited, despite the
fact that in fiscal years 1983 and 1984
the budgets greatly exceed the Reagan
administration’s projections for DOE
in those years.

However, I intend to work diligently
with my colleagues in the next 2 years,
as I have had the pleasure of doing in
this year, in order to insure that the
President’s economic recovery pro-
gram will continue to its ultimate goal
of restoring this Nation's economic vi-
tality, with jobs for all able-bodied
citizens.

As I said at the beginning, this Om-
nibus reconciliation bill is a good be-
ginning on this long road, and I urge
my colleagues to adopt it.

O 1440

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. WINN. 1 yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise in sup-
port of H.R. 3982, the Omnibus Recon-
ciliation Act of 1981, but in reluctant
opposition to the conference agree-
ment reached on title X, subtitle A, re-
lating to the authorization of appro-
priations for the Department of Ener-
gy's research, development, and dem-
onstration programs for fiscal years
1982, 1983, and 1984. It would be
unwise to authorize funding at the
present time for the Department of
Energy's programs in the outyears—
fiscal years 1983 and 1984—at levels
far in excess of the President's pro-
jected budget request for these fiscal
year.

Budgetary pressures have presented
the Science and Technology Commit-
tee this fiscal year with the hardest
choices in the history of its energy ju-
risdiction. The recent increases in in-
flation and our overall economic situa-
tion have made it painfully aware to
us that our Nation is in the midst of
the most severe and deep economic
troubles since the days of the Depres-
sion.

While recognizing that an effective
energy research and development pro-
gram is in our best national interests, I
believe that it is obvious that drastic
action is necessary to get the economy
back under control. This action must
include reductions in Federal spend-
ing, and every agency and every pro-
gram will have to take its fair share of
cuts no matter how attractive the indi-
vidual activities sound on their own
merits.

In light of these concerns, I support-
ed the recommendations for funding
of the Department of Energy's pro-
grams contained in the original recon-
ciliation bill—Gramm-Latta II—passed
by the House. These recommendations
were consistent with the overall
budget levels recommended by the
President for fiscal year 1982. In cer-
tain areas, however, specific Depart-

18963

ment program funding levels were re-
adjusted in light of the Science Com-
mittee’s review of program priorities.
In effect, these recommendations re-
structured the President's proposed
budget to conform with our past Sci-
ence Committee philosophy, and con-
tinued efforts called for under the
many fine statutes which we have au-
thored. Overall, this proposal struc-
tured an aggressive energy program
within our budget constraints mindful
of the nature and extent of the energy
problems facing our Nation today.

While I support the more balanced
level of effort among all of our Na-
tion's energy options called for in the
legislation before us today, I am disap-
pointed to see that the conference
agreement contains outyear authoriza-
tions for the Department of Energy
far in excess of projected administra-
tion budget level requests for these
years. According to the most recent es-
timates, which have not yet been con-
firmed by the Congressional Budget
Office but which are the most accu-
rate available at the present time, the
conference agreement before us today
will exceed the projected fiscal year
1983 administration request for DOE
by over $600 million. In fiscal year
1984, the conference agreement will
exceed the fiscal year 1984 administra-
tion project budget by well over $650
million. These are authorization levels
which I believe are not in the Nation’'s
best economic interests at the present
time and which I therefore cannot
support.

As many of my colleagues are aware,
the Science and Technology Commit-
tee has spent a great deal of time in
examining the concept of multiyear
authorizations for the various Federal
agencies. This concept has many ad-
vantages over the single year authori-
zation process which the Science Com-
mittee has followed in previous years.
I wholeheartedly support the concept,
as one viable method of streamlining
the congressional budget process that
will still allow the various congression-
al committees to retain their essential
oversight responsibilities. My objec-
tions to the conference agreement
before us today rest not on the use of
the multiyear authorization process,
but rather on the overall budget ceil-
ings which have been recommended in
the future years.

In my opinion, it is premature to au-
thorize significant increases in energy
research and development funding at
this time. As all of my colleagues are
aware, we have just this week passed
an important tax bill which contains a
significant new tax incentive for re-
search and development activities.
This tax credit will certainly have a
substantial impact on the future cli-
mate for investment in energy re-
search and development programs.
Until we have had a chance to exam-
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ine the exact impacts of this new tax
incentive, as well as the impacts of the
President’'s entire economic recovery
program, I believe it would be unwise
to authorize such a substantial in-
crease over the President's projected
budget request. For this reason, I
cannot support the conference agree-
ment reached on the authorization for
the Department of Energy civilian re-
search and development programs for
fiscal years 1982, 1983, and 1984, but I
do urge my colleagues to strongly sup-
port the legislation before us today.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in support of the omnibus recon-
ciliation bill conference report. This is
a good first step in our country’s ef-
forts to bring the budget of the Feder-
al Government under control, and to
revitalize our Nation’s economy. I urge
my colleagues to support the entire
bill, by voting for the passage of this
conference report.

This bill contains in title X, the first
DOE authorization that has passed
this Congress in 4 years. I was a con-
feree on this subconference, and want
to thank my fellow conferees for their
cooperation and diligent efforts in put-
ting together this agreement. I believe
that the agreement will result in
better congressional direction and con-
trol of the activities in the Depart-
ment of Energy. Specifically, I think
that the research and development
programs will be better managed, with
a clear sense of direction from the
Congress. The conference agreement
requires stricter budget control and ac-
counting procedures to be imposed on
the Department of Energy programs.
We are anxious to see the results of
these new tools, while the Department
of Energy, along with all other agen-
cies in the Federal Government, lives
on a stricter Federal budget. Even
though the budget has been signifi-
cantly reduced from last year, the con-
ference agreement provided for many
significant new policy directions in
DOE, which should result in contin-
ued progress in developing alternative
energy resources.

In the solar energy development
area, the conference agreement pro-
vides for $6.8 million for the first
phase of a photovoltaic utility experi-
ment proposed by the State of Califor-
nia and the Sacramento Municipal
Utility District (SMUD). The first in-
crement of the SMUD project will in-
volve the installation of a 1-MWe pho-
tovoltaic system over the next 2 years.
Cost sharing from the State of Califor-
nia—$2 million—and from the Sacra-
mento Municipal Utility District—$3.2
million—is anticipated for the first in-
crement before this project goes for-
ward.

The committee encourages the De-
partment to give very careful consider-
ation to the entire 100-MWe SMUD
proposal. The full project would yield
a major utility-owned and operated
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photovoltaic facility with a relatively
small Federal investment leveraging a
large private expenditure—$26 million
Federal share versus $270 million
SMUD share. If this project were suc-
cessful, then even the $26 million Fed-
eral investment would be completely
repaid to the Treasury by the time
that the 100-MWe project is complet-
ed. In geothermal energy, an authori-
zation of $11 million—including $4 mil-
lion in deferrals from fiscal year
1981—was provided for the second geo-
thermal demonstration plant at
Heber, Calif.; operating expenses of $1
million were also authorized. Further-
more, the conference managers insert-
ed strong language endorsing the geo-
thermal resources loan guarantee pro-
gram, and stated that the Department
should continue to implement this
program.

The conference agreement also
strongly supported the continuation of
the Clinch River breeder reactor proj-
ect, the key next step in the develop-
ment of the LMFBR technology. It
provided funding of $228 million for
the next fiscal year. The conference
agreement also provided funding for
the continuation of another very im-
portant nuclear technology develop-
ment program—the high-temperature,
gas-cooled reactor. This program was
continued at last year's level, a total of
$40 million,

In the area of fossil energy develop-
ment, the conference agreement
strongly supported the continuation of
the molten salt gasification program,
providing an authorization of $2.5 mil-
lion in this budget. The conference
agreement also directed that if the
flash hydropyrolysis liquefaction proj-
ect should be terminated, the funds
are directed to be used for the devel-
opment of the flash hydropyrolysis
gasification project within the surface
gasification program. There is author-
ized a total of $6.5 million for the gas-
ification—$1.1 million—and liquefac-
tion—$5.4 million—portions.

In concluding, I wish to point out to
my colleagues that the budget for
fiscal year 1982 therefore provides a
well-balanced energy research and de-
velopment program spanning the full
range from renewables, fossil fuels,
and nuclear energy technologies. It
provides for funding which exceeds
the administration request by only 2
percent. I wish to thank and congratu-
late all of my colleagues, especially the
hard work of our chairman, Don
Fuqua. He has worked with us all in a
most accommodating manner in an
effort to shape this sound energy re-
search program.

I would now like to discuss the
reason why I did not sign the confer-
ence report. Although I strongly en-
dorse the work that has been done for
fiscal year 1982, the authorizations
provided for fiscal year 1983 and fiscal
year 1984 far exceed the levels project-
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ed for DOE by President Reagan. For
each of these 2 fiscal years, the bill
would authorize $600 to $700 million
over the projected DOE budgets. Since
I have strongly supported the Presi-
dent’s program for economic recovery,
I cannot at the same time endorse a
conference report which would exceed
the President's budgets by so great an
amount. Rather than sign this report,
and consider our job done, I intend to
revisit the DOE authorization requests
for fiscal year 1983 and fiscal year
1984 when they are sent to us, and
work within the overall levels to make
sure that the program is well bal-
anced, containing necessary new initia-
tives, and achieving our Nation's
energy goals. This can only be done
when we have received the budgets for
E:wse fiscal years from the administra-
on.

With these caveats, I urge my col-
leagues to support the President's eco-
nomic recovery program and vote for
speedy passage of this conference
report.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Colorado (Mrs.
SCHROEDER) .

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the
gentleman from Oklahoma and com-
pliment him on surviving this process.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that two pro-
visions of the budget reconciliation
legislation are deserving of special
note.

Section 1703 provides two types of
awards for Federal whistleblowers.
One type will be given by agency In-
spectors General and should be used
as a tool to gain disclosures of waste,
fraud, abuse, and mismanagement.
The conference report wisely includes
GAO oversight to insure that awards
are given for real cost savings and not
to the same old boys network which
now absorbs a disproportionate share
of agency awards. The authority, it
must be clear, runs to the Inspector
General, without interference from
the agency head. Nevertheless, the
money to pay for the awards must
come from the salary and expense ap-
propriation of the agency, and not just
from the Inspector General's own
budget.

The other type of awards are for the
President to grant. The President is
given authority to give 50 whistle-
blowers each year awards of $20,000.
He should be encouraged to do so in a
well-publicized manner. Only by re-
warding whistleblowers publicly can
the President overcome the fear which
seizes most would-be whistleblowers.
The war on waste would be best served
if all 50 awards were made each year.

Section 1704 enunciates the basic
congressional policy that valuable and
experienced career members of the
senior executive service should not be
lost to Government service due to re-
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organization or budget cuts of a par-
ticular agency. This policy is imple-
mented through special placement and
reinstatement rights for career senior
executives. Questions have been raised
about how these SES reduction in
force procedures compliment other
provisions of law, such as early retire-
ment eligibility. The policy is that
career executives are one of the Gov-
ernment’s strongest assets and should
be retained if at all possible. Their
agencies and the Office of Personnel
Management are given special respon-
sibility to find work for these people.
Hence, the statute should be interpret-
ed in the way which is most likely to
result in retention of the skills of the
senior executive. Nevertheless, career
senior executives should be given
equal early retirement rights as are
provided to other RIF'd employees.

Despite these two laudable provi-
sions, I will be unable to vote for the
conference report. It just does too
much violence to the values 1 hold
dear.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Small
Business Committee, the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. MITCHELL).

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I cannot in good conscience
vote for this conference report. I think
it is a wrong thing that we have done.
However, we on the Small Business
Committee did the job that was forced
upon us by the Gramm-Latta proposi-
tion.

What happened was that, first, we
were ordered to come up with $500
million in savings. I wish we would
stop using that word “savings” be-
cause they are really not savings in
the long run, but the committee did
this. Then we found that the Senate
had cut even more deeply into pro-
grams, and we went into conference to
try to reconcile those cuts.

In that conference, we fell below the
direct loan money that the committee
had generally approved, which means
that some businesses are not going to
survive; others that have the potential
to go into businesses will not get their
chance.

In addition to that, we had to sus-
tain severe cuts in the disaster loan
program. There was a time when this
Congress and this Nation were com-
passionate with regard to those who
were the victims of disaster; but under
the Gramm-Latta proposition, under
the gun that was held to our heads, we
were forced to cut into the disaster
loan money and jack the interest rates
up to vietims of disaster who are suf-
fering and cannot really afford to pay
any higher interest, but we are going
to demand that of them.

I would suggest to my colleagues
that we would have been in worse
shape coming out of the small busi-
ness conference had it not been for
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the enormously good and decent work
done by the distinguished ranking mi-
nority member, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr, McDapE) and all of
the members of the House committee
who worked very, very hard to try to
minimize the impact of what we were
forced to do.

I would suggest this: Despite the
action that this House will take
today—and the Members will vote for
the conference report, I know; I will
not, not under any circumstances—we
will come to regret what we have done.
I predict that in some future years we
are going to be scrambling around
trying to make up for the enormous
hurt that we have imposed on people.
I may be wrong, but I do not think
that I am and I do not think that day
is far off when we will be paying the
penalty.

Mr. Speaker, under the terms of our
savings instruction, the Small Business
Committee was required to effect sav-
ings of about $500 million per year.
We did this.

The Senate, however, saved even

‘more and inflicted even greater harm

on the small business community and
on disaster victims.

The conferees have worked out the
differences and I want to commend
and congratulate my colleagues who
cooperated so well in performing this
difficult duty.

We were forced to reduce the
amount of direct loan assistance even
below the low amounts proposed by
the President and approved by the
House. This means that even more
small businesses and prospective small
businesses, who are already denied
loan assistance in the private sector,
are now also going to have their last
hope denied them—the possibility of
Government assistance.

In addition, Federal assistance to
victims of floods, tornadoes, hurri-
canes, and other natural disasters is
being reduced.

In the past, we have always shown
compassion for those people whose
lives have been devastated by disas-
ters. We have provided them with low
interest loans limited to the net
amount needed to restore their prop-
erty to predisaster conditions. Now we
are going to continue some loan assist-
ance, but at interest rates much
higher than under existing law and we
are limiting businesses to 85 percent of
the needed funds. Where are they
going to get the rest of the money, es-
pecially those who SBA determines
cannot obtain the funds elsewhere, I
do not know,

Mr. Speaker, I am ashamed of some
of the changes we are making in the
name of “‘reconciliation.” What we are
doing is attempting to balance the
Federal budget directly from the hides
of the poor, the disadvantaged and the
victims of disasters. We are withdraw-
ing the helping hand which we have
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previously extended and this is wrong.
I do believe, however, that we have
done our best in the conference to
minimize this wrong and to moderate
its impact through some program
changes. For this effort I again con-
gratulate my fellow Small Business
Committee conferees, both majority
and minority: Mr. SmiTH of Iowa, Mr.
AppaBeo, Mr. GoNzaLEZ, Mr. LAFALCE,
Mr. BeEpELL, Mr. McDabEg, the ranking
minority member, Mr. BROOMFIELD,
Mr. Marr1oTT, and Mr. WiLLIAMS, of
Ohio.

The agreement of the conferees on
the small business portion covers the
following topics:

SAVINGS

Under the terms of the reconciliation in-
struction, the House Small Business Com-
mittee was required to make the following
savings from the baseline (i.e., from current
policy levels):

1982 1983

Out- Out- Out-
/
BA s BA e B e

« L1488 LT09 1253 1110 1392 1,303
—526 —390 564 —541 —554 —533

623 1319 689 569 38 TN

Although we have not received an exact
computation from the CBO, the Conferees
believe that they have achieved these sav-
ings. Major items included:

1. DISASTER LOANS—INTEREST RATE FOR
HOMEOWNERS

Existing law sets the interest rate on SBA
disaster loans to homeowners for repair or
replacement of a primary residence at 3 per-
cent of the first $55,000.

The conference substitute authorizes SBA
to set the interest rate for homeowners
unable to obtain credit elsewhere but not
more than one-half the cost of money to the
Federal government for comparable length
Federal borrowings plus up to 1 percent at
8BA's discretion, and not more than 8 per-
cent.

The rate for homeowners able to obtain
credit elsewhere would be set by SBA but
not more than the full cost of money plus
up to 1 percent (today 15.3 percent).

2. DISASTER LOANS—RATES FOR BUSINESSES

WITHOUT CREDIT ELSEWHERE

Existing law sets the interest rate on SBA
disaster loans to businesses unable to obtain
credit elsewhere at 5 percent,

The conference substitute sets this inter-
est rate at not to exceed 8 percent.

3. DISASTER LOANS—RATES FOR BUSINESSES

WITH CREDIT ELSEWHERE

Existing law sets this rate based on a for-
mula involving the cost of money to the
Federal government for comparable length
Federal borrowings, plus up to 1 percent at
SBA's discretion, on up to $500,000, but ex-
isting law further limits these loans to an
initial term of three years.

The conference substitute authorizes the
SBA, after discussion with the Secretary of
Agriculture, to set the rate but not to
exceed the rate prevailing in the private
market and not to exceed the maximum
rate for guaranteed loans as determined by
SBA pursuant to section 7(a) of the Small
Business Act (today about 20 percent). In
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addition, the Conference Substitute sets the
maximum term of the loan at three years.

4. DISASTER LOANS—SBA REGULATION OF MARCH
18TH

On March 19, 1981, SBA limited business
disaster loan applicants to 60 percent of the
amount of net actual loss and denied disas-
ter loans to credit worthy businesses. SBA
also limited economic injury loans under
section T(bX2) of the Small Business Act to
£100,000 per borrower. The change was
made effective immediately and applied to
pending and future applicants.

The conference substitute requires SBA to
revise its action as to pending applications
and to provide the following assistance:

(a) credit worthy business applicants (who
previously were denied any assistance)
would receive loans for 85 percent of net
actual loss. These loans would be made for a
maximum term of three years and would
bear interest at a rate determined by the
Administration as not exceeding that pre-
vailing in the private markets and also not
exceeding the maximum rate as prescribed
by SBA for regular business loans (today 20
percent); but, if the Administrator deter-
mines that imposition of these provisions
would impose a substantial hardship on the
applicant, he would be authorized, in his
discretion on a case-by-case basis, to waive
these provisions and provide assistance as
was provided to credit worthy applicants
under rules and regulations in effect at the
time the disaster commenced (that is, at
lower interest rates).

(b) non-credit worthy business applicants
(who previously were limited by SBA to
loans for 60 percent of net actual loss)
would receive loans for 100 percent of net
actual loss. The interest rate would remain
the rate in effect at the time the disaster
commenced.

() The maximum ceiling for economic
injury loans would be restored to $500,000
per borrower.

5. DISASTER LOANS—LIMIT ON LOANS TO
PERCENT OF ACTUAL LOSS

Existing law requires loans of 100 percent
of the amount of actual net loss (OMB in-
terpretation to the contrary).

The conference substitute more clearly re-
quires SBA to provide 100 percent to home-
owners and 85 percent to businesses.

6. DISASTER LOANS—ECONOMIC INJURY

Existing law authorizes loans to small
businesses who have suffered substantial
economic injury (i.e., loss of business) due to
their being located in an area struck by a
physical disaster. The physical disaster
must have been of such magnitude as to
warrant a declaration by the President,
SBA, or the Secretary of Agriculture; how-
ever, the governor of the state can request
SBA assistance even if there has been no
declaration. SBA imposes a credit elsewhere
test by regulation to determine eligibility.

The conference substitute continues exist-
ing law, but imposes a statutory credit else-
where test.

7. NONPHYSICAL DISASTER LOANS

Existing law establishes seven categories
of nonphysical disaster loans (for example,
regulatory compliance, product disaster,
economic dislocation, ete.) and water pollu-
tion control loans.

The conference substitute rewrites these
eight programs into a new Federal action
loan program, but expressly provides that
there will be no funds in fiscal years 1982-
1984 for this program.
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8. 1981 PROGRAM LEVELS AND AUTHORIZATIONS

Existing law provides 1981 authorizations
and specifies program levels and salary and
expense levels.

The conference substitute does not
change existing law except on one program:
it increases the maximum amount of pollu-
tion control contract guarantees to $180 mil-
lion in lieu of existing law of $110 million.

9. PROGRAM LEVELS (1982-84)

The conference substitute provides the
following program levels for fiscal years
1982-1984:

[In millions of dollars)

1981 1982 1983
author- :

e -
priated  ized

1984

ular business:

35
160

230
3,300

IKE (*

1,400 1,400
250 50 250

*The statute authorizes such sums as may be necessary and appropriate fo
carry out the physical disaster loan program

10. SALARIES AND EXPENSES (1982-84)
The conference substitute authorizes $227
million, $233 million and $239 million for
salaries and expenses for fiscal years 1982,
1983 and 1984, respectively.
11. AUTHORIZATIONS
The conference substitute provides au-
thorizations for fiscal years 1982-1984 as
follows:

[In milfions of doltars]

1981
ated

1982 - 1983 - 1984
author-  author-  author-
ized ized ized

BUF (business loans and SBIC) ....... 609 32 408 531
Surety bond guarantees.. , (90 0 i} 30
Disaster loans....... . 1700 (") EX) t‘l
R/E lease guarantees. 4 4 4

Salaries and expenses ... 21945 233 ™

[ P e Tl B T 523 675 804

! The statute authorizes such sums as may be necessary and appropriate to
carry out the physical disaster loan program.

12. LOAN CONSOLIDATION

The conference substitute consolidates
specific programs for trade adjustment
loans under section 7(e), handicapped assist-
ance loans under section 7(h), economic op-
portunity loans under section 7(i), solar and
energy conservation loans under section 7(1)
and development company loans into sec-
tion 7(a); however, in addition to the export
assistance and ESOP loan provisions as cur-
rently contained in section T(a), the revised
section T(a) also contains a specific enu-
meration of all now permissable uses and
those contemplated under the consolidated
program. That is, in addition to the general
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language, section T(a) contains provisions
specifying that this program can provide as-
sistance to homebuilders, to handicapped,
for economic opportunity, for energy con-
servation, to development companies, for
export financing, and for ESOP's.

13. MAXIMUM GUARANTEED LOAN

The conference substitute establishes a
uniform maximum amount of a guaranteed
loan at $500,000.

14. MAXIMUM MATURITY

The conference substitute increases the
maximum maturity of SBA loans to twenty-
five years plus construction time,

15. DIRECT LOAN INTEREST RATES

The conference substitute authorizes SBA
to prescribe the direct loan interest rate but
not to exceed that determined under a for-
mula involving the average market yield on
comparable length marketable obligations
of the Government, plus an additional
amount as determined by the SBA Adminis-
trator, but not exceeding 1 percent per year,
(this would yield 15.3 percent presently),
except that loans to handicapped individ-
uals or to organizations for the handicapped
would be continued at a 3-percent interest
rate.

16, USE OF SBA LOANS FOR REFINANCING

The conference substitute specifies condi-
tions under which SBA loans may be used
to refinance prior indebtedness and limits
loans for such purpose to an 80-percent
guarantee rather than 90 percent. SBA
would report on the effectiveness of this
provision and it is sunset October 1, 1985.

17. PERCENT OF LOAN GUARANTEED

The conference substitute provides that
guaranteed loans of $100,000 and less must
carry at least a 90-percent guarantee; that
guaranteed loans over $100,000 up to about
$715,000 receive a guarantee of between 70
percent and 90 percent; that SBA only
reduce such guarantees below 90 percent on
a case-by-case basis; and that SBA not use
the guarantee percentage as a test of giving
priority consideration. Guaranteed loans
over approximately $715,000 must have a
guarantee of less than 70 percent.

18. EXTENDING TERM OF EXISTING LOANS

The conference substitute authorizes SBA
to agree to an extension of the term, or refi-
nancing (if it results in an extension of
term) of an outstanding SBA 7(a) guaran-
teed loan if: (a) all parties to the loan so
agree: (b) the extended term does not
exceed the maximum term of a SBA T(a)
loan permitted by law; and (c) the extended
loan or refinancing is to be repaid in equal
installments of principal and interest,

If the extended loan or refinancing results
in a new term of longer than ten years, the
lender is authorized to charge the borrower
a one-time fee of 1 percent of the outstand-
ing principal of the loan. Major items not
included:

1. EXCLUSION OF CREDIT WORTHY DISASTER
LOAN BORROWERS

The conference substitute eliminates a
Senate proposal to deny eligibility to all
credit worthy disaster loan applicants.

2. EXCLUSION OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCERS

The conference substitute eliminates a
Senate proposal to prohibit SBA from deny-
ing assistance to small agricultural produc-
ers.
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3. ANNUAL CAP ON DISASTER LOANS

The conference substitute eliminates a
House proposal to cap the annual amount of
physical disaster loans.

4. SALE OF NOTES

The conference substitute eliminates a
House proposal to direct SBA to sell direct
loans now held in its portfolio in order to
obtain additional cash flow,

5. SBA GUARANTEE LOAN FFE

The conference substitute eliminates a
House proposal to prohibit a financial insti-
tution from directly passing on to a borrow-
er the 1 percent fee imposed by SBA on
guaranteed loans.

8. OPTIONAL LOAN REPAYMENT PROGRAM

The conference substitute eliminates a
House proposal to specifically authorize a
new optional SBA loan repayment provi-
sion. If SBA, the financial institution and
the borrower had agreed, interest only pay-
ments could have been made during the
first few years of a loan.

7. ATTORNEY FEE REIMBURSEMENT

The conference substitute eliminates a
House proposal to tighten eligibility criteria
for reimbursement for attorney fees under
the Equal Access to Justice Act, and to re-
guire payment of such fees from the agen-
ey's budget by repealing an authorization
for appropriation of amounts specifically
for this purpose.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, my
good friend and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation, the Honor-
able DoN H. CLAUsSEN, joins me in
making the following statement:

One hundred and forty-five years ago last
month Abraham Lincoln wrote: “All who
share the privilege of the government must
assist in bearing its burdens.” And, in this
same spirit, the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation labored to achieve a
final legislative savings conference package
in full recognition that necessary reductions
should be undertaken over the full range of
Federal activities.

That package, which will be finalized by
the Congress today, represents the culmina-
tion of four months of extensive budget-re-
lated activity involving most of the Commit-
tees of the House and Senate. For the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transportation
it began in March with submission of a
Views and Estimates Report to the Budget
Committee, followed by formulation of a
proposed legislative savings package pursu-
ant to the reconciliation directive of the
First Budget Resolution, and, lastly, resolu-
tion of conference issues to the satisfaction
of both Houses.

Overall, for the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation, the road from
early March to today has been an arduous
one. The final product—premised upon the
unqualified commitment of this Committee
to comply fully with the Budget Resolution
directive and upon its recognition of the
need to control inflation and to reduce
spending to achieve economic recovery—is
the result of substantial discussion and
painstaking decisions regarding many of the
programs over which many Members have
labored hard and long.

VIEWS AND ESTIMATES REPORT

Section 301(c) of the Budget Act requires
that all standing committees of the House
and Senate by March 15 submit to the
Budget Committees their views and esti-
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mates with regard to all budget matters
within their jurisdiction.

In its March 1981 submission, the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transportation
addressed the major issues of water re-
sources, surface transportation, public
buildings and grounds, aviation, and eco-
nomic development.

From the needs of the U.S, Army Corps of
Engineers the Committee proposed some
$230 million in budget cuts. These cuts in-
cluded 26 water resources studies, 35 water
projects, various erosion and flood control
projects, cuts in recreation facilities, naviga-
tion projects, maintenance activities, and
manpower reductions.

The Committee also proposed that the de-
cision to impose increased fees for inland
waterways users be delayed until the results
of the “User Charge Impact Study’ are re-
viewed, and that in the interim some form
of the Water Resources Council be retained.

In considering the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA) wastewater treatment
programs, the Committee recognized that
reforms would be forthcoming in the con-
struction grants program. Notwithstanding
this, the Committee also recommended a
minimum appropriation of $100 million to
maintain State management programs and
staffs until funding becomes stabilized
through enactment of legislative changes.

In the area of transportation, the Com-
mittee indicated that the section 402 high-
way program should continue in full force,
opposed the transfer of the territorial high-
way program to the Department of Interior,
opposed the elimination of Federal financ-
ing of the secondary and urban systems pro-
grams, found it premature to limit the Sec-
retary of DOT's authority to incur highway
program obligations, and recorded its posi-
tion that no reconciliation bill should in-
clude substantive legislative provisions or
specific funding authorizations for public
highway programs. The Committee also dis-
favored any immediate change in authoriza-
tions for 55 MPH enforceinent, innovative
grants, school bus driver training or acci-
dent data collection programs. Various cuts
in mass transit capital grants programs were
also supported.

In the area of public buildings, the Com-
mittee recommended a turn-around in the
Federal expenditure for leased space.

For aviation, the Committee recommend-
ed $450 million in fiscal year 1981 and 1982
for airport and airway development pro-
grams and $750 million for each of fiscal
years 1981 and 1982 for FAA facilities and
equipment.

A level of funding of $360 million was sug-
gested for the Economic Development Ad-
ministration (EDA) as the minimum level of
funding to maintain the agency’'s operations
in fiscal year 1982 at the lowest viable level,

The Committee supported elimination of
the Title V regional commission programs
and continued fiscal year 1982 funding for
the Appalachian Regional Commission
(ARC) at $204 million for both highway and
non-highway programs. Further, the Com-
mittee did not support the transfer of the
ARC highway program to DOT, or the fi-
nancing of it through the highway trust
fund.

RECONCILIATION DIRECTIVE

The budget resolution which passed the
Congress on May 21, 1981, assumed control
of Federal spending as a critical and pri-
mary element of any serious anti-inflation
policy, and rampant inflation as the single
most profound threat to our economy and
to our future domestic security. According-
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1y, the spending decisions underlying that
resolution spanned the programmatic
gamut from defense to social issues, from in-
dividual to business tax cuts, and from busi-
ness to investment incentives. It was the
latter—investment programs, and specifical-
ly those spending reductions associated with
public works investment programs—that are
of primary concern to the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation.

Section. 301(11) of the Conference Report
to accompany the First Concurrent Resolu-
tion on the Budget for fiscal year 1982 di-
rected the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation to change laws within its ju-
risdiction to achieve savings in authoriza-
tion programs of $6,346 million in budget
authority and $1,033 million in outlays for
fiscal year 1982, and in direct spending pro-
g;ams‘ $185 million in outlays for fiscal year
1982,

In addition, savings amounts were also in-
cluded for fiscal years 1983 and 1984, as fol-
lows: in authorization programs, $5,122 mil-
lion in budget authority and $2,665 million
in outlays for fiscal year 1983; $6,241 million
in budget authority and $4,355 million in
outlays for fiscal year 1984; and in direct
spending programs, $900 million and $1,365
in outlays for fiscal years 1983 and 1984, re-
spectively.

The legislative recommendations submit-
ted by the Committee more than accom-
plished these reductions. For fiscal year
1982, specific legislative changes were in-
cluded to effectuate corresponding legisla-
tive savings. Since the reductions required
for fiscal years 1983 and 1984 were assumed
in programs not currently authorized
beyond fiscal year 1982, no specific legisla-
tive language was included for these, con-
sistent with Budget Committee guidelines.
However, when these programs are consid-
ered for reauthorization, the Committee
stated that it will achieve the aggregate
outyear reductions.

In addition, the Congressional Budget
Office included some estimates of specific
program funding levels for fiscal years 1983
and 1984. The Committee noted that it did
not participate in the development of these
estimates and did not, therefore, necessarily
agree with them. The Committee reserved
all of its options in dealing with these pro-
grams when they are considered for reau-
thorization.

In formulating its submission, the Com-
mittee not only achieved its overall dollars
targets for fiscal year 1982, but demonstrat-
ed additional savings of approximately $28
million in budget authority and approxi-
mately $429 million in outlays, as estimated
by the Congressional Budget Office. In ad-
dition, the Committee estimated that net
fees in the amount of $102 million would be
collected by the Federal government in
fiscal year 1982 under the provisions con-
tained in Subtitle D, the so-called Super-
fund legislation.

BUDGET COMMITTEE AND FLOOR ACTION

Following its markup on the reconciliation
submissions, the Budget Committee pre-
pared a substitute bill (H.R. 3964) which,
among other things, addressed certain juris-
dictional matters contained in the Commit-
tee’s original submission. One such issue—
the comprehensive oil spill liability fund—
was not included in that substitute because
of differing versions originally submitted by
the Public Works Committee and the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Accordingly, the text of that substitute
which was made in order pursuant to the
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rule as the original bill (H.R. 3982 for pur-
poses of amendment, contained all the sub-
missions from the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation, other than Su-
perfund.

None of the amendments to H.R. 3982, in-
cluding the so-called Gramm-Latta II, di-
rectly affected any of the matters under the
jurisdiction of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation, and Title XI of
the bill.

Accordingly, H.R. 3982, as amended and
passed by the House, included the original
submission of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation less inclusion of
the Superfund issue, pursuant to Budget
Committee action.

PROGRAMMATIC CONCERNS

Within the context of addressing the vari-
ous budget issues, the Committee main-
tained its belief that minimum funding suf-
ficient to rebuild and revitalize various as-
pects of the public sector infrastructure
must be assured so as to avoid undercutting
the long-term impact of the President’s pro-
gram of economic recovery and revitaliza-
tion.

The record is clear on this.

Today, the Federal Government is con-
tributing to capital investment in highways
and bridges, an integrated system of air-
ports and electronically-controlled airways,
harbors and waterways, urban and rural
transportation systems, flood control struc-
tures, industrial parks and municipal
wastewater treatment plants.

It is because this Committee shares the
President’s dream of a revitalized, reindus-
trialized America that we accord great prior-
ity to these programs, on which so much of
the private economy’s vitality depends.

The construction and preservation of an
adequate highway system is an essential ele-
ment of the national economy. Without
such a system, there can be no possibility of
achieving the economic recovery and indus-
trial revival the President has called for.

The Federal-aid highway system in which
we have invested billions over the past quar-
ter century—$T74 billion for the Interstate
alone—is deteriorating at an alarming rate
because of deferred capital improvements
and maintenance, Nearly 26,000 miles of
Interstate, arterial and collector highways
are in immediate need of major resurfacing
or reconstruction, and on the Federal-aid
system alone there are more than 55,000 de-
ficient bridges, Merely to restore the high-
ways to their 1975 condition and keep them
that way would have required an annual in-
vestment of $14 billion a year for capital in-
vestments in 1975 constant dollars, accord-
ing to a 1977 Department of Transportation
needs report.

The capital needs of our Federal-aid high-
way system are only part of the picture.
With the nationwide awakening to the new
realities of energy and economy in transpor-
tation, greater than ever demands have also
been placed on our Nation’s public transit
systems.

Transit use and its capital needs have in-
creased accordingly. In fact, the National
Transportation Policy Study Commission
projects needs for Federal-aid of about $130
billion (in 1975 dollars) for urban transit
capital requirements through the year 2000,
with rural public transit capital needs ex-
pected to be about $5 billion.

Only through the continued support for
capital investment in mass transit can the
demonstrated need for this mode be met.
The future of public transportation depends
on continuation of our financial investment
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at levels that will assure essential service
and reliability for our Nation's transit
system.

A similar case can be made for the protec-
tion of our capital investment in airports
and air traffic control systems. We have
fallen behind the needed rate of investment
in these facilities to the point where the De-
partment of Transportation and the Federal
Aviation Administration are warning that
they may be forced to constrain traffic
growth in the next few years because of the
saturation of runway and air traffic capac-
ity. And we are at the beginning of a decade
in which the number of air passengers is ex-
pected to double.

According to the National Airport System
Plan, it will cost $2.04 billion in 1978-79 dol-
lars to maintain the existing system, a total
of $4.36 million to bring it up to standard, or
a total of $12.67 billion to expand the
system to accommodate increased demand
over the years 1980-89. This will move us
toward the development of the national
plan of integrated airport systems that will
be needed to accommodate the Nation’s
aviation needs.

Consider also the need for continuing cap-
ital investment in our waterways, which
handle fully one-fourth of all our inter-city
commercial cargo at an energy efficiency
equal to or better than that of railroads; or
what deferred capital investment has meant
for our seaports in the new age of super-
tankers and giant cargo carriers; or the com-
mitment over the past eight years in the
form of Federal funding for wastewater
treatment plants.

Consider two various targeted economic
development assistance programs which
have yielded the taxpayers a significant
return on their investment.

These and many other public works pro-
grams do not represent investment in frills;
the needs and health of the publie, the envi-
ronment and the economy as a whole are
what is at stake.

Recognizing this, the Committee believes
that the only responsible course over the
immediate future is to strike a careful bal-
ance between spending cuts and programs
of public investment. In a spirit of biparti-
sanship, the Committee fashioned a legisla-
tive savings conference package which, it be-
lieves, achieved that end.

CONFERENCE AGREEMENT

A program-by-program summary of the
major issues (focusing on fiscal year 1982
spending reductions) of that conference
agreement is as follows:

ADAP

Reduces fiscal year 1982 spending by $189
million in budget authority and $46 million
in outlays from CBO’s current policy base-
line by setting the total amount available
for obligation in fiscal year 1982 for the
grants-in-aid to airports programs at $600
million (expressed as an aggregate of $1,050
million for fiscal years 1981 and 1982). For
fiscal year 1981, $450 million is authorized
for the ADAP program with language also
included providing for one-year extension
for fiscal year 1981.

Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC)

Reduces fiscal year 1982 spending by $11
million in budget authority and $10 million
in outlays by setting authorization caps for
the ICC at $79 million for fiscal year 1982;
$80.4 million for fiscal year 1983; and $80.4
million for fiscal year 1984.

Federal-aid highways

Reduces fiscal year 1982 spending by $500

million in outlays (from CBO baseline of
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$8.6 billion) by setting the obligation ceiling
for the Federal-aid highways account at $8.2
billion in fiscal year 1982 with a limitation
in the first quarter of 25 percent of the
total. Also included is a fiscal year 1983 obli-
gation ceiling of $8.8 billion. Neither ceiling
applies to emergency relief or certain bridge
acceleration projects. Language related to
gzstrlhutlon of the limitation is also includ-

Highway safety

Reduces fiscal year 1982 spending by $320
million in budget authority and $110 million
in outlays.

For each of fiscal years 1982, 1983, and
1984, $100 million is authorized for
NHTSA's portion of the Section 402 high-
way safety program. Of this amount, $20
million is earmarked each year for enforce-
ment of the 55-mph speed limit, In addition,
States must use at least 2 percent of their
402 funds each year for programs to encour-
age the use of safety belts.

For each of fiscal years 1982, 1983, and
1984, $10 million is authorized for FHWA's
portion of the Section 402 highway safety
program.

For fiscal year 1982, the Section 402 high-
way safety program will continue to operate
as it has in the past.

For fiscal year's 1983 and 1984, funding
will be targeted on those programs and ac-
tivities which are determined to be “most ef-
fective” in reducing accidents, deaths and
injuries.

On October 1, 1982, the Gray Amendment
will be repealed, thereby allowing NHTSA
to repeal or revise the 18 highway safety
standards after that date.

An obligation ceiling of $100 million is im-
posed on the NHTSA portion of the pro-
gram, and of $10 million on the FHWA por-
tion of the program, for each of fiscal year's
1982, 1983, and 1984,

$133 million in old NHTSA 402 funding is
rescinded, as is $40 million in old FHWA 402
funding.

No funding is provided for the following
programs: innovative grants, 55-mph incen-
tive grants, accident data, and 55-mph cate-
gorical grants.

The schoolbus driver training program is
phased out over a 3-year period, with $2.5
million authorized in fiscal year 1982, $1.5
million in fiscal year 1983, and zero in fiscal
year 1984, This program will not be subject
to an obligation ceiling.

The enforcement criteria for the 55-mph
speed limit has been reduced to 50 percent,
and the 55-mph sanction has been set at 5
percent for fiscal year's 1982 and 1983, and
10 percent for subsequent fiscal years.

Urban mass transit

Reduces fiscal year 1982 spending by
$1,321 million in budget authority and $200
million in outlays by curtailing the follow-
ing UMTA programs—sec. 3, 18, miscellane-
ous appropriations, sec. 5 Tiers I-III, and
sec. 5, bus tier—by limiting the total amount
of interstate transfers (for public mass
transportation projects), and by setting an
overall fiscal year 1982 funding cap at
$3,792 million (not including $220 million
deferred from fiscal year 1981).

EPA wastewaler treatment construction
grants

Reduces fiscal year 1982 spending by
$3,560 million in budget authority and $228
million in outlays by paring the 1982 au-
thorization for the EPA wastewater treat-
ment construction grants program from the
currently authorized level of $5 billion to
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zero, with $2.4 billion contingent reform
language tied to the general authorization
only. In addition, $40 million is provided for
the section 205(g) programs.

EPA—Nonenergy R. & D. and abatement

The provisions limiting the total amount
authorized to be appropriated to the Admin-
istrator of the EPA for non-energy research
and development activities and for the
abatement control and compliance activities
were dropped from the bill.

Corps water projects

Reduces fiscal year 1982 spending by $178
million in budget authority and $133 million
in outlays by establishing the authorization
ceiling for the Corps of Engineers construc-
tion general account at $1,547 million for
fiscal year 1982; $1,688 million for fiscal
year 1983; and $1,575 million for fiscal year
1984.

TVA project

Reduces fiscal year 1982 spending by $202
million in budget authority and $95 million
in outlays by prohibiting the authorization
of appropriations of funds for the North
Alabama Coal Gasification Project in fiscal
years 1982-1984,

EDA

Reduces fiscal year 1982 spending by $376
million in budget authority and $200 million
in outlays by limiting the authorization to
appropriate funds for EDA programs to a
total of $290 million in fiscal year 1982. All
existing authorizations to appropriate funds
to EDA for redevelopment loans, supple-
mental and basic grants to states, bonus
grants to economic development districts,
Indian economic development grants, disas-
ter area economic recovery assistance, and
job opportunity programs are also repealed.

All authority to appropriate funds for
Title V Regional Commissions in fiscal year
1982 would also be repealed, thereby achiev-
ing a savings of $46 million in budget au-
thority and $44 million in outlays.

Appalachian regional development

Reduces fiscal year 1982 spending by $228
million in budget authority and $139 million
in outlays by limiting existing 1982 authori-
zations for both highway construction and
regional development activities of the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission to a total of
$215 million ($50 million for non-highway;
$165 million for highway activities).

Corps of Engineers special recreation user

Sfees

Reduces fiscal year 1982 spending by $200
thousand in budget authority (with minimal
outlay savings) by limiting the amount ap-
propriated to DOD for special recreation
user fee programs of the Corps at $5.2 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1982; $6 million for fiscal
year 1983; and $6 million for fiscal year
1984. Also included is an fiscal year 1981
funding level of $5 million consistent with
appropriations action on this issue,

DOT Office of the Secretary

Reduces fiscal year 1982 spending (mini-
mal amount) by limiting certain amounts
authorized for various activities of the
Office of the Secretary of Transportation.

Transportation research and special
programs

Reduces fiscal year 1982 spending by $16
million in budget authority and $10 million
in outlays by setting authorization caps for
the DOT Research and Special Programs
Administration at $30.047 million for fiscal
year 1982; $32.3 million for fiscal year 1983;
and $33.3 million for fiscal year 1984.
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Water resources policy, planning, and
research

Reduces fiscal year 1982 spending by $23
million in budget authority and $15 million
in outlays by setting an authorization cap
for water research at $23.6 million, and for a
National Board on Water Policy at $12.5
million contingent upon enactment of such
Board.

Ocean dumping

All provisions relating to ocean dumping
were dropped from the bill,

CAB payments to air carriers

The House provision capping the appro-
priated amount for CAB payments to air
carriers was dropped from the bill.

WORD OF APPRECIATION

As mentioned in the beginning of this
statement, we have come to the point where
we are today after four months of hard
work and painstaking decisions.

The original reconciliation directive to the
Committee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation represented reductions of nearly 25
percent of the Committee’s total authoriza-
tion amount. To achieve more savings than
were required, to do so in a bipartisan fash-
ion, and to fashion a package in full recogni-
tion of needs as well as savings, is a credit to
the professionalism and dedication of all
Members of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation.

Accordingly, on behalf of the leadership
of the Committee, we would like to take this
opportunity to extend our sincere apprecia-
tion to all Committee Members on a job well
done. In addition, we would like to note spe-
cial recognition to the conferees represent-
ing the Committee on the various reconcilia-
tion subconferences: Messrs. Anderson, Roe,
Levitas, Oberstar, Fary, Snyder, Hammer-
schmidt and Hagedorn; as well as Messrs.
Mineta and Shuster who, as Budget Com-
mittee conferees had the awesome responsi-
bility of monitoring over fifty subconfer-
ences.

Each and every Member of the Committee
played an important role in achieving a suc-
cessful resolution of the various spending
issues facing this Committee.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
McDADE).

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the conference report.

I want to express my deep gratitude
to the chairman of the committee and
the members of the conference for the
spirit of accommodation under which
we all worked. I look forward to the
passage of this bill.

The conferees struggled with some
very difficult issues and a compromise
that pleased no one emerged. The
baselines with which we labored were,
at best, inaccurate. Moreover, the
Senate and House baselines were not
the same.

Nonetheless, we have trimmed out-
lays in order to make the tax reduc-
tions possible. Small business owners
will be required to make adjustments.
However, those business owners are
willing to make these sacrifices in the
hope that our economy will improve.
As with one voice, the small business-
men and women call out to us to lower
the interest rates and reduce taxes.
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They say if relief is not soon in coming
the mneighborhood business we all
know and appreciate will be gone. This
reconciliation bill is their pledge of
support; we must not fail them. They
are our hope for economic revitaliza-
tion, for innovations of the future and
our only hope for employing the thou-
sands of able-bodied unemployed who
want to work, but cannot find jobs.
Small businesses provide over 90 per-
cent of nongovernmental jobs and we
must look to them if we want econom-
ic progress.

We have asked small businesses to
join with us to cut their programs.
They expect to see regulations and pa-
perwork simplified, inflation lowered,
and interest rates decline. It is our
hope that we have taken an important
step yesterday and today in control-
ling runaway spending and attendant
inflation and revitalizing America by
enacting the Nation’s largest tax cut.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests
for time.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GRAMM).

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio for yielding.

I would like to say first that I think
thanks are due to the ranking minori-
ty member of the Budget Committee,
and also to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. JoNEs) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. PANETTA), Who
provided the leadership necessary to
steer this important bill through con-
ference.

I think with this reconciliation bill
and with the tax bill, we are making
history. I think we have a real oppor-
tunity to change the direction of the
country.

This is the easy part, however, be-
cause now we have to make it work.
On hundreds of appropriations bills
over the next decade, on budgets that
have to come forth with additional
cuts, we have an opportunity to bal-
ance the budget and change the direc-
tion of the country.

I hope we can use that opportunity.
I hope those who are here today sup-
porting this historic piece of legisla-
tion will see the effort through in the
hard, day-to-day work that it is going
to take to make it work.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GRAMM. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I certainly
would be remiss if I did not take this
time to thank and commend the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GRAMM) who
has just spoken for all the efforts he
has put forth to bring us down to this
point. I think we owe him a debt of
gratitude, as does the Nation.
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Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. REGULA).

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, first a
little commercial.

This is Hall of Fame Weekend in
Canton, Ohio. We will be inducting
four new members into the Pro Foot-
ball Hall of Fame. The 1981 enshrin-
ees are Morris “Red” Gadgro, George
Blanda, Willie Davis, and Jim Ringo.

The festivities began this morning
with a mayor's breakfast in the
Canton Memorial Civic Center, hosted
by Canton’'s mayor, the Honorable
Stanley A. Cmich and attended by
over 2,000 people, including the 1981
enshrinees and other celebrities. The
afternoon entertainment is Ohio’s
largest fashion show, attended by an
audience of over 3,000. The Enshrinees
Civie Dinner this evening will be at-
tended by past enshrinees, film and
television stars, football players,
coaches, team owners and government
officials, along with 2,300 lucky ticket
holders.

The program for Saturday includes
the Hall of Fame Festival Parade,
which ranks as one of the largest and
most exciting in the United States. In
the early afternoon, the four sports
greats will be enshrined into the Hall
of Fame, in what promises to be an
emotion-packed ceremony. The final
event—the nationally televised Hall of
Fame Game between the Atlanta Fal-
cons and the Cleveland Browns—will
kick off on Saturday afternoon. The
game marks the official opening of the
1981 exhibition season, and caps off
this very special weekend.

Mr. Speaker, today I believe we are
doing exactly what the people told us
to do. They said, “Cut the budget and
cut taxes, but cut the budget first." In
the sequence of events, we are going to
approve the budget cuts today, and
next week we are going to approve the
tax cuts.

We could say many things about the
leadership in accomplishing this objec-
tive, but I simply would point out that
I think both sides of the aisle exer-
cised the highest levels of statesman-
ship. The leadership abided by its
agreements. There was a great spirit
of cooperation on both sides. Parochi-
al concerns were submerged in the in-
terest of responding to the will of the
House and the will of the people.

We can talk all we might choose to
about who are the winners and who
are the losers, but I would simply say
one thing, that the winners in this his-
toric event were the American people.
They are the winners because we are
redirecting the Federal Government.
This will allow us to have the tax and
spending cuts that are necessary to re-
vitalize the economy of this Nation.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the adoption of the confer-
ence report on H.R. 3982, the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981.
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As you are aware, the conference on
budget reconciliation was the largest
and most complicated conference ever
held. For nearly 2 weeks 255 Members
of the House and the Senate partici-
pated as conferees in 58 separate sub-
conferences, working extremely long
and hard hours to resolve differences
spanning the jurisdiction of 17 differ-
ent House committees.

1 want to compliment the members
of the conference for their work in
this extremely difficult task and
would like to particularly commend
the efforts of my distinguished col-
leagues, Mr. JoNeEs of Oklahoma and
Mr. Panerra of California, for their
tireless efforts in helping bring about
a final agreement.

This conference agreement will
achieve savings of $35 billion in fiscal
vear 1982, $44 billion in fiscal year
1983, and $51 billion in fiscal year
1984, for a total savings of $130 billion.
The agreement itself represents the
largest economic measure ever passed
in U.S. history. It is a balanced pack-
age that achieves the mandated budg-
etary goals to cut Federal spending
while preserving a number of impor-
tant programs which serve the basic
needs of people.

While there may be those who will
disagree with particular items con-
tained in the conference report, the
final conference package is clearly a
vast improvement over the reconcilia-
tion bills initially adopted by the
House and the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, I support the confer-

ence agreement and will cast my vote
in favor of the adoption of this propos-
al.
& Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
1 am very pleased with the compro-
mise reached with the other body on
that part of the reconciliation confer-
ence agreement relating to veterans’
benefits and services.

The compromise agreement, if en-
acted, will modify eligibility criteria
for certain burial benefits and outpa-
tient dental benefits. In addition, the
agreement would change the level of
the educational allowance paid for cor-
respondence training and would pre-
clude new enrollments for flight train-
ing after August 31, 1981.

It should be noted that we have
reached the total reduction in spend-
ing levels our committee was instruct-
ed to bring about—$110 million in
budget authority and outlays in fiscal
year 1981; $108 million in 1983 and
$106 million in 1984.

Mr. Speaker, I want to personally
thank the very distinguished chair-
man of the Senate Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, the Honorable Araw
SimpsoN, and the very able ranking
minority member of that committee,
the Honorable Avran CransTON, for
their splendid cooperation in bringing
about a resolution of the differences
between the House and Senate-passed
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bills. I also want to thank Senators
Boe KasTEN, FRANK MURKOWSKI, and
JENNINGS RaNDOLPH, who worked with
us in reaching our agreement.

I want to pay special tribute to our
own distinguished ranking minority
member, the very able JouN PauL
HammerscHMIDT, Wwho devotes so much
of his time to helping veterans, for his
usual cooperation, advice, and counsel.
I am most grateful for the cooperation
and understanding of Don EDWARDS,
Bos EpGAR, SaM HALL, MARVIN LEATH,
MARGARET HECKLER, CHALMERS WYLIE,
and HaL SAWYER, our other conferees.

Finally Mr. Speaker, I want to ac-
knowledge the cooperation we received
from Wendell Belew and Martha
Grundmann of the Budget Committee;
Nina Shepherd and Al Peden of the
Congressional Budget Office; the
entire staff of the Senate Veterans’
Affairs Committee, and various mem-
bers of the central office staff of the
Veterans’ Administration.

Mr. Speaker, there follows a brief
explanation of the agreement reached
with the other body and the changes
in existing law made by the compro-
mise agreement:

1. BURIAL BENEFITS

House billL,—The House bill would limit
payment of non-service-connected burial
benefits—$300 for burial and funeral ex-
penses and a $150 plot allowance—to those
cases in which the deceased veteran's
annual income, including spouse's income,
does not exceed $20,000. This limitation
would be effective only with respect to
deaths occurring during fiscal years 1982
through 1984.

Senate amendment—The Senate amend-
ment would generally limit the payment of
both benefits to those cases in which the de-
ceased veteran was entitled to receive Veter-
ans’ Administration service-connected dis-
ability compensation for a disability rated
at 30 percent or more in the cases of deaths
occurring in the last three months of fiscal
year 1981, for a disability rated at 20 per-
cent or more in the cases of deaths occur-
ring in fiscal year 1982, and for any compen-
sable disability in the cases of deaths occur-
ring in fiscal year 1983 and thereafter; and
to those cases in which the veteran was enti-
tled to receive VA pension or met the
income and wartime service eligibility re-
quirements for pension. (Other pension eli-
gibility requirements relate to disability,
age, and duration of service.)

Conference agreement.—The conference
agreement would limit, effective October 1,
1981, the payment of the $300 burial and fu-
neral expenses benefit, which would be pay-
able thereafter only in the cases of deceased
veterans who were entitled to receive VA
compensation or pension. (Pursuant to
present section 3021(a) of title 38, United
States Code, a veteran would be deemed to
have been so entitled if the evidence on file
at date of death was sufficient to support a
determination of entitlement.) The $150
plot allowance would not be affected. The
Senate recedes with respect to fiscal year
1981 and the House recedes with respect to
having the limitation apply only during
fiscal years 1982 through 1984,

This provision is estimated to save $75.2
million in budget authority and outlays in
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fiscal year 1982, $79.8 million in budget au-
thority and outlays in fiscal year 1983, and
$84.4 million in budget authority and out-
lays in fiscal year 1984.

2. OUTPATIENT DENTAL BENEFITS

House bill.—The House bill would termi-
nate, effective October 1, 1981, benefits for
outpatient treatment for certain non-com-
pensable service-connected dental condi-
tions.

Senate amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment would, effective October 1, 1981, re-
strict eligibility for these dental benefits in
three ways. First, the period of time after
discharge within which the veteran must
apply would be reduced from one year to six
months, Second, a 180-day minimum service
requirement would be imposed. Third, these
benefits would not be provided to a veteran
who had been certified by the armed service
concerned as having received a complete
dental examination and all indicated treat-
ment during the 90 days immediately prior
to discharge.

Conference agreement.—The House re-
cedes with an amendment reducing the
period of time after discharge within which
the veteran must apply to three months. In
addition, the Secretary of the service con-
cerned would be required to provide the
servicemember, at the time of discharge
from a period of active duty of not less than
180 days, with actual notice (verified by a
statement, signed by the servicemember—or
if the servicemember refuses to sign, a certi-
fication by an authorized official—to be
made a part of his or her permanent mili-
tary records) of the new three-month limi-
tation.

This provision is estimated to save $17.7
million in budget authority and outlays in
fiscal year 1982, $18.9 million in budget au-
thority and outlays in fiscal year 1983, and
$20.3 million in budget authority and out-
lays in fiscal year 1984.

3. FLIGHT TRAINING

House bill.—The House bill would termi-
nate, effective October 1, 1981, GI Bill edu-
cation benefits for the pursuit of flight
training.

Senate amendment.—No provision.

Conference agreement.—The Senate re-
cedes with an amendment providing that
those who are enrolled in approved voca-
tional flight training programs on August
31, 1981, may continue to use their benefits
for the purpose of such programs as long as
they remain continuously enrolled.

This provision is estimated to save $14.1
million in budget authority and outlays in
fiscal year 1982, $20 million in budget au-
thority and outlays in fiscal year 1983, and
$17 million in budget authority and outlays
in fiscal year 1984.

4, CORRESPONDENCE TRAINING

House bill.—The House bill would termi-
nate, effective October 1, 1981, GI Bill edu-
cation benefits for the pursuit of flight
training by correspondence courses.

Senate amendment.—No provision.

Conference agreement.—The conference
agreement would reduce, from 70 percent to
55 percent, effective October 1, 1981, the
portion of the cost of correspondence train-
ing paid by the Veterans Administration.
The 70 percent rate would apply only to les-
sons completed and submitted (that is, post-
marked, if submission is by mail) before Oc-
tober 1, 1981.

This provision is estimated to save $3.2
million in budget authority and outlays in
fiscal year 1982, $3 million in budget au-
thority and outlays in fiscal year 1983, and
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$2.6 million in budget authority and outlays
in fiscal year 1984.

5. EDUCATION LOAN PROGRAM

House bill.—The House bill would termi-
nate, effective October 1, 1981, the VA edu-
cation loan program.

Senate amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment would, with two exceptions, terminate
the program effective October 1, 1982,
Under those exceptions, education loans
would remain available for use by certain
Vietnam-era veterans pursuant to current
law (1) those continuing their full-time
training in the first two years after the ex-
piration of the GI Bill delimiting period,
and (2) those pursuing flight training
courses.

Conference agreement.—The conference
agreement incorporates the House termina-
ton date with the Senate exceptions.

This provision is estimated to save $6 mil-
lion, in outlays only, in fiscal year 1982, $5
million, in outlays only, in fiscal year 1983,
and $4 million, in outlays only, in fiscal year
1984.

HEALTH CARE COST RECOVERY

House bill.—No provision.

Senate amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment would clarify the VA’'s authority to re-
cover the costs of non-serviece-connected
health care in certain situations in which
the veteran would be eligible to have those
costs paid by a workers' compensation carri-
er, an automobile no-fault insurer, or a state
that pays health-care costs for victims of
crimes of personal violence.

Conference agreement.—The Senate re-
cedes. It is noted that H.R. 3499, as passed
by the House on June 2, 1981, contains a
very similar provision, and the Veterans' Af-
fairs Committees except such a provision to
be enacted in that bill,

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW MADE BY
CONFERENCE AGREEMENT

Changes in existing law made by the con-
ference agreement for Veterans' Benefits
and Services are shown as follows (existing
law proposed to be omitted is enclosed in
brackets, new matter is printed in italic, ex-
isting law in which no change is proposed is
shown in roman).

TITLE 38—VETERANS' BENEFITS

* * * - L]

PART II—GENERAL BENEFITS

L * » L] *

Chapter 17T—HOSPITAL, NURSING
HOME, DOMICILIARY, AND MEDICAL
CARE

* * » . *

Subchapter II—Hosptial, Nursing Home or
Domiciliary Care and Medical Treatment

* L] L . L]

§612. Eligibility for medical treatment
ay***

L - - . L

(b) Outpatient dental services and treat-
ment, and related dental appliances, shall
be furnished under this section only for a
dental condition or disability—

(1) which is service-connected and com-
pensable in degree;
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(2) which is service-connected, but not
compensable in degree, but only (A) if it is
shown to have been in existence at time of
discharge or release from active military,
naval, or air service [and], (B) if the veter-
an had served not less than 180 days of
active military, naval, or air service imme-
diately before such discharge or release, (C)
if application for treatment is made within
[one year] 90 days after such discharge or
release, except that if a disqualifying dis-
charge or release has been corrected by
competent authority, application may be
made within [one year] 90 days after the
date of correction or date of enactment of
this exception, whichever is later, and (D) if
the veteran’s certificate of discharge or re-
lease from active duty does not bear a certi-
fication thal the veteran was provided,
within the 90-day period immediately before
the date of such discharge or release, @ com-
plete dental examination (including dental
X-rays) and all appropriate dental services
and treatment indicated by the examination
to be needed,;

(3) which is a service-connected dental
condition or disability due to combat
wounds or other service trauma, or of a
former prisoner of war,

(4) which is associated with and is aggra-
vating a disability resulting from some
other disease or injury which was incurred
in or aggravated by active military, naval, or
air service;

(5) which is a non-service-connected condi-
tion or disability of a veteran for which
treatment was begun while such veteran
was receiving hospital care under this chap-
ter and such services and treatment are rea-
sonably necessary to complete such treat-
ment;

(6) from which a veteran of the Spanish-
American War or Indian Wars is suffering;

(7) from which any veteran of World War
I, World War II, the Korean conflict, or the
Vietnam era who was held as a prisoner of
war for a period of not less than six months
is suffering; or

(8) from which a veteran who has a serv-
ice-connected disability rated as total is suf-
fering.

The Secretary concerned shall at the time a
member of the Armed Forces is discharged or
released from a period of active military,
naval, or air service of not less than 180
days provide to such member a writlen ex-
planation of the provisions of clause (2) of
this subsection and enter in the service
records of the member a statement signed by
the member acknowledging receipt of such
explanation (or, if the member refuses fo
sign such statement, a certification from an
officer designated for such purpose by the
Secretary concerned that the member was
provided such explanation. The total
amount which the Administrator may
expend for furnishing, during any twelve-
month period, outpatient dental services,
treatment, or related dental appliances to a
veteran under this section through private
facilities for which the Administrator has
contracted under clause (i), (ii), or (v) of sec-
tion 601(4)XC) of this title may not exceed
$500 unless the Administrator determines,
prior to the furnishing of such services,
treatment, or appliances and based on an
examination of the veteran by a dentist em-
ployed by the Veterans' Administration (or,
in an area where no such dentist is avail-
able, by a dentist conducting such examina-
tion under a contract or fee arrangement),
that the furnishing of such services, treat-
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ment, or appliances at such cost is reason-
ably necessary.

. - L * L

Chapter 23—BURIAL BENEFITS

L] * - - -

§ 902. Funeral expenses

[(a) Where a veteran dies—

[(1) of a service-connected disability; or

[(2) who was (A) a veteran of any war; (B)
discharged from the active military, naval,
or air service for a disability incurred or ag-
gravated in line of duty; or (C) in receipt of
(or but for the receipt of retirement pay
would have been entitled to) disability com-
pensation;]

(a) When a veteran dies who was in re-
ceipt of compensation (or but for the receipt
of retirement pay would have been entitled
to compensation) or in receipt of pension,
the Administrator, in the Administrator’s
discretion, having due regard to the circum-
stances in each case, may pay a sum not ex-
ceeding $300 to such person as the Adminis-
trator prescribes to cover the burial and fu-
neral expenses of the deceased veteran and
the expense of preparing the body and
transporting it to the place of burial. For
the purpose of this subsection, the term
“yveteran” includes a person who died during
a period deemed to be active military, naval,
or air service under section 106(c) of this
title.

(b) Except as hereafter provided in this
subsection, no deduction shall be made from
the burial allowance because of the veter-
an's net assets at the time of the death of
such veteran, or because of any contribution
from any source toward the burial and fun-
deral expenses (including transportation)
unless the amount of expenses incurred is
covered by the amount actually paid there-
for by the United States, a State, any
agency of political subdivision of the United
States, or of a State, or the employer of the
deceased veteran. No claim shall be allowed
(1) for more than the difference between
the entire amount of the expenses incurred
and the amount paid by any or all of the
foregoing, or (2) when the burial allowance
would revert to the funds of a public or pri-
vate organization or would discharge such
an organization's obligation without pay-
ment. The burial allowance or any part
thereof shall not be paid in any case where
specific provision is otherwise made for pay-
ment of expenses of funeral, transportation,
and interment under any other Act.

§903. Death in Veterans’ Administration fa-
cility; plot allowance

(a) Where death occurs in a Veterans' Ad-
ministration facility to which the deceased
was properly admitted for hospital, nursing
home, or domiciliary care under section 610
or 611(a) of this title, the Administrator—

(1) shall pay the actual cost (not to exceed
$300) of the burial and funeral or, within
such limits, may make contracts for such
services without regard to the laws requir-
ing advertisement for proposals for supplies
and services for the Veterans' Administra-
tion; and

(2) shall, when such a death occurs in a
State, transport the body to the place of
burial in the same or any other State,

(b) In addition to the benefits provided
for under section 902 of this title and sub-
section (a) of this section, in the case of a
veteran who is eligible for a burial allow-
ance under such section 902, or under such
subsection, who was discharged from the
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active military, naval, or air service for a
disability incurred or aggravated in line of
duty, or who is a veteran of any war and
who is not buried in a national cemetery or
other cemetery under the jurisdiction of the
United States—

(1) if such veteran is buried (without
charge for the cost of a plot or interment)
in a cemetery, or a section of a cemetery,
that (A) is used solely for the interment of
persons eligible for burial in a national cem-
etery, and (B) is owned by a State or by an
agency or political subdivision of a State,
the Administrator shall pay to such State,
agency, or political subdivision the sum of
$150 as a plot or interment allowance for
such veteran; and

(2) if such veteran is buried in a cemetery,
or a section of a cemetery, other than as de-
scribed in clause (1) of this subsection, the
Administrator shall pay a sum not exceed-
ing $150 as a plot or interment allowance to
such person as the Administrator prescribes,
except that if any part of the plot or inter-
ment costs of a burial to which this clause
applies has been paid or assumed by a State,
an agency or political subdivision of a State,
or a former employer of the deceased veter-
an, no claim for such allowance shall be al-
lowed for more than the difference between
the entire amount of the expenses incurred
and the amount paid or assumed by any or
all of the foregoing entities.

* - » - L]

PART III—READJUSTMENT AND RELATED
BENEFITS

Chapter 32—POST-VIETNAM ERA VET-
ERANS' EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE

= * * L *

Subchapter III—Entitlement; Duration
§1631. Entitlement; loan eligibility

(a)X 1) Subject to the provisions of section
1795 of this title limiting the aggregate
period for which any person may receive as-
sistance under two or more programs of
edueational or vocational assistance admin-
istered by the Veterans' Administration, a
participant shall be entitled to a maximum
of 36 monthly benefit payments (or their
equivalent in the event of part-time bene-
fits).

(2) The amount of the monthly payment
to which any eligible veteran is entitled
shall be ascertained by (A) adding all contri-
butions made to the fund by the eligible vet-
eran, (B) multiplying the sum by 3, (C)
adding all contributions made to the fund
for such veteran by the Secretary, and (D)
dividing the sum by the lesser of 36 or the
number of months in which contributions
were made by such veteran.

(3) Payment of benefits under this chap-
ter may be made only for periods of time
during which an eligible veteran is actually
enrolled in and pursuing an approved pro-
gram of education and, except as provided
in paragraph (4), only after an eligible vet-
eran has been discharged or released from
active duty.

(4) Payment of benefits under this chap-
ter may be made after a participant has
completed his or her first obligated period
of active duty (which began after December
31, 1976), or 6 years of active duty (which
began after December 31, 1976), whichever
period is less.
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(b) Any enlisted member of the Armed
Forces participating in the program shall be
eligible to enroll in a course, courses, or pro-
gram of education for the purpose of attain-
ing a secondary school diploma (or an
equivalency certificate), as authorized by
section 1691(a) of this title, during the last
six months of such member's first enlist-
ment and at any time thereafter.

(c) When an eligible veteran is pursuing
[either] a program of education under this
chapter by correspondence [or a program
of flight training] such eligible veteran's
entitlement shall be charged at the rate of 1
month’s entitlement for each month of ben-
efits paid to the eligible veteran (computed
on the basis of the formula provided in sub-
section (a)X(2) of this section).

[(d) Eligible veterans participating in the
program shall be eligible for education loans
authorized by subchapter III of chapter 36
of this title in such amounts and on the
same terms and conditions as provided in
such subchapter, except that the term “eli-
gible veteran" as used in such subchapter
shall be deemed to include “eligible veter-
an” as defined in this chapter.]

. . . *

Subchapter IV—Administration
§ 1641. Requirements

The provisions of sections 1663, 1670,
1671, 1673, 1674, 1676, [1677, 1681(c),] 1683,
and 1691(a)(1) of this title and the provi-
sions of chapter 36 of this title[, with]}
(with the exception of sections 1777,
1780(c), and [1787] 1787 shall be applica-
ble to the program.

L] * * L -

Chapter 34— VETERANS' EDUCATIONAL
ASSISTANCE

* * - - L]

SUBCHAPTER III-ENROLLMENT

1670. Selection of program.

1671. Applications; approval.

1673. Disapproval of enrollment in certain
courses.

1674. Discontinuance for unsatisfactory con-
duct or progress.

1676, Education outside the United States.

[1677. Flight training.]

* L L - L]

Subchapter II—Eligibility and Entitlement
- - - L] -

§1662. Time limitations for completing a
program of education

Delimiting Period for Completion
(a) L

Savings Clause

(c) In the case of any eligible veteran who
was discharged or released from active duty
before the date for which an educational as-
sistance allowance is first payable under
this chapter, the 10-year delimiting period
shall run from such date, if it is later than
the date which otherwise would be applica-
ble. In the case of any eligible veteran who
was discharged or released from active duty
before the date of enactment of this sen-
tence and who pursues a course of farm co-
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operative training, apprenticeship or other
training on the job, [or flight training
within the provisions of section 1677 of this
chapter,] the 10-year delimiting period
shall run from the date of enactment of this
sentence, if it is later than the date which
would otherwise be applicable.

- - L4 *

Subchapter II1—Enrollment

- » * * -

§ 1673. Disapproval of enrollment in certain
courses

(a)*"* *

- - * - L]

(b) [Except as provided in section 1677 of
this title, the] The Administrator shall not
approve the enrollment of an eligible veter-
an in any course of flight training other
than one given by an educational institution
of higher learning for credit toward a stand-
ard college degree the eligible veteran is
seeking.

- *

L[§1677. Flight training

[(a) The Administrator may approve the
pursuit by an eligible veteran of flight train-
ing where such training is generally accept-
ed as necessary for the attainment of a rec-
ognized vocational objective in the field of
aviation or where generally recognized as
ancillary to the pursuit of a vocational en-
deavor other than aviation, subject to the
following conditions:

[(1) the eligible veteran must possess a
valid private pilot's license and meet the
medical requirements necessary for a com-
mercial pilot’s license; and

[(2) the flight school courses must meet
the Federal Aviation Administration stand-
ards and be approved both by that Agency
and the appropriate State approving
agency.

[(b) Each eligible veteran who is pursuing
a program of education consisting exclusive-
ly of flight training approved as meeting
the requirements of subsection (a) hereof,
shall be paid an educational assistance al-
lowance to be computed at the rate of 60
percent of the established charges for tui-
tion and fees which similarly circumstanced
non-veterans enrolled in the same flight
course are required to pay. Such allowance
shall be paid monthly upon receipt of a cer-
tification as required by section 1681(c) of
this title. In each such case the eligible vet-
eran's period of entitlement shall be
charged with one month for each $317
which is paid to the veteran as an educa-
tional assistance allowance for such
course.]

L] * - L] L

Subchapter IV—Payments to Eligible
Veterans: Veteran-Student Services
§ 1681. Educational assistance allowance
General

(a) The Administrator shall, in accordance
with the applicable provisions of this sec-
tion and chapter 36 of this title, pay to each
eligible veteran who is pursuing a program
of education under this chapter an educa-
tional assistance allowance to meet, in part,
the expenses of the veteran's subsistence,
tuition, fees, supplies, books, equipment,
and other educational costs,
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Institutional Training

(b) The educational assistance allowance
of an eligible veteran pursuing a program of
education, other than a program exclusively
by correspondence [or a program of flight
training] at an educational institution shall
be paid as provided in chapter 36 of this
title.

[Flight Training

[(e) No educational assistance allowance
for any month shall be paid to an eligible
veteran who is pursuing a program of educa-
tion consisting exclusively of flight training
until the Administrator shall have received
a certification from the eligible veteran and
the institution as to actual flight training
received by, and the cost thereof to, the vet-
eran during that month.]

- * * - *

§1682. Computation of educational assist-
ance allowances

(a)1) Except as provided in subsection
(b), or (¢) of this section or section [/677 or]
1787 of this title, while pursuing a program
of education under this chapter of half-time
or more, each eligible veteran shall be paid
the monthly educational assistance allow-
ance set forth in column II, III, IV, or V
(whichever is applicable as determined by
the veteran's dependency status) opposite
the applicable type of program as shown in
column I;

§ 1686. Education loans

Any eligible veteran to whom section
1662(a)(2) of this title is applicable shall be
entitled to an education loan (if the pro-
gram of education is pursued in a State) in
such amount and on such terms and condi-
tions as provided in sections 1798 and 1799
of this title.

. * . . .

Chapter 35—SURVIVORS" AND DEPEND-
ENTS' EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE

L] * L * L]

Subchapter IV—Payments to Eligible
Persons

L] * -

§ 1737. Education loans

Any eligible person shall be entitled before
October 1, 1981, to an education loan (if the
program of education is pursued in a State)
in such amount and on such terms and con-
ditions as provided in sections 1798 and 1799
of this title.

* * Ll * L]

Chapter 36—ADMINISTRATION OF
EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS

- * - * L]

Subchapter I—State Approving Agencies

L] * * L -

§1780. Payment of educational assistance or
subsistence allowances
Period for Which Payment May Be Made

(a) Payment of educational assistance or
subsistence allowances to eligible veterans
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or eligible persons pursuing a program of
education or training, other than a program
by correspondence [or a program of flight
trainingl, in an educational institution
under chapter 31, 34, or 35 of this title shall
be paid as provided in this section and, as
applicable, in section 1504, 1682, 1691, or
1732 of this title. Such payments.

* * * * -

Subchapter II—Miscellaneous Provisions
L - * - *

§1786. Correspondence courses

(a)(1) Each eligible veteran (as defined in
section 1652 (a) (1) and (2) of this title) and
each eligible spouse or surviving spouse (as
defined in section 1701 (a)(1) (B), (C), or (D)
of this title) who enters into an enrollment
agreement to pursue a program of education
exclusively by correspondence shall be paid
an educational assistance allowance comput-
ed at the rate of [70] 55 percent of the es-
tablished charge which the institution re-
quires non-veterans to pay for the course or
courses pursued by the eligible veteran or
spouse or surviving spouse. The term “estab-
lished charge” as used herein means the
charge for the course or courses determined
on the basis of the lowest extended time
payment plan offered by the institution and
approved by the appropriate State approv-
ing agency or the actual cost to the veteran
or spouse or surviving spouse, whichever is
the lesser. Such allowance shall be paid
quarterly on a pro rata basis for the lessons
completed by the veteran or spouse or sur-
viiving spouse and serviced by the institu-
tion.

(2) The period of entitlement of any veter-
an or spouse or surviving spouse who is pur-
suing any program of education exclusively
by correspondence shall be charged with
one month for each $342 which is paid to
the veteran or spouse or surviving spouse as
an educational assistance allowance for such
course.

* L4 - * -

Subchapter III—Education Loans to Eligible
Veterans and Eligible Persons

§1798. Eligibility for loans; amount and con-
ditions of loans; interest rate on loans

(a) [Each] (1) Subject to paragraph (2) of
this subsection, each eligible veteran and eli-
gible person shall be entitled to a loan
under this subchapter in an amount deter-
mined under, and subject to the conditions
specified in, subsection (b)(1) of this section
if the veteran or person satisfies the re-
quirements set forth in subsection (¢) of
this section and the criteria established
under subsection (g) of this section.

(2) Except in Lhe case of a veteran to
whom section 1662(a)(2) of this title is ap-
plicable, no loan may be made under this
subchapter after September 30, 1981,

- - - - -.

e Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr.
Speaker, I want to congratulate the
very able chairman, Mr. JoNES and our
capable ranking member, Mr. LATTA,
for bringing us this conference report
on H.R. 3982,

Mr. Speaker, the

distinguished
chairman of the committee on Veter-
ans' Affairs, on which I am the rank-
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ing member, announced to the House
on Friday last that the conferees from
the House and Senate Veterans' Af-
fairs Committees have reached agree-
ment on the veterans' affairs part of
the reconciliation bill.

The conferees had the difficult task
of agreeing on ways to reduce spend-
ing authority and outlays by $110 mil-
lion. In a spirit of bipartisan harmony
they accomplished their task in a
timely manner. The details of the
agreement of the conferees are spelled
out in the report under title XX. It is
a good agreement which I trust will
find widespread support in the House.

I want to congratulate our chair-
man, Mr. MoNTGOMERY, for his work
on this agreement. I also congratulate
the other conferees on both sides of
the aisle, and in both bodies of the
Congress.

Mr. Speaker, it is usually very diffi-
cult to resolve differences of opinion
when benefits to veterans are in-
volved. This is especially true when
you are reducing or limiting such ben-
efits. In this instance, we were able to
accomplish one task because of hard
work and good will. I join the distin-
guished chairman of our committee in
expressing appreciation to our col-
leagues.

As we know this final agreement be-
tween the conferees of the House and
the other body in total provides for
legislative savings totaling $51.9 billion
in budget authority and $35.2 billion
in budget outlays in fiscal year 1982,
$55.7 billion budget authority and $44
billion in budget outlays in fiscal year
1983, and $61.7 billion in budget au-
thority and $51.4 billion in budget out-
lays in fiscal year 1984.

This is, indeed, a historic day as the
Congress takes this action today in
meeting a mandate from the people. It
is indeed a new beginning.e

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
reluctant support of the conference
report on H.R. 3982, the Omnibus Rec-
onciliation Act of 1981. Fortunately,
this conference report contains fiscal
year 1982 authorization for the high-
way and development programs of the
Appalachian Regional Commission.
While both programs are reduced in
size, they both nevertheless will con-
tinue.

Appalachia produces 54 percent of
all U.S.-mined coal, and over 90 per-
cent of all coal exports. While we rec-
ognize the importance of coal in our
domestic economy, coal exports have,
since last year, enjoyed enormous
growth. U.S. coal is attractive to for-
eign buyers, and Appalachian coal fills
that foreign need. The recent experi-
ence of coal-carrying vessels lined up
in eastern ports for weeks to receive a
shipment of U.S. coal attests to the
sudden growth in foreign demand.

ARC programs help get that Appa-
lachia coal mined by providing infra-
structure in assisting in the transpor-
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tation of coal, and municipal and com-
munity aid provide services to the
miners. The Appalachian highway
system is currently 60 percent com-
plete, and 60 percent of that complet-
ed system carries coal. Over 14,000
miles of all roadway in Appalachia is
used to move coal by truck. Miners
going into the isolated Appalachian
coal fields need housing, water, sewer
systems, roads, cliniecs, training, and
other essentials ARC helps provide.
Communities which must prepare for
the influx of coal miners, and for the
adjustments when the coal and the
miners, are gone, need ARC financial
planning and technical assistance.

Coal has the potential to provide a
major part of the investments to ulti-
mately replace the Federal dollars
now being used in the economic devel-
opment of Appalachia. Gov. John Y.
Brown, Jr., of Kentucky, in testifying
before the House Public Works and
Transportation Committee earlier this
year, estimated that the resurgence of
coal could end the need for ARC area
development dollars in 3 to 5 years.

But the use of coal resources to sup-
port the development of a strong econ-
omy in Appalachia will not automati-
cally come about. The long string of
cyclic booms and busts, leaving behind
economic, environmental and human
devastation, attests to that. ARC can
be an invaluable instrument in seeing
to it that the same thing doesn't
happen this time around.

H.R. 4144, energy and power appro-
priations for fiscal year 1982, which
passed the House earlier this week,
contains funds for ARC. The report to
accompany the bill calls for a report to
be prepared by the Commission and
submitted to Congress by December
31, 1981, on a finishup program. The
chairman of that subcommittee, the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. BEVILL)
stated during consideration of H.R.
4144 that the potential for exporting
Appalachian coal in furthering Com-
mission economic development objec-
tives be covered in this report. I
concur completely and I support this
study effort.

ARC can help us solve our national
energy problems by contributing to in-
creased coal production and coal ex-
ports. And it can help solve the diffi-
cult economic development problems
of the region.

Mr. Speaker, although I am very dis-
turbed and do not support language in
this conference report which sets back
our national efforts to increase the use
of domestic coal—and I refer specifi-
cally to repeal of the off-gas provisions
of the Powerplant Industrial Fuel Use
Act, it would be tragic, now that coal
and the region have come so far, not
to continue ARC long enough to finish
the job.

I commend and thank those confer-
ees, led by our distinguished chairman
of the House Public Works Commit-
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tee, Mr. Howarp, for the long hours
and successful efforts they conducted
in maintaining House language on this
issue and to all members of the confer-
ence for their recognition of ARC's
valuable and effective work.

® Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the pending conference
report on H.R. 3982 the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, My
opposition is somewhat lessened from
the original passage of Gramm-Latta
IT on June 26. I believe that some of
the more onerous provisions of this
legislation were effectively deleted in
Conference.

However, the net effect of this reso-
lution is that Federal spending will be
reduced by some $35 billion. It seems
as though that should be good in
terms of fulfilling the so-called man-
date of the people to reduce Federal
spending. However, we have applied an
ax as compared to a scalpel—resulting
in dismembering instead of surgery for
many social and human service pro-
grams.

There is little doubt as to the fact
that the impact of these cuts will be
felt—the only gquestion is how soon.
When will the first senior citizen be
turned away from a senior center—
when will the first poor family be
denied eligibility for food stamps—
when will the first college student
seeking to start or resume classes in
college be turned away from the finan-
cial aid office—how about the first
school child being told no more school
lunches. Once this begins to happen—
the impact will be felt.

Fortunately, the conferees did not
accept such harsh provisions as cap-
ping Federal spending under medicaid
of cutting off Federal aid to cities with
rent control but other damages were
done with this legislation.

As a member of two miniconferences
on the Education and Labor Commit-
tee I am proud to state that we provid-
ed real increases in dollars for major
service. programs under the Older
Americans Act.

The Committee on Education and
Labor, where I serve as the senior New
York member and a conferee on the
programs under our jurisdiction,
agreed to major revisions in these pro-
grams. While I have fought this recon-
ciliation process every step of the way,
I must state that I feel that our work
in this area was the best we could
attain under very difficult ecircum-
stances.

Briefly, in the area of student finan-
cial aid, we agree to a compromise that
would routinely guarantee loans to
students with family incomes under
$30,000 per year with a needs test for
those above this income level. Incorpo-
rated in this compromise was my legis-
lation, House Joint Resolution 259,
which express the sense of Congress
that changes be effective no earlier
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than October 1 of this year. Except
for the 5 percent origination fee on
the face value of the loan, which
begins 10 days after enactment of this
bill, students can continue to receive
guaranteed student loans under
present law until October 1—insuring
them the ability to plan for the
coming school year, but anticipating
changes for next year. As an original
cosponsor of legislation last year
which extended this and our other
student aid programs—Pell grants,
SEOG, SSIG, college work study and
national direct student loans—I am
pleased that we have maintained the
integrity of these programs, even at
reduced funding levels. This was in
large part in response to the national
outery which occured when the ad-
ministration announced its intention
to major severe reductions in these
programs. This compromise will allow
these programs to continue, serving
our most needy students.

In the area of Head Start, the pro-
gram was retained and funded at $950
million for 1982—a $130 million in-
crease above the Senate version. This
will maintain services under this pro-
gram which has proven its effective-
ness in serving preschool, disadvan-
taged youngsters.

Under CETA, funding was main-
tained for youth employment pro-
grams under title IV, which in my
eyes, is the most important piece of
this program. With youth unemploy-
ment running in New York City as
high as 26 percent for minority youth,
it is vital that we preserve these funds
so that we can provide these young-
sters with the technical and education-
al skills they need to succeed in the
world of work. Included in CETA
under a ceiling of $3.9 billion is $1.4
billion for training, $600 million for
Job Corps, $570 million for special
youth programs and $760 million for
summer youth programs.

In the area of child nutrition, we
have maintained the 2-cent safety net
for poverty areas. This was critical for
my own city of New York where 96
percent of our children who partici-
pate in this program are either free or
reduced-price participants.

I am pleased that the conferees de-
cided to reject the House version of
the social services block grant and re-
tained our programs for child abuse
prevention and treatment as categori-
cal programs. Now financed at $27.9
million, we had to accept reduced
levels of funding—$7 million in State
grants and $12 million in discretionary
funds with $2 million earmarked for
our adoption programs from this $12
million. As the author of one of the
first bills dealing with this subject and
as a police officer in New York City
for 23 years, who witnessed this prob-
lem on a daily basis, I am gratified
that we have reaffirmed the nature of
this program which provides essential
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treatment and prevention services for
battered children.

There was bipartisan agreement to
reject the President's proposed 50 per-
cent reductions in funds for the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts and
Humanities. We agreed upon $119.3
million for the arts and $113.7 for the
humanities—levels of funding which
insure that these programs will contin-
ue, especially those community-based
programs which are the most in need
of these funds.

Two other programs, reauthorized at
drastically reduced levels of funding
were bilingual and vocational educa-
tion. New York City receives approxi-
mately $18 million to operate each of
these programs and under this legisla-
tion we stand to lose between $3 and
$5 million in vocational education
funds and about $4 million in bilingual
education funds. This is most distress-
ing at a time when these vital support.
services are needed more than ever to
insure that our youth of today become
the working, productive adults of to-
morrow.

The other two major issues effecting
education in this report—impact aid
and the education block grant—could
spell major reductions in school-relat-
ed services for New York. With respect
to impact aid, the program was re-
tained at an increased funding level of
$550 million yet no provisions remain
in statute to address funds being pro-
vided to children in federally subsi-
dized housing.

With regard to the education block
grant—I must state at the outset that
I have been a strong and vocal oppo-
nent of block grants from the very be-
ginning. Yet both versions of this
budget bill incorporated nearly identi-
cal versions of this legislation. Simply
stated, title I programs for education-
ally disadvantaged children are re-
tained as a separately funded pro-
gram, while title II of the education
block grant incorporates the remain-
ing programs for elementary and sec-
ondary education. I must state that I
am very disturbed, not only by the
consolidation of these remaining ele-
mentary and secondary programs, but
more importantly, with the distribu-
tion formula for these funds under
title II. On a per capita basis, smaller
States such as Vermont receive $24.69
per child, Delaware receives $21.08 per
child, and Wyoming a whopping $29.16
per child—these funds being distribut-
ed with a floor to insure that no one
State receives less than 0.5 percent of
the total appropriation. In contrast,
larger States such as California and
my own State of New York will receive
a mere $10.90 per child, at the same
time having substantially higher costs
of living and thus higher costs of edu-
cating these children. I want to state
right now that I do not support this
formula and intend to rectify this situ-
ation at the earliest possible date.
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Time does not permit me the oppor-
tunity to address other sections of this
report in greater detail. Many of them
1 find most objectionable and hence,
my opposition to this report before us.
While I wish to commend the efforts
of all of my colleagues who contribut-
ed to this effort—the best of all
worlds, in my opinion—I still know
that many of them share my personal
revulsion to this process. We have leg-
islated without the benefit of knowing
what the impact of virtually any of
these cuts will mean in real terms. Our
results may mean disaster for millions
who depend on these programs, yet I
hope, for the sake of everyone con-
cerned, that this course will ultimately
work. If it fails, we all will be losers.@

® Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Speaker,
first of all, I want to take time to
thank our distinguished Republican
leader, Bos MicHEL, for working with
the members of his party from the
Northeast and Midwest region during
the reconciliation process. He was
more than willing to listen to our con-
cerns over various budget cuts affect-
ing our districts, and helped us in our
successful effort to restore funds to
programs we felt had been excessively
cut back. Without Boe MicHEL, I do
not think the White House would
have enjoyed the kind of success it did
on the budget votes,

Now let me turn to the conference
report on the budget reconciliation bill
which we will vote on today. I am
happy to report that most of the con-
cessions which we northern Republi-
cans won in the House version of this
legislation have been preserved in this
final version. Our conferees have
served us well. The general comments
I made when the House passed H.R.
3982 still stand. Like everybody else, I
am unhappy with some specific provi-
sions, but the sunbelt bias that existed
in the original budget resolution has
been largely rectified in this confer-
ence report.

Among the concessions to the North-
east which have survived the confer-
ence are: An $1.875 billion authoriza-
tion for low-income fuel assistance, a
figure half a billion dollars higher
than the orginal Reagan budget level;
maintenance of the low-income weath-
erization program as a separate pro-
gram authorized at $175 million; elimi-
nation of the cap on medicaid which
was proposed by the administration
and supported by the Senate—the con-
ferees have agreed to a reduction in
the Federal share of medicaid costs,
however; an increase in the guaran-
teed student loan and pell grant budg-
ets over the House bill numbers and
the original budget proposal; funding
levels for Amtrak of $735 million for
fiscal 1982 and $788 million for fiscal
1983, with $82 million in interest pay-
ments deferred until 1984; dropping of
dairy price support language which
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would have forced a reduction to 70
percent of parity; and the addition of
$10 million for the arts and human-
ities over and above the $50 million we
were able to restore in the House bill.

The conference report includes
modest reductions from the House
measure in the areas of elementary
and secondary education, vocational
education and youth training pro-
grams. However, in light of the sub-
stantially lower figures that were in
the Senate bill, we achieved, I think,
very favorable compromises in each of
these programs.

Additionally, compromises were
made in the construction of education
block grants, but the basic concessions
we fought for, to protect the interests
of small States and safeguard the
rights of specific groups like the
handicapped and the disadvantaged,
remain in the final product before us
now.

A few more points, I am pleased that
we have preserved the Economic De-
velopment Administration, although
the $290 million annual funding level
is a bit low. I am glad we have retained
the urban development action grant
program essentially as a separate
entity that we have avoided going as
low as the Senate authorizations for
the Corporation for Public Broadcast-
ing for fiscal years 1984 through 1986,
and that we have given Conrail a rea-
sonable amount of time to become
profitable. Along this same line, it is
certainly encouraging to see that Con-
rail made a profit of almost $14 mil-
lion in the last quarter. Perhaps the
conferees confidence in the Corpora-
tion was justified.

Although I am sorry we couldn't
fund the Legal Services Corporation at
an adequate level in the conference, I
am hopeful that we will succeed via
the authorization process. The House
has passed a satisfactory, if overly re-
strictive, bill, and I hope the Senate
will act expeditiously on the measure
reported out by its Labor and Human
Resources Committee.

The least satisfactory aspect of the
conference report, I think, lies in the
food stamp section. We basically split
the difference with the Senate on the
earned income deduction, arriving at
an 18 percent deduction for working
expenses. Over my vocal objections, we
receded to the Senate on freezing the
inflation adjustment for the standard
and shelter deductions. This was par-
ticularly unfortunate because we had
made progress in this area in the
House bill. We did manage to elimi-
nate the 1983 increase in the benefit
reduction rate, however, which was a
positive development. Overall, we
came out slightly on top in terms of
compromising with the other body.

I do not wish to understate the seri-
ousness of the budget cuts in this bill;
they will have a very real impact on
the lives of many Vermonters. But,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

generally speaking, the legislative
process has worked well, and Congress
has arrived at a final bill which dis-
tributes the burden of the budget cuts
which are necessary for the Presi-
dent’s economic program in a much
more equitable manner than the origi-
nal proposal.

I urge passage of the conference
report.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
® Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, the
aviation reconciliation provision
agreed to by the conferees authorizes
$450 million for the airport develop-
ment aid program (ADAP) in fiscal
year 1981 and places a cap of $1.05 bil-
lion on this program for fiscal years
1981 and 1982.

As my colleagues are aware, earlier
this week the House adopted H.R.
4182, the 1981 ADAP authorization.
The ADAP program, originally en-
acted in 1970, has been responsible for
over $4.2 billion in needed capital im-
provement projects at our Nation’s air-
ports over the last 10 years,

Unfortunately, the program has not
been funded since October 1, 1980,
when the old law expired. Therefore,
despite a $3.7 billion surplus in the air-
port and airway trust fund contribut-
ed by aviation users, airport operators
have not been able to secure Federal
grants for many worthy projects de-
signed to increase both safety and ca-
pacity throughout the national airport
system.

By including the text of HR. 4182 in
the reconciliation conference report,
the conferees have endorsed the
action taken by the House earlier in
the week when that legislation was
adopted.

As far as fiscal year 1982 is con-
cerned, the conferees placed a limit of
$600 million on the ADAP program.
However, because the FAA may not
have sufficient time in which to obli-
gate all 1981 funds by the end of Sep-
tember, the provision was drafted so
as to allow a total of no more than
$1.05 billion to be spent for the pro-
gram for the 2 years combined. If all
of the $450 million authorized is spent
in 1981, then the maximum which
could be spent in 1982 is $600 million.

Mr. Speaker, the agreement reached
by the aviation conferees represents a
balance between the needs of the na-
tional airport system and the need to
support the President in his economic
recovery program. The authorization
for 1981 is only two-thirds of the
amount authorized in 1980 and is the
amount recommended by the Presi-
dent. Obviously, the capital needs of
the system could justify even higher
amounts, but the conferees are aware
of their obligation to do their part to
control Federal spending.

For these compelling reasons, I urge
my colleagues to support the confer-
ence report on H.R. 3982.¢
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® Mr. ALBOSTA. Mr. Speaker, after
the Gramm-Latta II amendment
passed the House of Representatives, I
along with most of my colleagues felt
that the minimum benefit for current
beneficiaries was doomed for extine-
tion. While I continued to work to re-
verse that fate, I even told my con-
stituents in a weekly column that our
efforts may be in vain.

Today, I take the floor to proclaim
that these efforts are not in vain, and
passage of H.R. 4331 may prove to pre-
vent this administration and this Con-
gress from reducing social security
benefits for current recipients.

This bill would delete the language
dealing with the minimum benefit
from the conference report to the om-
nibus reconciliation bill. Doing this
would protect those 3 million recipi-
ents nationwide—most of whom
depend on that $122 check every
month literally for survival.

I do not believe this Congress wants
to be the first in history to lower bene-
fits for current social security recipi-
ents, particularly when it would be af-
fecting those recipients at the lowest
level of benefits. Eliminating the bene-
fits for these people would simply be
hurting those who need the benefits
the most.

Should the House pass this bill

today, the Senate must also act in
time to save this vital benefit. I urge
all House Members to contact the Sen-
ators of their States if they question
their commitment to the continuation
of the minimum social security benefit
for current beneficiaries.@
@ Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Speaker, as a
conferee on several of the miniconfer-
ences dealing with the energy area, I
have signed the conference papers
with some reservation. Despite the ex-
cellent work of staff and conferees in
continuing many of the conservation
and renewable policies so carefully
crafted over the past decade, I remain
convinced that the dollar limitations
we have had placed on us will work to
the detriment of our national energy,
economic, and national security goals.
Over the next several years, I believe
we will find in our haste to cut fund-
ing, we have also cutback on numerous
worthwhile programs, programs whose
benefits more than outweigh the ini-
tial costs expended.

The conferees should be proud, how-
ever, for having had the fortitude to
continue many of the statutory con-
servation and renewable programs
which have tended to balance our
energy program. The appliance effi-
ciency standards program, the residen-
tial conservation service, the residen-
tial commercial retrofit program will
all continue due to the work of this
conference. The low-income weather-
ization program will also continue,
funded at up to $175 million for fiscal
year 1982. It is important to realize
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that the conferees intend that $175
million figure to hold only for the
next fiscal year and that, within the
overall limits for State and local pro-
grams, that figure can increase after
that time.

The conferees have also provided
clear instructions that the funding
level under the Economic Regulatory
Administration will include sufficient
funds to complete compliance activi-
ties, activities estimated to result in
the recapture of up to $10 billion in
moneys overcharged the consumers of
the Nation. I am particularly pleased
that the conferees have agreed to in-
crease the level for emergency pre-
pardness from the $2 million original-
ly proposed by the President to over
$12 million. This funding must be used
efficiently and rigorously by the Ad-
ministration in order to prepare con-
tingency plans so that the Nation will
be able to cope with future supply
shortages or cutoffs.

We have also continued the Energy
Information Administration, with
clear instructions that statutorily
mandated information systems, includ-
ing the Financial Reporting System,
be maintained. The FRS, mandated
under the DOE Organization Act, pro-
vides disaggregated data by major
lines of business for energy companies,
includes activities of companies here
and abroad, and identifies investment
activity within major lines of business.
According to the Library of Congress,
it is the “only source of industry data
using consistent definitions, thus per-
mitting comparisons to be made across
companies” and provides ‘“‘data suffi-
ciently detailed to monitor competi-
tiveness of the industry.” Today, in
the light of growing attention to the
financial activities of the major com-
panies in the field of mergers and ac-
guisitions, this type of data is particu-
larly important.

The conferees have also supported
the mandate given to the Department
of Energy under the DOE Organiza-
tion Act “to provide for, encourage,
and assist public participation in the
development and enforcement of na-
tional energy programs’” by increasing
the $168,000 requested by the Admin-
istration for citizen participation pro-
grams to $240,000. The current Admin-
istration has expressed its reliance on
the citizens of this Nation in determin-
ing national policy and has repeatedly
expressed its belief that the people
should have more of a voice in deter-
mining the country’s future. The in-
crease in the citizen participation pro-
gram is a reflection of that feeling
and, as a conferee, I would hope that
the Administration uses these funds to
hear directly from our citizens how
they believe our energy policy should
be crafted and implemented. The
$240,000 is not intended to cover oper-
ating expenses for program direction
for the Office of Consumer Affairs,
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which the conferees intend to come
out of the $70 million provided under
general management for departmental
administration.

Finally, I believe many of us reluc-

tantly agreed to place expenditures
for the strategic petroleum reserve
off-budget after having been directed
to do so by actions of the full House of
Representatives. Placing expenditures
off-budget in no way reduces our com-
mitment to filling the reserve as rapid-
ly as possible in order to provide
future protections against supply
shortages. While the conferees also in-
cluded language regarding ongoing ne-
gotiations between the Department of
Energy and States, such as Alaska, for
storage or royalty oil, we did not mean
to imply that any special treatment
should be afforded those States.
During the conference debate, the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. SHARP),
assured me that, under the reconcilia-
tion bill language, the conferees did
not expect that, in any agreement
reached for storage of State royalty
oil, the price paid for the oil would be
significantly different from current
market prices, or that any State pro-
viding oil would be able to dictate the
method or timing of sale of SPR oil.
Any State royalty oil stored in the re-
serve should be handled in a manner
which would benefit all the citizens of
the Nation and not just the citizens of
the State which originally furnished
the oil. It was only on the basis of
those assurances that I agreed to sign
the conference papers regarding this
issue.
@ Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Speaker, once
again the illusion of what the Reagan
administration says must be tempered
by the reality of what they do. In
their zeal to cut Federal expenses they
have decided to sacrifice 3 million
senior citizens by eliminating their
minimum benefits from social securi-
ty, while only 2 days ago pushing for a
tax cut proposal that doled out bene-
fits to the rich, and insured the future
excessive profitability of big oil com-
panies by the elimination of the wind-
fall profit tax.

Fourteen percent of older Americans
live in poverty now, and millions more
are kept out of poverty only because
of social security benefits. The Presi-
dent’s proposed cuts in social security
benefits are needlessly extreme and
punishing to those who depend on
these resources to survive.

Has the time come in this Congress
when we are to forgo our right to
think for ourselves and let our vote be
cast from the White House? Recently
aid for the handicapped was traded for
cufflinks; Members deliberated on a
tax cut that virtually ignores middle
America in response to a barrage of
phone calls from the board rooms of
the largest corporations in America;
Members have abdicated their right to
think for themselves in return for
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pledges of support from the White
House in the next election; Members
have become willing marionettes for
the great puppeteer and manipulator
of illusions in the White House.

The time has come to draw the line.
The time has come to represent the
people who elected us. The time is
here to separate the illusions from the
realities. Let us recognize the Stock-
man sleight-of-hand economics; let us
understand that the budget cuts and
tax cuts are illusions and not realities.

The poverty of those dependent on
social security is a reality. That there
will be no phone calls to our offices
from the board rooms of corporate
America on behalf of the aged poor is
a reality. There will be no cufflinks;
there will be no high powered and ex-
pensive lobbyists on their behalf. If
this rule is not defeated we will be
sidestepping the issue and trying to
throw smoke into the eyes of older
America just as the President did last
Monday. If this rule is adopted, next
February, America will turn its back
on its most vulnerable citizens; next
February, 3 million Americans who
now receive minimum social security
benefits will be left to their own de-
vices. That is a reality. Do not sacrifice
the poor and infirmed on the altar of
supply side economics.@

® Mr. LUKEN. Mr. Speaker, I support
the budget reconciliation bill reported
by the conference committee, and at
this time I want to address my re-
marks particularly to section 1213 of
the bill, which provides a much-
needed clarification of the jurisdiction
of_ u;e Consumer Product Safety Com-
mission over amusement rides. In
order to resolve an uncertainty reflect-
ed in several recent court decisions re-
garding the Commission’s existing ju-
risdiction over amusement rides, this
section amends the definition of con-
sumer product contained in section
3(a) of the Consumer Product Safety
Act by expanding the definition of
consumer product to include those
amusement rides operated by traveling
carnivals, while providing that amuse-
ment rides operated by amusement
parks shall remain exempt from the
Commission’s jurisdiction. In my opin-
ion, Congress did not intend amuse-
ment rides to be included in the defini-
tion of consumer product when the
Consumer Product Safety Act was
passed; in any event, this section re-
solves whatever uncertainty existed in
the definition of consumer product by
providing that henceforth the Com-
mission has jurisdiction over amuse-
ment rides only when the rides are
part of a traveling amusement show or
company, such as a carnival, and con-
sequently are moved frequently from
place to place. This section confirms
that the Commission does not have ju-
risdiction over amusement rides that
are operated by a fixed-location
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amusement park or similar facility and
consequently are moved infrequently,
if at all, and for that reason can be
considered to be permanently fixed to
a site. In this context permanently
fixed does not require that, in order to
be exempt from the Commission’s ju-
risdiction, the ride must be attached
to a site in such a way as to preclude
the ride from ever being moved, nor is
the jurisdictional exemption lost be-
cause an amusement park alters the
location of a ride. The requirement
that a ride be permanently fixed to a
site is simply intended to differentiate
rides that are operated by fixed-loca-
tion amusement parks, over which the
Commission has no jurisdiction, from
rides operated by traveling companies,
over which the Commission does have
jurisdiction. Extending the Commis-
sion’s jurisdiction to amusement rides
operated by traveling companies is jus-
" tified by the different safety consider-
ations that exist when a ride is fre-
guently assembled and disassembled
as the ride is moved from place to
place and by the impediment to effec-
tive State supervision of rides operat-
ed by traveling companies caused by
the fact that traveling companies fre-
quently move from State to State in
the course of an operating season.e

® Mr. CROCKETT. Mr. Speaker,
today, with the vote on the Reagan
administration’s budget reconciliation
proposals, this legislative body has
chosen to adopt a framework for a na-
tional budget that effectively and
painfully reverses fiscal and social

policies that governed for more than

half a century. Indeed, the new ap-
proach dredges up, in spirit and in
fact, the discredited and self-defeat-
ing, trickle-down theories which led to
the Great Depression of the 1930’s.

Fifty years, however, have brought
vast changes in our society, and it
would be wrong to apply those circum-
stances precisely to our times. Since
then, we have survived World War II
and two other major international
conflicts. We have achieved world
leadership in many, if not most, fields
of human endeavor. And we have de-
signed and demonstrated the capabil-
ity to provide for ourselves and for
many other cohabitants of this planet
the worldly goods and the moral guid-
ance that could yield an era of univer-
sal contentment yet undreamed of.

Instead, we have now opted for a
return to past injustices and a rejec-
tion of present and future promises.
Even worse, we have withdrawn sup-
port of firmly established productive
and vitally needed domestic programs
in order to underwrite the most costly
armaments program in the history of
the world.

It is time the American people un-
derstand what the majority of this
Congress, in concert with the Reagan
administration, has done. This new
budget does not cut Government
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spending. It will not combat inflation
or unemployment. It is not designed to
benefit the many, but to enrich the
few.

It does not reduce total national ex-
penditures—instead, it merely cuts
social and human needs programs. It
does not reduce the national deficit—
instead, it is swollen with mammoth
outlays of dollars committed to weap-
ons of war. It does not challenge infla-
tion and unemployment, the twin en-
emies of economic stability—it lays the
groundwork for their further increase
and growth.

I do not believe the American people
want, need, or even comprehend the
full significance of this new social, po-
litical, and economic policy. Given the
option of land subways carrying
atomic missiles versus a sound social
security system, how many would
choose the MX-1? If asked which was
more important, two B-1 bombers or
school lunches, how many would vote
against hungry kids? If the ballot was
marked for 1 modern tank as against
1,000 school classrooms, how would
the voters go?

These choices have not been made
clear. Instead, through a public rela-
tions blitz and pressure from conserva-
tive groups in their districts, Members
of Congress and the public alike have
been mesmerized into seeing only
what the administration wants them
to see.

If the choices were clear, an aroused
public opinion would force this Con-
gress to use its tremendous resources,
with the Nation’s still-elevated world
prestige and the strength of a morally
justified crusade for peace, for an end
to an arms race which now is without
end.

This inability or failure to speak out
to the people with clarity and accura-
cy is not new to this administration or
this Congress. The problem seems
almost endemic. And recent revela-
tions of evasion and deception on the
part of this administration do not add
to the Nation’s confidence in its lead-
ership. The people were deceived
about the propriety, the extent of and
the reasons for our involvement in El
Salvador. They were lied to about the
contacts our U.N. Representative has
had with officials of South Africa.
They were not informed about the lo-
cating of U.S. listening posts and ma-
terial in China.

Mr. Speaker, it's time we leveled
with the people—particularly on the
life and death issues of peace and war.

American foreign policy rests on
twin policy foundations laid early in
our history: The Monroe Doctrine to
warn that this hemisphere would be
safeguarded from all external dangers,
and the maintenance of free and open
seas for the peaceful interchange of
goods and people. These two principles
are still sound.
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Now the threat of nuclear war poses
for us a new and sensitive vulnerabil-
ity to foreign attack. The atomic age
puts to rest the ancient adage that
said, “If you want peace, prepare for
war.” It no longer applies. That is a
false and outdated concept that,
today, points only toward nuclear hol-
ocaust and the annihilation of a large
part of humanity.

If the people understood the full
consequences of this nuclear arms
race, its staggering costs and its inevi-
table, apocalyptic conclusion, they
would insist that their political leaders
stop this insanity.

I see few benefits in this budget, if
any, for my constituency in the 13th
Congressional District of Michigan.
More than one-third of the eligible
workers there, are out of jobs; three of
every four families depend on one
form or another of social aid; the
schools are old and the houses are de-
crepit. What does this budget do for
them? How will these new bombers,
submarines, and nuclear sites help to
cope with their distress? What good
will the billions assigned to the Penta-
gon do for them?

I have opposed with my voice and
my vote this budget which promises
much for a few and little for the
many. I sense a growing public aware-
ness that these new policies favor the
wealthy and big business over the
workers and the underprivileged. And
I fear the trickle-down fallout of social
unrest and mounting rebellion that
must inevitably flow from this deliber-
ate widening of the deplorable gap
that separates these two societies.

We cannot easily turn back the
hands of the clock. But we have it
within our power to regulate its future
movements. We will have no future
unless there is peace. Our efforts and
our fortunes must be reassigned, now,
toward relaxing world tensions,
toward extending and expanding for
all our people the benefits of our re-
sources and our technology, and
toward exporting the virtues of de-
mocracy and the blessings of peace in-
stead of warplanes and atomic war-
heads.

While we still have options, let us
examine them and reassess our prior-
ities. We owe no less to my constituen-
cy and to all the people of this coun-
try.e
® Mr. HAGEDORN. Mr. Speaker, the
House-Senate conference committee
has reached a compromise on the
budget cuts in farm and food pro-
grams. In fact, the committee exceed-
ed the direct spending cuts and appro-
priation authorization reductions man-
dated by the Budget Committee. A
large portion of those cuts resulted
from savings in outlays in the dairy
price support program. This was ac-
complished by eliminating the semian-
nual adjustment in fiscal year 1982,
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While the savings achieved in the
dairy program will satisfy the require-
ments for the Omnibus Reconciliation
Act, it will not meet budget require-
ments in the farm bill. The dairy pro-
visions in H.R. 3603 which set dairy
support prices at 75 percent of parity
would require net outlays in fiscal
year 1982 that would exceed the first
concurrent budget resolution spending
targets by $475 million. The Senate
version is targeted at $101 million over
the first concurrent budget resolution.

The dairy provisions in this reconcil-
iation conference report should be
construed as only an interim measure
and the dairy price support for milk
will need to be reconsidered along with
the support price for other commod-
ities during consideration of the farm
bill in order to meet the budget tar-
gets in the concurrent budget resolu-
tion for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1982.

The Secretary of Agriculture has
stated publicly that failure of the Con-
gress to pass dairy legislation with at
least a 70 percent of parity minimum
could be considered as sufficient
grounds for a Presidential veto of the
entire farm bill.

It would behoove us, I believe, to
show the administration that the Con-
gress is indeed serious about imple-
menting a realistic, yet fair dairy pro-
gram that will provide stability to
both producers and consumers.

Huge inventories of dairy products
need to be moved. Time is running out
to sell butter stocks to New Zealand. If
Congress shows the administration it
is serious about readjusting the milk
support price, they may consider clear-
ing some of these inventories.

The U.S. dairy industry is the most
efficient in the world and one of the
most productive sectors of agriculture.
The excessive inventories of milk
products and the huge Government
outlays necessary to store and main-
tain them threaten to cripple the milk
support program and dairy producers.

It must be noted that all farmers,
not just dairy producers, must share in
this budget-cutting process. User fees
for inspection service of grain, cotton,
and tobacco will likely be implement-
ed. Cutbacks in the farm facility loans
and Farmers Home Administration
ownership and operating loans will
also affect producers. Farmers have
been caught in cost-price squeeze for
several years. Agricultural exports
lead all U.S. industries in offsetting
our national balance-of-payments defi-
cit. Given that, it is quite obvious that
agriculture will shoulder its share of
cuts through this budget-cutting proc-
€55.0
® Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the conference report re-
solving the differences between the
House and the Senate on H.R. 3982,
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981.
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I feel privileged as a freshman
Member to have been able to partici-
pate in this historic proceeding. While
the reconciliation process has forced
us to chart unknown legislative
waters, I believe that with this confer-
ence report we have accomplished
both a fiscal and programmatic recon-
ciliation aimed at redirecting the role
of the Federal Government while at
the same time maintaining the com-
mitment and continuity of previously
enacted programs.

The reconciliation process has
forced the Congress to review pro-
grams and make hard choices necessi-
tated by our current economic climate.
I believe history will view favorably
the actions that we as a legislative
body have taken.

One area that reflects the compro-
mise between continuity and the need
to achieve budgetary constraints is our
action regarding the Federal-aid high-
way program, We all recognize a high
Federal commitment to maintaining a
superior Federal-aid highway system.
At the same time, we recognize the
need for the Federal-aid highway pro-
gram to share proportionately part of
the necessary budget cuts required by
the current economic conditions. I be-
lieve our resolution of the obligation
limitation for the Federal-aid highway
system achieves this result.

During the conference, the Senate
and House agreed to establish an obli-
gation limitation of $8.2 billion for
Federal-aid highways and highway
safety construction programs for fiscal
year 1982. This level is consistent with
the Reagan administration’s economic
recovery plan. One feature of that sec-
tion is to exempt from the limitation
emergency relief projects under sec-
tion 125 of title 23 and projects cov-
ered under section 147 of the Surface
Transportation Assistance Act of 1978.

Included in the exempt projects
under section 147 are the U.S. Grant
Bridge project connecting Ohio and
Kentucky across the Ohio River and
the East End Bridge project over the
Ohio River at Huntington, W. Va. I
have communicated with Federal
Highway Administrator Barnhart re-
garding these exempt projects. By
letter dated July 21, 1981, he has as-
sured me that the statutory exemp-
tion covers the entirety of the two
projects as finally approved including
the necessary bridge approaches and
commuter roadways. I am delighted
the conference, in its wisdom, recog-
nized that these projects in their en-
tirety should be built and that the
building of these projects is consistent
with our economic recovery plan. I am
appreciative that Federal Highway Ad-
ministrator Barnhart shares in my un-
derstanding of these projects.@
® Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, the
conference report on the omnibus rec-
onciliation bill includes a substantial
number of cuts in the food stamp pro-
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gram. It reduces food stamp benefits
by more than $6 billion over the next
3 years, for an average of $2 billion a
year. The report reduces food stamp
costs by $1.657 billion in fiscal year
1982—or $200 million more than the
budget resolution required. In fiscal
year 1983, the reduction is $2.046 bil-
lion, or about $75 million more than
the budget resolution required. In
fiscal year 1984, food stamp costs are
cut by $2.335 billion, or $8 million
more than the resolution required.

These are deep cuts. The great bulk
of these savings come from families
below the poverty line. Of the 22 mil-
lion persons now receiving food
stamps, about 1 million will be termi-
nated from the program and about 20
million—including virtually all of the
poorest participants in the program—
will receive lower benefits than cur-
rent law would provide. The only
households who will not be adversely
affected by the bill are those receiving
the minimum benefit of $10 per
month.

The report also contains stiffer pro-
visions on fraud disqualification and
recovery of overpayments, which fur-
ther the objectives of other amend-
ments adopted in recent years of elimi-
nating program abuse.

There follows a summary of the key
food stamp provisions appearing in the
conference report, along with a discus-
sion of some of the issues presented by
these provisions. For the most part, it
reflects discussions of these issues ap-
pearing in the report of the House
Committee on Agriculture on H.R.
3603, the Food and Agriculture Act of
1981, which contains provisions similar
to many of those found in the confer-
ence report.

The following are the key food
stamp provisions of the conference
report:

PROVISIONS TO TERMINATE RECIPIENTS

First. Gross income limit. The report
eliminates households with gross in-
comes over 130 percent of the poverty
line, unless the household contains an
elderly or disabled member, in which
event the current income limit (which
requires that income after deductions
must fall at or below 100 percent of
the poverty line) would continue to
apply. USDA estimates that 875,000
persons would be eliminated from the
program by this provision.

Second. Elimination of strikers. The
report eliminates households contain-
ing a striker during the period of the
strike, unless the household was al-
ready eligible for food stamps immedi-
ately prior to the strike. If the house-
hold was eligible prior to the strike, it
could not receive any increase in bene-
fits as a result of the loss of wages by
the striking member (that is, the
household’s earned income attributa-
ble to the job from which the member
is on strike would be deemed to remain
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the same as if the member were still
working, although other household
earnings or unearned income or deduc-
tions might fluctuate up or down). It
should be noted that the striker ban
would not apply in cases of a lockout
nor would there be a sanction against
a household if one of its members who
was not on strike declined to accept
employment at a struck plant or site.

Third. Boarders. The report makes
boarders (persons who pay for room
and board) ineligible for food stamps.
These persons would not be able to
apply by themselves or as part of an-
other household. They would not be
considered part of the household in
the place where they lodge, and their
income and resources would not be at-
tributed to the household.

PROVISIONS TO REDUCE BENEFITS

First. Changes in adjustments of
food stamp allotments. The report re-
peals a provision of current law under
which allotments would be based on
more current food price data. It also
provides that for the next 3 years, al-
lotments would be adjusted every 15
months instead of every 12 months.
During this period, allotments will lag
4 to 18 months behind actual food
prices.

Second. Changes in deductions. The
report repeals scheduled expansions in
the medical deduction for the elderly
and disabled and in the child care de-
duction. It also freezes the standard
deduction and the maximum shelter
deduction until July 1, 1983, at which
time regular adjustments of these de-
ductions would resume. All future ad-
justments of the deductions would be
done on the basis of a modified index.
The current index includes the home-
ownership component of the Con-
sumer Price Index (CPI) which has
risen far more steeply than the overall
CPI. Since food stamp recipients ordi-
narily do not purchase homes while on
food stamps, there is no reason to in-
clude this volatile component in the
index. Consequently, the report de-
letes the homeownership component
of the CPI from the indexes used to
adjust the deductions starting on July
1, 1983, and provides for the indexes to
be reweighted by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics. The reweighting is neces-
sary to assure that adequate weight is
given to the rental component.

Another change in the report, which
the House conferees accepted reluc-
tantly, is the reduction of the earned
income deduction from 20 percent of
earnings to 18 percent of earnings.
The earned income deduction is
needed to compensate for taxes and
work-related expenses, and to assure
that those who work are not made
worse off than those who do not.
Under the bill, 18 percent of earnings
(that is, wages, salaries, training allow-
ances, self-employment income, and
workfare and work supplementation
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benefits earned under other programs)
are to be deducted.

Third. Prorating the first month's
benefits. The report provides that ben-
efits for the month of application be
prorated so that they start with the
date of application. This provision will
need to be implemented so that it does
not cause hardship. If an impover-
ished family (such as a migrant farm-
worker family) applied toward the end
of the month and was so poor that it
qualified for expedited service, that
household should not receive a few
days’ worth of food stamps and then
be required to wait up to 30 days for
any further assistance. The Secretary
would be expected to serve such
households by providing them 30 days
of stamps on an expedited basis, and
then providing benefits in the second
month only for those days of the
second month that were not covered
by the initial 30 days issuance. No
stamps would be provided for the days
prior to the date of application.

OTHER PROVISIONS

First. Puerto Rico block grant. I am
disturbed by the provision of the
report that replaces the food stamp
program in Puerto Rico with a block
grant. Puerto Ricans are American
citizens, they fight in our wars, and
they should not be treated in a dis-
criminatory fashion in the food stamp
program.

Nevertheless, the report does estab-
lish a block grant effective July 1,
1982. The block grant is funded at 75
percent of the 1982 current services
level in Puerto Rico. This level is not
increased in future years to take ac-
count of future increases in food
prices. This means that as the years go
by, the block grant will fall further
and further below the 75-percent level,
and that as food prices rise, poor citi-
zens in Puerto Rico will have to eat
less.

We did succeed in removing a provi-
sion of the Senate bill that would have
established special income limits for
Puerto Rico (lower than those for the
rest of the United States) for the in-
terim period before the block grant is
implemented.

Second. Retrospective accounting.
The report requires that States use
retrospective accounting by October 1,
1983. Hopefully, retrospective account-
ing will lead to some savings through
more accurate income determinations.
However, it can also cause hardships
to some households. As a result, the
report includes some exceptions or
modifications to retrospective account-
mg.

The report excludes migrant farm-
worker households from retrospective
accounting. They would continue to be
certified on the basis of a prospective
accounting system. The current re-
quirements that there be reasonable
certainty of the amount and timing of
receipt of income would be main-
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tained. And, as under current require-
ments, availability of work in a par-
ticular area could not result in the as-
signment of income to a migrant
household unless a member of the
household had actually been hired for
the job.

In addition, the report continues the
practice of annually averaging income
for households that deprive their
annual income in a period of time
shorter than 1 year (but not on an
hourly or piecework basis), such as
certain self-employed persons, teach-
ers, and students on scholarship. The
Department's current rules on these
groups would remain intact. Teachers
paid by contract during 9 months of
the year would have their income
averaged over 12 months so they could
not appear to be destitute in summer
months. The portion of student
income represented by grants or schol-
arships (other than the portion used
for tuition and fees) would be aver-
aged over the school term months the
funds were intended to cover. Of
course, as under current practice, this
procedure would not apply to farm-
worker income.

The report also mandates that the
allotments a household receives
during its initial months on the pro-
gram be supplemented in those cases
where serious hardship would other-
wise result. A family applying for food
stamps may have just suffered a major
income loss, such as loss of wages due
to a layoff, disability or illness, deser-
tion of a spouse, or termination of
child support. For most households,
the report provides for eligibility and
benefits to be based on income re-
ceived in the 30 days immediately
prior to application. However, for
those households that have just had
an income loss, that could result in se-
rious hardship. The household would
have to wait up to 30 days to receive
food stamps, or would receive only a
small amount of stamps despite its
need. For this reason, the report pre-
scribes supplementation of initial al-
lotments for such cases.

For these households, supplementa-
tion is needed so that eligibility and
benefits are not based on income that
was terminated or reduced before the
household applied for food stamps. If
a household’s wage earner was laid off
on the 22d of a month and the house-
hold applied for stamps that month,
supplementation would be needed to
assure that benefits for the 2 succeed-
ing months were not based on income
received prior to the layoff. This
would prevent hardship. This is why
the report directs supplementation of
initial allotments (as opposed to sup-
plementation of just the single, initial
allotment) where this is needed to
avoid hardship.

While the report provides for com-
puting income on a retrospective basis,
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current circumstances could be used
for other eligibility and benefit fac-
tors. For example, household composi-
tion should reflect those persons who
are members of the household at the
time of application, rather than the
household’s composition at an earlier
date. Persons no longer in the house-
hold (and their income and resources)
would not be considered.

Third. Periodic reporting. The
report requires periodic reporting in
conjunction with retrospective ac-
counting. Households with earned
income, households filing periodic re-
ports in the aid to families with de-
pendent children program (AFDC),
and households with potential earners
(that is, households receiving unem-
ployment compensation or work regis-
trants) would have to file these re-
ports. The requirement could not be
imposed on migrant or elderly or dis-
abled households.

Households required to file reports
would have to do so as a condition for
receiving benefits. The act does pro-
vide that if a report is not filed timely
or completely, the household must be
given a reasonable opportunity to cure
this failure. The household would be
notified promptly of failure to file,
and if the household then filed within
a reasonable period of time, the State
would process it in a timely fashion
and issue benefits. Households would
not be terminated for failure to file
until after they had been notified and
provided a reasonable opportunity to
cure this failure.

If an action to reduce or terminate
benefits is required on the basis of in-
formation in a report or because a
household failed to file the report, the
State would have to provide prompt
written notice to the household and
provide the household an opportunity
to exercise its fair hearing rights, in
accordance with section 6(c) of the act.
If the household appealed within 10
days, its benefits would be continued—
or reinstated—at their full level pend-
ing the outcome of the hearing, as
provided for in section 11(e) of the act.

It is important that where periodic
reports are used to determine benefit
levels, the gap between the period cov-
ered by the report and the issuance of
benefits not be too great. The act
limits this gap to 30 days unless the
Secretary determines a longer period
to be administratively mnecessary.
AFDC rules now allow a maximum of
no more than 45 days. A 45-day maxi-
mum would be appropriate for food
stamps. Any longer delay will lead fo
hardship, undermine the responsive-
ness of the food stamp program to
actual need, and increase possibilities
that households may be receiving
stamps after they no longer need
them.

Fourth. Fraud disqualification. The
report contains tough antifraud provi-
sions. The procedures for disqualifying
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a household for fraud are extended to
permit disqualification for intentional
misrepresentation—although not for a
simple mistake or a misstatement by a
recipient; there would need to be proof
of intentional misrepresentation. The
procedures for securing a disqualifica-
tion would remain the same; a hearing
official or a court would need to deter-
mine that fraud or intentional misrep-
resentation had occurred.

The report also lengthens the dis-
qualification periods to make the pen-
alty for fraud or misrepresentation
more severe.

Fifth. Recovery of overpayments. In-
creased recovery of overpayments
should result due to a provision allow-
ing nonfraud claims to be recouped
from allotments. This would not apply
in cases where the overissuance was
wholly or partly due to a State agency
action—as when a caseworker did not
request certain information, failed to
provide a form for reporting changes,
or made a computation error.

Sixth. Termination of funding for
Qutreach. Finally, the report ends
Federal funding for State activities in
soliciting families to apply for food
stamps. State actions and materials in-
forming applicants of their rights and
responsibilities, and providing infor-
mation to persons inquiring about the
program, would continue to be consid-
ered allowable administrative costs
that are eligible for Federal funding.e

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests
for time.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous question
on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

DIRECTING CLERK OF THE
HOUSE TO MAKE CORREC-
TIONS IN ENROLLMENT OF
H.R. 3982, OMNIBUS BUDGET
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1981

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
immediate consideration in the House
of the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 167) directing the Clerk of the
House of Representatives to make cor-
rections in the enrollment of H.R.
3982, to provide for reconciliation pur-
suant to section 301 of the first con-
current resolution on the budget for
the fiscal year 1982.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:
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H. Con. REs. 167

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That in the enroll-
ment of the bill (H.R. 3982), to provide for
reconciliation pursuant to section 301 of the
first concurrent resolution on the budget
for fiscal year 1982, the Clerk of the House
of Representatives shall make the correc-
tions specified in the succeeding sections of
this concurrent resolution.

Skc. 2. In title VI of the bill:

(1) In section 623(CX2) of the bill, strike
out “Fund” the second place it appears
therein and insert in lieu thereof “fund”,
and strike out “the Fund"” and insert in lieu
thereof “such fund”.

(2) In the first sentence of section 662(a)
of the bill, insert “of Education (hereinafter
in this subchapter referred to as the ‘Secre-
tary')” after “Secretary’.

(3) In section 663(a)1) of the bill, strike
out the comma after “1984" and insert in
lieu thereof a period.

(4) In section 669 of the bill, insert “(other
than section 637(1))" after “637".

(5) In section 674(b)(1) of the bill—

(A) strike out ““the™ the first place it ap-
pears therein;

(B) strike out “remaining in" and insert in
lieu thereof “of the amount appropriated
under section 672 for"”; and

(C) strike out “between’ and insert in lieu
thereof “among".

(6) In section 675(d)1) of the bill, insert
“officer” after “executive” each place it ap-
pears therein.

(7) In section 682(e) of the bill, insert a
comma after “‘records”, and insert a comma
after “allocations”.

Skc. 3. In title VIII of the bill:

(1) In section 11 of the National School
Lunch Act (as amended by section 813(b) of
the bill strike out *“(e)” and insert in lieu
thereof “(f)".

(2) In section 820(a)(1) redesignate sub-
paragraphs (B), (C), and (D) as subpara-
graphs (C), (D), and (E), respectively.

(3) In section 820(a)(1) insert after sub-
paragraph (A) the following new subpara-
graph:

“(B) that portion of the amendment made
by section 810(c) pertaining to the reim-
bursement rate for supplements;”.

(4) In section 820(a)(6) redesignate sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B) as subparagraphs
(B) and (C), respectively.

(5) In section B820(a)6) insert after
“except that—"" the following new subpara-
graph:

“(A) the amendment made by section
810(c) pertaining to the reimbursement rate
for supplements shall take effect as provid-
ed under paragraph (1) of this subsection;”.

Sec. 4. (a) In the proposed section
1904(a)(2) of the Public Health Service Act
{as contained in section 901 of the bill),
strike out “and amounts transferred by the
State for use under this part".

(b) In the proposed section 1912(bX1) of
the Public Health Service Act (as contained
in section 901 of the bill), strike out in the
matter following subparagraph (B) “for the
Community Mental Health Centers Act"
and insert in lieu thereof “under the Com-
munity Mental Health Centers Act".

(¢) In the proposed section 1914(b) of the
Public Health Service Act (as contained in
section 901 of the bill), strike out “section
103" and insert in lieu thereof “section
1913".

(d) In the proposed section 1914(c) of the
Public Health Service Act (as contained in
section 901 of the bill), strike out “section
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1902"
1912",

(e) In the proposed section 1915(c)1) of
the Public Health Service Act (as contained
in section 901 of the bill), strike out “section
1902" and insert in lieu thereof “section
1912",

(f) In the proposed section 1915(e)X2) of
the Public Health Service Act (as contained
in section 901 of the bill), strike out “fiscal
vear 1980"” and insert in lieu thereof “fiscal
year 1981".

(g) In the proposed section 1915(c)4)X(B)
of the Public Health Service Act (as con-
tained in section 901 of the bill), strike out
“emergengy” and insert in lieu thereof
“emergency’’.

(h) In the proposed section 1915(ec)9) of
the Public Health Service Act (as contained
in section 901 of the bill), strike out “section
1907" and insert in lieu thereof *section
1917".

(i) In the proposed section 1915(c)(11) of
the Public Health Service Act (as contained
in section 901 of the bill), strike out “section
1903” and insert in lieu thereof *section
1913".

(j) In the proposed section 1915(d) of the
Public Health Service Act (as contained in
section 901 of the bill), (1) strike out “‘sec-
tion 1903" and insert in lieu thereof “section
1913", and (2) strike out in the second sen-
tence “after its transmittal” and insert in
lieu thereof “and after its transmittal”.

(k) In the proposed section 1916(b)(3) of
the Public Health Service Act (as contained
in section 901 of the bill), (1) strike out “‘sec-
tion 1916" and insert in lieu thereof “section
1915", and (2) strike out “section 1913" and
insert in lieu thereof ‘‘section 1912,

(1) In the proposed section 1917(a)(2) of
the Public Health Service Act (as contained
in section 901 of the bill), strike out “section
1905" and insert in lieu thereof *section
1915"".

(m) In the matter proposed to be inserted
in section 330(g)X2) of the Public Health
Service Act by section 903(a) of the bill,
strike out “$284,000,000” and insert in lieu
thereof “$280,000,000".

(n) In the heading of section 986, strike
out the semicolon and all that follows.

Sec. 5. (a) In the proposed amendment to
section 15(a)(4) of the Airport and Airway
Development Act of 1970 (as contained in
section 1102(h) of the bill) strike out *fiscal
years 1980 and 1981" and insert in lieu
thereof “each of the fiscal years 1980 and
1981".

(b) In section 1111(a), amend paragraph
(5) to read as follows:

(5) Section 5(aX1XB) is amended by strik-
ing out “$900,000,000 in each fiscal year for
the fiscal years ending September 30, 1981,
and September 30, 1982." and inserting in
lieu thereof *'$900,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1981, and $850,000,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1982.".

SEc. 6. (a) In subtitle E of title XI:-

(1XA) In section 1135(aXT), strike out “‘or
the representative authorized by the Secre-
tary to carry out the responsibilities of the
Secretary under this subtitle”.

(B) In section 1137, strike out “(a)” after
“SEC. 11317.".

(2) In proposed title V of the Rail Passen-
ger Service Act (as contained in section 1137
of the bill)—

(A) in proposed section 501(c)(1), strike
out “with respect to safety and with respect
to the" the second place it appears;

(B) in proposed section 501(a)(1)—

(i) insert the following before subpara-
graph (B):

and insert in lieu thereof *section
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“CA) The President of Amtrak Commuter,
ex officio.”;

(ii) strike out “'selected by the President to
serve on the Board of Directors of the Cor-
poration” in subparagraph (B) and insert in
lieu thereof “of the Board of Directors of
the Corporation who was selected”, and

(iil) strike out “the effective” in subpara-
graph (D)ii);

(C) in proposed section 504(b)(3), strike
out “506” and insert in lieu thereof “508";
and

(D) in proposed section 506(a),
“than” after “Not later”.

(3) In proposed section 217(a) of the Re-
gional Rail Reorganization Act of 1973 (as
contained in section 1140(a) of the bill)
strike out “during the period between the
effective date of the Northeast Service Act
of 1981 and August 1, 1983,” and insert in
lieu thereof “after the effective date of the
Northeast Rail Service Act of 1981",

(4) In proposed title IV of the Regional
Rail Reorganization Act of 1973 (as con-
tained in section 1142 of the bill)—

(A) insert after and below subparagraph
(C) of section 401(a)(2) the following:

“(3) Any plan submitted under paragraph
(2) shall be deemed approved at the end of
the 60-calendar-day period of continuous
session of the Congress beginning on the
date the plan was submitted, unless during
such period both Houses of Congress pass a
concurrent resolution the substance of
which states that the Congress does not
favor such plan. The Secretary shall imple-
ment any plan deemed approved under this
paragraph. For purposes of this subsec-
tion—

(B) strike out “90-day period” in the
matter in the subparagraph (B) immediate-
ly before subsection (b) of section 401 and
insert in lieu thereof “60-day period”,

(C) strike out “subsection (a)X1)" in sub-
sections (b) and (c) of section 401 and insert
in lieu thereof “subsection (a)(2)”,

(D) strike out “subsection (a)(1)” and all
that follows through “of this Act” in subsec-
tion (e) of section 401 and insert in lieu
thereof “subsection (a)}2), the Secretary
shall first offer for sale, to any employees
whose wages are reduced pursuant to any
agreement entered into in accordance with
the goal set forth in section 1134(4) of the
Northeast Rail Service Act of 1881",

(E) strike out “section” in section
403(a)(2) and insert in lieu thereof “subsec-
tion",

(F') strike out “which would” and all that
follows through “were excused” in section
403(a)(2) and insert in lieu thereof “will be
able to borrow capital in the private market
sufficient to meet all its capital needs”,

(G) strike out “subsection (a)(1)” in sec-
tion 403(b) and insert in lieu thereof ‘“‘sub-
section (a)X(2)",

(H) amend the proposed paragraph (2) of
section 403(b) to read as follows:

“(2) As used in this subsection, ‘profitable
carrier’ means a carrier that generates suffi-
cient revenues to meet its expenses, includ-
ing reasonable maintenance of nec
equipment and facilities, and would have
been able to borrow capital in the private
market sufficient to meet all its capital
needs. For the purpose of making such de-
termination the USRA Board shall assume
that the interest of the United States in any
debt or preferred stock of the Corporation
has been limited as required under section
402 of this Act.”.

(I) insert at the end of subsection (a) of
section 404 the following:

insert
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The USRA Board shall approve or disap-
prove such determination within 15 days
after the date of such notification.

(J) strike out “it is notified” and all that
follows through “of such approval” in sec-
tion 404(b)(1) and insert in lieu thereof “of
which it is notified under subsection (a)(2),
the employees of the Corporation may,
within 90 days after the date the Secre-
tary’s determination was submitted to the
USRA Board”,

(K) insert at the end of paragraph (2) of
section 404(b) the following:

The Secretary shall consider whether the
plan ensures continued rail service and
maximizes the return to the United States
on its investment.

(L) strike out “has determined that” in
section 404(c)X2) and all that follows
through “Northeast corridor.” in the first
proposed section 405(a), and

(M) insert “or if at any time the Corpora-
tion requires funding from the Federal Gov-
ernment in excess of amounts authorized on
or before the effective date of the Northeast
Rail Service Act of 1981,” in the second pro-
posed section 405(a) after “is not approved
by the Secretary,”.

(5) In proposed title VII of the Regional
Rail Reorganization Act of 1973 (as con-
tained in section 1143(a) of the bill)—

(A) amend proposed paragraph (2) of sec-
tion 701(d) to read as follows:

“(2) No individual shall become eligible
for benefits under this section after the last
day of the eighteen-month period beginning
on the date of transfer under section 401 or
404 of this Act.”.

(B) in section T02(e)(1), insert *, or in com-
muter service where applicable,” after “in
freight service”,

(C) in section T02(g), strike out “Passen-
GER" and insert in lieu thereof “CoMMUTER",
and

(D) In section 710(b), strike out “1 The
Corporation” and insert in lieu thereof “(1)
The Corporation, Amtrak Commuter, and
commuter authorities’.

(6) In section 1144(a)(2)(A) of the bill,
strike out “October 1, 1981,"” the first place
it appears and insert in lieu thereof “the ef-
fective date of this subsection".

(7) In section 1147, strike out “(a)” after
“SEc. 1147.” and strike out subsection (b).

(8) In the subsections proposed to be in-
serted in section 201 of the Regional Rail
Reorganization Act of 1973 (as contained in
section 1147 of the bill)—

(A) amend proposed subparagraph (A) of
subsection (d)(1) to read as follows:

“(A) The Chairman, who shall be the indi-
vidual serving as Chairman on the effective
date of this subsection, until the expiration
of his term of office or his resignation, or
his replacement, who shall be selected by
the outgoing Chairman and the other mem-
bers of the Board.

(B) strike out “for an additional term of”
in subsection (e) and insert in lieu thereof
“and the term of the Chairman shall be”,

(C) insert “, or their representatives,” in
subsection (f) after “Directors”,

(D) strike out the closing quotation marks
(and period that follows them) at the end of
subsection (f) and insert after and below
that subsection the following subsections:

“(g) The Board of Directors shall, on the
effective date of this subsection, assume the
functions previously performed by the Fi-
nance Committee.

“(h) The members of the Board of Direc-
tors may send representatives to meetings
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of such Board, and such representatives
may exercise full powers of the members.".

(9) In section 203 of the Regional Rail Re-
organization Act of 1973 (as proposed to be
amended in section 1149 of the bill), strike
out “to determine if the conditions of this
Act are met” and insert in lieu thereof “to
fulfill its functions under this Act”.

(10) In proposed section 219 of the Re-
gional Rail Reorganization Act of 1973 (as
contained in section 1150(a) of the bilD),
strike out ““$300 per diem when engaged in
the actual performance of his duties, plus".

(11) In proposed paragraph (2)A) of sec-
tion 305¢(f) of the Regional Rail Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1973 (as contained in section
1155(a)(1) of the bill), strike out “the date
of enactment” and insert in lieu thereof
“the effective date of the Northeast Rail
Service Act of 1981".

(12) In proposed section 308 of the Re-
gional Rail Reorganization Act of 1973 (as
contained in section 1156(a) of the bill)—

(A) strike out “November" in subsection
(b) and insert in lieu thereof “December”,

(B) strike out “1981" in subsection (¢) and
insert in lieu thereof “1983",

(C) strike out “Any application” and all
that follows through “October 1, 1983," in
subsection (e)}2) and insert in lieu thereof
“At any time after the 90-day period begin-
ning with the filing of a notice of insuffi-
cient revenues for a line, the Corporation
may file an application for abandonment for
such line. An application for abandonment
that is filed by the Corporation under this
subsection”, and

(D) strike out
(e)(3)(A).

(13) In proposed section 9A(a) of the Rail-
way Labor Act (contained in section 1157 of
the bill), strike out “The" and insert in lieu
thereof “Except as provided in section
510¢h) of the Rail Passenger Service Act,
the'.

{14) In section 1161—

(A) strike out “hereafter” in subsection (¢)
and insert in lieu thereof “hereinafter in
this section referred to as’’,

(B) insert “, except those provided for in
subsection (f),"” in subsection (d) after *‘car-
rier obligations and other requirements”,
and

(C) add at the end the following subsec-
tion:

(f) The Commission shall establish fair
and equitable divisions of revenues on joint
rates until a final order is issued.

(15) In section 1163A—

(A) add the section heading "“CcOMMISSION
PROCEEDINGS’', and

(B) strike out “1162A." and insert in lieu
thereof “1164.(a)",

(16) In section 1163B, strike out “SEC.
1163B. (a)" and insert in lieu thereof “(b)"
and redesignate the existing subsection (b)
as subsection (¢) and amend it to read as fol-
lows:

(e)(1) If the Secretary determines under
subsection (b) that there is an agreement
between a profitable railroad in the Region
(as defined in section 102 of the Regional
Rail Reorganization Act of 1973) which re-
ceived a loan under section 211(a) of such
Act and a prospective purchaser for the sale
of such railroad, the Secretary shall limit
the interest of the United States in any debt
of such a railroad to an interest which at-
taches to such debt in the event of bank-
ruptey, substantial sale, or liquidation of
the assets of the railroad. The Secretary
shall substitute for the evidence of such
debt contingency notes conforming to the
limited terms set forth in this subsection.

“or less” in subsection
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(2) If the interest of the United States is
limited under paragraph (1), any new debt
issued by such a railroad subsequent to the
issuance of the debt described in paragraph
(1) shall have higher priority in the event of
bankruptey, liquidation, or abandonment of
the assets of the Corporation than the debt
described in such paragraph.

(17) In section 1163C—

(A) add the section heading “INTERCITY
PASSENGER SERVICE EMPLOYEES",

(B) redesignate the section as section
1165,

(C) strike out “Not later than" and all
that follows through “the Corporation” and
insert in lieu thereof "After January 1,
1983, Conrail shall be relieved of the respon-
sibility to provide crews for inter-city pas-
senger service on the Northeast Corridor.
Amtrak, Amtrak Commuter, and Conrail”,
and

(D) insert before the last sentence the fol-
lowing sentence: Such agreement shall
ensure that Conrail, Amtrak, and Amtrak
Commuter have the right to furlough one
employee in the same class or craft for each
employee who returns through the exercise
of seniority rights.

(b) In subtitle F of title XI:

(1) In proposed paragraph (1) of section
303(a) of the Rail Passenger Service Act (as
contained in section 1174(a)(1) of the bill)—

(A) at the end of proposed clause (ii) of
subparagraph (C) add the following sen-
tence: “Such Governor may select an indi-
vidual to represent him at meetings of the
Board."”, and

(B) by striking out the period at the end
of proposed clause (ii) of subparagraph (D)
and ‘(I) If Amtrak Commuter’ that follows
and insert in lieu thereof the following: “,
except that—

“(I) if Amtrak Commuter”.

(2) In proposed subsection (e)(2) of section
304 of the Rail Passenger Service Act (as
contained in section 1175(3) of the bill),
insert “not” after “shall”.

(3) In section 1178—

(A) strike out “‘subsections” and insert in
lieu thereof “subsection”,

(B) insert closing quotation marks and a
period at the end of proposed subsection (n)
to section 306 of the Rail Passenger Service
Act, and

(C) strike out proposed subsection (o) to
that section of that Act.

(4) In proposed section 404(c)(4) of the
Rail Passenger Service Act (as contained in
section 1183(b) of the bill), strike out “shall
include” in subparagraph (DXii) and insert
in lieu thereof “may include”.

(5) Redesignate the subsection (1), pro-
posed to be added to section 602 of the Rail
Passenger Service Act by section 1186(b) of
the bill, as subsection (k).

(6) In section 1189, strike out “The" and
insert in lieu thereof “Except as otherwise
provided, the”.

{e) In subtitle G of title XI:

(1) In section 1191—

(A) insert “(49 U.S.C.
“Act”; and

(B) in the matter proposed to be inserted,
strike out “in the fiscal year” and insert in
lieu thereof “‘for the fiscal year” each place
it appears.

(2) In section 1192(e)—

(A) strike out “and” at the end of para-
graph (2),

(B) redesignate paragraph (3) as para-
graph (5), and

(C) insert after paragraph (2) the follow-
ing paragraphs:

“(3) in paragraph (2), as redesignated, by
striking out “paragraphs (3) and (5)” and in-

1654(p))”
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serting in lieu thereof “paragraphs (2) and
4"

“(4) in paragraph (3), as redesignated, by
striking out “paragraph (4)" and inserting
in lieu thereof “paragraph (3)”; and”

(3) In section 1192(h), by inserting after
“is amended” the following: “by striking out
“paragraph (3)” each place it appears and
inserting in lieu thereof “paragraph (2)”,
and”.

(4) In proposed subsection (p) of section 5
of the Department of Transportation Act
(as contained in section 1192(i) of the bill),
strike out “shall exercise” and insert in lieu
thereof “may exercise”.

(5) In proposed section 17(2) of the De-
partment of Transporation Act (as con-
tained in section 1194(a) of the bill), strike
out “not to exceed” and all that follows
through “1982" and insert in lieu thereof
“not to exceed $40,000,000 for the fiscal
yvear ending September 30, 1982, to remain
available until expended".

(dX1) In proposed paragraph (4) of sec-
tion 102 of the Rail Passenger Service Act
(as contained in section 1172(2) of the bill),
strike out “beverages” and insert in lieu
thereof “beverage”.

(2) In proposed paragraph (1)X(DXi) of sec-
tion 303(a) of the Rail Passenger Service
Act (as contained in section 1174(a)1) of
the bill), strike out “December 31, 1983" and
insert in lieu thereof “December 31, 1982".

(3) In proposed paragraph (2)A) of sec-
tion 303(a) of the Rail Passenger Service
Act (as contained in section 1174(a)1) of
the bill), strike out “three” and insert in
lieu thereof “two’".

(4) In proposed subparagraph (B) of sec-
tion 404(c}3) of the Rail Passenger Service
Act (as contained in section 1183(a)}(2) of
the bill), strike out “Whenever” and insert
in lieu thereof “Beginning on the effective
date of the Amtrak Improvement Act of
1981, if".

(5) In proposed subparagraph (F) of sec-
tion 404(c)(4) of the Rail Passenger Service
Act (as contained in section 1183(b) of the
bill), insert “or section 403(b) of this Act”
after “pursuant to this paragraph” each
place it appears.

(6) In section 1187(a)3) of the bill, strike
out “for the funding of rail corridor devel-
opment”.

(e) In section 1193—

(1) strike out “Title VII" and insert in lieu
thereof “Section 704(a)"”, and

(2) strike out “by inserting at the end
thereof” in paragraph (2) and insert in lieu
thereof “by adding after paragraph (4)".

(f) In subtitle E of title XI:

(1) In section 1134(2), strike out “which”,

(2) In section 1136, strike out the comma
at the end and insert in lieu thereof a
period.

(3) In proposed section 504(e) of the Rail
Passenger Service Act (as contained in sec-
tion 1137 of the bill), strike out “1164" and
insert in lieu thereof “1163".

(4) In proposed section 506(h) of the Rail
Passenger Service Act (as contained in sec-
tion 1137 of the bill)—

(A) strike out “or"” of the Rail Passenger
Service Act”,

(B) strike out “the Corporation” and
insert in lieu thereof Conrail” each place it
appears,

(C) strike out “a owner” in paragraph
(2)AXiii) and insert in lieu thereof “an
owner”, and

(D) strike out “and of the Rail Passenger
Service Act"” in paragraph (2)X(B).
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(5) In proposed section 506(j) of the Rail
Passenger Service Act (as contained in sec-
tion 1137 of the bill)—

(A) strike out “nor is it intended”,

(B) strike out “the Corporation” and
insert in lieu thereof “Conrail" each place it
appears, and

(C) insert “of 1973" after “Act”.

(6) In proposed section 507 of the Rail
Passenger Service Act (as contained in sec-
tion 1137 of the bill) strike out “Commis-
sion” and insert in lieu thereof “‘Secretary’.

(7) In proposed section 217 of the Region-
al Rail Reorganization Act of 1971 (as con-
tained in section 1140(a) of the bill)}—

(A) strike out "The" in subsection (a) and
insert in lieu thereof “In addition to the au-
thority provided under section 216 of this
Act, the”,

(B) strike out “section 409 of the Regional
Rail Reorganization Act of 1973" and ‘“sec-
tion 409 of this Act” in subsection (b)(1) and
insert in lieu thereof “section 1163 of the
Northeast Rail Service Act of 1981 and
“such section’, respectively,

(C) strike out “section 216 or 217, the As-
sociation shall purchase” in subsection
(b)(2) and insert in lieu thereof “this section
or section 216 of this Act, the Association
shall purchase series A", and

(D) strike out the second sentence of sub-
section (f).

(8) In proposed title IV of the Regional
Rail Reorganization Act of 1973 (as con-
tained in section 1142 of the bill)—

(A) strike out “possible” in section
401(a)(1) and insert in lieu thereof *'practi-
cable”,

(B) strike out “corporation” in section
403(b)3xB) and insert in lieu thereof “the
Corporation",

(C) strike out ‘*section” in section
404(bX3) the first place it appears and
insert in lieu thereof “subsection”, and

(D) in section 408(d), insert “, except that
if the Corporation requires further Federal
financing before such date, such sale may
be made before such date” before the period
at the end.

(9) In proposed title VII of the Regional
Rail Reorganization Act of 1973 (as con-
tained in section 1143 of the bill)—

(A) in section 701(e), strike out Rail Pas-
senger Service Corporation’” and insert in
lieu thereof “National Railroad Passenger
Corporation”, and

(B) in section 714, insert “of 1981" after
“Act” the second place it appears.

(10) In proposed section 508 of the Rail
Passenger Service Act (as contained in sec-
tion 1145 of the bill)—

(A) strike out “Amtrak or commuter” in
subsection (e¢)(7) and insert in lieu thereof
“Amtrak Commuter or a commuter”,

(B) insert ““in" in clause (D) of subsection
508(c)XT) after “in any manner which re-
sults”, and

(C) strike out
before “*Conrail”.

(11) In proposed subsection (a)2) of sec-
tion 202 of the Regional Rail Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1973 (as contained in section
1148(aX1)), strike out *“determine” and
“conditions” and insert in lieu thereof
“review" and “goals", respectively.

(12) In proposed section 214(c) of the Re-
gional Rail Reorganization Act of 1973 (as
contained in section 1151 of the bill), insert
“and” after “1982,”.

(13) In section 1161, strike out “subtitle"”
and insert in lieu thereof “subsection” each
place it appears in subsection (b) and the
first place it appears in subsection (d).

(14) In section 1162, insert *“(a)” after
“Sec. 1162.”, and add at the end the follow-
ing subsections:

“the"” in subsection (f)
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(b) Section 501(8) of the Railroad Revital-
ization and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976
(45 U.8.C. B21(8)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“(8) ‘restructuring’ means (A) any activity
(including a consolidation, coordination,
merger or abandonment) which (i) involves
rehabilitation, or improvement of a facility
or the transfer of a facility, and (ii) im-
proves the long-term profitability of any
railroad freight system through the
achievement of higher average traffic densi-
ties or improved asset utilization; or (B) the
transfer from the Corporation to any rail-
road or financially responsible person (as
defined in section 10910(aX1) of title 49,
United States Code) for common carrier rail
service of ownership or operating rights on
any rail line owned or operated by the Cor-
poration where the Secretary determines
that such acquisition will provide needed
transporation benefits, and that such line
will not require further Federal subsidy;”.

(e) Section 505(a)1) of the Railroad Revi-
talization and Regulatory Reform Act of
1976 (45 U.S.C. 825(a)(1)) is amended by in-
serting immediately after “railroad” the fol-
lowing: ‘“(or any financially responsible
person, as defined in section 10910¢a)(1) of
title 49, United States Code, who acquires
from the Corporation for common ecarrier
rail service any rail line owned by the Cor-
poration on the effective date of the North-
east Rail Service Act of 1981)".

{d) Section 505(b)(2) of the Railroad Revi-
talization and Regulatory Reform Act of
1976 (45 U.S.C. 825(b)(2)) is amended by
amending clause (C) to read as follows: “(C)
the public benefits, including any signifi-
cant railroad restructuring, to be realized
from the project to be financed in relation
to the public costs of such financing and
whether the proposed project will return
public benefits sufficient to justify such
public costs or, where the application re-
lates to a rail line owned or operated by the
Corporation immediately prior to its acqui-
sition by a railroad or financially responsi-
ble person (as defined in section 10910(a)1)
of title 49, United States Code) for common
carrier rail service, whether the financial as-
sistance applied for under this section will
further the public interest in transferring
rail lines from the corporation to the pri-
vate sector, and avoid the need for any fur-
ther Federal subsidy.”.

(e) Section 509(b) of the Railroad Revital-
ization and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976
(45 U.S.C. 829(b)) is amended by redesignat-
ing paragraph (3) as paragraph (4) and by
inserting after paragraph (2) the following:

“(3) Not more than 50 percent of the
funds received by the Secretary from
amounts appropriated under subsection (a)
of this section shall be reserved to provide
rehabilitation and improvement assistance
for facilities transferred from the Corpora-
tion after the effective date of the North-
east Rail Service Act of 1981.".

(f) Section 509(bX4) of the Railroad Revi-
talization and Regulatory Reform Act of
1976, as redesignated by subsection (e) of
this section, is amended by striking “and
(2)" and inserting in lieu thereof “, (2) and
(3)”.

(15) Insert after section 1163D the follow-
ing sections:

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

Sec. 1167. (a) Section 303(c) of the Region-
al Rail Reorganization Act of 1973 (45
U.S.C. T43(c)) is amended by striking the
following wherever they appear: ‘‘securi-
ties,"”; “securities and"”; ““at least one share
of series B preferred stock and’: “other se-
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curities of the Corporation or”; and “securi-
ties or".

(b) For the purpose of computing the
amount for which certificates of value shall
be redeemable under section 306 of the Re-
gional Rail Reorganization Act of 1973 (45
U.S.C. T46), the series B preferred stock and
the common stock conveyed to the Secre-
tary under section 1154 of this subtitle shall
be deemed to be without fair market value
unless in a proceeding brought under sec-
tion 1152(a)4) of this subtitle the special
court shall have determined that such secu-
rities had a value and shall have entered a
judgment against the United States for that
value. In such an event, the securities shall
for purposes of section 306 of the Regional
Rail Reorganization Act of 1973 (45 U.S.C.
746) be deemed to have that value found by
the special court.

(c)1) The clerk of the special court shall
convey to the Secretary within 10 days after
the effective date of this subtitle the series
B preferred stock and the common stock of
Conrail which are then on deposit with the
special court pursuant to section 303 of the
Regional Rail Reorganization Act of 1973
(45 U.S.C. 743).

(2) The Secretary is authorized to hold
and to exercise all rights that pertain to the
Conrail securities conveyed under para-
graph (1) of this subsection, and any other
securities of Conrail that have been or may
be conveyed to the Secretary under any
agreement or pursuant to the terms of part
5 of this subtitle or the terms of any other
law.

APPLICABILITY OF OTHER LAWS

Sec. 1168. (a) The provisions of the chap-
ters 5 and 7 of title 5 of the United States
Code (popularly known as the Administra-
tive Procedure Act and including provisions
popularly known as the Government in the
Sunshine Act), the Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act, section 102(2)(C) of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Na-
tional Historic Preservation Act of 1966, and
section 4(f) of the Department of Transpor-
tation Act of 1966 are inapplicable to ac-
tions taken in negotiating, approving, or im-
plementing service transfers under title IV
tlxs?t;:e Regional Rail Reorganization Act of

(b) The operation of trains by Conrail
shall not be subject to the requirement of
any State or local law which specifies the
minimum number of crew members who
must be employed in connection with the
operation of such trains.

(16) Redesignate sections 1163D and 1164
as sections 1166 and 1169, respectively.

(17) Conform the table of contents of the
subtitle to the changes in section headings,
and additions in sections, made in this con-
current resolution.

Sec, 7. In subtitle B of title XII of the bill:

(1) In proposed section 396(k)(3)(A)i)II)
of the Communications Act of 1934 (as con-
tained in section 1227(c)(1) of the bill) strike
out “clause (iv)"” and insert in lieu thereof
“elause (iv}(I)".

(2) In proposed section 396(k)}3)A)
(v)III) of the Communications Act of 1934
(as contained in section 1227(e)X1) of the
bill) strike out “clause (iv)" and insert in
lieu thereof “clause (iv)(I)".

(3) In the amendment to section 307(d) of
the Communications Act of 1934 made in
section 1241(a)(4) of the bill, insert “not to
exceed” after “term of”.

(4) In the amendment to section 307(d) of
the Communications Act of 1934 made in
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section 1241(a)(6) of the bill, insert “not to
exceed” after “term of”.

Sec. 8. In title XVIII of the bill:

(1) In the proposed amendment to section
1007 of the Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act of 1965 (as contained in sec-
tion 1821(a)(12)) strike out “and September
30, 1981.” and insert in lieu thereof “Sep-
tember 30, 1981.".

(2) In the second sentence of section 1807
(a), strike out “of 1965".

Skc. 9. (a) In subtitle C of title XXI:

(1) In proposed subsection (s)(5)(AXiXII)
of section 1903 of the Social Security Act (as
contained in section 2161(a) of the bill),
strike out “its operation” and insert in lieu
thereof “the operation”.

(2) In proposed subsection (t)(3) of section
1903 of the Social Security Act (as con-
tained in section 2161(b) of the bill), strike
out “yer” and insert in lieu thereof “year”.

(3) In proposed section 1915(b) of the
Social Security Act (as contained in section
2175(b) of the bill), insert after the comma
at the end of paragraph (2) the following:
“if such restriction does not substantially
impair access to services of adequate guality
where medically necessary,”.

(b) In the heading of section 2178, strike
out ‘‘PREPAID PROVIDER (HMO0)' and insert in
lieu thereof “HMO AND PREPAID PROVIDER",
and amend the table of contents of title
XXI accordingly.

Sec. 10. In subtitle D of title XXI, in the
proposed title V of the Social Security Act
(as contained in section 2192(a))—

(1) in section 501(a), insert “to” in para-
graph (3) after “(3)” and in paragraph (4)
after “(4)",

(2) in section 502(a)(3), insert “be” before
“submitted”’ and strike out “containing
and” and insert in lieu thereof “‘contain and
be'",

(3) in section 502(b)2), strike out “allot-
ed” and insert in lieu thereof '"allotted”
each place it appears,

(4) redesignate subsection (d) of section
504 as subsection (c¢) and transfer and insert
such subsection at the end of section 503,
and

(5) in section 506(b)(3), strike out “the re-
quirements of” and all that follows through
“gection 502(2)" and insert in lieu thereof
“this title”.

Skc. 11. In title XXVI of the bill:

(1) In section 2604(b)(1) of the bill, strike
out “between” and insert in lieu thereof
“among”.

(2) In section 2604(d)(1XA) of the bill,
strike out “organizations” and insert in lieu
thereof “‘organization”.

Sec. 12. In section 532 of the bill—

(1) insert after “repealed.” in subsection
(b)(2) thereof the following new sentence:
“Nothing in this paragraph or in any other
provision of this title, or in any provision of
the Higher Education Act of 1965 as amend-
ed by this title, shall be construed to permit
any analysis of need for the purposes of
loans under part B of title IV of such Act
other than that expressly required by sec-
tion 428(a)2) of such Act as amended by
this section or to require a student seeking
to qualify under section 428(a)}2)}B)(i) to
prove any element of need other than com-
pliance with the adjusted gross income
amount specified in such section.”; and

(2) in section 438(b)(5) of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 as amended by subsection
(b)(4) of section 532 of the bill, insert “or”
at the end of clause (A)(ii).

SEec. 13. In section 1199A, strike out “July
31, 1881" and insert in lieu thereof “August
4, 1981".
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The concurrent resolution
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA)
seeking recognition?

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, I am
waiting for somebody from the minori-
ty to ask me a question. Is anybody in
particular over there?

was

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. CHENEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I have
requested this time for the purpose of
inquiring of the acting majority leader
with respect to the schedule for the
coming week.

Mr. MURTHA. If the gentleman will
yield, the program for the House of
Representatives for the week of
August 3, 1981, is as follows:

° On Monday, August 3, the House
will not be in session.

The schedule for Tuesday and the
balance of the week is as follows:

The call of the Private Calendar and
a special Consent Calendar; confer-
ence report on H.R. 4242, Tax Incen-
tive Act of 1981; and while we are wait-
ing for that, the House will consider
H.R. 4169, State, Justice, Commerce,
judiciary appropriations, fiscal year
1982.

The conference report on HR. 4242
will be brought to the floor as soon as
it is available.

When the House completes the tax
conference report, the House will ad-
journ for the August recess and dis-
trict work period. The House will re-
convene at noon on Wednesday, Sep-
tember 9, 1981.

Conference reports may be brought
up at any time, and any further pro-
gram will be announced later.

Mr. CHENEY. I thank the gentle-
man.

ADJOURNMENT TO TUESDAY,
AUGUST 4, 1981

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at noon on Tuesday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT
Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the business

in order under the Calendar Wednes-
day rule be dispensed with on Wednes-
day next.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

MAKING IN ORDER CALL OF
THE CONSENT CALENDAR ON
TUESDAY NEXT

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Consent
Calendar be in order on Tuesday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

TRIBUTE TO COMMITTEE
STAFFS

(Mr. ERDAHL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. ERDAHL. Mr. Speaker, one of
the things that I think we brought up
during the reports from the various
conference committees, and I hope we
could stress it again, is the diligent
work we have had from members of
our staffs.

This is one of the first experiences
that I have had to be on a conference
committee, and I think through this
experience I was reminded—and all of
us should be willing to acknowledge,
and this went across party lines and
across from this House to the other
body—that we were well supported by
able and dedicated staff. Some of
them worked long into the night. I
think we should take this moment to
pause in the procedure to recognize
our staffs and to publicly acknowledge
how dependent we are upon them and
how grateful we are to them.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RATCHFORD. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous
matter on the subject of the special
order today of the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. SYNAR).

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Connecticut?

There was no objection.

FAA'S PURCHASE OF
COMPUTERS

(Mr. DUNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, today the
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Aviation and Transportation, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. GLICKMAN)
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and myself are introducing a resolu-
tion to address the problems of the
FAA and their purchase of new com-
puters.

One of the problems that is pending
in the airline strike that is about to hit
this Nation today is the problem of
new computers for the FAA. We are
introducing legislation which says to
the FAA, “You have been dragging
your heels for a number of years and
that at this time we are going to ask
you by December 31, 1981, to submit
to Congress a new plan as to the type,
date, and amount of money you are
going to spend on computers.”

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate,
by Mr. Sparrow, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with an amendment in which the con-
currence of the House is requested, a
bill of the House of the following title:

H.R. 4242. An act to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to encourage econom-
ic growth through reductions in individual
income tax rates, the expensing of deprecia-
ble property, incentives for small businesses,
and incentives for savings, and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that
the Senate insists upon its amendment
to the bill (H.R. 4242) entitled “An act
to amend the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 to encourage economic growth
through reductions in individual
income tax rates, the expensing of de-
preciable property, incentives for

small businesses, and incentives for
savings, and for other purposes,” re-
quests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two

Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
DoLg, Mr. Packwoop, Mr. RoTH, Mr.
DANFORTH, Mr, Long, Mr. HARrY F.
Byrp, JR., and Mr. BENTSEN to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES
ON H.R. 4242, TAX INCENTIVE
ACT OF 1981

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R.
4242) to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 to encourage economic
growth through reductions in individ-
ual income tax rates, the expensing of
depreciable property, incentives for
small businesses, and incentives for
savings, and for other purposes, with
Senate amendments thereto, disagree
to the Senate amendments, and agree
to the conference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

MOTION OFFERED EY MR. ROUSSELOT

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, 1

offer a preferential motion.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. RousseELoT moves that the managers
on the part of the House on the disagreeing
vote of the two Houses be instructed to
insist on section 311 of the bill as passed by
the House relating to the amounts which
persons, who are active participants in em-
ployer-sponsored pension plans, may deduct
for contributions to individual retirement
accounts.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman
from California (Mr. RoOUSSELOT) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I
will speak briefly on this issue.

It is pretty well understood. It was
fully debated in the Committee on
Ways and Means and to some degree
on the House floor.

The House-passed bill allows persons
who are actively participants in em-
ployer-sponsored pension plans to
deduct $2,000 for contributions to indi-
vidual retirement accounts.

The comparable provision in the bill
passsed by the other body only allows
such persons a $1,500 deduction.

Therefore, the effect of the instruc-
tions is to insist on the House provi-
sion which allows a more general re-
duction for this category of individual
retirement accounts.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to my col-
league from Illinois (Mr. ROSTENKOW-
sK1), the chairman of the committee.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. As the gen-
tleman knows, the instructions refer
to a provision that was in our bill as
well and sponsored by the gentleman
presently addressing the House, the
gentleman from California.

I always felt that instructing confer-
ees is very difficult. It does not set the
tone that 7 would like to see in a con-
ference, and I must admit, even
though it is a provision that I spon-
sored and spoke for, I just dislike very
much and would oppose any motion to
instruct conferees, as I have done con-
sistently throughout my legislative
career.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I understand the
gentleman’s point.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. CONABLE. I think this is an im-
portant provision and I would judge
that it was desirable that it go into the
final passage of the law.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. It did and passed
overwhelmingly.

Mr. CONABLE. Yes. It is merely
strongly addressed toward a large and
stable savings rate.

I would urge its support.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question on the
motion.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROUSSELOT).

The motion was agreed to.
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COMPUTED INTEREST RATES

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, I was
going to offer a preferential motion
myself that dealt with computed inter-
est rates. I understand I am now pre-
cluded from doing that because the
minority has preference.

But I would like to engage the chair-
man and perhaps the ranking Member
in a colloquy to understand what the
position of the committee will be.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the
chairman and perhaps the ranking
Member what the position of the com-
mittee will be on computed interest
rates. As the gentlemen know, the
amendment was offered in the other
body and was adopted 100 to nothing
unanimously, on a rollcall vote.

It simply froze in the T-percent in-
terest rates that had been in existence
prior to July 1 and I would ask the
chairman what his position would be,

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DASCHLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I know the other body is strongly
supportive of this position and I am
sure they are going to take a very com-
mitted stance in the conference.

I see, as far as I am concerned, an
opportunity to discuss this with the
other body.
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I have no broad objection to it, but I
would like very much to have an op-
portunity to discuss this with my col-
leagues in the Senate. As the gentle-
man knows, conferences are a give-
and-take proposition. I would like at
this time to give the gentleman some
relief, that I will certainly look at it
with a broad view and without a total
commitment, to try to arrange for
some favorable consideration if I
could.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DASCHLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. CONABLE. I say to the gentle-
man that, where possible, I intend to
advance the House position in the con-
ference.

Mr. DASCHLE. As the gentleman
knows, the House does not have a posi-
tion on this particular measure, and I
think that given the tremendous vote
that occurred in the Senate, and given
the consistency I think this has with
the whole tax-cut reduction, it plays
very well into an economic reform
package that the committee would
find conducive to including in the final
version.

Mr. CONABLE. I thank the gentle-
man for his earnest views. We will do
the best we can to keep all people
happy here.

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. Ros-
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TENKOWSKI, GIBBONS, PICKLE, RANGEL,
STARK, CONABLE, DUNCAN, and ARCHER.

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFER-
ENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4242,
TAX INCENTIVE ACT OF 1981

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
conferees may have until midnight
Saturday, August 1, 1981, or Monday,
August 3, 1981, to file a conference
report on the bill, HR. 4242, Tax In-
centive Act of 1981.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

MAKING IN ORDER CONSIDER-
ATION OF CONFERENCE
REPORT H.R. 4242, ON TUES-
DAY, AUGUST 4, 1981, OR ANY
DAY THEREAFTER

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that it be
in order for the House to consider the
conference report on the bill, H.R.
4242 Tax Incentive Act of 1981, on
Tuesday, August 4, 1981, or any day
thereafter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

SACCHARIN STUDY AND LABEL-
ING ACT AMENDMENT OF 1981

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration in the House of the
Senate bill (S. 1278) entitled the “Sac-
charin Study and Labeling Act
Amendment of 1981.”

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FoLEY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Califor-
nia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill as
follows:

S. 1278

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Saccharin Study
and Labeling Act Amendment of 1981".

SEec. 2. The Saccharin Study and Labeling
Act is amended by striking from section 3
“June 30, 1981” and inserting in lieu thereof
“twenty-four months after the date of en-
actment of the Saccharin Study and Label-
ing Act Amendment of 1981".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from California (Mr.
WaxMaN) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, S. 1278 would extend
for 24 months the current prohibition
on regulatory action to remove saccha-
rin from the market. The Senate
passed this bill on June 25.
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Everyone is familiar with the contro-
versy over saccharin. Under current
law, the Food and Drug Administra-
tion is required to remove from our
food supply any food additive that is
unsafe or is found to cause cancer.
When questions arose about the safety
of saccharin in 1977, the FDA pro-
posed to ban its availability in certain
forms. Because of the extensive use of
saccharin by consumers, the Congress
prohibited any regulatory action.

Even though I am recommending
that the House accept the Senate bill,
I have grave reservations about the
wisdom of the Congress intervening in
the implementation of our food safety
laws and overruling them on a prod-
uct-by-product basis. As questions
arise about other food products, as
they certainly will, it is important for
the Congress and the public to be con-
fident that our laws are sound and our
regulatory agencies thorough and fair.

For this reason, I will begin an ex-
tensive review of our food safety laws
this fall and expect that the Subcom-
mittee on Health and the Environ-
ment will consider saccharin and other
controversial food components in the
context of overall food safety policy.

My recommendation to extend the
saccharin moratorium is not an en-
dorsement of the safety of saccharin.
Several epidemiological studies have
been conducted and a large-scale
animal study is currently underway to
determine the effects of saccharin at
different dosage levels. I believe we
still do not know the answer on sac-
charin. But given these continuing
studies and the demand for saccharin
of many people, particularly diabetics
and those on special diets, an exten-
sion of the current moratorium is ap-
propriate.

1 believe the American people expect
and deserve a food supply that is free
of so many perplexing and annoying
questions of safety. I again call for the
food industry to make a determined
effort to develop a safe alternative to
saccharin. Although the FDA recently
granted limited approval to the sweet-
ener Aspartame, it is not available for
use in liquids, such as soft drinks, or
for use in cooking because it loses its
sweetening properties.

I want to remind those Members
who are concerned about this legisla-
tion that the original requirements for
labels on food products and signs in
retail establishments are not changed.
Consumers who choose to avoid sac-
charin can do so.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
passing this bill.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

PETROLEUM PIPELINE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
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tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. SYNAR) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

® Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, while
we have been primarily occupied in
recent weeks with Government spend-
ing and Government taxation, I am
certain that most, if not all, Members
of the body remain concerned over an-
other area of Government activity—
the area of Government regulation. I
believe we are all committed to regula-
tory reform in those areas where
reform is obviously appropriate. Such
reform is obviously appropriate when
the removal of burdensome regulation
would promote competition without
adversely affecting the American con-
sumer.

For these reasons, Mr. Speaker, I
take this opportunity to announce my
intention to introduce, in the not too
distant future, a bill aimed at achiev-
ing regulatory reform in the area of
petroleum and petroleum product
pipeline rates. I hasten to add at this
point that I am talking only about pe-
troleum pipelines—pipelines which are
not franchised by the Government
and which are not, in any sense of the
term, a legally protected monopoly.

In my view, the Government has the
right, if not the obligation, to regulate
rates of an industry when the Govern-
ment extends to that industry a fran-
chise, a license, or any mechanism to
protect it from competition. With
regard to petroleum pipelines, howev-
er, the Government affords no protec-
tion from competition. Competition in
the industry is extensive; shippers
have multiple options to serve their
transportation needs; and the consum-
ers are the beneficiaries of the compe-
tition provided by the private sector.

Nonetheless, Congress has, largely
through oversight in my opinion, con-
tinued the rate regulation of these
pipelines. When we created the Feder-
al Energy Regulatory Commission, in
Public Law 95-91, we transferred to
the Department of Energy and the
FERC the authority to regulate pipe-
lines, including petroleum pipelines.
Unfortunately, the broad transfer au-
thority included the authority to set
and prescribe rates for petroleum
pipelines.

Back in 1906, when rate regulation
of these pipelines was first estab-
lished, there was some justification for
it, because shippers had relatively few
options available to them for trans-
port of their petroleum commodities.
Today, however, shippers enjoy a
great variety of options, which include
intramodal, intermodal, and shipper
exchanges. The recent history of the
industry reveals that these options
have created competitive pressures re-
sulting in the establishment of fair
and equitable prices for shippers and
for the ultimate consumers.

Despite this healthy competition
and the shipper/consumer protection
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it provides, the FERC remains saddled
with the responsibility to set rates for
this industry. Almost from its cre-
ation, the FERC has been struggling
with the question of how to set these
rates. It has yet to come up with a sat-
isfactory answer—simply because
there is no satisfactory method for set-
ting rates for a competitive industry.
Where there is no need for regulation,
there is no satisfactory way to regu-
late.

I am not calling for the complete de-
regulation of petroleum pipelines.
They are common carriers and their
obligations as such should continue to
be regulated by the FERC. The FERC
should continue to enforce the legal
prescriptions against possible diserimi-
natory or preferential behavior.

It is only the rate regulation that is
unnecessary; and it is only that funec-
tion that I want to extinguish. For
reasons that I am certain will be
brought out at hearings, rate regula-
tion discourages competition. It im-
poses an unnecessary burden upon the
petroleum pipeline industry, especially
the independents.

I have discussed this issue with the
chairman of the Energy and Com-
merce Committee (Mr. DINGELL) and
with the chairman of the Fossil and
Synthetic Fuels Subcommittee (Mr.
SHARP) to solicit their support in de-
veloping legislation to achieve this reg-
ulatory reform. I invite my colleagues
to join me in this endeavor. I am
pleased to announce that my colleague
from Oklahoma, Senator NickLEs, will
be leading a similar effort in the other
body.e
@ Mr. SHARP. Mr. Speaker, the regu-
lation of the oil pipeline industry is an
energy policy issue which merits ex-
amination by the Congress, and I ap-
plaud the efforts of my colleague to
raise it. The Federal Energy Regula-
tory Commission is currently engaged
in an examination of the regulatory
posture that is most appropriate under
existing statutes. A bill may provide
an excellent vehicle for a congression-
al examination of that question, or at
a minimum for congressional attention
to the regulatory review underway at
the FERC. I know other members of
the Fossil and Synthetic Fuels Sub-
committee, on which the gentleman
from Oklahoma so ably serves, will
share his interest in this question.e
® Mr. CORCORAN. Mr. Speaker, I
compliment the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. Synar) for his leadership
on this issue. As a member of the com-
mittee and subcommittee with juris-
diction on this matter, I look forward
to working with him in this effort. All
of us object to regulation for its own
sake. The FERC like other agencies
should be relieved of responsibilities to
regulate where regulation is unneces-
sary and counterproductive.@
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WHERE IS THE REVOLUTION?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr. St
is recognized for 5 min-

GERMAIN)
utes.@

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker,
President Reagan, and his advisers,
have been telling us since January
that their economic program would
succeed against all logic because a rev-
olution in expectations would occur
when the American people heard
about all the great things in store for
them over the next few years. The
American people were promised large
drops in the interest rates that have
strangled our small businesses and
caused unemployment to remain at
unacceptable levels. Instead, we now
have the highest real interest rates in
our country's history. If yesterday’s
Wall Street Journal is correct, the rev-
olution of low interest rates is not ex-
actly a spectre haunting the sidewalks
of Wall Street.

In the paper's first section, we have
Murray Weidenbaum, Chairman of
the President’s Council of Economic
Adyvisers, predicting that interest rates
will come down “in the near future.”
These words are beginning to ring
hollow, even for the Journal, which
headlines the story: “Declining Inter-
est Rates Are Predicted—Again.”

In the paper's second section is a
story that tells a different tale, this is
headlined: “Dollar Is Bolstered by U.S.
Economic Data Indicating Interest
Rates Will Stay Firm.”

The report says, in part:

Analysts said the figures (of leading eco-
nomic indicators) indicate that the econo-
my, while softening, remains resilient and
that interest rates are likely to remain firm
. » . The Treasury's borrowing requirements
are higher than traders had anticipated . . .
As for the Reagan tax program, ‘“the
market will look at it as inflationary,” ac-
cording to one New York banker. It indi-
cates the Fed will keep the monetary brakes
on and interest rates at a high level,” he ex-
plained.

When the daily predictions of ad-
ministration figures are directly con-
tradicted by the economic facts of that
day, is it any wonder that the revolu-
tion in expectations is not yet upon
us? We may not expect another shot
heard “round the world,” but we could
at least hope someone outside of the
Office of Management and Budget
would hear it.e@

A BRAZILIAN CONGRESSMAN’S
PERCEPTIONS OF U.S. DEMOC-
RACY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. ZABLOCKI)
is recognized for 15 minutes.

@ Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Speaker, earli-
er this year members of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs had the oppor-
tunity to meet with four members of
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the Brazilian Congress who were visit-
ing Washington at the invitation of
the International Communications
Agency.

One of those members, Representa-
tive Julio Martins, upon returning to
Brazil, related his experience to his
colleagues in the Brazilian Congress.
His speech demonstrates the powerful
example that our country holds for
many people around the world who
are seeking to promote democracy in
their own country, and it is evidence
of the usefulness served by the Inter-
national Communication Agency in
bringing such individuals to the
United States.

I would recommend that Members of
this body read his remarks, which
follow.

SPEECH DELIVERED BY REPRESENTATIVE JULIO
MAaRTINS, PDS, RORAIMA

Mr. Speaker, distinguished Representa-
tives: Recently a group of Brazilian Con-
gressmen made a study trip to the United
States at the invitation of the United States
Government. The program was coordinated
by the Department of State and the United
States International Communication
Agency. The delegation was composed of
myself and Congressmen Edson Vidigal,
ngdimir Belinatti, and Heitor Alencar Fur-
tado.

The 32-day trip was divided into two parts.
The first part was a two-week seminar con-
ducted in Washington. This was followed by
an observation trip that took us from coast
to coast and through the agricultural mid-
west. There, in a region whose dynamism
has contributed much to the grandeur and
strength of the United States, we visited
soybean and corn farms.

In the first part of the program we
learned about the operation of the U.S.
Congress and the doctrine, philosophy, mor-
phology, and operationalization of the polit-
ical and institutional mechanisms that are
the moving force behind American democra-
cy. We heard an analysis of the intricate
structure of the American electoral system
and the elements that comprise it, some
rooted in tradition and others, more recent,
born of the needs of modern life, but all de-
signed to faithfully reflect the will of the
people. We were treated to an insider’s view
of the complex structure of the political
parties and saw how power was at one time
concentrated at the top leadership level,
creating an internal dictatorship that
threatened the entire system, and was reme-
died by the adoption of &8 number of meas-
ures, among them the primary elections. We
also examined the key issue confronting
stable democratic regimes, the need for a
system of checks and balances that prevents
any individual, however tempted, from seiz-
ing power.

There is no doubt that the most impor-
tant of our many appointments with gov-
ernment officials was our meeting with the
House Foreign Affairs Committee whose
Chairman, Representative Zablocki, had re-
cently led a delegation of committee mem-
bers to Brazil. The meeting lasted over two
hours and grew stormy at times with the
discussion of such controversial topics as
the role of the United States in the develop-
ment of Brazil, raising the living standards
of the Brazilian people, and the behavior of
multinationals. Although we never achieved
a consensus, each of us benefited from the
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stimulating opportunity of engaging in a
frank discussion with one of the most im-
portant committees of the United States
Congress.

Also in Congress, we conversed at length
with Representative Thomas Railsback of
the 19th Illinois Congressional District, a
veteran and experienced Congressman with
16 years in office. Later we reencountered
Representative Railsback in his home dis-
trict and were thus able to see for ourselves
the system of district representation. It was
clear that the division of the electorate into
geographically defined districts, each con-
taining an equal number of voters, creates
certain advantages. One is the close person-
al bond between a Congressman and his
constituents, a relationship that is not
merely formal or temporary. This makes it
difficult to fool voters with a phony image
of a candidate created by the media and
serves as a protection against demagogy, de-
ception, and false charisma, so that the
purity of the democratic system emerges in
all its splendor. To my mind the strength of
American democracy, its enduring stability,
is due, in great part, to this vital bond be-
tween the people and their representatives.
However large or populous the State in
which he resides, a citizen will vote for a
candidate familiar to him, a person he en-
counters on the streets of his neighborhood,
at his club or church or in the corner gro-
cery store. And for the candidate the voter
is not just one more anonymous face in a
sea of unknown faces. He is rather an indi-
vidual known to the candidate. Out of this
relationship is born a communion of ideas,
thoughts, and interests that is the cement
of the representativeness and authenticity
of the popular mandate.

I do not know, Mr, Speaker, if this would
be the best and most appropriate electoral
system for Brazil. I am forever wary of mere
copying and of transplanting systems from
one environment to another. I am con-
vinced, however, that no parliament any-
where will ever achieve the power and pres-
tige that the U.S. Congress enjoys among
the American people until its system of pop-
ular representation eqguals the level of au-
thenticity that exists in the United States.

Something else that I observed, and which
I would like to comment on briefly, is the
representation accorded to the Federal Dis-
trict. The District of Columbia is not auton-
omous. It has a single elected but nonvoting
representative in Congress. We visited his
office and saw for ourselves the importance
of his role, even without the right to vote.
The people of the District make extensive
use of their spokesman to voice their con-
cerns. It is true that there is an extensive
campaign aimed at achieving political and
administrative autonomy for Washington,
D.C., which the most fervent of the cam-
paigners refer to as the “last colony,” an
ironic reference to the thirteen original
colonies.

Invariably one draws a parallel between
the situation in Washington and that of our
own Federal District. Here at home we are
also witnessing a noisy campaign seeking au-
tonomy for Brasilia with elections at all
levels, as if the District were a State. Here,
however, unlike the United States, the cam-
paign has obviously become partisan and,
therefore, clearly less spontaneous. The
campaign for voting rights for Brasilia is
rendered less creditable to the extent that it
plays the opposition game and serves as a
banner for the general opposition cause, a
tool for the opportunism of the oppesition
parties. The American example is a useful
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counterweight to allegations of the opposi-
tion that the lack of elections in the Federal
District is eloguent proof of the authoritari-
an nature of the Brazilian regime. Mr.
Speaker, no one in his right mind would
dare to make such an absurd statement in
relation to the government of the United
States. And yet, in the very heartland of de-
mocracy there does not, at the moment,
appear to be any possibility of achieving au-
tonomy for the District of Columbia.

In a strong federal system states represent
small sovereign units and as such need some
neutral territory, some stage untouched by
their divergent interests. This is the essen-
tial role of a federal district. Hence, home
rule for the Federal District is incompatible
with the strengthening of the federative
system. Only those who engage in decep-
tion, demagogy, or unbridled political op-
portunism would attempt to combine them
under the same roof, as the opposition par-
ties in Brazil are now doing in an incredible
demonstration of their lack of respect for
the causes, correct or not, that stir the pop-
ular imagination.

There is another characteristic of the
American people that left me pleasantly
and profoundly impressed: their religious
sentiment and, closely akin, their reverence
for the founding fathers who created a
nation based on order, freedom, and the
work ethic. Let us remember the words of
Rui Barbosa who said: “show me a people
whose faith has turned to stone and I will
show you a people who has lost its free-
dom.” That the inverse is true can be seen
in the United States where religious faith is
universal, indomitable, and historical, a re-
ality that stands above the selfishness of
men and parties.

Sustained by this living faith, respect and
veneration grows for the great figures of the
past, the models of integrity, temperance,
courage, love of justice, freedom, and the
law. The example of their lives teaches new
generations the enduring value of the
higher virtues. Consider Jefferson. Who can
fail to learn from him an important lesson
about true values, about the highest tradi-
tion of public life in which man eschews
vainglory or the ephemeral glamour of
public office and seeks only the opportunity
to serve. As we know, Jefferson served as
just about everything, from revolutionary to
representative in several legislatures, gover-
nor of his native state, ambassador, Secre-
tary of State, Vice President, and, finally,
President of the nation he helped to found.
And yet, none of this appears in the inserip-
tion on his tomb. Inscribed there are what
he judged to be his three major achieve-
ments: drafter of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, author of the statute of religious
freedom, and founder of the University of
Virginia.

Mr. Speaker, distinguished Representa-
tives, I have purposely left to the end any
mention of the one element in American so-
ciety that most impressed me, I refer to the
role and activities of the United States Con-
gress, to its undeniable power, its immense
prestige, its multifaceted presence, its dif-
fuse but decisive authority, and the aura of
undying respect and reverence that projects
its image of everyone in American life,
touching even the deepest recesses of the
American consciousness. The Capitol is not
some ordinary government building to be
entered only to accomplish some disagree-
able errand. It is a national shrine, a sacred
place sought out by pilgrims of all ages and
from all parts of the country, as if one were
not truly a citizen unless one had made this
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pilgrimage to the national pantheon. Mus-
lims go to Mecca; Americans go to the Cap-
itol. Neither the White House, nor the Su-
preme Court, the Washington Monument,
the Lincoln Memorial, the flag, nor any
other national symbol can rival the respect
and reverence bestowed upon the seat of
Congress. During the Civil War, when the
Capitol was as yet unfinished and many
were criticising the expense of its construe-
tion, Lincoln said: “If this matter has an en-
nobling shrine, the Capitol is it." The im-
mense white dome of the Capitol, rising
under a statue of liberty, spreads itself like
a canopy over the city and the nation.
Inside the rotunda the people view the story
of their nation’s history, a visible manifesta-
tion of their ideals and their representative
system of government.

Clearly, Mr. Speaker, the enormous pres-
tige of the institution of Congress is auto-
matically conferred upon the Senators and
Representatives, investing them with genu-
ine power, limited only by the Constitution.
It must be understood, however, that the
source of this power in not the prerogatives
allocated to the American Congress or a
total immunity for members of Congress.
The maxim of the Supreme Court, “Justice
under Law,” applies to all, whether Con-
gressmen or not. Written texts are not the
real source of power, but simply the instru-
ment by which it is transmitted. The true
source is intangible and untouched by the
tides of life. It lies in the fathomless con-
sciousness of every citizen who, from an
early age, is taught to respect the represent-
atives of the people. The powers granted to
the Congress were not written into the Con-
stitution by mere circumstance or historical
accident. They were first imprinted by the
sacred fire of the nation’s conscious will,
and as such are beyond the reach of any
human power. Without this foundation, Mr.
Speaker, all efforts to shape democracy are
in vain. Without this vital element democra-
cy can not survive the assaults of its en-
emies.

Mr. Speaker, distinguished representa-
tives, these thoughts are relevant for us now
as we begin our consideration of a bill that
redefines the powers of our own Congress.
Any text, however well drafted,. that re-
stores to Congress all of its former powers
and such others as the needs or emotions of
the moment may dictate will be of little
value unless we can sow in the consciousness
of all Brazilians, of whatever age and condi-
tion, respect for the authority of this insti-
tution with its singular and essential role in
the building of a just society and a strong
nation. Democracy is not first and foremost
a political question. It is above all an educa-
tional process that is slow and nearly always
difficult. It is a process in which prominent
men, leaders, the cultural elites, and the
members of Congress must set the example.
Unfortunately we have not been a good
source of models. Our first constituent as-
sembly was dissolved by the Emperor and a
constitution then imposed, Since that time
our political history has been a series of ups
and downs, light and shadow, opening up
and closing down of the political system, a
phenomenon that Golbery has so aptly re-
ferred to as systole and diastole. If I had to
describe our democracy in a word I would
say that it is pendular, that it comes and
goes according to the vicissitudes of history
and political fashion, or even the tempera-
ment of historical figures present at certain
decisive moments. All of this has occurred
because we lack the cornerstone, the foun-
dation on which stability depends. Even
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today a film that is a tremendous box office
success begins with a joke of poor taste that
makes a disrespectful reference to the
House of Representatives and its Speaker.
Such attitudes, Mr. Speaker, such habits
can lead us anywhere but to a strong legisla-
ture and an enduring democracy.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, a great Argen-
tine educator correctly observed that in a
democracy the people are sovereign, but one
must not forget to educate the sovereign. If
the sovereign is not enlightened, it is only
natural that he will fail to use his talents
and may even fail to be aware of them, or
may waste them, or use them to his own
detriment, or to bring about his own de-
struction.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I have much for
which to thank the Government of the
United States, and in particular the Embas-
sy and USICA for having given me this
study trip, this wvaluable opportunity to
learn so much about the rich experience
and traditions of a great people and a great
nation. It is my hope that the program of
USICA-sponsored visits will continue so that
other Congressmen, political leaders, profes-
sors, and students will have an opportunity
to know the United States and to learn
about its long democratic experience, the
moral values that built and sustain it, and
the life style of its people, knowledge that
one cannot obtain by reading alone. Pro-
grams of this nature can do more for the na-
tions of Latin America than all the aid
projects of dubious results.

More than ever, Mr. Speaker, I am con-
vinced that the cause of democracy in our
country and our hemisphere will be sus-
tained by spreading the ideals of freedom,
order, and respect for law that were intro-
duced into this part of the world by the
United States. I am equally convinced that
democracy shall prevail to the extent the
United States helps to educate the peoples
of Latin America, communicating to them
the same ideals that have brought about
the greatness and the happiness of the
American people. I believe that the advance
of communism in the hemisphere will be
checked and Latin American oligarchies
drastically limited to the degree that the
United States makes an effort to spread the
experience of its democratic life.@

RESOLUTION OF IMPEACHMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, last
week I introduced a resolution of im-
peachment directed to the Chairman
of the Federal Reserve Board. I ac-
companied the introduction with some
remarks that did not appear in the
REcorDp because it was my intention to
follow through, as I have today, with a
subsequent introduction of a series of
bills.

Today, 1 introduced two bills. One
would, in effect, repeal the 1913 Feder-
al Reserve Act which I believe has
been seriously overdue for many years.
As a sequela to that first bill, I have
introduced another which, in effect,
partially removes jurisdiction by
virtue of the Federal Reserve Act from
the Federal Reserve to the Depart-
ment of the Treasury.
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Now, I know that when one speaks
of impeachment, it seems as if it is far-
cical or an act that does not have any
serious intention, and I wish to dispel
that because I would not have made a
frivolous introduction of any resolu-
tion or bill or measure. I never have
because I would consider that to be an
abuse of the prerogatives of member-
ship in such a tremendous body as the
Congress.

I am in dead earnest. It is my hope,
and I am approaching the Judiciary
Committee and the proper subcommit-
tee in due course of time to consider
the resolution which has been referred
there in a serious manner, and will
give substantial reasons, what I con-
sider to be serious and substantial rea-
sons.

The two bills introduced today are
certainly in dead earnest. They reflect
the fruit of investigative research and
reading of the past 16 years, since
1965; but more particularly since June
1969, because I believe that history
will show that that was a turning
point in the history of economic free-
dom in our country.
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What is involved here is the matter
of economic freedom and the choice
that this country now must inescap-
ably confront. I have spoken out in
the interim—that is, since 1969—and 1
know that what I have had to say,
even though it is on the record, has
been overlooked. But it really is part
of an integral hope and a conviction
that I find inescapable as a member of
the Banking Committee, because since
I first came to the Congress 20 years
ago, and also from my preceding stud-
ies, I have always been interested in
this field and for that reason wel-
comed my assignment in 1961 and
1962 to membership on the Banking
Committee.

1 served, I might say by way of ex-
planation, on the Banking Committee
of the State senate of the State of
Texas, and before that I had made
studies in college in this particular
field.

When I say that what is at issue now
is economic freedom, without which
political freedom in societies such as
ours is absolutely meaningless, I mean
that without economic freedom Ameri-
cans are in truth slaves, even though
without political freedom life in itself
and our form of government, of
course, would be impossible.

But we have reached the point
where this is the choice. The choice is
between abolishing the poverty, for
example, that is America, and which is
great, and the mixing of it with the
ancient and petrified poverty of other
lands and countries in the world, some
of them with systems that are abhor-
rent and absolutely prohibitive to such
a country and such a people as ours,
with our traditions.
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This is what is at stake—the Ameri-
can standard of living and the fact
that we have a choice as to whether
we are going to share in the world’s
poverty, with the doctrines now ac-
cepted in Congress and that this ad-
ministration has initiated.

Mr. MATTOZX. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GONZALEZ. I am pleased to
vield to my fellow Texan.

Mr. MATTOZX. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate my colleague’s yielding.

I say to the gentleman that I am
pleased to see he has taken time to
bring this critical issue before the
Congress. I think that everybody on
our side of the aisle ought to join with
the gentleman, and I appreciate his
adding my name to his bill.

It is obvious to me that if Mr.
Volcker and the folks down at the
Federal Reserve do not understand
the nature of what they are doing—
that is, if they have not entered into
their activities with a malicious
intent—it is obvious that they are a
danger to themselves and the commu-
nities in this country by the policies
they are setting up.

It is obvious also, because of this
vast deficit we are going to have as a
result of the recent actions of this
Congress and the actions that have
been initiated by this administration
wherein they are going to spend at
least $132 billion more in deficit
spending in the next 4 years, that
money is going to have be financed
through borrowing from the Treasury

or borrowing from the American
people, and if the Federal Reserve
keeps these high interest rates up at

the same levels, they are going to
cause this country to go even deeper in
debt because of the unreasonable
nature of their actions.

As a member of the Banking Com-
mittee, I am glad to give the gentle-
man my assistance, and I assure the
gentleman that I will try, along with
him, to get rid of Mr. Volcker and the
other people who vote with him down
at the Federal Reserve.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
cannot express too greatly my pro-
found gratitude to my most able col-
league, the gentleman from Texas,
who opposes these actions of the Fed-
eral Reserve that have been found so
abhorrent in the past by the Texas
leadership and which have reached na-
tional proportions in the past. I just
cannot find the words with which to
thank the gentleman. I will give him a
copy of the bills, and I will be in con-
sultation with him. One of the bills is
rather lengthy; one is short.

Speaking of the impeachment reso-
lution, of course, I have never been
one to try to involve especially a
friend or a relative in a fight of my un-
dertaking, but I do agree with the gen-
tleman that this is really not one
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man’s fight. I agree with him that this
is a national confrontation.

I agree further on the attitudes that
have been shown. The gentleman was
present at the meetings of the com-
mittee at which Chairman Volcker has
appeared, and it has been very painful
to me because it is obvious that this is
a thoroughly arrogant runaway
dependency of the Government, a
creature of the Congress that dares
come and tell us we have no reason to
question them, that they do not need
to counsel with us or anybody else for
that matter, and that they will contin-
ue to play “ducks and drakes” with
the economic fate and, what is more
important, the economic liberty of our
people. This is what is at stake, and
this is why I consider this so impor-

= tant.

Mr. MATTOX. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. GONZALEZ. Certainly, I yield
to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. MATTOZX. Mr. Speaker, I say to
the gentleman from Texas that I know
he and I feel the same kind of embar-
rassment when we have the Federal
Reserve come before our committee
and see them engage in just a callous
disregard for the industries of Amer-
ica, particularly when we see the auto-
mobile industry just on its knees and
going into bankruptcy and when we
see all the homebuilders, the small
homebuilders and the big homebuild-
ers, unable to even operate at any-
where near a profitable level based on
the monetary policy that is being fol-
lowed.

I think we are going to continue to
have this kind of problem until this
Congress draws unto itself the power
that was granted to us by the Consti-

tution, the power over the money
system and the money supply.

Mr. GONZALEZ. There is no ques-
tion about that.

Mr. MATTOX. Until we get the
power and draw it unto our own
bosom, we are not going to be able to
solve this problem.

When we have the Federal Reserve
floating around and we have a man
like Mr. Volcker there just exercising
that arrogance, things are going to be
bad not only for our country but it is
obvious things are going to be bad for
our party also. The gentleman and I
know that. It is time that we took this
power unto ourselves and got the
people to work with it.

It is unfortunate that Mr. Volcker
and the present administration have
the exact same philosophy of trying to
solve this inflation problem with high
interest rates. They do not seem to un-
derstand that high interest rates feed
inflation, because the homebuilders
and everybody else cannot operate
under such high interest rates. They
cannot seem to understand the con-
cept, and they are forcing inflation
higher and higher and causing more
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and more problems because of their
actions.

Mr. Speaker, 1 appreciate having
this opportunity, and once again I
thank the gentleman for allowing me
to join with him in this special order.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague once again.

Let me say that I, too, am convinced
that unless and until the Congress
does something about it, nothing is
going to be done about high interest
rates. High interest rates is just one of
the concomitants deliberately and pre-
meditatively brought about by the
usurious rates and drain the lifeblood
of our businessmen, the real business
element of our country—not the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce-represented
groups, not the mastodons who are
struggling over the huge resources of
banking credit that seem to be avail-
able to the people in order to knock
off another giant such as Conoco, and
not the speculation which has played
into the hands of the speculators in
Zurich, Switzerland, in London, and
even in Russia through these bold ma-
nipulations. The resources of bank de-
positors, who have found themselves,
like H. L. Hunt, venturing into this
highly speculative market, are at
stake, and they have lost literally the
economic shirts of the American
people and the average small business-
man.

I would like to say further—al-
though I know that my time is run-
ning out—that the choice is also be-
tween abdicating the only vested na-
tional and international leadership
that we have in the world toward a
new and unselfish world order, eco-
nomic order, and not reviving—and
this is what we are doing—an old
world economic system which has
been tried over and over and which
has failed over and over again, and
through which I believe the American
people will be doomed to economic
slavery, and perhaps the much vaunt-
ed and free and prideful American
standard of living will be irretrievable,
sunk once and for all.

As I have said and repeat, we are not
going to depend on the bankers, nor
should we. We are not going to depend
on political leaders who are beholden
to those same bankers. We cannot
expect either a Member of the Con-
gress or a successful President in an
election, who has received, collectively
with the congressional candidates of
the Senate and the House, over $120
million from those very interests, not
to exhibit this shameful, callous dis-
play that we saw just the day before
yvesterday in exercising their muscle in
a way never before shown.

0 1530

We cannot expect freedom to look
after the greatest interests of the
greatest number when those greedy
malefactors of great wealth decide
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that they have not had enough, and
they never have had enough. That is
the history of the world, whether it is
this country or any other. I know that
there is no instance in history where
we had the situation that we have in
this country, and have had now for
too long, where 6 percent bear over
half, literally control over 80 percent
of the economic and financial re-
sources of a nation. You cannot have
that without having dire conse-
quences.

That is the history of the world no
matter what form of government or
society. The choice is, I say, economic
freedom or slavery.

RECONCILIATION RESOLUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. PEPPER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, with all
respect to our President who has
strongly supported the cuts which are
embodied in this resolution and the
Congress which has in many instances
reluctantly supported them, I cannot
support this reconciliation resolution.
The cuts totaling some $35 billion em-
bodied in this resolution will, in my
opinion, inflict an unnecessarily pain-
ful impact upon the elderly, the ill,
the poor, the small businessmen, those
employed in public works programs
and in many other areas. The cuts are
excessive. There will be a powerful re-
monstrance from the people of this
country when they feel the hurt of
these cuts, mostly after the first of
October. These cuts in Federal funds
are going to mean that the States and
local authorities will have to bear
added tax burdens or the beneficiaries
of the eliminated programs will re-
ceive no further benefits.

It is interesting, Mr. Speaker, that
the amount of the cuts embodied in
this resolution are almost the same as
the amount of the tax cuts afforded
by the tax bill which on Wednesday of
this week passed this House. In a way,
therefore, we have taken from the
aged, the ill, the underprivileged, the
poor, those temporarily employed, and
many other groups a massive sum and
transferred it to the taxpayers of this
country with the greatest portion of it
going to the taxpayers in the upper
brackets. I am morally certain that
the taxpayers who are going to receive
these sums do not need that money as
badly as the people from whom and
whose assistance programs it is being
taken.

I would, with all respect, warn my
Republican friends as Caesar was
warned to beware of the Ides of
March, to beware of excesses in their
zeal to convert our country to the sort
of society to which they are dedicated.
I would think it would be wise if they
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would, as they pass the Archives
Building on Pennsylvania Avenue,
look to the sculptured figures on each
side of the steps. Beneath one are the
words, “The past is prologue.” On the
other side of the steps beneath the
figure are the words, “Study the past.”
I think it might be well for my Repub-
lican colleagues and friends to study
the 80th Congress and the 83d Con-
gress. Look at under what promise
they came to power and how soon
their power was interrupted by the
election of the people. And in the 84th
Congress, that interruption of majori-
ty rule in the Congress by the Repub-
lican Party began with the election of
1952 and was terminated by the end of
the 83d Congress in the year 1954.
And that, mind you, Mr. Speaker, was
with a very popular Republican Presi-
dent in the White House, President
Dwight D. Eisenhower.

The 80th and 83d Congresses furth-
ered and implemented a philosophy
which is not embraced by the majority
of the American people. Both of these
Congresses went to excess in their de-
termination to make over America in
their own political image, to repudiate
the Rooseveltian past and to rush in a
direction which they thought the
people mandated.

So I would have preferred to see a
balanced budget advocated by the ad-
ministration and passed by the Con-
gress and such tax cuts as then we
could have afforded and such cuts in
expenditures as were reasonable and
not unjustly oppressive upon those
who generally need more help, not
less.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, today
this House, with the support of all but
17 of the Republicans and all but 3 of
the Democrats reversed the decision
which the Congress in this reconcilia-
tion resolution eliminated minimum
social security benefits. We now antici-
pate that the Senate will concur and
the wrongs which we implanted into
the reconciliation resolution will have
been corrected.

I earnestly hope that we shall
repent on many other things that we
have done in this reconciliation resolu-
tion, that we shall soon be willing, as
we are today, to admit our error and
correct it as soon as possible. I hope,
indeed, that the spirit of moderation,
the spirit of compassion and concern
for the masses of our people would be
restored into the hearts and the work
of this House, indeed, this Congress.e

NUCLEAR
THE NEED GROWS
CRITICAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a provision order of the House, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. La-
FaLcE) is recognized for 30 minutes.

@ Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, the
recent Israeli attack on the Osirak nu-

NONPROLIFERATION—
MORE
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clear reactor near Baghdad, Iraq,
threatened to bring our world one step
nearer to that most feared of all inter-
national conflagrations—nuclear war.
The incident, itself, again threatened
that extremely tenuous balance be-
tween peace and conflict in the Middle
East.

Equally as troubling as the fact that
an armed attack occurred is the reality
that we in America and all other nu-
clear nations have failed to limit
access to nuclear technologies. It re-
mains a relatively easy task for almost
any nation with the desire and the
money to buy nuclear reactor technol-
ogy. With nuclear reactor technology
there is but a short step to the
reprocessing facilities necessary to
convert spent fuel to bomb-grade ma-
terial.

This is an especially troubling prob-
lem to acknowledge because individual
states as well as the international com-
munity have tried to limit the spread
of nuclear weapons almost since the
nuclear age began. There have been
treaties, agreements, conferences, and
meetings, all of which have failed to
achieve this goal.

Many questions remain about the
specific character of the Osirak reac-
tor and about the Israeli justification
for the raid. The world will probably
never know if the reactor complex in-
cluded the technology needed to sepa-
rate bomb-grade material from the re-
actor fuel, as the Israelis believe. We
do know that the design of the reactor
and the type of fuel planned for its
use provided at least the potential for
producing nuclear bomb raw materi-
als. We do not know, however, wheth-
er a fuel separation facility was includ-
ed within the plant, nor whether it
was Irag’s intention to use the re-
search reactor for such purposes.

The resolution of this controversy
will come slowly, if at all. And it would
be a mistake for us to dwell on the
particulars of what happened, since
they are far overshadowed by the
meaning of this incident for the pros-
pects for world peace.

What is clear, and what is important
for us to learn from the recent Israeli-
Iraqi conflict is that the world’s nucle-
ar powers have failed miserably in
their efforts to restrict the availability
of nuclear weapons materials and
technologies. Further, this inecident
suggests that much stronger efforts
toward nuclear nonproliferation are
required and that nuclear supplier na-
tions such as ourselves, the Soviets,
China, France, Italy, Great Britain,
and West Germany, among others,
must initiate and fully participate in
these moves.

In our efforts to share the abun-
dance of our technologies with poorer
nations, we are inevitably caught, Mr.
Speaker, between a rock and a hard
place, as the saying goes. As our nucle-
ar power technology goes, so goes the
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capacity to produce the material
needed to build nuclear weapons.

The problems inherent in our pro-
viding nuclear weapons capability to
nations around the world were enunci-
ated years ago. In 1963, President
John Kennedy foresaw the folly of
such action—the insanity of giving
access to nuclear materials and tech-
nology to any nation in the world that
desired such technology. It was 18
years ago that Kennedy warned us
to—

Stop and think what it would mean to
have nuclear weapons in so many hands, in
the hands of countries large and small,
stable and unstable, responsible and irre-
sponsible, scattered throughout the world.
There would be no rest for anyone then, no
stability, no real security, and no chance of
effective disarmament.

During that short 18 years, we have
moved perilously close to the scenario
described above. As nuclear weapons
fall into more and more hands, the
world's tenuous grasp on peace be-
comes weaker and weaker, less and
less certain. We are rapidly approach-
ing the point at which there will be no
rest, no stability, no security, and no
disarmament.

ROOTS OF THE DILEMMA

Ironically, the roots of this most dif-
ficult problem are found in America’s
and other developed nations’ attempts
to better the lives of the citizens of
the poorer countries of the world. In
the early 1950's, President Eisenhow-
er's atoms for peace program focused
upon sharing the positive features of
nuclear technology. Although ground-
ed in the best of intentions, the pro-
gram was doomed to fail, at least from
the nonproliferation perspective, be-
cause nuclear weapons and nuclear-
generated electricity both can come
from a single facility.

EFFORTS TO CONTROL NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION

Our efforts to limit the spread of nu-
clear weapons technology while, at the
same time, selling the technology for
nuclear electricity and nuclear re-
search seemed doomed to fail. In 1968,
the treaty on the nonproliferation of
nuclear weapons was drafted to reduce
nuclear arsenals and to limit the
spread of weapons technology. Only
about two-thirds of the world’s nations
signed the pact. France, the country
that supplied the reactor to Iraq, is
one of those nations refusing to par-
ticipate in the nonproliferation effort.

More recently, our own Government
attempted to strengthen America’s
nonproliferation commitment and ef-
forts. In theory, the Nuclear Non-Pro-
liferation Act of 1978 provided even
more strict regulation of the export of
nuclear materials and the countries to
which American companies could sell
their nuclear wares. Stricter monitor-
ing safeguards would be established
and the International Atomic Energy
Agency would have greater monitoring
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authority in countries to which Amer-
ica sold its nuclear technology. One
final theme of this legislation was to
support the search for alterative
energy supplies in less developed na-
tions other than nuclear power. These
efforts may provide the cornerstone of
any successful policy to limit the
spread of nuclear weapons.

Mr. Speaker, it was to the great
credit of the Carter administration
that the past 4 years saw new strides
forward in the quest for nuclear non-
proliferation. The Nuclear Non-Prolif-
eration Act of 1978 requires that coun-
tries supplied by the United States
with nuclear materials must allow the
International Atomic Energy Agency
to inspect their facilities. In addition,
these nations must receive U.S. per-
mission before reprocessing fuel and
the act prohibits American nuclear aid
to countries engaged in fuel reprocess-
ing that have not renounced weapons
development.

I believe that the policies basically
charted in the 1978 act provide a
strong starting point for a sustained
and effective nonproliferation effort
for our world. It frightens me greatly
to consider the implications of a policy
that would reverse these gains and,
rather than enforcing greater controls
on the exchange of nuclear technol-
ogies, increase the ease with which
they might be transferred. There are
suggestions, Mr. Speaker, that the

present administration will enunciate
a policy shortly that will undo the
gains made during the past 4 years.
This new foreign policy, it is said,

would aim at increasing exports of
U.S. nuclear technology to other na-
tions of the world. Indeed, one imme-
diate example of this is the recent
agreement to sell American reactors to
Egypt.

We have seen and we will continue
to see the ultimate fallacy in this
logie. It is virtually impossible to con-
trol, from the outside, activities of a
country intent upon using a nuclear
reactor, whether it be a power-produc-
ing or research faeility, to produce
weaponry. If the desire for such con-
trol does not come from within the
boundaries of the Nation, no amount
of international cajoling, no amount of
pressure or inspections from the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency will
provide it.

GOVERNMENT INSTABILITY

The instability in various regions of
the world and the rapidity with which
governments change must cause us to
rethink the implementation of a
policy that could give nuclear weapon-
ry to an even wider range of nations—
to an even greater number of less than
responsible and peace-loving national
leaders. It is difficult enough to con-
tain the use of nuclear materials with
the 15 nations that now either possess
the bomb or have the capacity to
produce it. In less than a dozen years,
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it is expected that another 16 may de-
velop nueclear weapons capabilities.
Will it be possible, then, to control the
use of these most dread of all weap-
ons?

The answer to that question must,
regrettably, be “No.” It would be easy,
Mr. Speaker, to become resigned to
this possibility and let events occur as
they will. But we cannot. The stakes
are too high, and the potential for
worldwide destruction is too real. The
challenge before us is great. And it is
this knowledge that must compel us to
strengthen our resolve to seek more
effective control mechanisms and to
take whatever steps are necessary to
address the world's nuclear prolifera-
tion problems.

POLICY OF SCHIZOPHRENIA

The industrial nations must accept
blame for the widespread distribution
of reactor technologies across the
world. The Iragi reactor, for example,
was constructed with material and en-
gineering designs and talent from
France and Italy. We in America and
our Canadian neighbors have also sup-
plied reactors about which there is no
question that they have been used to
generate the raw materials for bomb
production.

This schizophrenic policy, identified
by its humanitarian goals to share the
benefits of Western technology along
with its potentially disastrous effects
of leading the world into nuclear war,
seems untenable; yet it has dominated
our national thinking for years. In
part, those who formulated the atoms
for peace program and its successors
were motivated by humanitarian con-
cerns to share the bounty of the
energy from the atom with the less
fortunate of the world.

Unfortunately, though, the drive for
the sale of reactor technologies
around the world is also stimulated by
other less altruistic factors. Most im-
portant is the economic benefit inher-
ent in the sales of reactor technology.
Nuclear power technologies are ex-
traordinarily expensive to develop.
The infrastructure of the industry has
grown more and more specialized over
time, to the extent that in the United
States the nuclear power industry pro-
vides, for many smaller companies, a
substantial portion of their economic
livelihoods.

PRESSURE FOR NEW MARKETS

At the same time, in at least some of
the countries with strong nuclear
power industries, demand for new nu-
clear powerplants has fallen sharply.
In the United States, for example, the
post-Three Mile Island period has seen
an extraordinary drop in orders for
new nuclear facilities. This forces the
entire nuclear industry, from the com-
panies that make the steel pressure
vessels to the computer design oper-
ations to seek new markets. At the
present time, the most attractive of
those markets are in countries like
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Iraq that have extraordinary wealth
from oil exports and the desire and
ability to use their petroleum re-
sources to blackmail their oil-starved
industrialized customers.

BALANCE-OF-PAYMENTS PROBLEMS

Further, the sagging economies of
the industrialized West are buoyed by
the sales of a billion dollar reactor or
two. There is no question but that the
international sale of nuclear power
technology contributes handsomely to
redressing the balance-of-payments
problems that the West faces as a
result of recent oil price increases by
OPEC and other oil-exporting nations.
Unfortunately, though, conflicts be-
tween corporate prosperity, national
balance-of-payments problems, and
the health and security of the people
of the world seldom are resolved in
favor of the latter concern. Rather,
considerations of corporate and na-
tional economical health often take
precedence over international stabili-
ty.

NUCLEAR BLACKMAIL

Another frightening consideration
that has entered the nonproliferation
scenario is the potential for nuclear
“blackmail” exercised by the oil rich
nations over the industrialized but oil-
poor countries. Iraq threatened to
limit its oil exports to Italy and
France if these two nations did not
supply nuclear equipment to it.
Threats such as these provided no
small incentives on the parts of France
and Italy to supply both the reactor
and the type of fuel that Iraq demand-
ed.

THE HUMAN ISSUES

Lost in the debate about the issues
of nuclear nonproliferation is that
simple fact that the world is not popu-
lated with ideologies. Nor is it made up
of strong-armed leaders seeking at any
and every opportunity to annihilate
their neighbors. What we all seem to
forget is that the world is made of bil-
lions of individuals—people seeking for
themselves lives of peace, lives of hap-
piness, and lives of fulfillment. Many
seek goals even less far-reaching than
this—an adequate meal for tomorrow
and a safe and comfortable place to
sleep for the night.

The fact that we must not ignore,
that we cannot forget, is that human-
kind of all races and ideologies must
learn to live in peace together. We
Americans must, through our foreign
aid programs and our foreign and do-
mestic policies, give what we can to
enable those who are poorer than we
to survive and to improve the quality
of their lives. Ours is a small world—a
single and rather puny little globe
whirling through space. If our visits to
outer space have taught us anything,
it is that we inhabit a very small piece
of the universe.
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LESSONS OF THE IRAQ-ISRAEL CONFLICT

What should we learn, then, from
the Israeli attack on the Iraqi reactor
near Baghdad? What can this most
frightening international incident
teach us about nuclear nonprolifera-
tion and our Nation's role in insuring
that the future provides no legitimate
justification excusing a similar occur-
rence?

First, we must redouble our efforts
to design and implement stronger non-
proliferation policies throughout the
international community. This will re-
quire securing the commitments in
both word and deed of those nations
not already parties to nonproliferation
agreements to support such treaties. It
will require the development and
adoption of stronger safeguard and in-
spection authority and technigues at
the International Atomic Energy
Agency. It will require establishment
of sanctions to be used against those
who choose to ignore nonproliferation
guidelines and it will require the will
of the international community to
impose those sanctions. It may well re-
quire that we insure that recent pro-
posals suggesting that nuclear facili-
ties be made more accessible do not
come to represent America's foreign
policy position.

The second major sphere of our ac-
tivities must encompass the nuclear
fuel cycle itself. It is imperative in my
judgment that the United States pro-
vide the impetus for a new worldwide
effort to limit the exchange of nuclear
materials and nuclear equipment that
could be used either for bomb materi-
als or for the production of bomb
grade materials. In this regard, the
United States along with the other na-
tions that have, or that will have in
the near future, either uranium en-
richment or fuel reprocessing technol-
ogy must work to limit its distribution
to those nations which seek such tech-
nologies. If there is hope to minimize
or eliminate the proliferation problem
that has until now plagued the world’s
use of nuclear power production facili-
ties, it must lie in our ability to control
the access to, and use and production
of, both highly enriched uranium at
the front end of the cycle, and reproc-
essed fuel components, specifically
plutonium, at the rear end of the
cycle.

I do not have the foolproof plan to
insure that the nations that do possess
these technologies—reprocessing and
enrichment—will come together and
agree that it is in every nation’s best
interest to carefully control them. It
might be appropriate, for example, to
hold an international conference on
the issue with the end goal of securing
the signatures of the nuclear nations
on a pact to strictly control the dis-
semination of these dangerous tech-
nologies. It is also important that we
work immediately to limit the use of
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highly enriched uranium in nuclear re-
search facilities.

In any event, America’s role must be
one of leader and model for the world.
Not only must we fulfill all our com-
mitments under existing and new nu-
clear nonproliferation agreements, but
we must also work much more vigor-
ously to negotiate effective nuclear
arms limitation agreements with the
Soviets. It is time to put the brakes on
this expensive race to destruction in
which we and the entire world are
caught.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, let me
leave you with several parting
thoughts about the challenge of non-
proliferation that faces humankind.
As you may recall, President Carter
challenged us with his strong commit-
ment to nuclear nonproliferation in
his farewell speech to the Nation. He
called the threat of nuclear prolifera-
tion one of the most serious issues of
our time and warned that the danger
of the bomb’s use had increased dra-
matically during the past 35 years. It
was only a matter of time, he argued,
before madness, desperation, greed, or
miscalculation unleashed the full de-
structive power of technology. His
hope for the world lay in the confi-
dence that we, individually and collec-
tively, would find ways to reduce the
danger posed by the proliferation of
nuclear arms.

During the early development of nu-
clear energy, India's great leader,
Jawaharlal Nehru, pointed out the
great dilemma that the progress of
technology unfettered by moral and
ethical standards posed. “Use nuclear
power for evil,” he said, “and it will
destroy the world; use it for good and
it will raise the world to unknown
standards of progress and happiness.”

1t is now time for our Nation individ-
ually and the international communi-
ty generally to reappraise and to re-
think the nature of the nuclear prolif-
eration problems that confront us.
Nehru pegged the two sides of the di-
lemma perfectly. What did he not
foresee and what we have found to our
dismay is that it is awfully difficult for
us to “have our cake and eat it too.”
Indeed, there are some who still ques-
tion if it is possible in our world and in
our time to insure that the power of
nuclear technology will be used only
for good and not for evil.

If we have the courage to acknowl-
edge that the question is not yet set-
tled, and that it may take many years
of very hard work to meet the nonpro-
liferation challenge, then we will have
taken our first giant step toward fash-
ioning a new and possibly more realis-
tic approach toward nuclear nonprolif-
eration around the globe.@
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SOUTHERN ARIZONA WATER
RIGHTS SETTLEMENTS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. UpaLL) is
recognized for 15 minutes.
® Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing the Southern Arizona
Water Rights Settlement Act, a bill to
quantify the water rights of the
Papago Indian Tribe to water in three
basins in southern Arizona.

The proposed legislation authorizes
the Secretary of the Interior to enter
into an agreement with the Papago
Tribe to acquire and deliver a specified
amount of water to three areas of the
Papago Reservations in exchange for
the tribe's waiver and release of cer-
tain water rights claims and withdraw-
al of a pending lawsuit.

The Papago Tribe occupies three
reservations in southern Arizona: San
Xavier southwest of Tucson, Sells in
western Pima County, and Gila Bend
further north in Maricopa County.
Ground water under these areas
comes from three basins: The Santa
Cruz Basin, the Altar-Avra Valley
Basin, and the Casa-Grande/Mari-
ciopa-Stanfield Basin. Two of these
basins, the Santa Cruz and Altar-Avra
Valley, are the source of water for
water users in Tucson and surround-
ing agricultural districts.

For years Arizonans pumped ground
water rather freely, without realizing
the impact this mining was having on
the basins. Over the last several years
it was discovered that our ground
water supplies are being depleted at a
rate about four times greater than the
amount of recharge to those basins. A
study made by the Eastern Pima
County Water Resources Coordinating
Committee indicates that in 1980
there was a ground water overdraft of
225,706 acre feet per year in those
basins.

In an effort to reduce this overdraft
and be able to accommodate the
growth expected over the next dec-
ades, the city of Tucson has undertak-
en an effective municipal conservation
program. Voluntary measures imple-
mented over the last 6 years have re-
duced consumption from 205 to 146
gallons per capita per day.

An intensive management and plan-
ning process for ground water use has
also begun at the State level. The Ari-
zona State Legislature recently en-
acted a comprehensive ground water
managment code to restrict new
ground water uses and closely monitor
existing uses.

Resolution of the water rights
claims of our Indian neighbors is a log-
ical next step in this managment proc-
ess. In 1975 the United States, on
behalf of the tribe, filed suit in district
court to enjoin non-Indian water users
from interfering with the tribe's rights
to surface and ground waters of the




July 31, 1981

Santa Cruz Basin. The defendants in-
clude the State of Arizona, and the
city of Tucson, and some 1,700 other
named defendants.

The lawsuit places a cloud over the
water rights of virtually every water
user in the Tucson area. Until these
competing water claims are resolved,
the city and other users cannot effec-
tively plan for the future.

In an effort to more quickly and co-
operatively resolve this issue, parties
to the suit have been meeting to dis-
cuss the claims made in the suit in an
attempt to resolve the claims without
litigation.

Although no consensus has been
reached, a lot of discussion and debate
has been generated. I have been en-
couraged to see that there is a genuine
spirit of mutual concern and coopera-
tion among the parties. I congratulate
the tribe and the non-Indian water
users of southern Arizona for their
good will and hard work.

It is in that same spirit of concern
and cooperation that I today offer this
proposed settlement. I feel confident
that neither the non-Indians nor the
Indians will be completely happy with
the quantification and terms that 1
propose. It is no secret that the issue
of water rights is a very sensitive one.
No other guestion is more vital to the
growth and development of Arizona
and the West.

Nevertheless, I believe that the
moment is ripe for a legislative solu-
tion. The central Arizona project will
soon deliver desperately needed sup-
plemental water to our State. Some of
that water will be allocated to Indian
tribes, including the Papagos. With
the CAP water as a base, a reasonable
settlement of the tribe's water rights
can be achieved.

I anticipate that this legislation will
provoke much discussion and com-
ment. I invite that debate and expect
that such discussion will produce a res-
olution that will place Arizona one
step closer to our goal of efficient, re-
sponsible management of our limited
water resources.@

REARMING FOR THE CREDIT
WAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
NEeaL) is recognized for 10 minutes.
® Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, the United
States is currently involved in an in-
tense effort to negotiate, with other
industrial countries, a significant re-
duction of the excessive export credit
subsidies many of them now employ in
a misguided effort to boost their own
exports. We are now approaching the
critical stage of these negotiations.
The next formal negotiating session is
scheduled for October, and the major
participants are now formulating their
strategies.
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The Banking Committee has recent-
ly passed a bill 1 introduced, H.R.
3228, the Competitive Export Subsidy
Fund Act, designed to equip the
Export-Import Bank, and the adminis-
tration, with the weapons they need to
induce our competitors to agree to a
meaningful reform of the existing
international export credit agree-
ments, and to protect American ex-
porters if these negotiations should
fail to end the ongoing costly and
futile export credit war.

In the Senate, Senator HEINz has in-
troduced a similar bill, S. 868, the
Competitive Export Financing Act of
1981. These two bills are designed to
achieve the same purpose, but they
differ significantly in several impor-
tant respects. On the occasion of
recent hearings held by the Senate
Banking Committee, I submitted a
statement that summarizes these im-
portant differences, and points out
some of the advantages I think would
flow from my bill, H.R. 3228. In order
to bring these advantages to the atten-
tion of my colleagues, I would like, at
this point, to insert my statement
which was prepared for the Senate
Banking Committee:

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN
STEPHEN L. NEAL

I want to thank Senator Heinz for the op-
portunity to present a statement to the
Senate Banking Committee on a topic of
great mutual concern—the capacity of the
Export-Import Bank to finance American
exports on terms fully competitive with the
highly subsidized export credit offered by
foreign governments.

I have introduced Ilegislation in the
House—H.R. 3228—designed to serve the
same purpose as S. 868, the Competitive
Export Pinancing Act of 1981 introduced by
Senator Heinz, Both of these bills authorize
the Eximbank to employ extraordinary
measures to counter foreign export subsi-
dies and to induce other governments to ne-
gotiate a meaningful reform of the interna-
tional agreements on export credits.

H.R. 3228 has passed the Subcommittee
on International Trade, Investment and
Monetary Policy, which I chair, as well as
the full House Banking Committee, by voice
vote, with no expressed opposition. I am
glad to report a substantial degree of enthu-
siasm on the House Banking Committee for
legislation which would enhance our ability
to negotiate an end to the very costly export
credit war now upon us, and to equip Exim
with the weapons needed to protect Ameri-
can exporters should these negotiations fail.
With the House and Senate moving togeth-
er toward this common goal, I think the Ad-
ministration will sooner or later lend its
support to our efforts. If the export credit
negotiations now underway do not show
substantial progress in the mnext few
months, the House may well be prepared to
move forward on this legislation, even with-
out active Administration support.

Though the House and Senate bills, H.R.
3228 and S. 868, share.a common objective,
they differ somewhat in the methods by
which they seek to achieve that common
goal. I think it would be most useful for me
to summarize the key provisions of H.R.
3228 which differ significantly from S. 868.
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H.R. 3228 authorizes an appropriation of
one billion dollars for a “Competitive
Export Subsidy Fund” to be established and
administered by the Export-Import Bank.
This Fund could be used solely to make in-
terest subsidy payments to private lenders
so0 that they can reduce the rate of interest
they charge on private export credit. In
other words, none of this money would be
used for Exim loans. It would all be used as
direct payments to a private lender—an out-
right expenditure, never to be recovered.
The export credit itself would have to be
provided by the private capital markets.
The Exim interest subsidy payment would
simply permit those private lenders to earn
a rate of return commensurate with the
return they could obtain from alternative
uses of that capital, while charging the for-
eign borrower a rate of interest fully com-
petitive with credit offers from official for-
eign export credit agencies.

This approach has several advantages.
Most importantly, it obtains quite a bit of
leverage from the one billion dollars. If
those funds were used for Exim direct loans,
they would represent just one billion dollars
in export credit. (For this one billion dollars
to represent additional loans, above and
beyond the amounts Exim would be permit-
ted to lend under their regular programs, it
would probably be necessary for the author-
ized limitation on Exim direct credit soon to
be written into the Eximbank Act to be in-
creased by a corresponding amount, as well
as the annual limitation written into the
Foreign Assistance Appropriations Act.)

Though one billion dollars is quite a tidy
sum, it may nontheless be inadequate to the
task at hand. If, on the other hand, the
funds are used solely for interest subsidy
payments to private lenders, they could, in
principle, support a much larger volume of
export credit. How much leverage could be
obtained would depend, of course, on the
degree of interest subsidy required to make
U.S. private capital competitive with foreign
subsidized export credit. We have done
some rough and ready estimates which indi-
cate that, under present market conditions,
one billion dollars in private export credit—
and all of it fully competitive with whatever
the French government, or any other gov-
ernment, would be offering their own ex-
porters. (These estimates assume that Exim
is able to stretch that one billion dollars to
support the maximum possible amount of
private credit by making the subsidy pay-
ment in the form of one lump sum payment
at the outset of the loan, calculated to equal
the present value of the stream of payments
it would make if the subsidy were paid out
in regular installments over the life of the
loan.)

This procedure does raise some problems
of its own. It implicitly assumes that the
private market will be prepared to provide
fixed rate export credit for the necessary
maturities. And it assumes that Exim will
have sufficient guarantee authority, within
the budget ceilings placed on its operations
by the Foreign Assistance Appropriations
Act, to guarantee a major portion of the pri-
vate credit receiving these interest subsidy
payments. I think there are various ways
that Exim could satisfactorily deal with
these problems, and I would certainly wel-
come suggestions or amendments to H.R.
3228 which would make it easier for Exim to
employ these funds as effectively as possi-
ble.

Before turning to other provisions of H.R.
3228, I might note that, since the funds au-
thorized by H.R. 3228 would be used as out-
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right expenditures rather than as direct
loans, they would not fall under the annual
limitation on Exim direct credit set each
year in the Foreign Assistance Appropria-
tions Act, or in the Eximbank Act itself.
They would represent an entirely new de-
parture in Exim budgeting procedures.
Technically speaking, Exim has never re-
ceived an outright appropriation of funds
for expenditures, and I can understand why
the Bank may be somewhat reluctant to re-
ceive such appropriations. The Export-
Import Bank has always prided itself on
being a self-sustaining agency, by which it
meant that it received no appropriations,
and generally earned a profit. We should all
recognize, however, that, no matter how ef-
ficiently Exim is managed, the international
environment in which it must now operate
effectively prohibits the Bank from making
a profit while remaining fully competitive.
It is up to the Congress to indicate the di-
rection the Bank should take. We could in-
struct the Bank to remain competitive and
accept persistent losses. It would be possible
for Exim to operate that way, but it is not a
very neat, nor, I fear, a politically sustain-
able solution. It would force Exim on the
defensive, continually justifying its losses.
Far better that Congress face this dilemma
squarely and, if it judges the costs of keep-
ing Exim competitive worth paying, it
should pay those costs in the straightfor-
ward fashion that everyone understands,
that is, by simply appropriating the money.

Now I would like to turn to some of the
targeting, control and timing provisions of
H.R. 3228. In my judgement, these funds
should not be used to help each and every
American exporter facing stiff foreign
credit competition. These funds will be
used, quite explicitly, for export subsidies.
(We call attention to the subsidy element in
the name of the Fund: the Competitive
Export Subsidy Fund.) The cost of these
subsidies is not trivial: if the U.S. govern-
ment is going to lay out one billion dollars
in subsidies, those funds should serve a very
well defined purpose. That purpose should,
I think, be to bring maximum pressure on
those governments that stand in the way of
our efforts to negotiate world-wide reduc-
tions in export credit subsidies. Therefore,
H.R. 3228 directs that these funds be used
only when: “the interest subsidy payments
involved will assist United States exports
which are competing with reports that are
assisted by financing from those foreign
governments, including the French Govern-
ment, which are most reluctant to negotiate
a meaningful reform of the Arrangement of
Guidelines for Officially Supported Export
Credits and other existing arrangements,
standstills, minutes, and practices involving
official export financing.”

This provision is explicitly discriminatory.
The funds could not be used to help Ameri-
can exporters competing against heavily
subsidized foreign export credit granted by
governments who, in judgement of the Ad-
ministration, support our proposals in the
export credit negotiations. This is unfortu-
nate, but, I think, necessary. Matching all
subsidized export credit all the time could
be too costly. We need to keep our eye on
the goal and establish clear priorities: the
goal is to attain a meaningful reform of the
international export credit agreements; the
method is to target these additional Exim
funds against the French, and against any
other government equally intransigent.

The Competitive Export Subsidy Pund
would be administered by the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Export-Import Bank, but the
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Secretary of the Treasury would retain a
veto over any use of the funds that, in his
judgment, did not conform with the policy
directives laid down in H.R, 3228, in particu-
lar the targeting provision mentioned above.
This would be novel departure, since the
Secretary of the Treasury now possesses no
such authority over Exim operations. I do
not think this would pose any difficulty, nor
set any precedent. The Secretary’s veto
power would extend only over the use of
this Fund, not over any other aspect of
Exim operations. It would be highly unlike-
ly that such a veto would ever be needed, or
used, But it would be appropriate for the
Treasury to have the power written into the
law, because the Treasury has carried the
primary responsibility for conducting these
negotiations. As a practical matter, it must
be the Secretary of the Treasury who car-
ries the major responsibility for these nego-
tiations simply because it is his counter-
parts, the finance ministers of our major
competitors, who must finally be persuaded
to accept the reform we want to achieve. If
the Secretary of the Treasury has the ulti-
mate responsibility for success or failure in
these negotiations, he should have greater
control over the use of one of the most
potent weapons in our arsenal.

In addition, it is quite clear that the ad-
ministration of this Fund will not be an
easy task. It would require explicit discrimi-
nation—between U.S. exporters, according
to the type of competition they face, and
between foreign governments, according to
whether they were supporting or opposing
us in the export credit negotiations. It
would, I think, be most appropriate for
Exim's Board to share those specific, highly
political decisions with the Secretary of the
Treasury, the chief political officer of our
government with the responsibility of con-
ducting those negotiations,

Finally, let me review the timing provi-
sions of H.R. 3228. We have amended it so
that the Fund would not come into exist-
ence until October 1, 1982, that is, in fiscal
1983. The Secretary of the Treasury can
delay its coming into existence by notifying
the Congress that, in his judgement, “satis-
factory progress” has been made in negoti-
ating a reform of the international export
credit agreements. If at some later date it
appears that, despite satisfactory progress,”
a successful reform is not attainable, the
Secretary can then trigger the Fund into ex-
istence by so notifying the Congress. Final-
ly, the Fund will go out of existence if and
when a satisfactory reform of the interna-
tional agreements has been attained.

These timing devices serve several pur-
poses. They make it clear that the Pund is
to serve an explicit, narrowly defined pur-
pose: to bring pressure to bear on certain
foreign governments to conclude a satisfac-
tory reform of export credit practices. It is
not an open-ended, all-purpose Subsidy
Fund. If such a reform is achieved prior to
October 1, 1982, then the Fund is not
needed, and we do not want it. Once such a
reform is achieved, the Fund would no
longer be needed, and we would no longer
want it, even if substantial amounts of un-
spent money were left in the Fund. Thus,
these timing controls give the Administra-
tion some discretion over the life as well as
the use of the Fund—a discretion which it
could use, within limits, to delay the budget-
ary costs of bringing the Fund into exist-
ence, insure that the outlays from the Fund
serve a well-defined purpose, and insure
that those costs would no longer be borne
after that purpose was achieved.
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Though there are some important differ-
ences in the structure of H.R. 3228 and S.
868, they both serve the same ultimate ob-
jective, and they will both, in my judg-
ment, command a growing degree of sup-
port, within the Congress and without. 1
hope we never need to implement either ap-
proach, but if the ongoing export credit ne-
gotiations do not yield real, substantial re-
sults sometime this year, I expect we will be
moving forward, within the House and
Senate, to pass some version of these bills,
or to merge them in a way that gives Exim,
and our negotiators, the funds and the
policy directives they will need.@

TIME TO BEGIN ANALYZING
COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS

(Mr. GAYDOS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, with
cost-benefit analysis rejected by the
U.S. Supreme Court in matters of
worker health, the new managers of
the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration have begun to speak of
a substitute tool, cost effectiveness.

These concepts are closely related.

If they had human form, they would
be within the degree of consanguinity
that prohibits marriage; in most
States, the relationship would be a
felony.

Furthermore, cost-benefit analysis,
as it applies to worker safety and
health, is part of legislation that has
been introduced to change what the
Court has ruled was the intent of Con-
gress—to make worker well-being the

dominant consideration in safety and
health.
And cost effectiveness is drawing

more frequent mention in news
coming out of the Occupational Safety
and Health Administration.

So Congress may be dealing with one
or both of these concepts in the
months and weeks to come.

But these ideas have drawn very
little public attention or discussion up
to this point; they are largely un-
knowns as either would be applied to
worker safety and health.

As chairman of the Subcommittee
on Health and Safety, I suggest it is
time to be analyzing the analyses—to
begin thinking and discussing.

The United Steelworkers of America
and Jack Sheehan, the legislative di-
rector and assistant to the President,
have given a great deal of penetrating
thought to the idea of cost-benefit
analysis. With customary force of
thought, the steelworkers have taken
a very thorough look at the concept in
a brief prepared for use in a pending
matter.

I think these related issues are im-
portant enough to worker safety and
health to warrant an unusual step.

Therefore, with the goal of priming
the pump of public discussion, I offer
the full brief prepared by the United
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Steelworkers of America for the con-
sideration of the Congress.
The brief reads as follows:
CosT-BENEFIT ANALYSIS
I. INTRODUCTION

OSHA has announced that it “. .. will
shortly be undertaking ... a reevaluation
and reconsideration of the occupational
health standard regulating employee expo-
sure to cotton dust,” in part evaluating *. . .
the feasibility and utility of relying on cost-
benefit analysis in setting occupational
health standards.”

At the same time, OSHA has announced
an intent to reexamine substantial portions
of the existing standard regulating employ-
ee exposure to lead, indicating that “a cost-
benefit analysis will be performed, in order
to assess the practicality of relying on this
approach in setting occupational health
standards in the context of a specific regula-
tion."

Both notices indicate that OSHA has not
decided whether cost-benefit analysis is fea-
sible or useful.

If OSHA actually employs formal cost-
benefit analysis in aid of decisionmaking, it
will be a radical departure from traditional
OSHA rulemaking under one Democratic
and two Republican administrations,

Until now, OSHA has consistently resisted
the pressure from various sources to do
formal cost-benefit analysis on safety and
health standards. This is not to say that
OSHA has been oblivious to costs and ef-
fects of its proposed standards.

OSHA has analyzed the effects produced
on workers by the substance it plans to reg-
ulate and has projected (to the limited
extent it or anyone else can) how many lives
and how much human suffering would be
saved by a new standard. By so doing, it can
determine whether there is a substantial
risk of harm as required by the Supreme
Court in Industrial Union Department v.
American Petroleum Institule, U.S. :
100 S. Ct. 2844 (1980). OSHA has considered
the effectiveness of different proposals to
eliminate exposure to particular toxic sub-
stances and analyzed, to the extent that it
can, the cost of each alternative to the end
that if two equally effective methods of
eliminating exposure to the toxic substances
exist, then the least costly of the two alter-
natives will be adopted, absent some over-
riding considerations to the contrary. OSHA
has estimated the cost of its proposed
method of eliminating exposure to toxic
substances (to the extent such costs can be
estimated) in order to determine whether
the proposed standard is economically feasi-
ble—that is, whether or not it will cause
“massive economic dislocation,” AFL-CIO v.
Brennan, 530 F. 2d 109, 123 (3rd Cir., 1975).

An examination of the practicalities of a
proposed OSHA standard is commonplace.
But the use of cost-benefit analysis adds an
entirely new dimension. Cost-benefit analy-
sis requires a detailed quantification of costs
and benefits in the same economic units
(usually dollars) and a weighing of the one
against the other with the consequence that
if the quantified benefits do not outweigh
the quantified costs, then the regulation is
not issued, and if the quantified benefits do
outweigh the quantified costs, then the reg-
ulation is issued.

The cost-benefit concept is simple and ap-
pealing, but, like so many tempting ideas, its
simplicity hides a variety of critical flaws. In
this brief, the United Steelworkers of Amer-
ica (hereinafter sometimes “USWA," the
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“Union” or the ‘“Steelworkers"' shall at-
tempt to convince the Secretary that cost-
benefit analysis is inappropriate for an
agency designed to save lives, is an infeasi-
ble technique for OSHA's decisionmaking
purposes, and that if the Agency persists in
contemplating its use the Secretary should
submit a plan for such use to the fullest ad-
vance public scrutiny and discussion. In es-
sence, USWA argues as follows: 2

1. Cost-benefit analysis is inappropriate as
an OSHA decisionmaking tool for two rea-
sons. Pirst, the use of cost-benefit analysis,
where human life and health are at risk, ob-
literates the moral values which should un-
derlie the decisions the Secretary must
make. Second, the use of cost-benefit analy-
sis would be unfair to the relatively small
number of employees who are exposed to
toxic substances, for it compares the ex-
treme disadvantages they must presently
endure to possible minimal inconvenience of
much larger numbers of other persons.
These matters are discussed in Part II
below.

2. Cost-benefit analysis of occupational
health standards is such a primitive tool
that it is infeasible for OSHA decisionmak-
ing. Dollar values cannot feasibly be deter-
mined and assigned to human life and
health. The true costs of compliance with
occupational health standards cannot be de-
termined with sufficient precision to be
useful in cost-benefit analysis. Artificial eco-
nomic devices are used to translate future
benefits into current dellar terms so that
such “present values” of benefits can be
compared with costs of compliance. These
devices depend upon assumptions which can
be manipulated to achieve a predetermined
result as a minor change in the assumptions

_drastically alters the result of the cost-bene-

fit comparison. These matters are discussed
in Part III below.

3. If OSHA persists with the idea of per-
forming cost-benefit analysis despite the ar-
guments outlined above, it should proceed
with great caution. Utilization of cost-bene-
fit analysis will launch OSHA into unchart-
ed seas where many lives are at stake.
Before performing a cost-benefit analysis,
OSHA should publish its initial determina-
tion on the protocol it plans to use. It
should then hold hearings before finally de-
ciding what protocol to use, The Steelwork-
ers offer some suggestions in Part IV on this
Brief on items to be included in the proto-
col.

11, COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS IS INAPPROPRIATE

AS AN OSHA DECISIONMAKING TOOL

OSHA was created to protect the lives and
health of American workers. As we set forth
in Sections A and B below, cost-benefit anal-
ysis does not aid in that objective—rather it
detracts from it. As a result, it is inappropri-
ate as an OSHA decisionmaking tool.

A. The use of cost-benefit analysis where
human life and health are at risk obliterates

1The USWA is an International Union consisting
of approximately 1.2 million members employed in
the steel, aluminum, mining, smelting, chemical
and other industries. Accordingly, it has members
exposed to virtually every toxic substance which
OSHA may regulate. Because decisions made by
OSHA in reconsidering the cotton dust standard
may later be applied to other substances, USWA
has a keen interest and will participate in those
proceedings. USWA is particularly concerned with
the lead standard because it has approximately
70,000 members with direct workplace exposure to
lead.

*These arguments are directed to OSHA's discre-
tion assuming the Supreme Court determines that
OSHA has such discretion under the OSHA Act.
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the moral values which should underlie de-
cisions the Secretary must make.

Should the cost of saving a human life be
weighed against the value of that life so
that a decision can be made on whether the
life is worth saving? To almost anyone out-
side of Government, the statement of the
question carries with it an immediate nega-
tive response.

If a report were radioed in from an old
man in a yacht at sea that he has run out of
gas and is drifting further out to sea where
he will eventually die, we would be horrified
if the Coast Guard delayed launching a
rescue operation until it had estimated the
cost of the gas to power the rescue boat, the
wages (including overtime) which would
have to be paid to the rescuers, the future
earning power or value of the man in the
drifting boat to society, the statistical prob-
ability of finding the old man and a multi-
tude of other cost and benefit factors. And,
if Coast Guard officers refused to launch
the rescue operation because the man had a
short life expectancy and the value (in dol-
lars) of his life was less than the cost of the
rescue operation, the public pressure for dis-
charge of the Coast Guard officers would
more than likely be irresistible,

We view the rescue situation involving a
known person instinectively and morally. Un-
fortunately, when dealing with unknown
persons at risk, the typical Washington reg-
ulator is likely to close his mind to any con-
sideration of moral issues, smugly telling
himself that moral issues should be dealt
with by religious groups—not by the Gov-
ernment.

Such a reaction reveals an ignorance of
the moral foundation of our social legisla-
tion, including the Occupational Safety and
Health Act.

The OSHA Act authorizes intervention by
Government into employer-employee rela-
tions in order to raise the moral standards
of the labor market. It is one of a series of
such moral interventions by Government in
the United States, each of which has been
vigorously opposed by some shortsighted
employers. The first of these interventions
was the prohibition of slavery, and the list
includes child labor laws, social security,
fair labor standards, and pension reform.

Like each of these, the Oeccupational
Safety and Health Act is a conscious effort
by our society to regulate the conditions of
labor in accordance with recognized ethical
principles.

The Occupational Safety and Health Act
was passed “to assure safe and healthful
working conditions.” In section 2, Congress
declared “it to be its purpose . , . to assure
so far as possible every working man and
woman in the Nation safe and healthful
working conditions . . . by authorizing the
Secretary to set mandatory occupational
safety and health standards.” In the case of
toxic substances, the Secretary is directed to
set “the standard which most adequately as-
sures, to the extent feasible, on the basis of
the best available evidence that no employ-
ee will suffer material impairment of health
or functional capacity.” Congress imposed a
moral value in the marketplace: “Thou
shalt not kill (for profit).”

The Secretary, in promulgating safety and
health standards, must implement this con-
gressionally imposed value. But the Secre-
tary cannot do so with cost-benefit analysis.

The “science” of cost-benefit analysis is
an effort to measure, in common units of
measurement, the total costs and the total
benefits which may be reasonably expected
to result from a given action. To “rely” on
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such analysis is to automatically reject the
action if the units of cost exceed the units
of benefit—and to take the action in the re-
verse case.

Although other units of measurement are
conceptually possible, the proponents of
cost-benefit analysis for health standards
have uniformly used money values to make
the comparisons. Under the usual system,
dollars of “cost” reflect the material worth
of the capital investment needed to achieve
compliance, plus that of the ongoing operat-
ing expenses required. Similarly, the dollars
of “benefit” reflect some material valuation
of the worth of the lives which would be
saved, and the illnesses avoided.

Under cost-benefit analysis, to kill or not
to kill becomes a question of expense, not
ethics. In a triumph of materialism over
morals, the ancient commandment and the
congressional purpose simply becomes inop-
erative at a certain level of cost. “Thou
shalt not kill unless it is cheaper.”

Instead of asking, “Is it economically and
technologically feasible to save this life?”,
the decisionmaker who relies on cost-benefit
analysis asks, “Is this life worth the cost of
saving?” The decisionmaker who asks the
first question assumes that the life is worth
saving and examines the practicalities of
doing so.

Cost-benefit analysis places a monetary
value on human life thereby obliterating
the moral purpose which led Congress to
pass the OSHA Act.

B. The use of cost-benefit analysis is
unfair to the relatively small number of em-
ployees who are exposed to toxic substances
for it compares the extreme disadvantages
they must presently endure to possible
minimal inconvenience of much larger num-
bers of other persons.

Proponents of cost-benefit analysis imply
that a simple summation of the set of num-
bers categorized as “costs,” and a similar
summation of the numbers identified as
“benefits,” leads to a numerical comparison
which is meaningful to decisionmakers.
Cost-benefit radicals go so far as to argue
that an “inflationary’ result will flow from
setting a standard with dollars of “cost™ ex-
ceeding the dollars of “benefits.” ?

Cost-benefit analysis was never conceived
as a tool for such purposes. Its principal use
is as a tool for making private and public in-
vestment decisions—where the investor re-
ceives the returns. If costs are paid and ben-
efits obtained by the same individual, firm,
set of taxpayers, or the like, there is some
merit to the use of this tool.

This is not the case with occupational
health standards. Costs are paid by large
groups—stockholders, consumers and others
who deal with the company. The benefits of
a standard are enjoyed by another group—
those who otherwise must endure the pain
and suffering, death and disability caused
by the toxic substance.

If costs could be accurately determined,
benefits properly evaluated, numbers jug-
gled impartially, and all biases overcome,
this issue of fairness would still confront
the decisionmakers.

3This school of theoreticians, through their
spokesmen at the late Council on Wage and Price
Stability, did not advocate the deflationary effect
which presumably would flow from the reverse side
of their theory. As a matter of fact, this group
achieved a perfect public record of opposing every
single OSHA standard it considered. Every proposal
OSHA developed to relieve workers of occupational
disease was measured by their yardstick and found
wanting.
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Cost-benefit analysis sheds no light on the
equities of the present distribution, or pro-
posed future distributions of costs and bene-
fits. A recent report by the Subcommittee
on Oversight and Investigations of the
House Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee (hereinafter “the Subcommit-
tee”) summarized this problem in the fol-
lowing language:

“The essence of the equity argument is
that economists have no way of making
value determinations when the costs and
benefits accrue to different groups within
the society. One of the ways that they at-
tempt to avoid this problem is by assuming
it away, i.e., they assume that the distribu-
tion of good and bad things within the soci-
ety is equitable to begin with and therefore
alterations in the distribution of income or
in the distribution of the negative conse-
quences which result from the failure to
regulate have no particular value to society.
However, ignoring equity considerations
constitutes a value judgment. As Professor
Guido Calabresi of Yale points out, ‘the
willingness of a poor man, confronting a
tragic situation, to choose money rather
than the tragically scarce resource [his
health or safety] always represents an un-
quiet indictment of society's distribution of
wealth.'” 4

III. COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS IS SUCH A PRIMI-
TIVE TOOL THAT IT IS INFEASIBLE FOR OSHA
DECISIONMAKING

In the preceding two parts, we have dem-
onstrated that cost-benefit analysis is inap-
propriate for use by the decisionmaker on
safety and health standards because it
forces materialistic valuations on human
life and health and because it unfairly pits
the small costs of many against the great
sacrifices of a few. We shall now assume, for
argument's sake, that these problems do not
exist and will turn our attention to a consid-
eration of the technical feasibility and utili-
ty of using cost-benefit analysis.

The Congressional Subcommittee which
published its Report on cost-benefit analysis
referred to earlier (p. 10) held exhaustive
public hearings after a two-year investiga-
tion of this and related matters. Drs.
Murray Weidenbaum, James Miller, and
other prominent advocates of cost-benefit
analysis testified at length before the sub-
committee. So did other witnesses who dis-
agreed, in whole or in part, with them. Out
of this welter of conflicting views the 17
Subcommittee members (with three excep-
tions) concluded that, cost-benefit,
analysis is in far too primitive a stage of de-
velopment to be used as a definitive means
of making regulatory decisions."*s

The Union's further comments will ampli-
fy the following feasibility and utility argu-
ments:

Dollar values cannot feasibly be deter-
mined and assigned to human life and
health.

The true costs of compliance with occupa-
tional health standards cannot be deter-

‘“Cost/Benefit Analysis-Wonder Tool or
Mirage"? Report of the Subcommittee on Oversight
and Investigations of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, U.S. House of Representa-
tives, December 1980. U.S. Government Printing
Office (Hereinafter “the Report"), p. 27.

*The .Report, letter of transmittal, p. III. On
pages 5 and 6 the Report includes an excellent il-
lustration of the conflict between moral judgments
and monetary criteria, in a section which deals with
the probability of Lincoln’'s Emancipation Procla-
mation having been issued if cost/benefit analysis
had been relied on to make the decision.
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mined with sufficient precision to be useful
in cost-benefit analysis.

Discount rates, disease latency periods,
and other variables distort values of costs
and benefits, shape the analysis to predeter-
mined results and, when honestly analyzed
make it clear that cost-benefit analysis is of
no value to the decisionmaker.

A. Dollar values cannot feasibly be deter-
mined and assigned to human life and
health

Even if they were to overcome the moral
problem of placing a value on human life,
cost-benefit advocates face an insuperable
technical one—that of assigning dollar
values to the number of workers' lives
which are lost, and to years of pain and suf-
fering and possibly disability which are
caused by occupational disease—not to men-
tion placing a monetary value on the suffer-
ing borne by the families of these workers.

How Many Lives Will Be Saved?

It is one thing to conclude on the basis of
sclentific studies that a substantial number
of employees are likely to die if exposure to
a particular toxic substance continues. It is
quite another matter to determine with the
kind of precision necessary for cost-benefit
comparison how many will die.®

To this uncertainty must be added the
even greater one caused by the almost total
lack of data on the number of workers
whose health is impaired by any particular
disease.

What Is a Life Worth?

The problems of determining numbers of
workers whose death or serious illness will
be prevented by a standard are minor, how-
ever, compared to the problems of assigning
monetary values to the lives saved and
health preserved.

The two valuation concepts discussed in
the Report are the “Discounted Future
Earnings” ? and “Willingness to Pay" *® tech-
niques. Each is advocated by its supporters
as a comprehensive calculation of the value
of a human life. In fact, at best each could
only calculate a part of the value of a life—
the values of one or a few limited aspects of
a life.

Under the “Discounted Future Earnings”
method, an estimate is made of each future
year's lost earnings. The estimate is then re-
duced by “discounting,” a process which will
be discussed later in Section C of this Part
III. The estimates, after discounting, are
then summed to arrive at a total value.

This method of valuation came into vogue
in damage suit proceedings, to assess com-
pensation for victims of negligence or the
heirs of vietims.?

$0OBHA's best opportunity to do so occurred when
it was deciding whether to reduce the level of per-
missible exposure to coke oven emissions. The ex-
cellent epidemiological studies available to OSHA
there in much of the well-defined single industry to
be regulated produced three sharply varying esti-
mates of lives lost per year and no possible way of
estimating the numbers whose health was im-
palred.

The Report, p. 28.

*The Report, pp. 20, 21.

#Of course, the number of lives lost and the life
expectancy of each individual at the time of death
is known in such lawsuits. Even here, however,
juries are permitted to increase damage awards to
compensate for the intangible losses of the individ-
ual as parent and spouse. Finally, the money
awards are made to compensate, however inad-
equately, for the loss of a life which has already oc-
curred—unlike the cost-benefit model where the
calculation is made to determine the life of some-
one now alive Is worth saving.




July 31, 1981

The specific values which this scheme
measures are the payments society would
have made for the services of the individual
in his or her role as worker. An economic
purist would argue that such payments
equal the marginal value of the lost output
of product by the killed or disabled vietim.
No one would assert that they cover the
value to society of the person's nonoccupa-
tional activities as spouse, parent, worship-
per, citizen, neighbor, and the like.

This concept, of estimating the value of a
human life by anticipated earnings, illus-
trates the general prejudice of any valu-
ation scheme for the tangible over the in-
tangible. By comparison to the role of wage-
earner, the roles of citizen, worshipper,
neighbor, parent, spouse and the like
produce intangibles. Most observers would
agree that these products may be more im-
portant to society than the products of
wage-earning activity, but these are non-
market goods and services, and their values
are not quantified in monetary terms. Activ-
ity which does not earn wages is assigned a
value of zero by the Discounted Future
Earnings method, in spite of its obvious im-
portance,

Personal valuations of life and health are
considered in the “Willingness to Pay”
model. It is based on the notion that by ac-
cepting hazardous jobs at higher pay rates
workers establish their own market values
for risk of death and injury. A comparison
of pay rates and risk probabilities for differ-
ent oecupations should reveal workers’ risk
preferences, and the dollar values they
themselves assign to those preferences, ac-
cording to the “Willingness to Pay" idea.

This scheme is fatally flawed when it is
applied to the real world, however, as the
Subcommittee discovered. Workers in the
real world do not, in fact, know the degree
of risks they take by pursuing specific occu-
pations. Nowhere is there published, for the
benefit of job applicants, the mortality and
morbidity rates of various occupations.
Workers must proceed on rumor and guess-
work, and their guesses are frequently wide
of the mark. The Subcommittee concludes
that most of the 100,000 workers who die of
occupational diseases each year in the
United States never know which toxic sub-
stances caused their deaths.

Even when workers do know the risks of
their jobs, they are still constrained by the
range of available jobs open to them, the
Subcommittee found. If a worker who would
trade 20 percent of his earnings to avoid the
associated risk has no other choice but a job
at one-half his present wages, he cannot ef-
fectively reveal his market valuation of risk
preference.

A final point not mentioned by the Report
is that, unfortunately for the advocates of
this scheme, risky jobs frequently pay less
than safe ones, in the real world. Differ-
ences of training, responsibility, bargaining
power, and other factors may cancel out the
“risk premium.” No analyst can say that oc-
cupational differences in pay are exclusively
attributable to any single factor, because it
is impossible to demonstrate that all other
factors by which pay is determined are
equal as between the occupations consid-
ered.

These may be some of the reasons that
the “Willingness to Pay" analysis yields
such varied results. One researcher is
known to have used an elaborate survey to
conclude that the value of a human life is
$28,000. Another analysis, based on the
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same methodology, reached the startlingly
different figure of $5,000,000.'?

Most cost-benefit analysts do not seem to
have recognized that there are at least
three distinct sets of values associated with
each active human life. These might be
characterized as the values of the life to so-
ciety, the values to the person whose life is
at risk and the values to the family and im-
mediate circle of friends of the person.

Therefore, to begin the process of valu-
ation, an analyst must answer the ques-
tion—"‘Value To Whom?" Let us explore the
gquestion briefly.

First, society invests in the knowledge,
skills and training of every worker. The
values it receives in return are the produc-
tive work of the individual, plus various
other services in the role of parent, parish-
ioner, neighbor, citizen and taxpayer. A pre-
mature cessation of this work, or these serv-
ices, would interrupt the flow of a stream of
values to society.

Second, to the person at risk life has
direct values. There is an instinctive prefer-
ence for survival to which each individual
consciously or subconsciously adds an esti-
mate of the worth of anticipated future en-
joyments, accomplishments, experiences,
and the like.

Finally, few would disagree that the work-
er's life will be more valuable to his or her
children than it is to society or even to the
worker. Similarly, there are values to
spouses which may transcend other values.
Parents and other close relatives and
friends place values on their continued asso-
ciations with the persons at risk, which cer-
tainly should be considered in any calculus
of the value of the lives of those persons.

The Discounted Future Earnings concept
measures the value to society of an individ-
ual's future wage-earning activity. However,
it ignores other values of a human life to so-
ciety, to self, and to family. The Willingness
to Pay model attempts to measure the value
of one's life to oneself, but not the values to
society or family. In general, neither these
nor any other valuation scheme put forward
so far adequately measures the intangible
effects of non-market activities. For these
reasons we must conclude that no compre-
hensive and accurate method now exists to
measure the value of human lives.

How Can Health Benefits Be Measured?

Almost everything which has been said
about the problem of valuation of human
lives applies to the problems associated with
valuing human health. The mental and
emotional anguish endured by the family
and friends of those hospitalized by linger-
ing illness is enormous, yet it rates a zero in
the computations of cost-benefit analysis
because even those who play with such con-
cepts have not figured a way to place a
money value on such suffering. In addition
to the valuation problems already discussed,
however, there are two other aspects of ill-
ness which distinguish it from death in any
thoughtful analysis of this kind.

The first of these two matters is the ongo-
ing cost of health care for the ill person.
From a cost-benefit standpoint, these costs,
combined with disability compensation,
could easily become greater than the mone-
tary value assigned to life itself. The benefit
of preventing illness could thus become

19 These figures as well as an analysis of human
life valuation models are included in Business War
on the Law: An Analysis of the Benefits of Federal
Health/Safety Enforcement, a report prepared by
Ralph Nader's Corporate Accountability Research
Group, 1979, pp. 40-48.
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monetarily greater than the benefit of
saving lives.

The second major difference, mentioned
earlier, has to do with determining numbers
of persons affected by an occupational dis-
ease. In the case of death, epidemiological
research obtains mortality statistics from
actual investigation of coroners' records.
There are no comparable record-keeping
public agencies with respect to nonfatal dis-
ease. Most of the data in existence is the
property of the employers affected by a pro-
posed standard. To date they have not vol-
unteered such data in connection with
standard-setting procedures, or has OSHA
subpoenaed such data.

Formal Cost-Benefit Analysis Simply
Cannot Be Done

Cost-benefit analysis cannot compare
apples to oranges. It can only compare
dollar values of apples to dollar values of or-
anges. In other words, there must be
common units of measurement of the items
of cost and the items of benefit.

Yet we have seen from the foregoing that
there is not an accurate method for valuing
human lives or health, even if the number
of saved lives and healthy persons which
would result from a standard could be
counted.

In his testimony before the Subcommit-
tee, Dr. Weidenbaum avoided these prob-
lems by simply admitting that dollar values
are inappropriate. “I would not presume to
put a dollar sign on human life, on human
suffering,” he testified.!!

There has been no serious suggestion of
any other common unit of measurement, be-
sides dollars, to use in cost-benefit analysis,
either by Dr, Weidenbaum or any other wit-
ness. If the Secretary accepts Dr. Weiden-
baum’s view (as the Union does) that
human life and suffering simply cannot be
measured in dollars, then cost-benefit analy-
sis cannot be performed, let alone relied
upon.

B. The true costs of compliance with occu-
pational safely and health standards
cannot be determined with sufficient pre-
cision to be useful in cost-benefit analysis

What Are Costs?

Lives and health currently being lost are
costs to the workers who risk an occupation-
al disease, but these are not the costs con-
sidered by cost-benefit analysis. Costs are
analyzed from the point of view of the em-
ployer, not the worker.

From this perspective costs are the pro-
spective costs of complying with a standard.
To determine these costs a technological
method for reducing worker exposures to
the standard must first be decided on, for
each workplace where the toxic substance
exists.

Second, the cost of any new equipment re-
quired by each such technology selected
must be estimated. Third, additional operat-
ing costs for energy, labor, spare parts and
supplies must be estimated.

None of these three steps is as simple as it
may first seem. Some typical problems are
explained in the Report.!?

Regarding the compliance technology, an-
alysts will usually assume the most expen-
sive of the available alternatives. Industry
representatives will find this in their own
interest. Government analysts may tend to
do so to avoid accusation of improperly
shrinking the costs. Consulting firms hired

11 The Report, p. 21.
12The Report, pp. 10-17.
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by regulatory agencies will frequently do so
to preserve their relationships with the in-
dustry in question, in order to obtain con-
sulting contracts from the industry or firms
in it.12

The prime example of this tendency is the
vinyl chloride standard. Before the standard
became effective the chemical and other af-
fected industries estimated costs at $90 bil-
lion. Once the firms began to comply they
used a totally different technique than the
technique assumed earlier. Industry esti-
mates of costs then dropped from $90 to
$0.3 billion.*+

The usual cost estimates rely on data in
the possession of firms in the industry af-
fected, which they in turn supply to ana-
lysts on a selective basis. Faced with alter-
native possible estimates of any cost item, it
would be unusual if the cheaper were used.
The Subcommittee found significant con-
flict between some employers’ dire cost pre-
dictions to OSHA, for example, and their re-
ports to stockholders on the same subject.!®

How Can Compliance Costs Be Separated?

A major costing problem is to disentangle
prospective costs of compliance with a new
standard from all other costs. Suppose a
particular technological change will put a
firm in compliance with a prospective
OSHA standard, and also an EPA standard
which is currently being violated. How
much of the cost should be attributed to
each? What general criteria should be used
to allocate such costs?

Suppose half the firms in an industry are
already in compliance with a proposed
standard, because of union bargaining, or
employer compassion, or the need to attract
workers. Should their past expenditures be
included as compliance costs? What about
their future expenditures? Will the cost-
benefit analysis include, as part of the cost
of a standard, expenditures which these em-
ployers presumably would have made
anyway.

Consider the case of a proposed new
standard which would reduce the level of
toxic exposure permitted by an existing
standard. If there are employers not in com-
pliance with the existing standard, the accu-
rate measure of cost of compliance with the
new standard for them would be the differ-
ence between costs of compliance with each
of the two standards. This difference may
be very difficult to define, however.

Finally, there are technological changes
which both reduce toxic substance expo-
sures and improve product quality. How
should costs be allocated in these cases?

How Much Will Costs Shrink?

The very fact that the costs being evaluat-
ed are usually prospective rather than based
on extensive past experience creates a sys-
temic upward bias, as witness Ashford point-
ed out to the Subcommittee.'®

After a standard becomes effective, Ash-
ford argued, costs normally begin to shrink
in response to one or more of three influ-
ences:

(1) Economies of scale may lower the
prices of equipment used to comply.

(2) A “learning curve" commences with re-
spect to the most cost-effective means cur-
rently available for compliance.

(3) Technological innovation may occur,
spurred by the focus of imagination and ex-
perience on cost-effective means of compli-
ance.

13 The Report, Letter of Transmittal, p. III.
14The Report, p. 12.

s Report, pp. 14, 15

1"Report, p. 11.
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Most experienced observers would agree
with Dr. Ashford on the general tendencies
he described, but neither he nor anyone else
has attempted to quantify the probable cost
shrinkage which might be expected. No gen-
eral formula seems appropriate, in the light
of the uniqueness of each technological situ-
ation.

The Costs in Such Analyses Are “Soft”
Numbers

For all of the above reasons it is clear that
whatever numbers the cost-benefit analyst
finally uses as “costs” in a particular occu-
pational health analysis are not firm, hard,
material facts, as we usually consider costs
to be. On the contrary, they are what might
be thought of as ‘“soft” numbers—in the
sense that they are based on a great deal of
selection among alternatives. Some of them
are so soft, in fact, that they are useless to
even indicate orders of magnitude—as in the
vinyl chloride case.

If all the alternatives were laid out for
public consideration and all the selections
among alternatives were made by disinter-
ested and knowledgeable experts, the result-
ing cost figures might be of some usefulness.
Unfortunately, this is seldom the -case.
Many of the alternatives are concealed, or
ignored. Most of the knowledgeable persons
work for the firms to be regulated, or do
business with such firms, so that conflicts of
interest are inherent in the situation.

The result of all this is that cost figures
simply cannot be accepted as precise, to the
extent that a meaningful analysis can be
done.

C. Discount rates and disease latency peri-
ods distort the relative values of costs and
benefits, and shape the analysis to prede-
termined resulls

They Shall Not Pass

The story was told, during the struggle for
civil rights, of the black college graduate
who attempted to register to vote in a rural
Mississippi county during the days of *“liter-
acy tests.” After reading and interpreting
several passages successfully the would-be
voter was finally presented with a 19th Cen-
tury legal scholar's abstruse analysis of an
obscure, but learned and ambiguously-
worded Supreme Court decision.

“What does this mean, boy?" demanded
the voting registrar.

After careful study the applicant an-
swered, ‘It means no black people are going
to vote this year, in this County.”

If we compare cost-benefit analysis to lit-
eracy tests, the function of the undecipher-
able passage is played, in cost-benefit analy-
sis, by the use of a social discount rate.

Discounting Is Good Business

The idea of a social discount rate is based
on the sound business principle that a dollar
next year is not worth as much as a dollar
today. This is true because today’s dollar
can be invested, and a year from now
amount to a dollar plus interest.

For this reason no business person will
knowingly invest a million dollars this year
simply to get a return of one million dollars
20 years from now, so long as the alterna-
tive of putting the money in a savings ac-
count is available, because after 20 years in
the savings account the investment is worth
one million dollars plus compound interest,
which will be considerable.

Cost-benefit analysts argue that, for the
same reason, society should not pay one mil-
lion dollars in cost this year to get the bene-
fit of saving one life after 20 years, even if it
is agreed that one life is worth one million
dollars.
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Reverse Interest, Compounded

To figure out how much future lives and
health are worth now, the cost-benefit eco-
nomiec analysts use a social discount rate—a
sort of reverse compound interest rate.
There is no agreement among analysts as to
the proper rate. A few years ago 6 percent
would have been an acceptable rate to many
of the economists who apply monetary rates
to human life. Now, however, an argument
could be made by the same economists for a
rate as high as 20 percent, as they follow
the upward spiral of interest costs in our
economy.

Whatever rate is selected is used to reduce
the value of future lives and health to a
“present value.”' The higher the discount
rate, the lower the present value. Similarly,
the farther into the future the lives and
health are likely to be saved, the less the
present value of saving them, under this
scheme.

TABLE OF PRESENT VALUES OF $1,000 IN FUTURE
BENEFITS

Discount rales (in percent)
ST | A S [ T [ L

$118 $604
2 516 482

The table above shows the declining
present values of $1,000 worth of future
benefits received after the number of years
shown at the far left of each line, calculated
at the discount rates shown above each
column.

At the upper left we see that $1,000 of
benefit to be received two years from now
has a present value of about $890, if we use
a 6% discount rate to calculate with. (All
the dollar amounts are rounded off to whole
numbers.) At the lower right we see that
$1,000 of benefit to be received 30 years
from now has a present value of only $4, if
:\lre use a 20% discount rate for our calcula-

ons,

The Results Are Startling

The use of this concept in valuing lives
and health produces some startling results.
If we use a 14 percent discount rate (the ap-
proximate current interest rate on 30-year
United States government bonds) the Table
tells us that each $1,000 of future benefit 20
years from now has a present value of only
$73. Under cost-benefit analysis, if a million
dollars is accepted as the value of a life, this
would indicate no lives should be saved 20
years hence at present cost greater than
$73,000 apiece.

! Mathematical Note.—The general formula for
present value is: PV=V/(1+1)".

Where:

V={future value,

PV=present value.

r=discount rate.

n=number of years.

Thus, the present value of a million dollar life
saved after 20 years could be calculated, at a 149
discount rate as follows: PV=$1,000,000/
(1.14)*°=$§1,000,000/13.7T4=$72,762.
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Under this scheme, therefore, society
should be willing to spend far less of today’s
income to save the lives of our children in
future years than it would spend to save our
lives now.

Is the value of future life and health less
than present lives and health? Combat sol-
diers in our nation’'s wars obviously didn’t
think so. Neither have all the parents who
sacrificed current enjoyments to better
their children’s lives.

As a matter of fact much human behavior
is based on willingness to forego current sat-
isfactions to gain future rewards of living.
We do not treat our lives as we treat money,
nor can we. Money can be invested, with
predictable future returns. Lives are not “in-
vested,” in the same sense.

Since there must always be some money
spent removing a toxic substance from the
workplace environment before any lives are
saved or health is improved, the effect of
using a social discount rate is always to
reduce the value of benefits compared to
costs. Yet there is no basis in either law or
custom for using a discount rate. W}ly
should the business technique for valuing
future monetary returns be used?

In truth, our society has not formulated
any generally accepted standards for judg-
ing the relative worth of our lives or health
at a future time, or our children’s. Until
such generally accepted standards come into
existence cost-benefit analysts are not justi-
fied in using social discount rates.

The Results Are Easily Manipulated

The practice of using social discount rates
is even worse than the theory. As mentioned
earlier, during the past 6 years strong eco-
nomic arguments could be put forward to
justify any convenient discount rate from
6% to 209%. There is no single “correct” rate.
Reputable experts could legitimately dis-
agree by two to four percentage points at
any given time, and by more than that if
opinions are separated by a few months,

But, that's not all, There can also be sub-
stantial disputes over the time lag before
benefits can be expected to begin. Before
the benefits commence the following events
must occur:

1. Toxic substance control eguipment
must be selected, perhaps manufactured,
and delivered to the workplace.

2. The equipment must be installed and
made to function properly.

3. All related work practices must be
learned and implemented on a regular basis.

4, The latent period of the disease, from
the time of a sufficient dose of exposure to
a response of illness or death, must pass.

There can be substantially different esti-
mates of timing of the first three items, but
these differences are minor compared to the
range of reputable opinions on latent peri-
ods of diseases.

The present state of medical knowledge of
most occupational diseases does not allow
precise answers to these questions. Quite
wide differences of opinion may legitimately
be held by honest and reputable health sci-
entists.

The latent periods of many occupational
diseases probably exceed 20 years for a ma-
jority of those afflicted. Other diseases,
such as lead posioning, exhibit substantially
increased responses after years of cumula-
tive exposure. Thus the majority of the dis-
putes are likely to oceur in the higher
ranges of years of time lag.

For example, suppose one analyst assumes
a 12 percent social discount rate, and as-
sumes a 16 year time lag before benefits
begin. The Table indicates that on these as-
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sumptions each $1,000 of future benefits
has a present value of $163. If, however, the
analyst can be persuaded to assume a 2 per-
cent higher discount rate and two more
yvears of latent period (14 percent and 18
years) the benefit values shift downward by
42 percent—to only $95.

In virtually every case of 10 years’ lag

time or more, the combined effect of an ad-
ditional 2 years' lag time and an additional 2
percentage points on the discount rate will
generate a drop of 30 percent or more in
present value of benefits. At the extreme
case a shift from 28 to 30 years lag time and
18 percent to 20 percent discount rate would
cut the present value of benfits by 60 per-
cent.
As with the Southern voters' literacy
tests, the analytical system is loaded with
alternative decisions which can only be
made on subjective grounds. Which compe-
tent medical opinion does the analyst
choose to accept? Which prominent econo-
mist's forecast of interest rates is to be be-
lieved, Drastic changes in the results of the
analysis will result from the answers to
these questions. Yet, in each case, several
possible answers may be equally valid, scien-
tifically.

Under these circumstances, the results of
social discounting inevitably tend to confirm
the predilections of the analyst employed.
IV. IF OSHA PERSISTS WITH THE IDEA OF PER-

FORMING COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS DESPITE

THE ARGUMENTS OUTLINED ABOVE, OSHA

SHOULD PROCEED CAUTIOUSLY. BEFORE ACTU-

ALLY PERFORMING COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS,

OSHA SHOULD PUBLISH ITS INITIAL DETERMI-

NATION ON THE PROTOCOL IT PROPOSES TO

USE IN CONDUCTING THAT ANALYSIS AND

HEARINGS SHOULD BE HELD BEFORE A FINAL

DECISION IS MADE ON THE PROTOCOL, THE

PROTOCOL SHOULD INCLUDE THE ITEMS DIS-

CUSSED IN THIS PART

We have presented in Parts II and III
above, the various reasons why we believe
OSHA should not engage in cost-benefit
analysis at all. Without in any way intend-
ing to undermine the validity of those argu-
ments but rather because the Union fears
that the pressures from within the adminis-
tration to do cost-benefit analysis are so in-
tense that OSHA will be required to do so,
we offer a series of suggestions as to how
OSHA should proceed.

OSHA should recognize the fact that it
has never before done formal cost-benefit
analysis. The actual utilization of cost-bene-
fit analysis will launch OSHA into unchart-
ed seas where mistakes can have an effect
on the lives and health of many workers.
Because of OSHA's lack of expertise in
doing cost-benefit analysis and because of
the high stakes involved, the USWA sug-
gests that OSHA make a preliminary deter-
mination on the procedures which will be
followed in developing the cost-benefit anal-
ysis, the resources that will be utilized in
collecting the data as well as the restric-
tions, if any, placed on the use of that data.
OSHA should announce what, if any, con-
tractor it plans to use in this process. OSHA
should make preliminary determinations
now on what assumptions it believes are ap-
propriate in connection with the conversion
of the relevant data to a single unit of
measurement.

OSHA should make a preliminary deter-
mination now on all of these items and
many more (which we will, for convenience,
refer to as the “protocol” for the cost-bene-
fit analysis). OSHA should publish its pre-
liminary determinations and should afford
the affected parties and the public generally
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an opportunity through a hearing to voice
their views on the strengths and weaknesses
of the proposed protocel. Only after such
hearings have been held should OSHA
make, publish and implement its final deci-
sion on the protocol.

We shall now set forth a series of concepts
which we urge OSHA to consider in develop-
ing the protocol:!?

1. Conduct the cost-benefit analysis from
the point of view of the affected workers
rather than from the point of view of the
employer.

In the past, all consideration of cost-bene-
fit analysis has been focused on doing it
from the perspective of the employer, not
the worker. The Union urges OSHA to con-
struct the cost-benefit analysis so that costs
and benefits are analyzed from the point of
view of the worker who is the beneficiary of
the Occupational Safety and Health Act.
Attached in Appendix 1 is a brief analysis of
the difference in treatment of the factors
involved in cost-benefit analysis when
viewed from the perspective of the worker
rather than the perspective of the employ-
er.

2. OSHA should use its subpoena power to
obtain the cost data it wants—not the care-
fully massaged information industry choos-
es to feed it.

Until now, OSHA has relied entirely on
cost data supplied to it or its contractors by
industry. Since it is industry which will be
subject to any regulation which is issued, it
is to industry's advantage to supply infor-
mation which exaggerates the costs and to
withhold information which minimizes it.»

OSHA should deal with this problem by
issuing subpoenas requiring the production
of very specifically described data. Section
8(b) of the Act vests the Secretary with the
authority “in making his inspections and in-
vestigations under this Act” to “require the
attendance and testimony of witnesses and
the production of evidence under oath.” An
examination by the Secretary prior to pro-
posed rulemaking for purposes of determin-
ing what kind of a standard to propose is an
investigation; the term “investigation’” must
certainly include rulemaking proceedings
themselves since to hold otherwise would be
to grant OSHA subpoena power prior to
rulemaking while denying it during rule-
making proceedings.

The failure of OSHA in the past to sub-
poena cost data was bad enough—but at
least then the data was being used for more
limited analytical purposes. In contrast, the
use of cost data in a rigorous cost-benefit
equation can make the difference between
regulating and not regulating. Surely in
such a context complete representative data
must be used and the subpoena power is a
necessary first step to obtain such data.

The same comments apply equally to data
on morbidity, Company medical and other
records frequently contain substantial
amounts of data which is valuable to the
rulemaker. This information should be
sought out aggressively through subpoena—
not forfeited by inaction."

'7In the event OSHA decides not to publish a
proposed protocol or hold hearings, we nevertheless
urge OSHA to announce its protocol in advance of
the performance of cost-benefit analysis and to
publish such protocol. The protocol should include
all of the items discussed here.

“OSHA's recent experience with the lead indus-
try's request to stay the MRP removal triggers
amply illustrates that employees will simply not
submit to OSHA data that is harmful to their posi-
tion. 46 FR 24559.

#1In the event OSHA fails for whatever reason to
use its subpoena power, it should at least make it
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3. The data obtained for the cost-benefit
analysis must be subject to scrutiny by
OSHA and the public.

Once OSHA obtains data it must itself be
in a position to evaluate that data. Equally
as important, knowledgeable meinbers of
the public must be afforded an opportunity
to evaluate it. Such has not been the case
with previous standards especially the lead
standard.

In the earlier proceedings involving the
lead standard, for example, OSHA permit-
ted its contractor to provide a pledge of con-
fidentiality regarding the data which was
supplied to it by various companies. Later it
changed that policy. However, a very sub-
stantial portion of the data relied upon by
the contractor was not subject to serutiny
because of the pledge of confidentiality.
This meant that the employees and their
representatives who were most concerned
about both the effects of continued expo-
sure to lead and about the significance of
the cost to the various companies were
unable to make an independent evaluation
of the data supplied. Worse yet, OSHA was
also unable to do so for the pledge of confi-
dentiality permitted the contractor to keep
the data from OSHA itself,

If the unions which are parties to the lead
and cotton dust rulemaking proceedings had
announced that they had cost data and that
it should be the only data which the con-
tractor relied upon and that the contractor
should not reveal that data to OSHA or the
companies, no one would take them serious-
ly. Yet that is precisely the situation which
exists today with the employers substituted
for the Union. The employers are the only
groups in possession of data. That data was
supplied to the lead contractor on whatever
selective, voluntary basis the employers
chose. Neither the unions nor OSHA itself
had access to that data in order to examine
it and evaluate its worth.

OSHA has justified the pledge of confi-
dentiality in the past on the basis that with-
out such a pledge employers will not release
the information. That excuse ignores its
subpoena power under Section 8(b).

A cost-benefit analysis based upon what-
ever cost data employers choose to supply
with no opportunity for scrutiny by the
public or even by OSHA is not a govern-
ment cost-benefit analysis but an employer
cost-benefit analysis.

4, If an outside contractor is picked to per-
form the cost-benefit analysis, that contrac-
tor should be totally free of any potential
conflict of interest.

Cost-benefit analyses have traditionally
been done by outside consulting firms. The
Subcommittee launched a massive investiga-
tion into conflict of interest problems asso-
ciated with these consultants, who may also
perform similar studies for firms or whole
industries affected by such regulations.
Thousands of documents were obtained by
voluntary submission and subpoena, and
five days of hearings were held.

This Subcommittee's investigation is not
yvet completed, but already it has found that
“. . . the actual use of cost-benefit analyses
is even worse in practice than in theory. . . .
it appears that conflicts-of-interests on the
part of private consultants who prepare
these analyses for government agencies has
resulted in biased and incomplete informa-

known to employers that their failure to supply
complete cost data will result in unfavorable infer-
ences being drawn respecting the reason for such
failure.
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tion being supplied to decision
makers. . .".2°

Strict rules should be promulgated which
disqualify contractors who have performed
work for a potentially affected industry or
employer on any matter potentially related
to the rulemaking from involvement in the
government’s cost-benefit analysis.

5. OSHA should set forth in the protocol
how, if at all, it plans to deal with the vari-
ous difficult issues regarding the determina-
tion of costs of compliance which are set
forth in Part III above. In particular, the
following questions should be addressed:

(a) Does OSHA intend to separate the
costs of compliance with the new standard
from costs of compliance with related gov-
ernment standards such as EPA standards?
If so, how?

(b) Does OSHA intend to separate out the
costs of compliance with a new standard on
a particular subject from the costs of com-
pliance with other OSHA standards on
other substances where the methods neces-
sary to comply with both overlap? If so,
how?

(e) Does OSHA intend to separate out the
costs of compliance with the new standard
from the costs of compliance with the old
standard where companies are not in com-
pliance even with the old standard? If so,
how?

(d) How, if at all, does OSHA intend to de-
termine and subtract from the cost of the
new standard costs which the employer
would most likely have made anyway or the
cost of new equipment or facilities which in-
crease productivity in addition to decreasing
exposure to the harmful toxic substance?

(e) If a proposed new standard will require
the introduction of new technology, what
assumptions will be made to reduce the cost
estimates over the long run given the fact
that costs normally shrink when the new
technology is used more frequently and
more efficiently?

6. OSHA should set forth in the protoeol
how it plans to quantify the “benefits” of
the standard. Among other questions OSHA
should announce in the protocol how it
plans to deal with the following questions
among others:

(a) How will OSHA determine the number
of persons whose health will be impaired,
when during their working lives, to what
extent, with what degree of pain and with
what amount of disability and at what
points? How will similar gquestions regarding
the offspring of workers' children be an-
swered?

(b) How will OSHA determine the value to
be placed on each human life? Will it use
either of the methods discussed in Part I11?
If so, with what assumptions? How will
OSHA quantify the elements of the value of
a human life which these methods do not
address?

(c) How will a value be placed on the
human suffering which is endured by work-
ers who lose health because of their work-
place exposure to the toxic substance?

(d) How will productivity improvements
associated with better worker health be
measured?

7. The Discount rates and disease latency
periods, inflationary rates and other key as-
sumptions should be set forth now—not
during the actual study. OSHA should
specify in the protocol what justification
exists for any social discount. The interest
rate or rates assumed during the periods in
question and why those particular figures

20 Report, p. 1.
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were chosen should also be specified. These
assumptions would drastically affect the
cost-benefit balance. They should be set
forth now—not when it is discovered how
specific assumptions can skew the balance.

8. The protocol should specifically identi-
fy a series of items dealing with respirators
which must be investigated.

In the past, OSHA has relied upon its ex-
pertise to reach general conclusions regard-
ing the effectiveness of respirators. Recent
pressures to find less expensive alternatives
to engineering and administrative controls
have tended to ignore the significance of
the effectiveness issue while assuming that
respirators are clearly less costly. If OSHA
is to engage in formal cost-benefit analysis
and if respirators are to be considered as an
alternative to engineering and administra-
tive controls, then a full cost-benefit analy-
sis on respirators should be performed
which examines both the effectiveness and
costs of respirators as fully as these issues
are addressed with respect to engineering
and administrative controls. In Appendix 2
to this brief, we set forth in greater detall a
series of issues regarding the effectiveness
and costs of respirators which should be in-
cluded in the protocol so as to insure that
they will be examined thoroughly.

AFFENDIX 1—THE PERSPECTIVE OF COST-
BENEFIT ANALYSIS

Significant problems of cost-benefit analy-
sis arise from the perspective normally se-
lected. There are two possible perspectives
from which an analysis can be done—that of
the worker and that of industry. Significant
differences result from the selection of the
perspective.

From the workers' viewpoint, good health
is the normal circumstance. The costs which
need to be analyzed are the current devi-
ations from this norm which include the ill-
ness and premature death resulting from in-
dustrial disease caused by workplace expo-
sure to toxic substances.

Viewed from this standpoint the benefits
to be analyzed are the higher profits of em-
ployer companies, and/or the lower prices
of goods or services which are made possible
by existing unhealthful working conditions.
Research might reveal the aggregate value
of such benefits and identify the benefici-
aries.

Unfortunately, this is not the perspective
from which cost-benefit analysis have been
done in the past or are being pushed at
present by government economists. To the
contrary, they have uniformly adopted the
point of view of the employers in each given
situation.

From this perspective the existing work-
place exposures and consequent incidence of
occupational disease are taken as the norms.
The costs which are analyzed are the ex-
pected costs to employers which would
result from a regulation compelling change
of the status quo. An effort may then be
made to predict whether, and to what
extent, these expected costs will be borne,
ultimately, by consumers.

The benefits which are included in such
analyses are the prospective reductions in
number of deaths which the proposed
standard may accomplish. Further, some
consideration may be given to reduced mor-
bidity, if any data exists to use in forecast-
ing.

Adoption of the employer's perspective
has more than semantic consequences. In
essence, it raises a different set of questions,
which must be answered by use of some-
what different information.
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From the workers' point of view the fun-
damental question would be, “Are existing
conditions tolerable”?

The tolerability of existing conditions re-
quires consideration of known facts of mor-
tality, and facts about morbidity which may
or may not be known. A cost-benefit analy-
sis of the question would be at least, on one
side, be dealing with empirical information.

When the point of view is reversed, the
guestion of concern becomes:

“Shall the status quo be disturbed”?

Since all results of such a disturbance are
prospective, there is no empirically provable
fact on either side of a cost-benefit analysis.
The analysis must by necessity be based on
speculation.

The selection of the employers’ perspec-
tive has led some analysts to the misconcep-
tion that the cost of compliance with an oc-
cupational health standard is a tax on pro-
duction, which must ultimately be paid by
employers or consumers. A greater distor-
tion of the true situation would be difficult
to imagine.

Actually, the burden of industrial disease
is a subsidy to production which diseased
workers currently provide out of their
scarce resources. The amount of that subsi-
dy may be measured in terms of its cost to
them in premature deaths, pain, suffering
and lost earnings. It may be measured in
terms of savings to their employers from
not providing healthful working conditions.
Whichever measure is selected for consider-
ation, the character of the subsidy itself is
unchanged.

By ignoring this subsidy which workers
provide before regulations, and by mislabel-
ing the effect of the regulations as a tax, op-
ponents of regulation are able to depict new
standards as “inflationary" when their true
effect may simply be to shift costs from
workers to employers. Or, the effect may be
to substitute trivial cost increases to con-
sumers for crushing burdens hitherto
heaped on workers.

Finally, it should be noted that the De-
partment of Labor and its Secretary are
charged generally with the duty of protect-
ing labor's interest, not industry’s. In set-
ting occupational health standards the Sec-
retary is specifically instructed by Congress
to “. .. set the standard which most ade-
quately assures, to the extent feasible, on
the basis of the best available evidence, that
no employee will suffer material impair-
ment of health or functional ecapacity.”
(Section 6(b)(5)). What Congress obviously
intended is that the Secretary will act from
the point of view of the worker whose
health is at risk.

A decision by the Secretary to rely on
cost-benefit analysis, performed from indus-
try's perspective, violates the Secretary's
statutory responsibilities.

APPENDIX 2—ISSUES REGARDING THE
EFFECTIVENESS AND COSTS OF RESPIRATORS

A primary purpose of the current regula-
tory reform program for OSHA seems to be
to sanction the use of respirators instead of
engineering controls under the assumption
that respirators are “as effective as engi-
neering controls.” 2! A second underlying as-
sumption of those advocating cost-benefit
analysis for health standards is that the re-
sults will show that costs of engineering
controls and, therefore, respirators are the
preferred method of compliance in this cost-
effective scheme of things.

1“4 Shift Toward Protective Gear' Business
Week, April 13, 1981, p. 56.
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As we show in A below, the first of these
assumptions flies in the face of an over-
whelming body of expert opinion and the
assumption should not be accepted without
a careful testing. The second assumption is
not based on any detailed analysis of the
true costs of respirators. In B below we sug-
gest the elements for such an examination.

A. Respirator effectiveness

The concept that respirators can be “as
effective as engineering controls” is a con-
cept totally foreign to the science of indus-
trial hygiene® regardless of whether the sci-
entist represents industry, labor or govern-
ment. Respirators are always regarded as a
less effective option to be used only when
engineering controls are not feasible or as
an interim measure during the installation
of the engineering controls. Indeed, during
the hearings on the lead standard witnesses
for industry, government and labor agreed
that respirators have numerous limitations
and should only be used as a ‘“stop gap
measure’” (Tr. 5824) until engineering con-
trols can be installed.»

In fact, one of this country's leading ex-
perts on respirators has written that:

“The philosophical basis of the use of per-
sonal protective devices has been that first
preventive measures should be taken to
keep contamination from entering the work-
place and from contacting workers, This is
to be done if at all possible through the use
of good engineering control measures.

* - L] * -

“The attempt to avoid the use of personal
protective equipment in place of engineer-
ing controls is readily understandable for
several reasons. First, the effectiveness of
personal protective devices depends on the
actions of many people; each and every user
is responsible for knowing the limitations of
the devices, using them properly, and in
fact, using them at all. Engineering con-
trols, on the other hand, can be installed
and operated by a few ‘experts’; they can be
monitored and even can sound an alarm in
the event of a failure so that workers can be
removed from the area before an overexpo-
sure occurs, If a respirator fails and the air
contaminant is not readily detectable by
odor or one of the other senses, however, an
overexposure will not be detected until after
the fact, when it may be too late.”

Held, Bruce “Personal Protection” in
Patty's Industrial Hygiene and Toxicology,
Vol. I1I, pp. 647, 648, (1979 Ed.)

Similar statements of this fundamental
tenet of industrial hygiene can be found in
virtually every textbook and reference
manual and in the testimony of the respira-
tor experts at past OSHA Standard setting
hearings. For example, the Foundry Envi-
ronmental Control Manual of the American
Foundrymen’'s Society, published in 1972,
states that the role of the industrial hygien-
ist is to recommend appropriate control
measures. These include local exhaust venti-
lation, use of less toxic substances, isolation
of hazardous operations, good housekeeping
and the use of wetting agents. Only where
engineering controls cannot be used or are

= “Tndustrial hygiene is the science of preventing
occupational disease through proper control of the
environment.” Soule, Robert D., "“Industrial Hy-
giene Engineering Controls” in Patty's Industrial
Hygiene and Toxicology, Vol. I at p. 771 (1979 Ed.).

= Stewart, Tr. 2594-5; Varner (ASARCO) Tr. 6455,
6476, NIOSH Tr. 1313, 1561; Hull (Dynalite Bat-
tery) Tr. 1240-41; Williams (LIA) Tr, 1966, Coplan
(Amax) Tr. 5812; also Tr. 5871, 5508.
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not sufficient alone to control exposure
should respirators be used.2*

This nearly universal expert opinion that
respirators should be used only as a “stop
gap' measure should not now be rejected
unless rigorous testing supports such a re-
evaluation. We are confident that the re-
sults of the following testing will demon-
strate that respirators are even worse than
the experts indicate:

1. Quantitative field studies of all types of
respirators under consideration to deter-
mine how the protection factors in actual
use relate to the predicted performance
based on laboratory testing. There is cur-
rently a growing body of evidence that res-
pirators in actual use are not even as protec-
tive as the minimum protection factors rec-
ommended by Los Alamos Scientific Labora-
tory and used by OSHA and NIOSH in the
respirator selection tables.?s

2. Selection of “model” plants where state-
of-the-art technology has been installed to
evaluate the effectiveness of the engineer-
ing controls in reducing exposures and re-
ducing or eliminating the need for respira-
tors. Both domestic and foreign experience
must be considered.

3. Consideration of the fact that the
NIOSH certification and testing procedures
neither incorporate state-of-the-art testing
methodology nor assure the marketing of
reliable, effective respirators. This has been
determined both by NIOSH and a panel of
consultants and is evidenced, for example,
by the disagreements among researchers as
to the airflow level at which the breathing
resistance imposed by a respirator should be
measured and by the recent (post 1977) ef-
forts by NIOSH to evaluate complaints
about respirators and issue stop sale or
other notices to users about respirator inad-
equacies.

B. Respirator costs

In evaluating the use of respirators under
cost-benefit analysis, it is apparent that all
of the uncertainties and speculations men-
tioned in this brief in determining accurate
costs and benefits apply to respirators.

Beyond the obvious costs of purchase,
maintenance and replacement of respirators
and the development and enforcement of a
complete respirator program, there are
other very substantial costs associated with
respirators that must be incorporated into
any cost-benefit analysis. Examples of such
costs include:

1. Productivity loss induced in part from
the discomfort and impairment of vision
and communication associated with the use
of respirators. In the 1975 arsenic hearing,
ASARCO estimated an annual production
loss of $3.2 million for one plant.2®

24 The widely used textbook Pundamentals of In-
dustrial Hygiene (2d Ed.) published by the National
Safety Council (1979) states that, “Control of
health hazards by using respirators and other pro-
tective devices is usually considered secondary to
the use of engineering control methods.” at p. 614.

2s8ee for example, Smith, T. J., et al., “Inhala-
tion Exposure of Cadimium Workers: Effects of
Respirator Usage,” AIHA Journal 41:624 (Septem-
ber 1980); Harris, H. E., et al., “Respirator Usage
and Effectiveness in Bituminous Coal Mining Oper-
atlon,” AIHA Journal 35:159 (1974); Revoir, W, H.,
“Respirators for Protection Against Cotton Dust,”
ATHA Journal 35:503 (August 1974); Moore, D. E.
and Smith, T. J., “Measurement of Protection Fac-
tors of Chemical Cartridge, Half-Mask Respirators
Under Working Conditions in a Copper Smelter,"
AIHA Journal 37:453 (August 1976) and Toney, C.
R., et al, “Performance Evaluation of Respiratory
Protective Equipment Used in Paint Spraying Op-
erations,” June 1976, NIOSH Pub. No. 76-171.

8 ABARCO also stated that the initial cost of the
various types of respirators and the associated
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2. Adverse health effects due to respirator
failure such as the deaths of the firefighters
in March, 1979, in Lubbock, Texas, and the
lead poisoning of construction workers dis-
mantling lead painted steel. See Fischbein,
A., “Lead Hazard Among Ironworkers Dis-
mantling Lead-Painted Electrical Subway
Line in New York City", N.Y. State Journal
of Medicine, Vol. 78, No. 8, July 1978.

Stress or coronary problems are created or
aggravated by respirator use. See the refer-
ences in the paragraph below. In addition,
many workers have expressed concern about
this problem to Steelworker personnel
during the course of training sessions on
OSHA.

Other physiological or psychological re-
sponses occur in users. These include alter-
ations in normal breathing, reduction in ex-
halation time and impairment in lung venti-
lation. See James R. H. “Breathing Resist-
ance and Dead Space in Respiratory Protec-
tive Devices”, October, 1976, NIOSH Pub.
No. 77-161 and Raven, P. B., et al, “The
Physiological Consequences of Wearing In-
dustrial Respirators: A Review"” ATHA Jour-
nal 40:517 (June 1979).

In fact, it is alarming that accepted medi-
cal protocol have not been developed and
implemented indicating who can wear a res-
pirator, the type of respirator and the
length of time it can be worn. The recent
ANSI 288.2-1980 “Practices for Respiratory
Protection™ is a first effort at devising a
medical evaluation protocol. The areas to
evaluate include pulmonary and cardio-vas-
cular diseases, hypertension, anemia, diabe-
tes, anatomical abnormalities, claustropho-
bia and anxiety.

3. The cost of alternate employment with-
out loss of earnings for those employees
who cannot wear respirators or who suffer
impairment as a result of respirator use or
in the alternative the cost to society, the in-
dividual, family and friends if the employee
is fired. OSHA should request information
on specific cases in this area from employers
and unions.

NEED FOR IMMEDIATE ACTION
TO OFFSET THE DISASTROUS
IMPACT OF HIGH INTEREST
RATES

(Mr. HANSEN of Idaho asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the REcorp and
to include extraneous matter.)
® Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speak-
er, as ranking Republican of the Sub-
committee on Domestic Monetary
Policy of the Banking Committee, I
want to share my very real concerns
about the disastrous and uneven
impact which high interest rates are
having upon our Nation’s economy.

These concerns are outlined in a
letter to the President, which has been
cosigned by many of my colleagues.
After some preliminary contact, I am
pleased to report that these ideas have
been received favorably by high ad-
ministration officials who hope to use
them in early efforts to reduce inter-
est rates.

cleaning facility would be close to $1 million with
an annual cost of $800,000 again for one plant. See
Ex. 20(h) Statement of Larry W. Lindquist, Smelter
Superintendent, ASARCO, Tacoma (April 14, 1975).
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These thoughts are more thorough-
ly presented in the supplemental views
to the Banking Committee's semian-
nual report to the Congress on the
conduct of monetary policy. I am
pleased to note that several of my
good friends and colleagues on the
Banking Committee (NORM SHUMWAY
of California, Ep WeBeR of Ohio, BiLL
Lowery of California) joined me in
signing these views.

I encourage all of my colleagues to
read carefully these supplemental
views and the general minority views
which follow:

SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS oOF HoN. GEORGE
HanseEN, Hon. NorMan D. SHUMwAY, Hon.
Ep WEBER, AND HoN. BiLL LOWERY
We offer these Supplemental Views to ex-

press our deep concern about the disastrous

impact of high interest rates on our Na-
tion’s economy. The unfortunate result of
these high rates is that they have an
uneven effect upon certain sectors of our
economy—agriculture, construction, hous-
ing, small business and the thrift industry—
as Chairman Paul Volcker of the Federal

Reserve Board acknowledged at our mone-

tary policy oversight hearings.

The Minority Views—to which we fully
subscribe—correctly state that the only
long-term solution to lower interest rates is
to curb inflation and to break the persistent
psychology of inflation. We can do this only
by enacting President Reagan's Program for
Economic Recovery now. Under Secretary
of the Treasury for Monetary Affairs Beryl
W. Sprinkel highlighted this crucial point
during the hearings when he stated: “...
high interest rates are the cost which the
economy now bears for repeated failure to
fight inflation in the past.” Continuing, he
affirmed: "high interest rates are the ra-
tional reaction of credit markets to the un-
legislated tax which inflation imposes on
the lending of money.”

It should be stated unequivocally that
high interest rates are neither the policy of
the Reagan Administration nor the result of
the present policies which this Administra-
tion is implementing. The present Adminis-
tration unfortunately has inherited the re-
sults of past policies, the cruelest of which
is that unlegislated tax: inflation. Moreover,
the spectres of the past—policies of fiscal ir-
responsibility, fast money growth and gov-
ernment intervention to allocate credit—are
now recognized for what they truly are: dis-
credited policies which favored special inter-
ests at the expense of both broken promises
to the poor and unconscionable financial
burdens heaped upon the majority of tax-
payers.

Our Supplemental Views are offered to
address two fundamental points. First, past
failures of Federal Reserve to control the
money supply have contributed to our infla-
tionary problems and in part account for
high interest rates today. Second, we believe
that there are short-term measures which,
if approached properly, can begin to build a
base for long-term credibility and create an
immediate psychology of hope that will in-
spire confidence and promote economic ac-
tivity by producers and consumers alike.

FEDERAL RESERVE POLICIES OF THE PAST

While we appreciate the Federal Reserve'’s
moves to slow money growth during the
first half of 1981, a point disecussed thor-
oughly in the Minority Views, we must also
observe that in part our problems today are
caused by the Federal Reserve's failure in
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the past to keep the lid on that bubbling
caldron which we call the money supply. In
recent years M1-B, the monetary aggregate
to which many observers pay the most at-
tention, has been wandering and rambling
all over the place. Although the Federal Re-
serve may hit a particular target during any
given quarter or two, more often than not it
has failed to hit its targets during the past
several years.

A witness at followup hearings before the
Subcommittee on Domestic Monetary
Policy cogently expressed the private sec-
tor’s frustration with Federal Reserve
policy in recent years. Leif H. Olsen, Chair-
man of Citibank's Economic Policy Commit-
tee, stated:

*. . .The marketplace, which has been con-
ditioned by years of disappointment over
the broken promises of monetary authori-
ties, is now dominated by short-run psychol-
ogy. Interest rates are now divorced from
levels of real economic activity, and when
they climb they create enormous distortions
and distress. . .

“Over the last ten years, people in the fi-
nancial markets and businessmen generally
have listened to speeches and testimony by
public officials of both parties promising a
reduction of inflation. And those now in
office have inherited a legacy of this syn-
drome of unfulfilled promises. As a result,
the Federal Reserve has no credibility in the
Jinancial markets.”

We believe that a majority of Americans
share our concern about the Federal Re-
serve's credibility based upon its past per-
formance.

This Committee repeatedly has urged the
Federal Reserve to gradually lower its tar-
gets for monetary growth and, more impor-
tantly to achieve those targets. This policy
prescription is important to reduce inflation
and thereby lower interest rates. We whole-
heartedly agree with TUnder Secretary
Sprinkel when he testified: “The attack on
inflation can be successful only if we stay
the course of persistent slowing in the rate
of money growth, with the ultimate goal of
a permanent, steady, noninflationary rate
of monetary expansion.” If we can succeed
with this policy, we will lower interest rates
over time.

We strongly endorse the Administration's
call for a ‘‘new commitment to a stable mon-
etary policy” through the “phased decelera-
tion of money supply growth” which Dr.
Sprinkel outlined in his testimony. We are
reminded that the Administration’s propos-
al for a one percent annual reduction of
M1-B beginning in 1981 and continuing
through 1986 is not unlike the guidelines
for “progressive deceleration of money
growth” which this Committee endorsed in
a bipartisan fashion in our first two mone-
tary policy reports.

Let us reecall what both Republicans and
Democrats alike stated in previous reports:

“Roller coaster monetary policies do not
work, whether they seek to cure inflation by
a sharp rise in unemployment or to elimi-
nate unemployment at the cost of sharply
accelerated inflation.”

“We are . . . disappointed that the Feder-
al Reserve has failed to set longer term tar-
gets for progressive deceleration in mone-
tary growth.”

“Achievement of the ... goals of the
Humphrey-Hawkins Act would be promoted
by steady deceleration in the average
annual rate of monetary expansion over the
next five years.”

S0 the Committee's record is clear. In
1979 we endorsed the bipartisan principle of
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slowing M1-B growth by one percent per
year, a principle which the Reagan Adminis-
tration has adopted for the 1980s. As a re-
minder we reprint below the Committee’s
past recommendation for M1-B growth.

Recommended percent growth 4th quarter to
4th quarter M1 (adjusted)—1978-83"

Percent

1978 7.6
1979 .0
1980 0
1981 .0
1982 .0
.0

B

1983

t Assuming continuation of the present approx
mately 3 percent velocity growth trend.

It is time that the Federal Reserve
learned that the gyrations of its roller coast-
er policies are creating chaos in the country-
side for those sectors which are interest rate
sensitive and thus particularly distressed.
Consequently, we admonish the Federal Re-
serve to stick to its stated policy of reducing
M1-B growth in 1981 and 1982 and beyond.

SHORT-TERM MEASURES TO LOWER INTEREST

RATES

When Undersecretary Sprinkel appeared
before our Committee, we began to explore
with him possible short-term measures
which we believe will get the long-awaited
message to the American people that some
overdue relief is on the way.

For example, we suggest that the Treas-
ury allocate its financing across the spec-
trum of short, medium and long-term oper-
ations so as to limit not only the cost to the
government but also to minimize the crowd-
ing-out effect on private sector borrowers. If
interest rates decline, as most reputable
economists anticipate, at least part of this
extra cost can be recovered by the Treasury
in future financing operations. Combined
with a strong statement about the intent of
this action, we believe two things would be
accomplished. First, this action would em-

phasize the Administration’s determination
to defeat inflation, because it anticipates
lower interest rates and thus lower borrow-
ing costs that would flow from reduced in-

flation rates in the foreseeable future.
Second, this step would take pressure off
those parts of the credit markets which are
especially important to the sectors of our
economy which are particularly distressed
and interest rate sensitive.

Moreover, additional stimuli with little or
no Treasury outlay can be given for busi-
ness and construction activity through se-
lective advancement of commitment dates
on obligations the government already Is
planning to undertake. For example, we are
aware that some 50,000 to 60,000 Section 8
housing units which should be under con-
struction are still in the pipeline, due to a
delay in the issuance of certain regulations
by the Department of Housing and Urban
Development. If properly promoted, such
activity would provide a clear signal to en-
courage private-sector action without any
early drain on government resources.

We are confident that other measures to
help bring interest rates down in the imme-
diate future can be found. In our opinion,
this can be done without resorting to any
sleight-of-hand schemes, which smack of
credit allocation, and without printing any
more phony money to drive interest rates
down in the short run.

CONCLUSION

The people of this country just want a
fair shake and a chance to overcome high
interest rates and business losses during this
period of economic readjustment. The
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Reagan Administration offers a refreshing,
new hope to lift the majority of Americans
out of the economic excesses of the past by
creating both employment and a more
stable environment for economic opportuni-
ties.

We believe it is time to start thinking
about the average person from middle
America who pays the majority of taxes in
this country and who suffers disproportion-
ately as well as unfairly from high interest
rates. It is time to save America—and the
American dream of being able to afford to
buy or build a home, of starting up a small
business, or of remaining on the family
farm. We can achieve this dream only by
continued efforts to rollback inflation and
by declaring war on high interest rates. In
addition to the strategies we have mapped
out above, our battle plan must be to enact
the President’'s Program for Economic Re-
covery in its totality and as soon as possible.

MINORITY VIEWS ON MIDYEAR MONETARY

PoLicy REPORT TO CONGRESS

INTRODUCTION

The Federal Reserve's Midyear Monetary
Report to Congress for 1981 comes at a criti-
cal time. Inflation remains unacceptably
high, although evidently declining from its
double-digit levels of the past several years.
Resulting high interest rates and unemploy-
ment cause serious financial stress for both
businesses and individuals. The achievement
of balanced economic growth and full em-
ployment—the avowed purpose of the Hum-
phrey-Hawkins Act—calls for unrelenting
efforts to reduce inflation and associated
high rates of interest.

In the Committee’s Fifth Report on Mon-
etary Policy of 1981, the Minority noted
that one of the four essential pillars of
President Reagan's Program for Economic
Recovery is “a new commitment to a stable
monetary policy.” We are pleased that this
commitment was embraced most recently by
leaders of the major industrialized countries
at the Ottawa Economic Summit. Canada,
France, Great Britain, Japan, Italy and
West Germany joined the United States in
reaffirming this policy in their final commu-
nique; “We see low and stable monetary
growth as essential to reducing inflation.”

Many of the witnesses at our hearings
concurred in the necessity of a stable, non-
inflationary growth of the money supply.
But, Federal Reserve Board Chairman Paul
Volcker perhaps said it best: “An effective
program to restore price stability requires
reducing growth in money and credit over
time to rates consistent with the growth of
output and employment at stable prices.”

We conclude, therefore, that the present
monetary policy of the Federal Reserve
Board and the complementary fiscal and
regulatory policies of the Reagan Adminis-
tration represent the only coherent and in-
tellectually persuasive set of policies for the
abatement of inflation.

It is unfortunate that the Sixth Report of
this Committee on monetary policy fails to
come to grips with the basic issues at hand.
While the Majority's report may address
the special concerns of several Members, it
fails to address the major questions of an
appropriate monetary policy. Although we
may differ on specific points, we are united
on the fundamental policies stated in these
Minority views.

HIGH INTEREST RATES: LEGACY OF PAST
EXCESSES

While we share the Majority's concern

about the consequences of high rates of in-
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terest, we differ as to their causes. It is our
view that interest rates depend importantly
on confidence that inflation will, in fact, be
controlled, and the purchasing power of
funds lent will be returned intact. This con-
fidence has been eroded by repeated rever-
sals of monetary policy and a proliferation
of unnecessarily large budget deficits. The
only way to lower interest rates, therefore,
is to convince the financial community that
the Federal Reserve and the Administration
are determined to restore stability to the
purchasing power of money through re-
straints on money growth and Federal
spending.

Undeniably, these measures will cause
some pain, but the pain will be far less than
the pain that would come with returning to
the old game plan of huge spending in-
creases, tax increases through bracket
creep, and fast money growth. That plan ac-
celerated inflation from less than 6 percent
in 1976 to more than 13 percent in 1980, and
raised interest rates from 4.4 percent in De-
cember 1976 to 15.7 percent in December
1980. It helped reduce real GNP growth to
virtually zero in 1979 and 1980 and left us
with 7.4 percent unemployment at the end
of 1980.

Those who complain about tight money
causing high interest rates should remem-
ber that the Treasury bill rate’s latest
breathtaking increase was propelled by very
rapid money growth in the second half of
1980, and that it fell in the first half of
1980, albeit moderately, as money growth
slowed. We can reasonably expect further
and substantial downward movement, pro-
vided we have the stamina to stay the
course.

WHAT ARE THE ALTERNATIVES?

Several witnesses testified against the cur-
rent policies of both the Federal Reserve
and the Reagan Administration. Unfortu-
nately, they suggest no new solution to the
problem of inflation and high interest rates
in their written statements. When ques-
tioned about their policy preferences, these
witnesses offered the old, discredited nos-
trums of incomes policy and government al-
location of credit. Such proposed quick fixes
are tempting, but experience has taught
that they do not work. Wage and price con-
trols imposed by a Republican Administra-
tion failed to stop inflation as did credit
controls imposed by a Democratic Adminis-
tration. Both disrupted production, capital
accumulation, and the efficient allocation of
resources. After last year's experience, new
calls for invoking the Credit Controel Act of
1969 should fall on deaf ears.

The Majority in its report urges that in-
terest rates be reduced by a policy of great-
er monetary ease although without suggest-
ing specific growth rates—and after conced-
ing elsewhere that financial markets in
recent years have tended to interpret easier
money and credit as signals of more infla-
tion. In his testimony, Chairman Volcker
succinetly addressed this point:

“ .. Curbing inflation will require per-
sistent restraint on the growth of money
and credit. An attempt to escape from high
interest rates and strains on financial mar-
kets and institutions by abandoning that re-
straint would be self-defeating. By encour-
aging expectations of more inflation, that
approach would soon stimulate even more
borrowing, further reduce incentives to
save, and ultimately result in still higher in-
terest rates and more economic difficul-
ty . . . Indeed, sustained monetary re-
straint, by encouraging greater confidence
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in the price outlook, will in time help bring
interest rates lower.”

Similarly, Beryl W. Sprinkel, Undersecre-
tary of the Treasury for Monetary Affairs,
offered these observations: .

"The Federal Reserve cannot reduce in-
terest rates with new regulations on credit
markets or faster money growth. More
money signals more inflation. Any dip in
rates which might result from faster money
growth would be temporary and rapidly dis-
sipated. Interest rates would rise to an even
higher level as lenders, now well-trained on
and highly attuned to the effects of rapid
money growth, would demand even higher
rates of interest. The experience of the past
two years indicates that this reaction would
occur very quickly, as market interest rates
rose almost simultaneously with each re-
ported increase in the money supply. Since
May of last year, reports of rapid increases
in money growth have led almost immedi-
ately to higher long-term rates of interest,
which are good indicators of the market's
perceptions about future inflation.”

The Majority also has expressed concern
about continued large budget deficits, We
welcome their conversion to fiscal responsi-
bility. After recent skirmishes during the
reconciliation process, we are surprised but
pleased to see this change of heart. We fully
expect our colleagues on the other side of
the aisle to remember this new commit-
ment.

MONETARY POLICY IN 1981

In recent years, annual money growth has
accelerated to a rate that in great part ex-
plains rising rates of inflation. While infla-
tion can have many causes, rapid growth in
the money supply is certainly a major con-
tributing factor, Conversely, controlling
money growth must be a critical part of the
effort to reduce inflation. As Chart 1 shows,
(chart not reproduced) over extended peri-
ods, the rate of inflation tends to track the
rate of increase in the money supply. Thus,
accelerated money growth leads to higher
rates of inflation, and also to higher interest
rates.

We stated in the last monetary policy
report to Congress that the Federal Re-
serve’s target ranges for the growth of the
money supply in 1981 were acceptable. We
are encouraged by the fact that the Federal
Reserve was well within its target range for
the growth of MI1-B—the most carefully
watched measure of money, consisting of
currency, plus demand deposits and other
checkable deposits—during the first half of
1981. If we measure M1-B before adjusting
for shifts into ATS and NOW accounts, we
find that it grew at a seasonally adjusted
compound annual rate of 6.9 percent in the
first two quarters of this year or well below
the midpoint of the Federal Reserve’s target
range of 6.0 to 8.5 percent and also well
below the more than 13 percent per annum
growth in the second half of 1980. If we
measure M1-B after adjusting for these
shifts, we note that this monetary aggregate
during the first six months of 1981 grew at a
seasonally adjusted compound annual rate
of only 2.2 percent, significantly below the
adjusted target range of 3.5 to 6.0 percent.

We should not be distressed—as the Ma-
jority clearly is in its report—at the low
growth of M1-B adjusted, which was below
the target range during the first half of this
year. We do not believe that this will create
the economic hardships the Majority's
report envisions. While growth of M1-B ad-
justed was relatively slow, growth of the
broader monetary aggregates was at or
above the upper limits of their specified
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ranges. Commercial bank credit also grew
near the upper limit of its range, We should
not be misguided by the increased gap be-
tween growth rates of the narrow and broad
aggregates which has occurred this year. As
Chairman Volcker noted, high interest rates
have intensified efforts to economize on
holding transactions balances, contributing
to slower growth of the narrow aggregates.
At the same time, financial intermediaries
have been able to use instruments bearing
market-determined yields to compete with
open market securities and thus dampening
effects of high interest rates on the broader
agegregates.

We endorse the recent slowing in the rate
of M1-B growth, also, because the Federal
Reserve did not hit its targeted growth
range in 1980. We are hopeful that slower
growth during the first half of 1981 is indic-
ative of a long-term trend, which financial
markets will consider when assessing future
movements of interest rates. Furthermore,
we are pleased that the Federal Open
Market Committee targeted the growth of
MI1-B near the lower end of its range for
the year as a whole. We urge the Federal
Reserve to achieve this stated intention
during the second half of 1981. To do so will
lend credibility to the basic thrust of its
stated policy—"to lower progressively effec-
tive money and credit growth to amounts
consistent with price stability.”

Furthermore, we must point out that the
Majority has favored a deceleration of
money supply growth ever since the Com-
mittee's first monetary policy report was
issued in 1979. In that report, there was
strong, bipartisan agreement that long-
term, slower money growth was the accept-
ed course to follow. Had the Federal Re-
serve achieved the Committee's preferences
for slower money growth suggested in that
first report, we would not have had the in-
flation and resulting high interest rates
which haunt us today. In the current report
of the Majority, we regretfully note that
they have changed their views. They now
find that present monetary policy is neither
necessary nor justified. They take this posi-
tion, however, without disclosing what they
consider “prudent monetary restraint” to
be.

MONETARY TARGETS FOR 1982

As part of the midyear report, the Federal
Reserve announced its tentative target
ranges for the monetary aggregates in 1982.
We endorse the Federal Reserve's intention
to target a single M1 figure in 1982, which
will replace the present M1-B. Assuming
that major shifts into NOW accounts will be
completed by year end, the move to a single
M1 figure should help to eliminate current
confusion surrounding the M1 aggregates.

More importantly, we concur with the
Federal Reserve's proposal for an M1 range
of 2.5 to 5.5 percent for 1982. We believe
that this target range for M1, should pro-
vide the necessary restraint without being
recessionary. Slower monetary growth will
reduce both inflation and interest rates as
time passes.

Chairman Volcker’'s report indicated that
the broader aggregates for M2 and M3 were
left unchanged at 6 to 9 percent and 6.5 to
9.5 percent, respectively, in 1982, This is an
acceptable range considering the structural
changes within the monetary aggregates, if
actual growth for these two measures is
closer to the midpoint in 1982 than it is cur-
rently.

IMPROVING MONETARY CONTROL

In past reports of this Committee, Majori-

ty and Minority Members alike have encour-
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aged the Federal Reserve to explore ways to
improve its operating procedures. We have
urged collectively that the Federal Reserve
discontinue its policy of lagged reserve ac-
counting in favor of returning to the con-
temporaneous reserve assessment proce-
dure, which was used before 1968. We also
have urged in the past that the Federal Re-
serve's discount rate reflect current market
rates more explicitly.

The Federal Reserve, however, has yet to
respond to these suggested changes. It is un-
fortunate that because of the wide range of
issues discussed during the hearings, ade-
quate attention was not paid to these pro-
posals. We, therefore, urge the Subcommit-
tee on Domestic Monetary Policy to sched-
ule hearings at the earliest possible time to
discuss the benefits and the costs of the var-
ious suggestions for improving the Federal
Reserve's operating procedures.

CONCLUSION

If they accomplished anything, these
hearings have served to highlight the con-
trasting approaches of the Committee’'s con-
stituent parties in assessing monetary policy
and the problem of inflation, We, the Mi-
nority, believe in learning from mistaken
policies of the past and drawing the neces-
sary consequences for present policy, un-
palatable though they may be. We believe
in a commitment to a steady course of
action to reduce uncertainty, restore the
credibility of government, and stabilize cap-
ital markets. We favor reliance on competi-
tive market forces to the maximum extent
possible. Finally, we believe in the need for
a coherent anti-inflation program for the
longer term that joins monetary and fiscal
restraint with appropriate incentives for
savers and adequate rewards for those who
risk their investment in productive enter-
prise.@

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission
to address the House, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. RATCHFORD) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. SYNAR, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. St GermaiN, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. CrockeTT, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Zasrockl, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLEz, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Annunzro, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PePPER, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GonNzaLEZ) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. LaFALcCE, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. Uparr, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. NeaL, for 10 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission
to revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

Mr. Gaypos, and to include extrane-
ous matter, notwithstanding the fact
that it exceeds two pages of the Con-
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GRESSIONAL RECORD and is estimated by
the Public Printer to cost $3,244.80.

Mr. HEFTEL, prior to Mr. BOLLING, On
H.R. 4331, in the House today.

Mr. SnypER, during debate on title
XVI, maritime and related programs,
of the conference report on H.R. 3982,
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1981.

Mr. GonzaLez, immediately follow-
ing the remarks of Mr. ST GERMAIN,
concerning banking, housing, and re-
lated programs provisions of the con-
ference report on H.R. 3982. Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981.

Mr. RaHALL, prior to passage of the
conference report on H.R. 3982, Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981.

Mr. GOLDWATER, to insert remarks
during debate on conference report on
H.R. 3982 immediately after remarks
of Mr. WINN.

Mr. FoLEY, to insert statement im-
mediately prior to vote on adoption of
conference report on omnibus recon-
ciliation bill.

Mr. Hansen of Idaho, and to include
extraneous material, notwithstanding
the fact that it exceeds two pages of
the REcorp and is estimated by the
Public Printer to cost $1,440.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Wegeer of Ohio) and to in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. SOLOMON.

Mr. DICKINSON.

Mr. LENT.

. LEE.

. GRISHAM.

. GREEN,

. DErwINsKI in four instances.

. RITTER.

. DUNCAN.

. MarTIN of New York in two in-
stances.

Mr. Hansen of Idaho
stances.

Mr. CORCORAN in seven instances.

Mr. McCLOSKEY in two instances.

Mr. PRITCHARD.

Mr. KEMP.

Mr. ERLENEORN.

Mr. SmiTH of Oregon.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. RarcHForD) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. PATTERSON.

Mr. HoYER in two instances.

Mr. D'AMOURS.

Mr. Gaypos in three instances.

Ms. FERRARO.

Mr. ALEXANDER.

Mr. Forp of Michigan.

Mr. Won Par in two instances.

Mr. SANTINI.

Mr. McHUGH.

Mr. HAWKINS.

Mr. MOFFETT.

Mr. NEAL.

Mr. O'NEILL.

Mr. SOLARZ.

. WAXMAN.

. FLORIO.

. DOWNEY.

. DE LA GARZA.

in two in-
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Mr. SCHEUER.

Mr. LUKEN.

Mr. ST GERMAIN.

Mr. M1LLER of California.
Mr. PICKLE.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

8.J. Res. 102. Joint resolution to authorize
(a.nd request the President to designate the
month of April 1982 as “Parliamentary Em-
phasis Month"; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 3 o'clock and 33 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Tuesday,
August 4, 1981, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

1934. A letter from the U.S. Trade Repre-
sentative, Executive Office of the President,
transmitting a report covering the 6 months
ended June 30, 1981, of reviews and hear-
ings arising from complaints of unfair trade
practices by foreign governments, pursuant
to section 306 of the Trade Act of 1974, as
amended; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

1935. A letter from the General Counsel
of the Department of Defense, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to amend
title 5, United States Code, to provide that
certain benefits to which employees of the
United States stationed in Alaska, Hawaii,
Puerto Rico, or a territory or possession of
the United States are entitled may be termi-
nated under certain conditions; jointly, to
the Committees on Government Operations
and Post Office and Civil Service,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. ST GERMAIN: Committee on Bank-
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs. Report on
monetary policy for 1981 (Rept. No. 97-213).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Govern-
ment Operations. Report on DOD's failure
to recover nonrecurring research, develop-
ment, and production costs on foreign mili-
tary sales. (Rept. No. 97-214). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. DICKINSON (for himself, Mr.
STANGELAND, Mrs. Hort, Mr. WHITE-
HURST, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr. BETHUNE,
Mr. BarALls, Mr. CORCORAN, Mr.
JoHNSTON, Mr. McCLory, and Mr.
LOEFFLER):

H.R. 4351. A bill to amend the Federal
Election Campaign Act with respect to con-
tributions and expenditures by national
banks, corporations, and labor unions; to
the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. EVANS of Georgia:

H.R. 4352. A bill to amend the Controlled
Substances Act to revise the penalties for
the distribution of marihuana in violation
of that act, and for other purposes; jointly,
to the Committees on the Judiciary and
Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. EVANS of Georgia (for him-
self and Mr. BUTLER):

H.R. 4353. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act to establish a uniform Law on the
Subject of Bankruptcies, approved Novem-
ber 6, 1978; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. FIELDS (for himself, Mr.
ARCHER, Mr., WiLsoN, Mr. PICKLE,
Mr. Hance, Mr. WHITE, Mr. COLLINS
of Texas, Mr. Sam B. HaLL, Jr., Mr.
LEatH of Texas, Mr. LOEFFLER, Mr,
HicHTOWER, and Mr. STENHOLM):

H.R. 4354. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, to construct the X project for
flood control and recreation in the Upper
White Oak Bayou area, Texas; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transportation.

By Mr. GARCIA:

H.R. 4355. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude from gross
income interest on certain reparation pay-
ments received by individuals persecuted
under the German National Socialist
regime; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. GOLDWATER:

H.R. 4356. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to insure periodic
payments for damages received on account
of personal injuries or sickness, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr, GONZALEZ:

H.R. 4357. A bill to vest in the Secretary
of the Treasury all functions relating to the
examination and supervision of federally in-
sured banks; to the Committee on Banking,
Finance and Urban Affairs,

H.R. 4358. A bill to repeal the Federal Re-
serve Act and transfer the functions former-
1y carried out under the act to the Depart-
ment of the Treasury; to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. HERTEL:

H.R. 4359. A bill to provide for actions for
declaratory and equitable relief for protec-
tion of the air, water, and other natural re-
sources of public lands, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROYBAL:

H.R. 4360. A bill to reduce financing cost
to cities, counties, and States by amending
section 5135 of the Revised Statutes to
permit national banks to underwrite and
deal in revenue bonds issued by State and
local governments, and for other purposes;
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to the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN (for himself,

Mr. StanToN of Ohioc and Mr.
WYLIE)

H.R. 4361. A bill to provide flexibility to
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation,
the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance
Corporation, and the Federal supervisory
agencies to deal with financially distressed
depository institutions; to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. SAWYER (for himself, Mr.
McCrLorY, Mr. TRIBLE, Mr. FisH, Mr.
Sam B. Hair, Jr., Mr. BUuTLER, Mr.
MOORHEAD, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Ms.
FIEDLER, AND Mr. SHAW):

H.R. 4362. A Dbill to amend the Bail
Reform Act of 1966 to permit consideration
of danger to the community in setting pre-
trial release conditions, to permit pretrial
detention of certain offenders, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiei-
ary.

By Mr. UDALL:

H.R. 4363. A bill to provide water to the
Papago Tribe of Arizona and its members,
to settle tribal and individual water rights
claim in portions of the Papago Reserva-
tions, and for other purposes, to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 4364. A bill to declare that the
United States holds in trust for the Pascua
Yaqui of Arizona certain land in Pima
County, Ariz., to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 4365. A bill to provide that per capita
payments to Indians may be made by tribal
governments, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. WATKINS (for himself, Mr.
Stump, and Mr. OTTINGER):

H.R. 4366. A bill to establish a National
Water Utilities Bank to insure the availabil-
ity of financing to water utilities; to the
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs. -

By Mr. WHITE:

H.R. 4367. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to increase the number of As-
sistant Secretaries in the Department of De-
fense, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. BONIOR of Michigan:

H. Con. Res. 168. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that
there should be established in Greece a per-
manent site for the summer Olympic
Games; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Ohio (for him-
self and Mr. ATKINSON):

H. Con. Res. 169. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress that a
tax should be imposed on all goods imported
into the United States and that the pro-
ceeds of such tax should be deposited in the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:
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By Mr. HORTON:

H.R. 4368. A bill for the relief of Alberto
Mayorga; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.
H.R. 4369. A bill for the relief of Alberto
Mayorga, Jr.; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R. 4370. A bill for the relief of Maria
Mayorga; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. HUGHES:

H.R. 4371. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Juana Garcia de Lumpuy and her children,
Frank Lumpuy and Linelsa Lumpuy; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS »

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were added to public bills and res-
olutions as follows:

H.R. 25: Mr. ARcCHER, Mr. BapHAM, Mr.
Bearp, Mr. Epwarps of Alabama, Mr. Ep-
warps of Oklahoma, Mr. ForsYTHE, Mr.
FRENZEL, Mr. GoobpLiNg, Mr. HIGHTOWER,
Mr. JoHNsTON, Mr. LoEFFLER, Mr. McCLos-
KEY, Mr. Parris, Mr. SHAW, Mr. STENHOLM,
Mr. WHITEHURST, and Mr. WoLr.

H.R. 27: Ms. OAKAR,

H.R. 116: Mr, McCorLrum, Mr. Kazen, and
Mr. LOEFFLER.

H.R. 1325: Mr. BADHAM.

H.R. 2014: Mr. ForsYTHE, Mr. Fazio, and
Mr. SUNIA.

H.R. 2876: Mr. BLILEY.

H.R. 2881; Mr. NEAL.

H.R. 3269: Mr. MiLLer of California, Mr.
Lewis, Mr. Evans of Iowa, Mr. VOLKMER,
and Mr. CHAPPIE.

H.R. 3393. Mr. PATTERSON.

H.R. 3397: Mr. LEHMAN.

H.R. 3722: Mr. DaNIEL B. CRANE, MTr.
CralG, Mr. RaHALL, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. NicH-
oLs, Mr, Evans of Iowa, Mr. LuJan, Mr.
CHAPPELL, Mr. HarL of Ohio, Mr. DREIER,
Mr. SAWYER, Mr. KazEN, Mr, MaTTOX, MTr.
SoLomon, and Mr. PASHAYAN.

H.R. 3882: Mr. Tauxke, Mr. SAWYER, Mr,
GINGRICH, Mr. TRIBLE, Mr. SwirFt, and Mr,
COLEMAN.

H.R. 3883: Mr. IRELAND.

H.R. 3910: Mr. ArLBosTA, Mr. BEILENSON,
Mr. EpGAr, Mr. F1sH, Mr. GREEN, Mr. MoaK-
LEY, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. PRITCHARD, Mr.
WE1ss, Mr. Bepert, Mr. Stupps, and Mr.

Faz1o0.

H.R. 3927: Mr. LeNT, Mr. CoELHO, and Mr.
GINGRICH.

H.R. 3998: Mr. WeBer of Minnesota, Mr.
SHAMANSKY, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. CORCORAN,
Mr. MURPHY, Mr. BRODHEAD, Mr. WYDEN,
Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. BEILENSON,
Mr., PoRTER, Mr. SAwYER, Mr. SHUMWAY,
Mr. FauNTROY, Mr. D’'Amours, and Mr.
GEJDENSON.

H.R. 4009: Mr. SmITH of Iowa.

H.R. 4084: Mr. GUNDERSON.

H.R. 4108: Mr. CLAUSEN, Mr. CHAPPIE, Mrs.
CoLrINs of Illinois, Mr. Hypg, Mr. HORTON,
Mr. DysoN, Mr. BarFaLis, Mr. COURTER, Mr.
DymaLLy, Mr. Sunia, Mr. NAPIER, and Mr.
LIVINGSTON.

H.R. 4157: Mr. VeENTO, Mr. WEAVER, Mr.
MircHELL of Maryland, Mr. MURPHY, Mr.
OTTINGER, and Mr. DWYER.

H.R. 4212: Mr. CorrADA, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr.
NEeLsoN, and Mr. DWYER.
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H.R. 4328; Mr. Marr1orT and Mr. RAHALL.

H.J. Res. 260: Mr, LeviTas and Mr. HANSEN
of Utah.

H.J. Res. 293: Mr. WoLPE, Mr. OBERSTAR,
Mr. PORTER, Mrs. SCHNEIDER, Mr. CoOELHO,
Mr. Sunia, Mr. Epcar, Mr. FisH, and Mr.
WHITTAKER.

H. Con. Res. 112: Mr. F1sH.

H. Con. Res. 157: Mr. CARNEY, Mr. DovuGH-
ERTY, Mr., FRENZEL, Mr. LanTos, Mr. Lun-
GREN, and Mr. YATRON.

H. Res. 192: Mr, RAHALL.

H. Res. 197; Mr. NicHoLs, Mr. GREEN, Mr.
EMERY, Mr. MircHELL of New York, Mr.
HorToN, Mr. FisH, Mr. HOLLENBECK, MTrs.
Snowe, Mr. DENArpIs, Mr. PURSELL, MTr.
RiNaLDO, Mrs. HECKLER, Mr. SmiTH of New
Jersey, Mrs. SCHNEIDER, Mr. LeviTas, Mr.
BoLanp, Mr, Dicks, Mr. Kazen, Mr. Jonn L.
BURTON, Mr. WaxMAN, Mr. WHITEHURST, M.
YaTes, Mr. Stupps, Mr. FrosT, Mr. ROSEN-
THAL, Mr. GuUaARINI, Mr. DorcaN of North
Dakota, Mr. MoAKLEY, Mr. OsEY, Mr. PHIL-
LIP BURTON, Mr. Bracei, Mr. BoNKER, Mr.
LAFALCE, Mr. ATKINSON, Mr. Davis, Mr. Ap-
PLEGATE, Mr. DysoN, Mr. LaNTos, Mr. NELLI-
GAN, and Mr. MoTTL.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 4169

By Mr. ASHBROOK:
—Page 17, line 22, strike out the period and
insert in lieu thereof the following: “: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds appropriated
by this title may be used to require, request,
or recommend, in connection with any cause
of action that is or may be brought for a
violation of the Fair Housing Act of 1968,
that a State or a unit of local government
make available, or permit to be made avail-
able, housing with respect to which Federal
financial assistance is provided under the
United States Housing Act of 1937, section
235 or 236 of the National Housing Act, sec-
tion 101 of the Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Act of 1965, section 202 of the Housing
Act of 1959, or title V of the Housing Act of
1949.",
By Mr. MOTTL:

—Page 17, line 22, strike out the period and
insert in lieu thereof the following: “: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds appropriated
by this title may be used to require, request,
or recommend, in connection with any cause
of action that is or may be brought for a
violation of the Fair Housing Act of 1968,
that a State or a unit of local government
make avalilable, or permit to be made avail-
able, housing with respect to which Federal
financial assistance is provided under the
United States Housing Act of 1937, section
235 or 236 of the National Housing Act, sec-
tion 101 of the Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Act of 1965, section 202 of the Housing
Act of 1959, or title V of the Housing Act of
1949.",
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