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Politics

’88 Governors’ Races: A Political Barometer

Although this year’s 12 gubernatorial elections will be
overshadowed by the race for the White House, the con-
tests will give some indication of President Reagan’s suc-
cess as a party-builder and offer a clue to the Republican
Party’s prospects for winning a U.S. House majority in the
next decade.

Every president from Harry S Truman to Jimmy Car-
ter who has served at least one full term has had more
governors from his party at the beginning of his adminis-
tration than at the end. President Reagan, who began his
tenure in 1981 with 23 GOP governorships, could buck that
trend.

The GOP now holds 24 of the nation’s 50 governor-
ships, thanks to a big boost in the 1986 elections, when the
party scored a net gain of eight seats. The last time Repub-
licans controlled a larger share of the nation’s governor-
ships was prior to the 1970

Moore Jr. both have tough races ahead of them, and
Moore’s delay in launching his re-election bid has spawned
rumors that he is not up for the fight.

Two of the closest gubernatorial contests in the coun-
try are likely to be in states considered solid Republican
territory in most elections. In Indiana, where GOP Gov.
Robert D. Orr is retiring, Democrats have reason to believe
that, after nearly 20 years of Republican rule, the GOP
apparatus has atrophied and voters want change.

And in Utah, Democratic optimism is buoyed by the
failure of GOP incumbent Norman H. Bangerter to project
a dynamic leadership image.

The GOP does have a firm upper hand in half of the
states it must defend; incumbents in Delaware, Rhode Is-
land, Missouri and New Hampshire are solid early favor-
ites. And it has a good opportunity in the open Montana

race, where Democrats will

elections, when they held a
majority.

But it will not be easy for
the GOP to hold its ground in
1988, because the party is
currently in power in eight of
the 12 states conducting gu-

1988 Gubernatorial
Election Calendar

have trouble finding a candi-
date who can match the per-
sonal appeal enjoyed by their
retiring incumbent, Ted
Schwinden.

But Montana looks like
the GOP’s only good chance

bernatorial elections this Primary Candidate for a pickup. The Democratic
year. That is a far cry from State Date 1 Filing Deadline governors in North Dakota,
two years ago, when three- Washington and Vermont are
fourths of the 36 seats at indiana May 3 * March 4 on better terms with their
stake were in Democratic North Carolina May 3/May 31 Feb. 1 states’ business interests
hands, giving Republicans a West Virginia May 10 * Feb. 6 than is typical for a Demo-
large target. Montana June 7+ March 24 cratic chief executive, and
Adding to the GOP’s North Dakota June 14 * April 20 that has helped discourage
concerns is the fact that gu- Missouri Aug. 2 March 29 strong GOP opposition.
bernatorial developments Delaware Sept. 10 July 29 Control of the U.S.
during 1987 did not l_:)ode we}l New Hampshire Sept. 13 June 10 House is not on most minds
for the party. Their candi- Rhode Island Sept. 13 June 30 in 1988; the Democrats’ ma-
dates struck out in the off- Utah Sept. 13 April 15 jority hardly appears threat-
year contests in three South- Vermont Sept. 13 July 18 ened. But those concerned
ern states — Kentucky, Washington Sept. 20 July 29 with control of the House do

Louisiana and Mississippi.

And a recurring night-
mare for the GOP is the on-
going travail of Arizona Re-
publican Gov. Evan Mecham,
who has made so many mis-
steps and enemies during just
one year in office that he may
face a recall election this spring. (Mecham’s troubles, box,
p. 6)

Given the number of GOP targets, it is not surprising
that most activity will be on Republican turf.

Two states electing governors this year — North Caro-
lina and West Virginia — are “Republican turf” only by
virtue of the fact that GOP candidates lured them from
their traditional Democratic voting habits in Reagan’s
landslide re-election year of 1984. North Carolina incum-
bent James G. Martin and West Virginia Gov. Arch A.
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* Presidential primary is held on the same day.

} Where two dates are listed, the first is the primary and the
second is the runoff, which is required when no candidate
wins a majority in the primary.

have reason to keep an eye on
the governors’ elections, be-
cause most of the chief execu-
tives elected this year will
still be serving when the con-
gressional redistricting pro-
cess begins in the early 1990s.
The sitting governors will be
favorably positioned to see that the line-drawing is not
done to the detriment of their party.

This could be particularly important in larger states
that may gain or lose seats. Republican governors in North
Carolina and Missouri, for instance, could check those
state’s traditionally Democratic legislatures. And a Demo-
cratic governor of Indiana might be able to prevent a
repeat of what happened earlier this decade, when the GOP
Legislature and governor colluded on a redistricting plan
hostile to Democratic incumbents.
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planning program, Title X. The pro-
gram has been operating without an
authorization since the last one ex-
pired at the end of fiscal 1985. (Back-
ground, 1987 Weekly Report p. 2241)

Proposed regulations published in
September would bar Title X provid-
ers — already statutorily prohibited
from using federal funds for abortions
— from making abortion referrals,
mentioning abortion as an option to a
woman with an unintended preg-
nancy, or using non-federal money for
abortions or abortion-related services
unless facilities are physically and fi-
nancially separate.

The proposed regulations were
applauded by anti-abortion groups,
which have long charged that Title X
grantees are illegally using federal
funds to encourage abortion, but con-
demned by physician and family-plan-
ning groups, which argued that not
mentioning abortion as an option vio-
lates a patient’s right to informed con-
sent. More than 130 members of Con-
gress objected as well, charging that
Congress has on several occasions re-
fused to make the changes envisioned
under the new rules.

Lowell P. Weicker Jr. of Connect-
icut, ranking Republican on the Sen-
ate Appropriations subcommittee that

handled the Labor-HHS-Education
bill and a longtime supporter of Title
X, added language to the bill that
would have barred the administration
from making changes in the operation
of the program — effectively blocking
the new regulations.

The language went unchallenged
in the Senate but it was not unnoticed
by the administration, which made it
the only item in the Labor-HHS sec-
tion against which a veto threat was
lodged.

Although several conferees said
that Weicker’s position was supported
by everyone in the room except House
subcommittee Chairman William H.
Natcher, D-Ky., and Rep. Vin Weber,
R-Minn., ultimately the language was
struck from the bill.

Instead, members added language
to the conference report stating that
“the Senate conferees and some House
conferees believe that changes to ex-
isting law must be achieved through
shared adherence to the constitutional
process and express disagreement
with the executive’s bypassing that
process through a regulatory device.”

That leaves the administration
free to publish the regulations, which
will likely occur early in 1988, accord-
ing to HHS officials. A number of
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family-planning groups, led by the
National Family Planning and Re-
productive Health Association Inc.,
have announced their intention to
fight in court the implementation of
the new regulations.

Compromise on AIDS

Conferees also altered language
added on the Senate floor by Jesse
Helms, R-N.C., that would prohibit
CDC from providing funds for AIDS
education, information, or prevention
materials and activities “that promote
or encourage, directly or indirectly,
homosexual sexual activities.”

The House Oct. 20 voted 368-47
on a non-binding motion to instruct
conferees to retain the Helms language.
But many members, including a num-
ber who voted in favor of the language,
later expressed concern that it could be
used to cut off needed education aimed
at the group hit hardest by the epi-
demic. (1987 Weekly Report p. 2617)

Eventually the word “indirectly”
was dropped from the requirement, and
language was added to the report stat-
ing that the provision “should not be
construed to prohibit descriptions of
methods to reduce the risk of [AIDS]
transmission,” nor to limit the activities
of grantees using non-federal funds.

Final Provisions, Fiscal 1988 Labor-HHS Appropriations

Following are the amounts of fiscal 1988 (and in some
cases fiscal 1989 and 1990) budget authority for the Depart-
ments of Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
related agencies requested by President Reagan, approved

Labor

Employment and Training
Administration

Program Administration

Training and Employment Services
Community Service Employment

for Older Americans

Federal and State Unemployment Benefits
Advance to Unemployment Trust Fund
Labor Management Services
Employment Standards

Administration

Occupational Safety and

Health Administration

Mine Safety and Health

Administration

Bureau of Labor Statistics
Departmental Management

Total, Labor Department

Budget House-
Request * Passed Bill 2
$ 73,691 $ 73,896
3,285,548 3,697,685
326,000 (defer)
164,400 164,400
30,000 30,000
82,073 81,192
1,080,635 1,160,660
245,860 244,001
167,288 164,874
185,286 184,833
160,241 158,265
$ 5,801,022 $ 5,959,806

Copyright 1988 Congrassional Quarterly Inc.
Reproduction prohibited in whole or in part except by editorial elients.

by the House and Senate, and appropriated in the omnibus
continuing appropriations resolution (H J Res 395 — PL
100-202) cleared by Congress and signed by the president
Dec. 22 (in thousands of dollars):

Senate- Final
Passed Bill Amount
$ 74027 $ 70872
3,939,201 3,805,133
346,000 331,260
164,400 163,403
30,000 30,000
80,192 76,776
1,076,777 1,070,434
247,901 235,474
169,765 160,193
183,833 176,481
158,741 151,980
$ 6,470,837 $ 6,272,006
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Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS)
Consolidated AIDS Funding

Health Resources and Services
Medical Facilities Guarantee
and Loan Fund
Centers for Disease
Control
National Institutes of Health
Cancer
Heart, Lung and Blood
Dental Research
Diabetes, Digestive and
Kidney Diseases

Neurological and Communicative

Disorders and Stroke

Allergy and Infectious Diseases

General Medical Sciences
Child Health and Human
Development

Eye

Environmental Health Sciences

Aging
Arthritis and Musculoskeletal
and Skin Diseases
Research Resources
National Center for
Nursing Research
John E. Fogarty Center
National Library of Medicine
Office of the Director
Buildings and Facilities
Alcohol, Drug Abuse and
Mental Health Administration
St. Elizabeths Hospital
(Advance for future years)
Assistant Secretary for Health
(Advance for future years)
Health Care Financing
Administration
(Advance for future years)
Social Security Administration
Payments to Social Security
Trust Funds
(Advance for future years)
Black Lung Payments
(Advance for future years)
Supplemental Security Income
(Advance for future years)
Family Support Administration
Family Support Payments
(Advance for future years)

Low-Income Energy Assistance

Refugee and Entrant
Assistance

Work Incentive Program

Community Services

Program Administration
Assistant Secretary for

Human Development
Departmental Management

Total, HHS, Fiscal 1988
(Advance for future years)

PAGE 12--Jan. 2, 1988

Budget
Request !

766,391°
1,244,436

22,000
440,445

1,217,927
801,064
105,266

440,504

420,250
349,429
482,004

312,604
184,564
196,856
165,797

123,009
254,754

15,897
11,166
64,399
49,819

5,000

983,456

68,312
(24,000)

200,364
(100,350)

46,752,750
(69,676,000)

105,298
(93,291)
651,452
(1,082,640)
9,537,933
(14,786,224)

7,763,053
(12,781,810)
1,237,000

253,329
0
310,000
75,796

5,659,406
128,059

$ 81,389,889
(98,544,315) 1

House-
Passed Bill 2

945,430°2
1,343,476

22,000
221,977

1,448,411
990,808
128,965

563,768

554,039
439,667
666,037

405,673
234,382
225,724
203,034

154,632
338,991

24,744
12,128
71,465
71,389
30,000

401,782

68,312
@

89,176
©

48,941,580
(8,000,000)

105,298
(0)

651,452
(250,000)
9,535,384
(3,000,000)

8,644,385
(2,500,000)
1,822,265

320,885
(defer)
408,200
74,913

5,152,634 2
125,880

$ 85,438,886 2
(13,750,000}

Copyright 1988 Congressional Quorterly Inc.
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Senate-
Passed Bill

1,645,813
22,000
802,987

1,527,054
1,000,349
131,559

549,784

550,172
661,458
653,117

408,334
231,529
220,709
199,642

153,867
367,415

23,566
15,866
70,399
61,284
50,000

1,469,313
68,312
(0)
207,785
(©)

48,412,580
(8,000,000)

105,298
(0)

663,452
(250,000)
9,535,384
(3,000,000)

8,644,385
(2,500,000)
1,237,000

389,597
96,669
407,000
83,619

6,082,963
130,380

$ 86,880,641
(13,750,000)

Final
Amount

3

1,556,265

22,000
771,772

1,469,327
965,536
126,297

534,733

534,692
638,800
632,676

396,811
224,947
215,666
194,746

147,679
368,153

23,380
15,6561
67,910
61,819
47,870

1,373,727

65,402
0)

195,913
0

48,937,211
(8,000,000)

105,298
{0)

663,452
(250,000)

9,635,384
(3,000,000)

8,644,385
(2,500,000)
1,531,840

346,933
92,551
382,290
79,464

5,966,710
124,825

$ 87,062,115
(13,750,000)

-w
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Education Department
Compensatory Education
Impact Aid
Special Programs
Bilingual Education
Handicapped Education
Rehabilitation Services
Vocational and Adult
Education
Student Financial Assistance
Guaranteed Student Loans
Higher Education
College Construction
Loan Insurance
Education Research and
Statistics
Libraries
Special Institutions
Departmental management

Total, Education Department

Related Agencies

ACTION

Corporation for Public
Broadcasting
(Fiscal 1990 advance)

Federal Mediation and
Conciliation Service

Federal Mine Safety and
Health Review Commission

National Commission on
Libraries and Information
Science

National Council on the
Handicapped

National Labor Relations Board

National Mediation Board

Occupational Safety and
Health Review Commission

Raiiroad Retirement Board
(Fiscal 1989 advance)

Soldiers’ and Airmen’'s Home

U.S. Institute of Peace

Total, Related Agencies

(Fiscal 1989 advance)
(Fiscal 1990 advance)

TOTAL, Fiscal 1988
(Fiscal 1989 advance)
(Fiscal 1990 advance)

GRAND TOTAL

Budget
Request *

4,144,163
548,000
784,337
143,095

1,488,181

1,401,123

130,000
3,336,000
1,176,574

176,111

(0)
70,231
(©)

271,740
316,000

$ 13,985,555
152,997

(132,000)
24,920

4,139

791

932
141,580
4,873

6,232
279,100

(3,100)
37,080
3,310

$ 655,954 *
(3,100)

(132,000)

$ 101,832,420

(84,469,423) *

(14,209,992)

$ 200,511,835

House-
Passed Bill 2

4,603,000
757,500
921,314
198,981

1,913,800

1,561,940

1,029,600
5,806,000
2,425,000

584,450

20,000
73,801
144,500

284,300
312,427

$ 20,636,613 2
162,191

{(238,000)
25,601

4,080

750

932
139,019
7,316

6,147
371,100
(0)
36,647
(0)

$ 753,783

0

(238,000)

$ 112,789,088 2

(13,750,000)
(238,000)

$ 126,777,088

Senate-
Passed Bill

4,486,000
701,000
1,120,687
200,283
1,966,990
1,619,395

1,072,450
5,837,098
2,935,600

512,448

20,000
69,231
136,600

276,730
312,427

$ 21,266,939
173,491

(248,000)
25,601

4,080

791

932
139,019
7,316

6,147
371,100
{0)
54,435
5,000

$ 787,912

(U
(248,000)

$ 115,406,329
(13,750,000)
(248,000)

$ 129,404,329

' The administration requested full advance funding for 1989 and partial advance funding for 1990 for a number of

entitlement programs.

2 The House bill deferred funding unauthorized programs.
® House accounting treats AIDS funding as a separate account, rather than including it in various agency totals.
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Final
Amount

4,336,543
708,476
1,040,312
191,751
1,868,019
1,590,400

1,005,557
5,544,792
2,565,000

534,471

19,148
67,526
135,089

271,258
299,118

$ 20,178,460
163,085

(232,648)
24,510

3,906

718

892
133,097
7,004

5,885
355,423
(0)
51,324
4,308

$ 750,152
@

(232,648)

$114,262,733
(13,750,000)
(232,648)

$ 128,245,381
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Rural Speed Limit Can Be Raised:

Transportation Spending Plan
Bans Smoking on Brief Flights

Congress cleared a $10.6 billion
transportation spending package for
fiscal 1988 that includes a two-year ban
on smoking on domestic flights sched-
uled to last no more than two hours.

The package was folded into the
continuing resolution (PL 100-202)
signed by President Reagan Dec. 22. It
fell $500 million short of the $11.1 bil-
lion transportation measure (HR
2890) passed by the Senate earlier this
year and $300 million short of the
House version of the bill. (Continuing
resolution, 1987 Weekly Report p.
3185; appropriations bills, 1987
Weekly Report pp. 2658, 1576)

The cuts affect virtually all trans-
portation programs, including high-
priority efforts to upgrade the air-traf-
fic-control system. Lawmakers made
them to comply with a deficit-reduc-
tion pact reached in November by the
White House and congressional lead-
ers. “We made the best of a not-very-
happy situation,” said William Leh-
man, D-Fla., chairman of the House
Transportation Appropriations Sub-
committee.

The bill includes $1.73 billion for
mass-transit formula grants and $580
million in subsidies for the Amtrak
national passenger railroad — pro-
grams that the White House had
sought to eliminate. The package also
sets caps, totaling $14.5 billion, on
spending from various trust funds
supporting aviation, highway and
mass-transit programs.

The smoking ban would affect
about four-fifths of all domestic
flights. Negotiators compromised be-
tween a House plan to permanently
prohibit smoking on flights of two
hours or less and a Senate proposal to
ban for two years smoking on flights of
90 minutes or less.

Even though the House and Sen-
ate each had voted for some sort of
ban, the tobacco industry and mem-
bers of tobacco-industry states made a
last-ditch effort to kill the proposals
in conference. But House conferees
Dec. 18 rejected a motion by Rep.
W. G. “Bill” Hefner, D-N.C., to strike
a ban from the package.

—By Paul Starobin
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Pro-ban forces were led by flight
attendants and a coalition of health
groups, including the American Can-
cer Society. Proponents contended
that the health of non-smokers was
damaged by exposure to cigarette
smoke in airplane cabins. Their claims
were buttressed by a National Acad-
emy of Sciences study recommending
a ban on smoking on all flights.

Supporters attributed their vic-
tory in part to growing public aware-
ness of the health risks of smoking as
well as a greater willingness on the
part of non-smokers to assert their
“right” not to have to breathe un-
healthy air.

Some suggested a key to victory
was a personal distaste among law-
makers for smoking on flights. “No
one flies more than members of Con-
gress,” said Matthew Myers, staff di-
rector for the Coalition on Smoking or
Health.

Speed Limit

Conferees also worked out a deal
on a Senate plan, not contained in the
House bill, to allow states to raise the
speed limit to 65 mph on rural high-
ways, primarily state turnpikes, that
meet the same design standards as In-
terstate highways. Earlier in the year
Congress enacted a highway reautho-
rization bill (PL 100-17) that permit-
ted states to raise the speed limit to 65
mph on rural Interstate highways.
(1987 Weekly Report p. 604)

Opponents, including Lehman,
viewed further relaxation of limits as a
safety threat. They pointed to prelimi-
nary data gathered by federal highway
safety officials indicating an increase
of more than 50 percent in fatalities
on rural Interstates on which the
speed limit has been raised to 65 mph.

Ultimately, conferees agreed to
allow the 65 mph limit in the first 20
eligible states that apply to the De-
partment of Transportation. More
than 40 states contain rural roads eli-
gible for the higher limits. Other than
highways in Alaska, which have an ex-
emption from meeting Interstate de-
sign specifications, eligible roads must
be divided, have four lanes and be
reachable only through access ramps.

Negotiators on the transportation
segment of the continuing resolution
began meeting the week of Dec. 14.
They had instructions from the full
Appropriations conference to come up
with savings of nearly $400 million in
outlays. First, however, they tenta-
tively agreed to a package containing
$11.06 billion in new budget authority.
The agreement generally split funding
differences between the House and
Senate bills.

Working off the new set of num-
bers, lawmakers agreed to reach the
$400 million target through a 3 per-
cent cut in Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration (FAA) funds to operate the
air-traffic-control system, a 4 percent
cut in Amtrak subsidies and funds for
operating the Coast Guard and other
agencies, and a 5 percent cut in all
other programs, including capital pro-
grams such as road construction.

Members initially hoped such
cuts could be minimized by a plan to
sell some $240 million worth of rail-
road stock held by the federal govern-
ment. But the Congressional Budget
Office and the White House’s Office of
Management and Budget ruled that
proceeds from such a sale could not be
counted toward the deficit-reduction
target.

Special Projects

Pressure to cut funds notwith-
standing, members included in the fi-
nal package nearly $100 million for 15
special highway “demonstration”
projects for particular states and dis-
tricts. They also listed in the report
some 40 airport construction projects
to which they said the FAA should
give high funding priority.

Among such projects was a $25
million plan for a new cargo airport in
the Fort Worth district of House
Speaker Jim Wright, D-Texas. The
project is controversial within the
FAA because, unlike other plans for
new construction, it does not seek to
meet existing regional demand for
flight services but to stimulate new
demands. Paul Galis, director of the
FAA’s Office of Airport Planning and
Programming, said he was not aware
of any other airport project that has
been funded by the FAA on “econom-
ic-development”  grounds. (1987
Weekly Report p. 2581)

Wright’s project was also the only
one for which conferees made a spe-
cific funding recommendation — $25
million — to the FAA.

The outcome of the transporta-
tion negotiations left one member of



Congress particularly unhappy —— the
chairman of the House Public Works
and  Transportation Committee,
James J. Howard, D-N.J.

Congress’ leading opponent of
higher speed limits, Howard viewed
action on airline smoking and the
speed limit as an encroachment by ap-
propriators on the legislative jurisdic-
tion of his committee.

Howard also was upset that con-
ferees rejected his bid for a provision
aimed at forcing the federal govern-
ment to pay owners of billboards along
federal highways if local communities
force the owners to reduce the size or
height of their signs.

Howard argued that the plan was
simply a “technical correction” to the

highway reauthorization bill, consis-
tent with that law’s requirement for
cash compensation when a community
forces the removal of a billboard.

Others, however, saw the Howard
proposal as a major policy change that
would weaken efforts to control the
spread of billboards.

Leaders of the Coalition for Sce-
nic Beauty, an anti-billboard group,
said the plan would effectively gut lo-
cal ordinances since no federal funds
were available to provide the required
cash compensation.

Coalition leaders pointed to How-
ard as a major beneficiary of political
contributions from the billboard in-
dustry. According to group leaders,
the industry gave Howard some

Appropriations - 6

$50,000 in contributions over a period
stretching from March 1985 to No-
vember 1986.

But a Howard spokesman said
“there has never been any indication
that he [Howard] has taken any posi-
tion because of a small amount of po-
litical contributions, or even a large
amount.”

After appropriators turned him
down, Howard tried, unsuccessfully,
to insert the billboard provision into a
budget reconciliation bill (HR 3545)
cleared by Congress Dec. 22. He also
failed in a bid to stick into that bill a
plan to prevent states experiencing
higher fatalities on roads now posted
at 656 mph from shifting to higher lim-
its on non-Interstate rural highways. il

Fiscal 1988 Transportation Funds

Following are the amounts (in thousands of dollars)
of fiscal 1988 budget authority for the Transportation

Reagan, passed by the House and Senate in separate
appropriations bills and as signed into law in the continu-

Department and related agencies requested by President

Department of Transportation

Office of the Secretary

Coast Guard

Federal Aviation Administration
Federal Highway Administration
National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

Federal Railroad Administration
Urban Mass Transportation
Administration

St. Lawrence Seaway

Research and Special Programs
Administration

Oftice of the Inspector General

Subtotal

Related Agencies
Architectural and Transportation
Review Board
Aviation Safety Commission
National Transportation
Safety Board
Interstate Commerce Commission
Panama Canal Commission
Department of the Treasury
U.S. Railway Association
Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority
Congressional Award Board

Subtotal
General Reduction

TOTAL

ing resolution (H J Res 395 — PL 100-202).

Budget House- Senate- Continuing
Request Passed Passed Resolution
$ 68,406 $ 78,850 $ 87,500 $ 66,297
2,718,667 2,613,400 2,691,683 2,505,626
4,786,401 4,626,550 4,696,602 4,445,521
24,744 119,400 54,310 130,614
90,008 96,750 89,920 92,880
12,766 699,225 683,660 667,531
130,000 2,246,119 2,143,370 2,084,552
11,665 11,500 11,375 10,806
22,643 22,100 22,767 21,382
30,100 29,300 28,828 27,898
$ 7,895,400 $ 10,543,194 $ 10,510,015 $ 10,053,107
2,040 2,000 1,970 1,891
23,560 25,400 25,000 24,000
47,979 46,625 46,040 44,294
467,050 456,200 459,170 440,803
10,800 10,700 10,585 9,880
51,664 51,664 51,664 49,080
[ —_ 275 —_—
$ 603,093 $ 592,589 $ 594,704 $ 569,948
— —214,322 o —_
$8,498,493 $ 10,921,461 $ 11,104,719 $ 10,623,055

SOURCE: House and Senate Appropriations committees
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Immigration Controversy Avoided:

Commerce, Justice, State Get $13.9 Billion

Fiscal 1988 funding for the Com-
merce, State and Justice departments
and the federal judiciary was included
as part of the omnibus fiscal 1988 con-
tinuing appropriations resolution (H J
Res 395 — PL 100-202) that President
Reagan signed Dec. 22.

The new law provided $13.9 bil-
lion for these departments and 18 re-
lated agencies. The administration had
requested $14.8 billion. (Chart, p. 17)

The House passed a separate
appropriations bill (HR 2763) July 1,
funding the agencies at $13.8 billion.
The Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee approved $14.28 billion Sept. 23,
but the bill was never acted upon by

the full Senate. (1987 Weekly Report
pp. 2316, 1447)

As it has throughout the Reagan
administration, Congress appropriated
funding for items the president op-
posed. Chief among them are $305.5
million for the Legal Services Corpora-
tion, which provides legal help to the
poor; $182 million for the Economic
Development Administration, which
provides seed money to communities
for projects to stimulate employment;
and $70 million for programs to help
states deal with juvenile delinquency.

Two immigration-related issues
that threatened the appropriations
measure were left out of the version

that became law. A deal between op-
posing senators postponed until 1988 a
Senate fight over delaying the deporta-
tion of Salvadorans and Nicaraguans
living illegally in the United States.

And on the other matter, confer-
ees rejected a proposal that the ad-
ministration and many members op-
posed. This one, which was sponsored
by Rep. Edward R. Roybal, D-Calif.,
would have required the Immigration
and Naturalization Service to give le-
gal status to all members of a foreign-
er’s family if one of the members qual-
ified to live here legally under a
year-old immigration law. (1987
Weekly Report p. 3119)

Fiscal 1988 Legislative Appropriations

Spending for Congress’ own operations will increase
by 1.3 percent in fiscal 1988. The governmentwide appro-
priations bill (H J Res 395 — PL 100-202) enacted Dec.
22 included $1.745 billion for the legislative branch. In
fiscal 1987, $1.722 billion was appropriated.

The 1988 total includes $337 million for the Senate,
a 3 percent increase from fiscal 1987, largely due to
growth in members’ budgets for staff salaries, while
House spending was cut slightly to $513 million.

To comply with the Nov. 20 White House-congres-
sional agreement to reduce the deficit, negotiators cut
spending in many areas below levels included in the

separate legislative branch appropriations bills (HR
2714) approved June 29 by the House and Sept. 30 by
the Senate. (1987 Weekly Report pp. 2404, 1446)

Conferees agreed to include $82 million for the
franking privilege, which allows members to send mail
for free — a prized election-year benefit. That is far
below a $134 million cost estimate made earlier this
year. If actual mail costs exceed what Congress appro-
priates, the Postal Service will have to swallow the loss.

Conferees dropped a Senate provision to require
roll-call votes on pay increases. In 1987, members got
two raises under procedures that avoided votes.

Budget Request House Senate Final
Congressional Operations
Senate $ 347,297,800 _ $ 348,534,800 $ 337,314,000
House of Representatives 570,329,000 529,639,500 529,639,500 513,786,500
Joint ltems 147,520,000 112,982,000 98,983,000 94,981,000
Office of Technology Assessment 19,270,000 16,435,000 17,464,000 16,901,000
Biomedical Ethics Board _ —_ 500,000 100,000
Congressional Award Board — —_ —_— 189,000
Congressional Budget Office 18,988,000 18,148,000 18,481,000 17,886,000
Architect of the Capitol 126,644,000 77,243,000 103,800,000 100,565,000
Congressional Research Service 47,251,000 43,000,000 44,453,000 43,022,000
Government Printing Office
(congressional printing) 72,700,000 70,900,000 72,700,000 70,359,000
Subtotal $ 1,349,999,800 $ 868,347,500 $ 1,234,555,300 $1,195,103,500
Related Agencies
Botanic Garden 2,448,000 2,295,000 2,295,000 2,221,000
Library of Congress 211,800,000 197,535,000 198,531,000 191,998,000
Architect of the Capitol (library buildings) 7,618,000 6,770,000 6,820,000 6,741,000
Copyright Royalty Tribunal 179,000 133,000 133,000 129,000
Government Printing Office
{non-congressional printing) 26,500,000 19,800,000 19,800,000 19,162,000
General Accounting Office 379,497,000 334,777,000 340,820,000 329,847,000
Subtotal $ 628,042,000 $ 561,310,000 $ 568,399,000 $ 550,098,000
TOTAL $ 1,978,041,800 $ 1,429,657,500 $ 1,802,954,300 $1,745,201,500
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Following are the fiscal 1988 appropriations, in budget
authority, for the Commerce, Justice and State depart-

Commerce Department
General Administration
Bureau of the Census
Economic and Statistical

Analysis

Economic Development
Administration

International Trade
Administration

Export Administration
Minority Business
Development Agency

U.S. Travel and Tourism
Administration

National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration
Patent and Trademark Office
National Bureau of Standards
National Telecommunications

and Information Administration

Subtotal

Related Agencies
Federal Communications
Commission
Federal Maritime Commission
Federal Trade Commission
International Trade
Commission
Marine Mammal Commission
Maritime Administration
Office of the U.S. Trade
Representative
Securities and Exchange
Commission
Small Business Administration

Subtotal

Justice Department
General Administration
Working Capital Fund
U.S. Parole Commission
Legal Activities
Federal Bureau of

Investigation

Drug Enforcement
Administration
Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service

Federal Prison System
Office of Justice Programs
Foreign Claims Settlement

Subtotal

Final Final
Budget Appro-
Request priation

42,374 $ 39,204
478,289 441,279

32,947 32,079

— 205,229
197,138, 161,432
—_— 37,465
4,620 39,705
3,000 11,724
1,046,001 1,140,944

135,542 120,000

138,625 144,783

14,718 35,104

$ 2,093,254 $ 2,408,948

107,250 99,613

14,500 13,585

69,850 66,243

35,386 34,750

906 953

67,739 76,463

15,141 15,229

145,036 135,221
379,257 414,985

$ 835,065 $ 857,042

103,513 88,360

4,000 —_—

12,253 11,665
1,295,611 1,123,142
1,484,421 1,388,492
522,047 494,076
838,828 741,114
981,694 931,080

78,303 229,075

510 500
$ 5,321,180 $ 5,007,504

* Request submitted directly to Congress.

Related Agencies

Christopher Columbus

Jubilee Commission

Civil Rights Commission
Commission on the

Bicentennial of the Constitution
Equal Employment

Opportunity Commission

Legal Services Corporation *
State Justice Institute

Subtotal

State Department

Administration of
Foreign Affairs
International Organizations
and Conferences
International Commissions
U.S. Bilateral Science and
Technology Agreements
The Asia Foundation
Soviet-East European Research
and Training
Fishermen’s Guaranty Fund
Fishermen’s Protective Fund

Subtotal

Related Agencies

Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency
Board for International
Broadcasting

Israel Radio Relay Station
Commission on Security
and Cooperation in Europe
Commission on Migration
Japan-U.S.Trust Fund

U.S. Information Agency

Subtotal

The Judiciary *

Supreme Court

U.S. Court of Appeals for

the Federal Circuit

U.S. Court of International Trade
Court of Appeals, District
Courts, other services

Administrative Office of the
U.S. Courts

Federal Judicial Center

U.S. Sentencing Commission

Subtotal

GRAND TOTAL

SOURCES: Senate and House Appropriations committees
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Funding Breakdown for Commerce/Justice/State

ments, the federal judiciary and related agencies, as cleared
by Congress Dec. 22 (in thousands of dollars):

Final Final
Budget Appro-
Request priation
$ 220 $ 212

9,800 5,707

14,750 21,000

193,457 179,812
305,500 305,500

12,892 10,980
$ 536,619 $ 523,211
2,737,141 2,121,600
606,927 515,400

32,706 28,291

1,000 1,900
5,733 13,700
2,500 4,600
1,800 1,725
1,000 959
$ 3,388,807 $ 2,688,175

32,700 30,100

203,573 185,000
_ 34,000

770 701

—_— 870

1,400 1,200
941,857 820,021

$ 1,180,300 $ 1,071,892
18,703 17,357
8,098 7,430
8,211 7,768
1,374,378 1,250,535
33,666 31,167
12,022 10,548
5,600 5,129

$ 1,460,678 $ 1,329,934
$ 14,815,903 $ 13,886,706
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Housing

Major Provisions of Housing Authorization Bill

With a surprise, last-minute compromise, the House and
Senate agreed before adjournment to the first federal housing bill
(S 825) since 1980. The package would authorize $30.3 billion
for federal housing and community development programs in
fiscal years 1988-89. (1987 Weekly Report p. 3205)

As cleared by Congress Dec. 22, S 825 would:

General

e Term of Extension. Authorize the programs and activities
covered under the bill for a period of two fiscal years ending
Sept. 30, 1989, except in those instances noted.

e Overall Spending. Authorize the spending of $15 billion for
programs authorized in the Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) and the Farmers Home Administra-
tion (FmHA) during fiscal year 1988. A 2 percent inflation
adjustment would raise the authorization aggregate to $15.3
billion in fiscal 1989.

Housing Assistance Programs

e Low-Income Housing Funds. Authorize an aggregate of $7.17
billion in fiscal 1988 and $7.3 billion in fiscal 1989 for low-
income housing assistance, other than rural housing programs.

e Vouchers. Authorize $2.4 billion in fiscal 1988 and $2.46
billion in fiscal 1989 for existing certificates and vouchers
assisting low-income residents in paying rent under Section 8 of
the U.S. Housing Act of 1937. Through Section 8, the federal
government subsidizes low-income residents’ use of properties
that the government does not own.

o Comprehensive Improvement Assistance Program (CIAP).
Authorize $1.7 billion and $1.73 billion for CIAP grants for
rehabilitating and improving existing units of assisted housing for
low-income residents.

e Hderly and Handicapped. Authorize $1.68 billion and $1.71
billion for housing for the elderly and the handicapped under
Section 8 of the 1937 act and Section 202 of the U.S. Housing Act
of 1959.

e Operating Subsidies for Low-Income Housing. Authorize
$1.5 billion and $1.53 billion under Section 9 of the 1937 act
for federal contributions to the operation of public-housing
projects. The subsidies are accompanied by a new, “perfor-
mance-funding” system to reward well-managed projects.

e Section 202 Elderly/Handicapped Loans. Authorize $622
million and $630 million for direct loans for the elderly and
handicapped under Section 202 of the 1959 act.

@ Public and Indian Housing Grants. Authorize $481 million
and $490 million for public and Indian housing grants, of
which not more than $145.7 million will be available each year
for Indian housing.

o Moderate Rehabilitation. Authorize $400 million and $407.6
million for moderate rehabilitation of existing units of Section
8 housing.

o Property Disposition. Authorize $301.7 million and $307.4
million for expenses incurred by public-housing authorities in
the demolition or other disposition of public housing available
through existing contracts under Section 8. The bill grants a
right of first refusal to state and local governments that might
purchase such housing.

@ Rental Rehabilitation Grants. Authorize $125 million in each

fiscal year for rehabilitating units of rental housing, with the
size of the grant limited to a maximum of $5,000 for an efficiency
apartment, $6,500 for a single bedroom, $7,500 for two
bedrooms and $8,500 for units with three or more bedrooms.

® Section 8 Loan Management. Authorize $187 million and
$190.7 million for managing Section 8 loans.

o Housing Development Action Grants (HoDAG). Authorize
$75 million in each year for the Housing Development Action
Grant program. The program would end after two years,

e Urban Homesteading. Authorize $12 million and $13 million
for the program under which prospective homeowners, espe-
cially low-income persons, receive assistance in rehabilitating
homes using their own labor and resources.

e Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation. Reorganize this
source of local-improvement funds and authorize $19 million
each year for its activities.

o Solar Bank. Eliminate the $3 million financing mechanism for
projects employing solar energy.

e Congregate Services. Authorize $10 million in each of the
fiscal years for the Congregate Housing Services program,
which assists the elderly who live in federally assisted housing but
do not need the services of a nursing home. The bill makes
the program permanent. The conference report specifies that no
particular number of meals is mandatory so long as nutritional
needs are met.

¢ Public-Housing Child Care. Authorize $5 million and $5.2
million from Community Development Block Grant funds for
demonstration grants to public-housing authorities to provide
child care to low-income families.

Regulatory Changes

o Lead Paint Abatement. Require inspection for, and abate-
ment of, lead-based paint in publicly owned, federally assisted
housing constructed (or substantially rehabilitated) prior to 1978
in which a child of seven years or younger resides.

o Resident Managers. Provide incentives and rules for resident
managers in public housing to improve maintenance and
involve residents in repair and improvements.

o Restricted Hligibility for Aliens. Restrict eligibility for assisted
housing to citizens and documented aliens. Current residents
will not be evicted if they are members of a household whose
head is a citizen or documented alien. Termination of assis-
tance to the ineligible may be deferred for six-month periods
(for up to three years) to permit an orderly transfer of tenants.

o Restraint of Section 8 Prepayment. Permit prepayment of
federally assisted mortgage loans by owners of low-income
rental housing (and the termination of commitments to make the
housing available to low-income residents) when such owners
have a prepayment plan approved by HUD.

The conference report indicates, however, that HUD would
be expected not to terminate the owners’ commitments uniess
the needs of those displaced by such a conversion could be
met. And the bill includes incentives (such as insurance for a
second mortgage) to owners to extend use of the property by
low-income tenants.

e Flood Insurance. Liberalize assistance in obtaining flood insur-
ance for residential structures in imminent danger of collapse.
However, the program would be terminated after two years.

|
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e Non-Profit Agencies. Authorize non-profit organizations to
receive federal aid in buying housing at fair-market prices (for
the purpose of renting to low-income residents) from owners
who are prepaying their existing mortgage loans.

e Demolition Restraints. Prohibit the demolition, or other
disposition, of public housing unless one-for-one replace-
ment is provided to meet continuing housing needs or unless
substitute Section 8 subsidies are available. The bill also
provides for relocation reimbursement for affected residents.

e Eviction for Non-Payment of Rent. Preserve current rules
permitting landlords to evict tenants for non-payment of rent
without a House-proposed requirement for a prior, formal
review of tenants’ situations.

e Voucher Adjustment. Reserve a portion of the voucher funds
provided in the bill for an adjustment pool to compensate for
higher-than-normal rent increases experienced by those receiv-
ing such assistance. HUD would not have discretion to distrib-
ute the funds unless demand exceeded the amount available.

o Phase-in of Rent Increases. Permit graduated rental increases
for tenants whose incomes increase, subject to exemption
requests by public-housing authorities.

o Set-Aside for Lowest-Income Residents. Continue current
requirement that 95 percent of all units provided since 1981
be made available to families with incomes below 50 percent of
the median income for their area. The requirement was
amended to allow public-housing authorities to meet the target
in the aggregate and to request waivers.

@ Voluntary Standards for Modular Housing. Authorize HUD
to allocate $50,000 to the National Institute of Building
Sciences to study the creation of voluntary pre-emptive national
codes for modular housing.

Rural Housing

e Spending Levels. Authorize $1.77 billion and $1.79 billion for
home loan programs and $52 million and $53 million for
housing grants.

@ Moderate-Income Rural Loans. Initiate a demonstration
project by which at least 5 percent (but no more than 10
percent) of guaranteed rural home loans are earmarked for
buyers earning up to 115 percent of the area’s median
income.

® RRAP Contracts. Increase the authorization for Rural Rental
Assistance Payment Contracts (RRAP) to $275 million in fiscal
1988 and $280 million in fiscal 1989 to cover existing contracts,
renew expiring contracts and add new contracts.

e FmHA Rural Vouchers. Authorize a two-year demonstration
program in up to five states with up to 7,500 vouchers in each
of the two fiscal years.

® Restraint of Rural Housing Pre-payment. Permit the Farmers
Home Administration (FmHA) to seek to sell assisted housing
in rural areas to any qualified non-profit organization or public
agency before accepting the current owner’s bid to prepay or
refinance an FmHA loan under contract before Dec. 21, 1979.

Community Development

e General Spending Levels. Authorize $3 billion each year for
Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) and $225
million each year for Urban Development Action Grants (UDAG).

@ Restricted Use of UDAG. Prohibit the use of UDAG money to
relocate an industrial or commercial facility from a community
eligible for HUD assistance to a community ineligible for such
assistance. Exceptions would be allowed if the HUD secretary
determined the relocation would not have a significant adverse
effect on the employment or economic base of the commu-
nity from which the relocation took place.

o Anti-Displacement Regulations. Prohibit the use of CDBG or

UDAG funds in projects that would displace low- and moder-
ate-income tenants, unless the grantees provided replacement
housing and paid relocation costs. Replacement housing
would have to be one-for-one in value and guaranteed to be
available for at least 10 years.

The provision of 10-year-available housing could be waived if
the HUD secretary found that the area had enough habitable and
affordable housing for affected households. But grantees
would still have to bear relocation costs and pay subsidies to hold
the shelter costs of the displaced individuals to 30 percent of
income or less for five years. Grantees could offer such house-
holds the alternative of a lump-sum payment of equal value.
The anti-displacement regulations are scheduled to take ef-
fect on Oct. 1, 1988,

o Nehemiah Program. Authorize $25 million in fiscal 1988 and
$100 million in fiscal 1989 for the Housing Opportunity Grant
program, called the Nehemiah program after its Brooklyn proto-
type. The program would offer grants to non-profit entities,
which would administer interest-free home loans with down
payments of 10 percent. The authorization would end after
two years.

The loans would be available on one-to-four-family buildings.
To qualify, a family must earn no more than the median income
for a family of four in the area. Where local governments can
demonstrate to HUD that an exception is necessary for neigh-
borhood stability, up to 15 percent of the families in a given
project may earn up to 115 percent of that median.

® Enterprise Zones. Authorize HUD to designate 100 enterprise
zones in which state and local governments are willing to
cooperate in reducing taxes, governmental fees and bureaucratic
involvement while increasing the delivery of public services to
encourage economic development.

The bill requires that one-third of these 100 designated zones
must be located in non-metropolitan areas or areas with popula-
tions of less than 50,000.

The zones must retain their designation for 25 years, with
reviews every four years. The bill provides $1 million each year
for the program.

Federal Mortgage Insurance

e Permanent FHA Insurance Authority. Grant permanent au-
thority to the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) to insure
home mortgage loans,

@ Principal Insurance Limit. Authorize FHA to insure $100
billion in principal insurance in fiscal 1988 and $104 billion in
fiscal year 1989.

e Permanent Authority for FNMA. Grant permanent authority
to the Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) to
purchase second mortgages on single-family properties.

o Extend GNMA Authority. Authorize the Government Na-
tional Mortgage Association (GNMA) to provide secondary
mortgage market financing to FHA and Veterans Administration
home loans to a ceiling of $150 billion in fiscal 1988 and $156
billion in fiscal 1989.

e FHA Credit Check. Require FHA to perform a credit check
on any purchaser assuming an existing FHA mortgage loan.

@ Increase FHA Insurance of ARMs. Increase the insurance
authority of FHA on adjustable rate mortgages (ARMs) to
equal 30 percent of the previous year’s insurance volume,

¢ Home Equity Conversions for Elderly. Create a demonstra-
tion program allowing the elderly to meet housing or other
basic costs by converting a portion of their equity to cash. The
bill would cap variable interest rates on such conversion loans
at 5 points above the original rate.

—By Ronald D. Elving
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have become obsolete. Nuclear-arms
reduction could affect this process.
Under the intermediate-range nuclear
force treaty signed by Reagan and So-
viet leader Mikhail S. Gorbachev Dec.
8, almost 500 U.S. warheads could be
dismantled, .yielding up to 4,400
pounds of plutonium, or some four
years of production at current levels.

Moratorium Sought

Anti-nuclear and environmental
groups Nov. 5 mounted a campaign
they call “Plutonium Challenge.”
They advocated a two-year morato-
rium on plutonium production and a
U.S. challenge to the Soviet Union to
negotiate a bilateral, verifiable end to
production of plutonium and highly
enriched uranium, another material
from which warheads can be made.

“The United States risks nothing
and has much to gain from our pro-
posal,” the group said in a Nov. 4 open
letter to Reagan and Congress. “We
want to ... urge you to take a bold
initiative for world security.”

Some  establishment  heavy-
weights have signed on to this idea.
They include: Peter A. Bradford, for-
mer commissioner of the Nuclear Reg-
ulatory Commission; William Colby,
former CIA director; and Paul
Warnke, former assistant secretary of
defense and former director of the
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency.

Other signatories included indi-
viduals from peace, anti-nuclear and
environmental groups, including Phy-
sicians for Social Responsibility,
SANE/Freeze, Natural Resources De-
fense Council, Union of Concerned
Scientists, Greenpeace and the Envi-
ronmental Policy Institute.

Unilateral U.S. action, they ar-
gued, “would create worldwide public
pressure on the Soviets” to negotiate a
permanent bilateral cutoff. Mean-
while, the pause would give the U.S.
time to consider whether it really
needs new production reactors.

H-Bomb Fuel

But plutonium is only the trigger
for the most devastating nuclear war-
heads. Their explosive energy comes
not from the fission of plutonium but
from the joining, or fusion, of two hy-
drogen atoms.

And that requires tritium, which
for technical reasons seems to be the
really critical material in the produc-
tion of thermonuclear warheads. Its
key role is not so much as a fuel but as
a booster; it enables lighter warheads
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to achieve higher explosive yields — a
strategic advantage when multiple
warheads are being lifted on a single
rocket vehicle.

Unlike plutonium, tritium breaks
down quickly, with a half-life of only
12.5 years. That means the potency of
U.S. warheads is constantly wearing
down through radioactive decay. At
some point, the warhead must be re-
charged with fresh tritium.

But it is uncertain whether the
U.S. will be able to produce enough
fresh tritium to keep up with the
country’s need. Some lawmakers fear
a future shortfall of tritium could ef-
fectively disarm the U.S. over the next
decade or so. The problem is that cur-
rent facilities for producing the crucial
material are wearing down fast.

Production of tritium has histori-
cally been accomplished in some of the
same reactors at Hanford and Savan-
nah River that produce plutonium. But
the N reactor at Hanford, the last one
left in operation (although currently
shut down), is not considered much
good for tritium production. So in re-
cent years all of the military’s tritium
has been produced in a single reactor,
the C reactor at Savannah River. An
accident in March 1985 and serious
cracking in the reactor tank shut that
reactor down for good. Production was
shifted over to the P reactor there,
which is now dedicated to tritium.

Those Savannah River reactors
will not last forever; safety and engi-
neering problems related to their ad-
vanced age (they were started up in
the 1950s) make their retirement an
imminent prospect. How many more
years they can run is unclear, but they
have exceeded their design life.

There is concern within DOE, and
among some members of Congress,
that the shutdown of those reactors,
planned or unplanned, could happen
well before any new production reac-
tor is up and running. It takes about
10 years to build a full-scale new pro-
duction reactor.

Whether those worries are justi-
fied, however, depends on several key
points, the answers to which are either
classified or unclear: how much tri-
tium the nation has, how much it
needs, how soon the nation needs it
and — importantly — whether there
are other ways to get it than from
defense plutonium reactors.

Would the nation be vulnerable?
“I don’t believe it,” said David
Albright, a physicist with the Federa-
tion of American Scientists, an arms
control group whose roots go back to
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the 1940s. How much tritium would
the nation need and how soon? “We
can only guess,” he says.

One uncertainty is how much of a
reserve of tritium exists in the individ-
ual warheads, or in the production
pipeline. Some tritium is scavenged
from old weapons as they are disman-
tled, and this could extend the time
before fresh tritium is needed.

“If we really are starting to get
reductions, then I'm not sure where
the problem is,” Albright said. “One
or two years isn’t going to matter — or
even three or four ... as long as prog-
ress is made on arms control.”

Robert Alvarez, a nuclear expert
with the Environmental Policy Insti-
tute, questions whether plutonium-
production reactors are needed to
make tritium. Even power plants can
produce tritium, he says; but though
he concedes the nation could get its
tritium this way in a crisis, he is
against “turning a commercial reactor
into a bomb factory.” That, he says,
would be “destroying the technologi-
cal and institutional barriers between
atoms for peace and atoms for war.”
Technically, plutonium could also be
recovered from spent commercial fuel
— a commodity nobody knows what
to do with. Anti-nuclear groups op-
pose that because it could encourage
small nations with power reactors to
reprocess their own fuel and build nu-
clear weapons.

Alvarez and Albright both suggest
that a production reactor for tritium,
but not plutonium, could prove a bet-
ter solution. They say it could be
smaller, cheaper, cleaner, safer and
on-line appreciably faster.

Another group, the Nuclear Con-
trol Institute, is now proposing that
the decay of tritium, the so-called
“Tritium Factor,” be used as a forcing
mechanism, a kind of clock to set the
pace of START negotiations. They
propose stopping tritium production
entirely on both sides, subject to safe-
guards and verification. They say each
side could keep reactors on standby in
case negotiations failed.

Defense Bill Decision

The Department of Defense
(DOD) authorization bill enacted by
Congress in December set aside $10
million to begin construction of a new
reactor. It was part of a more elabo-
rate deal in which Congress author-
ized $10 million more for operating
expenses and specified that the new
reactor was to be located at either the
Hanford or the Savannah River sites.









Senate Key Votes

1. Clean Water

As one of its first actions, the newly Democratic Senate
confronted President Reagan over sewage-treatment fund-
ing and overrode his veto, setting a tone for relations with
the White House over the entire year.

The bill (HR 1 — PL 100-4) was popular with both
parties because sewage-plant-construction funds go to ev-
ery state and almost every district in the nation. The bill
authorized a 10-year program of federal aid to state and
local governments for construction of sewage plants. Rea-
gan had wanted to end sewer spending despite a 1981
promise to maintain it. Fiscal conservatives at the Office of
Management and Budget and the White House objected,
not just to spending the money, but to the idea that sewage
treatment should be a federal responsibility rather than a
state and local one. Committee leaders in the House and
Senate wanted to phase the program out gradually over 10
years.

The measure was a renewal of the Clean Water Act of
1972 (PL 92-500), and support from both environmental
and industry groups gave it an added “motherhood” aura.
Members had the attractive chance to vote for the environ-
ment and at the same time bring home federal dotlars.

Because the override was a certainty from the start,
Reagan’s veto and Congress’ vote to enact the bill anyway
were more expressions of attitude than tests of strength.

When the House and Senate had passed the bill the
first time, as S 1128, in October 1986, the votes had been
408-0 and 96-0, respectively.

Reagan pocket-vetoed that bill at the end of the 99th
Congress. The House voted a second time to pass the bill,
406-8, on Jan. 8. The Senate followed suit with a 93-6 vote
on Jan. 21.

When Reagan vetoed the bill this time, he called it a
budget buster, “loaded with waste and larded with pork.”

The Senate vote to override was the final test, not so
much on the merits of the bill, but of whether Senate
Republicans would be loyal to the president of their own
party on an issue he had declared important to him.

The Senate voted to override on Feb. 4, 86-14: R 32-13;
D 54-1 (ND 36-1, SD 18-0). (1987 Weekly Report p. 240;
House key vote 1)

2. Highway and Mass-Transit Funds

With not one vote to spare, the Senate April 2 agreed
to override President Reagan’s veto of a bill (HR 2 — PL
100-17) reauthorizing $88 billion for highway and mass
transit programs. The vote was 67-33: R 13-33; D 54-0 (ND
36-0, SD 18-0).

Hoping to alter perceptions that his influence on Capi-
tol Hill was waning in the wake of revelations from the
Iran-contra scandal and Democrats’ recapture of the Sen-
ate in the November elections, Reagan fought hard to avert
defeat. On the day of the vote he made a dramatic trip to
Capitol Hill to plead with Republican senators for their
support. The president viewed the measure as a “budget-
buster” laden with “pork-barrel” projects targeted at par-
ticular states and districts.

Reagan’s trip was aimed especially at 13 Republicans
who the day before had defied the White House in a 65-35
vote to sustain the veto. That tally notwithstanding, Majority
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How Votes Were Selected

Congressional Quarterly each year selects a series
of key votes on major issues.

Selection of Issues. An issue is judged by the
extent it represents one or more of the following:

e A matter of major controversy.

e A matter of presidential or political power.

e A decision of potentially great impact on the na-
tion and lives of Americans.

Selection of Votes. For each group of related
votes on an issue, one key vote usually is chosen. This
is the vote that, in the opinion of Congressional Quar-
terly editors, was important in determining the out-

come.

In the description of the key votes, the designation
“ND” denotes Northern Democrats and “SD” denotes
Southern Democrats.

Leader Robert C. Byrd, D-W.Va., successfully pushed for a
new vote to try to garner the two-thirds needed to override.

But none of the Republican defectors was willing to
change his mind. Some cited road projects important to
their states; some pointed to a provision relaxing the speed
limit on certain federal highways; six of the thirteen were
up for re-election in 1988 and were concerned about the
prospect of lost construction jobs if no highway bill were
cleared. Authorizations had expired the previous fall, leav-
ing states with limited funds.

The episode also marked a rather painful initiation
into the Senate for freshman Terry Sanford, D-N.C. On the
first override vote, Sanford infuriated his Democratic col-
leagues by supporting the White House.

Sanford said he was convinced the bill was bad for
North Carolina. But after talking to Byrd and others, he
changed his mind, saying he had come to believe the pack-
age was the best that could be obtained under the circum-
stances. Some thought he had simply capitulated to party
pressure. In any event, Sanford sided with fellow Demo-
crats on the second and override vote. (1987 Weekly Re-
port p. 604)

3. Farm Aid

Efforts to rewrite the government’s basic farm policy,
which seemed inevitable earlier in the year, were effectively
killed on the Senate floor April 23 when Agriculture Com-
mittee leaders convincingly defeated the first major assault
on the 1985 farm bill (PL 99-198), the five-year authoriza-
tion law for federal farm programs.

The occasion was a routine piece of farm legislation
(HR 1157) authorizing one-time disaster payments to
farmers, but everyone dissatisfied with the 1985 farm bill
had viewed it at one time or another as a vehicle for making
big changes in farm policy. The Reagan administration was
pushing for big cuts in farmers’ income-supports, while
populist Midwesterners wanted to put a stop to the down-
ward course of commodity price-supports and return the
country to a highly protective agriculture policy. But Agri-
culture Chairman Patrick J. Leahy, D-Vt., and ranking
member Richard G. Lugar, R-Ind., argued instead to “stay
the course” of the five-year farm bill.
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treaty could be interpreted to permit certain tests in space
of ABM weapons. That was contrary to the view held by
most observers since the ABM treaty was signed.

The administration’s new interpretation drew sharp
protests from Capitol Hill and allied governments. Reagan
defused the protests by announcing that SDI tests would
continue to be governed by the more restrictive “tradi-
tional” reading of the treaty.

The issue came to a boil again late in 1986, when
Defense Secretary Caspar W. Weinberger and some other
officials began pressing Reagan to accelerate the timetable
for SDI deployment and thus require tests that would
violate the traditional interpretation.

In March 1987, Armed Services Committee Chairman
Sam Nunn, D-Ga., a highly influential voice in defense
debates, concluded, after a review of the ABM negotiations
and of the 1972 Senate debate on approval of the treaty,
that the administration’s new interpretation was unfounded.

When the Armed Services panel marked up the fiscal
1988 defense authorization bill in April, Nunn and Carl
Levin, D-Mich., added to it a provision that would bar
ABM tests in space unless Congress gave prior approval.

Republicans vehemently opposed the move and
blocked Senate action on the bill for nearly four months,
demanding that the Levin-Nunn provision be stricken. But
Nunn and Majority Leader Robert C. Byrd, D-W.Va., held
firm, and the issue was joined on the Senate floor in mid-
September. When John W. Warner, Va., the Armed Serv-
ices Committee’s senior Republican, moved to delete the
Levin-Nunn provision from the bill, eight centrist Republi-
cans joined an overwhelming majority of Democrats to
table (kill) the motion by a vote of 58-38: R 8-37; D 50-1
(ND 34-0, SD 16-1), Sept. 17, 1987. (1987 Weekly Report p.
2228)

9. Nuclear-Test Ban

In its first vote on the issue, the Senate rejected by a
hefty margin an amendment to the fiscal 1988 defense
authorization bill that would have barred all but the small-
est nuclear test explosions.

A nuclear-test ban long had been the priority goal of
grass-roots arms control activists, who saw it as a first step
toward a freeze on the testing, production and deployment
of nuclear weapons.

The test ban gained political momentum rapidly in the
House during 1986, and the chamber attached it to the
annual defense authorization bill in August of that year by
a ratio of almost 5-3. Senate conferees adamantly opposed
the provision, and it was dropped on the eve of President
Reagan’s October 1986 meeting in Iceland with Soviet lead-
er Mikhail S. Gorbachev.

In 1987, the House again attached a test ban to the
annual defense authorization measure, and arms control
advocates hoped to round up the 41 Senate votes needed to
cut off an expected filibuster. But the vote came a week
after the Senate had clobbered Reagan on the issue of
interpreting the SDI treaty and only a few days after Soviet
Foreign Minister Eduard Schevardnadze visited him to pin
down details of the upcoming Reagan-Gorbachev meeting
in Washington. Under those circumstances, several cen-
trists voted “nay,” and the amendment by Mark O. Hat-
field, R-Ore., to ban during 1988-89 nuclear-test explosions
with an explosive power of more than 1 kiloton, was tabled
(killed) 61-36: R 40-6; D 21-30 (ND 7-27, SD 14-3), Sept.
24, 1987. (1987 Weekly Report p. 2291)
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10. SALT H Limits

Three weeks after it dealt President Reagan a major
blow over the issue of interpreting the 1972 anti-missile
treaty, the Senate repudiated another of his key arms
control positions: It added to the annual defense authoriza-
tion bill a provision requiring continued compliance with
certain provisions of the unratified 1979 U.S.-Soviet strate-
gic arms limitation treaty (SALT II).-

At issue were so-called “sublimits” in the accord that
would have allowed each country no more than:

¢ 820 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs)
equipped with multiple warheads (MIRVs);

¢ 1,200 ICBMs and sea-launched ballistic missiles with
MIRVs;

1,320 MIRVed missiles of either type and bombers
equipped to carry long-range cruise missiles.

After the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan prompted
President Carter to drop his effort to secure Senate ap-
proval of SALT TI early in 1980, the U.S. and Soviet
governments announced they would informally observe the
treaty’s limits on a reciprocal basis.

Though Reagan had long condemned SALT II as too
favorable to the Soviet Union, he continued the policy of
informal compliance until 1986. Then, charging Soviet vi-
olations of the SALT II limits and of other arms control
agreements, he ended the compliance policy.

Beginning in November 1986, the deployment of
cruise-missile-armed B-52 bombers at the rate of about two
per month put U.S. forces over the limit of 1,320 MIRVed
missiles and bombers.

Dale Bumpers, D-Ark., and a bipartisan team of arms
control advocates charged that dropping the sublimits
played into Moscow’s hands, since for years to come the
Soviet Union could far outstrip the United States in pro-
ducing MIRVed missiles. They drafted an amendment to
the defense bill mandating a return to the limits.

The administration and its allies countered that
Bumpers’ position would undermine the president’s flex-
ibility to repudiate the treaty or even to threaten to do so
as a bargaining tactic in negotiations with the Russians. In
the two days before the Senate voted on Bumpers’ amend-
ment, the Soviet Union test-fired two ICBMs to within
several hundred miles of Hawaii — the first time a
Soviet missile test had come so close to U.S. territory.
Administration allies hoped this would strengthen their
hand.

But when the Senate voted, it approved the Bumpers
amendment 57-41: R 8-36; D 49-5 (ND 35-1, SD 14-4), Oct.
2, 1987. (1987 Weekly Report p. 2359)

11. Persian Gulf Re-flagging

After several inconclusive votes between July and Oc-
tober on President Reagan’s policy of providing U.S. naval
escorts for Kuwaiti tankers in the Persian Gulf, the Senate
Oct. 21 adopted a compromise resolution that mirrored its
ambivalence over Persian Gulf policy and over the broader
issue of whether — and how — Congress can control the
use of U.S. forces in conflicts that are not declared wars.

In July, both houses cast essentially symbolic votes in
favor of delaying the plan to escort the Kuwaiti ships,
which were to be “re-flagged” as the property of a dummy
U.S. corporation. But the majority in the Senate was too
small to cut off a GOP filibuster of the legislation, much
less to override the Reagan veto that surely would follow
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expenses for the nation’s elderly.

But a year and a half later, after House Democrats
were finished adding and embellishing, the legislative
package offered on the floor July 22 bore little resemblance
to the one Reagan approved in February.

Although both the Reagan plan and HR 2470, the bill
before the House, embodied the same central goal — cap-
ping the amount Medicare beneficiaries would have to pay
for services covered by the federal health program for the
elderly and disabled — the similarities ended just about
there.

As approved by two committees and blessed by the
leadership, the Democratic package also included provi-
sions aimed at expanding protection for low-income pro-
gram participants and included several significant new ex-
pansions to Medicare coverage, most notably for prescrip-
tion drugs.

Irritated at the package’s growing size and price tag,
and skeptical of Democrats’ claims that beneficiaries would
foot the entire bill for the new benefits, House Republicans
decided to craft their own version. But aware of the grow-
ing grass-roots support for a program more expansive than
the one proposed by Reagan, Republicans included in their
alternative a limited prescription-drug plan and tax incen-
tives for private insurance for long-term care.

But the Republican alternative garnered essentially
only Republican support. The July 22 vote was 190-242: R
175-1; D 15-241 (ND 5-167, SD 10-74). Then, bucking the
president’s veto threat, 61 Republicans joined in voting for
final passage of HR 2470. (1987 Weekly Report p. 1637)

11. Nuclear Insurance

The House voted to pay lawyers before victims in the
event of a catastrophic nuclear accident as it passed a
renewal of the nation’s basic nuclear-insurance law.

The July 30 vote was part of a clean sweep by which
the nuclear and insurance industries won House rejection
of all amendments they opposed.

The lawyers-or-victims amendment, offered by Gerry
Sikorski, D-Minn., prohibited courts from paying legal
costs in liability cases following an accident at a nuclear
power plant if such payments would jeopardize compensa-
tion of victims. It was rejected 183-230: R 24-145; D 159-85
(ND 138-28, SD 21-57).

The Price-Anderson Act of 1957, as reauthorized in the
bill, set up a $7.4 billion pool of funds — which would
include private insurance and assessments on the nation’s
nuclear utilities — to cover damages in case of an accident.
If damages exceed that amount, as they are estimated to do
in a major accident, victims would receive no further com-
pensation.

The purpose of Sikorski’s amendment was to make
sure that the money in the fund went to compensate vic-
tims rather than to pay electric-utility legal costs.

But opponents in the nuclear and insurance industries,
as well as the House, said the effect of the amendment
would be to deny payment to victims’ lawyers as well as to
utility lawyers. Sikorski denied that. But the bill defined
“legal costs” as including both, as well as the costs of
investigative and administrative activities that insurance
companies said would be needed in order to settle any
claims at all.

After rejecting the Sikorski amendment, the House
passed the bill, 396-17, but it did not reach the Senate floor
in 1987. (1987 Weekly Report p. 1731)
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12. Independent Counsel

Brushing aside opposition from the Justice Department
and veto threats from President Reagan, Congress cleared
legislation to extend for five years the law that permits the
appointment of independent counsels to investigate alleged
wrongdoing by high government officials. Without the ex-
tension, the law would have expired on Jan. 2.

The new law (HR 2939 — PL 100-191) also placed
limits on the discretion of the attorney general in determin-
ing when to seek an independent counsel. Independent
counsels are appointed by a special three-judge court at the
attorney general’s request. The court also sets the bound-
aries of any counsel’s investigation.

Critics of the law say it violates the separation-of-
powers doctrine because it allows the judiciary to be in-
volved in prosecutions — an executive branch function.
Several court challenges to the law are now pending.

A critical point in the progress of the legislation oc-
curred during House debate on the measure Oct. 21. Re-
publicans opposed to the proposed legislation argued that
Congress should wait for the courts to decide whether the
law is constitutional before extending it for five years. They
offered a substitute that would have extended the law for
only one year, without making any changes in it.

The amendment, offered by E. Clay Shaw Jr., R-Fla.,
was rejected on a largely party-line vote of 171-245: R 165-
10; D 6-235 (ND 3-163, SD 3-72).

Despite his threat to veto the legislation, Reagan
signed it Dec. 15. In doing so, he again said he thought it
was unconstitutional. But he said it was necessary to en-
sure public confidence in the integrity of government, while
waiting for the courts to decide the issue. (1987 Weekly
Report p. 2604)

13. Deficit-Reduction Strategy

House Democratic budget strategy nearly exploded in
the face of its principal architect, Speaker Jim Wright of
Texas, when he won a one-vote victory for a tax-raising
deficit-reduction bill on Oct. 29. The House passed the
measure (HR 3545) after Wright held a losing vote open
until Texas Democrat Jim Chapman switched from “nay”
to “yea.” James M. Jeffords of Vermont, was the sole
Republican to vote for the bill. The final vote was 206-205:
R 1-164; D 205-41 (ND 143-21, SD 62-20).

The “reconciliation” bill combined an $11.9 billion tax
increase with new curbs on the growth of Medicare and
several other programs.

Wright’s critics, including fiscal moderates in his own
party, warned that action on the bill could disrupt delicate
budget-summit talks then under way among congressional
leaders from both parties and White House negotiators.
Moderate Republicans who might have been inclined to
compromise were angry that Wright’s action forced them
to take a position against taxes just when their Republican
leadership was negotiating a tax increase.

But Democratic leaders said that their show of °

strength, however imperfect, kept pressure on the summit
to produce results.

Angry GOP House members booed Wright after the
vote and bitterly accused him of stealing their victory by
delaying the final count. Later, they cited the vote as the
culminating event in a year of Democratic insults that drove
moderate GOP members into the arms of confrontational
Republican conservatives. (1987 Weekly Report p. 2653)
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ALABAMA IOWA
Heflin YYYYYNNY Harkin YYNYYYY
Shelby YYYYY-NY Grassley YNYNYNN
ALASKA KANSAS
Murkowski YNNNYNNN | Dole NNYNNNN
Stevens YNNNNNNN Kassebaum NNNNNNY
ARIZONA KENTUCKY
DeConcini YYNYYYYY Ford YYYYYYY
MeCain Y NY NNNNN | McConnell YYYNNNN
ARKANSAS LOUISIANA
Bumpers YYYYVYYYY Breaux YYYYYYY
Pryor YYYyyyvyyy Johnston YYvyvyyyy
CALIFORNIA MAINE
Cranston YYNYYYYY Mitchell YYNYYYY
Wilson Y YNNNNN Cohen YNNNYNN
COLORADO MARYLAND
Wirth YYNYYYYY Mikulski Yyy YYy
Armstrong NNYNNNNN Sarbanes YYYYvyyy
CONNECTICUT MASSACHUSETTS
Dodd YYNYYYYY Kennedy YYNY Y
Weicker Y NN Y Kerry YYNYYYY
DELAWARE MICHIGAN
Biden YYyY22YyY??2yy Levin YYNYYYY
Roth Y NNNYNNN | Rigle YYNYYYY
FLORIDA MINNESOTA
Chiles YYNYYNZ?Y Boschwitx YNYNNNN
Grahom YYNYYYYY | Durenberger YYYNNNN
GEORGIA MISSISSIPPI
Fowler YYYYYYYY Stennis YYNYYNY
Nunn YYNYYYYY Cochran NYYNNNN
HAWAII MISSOURI
Inouye YYNYYYYY Bond YYYNYNN
Matsunaga YYNYYYYY Danforth YYYNYNN
IDAHO MONTANA
McClure NNYNNNNN Bavcus YYNYYYY
Symms NYYNNNNN Melcher YYNYYYY
ILLINOIS NEBRASKA
Dixon YYYYYYY Exon NYNYYY&#
Simon YYNY+?Y2? Karnes NYNYNN
INDIANA NEVADA
Lvgar NNNNNNNN Reid YYNYYYY
Quayle YNNNNNNN Hecht YYNNNNN
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Y Voted for (yea).
NEW HAMPSHIRE i ;?'llr:f)infc‘:d. for
Humphrey Y NNNNNNN L On
Rudman Y NNNNNXN N Voted against (nay).
NEW JERSEY X Paired against.
Bradley YYNYYNYY - Announced against.
Lavtenberg YYNYYYY? P Voted “‘present.”
NEW MEXICO C Voted “present”’ to avoid possi-
Bingaman YYNY Y2 VY ble confﬁd of interest F
Domenici YNNNRNNNN P .
NEW YORK ? Dld'nof vote or otherwise make a
Moynihan YYNYYYYY position known.
D’Amato YYNNYNNN
NORTH CARGLINA Democrats Republicans
Sanford YYNYYNYY
Helms NNNNNNNN
NORTH DAKOTA ~NOT0hOoON®
Burdick YYYYY Yy
Conrad YYYYYY?Y
OHIO TEXAS
Glenn YYNYYNYY Bentsen YYNYYYYY
Metzenbaum YYNYYYYY Gramm N NNNNNNN
OKLAHOMA UTAH
Boren YYYYYYY? Garn NNNNNRNNN
Nickles NN?NYNNN Hatch YN -NNNNN
OREGON VERMONT
Hatfield YNNNNNNY Leahy YYNYY?2YY
Packwood YN? NYNNY Stafford YNNYNNY+
PENNSYLVANIA VIRGINIA
Heinz YYNNYNNY Trible YNNNYNNN
Specter YYNNYNNN Warner YNNNYNNN
RHODE ISLAND WASHINGTON
Pell YYNYYYYY Adams YYNYY?2YY
Chafee YNNYYNYY Evans YNNNNNNY
SOUTH CAROLINA WEST VIRGINIA
Hollings YYNYYNYN Byrd YYNYYYYY
Thurmond NNYNYNNN Rockefeller Y NYYYYY
SOUTH DAKOTA WISCONSIN
Daschle YYNYYYYY Proxmire YYNYYYYY
Pressler Y Y NNN Kasten YNYNYNNN
TENNESSEE WYOMING
Gore YYN?2+Y?2Y Simpson YNNNNZ?NN
Sasser YYYYYYYY Wallop NNNNNNNN

ND - Northern Democrats

1. HR 1. Clean Water Act Reauthorization. Passage, over
President Reagan’s Jan. 30 veto, of the bill to amend and reautho-
rize the Clean Water Act of 1972 authorizing $18 billion through
fiscal 1994 in federal aid to state and local governments for con-
struction of sewage treatment plants and more than $2.14 billion
for other water pollution control programs. Passed (thus enacted
into law) 88-14: R 32-13; D 54-1 (ND 36-1, SD 18-0), Feb. 4, 1987.
A two-thirds majority of those present and voting (67 in this case)
of both houses is required to override a veto. A “nay” was a vote
supporting the president’s position.

2. HR 2. Omnibus Highway Reauthorization. Passage,
over President Reagan’s March 27 veto, of the bill to authorize $88
billion for highway and mass transit programs through fiscal 1991.
Passed (thus enacted into law) 67-33: R 13-33; D 54-0 (ND 36-0,
SD 18-0), April 2, 1987. A two-thirds majority of those present and
voting (67 in this case) of both houses is required to override a
veto. A “nay” was a vote supporting the president’s position.

3. HR 1157, Farm Disaster Assistance. Boschwitz, R-
Minn., motion to waive the Chiles, D-Fla., point of order that the
Boschwitz amendment is in violation of section 303(a) of the 1974
Budget and Impoundment Control Act (PL 93-344), which prohib-
its consideration of an amendment that provides new budget au-
thority for the fiscal year until the concurrent resolution on the
budget for such fiscal year has been adopted. Motion rejected 33-
63: R 18-25; D 15-38 (ND 5-30, SD 10-8), April 23, 1987.

4. H Con Res 93 (S Con Res 49). Fiscal 1988 Budget
Resolution. Adoption of the concurrent resolution to set fiscal
1988 budget totals as follows: new budget authority, $1.160 trillion;
outlays, $1.054 trillion; revenues, $921 billion; deficit, $133.6 bil-
lion. Adopted 56-42: R 3-42; D 53-0 (ND 36-0, SD 17-0), May 6,
1987.
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SD - Southern Democrots (Southem states - Ala., Ark., Fla., Ga., Ky., La., Miss., N.C,, Okla., S.C., Tenn., Texas, Va.)

5. HR 3. Omnibus Trade Bill. Passage of the bill to authorize
presidential negotiations to reduce international tariffs and non-
tariff barriers to trade; mandate retaliation against countries that
maintain unfair trade practices against the United States, unless
negotiated agreements lead to the elimination of such practices;
enhance worker and company benefits for industries injured by
imports; and improve math, science and foreign language educa-
tion. Passed 71-27: R 19-27; D 52-0 (ND 35-0, SD 17-0), July 21,
1987. A “nay” was a vote supporting the president’s position.

6. H J Res 324. Temporary Debt-Limit Increase/Deficit
Targets. Johnston, D-La., amendment to the Gramm, R-Texas,
amendment, to set the maximum allowable federal budget deficit for
fiscal 1988 at $140 billion, or $36 billion below the deficit as estimated
by a House-Senate conference on the legislation; set the maximum
deficit for fiscal 1989 at $120 billion; and provide that in both years,
an automatic spending-cut procedure would come into effect if the
estimated deficit exceeds the target by more than $5 billion. Rejected
41-52: R 0-45; D 41-7 (ND 29-2, SD 12-5), July 31, 1987.

7.8 2, Senate Campaign Finance. Byrd, D-W.Va., motion
to invoke cloture (thus limiting debate) on the bill to create
voluntary spending limits in Senate races, provide partial public
funding to general-election candidates and cap the amount House
and Senate candidates may accept from political action commit-
tees. Motion rejected 51-44: R 3-42; D 48-2 (ND 34-0, SD 14-2),
Sept. 15, 1987. A three-fifths majority vote (60) of the total Senate
is required to invoke cloture.

8. S 1174. Fiscal 1988-89 Defense Authorization/Mis-
sile Tests. Nunn, D-Ga., motion to table (kill) the Warner, R-Va.,
amendment to strike a provision limiting the development or testing
of space-based and other mobile anti-ballistic missile systems. Mo-
tion agreed to 58-38: R 8-37; D 50-1 (ND 34-0, SD 16-1), Sept. 17,
1987. A “nay” was a vote supporting the president’s position.
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Y Voted for (yea).
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ALABAMA JIOWA NEW HAMPSHIRE F A d 4
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DeConcini NNNNT+Y Ford YYYNNY Bingaman YYYNNN ble conflict of interest
McCain Y NNY NN McConnell YNNY ?N Domenici YNNYNN 2 Did not vot th : "
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Grahom YYYNYY Durenberger YYYYNY Packwood YNYNYN Stafford NYYNNY
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Fowler NYYNYY Stennis YY?NNY Heinz YYYYNY Trible YNNYNN
Nunn YYYNNY Cochran YNNYNN Specter NYYNYY Warner YNYNNN
HAWAI MISSOURI RHODE ISLAND WASHINGTON
Inouye NYYNYY Bond YNNYNN Pell NYYNNY Adams NYNNYY
Matsunaga NYYNYY Danforth NNNYNN Chafee NYNNNY Evans YNNYNN
IDAHO MONTANA SOUTH CAROLINA WEST VIRGINIA
McClure YNNYNN Baucus NYYNYY Hollings YNYYNY Byrd YYYNNY
Symms YNNYNN Melcher NYYNNY Thurmond YNNYNN Rockefeller NYYNYY
ILLINOIS NEBRASKA SOUTH DAKOTA WISCONSIN
Dixon YYYNYY Exon YYYNNN Daschle NYNNNY Proxmire N YNNNN
Simon Y?PN?2Y Karnes YNNYNN Pressler YNNYNN Kasten YNNYNN
INDIANA NEVADA TENNESSEE WYOMING
Lugar YNNY 2N Reid YYYNYY Gore -YYN?2Y Simpson YNYYNN
Quayle YNNYNN Hecht YNNYYN Sasser YYYNYY Wallop YNNYNN

ND - Northern Democrats

9. S 1174. Fiscal 1988-89 Defense Authorization/Nuc-
lear Testing. Reid, D-Nev., motion to table (kill) the Hatfield,
R-Ore., amendment to prohibit in fiscal 1988-89 nuclear test ex-
plosions with an explosive power of more than 1 kiloton, subject to
certain conditions. Motion agreed to 61-36: R 40-6; D 21-30 (ND 7-
27, SD 14-3), Sept. 24, 1987. A “yea” was a vote supporting the
president’s position.

10.S 1174, Fiscal 1988-89 Defense Authorization/SALT
IT Limits. Bumpers, D-Ark., amendment to bar the deployment
of more than 820 multiple-warhead intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles, more than 1,200 multiple-warhead strategic missiles of any
sort, or more than 1,320 multiple-warhead strategic missiles and
missile-armed bombers. Adopted 57-41: R 8-36; D 49-5 (ND 35-1,
SD 14-4), Oct. 2, 1987. A “nay” was a vote supporting the presi-
dent’s position.

11.S J Res 194, War Powers Compliance. Byrd, D-W.Va,,
and Warner, R-Va., substitute to require the president to send
Congress a report on U.S. military operations in the Persian Gulf
that would not trigger the time limits set by the War Powers
Resolution, but which would set in motion another time limit for
action on an unspecified joint resolution dealing with the subject
of the report. Adopted 54-44: R 13-33; D 41-11 (ND 26-9, SD 15-2),
Oct. 21, 1987. A “nay” was a vote supporting the president’s
position.
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12. Bork Nomination. Confirmation of President Reagan’s
nomination of Robert H. Bork of the District of Columbia to be an
associate justice of the Supreme Court. Rejected 42-58: R 40-6; D
2-52 (ND 0-36, SD 2-16), Oct. 23, 1987. A “yea” was a vote
supporting the president’s position.

13. HR 2700. Energy and Water Appropriations/Nuec-
lear-Waste Repository. Reid, D-Nev., amendment to direct
the secretary of energy to give primary consideration to public
health and safety in selecting a site for study as a possible perma-
nent repository for nuclear wastes. Rejected 37-56: R 8-35; D 29-21
(ND 21-12, SD 8-9), Nov. 12, 1987.

14. S 825. Housing and Community Development/Bud-
get Waiver. Cranston, D-Calif., motion to waive the spending-
limitation requirement contained in the 1974 Budget and Im-
poundment Control Act (PL 93-344) with respect to the con-
ference report on the bill to authorize $15 billion in fiscal 1988 and
the same amount plus inflation in fiscal 1989 for housing, rural
housing and community development assistance, and to make
permanent the loan-insuring authority of the Federal Housing
Administration. Motion rejected 57-43: R 8-38; D 49-5 (ND 31-5,
SD 18-0), Nov. 17, 1987. A three-fifths majority (60) of the total
Senate is required to waive certain Budget Act requirements.
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1. HR 1. Clean Water Act Reauthorization. Passage, over
President Reagan’s Jan. 30 veto, of the bill to amend and reautho-
rize the Clean Water Act of 1972 authorizing $18 billion through
fiscal 1994 in federal aid to state and local governments for con-
struction of sewage treatment plants and more than $2.14 billion
for other water pollution control programs. Passed 401-26: R 147-
26; D 254-0 (ND 170-0, SD 84-0), Feb. 3, 1987. A two-thirds
majority of those present and voting (285 in this case) of both
houses is required to override a veto. A “nay” was a vote support-
ing the president’s position.

2. H Con Res 77/HR 2. Speed Limit/Omnibus Highway
Reauthorization. Adoption of the concurrent resolution to make
a correction in the enrollment of the bill, HR 2, to allow states to
raise the speed limit to 65 mph on Interstate highways located
outside urbanized areas of 50,000 population or more. Adopted
217-206: R 125-50; D 92-1566 (ND 45-121, SD 47-35), March 18,
1987.

3. H Con Res 93. Fiscal 1988 Budget Resolution. Gray,
D-Pa., substitute to set fiscal 1988 budget totals as follows: new
budget authority, $1.142 trillion; outlays, $1.039 trillion; revenues,
$930.9 billion; deficit, $107.6 billion. Adopted 230-192: R 0-173; D
230-19 (ND 159-10, SD 71-9), April 9, 1987. A “nay” was a vote
supporting the president’s position.

4. HR 1827. Fiscal 1987 Supplemental Appropriations/
Across-the-Board Cut. MacKay, D-Fla., amendment to reduce
discretionary budget authority by an across-the-board cut of 21
percent in order to keep total appropriations within the ceiling set
by the 1987 budget resolution. Adopted 263-123: R 121-39; D 142-
84 (ND 82-69, SD 60-15), April 23, 1987.

5. HR 3. Omnibus Trade Bill/Gephardt Amendment.
Gephardt, D-Mo., amendment to require identification of coun-
tries with excess trade surpluses with the United States and quan-
tify the extent to which unfair trade practices contribute to that
surplus, to mandate negotiations to eliminate those unfair trade
practices, and, if negotiations fail or an agreement is not fully
implemented, to mandate imposition of tariffs or quotas to yield
annual 10 percent reductions in that country’s trade surplus.
Adopted 218-214: R 17-159; D 201-55 (ND 137-34, SD 64-21), April
29, 1987. A “nay” was a vote supporting the president’s position.

6. HR 27. FSLIC Rescue. St Germain, D-R.L.,, amendment to
increase the bill’s $5 billion, two-year recapitalization borrowing
authority to $15 billion over five years. Rejected 153-258: R 72-98;
D 81-160 (ND 62-99, SD 19-61), May 5, 1987. A “yea” was a vote
supporting the president’s position.

7. HR 1748. Fiscal 1988-89 Defense Authorization/
Nuclear Testing. Schroeder, D-Colo., amendment to bar nuclear
test explosions larger than one kiloton provided the Soviet Union
observes the same limitation. Adopted 234-187: R 26-147; D 208-40
(ND 160-9, SD 48-31), May 19, 1987. A “nay” was a vote support-
ing the president’s position.

8. HR 2342. Coast Guard Authorization/Re-flagging Ku-
waiti Ships. Lowry, D-Wash., amendment to delay until 90 days
after enactment the registration under U.S. ownership of any ships
owned by Kuwait. Adopted 222-184: R 22-146; D 200-38 (ND 149-
12, SD 51-26), July 8, 1987. A “nay” was a vote supporting the
president’s position.
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TENNESSEE
1 Quillen
2 Duncan
3 Lloyd
4 Cooper
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6 Gordon
7 Sundguist
8 Jones
9 Ford

TEXAS

14 Sweenecy
15 de la Garza
16 Coleman
17 Stenholm
18 Leland

19 Combest
20 Gonzalez
21 Smith
22 Deloy
23 Bustamante
24 Frast
25 Andrews
26 Armey
27 Ortiz
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1 Hansen

2 Owens

3 Nielson
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AL Jeffords
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1 Bateman
2 Pickett
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7 Slaughter
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9 Boucher

10 Wolf
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1 Miller

2 Swift

3 Bonker

4 Morrison

5 Foley

6 Dicks

7 Lowry
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1 Mollohan
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3 Wise

4 Rohall
WISCONSIN

1 Aspin

2 Kastenmeier
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7 Obey

8 Roth
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The Process of Writing a Final Report ... @

The TV lights have been turned off, and the long
lines of summer tourists who queued up for seats in the
hearings have moved on to other Washington attractions.

Most of the members of the House and Senate Iran-
contra committees are fleeing the city as Congress re-
cesses for August. But the painstaking task of writing a
final report on the Iran-contra affair looms, even though
the document may seem only an epilogue to the drama of
the hearings.

Writing that closing chapter, however, almost cer-
tainly will touch off behind-the-scenes partisan wrangling
as members debate the politically charged questions of
why the scandal took place.

President Reagan’s Democratic detractors will try to
criticize his conduct, emphasizing wrongdoing and possibly
illegal behavior at the highest levels of the White House.

His Republican supporters will resist such an ap-
proach. Instead, they will try to shape a report that says
mistakes were made, despite Reagan’s good intentions,
largely because of overzealous aides.

General agreement among committee members is ex-
pected on the basic facts surrounding Reagan’s decision
to sell arms to Iran and the diversion of profits to the
Nicaraguan contras. Similarly, virtually all committee
members will agree that Reagan wrongly kept Congress in
the dark about his secret policy of selling weapons to Iran.

Committee lawyers and other aides will begin writing
sections of the report while the members are on vacation.
The schedule calls for a draft to be submitted when
members return after Labor Day, with a final version
probably not ready until October.

“If we’re going to get the report out before the next
crisis, we’d better do it now,” joked Arthur L. Liman, the
chief counsel for the Senate committee.

An Incomplete Story

The report will serve as a blueprint for proposed
changes in legislation and exzecutive actions to prevent
similar operations in the future.

But like the hearings, the report will be incomplete
because of gaps and conflicts that remain after three
months of public hearings and- hundreds of behind-the-
scenes interviews with Iran-contra participants.

That means it will be difficult, if not impossible, for
the final report to live up to the promise that Sen. Warren
B. Rudman, R-N.H,, gave on the opening day of the
hearings May 5. “By the time these hearings are con-
cluded,” the vice chairman of the Senate panel said then.
“the American people wiil learn the answers to the five
final questions: who, what, when, why and how.”

While the answers to some of these questions are
elusive, several committee members have hinted at the
themes they would like to see included in a report.

Perhaps the most contentious issue will be Reagan’s
personal role. He seems likely to escape particularly harsh
criticism because the committees did not uncover any
direct evidence that he knew of the diversion of Iran arms
sale profits to the contras.

Nonetheless, some Democrats may try to weave into
the report at least a milder judgment against Reagan that

could face resistance from Republicans.

In his closing statement Aug. 3, Lee H. Hamilton. D-
Ind., chairman of the House panel, suggested that Reagan’s
presidential style contributed to the behavior of officials in
the Iran-contra affair. “The president’s decisions [in the
future] must be clean and crisp. Otherwise, as we have seen
in these hearings, confusion follows and those who work for
him cannot carry out his policies successfully.”

Similar themes were included in the Feb. 26 report
issued by Reagan’s special Iran-contra review commission
headed by former Sen. John Tower.

Beyond the crucial question of the diversion, some
Democrats say Reagan should be held accountable for
other aspects of the Iran-contra affair. Sen. George J.
Mitchell, D-Maine, cited issues such as the “incredibly
stupid” decision to sell weapons to Iran and the secret
White House effort to aid the contras.

Mitchell acknowledged that definitive conclusions
might be difficult to reach. But he said the testimony
“seems clear” that Reagan was aware of the National
Security Council’s possibly unlawful efforts to funnel
arms and cash to the contras during the period in 1984-86
when Congress had prohibited military aid.

Reagan told the Tower board earlier this year that he
was unaware of the NSC’s activities but later backed
away from that statement. “The one thing that comes
through clearly here was that that law [prohibiting aid to
the contras] was not observed,” said Mitchell.

But Reagan’s defenders are preparing to challenge
vigorously efforts by other committee members to criti-
cize Reagan. “How can they? The facts don’t support
that. Reagan has come out of this far better than anyone
would have thought,” said Sen. Orrin G. Hatch, R-Utah.
“I think the most significant thing really is that the
hearings showed no venality, no corruption,” said Hatch.

Shifting the Blame

If Democrats look for ways to tarnish Reagan, some
Republican members will try to shift the focus away from
the president and onto the shoulders of some of his aides.

Rudman began to sound this theme in the closing
days of the hearings when he repeatedly said that Reagan
had been “ill-served” and “deceived” by senior aides,
notably Rear Adm. John M. Poindexter, who withheld
information from him about the arms shipments to Iran.

A more benign view of the entire Iran-contra opera-
tion will be advanced by the six House Republicans with
some of their Senate counterparts. Mistakes were made
by Reagan, they will argue, but these-were offset by
mitigating factors. Among them: the need to keep the
contras alive despite congressional “vacillation” and the
long-term goal of improving relations with Iran while
trying to free the American hostages held in Lebanon.

Reagan’s supporters also will tout the president’s
cooperation in getting the Iran-contra story out before the
public. By waiving executive privilege and providing volu-
minous classified documents to the committees, Reagan
early on demonstrated his willingness to help, they say.
Dick Cheney of Wyoming, the ranking Republican on the
House committee, said that Reagan and Attorney General
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ings be in writing. However, some offi-
cials have testified that Reagan made
“oral findings” that allowed covert op-
erations to proceed without explicit
written approval. Again, Reagan said
all findings should be in writing ex-
cept in emergencies; even then,
records should be kept and findings
should be signed as soon as possible.

e Non-CIA covert operations.
In most cases, the CIA carries out co-
vert operations. But North conducted
what he said were several covert oper-
ations out of his NSC office; in one
case, he used agents of the Drug En-
forcement Administration to track
down U.S. hostages in Lebanon. Some
witnesses told the Iran-contra panels
that the president could use any
agency — even the Agriculture De-
partment — to conduct covert actions.

Reagan in 1981 signed an execu-
tive order (No. 12333) saying that only
the CIA can conduct covert operations
unless the president “specifically des-
ignates” another agency. Reagan’s let-
ter promised that any non-CIA opera-
tions would be reported to Congress.

Ironically, current law is inconsis-
tent. Most lawyers have interpreted
the law as requiring congressional no-
tification of covert operations, regard-
less of which agency performs them,
even though the law does not require
presidential approval of non-CIA co-
vert operations.

e Periodic reviews. In its report
last February, a commission headed by
former Sen. John Tower, R-Texas, crit-
icized the administration for failing to
make periodic reviews of the Iran arms
sales once Reagan had given his ap-
proval. Reagan agreed with periodic re-
views and said all covert actions should
have “sunset” provisions terminating
them at specified intervals unless they
are renewed.

Arms Sales

Under normal circumstances, the
United States sells weapons directly to
foreign governments under the proce-
dures of the Arms Export Control Act
(PL 90-629). First enacted by Congress
in 1968 and revised almost annually
since, the law requires notice to Con-
gress of all major arms sales, and gives
Congress a chance to reject them.

For the three direct arms sales to
Iran in 1986, Reagan avoided the con-
gressional notice requirements of the
Arms Export Control Act by signing a
“finding” authorizing the CIA to con-
duct a covert action. His basic author-
ity for covert actions stems from his
constitutional power as commander in
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chief and the 1947 National Security
Act (PL 80-253), which created the
NSC and the CIA.

Under the arms sale law, the presi-
dent must report all major arms sales
to Congress at least 30 days before-
hand. That is in contrast to the “timely
fashion” option in the 1980 law allow-
ing the president to delay telling Con-
gress about covert actions until after he
has approved them.

In 1981, then-Attorney General
William French Smith wrote a secret
opinion saying that the president did
not always have to use the arms export
law to sell weapons overseas. Instead,
the president could sell arms through
the CIA — and thus avoid the tougher
congressional-notice requirements of
the arms sale law, that opinion said.
Recently revealed by the Iran-contra
committees, the Smith opinion was
written to justify a covert action unre-
lated to the Iran-contra inquiry.

Edwin Meese III, the current at-
torney general, relied on that 1981
opinion in advising Reagan to use a
covert action — rather than the Arms
Export Control Act — as the legal
means to sell weapons to Iran.

To make such incidents more dif-
ficult in the future, the most far-reach-
ing step Congress could take would be
to bar the president from using covert
actions to sell arms overseas. That step
would force the president to adhere to
the stricter notification requirements
of the arms export act.

But because every president, in-
cluding Reagan, has insisted that he
has a constitutional power to carry out
such foreign policies as selling arms,
any attempt to legislate a flat ban
would provoke a fierce political battle.

Short of such a sweeping action,
there are several ways of making it
more difficult for any administration
to avoid telling Congress about foreign
arms sales. One simple — but poten-
tially controversial — way would be to
tighten an existing requirement for re-
ports to Congress on arms sales made
through covert actions.

Current law, first enacted in 1985,
requires the president to report to
Congress whenever he uses a covert
action to transfer weapons to foreign
governments or guerrilla movements,
such as the contras. But he must do so
only when providing a single piece of
military equipment or a single con-
tract for military services (such as
training) valued at $1 million or more.
Most weapons cost much less than $1
million apiece, so the law, in effect,
applies only to sales of big-ticket
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items such as tanks and fighter planes.
In particular, none of the weapons
sold to Iran in 1986 would have been
covered by this law.

Although Congress intended the
$1 million reporting requirement as a
restriction on presidential action, the
administration also saw it as an ex-
plicit authorization for presidential
action. In a Dec. 17 memo, Assistant
Attorney General Charles J. Cooper
interpreted the law as giving “unam-
biguous recognition” to the presi-
dent’s right to use covert actions to
transfer arms overseas.

Congress also could try to change
the “thresholds” under which regular
arms sales must be reported.

Under the Arms Export Control
Act, the president must tell Congress
in advance about government-to-gov-
ernment sales valued at $14 million or
more for any piece of “major defense
equipment” or $50 million for a pack-
age of items. The law also requires
quarterly reports to Congress on all
sales valued at $1 million or more.

Iran paid a total of about $35 mil-
lion for the three shipments of U.S.
arms in 1986, and the United States
received only $12 million of that —
both figures were well below the cur-
rent limits for advance notice to Con-
gress. Congress could lower the dollar
figures to require more advance reports
on more sales. But, even if the presi-
dent used the arms-export law to make
future sales such as the ones to Iran, he
could still divide the sales in such a
way as to avoid the reports to Con-
gress.

Other Suggestions:

¢ Cracking down on leaks. Wit-
nesses and Iran-contra committee
members suggested tougher penalties
for persons who reveal classified in-
formation. Echoing a position long ad-
vocated by the CIA, some Republicans
also propose creating a joint House-
Senate Intelligence Committee, with a
dozen or so members and a small staff,
in hopes of reducing congressional
leaks. As an alternative to the joint
committee, the current panels could
limit access by members and staff to
classified material and establish new
procedures for punishing leakers.
Leaders of both current committees
said they already have taken steps to
prevent leaks.

¢ Confirming the national se-
curity adviser. This idea has been
kicked around Capitol Hill for more
than a decade but has picked up little
support in the past. 1
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Some contra foes hoped Wright
would name to the House monitoring
group two leading contra-aid oppo-
nents: David E. Bonior, D-Mich., who
chairs the Democratic Caucus task
force on the issue and is chief deputy
whip, and George Miller, D-Calif.

The Reagan-Wright peace plan,
announced Aug. 5, included:

® An immediate cease-fire, subject
to verification by the Organization of
American States (OAS) or other inter-
national observers. The United States
would stop arming the contras and
Nicaragua would stop receiving So-
viet-bloc military aid. Both sides still
could get “humanitarian aid.”

Concurrently, the plan called for
dropping Nicaragua’s “emergency law,”
which suspends political rights. Civil
liberties would be restored and an elec-
toral commission created. An election
timetable would be set within 60 days.

After the proposal surfaced Aug. 4,
Shultz and other administration offi-
cials interpreted this as requiring that
Nicaragua nullify the 1984 election in
which Sandinista leader Daniel Ortega
became president. Wright rejected this
position in an Aug. 5 meeting at the
White House, contending that the 1984
contest had been reasonably fair.

@ Nations in the region would negoti-
ate pulling excess foreign military per-
sonnel out of Nicaragua and its immedi-
ate neighbors. U.S. military maneuvers
in Honduras would be suspended once
the cease-fire was in place.

e After the cease-fire, the United
States, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Hondu-
ras, Guatemala, and El Salvador would
begin talks to reduce armies, remove
foreign military personnel, and end
outside support for rebels in the region.

e A “plan of national reconcilia-
tion,” including amnesty for former
combatants and equal rights to partici-
pation in the political process, would
be implemented. Sandinista and contra
forces would be demobilized.

® The United States would lift its
economic embargo on Nicaragua. Nic-
aragua also would be eligible for U.S,
economic aid and entitled to partici-
pate in a projected plan of “expanded
trade, debt retirement and long-range
economic assistance” for Central
American democracies.

® The talks would begin immedi-
ately and be completed by Sept. 30. If
progress were blocked by the contras,
U.S. aid would be cut off. If progress
were blocked by the Sandinistas, all
other parties “would be free to pursue
such action as they deem necessary to
protect their national interest.”
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Looking at the Aid Fight

Current aid to the contras will end
Sept. 30, the end of fiscal 1987, well
before the deadline for a cease-fire un-
der the Guatemala City plan. The ad-
ministration is expected to seek at least
$150 million for the contras over 18
months.

At Wright’s insistence, Reagan
agreed to hold off campaigning for the
money while the six-part peace plan is
put into effect. But Reagan could ask
for renewed contra aid after the Sept.
30 deadline, unless the region was on
its way toward peace. Byrd and many
other Democrats rejected the deadline
as unrealistic.

“It took me more than 60 days to
close on the mortgage on my house,”
Gejdenson said in an interview with
Cable News Network. “I think it may
take longer than 60 days to reach real
peace.”

Wright emphasized that he has
made no commitment to support new
aid after Sept. 30 if the peace plan
fails. “There is no implicit or explicit
agreement to that effect, whatever,” he
said on ABC television Aug. 6. The
peace plan is “surgically removed from
any quarrel about contra aid,” he said.

But skeptics fear that Reagan will
be able to blame the Sandinistas if the
plan fails, boosting pressure for contra
aid. “What we’re worried about is that
Sept. 30 comes and Ronald Reagan
goes on TV and says, ‘I tried,’ ” Mike
Lowry, D-Wash., told a reporter.

Behind the widespread cynicism
toward the administration’s motives
for embracing Wright’s plan is a record
of similar negotiating proposals as a
prelude to earlier contra-aid requests.
(1985 Weekly Report p. 631)

“Each and every time they’ve been
behind in the votes, they’ve thrown up
some peace plan,” said Miller. “Some-
how, each and every one of those nego-
tiations has broken down after contra
aid was approved.”

Discomfort on the Right

Between the time the White
House announced Wright’s plan and
the announcement Aug. 7 of the agree-
ment in Guatemala, Republicans and
conservative Democrats who back con-
tra aid worried that the Sandinistas
would accept the U.S. package.

In that case, they argued, the
cease-fire would deprive the contras of
their only lever on the Sandinistas.
Moreover, they warned, Reagan risked
demoralizing the contras by even pro-
posing an arrangement under which
the Sandinistas could remain in power
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— assuming they began respecting hu-
man rights and civil liberties.

If talks began and then bogged
down, the contras would be in no shape
to resume the battle, according to this
argument. “Time is always on the side
of the dictatorship,” Sen. Malcolm
Wallop, Wyo., said Aug. 5 after a meet-
ing between Reagan and Senate Re-
publicans. “They can use the time to
recoup whereas the indigenous
guerrilla group cannot.”

Rep. Jack F. Kemp, R-N.Y., and
some other contra backers had hoped
to reap political support for contra aid
from the testimony to the Iran-contra
committees of former White House
aide Lt. Col. Oliver L. North. “I think
the votes would be there if the presi-
dent made a case,” Kemp said Aug. 5.

Cracks in the Consensus

Reagan and other administration
officials stressed Aug. 5-6 that Wright
had initiated the package and that it
reflected a bipartisan approach.

But it became clear that Wright
and the administration disagreed on
important parts of the deal.

For instance, meeting with Wright
and other congressional leaders Aug. 5,
White House Chief of Staff Howard H.
Baker Jr. and other aides said Reagan’s
pledge to hold off any pressure for more
contra aid until after Sept. 30 would be
nullified if the Sandinistas did not take
up the offer within two weeks. Wright
called that unacceptable.

And within the administration, of-
ficials appeared to interpret the pack-
age differently. An example was the
question of whether a “plan for na-
tional reconciliation” would require di-
rect Sandinista-contra talks — some-
thing the Sandinistas had ruled out.

Appearing on PBS’s ‘“Mac-
Neil/Lehrer Newshour” Aug. 5, Baker
said that it would be up to the coun-
tries in the region to work out whether
the Sandinistas and the contras
should deal directly.

However, later that evening on the
ABC News, Assistant Secretary of State
Elliot Abrams said that direct talks
would be necessary. “Right now, our
goal is to get [the Sandinistas] to the
table with the resistance,” Abrams said.

On Aug. 6, White House spokes-
man Marlin Fitzwater seemed to reit-
erate Baker’s version, but with a major
addition: “Who would be at the table
is something yet to be determined,
and most likely by the democratic
countries there,” he said. But he
added that the procedure agreed on
“must be acceptable to the contras.” 1
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