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The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. LAUTENBERG, proposes an amendment
numbered 2156.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PER-
SONS WITH AIDS.

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, with respect to the amount allocated for
fiscal year 1998, and the amounts that would
otherwise be allocated for fiscal year 1999 or
any succeeding fiscal year, to the City of
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania on behalf of the
Philadelphia, PA-NJ Primary Metropolitan
Statistical Area (in this section referred to
as the ‘“‘metropolitan area’), under section
854(c) of the AIDS Housing Opportunity Act
(42 U.S.C. 12903(c)), the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development shall adjust such
amounts by allocating to the State of New
Jersey the proportion of the metropolitan
area’s amount that is based on the number of
cases of AIDS reported in the portion of the
metropolitan area that is located in New
Jersey.

(b) The State of New Jersey shall use
amounts allocated to the State under this
section to carry out eligible activities under
section 855 of the AIDS Housing Opportunity
Act (42 U.S.C. 12904) in the portion of the
metropolitan area that is located in New
Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise to thank the managers of this bill,
Chairman STEVENS and Ranking Mem-
ber BYRD, as well as Senators BOND and
MIKULSKI, for agreeing to a provision of
critical importance to southern New
Jersey’s AIDS afflicted community.
This provision allows for the adminis-
tration of Housing for Persons with
AIDS (HOPWA) funding for four south-
ern New Jersey counties by the State
of New Jersey.

New Jersey’s AIDS community has
raised concerns about the current ad-
ministration of HOPWA funding to four
southern New Jersey counties: Cam-
den, Gloucester, Salem, and Bur-
lington. In order to better serve the
needs of southern New Jersey’s AIDS
community, this provision gives the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment (HUD) the statutory author-
ity to delegate the administration of
southern New Jersey’s HOPWA funding
to the State of New Jersey.

This provision will help improve the
implementation of housing services for
southern New Jersey’s AIDS afflicted,
and I am pleased that the managers of
the fiscal year 1998 supplemental ap-
propriations bill have agreed to include
this change. Again, I thank them for
their work on this matter.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
amendment will require the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment to adjust, in a manner consistent
with the need, the allocation of the
funding under the Housing Opportuni-
ties for Persons with AIDS Program,
the problems that occur in certain
areas of New Jersey and Pennsylvania
under that act.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 2156) was agreed
to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I
ask that I be able to address the Senate
for 5 minutes as in morning business.

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

ADVERTISING IN POLITICAL
CAMPAIGNS

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, as
Senators rise to address things that
have been added to the supplemental
appropriations bill, I, quite the con-
trary, rise in recognition of something
significant that has not been added to
the supplemental appropriations bill. It
is one of those few instances where
there is a genuine achievement by the
Senate in failing to act.

It had earlier been suggested that an
amendment might be offered to pro-
hibit the FCC from using its powers to
order a reduction in the cost of tele-
vision advertising in political cam-
paigns. This legislation does not con-
tain that provision. In my judgment, it
affords the FCC an extraordinary op-
portunity to take the lead in campaign
finance reform.

Mr. President, on 117 occasions in
this decade, the U.S. Senate has con-
sidered, voted, and failed to implement
fundamental campaign finance reform.
This Senate has continued that unfor-
tunate tradition. But now the Senate
has an opportunity to help the process
of political reform in the United States
and to renew confidence in the institu-
tions of Government and the political
process itself by doing something for
which it should be fully capable. They
need do nothing.

Yesterday, the new and very able
chairman of the FCC, Chairman
Kennard, announced that he would
commence a notice of inquiry, which is
an information-gathering process, to
lead to a ruling on free air time. This
could be the most significant achieve-
ment for campaign finance reform in
the United States in 25 years, because
fundamental to the problem of cam-
paign fundraising in the United States
is the cost of campaign television ad-
vertising. President Clinton and Sen-
ator Dole, in the last Presidential cam-
paign, spent two-thirds of all the
money they raised to purchase tele-
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vision advertising time from the com-
mercial networks. Some U.S. Senate
campaigns, including my own, spent
over 80 percent of their resources on
television advertising.

Mr. President, it makes no sense that
candidates for Federal office in the
United States spend so much of their
time traveling around the country
meeting with contributors, raising
money, instead of meeting with voters,
addressing real concerns in their
States, because they need to raise mil-
lions of dollars to purchase federally li-
censed air time that belongs to the
people of this country. This air.

Time does not belong to the net-
works; it belongs to us, the people of
this country. It is only licensed and it
is given on condition. One of those con-
ditions should be to be responsible in
aiding the public debate.

I supported the McCain-Feingold leg-
islation, and I know some of my col-
leagues, like Senator MCCONNELL, did
not. But, rightfully, Senator MCcCON-
NELL did note something with which I
strongly agreed—that the TUnited
States does not need less political de-
bate; it needs more political debate to
address our serious problems, to dis-
cuss our differences. This is the one
means by which we can reduce the cost
of running for political office and this
threshold price of inquiry, of entering
into the political process, and still en-
hance and expand political debate.

Mr. President, it is a considerable
achievement that this supplemental
appropriations bill does not prohibit
the FCC from acting in this instance. I
hope that continues to be the stance of
this Congress and that Chairman
Kennard moves beyond this level of in-
quiry, genuinely adjusting and chang-
ing permanently the cost of television
advertising. It is not too late for this
Congress to move beyond the com-
plaining, the infighting, the inquiries
of the last Federal election and insti-
tute genuine reform. It is not too late,
but it is getting late. And this may be
the last opportunity.

I am very pleased, Mr. President,
that this legislation has remained si-
lent on this issue and that this last lin-
gering hope of reform remains alive.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed in morn-
ing business for 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Oklahoma is recognized.

Mr. NICKLES. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. NICKLES per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1868
are located in today’s RECORD under
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“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed in morn-
ing business for the next 12 minutes.

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

Mr. DEWINE. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. DEWINE per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1866
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. DEWINE. I yield the floor.

Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

AMENDMENT NO. 2157
(Purpose: To cancel the sale of oil from the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve)

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside.

The clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI]
proposes an amendment numbered 2157.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 26, after line 11, insert the fol-
lowing new section: ‘‘Department of Energy
Strategic Petroleum Reserve
“SEC. .STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE.

“For necessary expenses for Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve facility development and
operations and program management activi-
ties pursuant to the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act of 1975, as amended (42 U.S.C.
6201 et seq.), $207,500,000, to remain available
until expended, and the sale of oil from the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve required by
Public law 105-83 shall be prohibited: Pro-
vided, That the entire amount shall be avail-
able and the oil sale prohibited only to the
extent that an official budget request for
$207,500,000, that includes designation of the
entire amount of the request as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by
the President to the Congress: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount is designated
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of such
Act.”.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, the amendment before
the body that I have proposed address-
es a genuine emergency. Indeed, it be-
longs on the supplemental appropria-
tions bill, and, as a consequence of its
emergency status, no offset is needed.

the
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The amendment allows the President
to stop the sale of oil from the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve that was or-
dered in the 1998 Interior appropria-
tions bill.

Perhaps a little history is in order.
Some of us in this body and this Nation
remember that in 1973-1974 we had an
energy crisis. The oil embargo from the
Arab world resulted in a shortage.
There were lines blocks long in front of
gas stations, and the American public
was indignant that their oil supply
should be interrupted. They had not
seen such a curtailment since gas ra-
tioning in the Second World War. But
it was very real.

I find it rather disquieting that many
people today do not remember what I
am talking about and the fact that this
occurred. But there was great concern
in this body in 1973 and 1974 as a con-
sequence of that outcry from the public
over the shortage of gasoline. So Con-
gress wisely created the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve.

The Strategic Petroleum Reserve is
located in Texas and Louisiana in salt
caverns, and the idea was that we
would never be held in a position where
we could be, in effect, a hostage to our
increased dependence on imported oil.
The important thing to note is that at
the time we created the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve, we were about 37 per-
cent dependent on imported oil. The
idea was to have a 90-day supply at all
times. The oil could be lifted in case of
national emergency. At one time, we
had a 118-day supply.

The irony associated with this
amendment today is that we are now
selling oil out of the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve for the purpose of gener-
ating a cash-flow sufficient to manage
and run the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve, which is estimated to cost $207
million in 1998.

The irony is that, today we are 52
percent dependent on imported oil. So
if there was any logic at all to the deci-
sion back in 1975 to create the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve because we
were 37 percent dependent, it is com-
pletely illogical that today we are sell-
ing it when we are 52 percent depend-
ent on imported oil. This suggests the
right hand does not know what the left
hand is doing, which is not necessarily
uncommon around here.

In the 1998 Interior appropriations
bill, the order is for the sale of $207
million worth of oil from the SPR.

I think this is where the bear goes
through the buckwheat. We are selling
this oil at $9 to $12 a barrel, and we
paid $33 a barrel for it when we put it
in. We would have to sell 23.1 million
barrels of oil, that we paid an average
of $33 a barrel for, for somewhere
around $9, $10, $11, $12. It is poor-qual-
ity oil. That is how we are going to
raise the $207 million to pay for the op-
eration of the SPR.

Again, the oil cost $33 a barrel. The
American taxpayer is going to lose $550
million on this deal. This is an emer-
gency because we are about to lose a
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half a Dbillion dollars of taxpayer
money. Buying high and selling low
certainly never made sense to me, but
there is an old joke out there about the
guy who is buying high and selling low
and claims he is going to make it up in
the volume.

Maybe that is the logic here; I don’t
know. But if this sale from the SPR
goes through, these sales will have cost
the American taxpayer, over 3 past
years, roughly $1 billion, because we
have been selling the oil at a price that
is substantially lower than what we
paid for it.

As we look at where we are on this
issue, I think we have to recognize a
couple of pertinent points.

The Secretary of Energy indicated in
an Associated Press article that this is
the worst time to be selling oil out of
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. He
says that the Congress has given him
no choice. This is unfortunate, because
I have fought, and my colleagues on
the Energy and Natural Resources
Committee have fought, to ensure that
we discontinue selling oil out of that
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, particu-
larly at a price that is substantially
lower than we paid for it.

The Secretary says that Congress has
given him no choice. Today, we have a
choice. We can choose to pay over a
half a billion dollars for the privilege
of throwing away some of our energy
security, or we can save the taxpayer
half a billion dollars and have this val-
uable resource when we need it the
most.

Again, we are 52 percent dependent
on imported oil. Some may argue we
should require an offset to the amend-
ment. But let me make it clear again,
this amendment saves the American
taxpayer money. The American tax-
payer understands clearly, if you
bought it at $33, you don’t sell it at $9.
Selling $33-a-barrel oil for $9 and call-
ing it income is a budget gimmick,
make no mistake about it, and the tax-
payer does not understand those kinds
of gimmicks.

Further, we are not offsetting funds
for Bosnia because of its supposed na-
tional security importance. The impor-
tance of the SPR is significant to our
national security. It could not be more
clear. The health of our economy and
the ability to defend ourselves is sig-
nificant.

Furthermore, we should look back at
a couple of significant events in the
history of this matter. Senator BINGA-
MAN from New Mexico, my good friend
on the committee, and I, cosponsored a
successful amendment to stop the sale
on the Interior Appropriations bill. It
was dropped in conference. Why? Well,
a lot of things are dropped in con-
ference.

Selling oil from the SPR is a budget
gimmick that, again, costs the tax-
payer real money. Stopping the sale
will save the taxpayer over half a bil-
lion dollars and our Nation’s energy in-
surance policy. This is an emergency,
and it should be part of the emergency
supplemental.
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Let me conclude by saying Webster
defines an ‘‘emergency’ as a sudden,
unexpected occurrence demanding im-
mediate action. This amendment cer-
tainly addresses such an issue, and I
think the amendment certainly quali-
fies for the Emergency Supplemental.

Again, the fiscal year 1998 Interior
appropriations bill orders the sale of
$207 million worth of oil from the SPR
to operate the SPR. As a consequence,
that would cost the American taxpayer
roughly $500 million, because we are
proposing to sell that oil at $9 to $12 a
barrel, when we paid in excess of $33 a
barrel for the oil. That is the issue, Mr.
President.

I hope the managers of the bill will
consider this on the merits of what it
would save the American taxpayer. If
anybody can explain the extraordinary
accounting mechanism that would jus-
tify this as a good deal for the Amer-
ican taxpayer, the Senator from Alas-
ka would certainly like to hear it.

I thank the Chair and urge the floor
managers to consider the merits of this
amendment.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be a cosponsor of this
amendment. Anyone familiar with New
Mexico, which has an economy which is
heavily dependent on production of oil
from marginal wells, knows that the
recent historic lows for the price of oil
have posed an economic threat to fami-
lies and communities as dire as any
natural disaster. In this context, the
concept of having the Federal govern-
ment dumping nearly 20 million barrels
of oil onto the market, equivalent to
selling nearly 100,000 barrels per day
for the remainder of the fiscal year, is
ludicrous. Senator MURKOWSKI and I
worked hard to prevent the Interior
Appropriations bill from selling oil
from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve
in the first place. We found an offset
that would have worked, and that the
Senate accepted, but which was
dropped in conference. Today, we have
a second chance to end this unwise and
economically devastating sale. I fully
support the amendment and urge my
colleagues to vote for it.

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, my
colleague has stated the problem. Ac-
tually, if we do not adopt his amend-
ment, the budget is more out of bal-
ance than it is if we do, because the
sale of this oil at a time when the mar-
ket is so low, which is the current
mandate, would cause revenue to be so
low that there would be a loss, as I
said, to the overall budget process and
it would be greater than this emer-
gency amendment which provides the
money for the SPR without selling the
oil.

I have had no objection to this
amendment. I think we may face a sub-
stantial battle in the other body to jus-
tify this, but I believe we should accept
it. And I know of no problem on the
other side of the aisle, either. So I am
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prepared to yield back the remainder
of my time and urge the adoption of
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 2157) was agreed
to.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I move to recon-
sider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank my col-
league and good friend, the senior Sen-
ator from Alaska, for his acknowledg-
ment of the importance of this amend-
ment, with my hopes that it will sur-
vive the conference.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator
very much.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
was derelict in not thanking the senior
Senator from West Virginia, my good
friend, Senator BYRD, as well, who just
came on the floor. I appreciate his un-
derstanding. I know we have a great
deal in common with regard to energy
issues in our States.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. CLELAND. Thank you very
much, Mr. President.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from Alaska for this opportunity to
speak.

The

AMENDMENT NO. 2158
(Purpose: To authorize the establishment of
a disaster mitigation pilot program in the

Small Business Administration)

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. CLELAND],
for himself, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. HARKIN, Mr.
KERRY and Mr. HOLLINGS, proposes an
amendment numbered 2158.

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC.

The

. DISASTER MITIGATION PILOT PRO-
GRAM.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section T7(b)(1) of the
Small Business Act (156 U.S.C. 636(b)(1)) is
amended—
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(1) in subparagraph (B), by adding ‘‘and’ at
the end; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(C) during fiscal years 1999 through 2003,
to establish a pre-disaster mitigation pro-
gram to make such loans (either directly or
in cooperation with banks or other lending
institutions through agreements to partici-
pate on an immediate or deferred (guaran-
teed) basis), as the Administrator may deter-
mine to be necessary or appropriate, to en-
able small businesses to install mitigation
devices or to take preventive measures to
protect against disasters, in support of a for-
mal mitigation program established by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency, ex-
cept that no loan or guarantee shall be ex-
tended to a small business under this sub-
paragraph unless the Administration finds
that the small business is otherwise unable
to obtain credit for the purposes described in
this subparagraph;’’.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 20 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 631 note) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“(f) DISASTER MITIGATION PILOT PRO-
GRAM.—The following program levels are au-
thorized for loans under section 7(b)(1)(C):

‘(1) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 1999.

““(2) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2000.

¢“(3) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2001.

““(4) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2002.

‘() $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2003.”".

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, this
amendment would permit SBA to use
up to $15 million of existing disaster
funds to establish a pilot program to
provide small businesses with low-in-
terest, long-term disaster loans to fi-
nance preventive measures before a
disaster hits.

I just got back from Georgia where
we had an incredible tornado that came
through and killed 14 Georgians. It is
obvious to me we need to prevent peo-
ple from becoming disaster victims, es-
pecially small business people. We can-
not prevent disasters, but we can pre-
vent, in many ways, disaster victims.

In response to the problem of the in-
creasing costs and personal devastation
caused by disasters, the administration
has launched an approach to emer-
gency management that moves away
from the current reliance on response
and recovery to one that emphasizes
preparedness and prevention. The Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency
has established its Project Impact Pro-
gram to assist disaster-prone commu-
nities in developing strategies to avoid
the crippling effects of natural disas-
ters.

This amendment supports this ap-
proach by allowing the SBA to begin a
pilot program that would be limited to
small businesses within those commu-
nities that will be eligible to receive
disaster loans after a disaster has been
declared.

Currently, SBA disaster loans may
only be used to repair or replace exist-
ing protective devices that are de-
stroyed or damaged by a disaster. This
pilot program would allow funds to
also be used to install new mitigation
devices that will prevent future dam-
age.

New legislation is necessary to au-
thorize the SBA to establish this pilot
program. I believe that my legislation
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would address two areas of need for
small businesses—reducing the costs of
recovery from a disaster and reducing
the costs of future disasters.

Furthermore, by cutting those future
costs, it presents an excellent invest-
ment for taxpayers by decreasing the
Federal and State funding required to
meet future disaster relief costs. The
ability of the small business to borrow
money through the Disaster Loan Pro-
gram to help them make their facility
disaster resistant could mean the dif-
ference as to whether that small busi-
ness owner is able to reopen or forced
to go out of business altogether after a
disaster hits.

I urge my colleagues to support this
effort to facilitate disaster prevention
measures so that when nature strikes
in the future, the costs in terms of
property and lives, and taxpayer dol-
lars, will be reduced. However, in the
interest of time, and with a commit-
ment by the chairman of the Small
Business Committee, the distinguished
Senator from Missouri, to have our
committee expeditiously consider this
proposal, I ask unanimous consent to
withdraw my amendment.

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

The amendment (No. 2158) was with-
drawn.

Mr. CLELAND. Thank you,
President. I yield the floor.

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Georgia for his
consideration of this situation here
today and for the process that he is
starting. We welcome that approach to
this problem. That was the Cleland
amendment that was listed on the list.

We now are ready for two other Sen-
ators who, I believe, will come soon to
present their amendments. We still be-
lieve we will have a vote sometime
around 2 o’clock.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2159
(Purpose: To provide assistance to employees
of the Farm Service Agency of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture)

Mr. STEVENS. I do have an amend-
ment authored by my distinguished
colleague, Senator BYRD from West
Virginia, which I send this to the desk
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside.

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS],
for Mr. BYRD, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2159.

Mr.
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Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the bill add the following
General Provision:

“SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, permanent employees of county
committees employed during fiscal year 1998
pursuant to 8(b) of the Soil Conservation and
Domestic Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b))
shall be considered as having Federal Civil
Service status only for the purpose of apply-
ing for USDA Civil Service vacancies.”

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am offer-
ing an amendment to S. 1768, the Emer-
gency Supplemental Appropriations
Bill, to address the inequitable treat-
ment of the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture (USDA) Farm Service Agency’s
(FSA) federal and non-federal county
committee employees when separated
from their jobs as a result of a reduc-
tion in force (RIF).

FSA RIFs are occurring nationwide
and are a result of comprehensive
changes in the agency’s mission man-
dated in the USDA Reorganization Act
of 1994 and the 1996 Farm Bill. Compli-
cating the impact of the FSA
downsizing is the fact that the FSA is
currently operating an unusual per-
sonnel system that contains two class-
es of employees, one federal and one
non-federal. This was a result of the re-
organizing legislation that combined
the former Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation Service (ASCS) and
the Farmers Home Administration
(FmHA) into the FSA. ASCS employees
were paid through the FSA budget but
were hired by a county committee.
Therefore, ASCS employees were non-
federal. FmHA staff were regular fed-
eral employees. Although now in one
agency, this two-class system con-
tinues.

My amendment would place RIFed
federal and non-federal FSA employees
on equal footing when competing for
another USDA job. Currently, the
RIFed non-federal employees are not
on equal footing with their FSA federal
employee counterparts for USDA job
vacancies due to a preference only
available to RIFed federal employees.
Current law gives priority to any
former federal employee when applying
for another federal job. Thus, if all
other qualifications remained equal,
the former FSA federal employee
would automatically get the job over
the former FSA non-federal employee.
My amendment would grant the RIFed
non-federal employees the same pri-
ority as currently enjoyed by the
RIFed federal employee when applying
for another USDA job.

Again, my amendment would simply
provide equitable and fair treatment
for all FSA employees, and I urge my
colleagues to support it.

Mr. STEVENS. This is the Byrd rel-
evant amendment that has been
cleared on both sides, dealing with a
provision of the Soil Conservation and
Domestic Allotment Act. It is approved
on both sides.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 2159) was agreed
to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). The clerk will call the
roll.

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

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

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

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be temporarily laid aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2160

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-
MAN], for himself and Mr. HOLLINGS, proposes
an amendment numbered 2160.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing:

SECTION 1. SCHOOL SECURITY.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the ‘‘Safe Schools Security Act of
1998,

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to provide for school security training and
technology, and for local school security pro-
grams.

(c) SCHOOL SECURITY TECHNOLOGY CEN-
TER.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Attorney Gen-
eral, the Secretary of Education, and the
Secretary of Emnergy shall enter into an
agreement for the establishment at the
Sandia National Laboratories in partnership
with the National Law Enforcement And
Corrections Technology Center—Southeast
of a center to be known as the ‘‘School Secu-
rity Technology Center’’. The School Secu-
rity Technology Center shall be adminis-
tered by the Attorney General.

(2) FUNCTIONS.—The School Security Tech-
nology Center shall be a resource to local
educational agencies for school security as-
sessments, security technology development,
technology availability and implementation,
and technical assistance relating to improv-
ing school security.

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this subsection $2,250,000 for each
of the fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001.

(d) LOCAL SCHOOL SECURITY PROGRAMS.—
Subpart 1 of part A of title IV of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
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U.S.C. 7111 et seq.) Is amended by adding at

the end the following:

“SEC. 4119. LOCAL SCHOOL SECURITY PRO-
GRAMS.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—From amounts appro-
priated under subsection (c), the Secretary of
Education shall award grants on a competi-
tive basis to local educational agencies to
enable the agencies to acquire security tech-
nology, or carry out activities related to im-
proving security at the middle and high
schools served by the agencies, including ob-
taining school security assessments, and
technical assistance for the development of a
comprehensive school security plan from the
School Security Technology Center. The
Secretary shall give priority to local edu-
cational agencies showing the highest secu-
rity needs as reported by the agency to the
Secretary in application for funding made
available under this section.

““(b) APPLICABILITY.—The provisions of this
part shall not apply to this section.

‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $10,000,000 for each of
the fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001.”".

(d) SAFE AND SECURE SCHOOL ADVISORY
PANEL.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There shall be estab-
lished a panel comprised of the Secretary of
Education, the Attorney General, and the
Secretary of Energy, or their designees to
develop a proposal to further improve school
security. Such proposal shall be submitted to
the Congress within 18 months of the date of
enactment of this Act.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this
amendment tries to deal, at least in
part—and clearly it is only in part—
with a very serious problem that has
been brought to our attention, trag-
ically, in the last few days, and that is
the problem of violence in our schools.

The occupant of the chair is painfully
aware of this, as we all are, by virtue of
the fact that this latest tragedy oc-
curred in his home State of Arkansas.
What we have tried to do is take provi-
sions I have been working on in the na-
ture of a ‘‘safe schools security act”
and put those in amendment form to
add to this legislation pending here
today. I believe it is going to be accept-
able to all Senators for us to go ahead
in this manner.

Let me explain the problem, as all of
us know the problem exists. Obviously,
there is no way to teach a student if a
student feels threatened or if there is
an unsafe condition in the school. Un-
fortunately, we have unsafe conditions
and threatening conditions in too
many of our schools today. The Depart-
ment of Education recently released a
study that tried to look at the inci-
dence of school violence and school
crime. The study shows that 10 percent
of schools surveyed had at least one se-
rious violent crime occur in that
school during the 1996-97 school year.

In the case of violent crimes—obvi-
ously, I am talking about murder, rape,
sexual battery, suicide, physical at-
tacks with a weapon, or robbery of a
student or adult—these are the types of
crimes that we know are committed
throughout our society, but, clearly,
we need to provide special attention to
see that these crimes are not com-
mitted in our schools.

The study went on to point out that
approximately 4,000 incidents of rape
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and other types of sexual battery oc-
curred in our public schools across the
country during the 1996-97 school year.
There were 11,000 incidents of physical
attacks or fights in which weapons
were used and approximately 7,000 rob-
beries that occurred in schools in that
same year.

These statistics are frightening.
They underscore a problem that I
think we all know exists. One part of
the solution, Mr. President—again, I
emphasize that this is only part—is to
make better use in our schools of secu-
rity technology. We have tremendous
expertise in this country on the issue
of technology to improve security.

In our own National Laboratories in
New Mexico, we have spent a great deal
of time and resources working on this
issue. I know other institutions around
the country have as well. They have
learned a great deal about how to
maintain security, how to reduce the
possibility of crime or illegal activity
in a facility. And some of those les-
sons—not all—can be used effectively
in our schools. We need to use this ex-
pertise to try to improve the way our
schools function, to try to make avail-
able to our schools the new technology
that has been developed.

Already, Sandia National Laboratory
in my State has an initiative in this re-
gard. Two years ago, Sandia began a
pilot project in the Belen High School
in New Mexico whereby the security
experts at Sandia implemented a secu-
rity regimen and installed a variety of
security technology in that high
school. Sandia is the first to admit
that they know very little about how
to run a public school, and Belen was
ready to admit they lacked expertise in
the subject of security. Nevertheless,
the two institutions got together.
Sandia and Belen High School officials
changed the way the school functioned
by utilizing a comprehensive security
design and technology.

The results have been impressive.
Since this pilot project was imple-
mented at the school, on-campus vio-
lence is down 75 percent; truancy is
down 30 percent; theft of vehicles
parked in the school parking lot is
down 80 percent; vandalism is down 75
percent. These statistics, I think, make
the point that there is information
here and there are lessons here that
can be learned and can be put to valu-
able use in our schools.

This technology is not cheap. Our
schools are already strapped for ade-
quate resources in a variety of ways.
But I believe, with the right kind of
technical assistance and technology,
we can help the schools to help them-
selves to provide safer environments
for our children.

That is the purpose of the amend-
ment that we are offering today. I hope
very much that this is accepted. We
need to take advantage of the lessons
we have learned in other areas to try
to assist our schools as well. Mr. Presi-
dent, I hope that over the remainder of
this Congress we can identify other ini-
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tiatives that we can take to improve
security in our schools in addition to
this. But this is one concrete step we
can take. I hope very much that my
colleagues will agree to this amend-
ment and that it can be added to this
legislation.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HOLLLINGS. Mr. President, I
rise today as the proud cosponsor of
the Safe Schools Security Act of 1998.
Over the last three days the nation’s
attention has been riveted by the ter-
rible school shootings in Jonesboro,
Arkansas. In this time of sorrow,
Americans have extended their hearts
to the people of Jonesboro, particularly
the families of the murdered and
wounded children—once again dem-
onstrating this country’s incredible
well-spring of sympathy and compas-
sion. As we all struggle to explain how
such a tragedy could occur, I have
heard people offer different expla-
nations. I have also heard people pro-
pose ways to combat the violence that
has beset so many of our children’s
schools.

I am convinced there is no simple so-
lution. There is no easy way to staunch
the violence in our schools. But com-
plexity is never a solution for inaction.
I am certain we in government must
seek new ways to assist local school of-
ficials to combat the wave of violent
crime in their schools. If we fail to act,
school violence will grow to epidemic
proportions, claiming more and more
lives and injecting constant fear into
the very institutions that once were a
safe haven for our children.

The legislation Senator BINGAMAN
and I propose today, the Safe Schools
Security Act, is an important first step
in providing federal assistance to local
school officials to help them combat
violence. Local officials know their
schools and communities best; it is
crucial that we remember this. But
some federal agencies possess unique
expertise and practical experience in
combating violence and protecting
vital assets—and what greater asset is
there than our children?—that we can
provide to local school officials to help
prevent acts of terror and violence
such as those in Jonesboro.

The Safe Schools Security Act is un-
complicated. It would create a school
security technology center as a joint
venture between the Departments of
Justice and Energy. This center would
be charged with creating a model or
blueprint for school security programs
and technologies. To realize this goal,
the center will enlist the technological
expertise of the Department of En-
ergy—expertise gained by protecting
our nation’s most closely guarded nu-
clear secrets for over fifty years.

Of course, technology works only if
applied in the appropriate and most ef-
fective manner. In order to create a
comprehensive plan for school security
and ensure the most effective use of
the Department of Energy’s techno-
logical resources, we propose to couple
them with the expertise found at the
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National Law Enforcement and Correc-
tions Technology Center in my home-
town of Charleston.

Senator BINGAMAN and I hope this
combination of technological expertise
and real-world experience will produce
a blueprint for a comprehensive secu-
rity plan which can be used in any
school in the nation. The center will
be—and here I quote from the amend-
ment—*‘ resource to local educational
agencies for school security assess-
ments, security technology develop-
ment, technology availability and im-
plementation, and technical assistance
relating to improving school security.”

Additionally, our legislation author-
izes the Department of Education to
begin a competitive grant program to
provide funds to local school districts
to implement a school security plan,
with a preference for schools most at
risk of violence.

Again, the Safe Schools Security Act
is not a panacea; it will not eradicate
all the violence in our schools. But it is
an important step in the right direc-
tion. The Act will use the expertise the
Departments of Justice, Energy, and
Education possess to help prevent trag-
edies like the one that befell
Jonesboro. Developing a security
model and assisting local schools to
implement comprehensive school secu-
rity plans is the right thing for us to
do. T urge my colleagues to adopt this
amendment, and I thank my cosponsor
from New Mexico, Senator BINGAMAN,
for his hard work and great assistance.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the
amendment authorizes grants to be
made on a competitive basis to try to
establish security technology systems
and other devices and programs to help
deal with this problem.

The amendment has been reviewed on
this side of the aisle, and we have no
objection to having a voice vote.

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

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 2160) was agreed
to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be temporarily laid aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside.

AMENDMENT NO. 2161

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH-
RAN] proposes an amendment numbered 2161.
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Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On amendment No. 2118, on page 1 after
line 13 insert ‘‘shipbuilding”’.

On page 3 line 7 Of amendment No. 2100,
change the word ‘‘requirement’ to ‘‘requir-
ing”’.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this is
a technical amendment that corrects
language in amendments previously
adopted by the Senate on this bill. The
amendment has been cleared on both
sides of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 2161) was agreed
to.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for 6 min-
utes as if in morning business.

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

———
GUN LEGISLATION

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this
morning I heard a brief statement by
the Senator from Arkansas, Senator
BUMPERS, about the tragedy that oc-
curred in his State in the last 48 hours.
This tragedy happened apparently
when a couple of young children, 11-
and 13-year-old children, allegedly
stole some weapons and then, on a
schoolyard in that small town in Ar-
kansas, murdered five other children
and a teacher.

I watched the reports on television
and listened on the radio. My children
asked me about what they were hear-
ing on those television news reports
this morning. It is hard for a parent to
explain to a child a news story about
children allegedly murdering other
children, at a schoolyard. It is hard for
me to understand what all of that
means or what causes that kind of be-
havior. I don’t think any of us know.
We do know that in this country there
always needs to be an understanding by
everyone—parents, children, and all
Americans—that guns and schools
don’t mix, and that there never ought
to be a circumstance in which a child
brings a gun to school.

The reason I mention this on the
floor today is I want to put this in the
context of a piece of legislation that is
now law and another piece of legisla-
tion that I want to make law. The
piece that is now law is a bill I offered
a couple of years ago here in the Sen-
ate saying that there ought to be a uni-
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form zero tolerance policy in every
school district in this country. If a
child brings a gun to school, that child
will be expelled for a year. No ques-
tions, no excuses.

People need to understand that you
cannot bring a gun to school. But if
you do, you are going to be expelled for
a year. I am pleased to say that the
Gun Free Schools Act is now law, and
every school district in the country is
required to have that policy in place in
exchange for access to Federal funds.

To those who opposed it—and there
were some—I asked the question: “Why
would you oppose that? Do you believe
that in any school district in this coun-
try it is appropriate for a child to bring
a gun to school?” They didn’t think so.
“Do you disagree with the penalty?
Should we as a country say to every
child and to every adult that they can-
not bring a gun to a school?”’ That led
me to the second question. And that is
the piece of legislation that I would
like to get passed here in this Con-
gress.

A few years ago, a 16-year-old young
man walked down the corridors of a
school in New York. He had on a leath-
er jacket, and there was a bulge on the
side of his leather jacket. The security
guard at the school stopped this young
boy because he was suspicious of the
bulge, and, in the waistband of that
boy’s pants underneath that leather
jacket, he found a loaded pistol. The
kid was kicked out of school for a year,
and he was also charged with criminal
weapons violations.

A New York court stood common
sense on its head when it ruled in this
young boy’s case that the gun could
not be allowed as evidence in his dis-
missal action from school because the
security guard did not have reasonable
suspicion to search him.

Fortunately, that court decision was
overturned later by another court. But
can you imagine a court saying that? A
young boy with a loaded pistol at age
16 walks down the corridor of a school.
Because a security guard noticed the
bulge in the boy’s jacket and takes the
loaded pistol from him, the court said
the Kkid’s rights were violated. You
can’t go to the airport and get on an
airplane without going through a
metal detector. If you have a gun, they
will take it away from you imme-
diately and you are not going any-
where. Why should you be able to take
a gun into a school?

As I said, that decision was over-
turned by a higher court.

But the legislation I have introduced,
the Safer Schools Act, will make it
clear that a gun seized from a student
in school can and will be used as evi-
dence in a school disciplinary hearing.
No court ever ought to make the same
mistake as the earlier court by apply-
ing the exclusionary rule even to an in-
ternal school hearing. A student
doesn’t have any right under any con-
dition to carry a loaded gun in the
hallways in our schools in this country.
Under no condition should that be ac-
ceptable. That is why I will offer this
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